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Abstract  
Despite Southeast Asian countries, with the exception of Cambodia and Philippines, 
aren’t a part of the 1951 Convention related to the Status of Refugees and its 1967 
Protocol. The refugee crisis remains one among the most influenced issues that the 
Southeast Asian region faced until now. This research paper seeks to explore and 
discuss the response of the Southeast Asian governments on the critical refugee crisis 
in the light of Human Security context. Moreover, it aims to address the major factors 
that affected the Southeast Asian policies to deal with this issue. To meet these aims; 
the Human Security Approach has been adopted as a theoretical framework, while the 
research design has been based on qualitative research approach, and its data have 
been collected using different types of documents; such as, governmental and NGO’s 
reports, journal articles, newspapers, books, official and political speech. This paper 
argues that the role of Southeast Asian governments in the refugee crisis was limited 
because it didn't sign the refugee convention and its protocol; therefore, refugees are 
deemed to be illegal immigrants by law. Moreover, the Southeast Asian historical 
experience about the negative effects of refugees on its economy, society and 
security, played an important role in determining its dealings with the current refugee 
issues. This research paper attempts to raise the scientific discussion among 
researchers who are interested in issues linked to Refugees, Human Security, and the 
Southeast Asian Region. 
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Introduction 
 
For more than four decades, the Refugee Crisis in Southeast Asia has gained a 
considerable intention from various actors, disciplines, and perspectives. Likewise, 
since the mid-nineties, when the Human Security concept emerged, there has been a 
growing interest in its understanding, formulation, and implementation in different 
parts of the world including the Southeast Asian countries. Despite, the both concepts 
have not been yet adopted by ASEAN organization documents, their relevant issues 
have been widely discussed and attempted to handle in many ways. A close looks at 
the recent NGO’s, UN reports, and a significant literature on the refugee crisis in the 
region, indicates that, although, the Refugee Crisis and Human Security are both not 
new issues challenging the security policies in Southeast Asia, the dealing with the 
first is and continued to be a complex, a chronic and critical issue that highly impacts 
the Southeast Asian region, states, societies, and individuals. In a fact sheet published 
in September 2014 which covered 13 Asian countries, including 11 Southeast Asian 
countries, (namely: Bangladesh, Brunei Darussalam, Cambodia, Indonesia, Lao PDR, 
Malaysia, Mongolia, Myanmar, the Philippines, Singapore, Thailand, Timor-Leste 
and Viet Nam.), the UNHCR regional office for South-East Asia highlighted 523,592 
people as refugees and asylum seekers, by country origins: Myanmar 500,364, Sri 
Lanka 4,786, Afghanistan 4,282, Pakistan 3,077, Others 11,083. A total of 2.7 million 
people of concern, including 1.4 million stateless and over 700,000 internally 
displaced. (UNHCR, 2014). 
 
This research paper mainly aims to explore and discuss the governmental response of 
Southeast Asian countries to the refugee crisis in the light of Human Security 
Approach. Moreover, it seeks to address and determine the major factors that affected 
this response. To this end, the question under discussion is: In the Human Security 
context, how do the policies of Southeast Asian country’s response to the regional 
refugee crisis? And what are the major factors that influenced these responses? In 
order to answer this question, the Human Security Approach, which basically 
formulated by United Nations Development Program UNDP (1994) and the 
Commission on Human Security CHS (2003) has been adopted as a theoretical 
framework, while the “refugee” has been defined by the same definition that has been 
adopted by Amnesty International, and formulated by the 1951 Convention related to 
the Status of Refugees, and its 1967 protocol, which is “a person who is outside their 
own country and, has a well-founded fear of persecution due to his/ her race, religion, 
nationality, membership of a particular social group or political opinion, and is unable 
or unwilling to return”. (UNHCR, 1951; Amnesty International, 2016, online)  
 
The notion of Human security has been increasingly discussed since the end of cold 
war, by many policy makers, international relations scholars and foreign policy 
advisors. The United Nation Development Program (UNDP) and the Commission on 
Human Security (CHS) has been highlighted what human security should involve. 
According to UNDP Human Development Report (1994), Human security means, 
first, safety from such chronic threats as hunger, disease and repression. And second, 
it means protection from sudden and hurtful disruption in the patterns of daily life 
whether in jobs or in communities. While according to HSC Human Security Now 
report (2003), the notion means the protection of the vital core of all human lives in 
ways that enhance human freedoms and human fulfillment. Human security, called 
for people-centred, holistic actions that helped Governments and communities to 



 

strengthen early warning about looming crises, identify the causes of insecurity, and 
take steps to close policy gaps, this concept provided a viable framework to bring 
various approaches into a coherent and concerted effort that put people at the 
forefront of decision-making. (UN, 2012, online) Human security is more than the 
absence of violence and conflict. It is not the total absence of state security; it depends 
on state security: the state has to provide order, the state has to provide protection, the 
state has to provide the legal process to protect the human beings inside its 
jurisdiction; not only physical protection, but intellectual and spiritual growth and the 
well-being of the total human being. Human security is not state-bound, it must be 
inter-state, because each state is no longer adequate to face the challenges to human 
security today.  (Pitsuwan, 2007, 68) The concept of human security is not exclusive 
of state security; it is not exclusive of state roles; it incorporates all these in order to 
focus (or refocus) on the individual, rather than on the sovereignty of the state. 
(Pitsuwan, 2007, 68) 
 
Research Methodology 
 
Since this research paper is a pilot study, the research design has been based on 
qualitative research approach, and its data have been collected using the review of 
different types of documents; such as, governmental and Non-Governmental reports, 
journal articles, research papers, newspapers, books, official and political speech. 
While the analysis has been conducted using a thematic analysis. The paper has been 
structured based  IMRaD format,  
 
Finding and Discussion 
 
The discussion starts with addresses the links between Human Security concept and 
Refugee Crisis, particularly in the context of Human Security Approach. And then 
gives an overview of the Human Security Agenda in Southeast Asian countries, it 
further provide the Refugee status and the governmental responses in the region.  
 
The nexus between Human Security and Refugee Crisis has been viewed from two 
sides. The first side is when the Refugee Crisis has seen as a threat to the Human 
Security in the hosting countries, including its national security. And the second is 
when it has seen as a threat to the Human Security of the refugees themselves. This 
research paper will not consider the first view deeply, while, more focus will be given 
to the second view. Because as noted previously in the introduction this paper has 
adopted a Human Security Approach. The second view is well fits the major idea 
behind Human Security concept, which is protection and empowerment of people to 
operationalize the security. However, in the analysis section we will take in account 
that, Refugees have never been far from international and domestic security 
discussions, whether they are positively or negatively viewed as victims of security 
deficits or as potential threats to national and international security.(Edwards, 2009, 
774-775) The first view, have been considered the refugees as a sources and subject 
of threats, and it gives a priority to the national security and focuses on the hosting 
state as a referent object of security. This point was illustrated by Alice Edwards, 
when she indicated that, Refugees in the 1990’s have been viewed as threats to 
national borders and security, perceived as criminals and terrorists, and, collectively, 
viewed as threats to international peace and security. Refugees in that time no longer 
offer the same geopolitical benefits to state interests as they did in the politics of the 



 

Cold War. (2009, 774-775) By contrast, in the second view, the refugees have been 
considered as victims and a referent object of the security, this view has called for 
more effective mechanisms to protect the Human security of refugees regardless to 
their backgrounds. This point has been provided by many scholars and activists 
engaged in support of refugees, they argued that the securitization of the policy debate 
on refugee movements in the 1990s, served to reinforce the restrictive asylum 
tendencies in Europe during that decade, and manifested themselves during the 
Kosovo refugee crisis as well. (Suhrke, 2003, 96) In other hand, the first time the 
High Commissioner systematically sought to relate Human Security concept to 
refugees was at the meeting of the ‘‘human security’’ coalition of states in 1999 by 
the High Commissioner, Sadako Ogata. In her keynote address, Sadako Ogata, 
emphasize two types of situations and related policy needs that must be addressed in 
order to improve the human security of potential or actual refugees: (Suhrke, 2003, 
102)   

(a) prevention of conflict and peace-building to protect and assist internally 
displaced persons (IDPs) and refugees in areas of conflict; states and 
organizations should form strategic partnerships with UNHCR for this 
purpose; (b) filling ‘‘the gap’’ between relief and development in the 
aftermath of a violent conflict so that returning refugees and IDPs could more 
readily be integrated and not risk repeated displacement. Both were high-
priority items on the UNHCR’s agenda. (Suhrke, 2003, 102) 
 

In a recent literature, Aramide Odutayo, Donald Kerwin has well addressed the links 
between Human security and Refugee Protection. To Odutayo, Human Security offers 
a new vocabulary with which to appeal to states for protection of refugees. (2016, 
373) And to Kerwin, refugee protection can advance both human and state security. 
(2016, 84) Refugee protection and national security respond to the aspiration for 
human security, albeit from different perspectives and with different emphases. 
National security underscores the responsibility of states to protect the lives and 
safeguard the rights of their residents, while refugee protection speaks to the 
responsibility of states to defend the rights of persons who are at risk of persecution, 
either by their own states or by groups that their states cannot or will not control. 
(Kerwin, 2016, 84) As Robyn Lui have highlighted, protection does not only mean 
defending legal rights, but also means monitoring borders to ensure that they remain 
open when refugees cross them; demanding access for food and medicines needed for 
assistance; fighting discrimination; counseling on legal procedures; deciding when to 
advise refugees when to return home. Refugee protection is a set of legal instruments, 
operational activities and material contributions that can restore a sense of security in 
people in whom flight has deprived of everything, sometimes, even of their identity. 
(2002, 105) 
 
To quote Alice Edwards again, she is concluded that, the people-centered focus of 
human security, irrespective of one's attachment or allegiance to the State, is 
conceptually powerful for refugees that are generally outside the remit of a State's 
national interest. This concept further embraces multilateralism, international 
cooperation, and interdependence, recognizing rightly, that threats to human security 
in one part of the world affect persons in other parts and that this needs to be taken 
into account in designing solutions and responses.(2009, 802-804) Today's internally 
displaced persons can quickly become tomorrow's refugees if the factors causing their 
human insecurity are not resolved. Moreover, the human security framework is 



 

oriented toward early action and response. However, national borders are increasingly 
irrelevant in the face of transnational threats. Theoretically, Responsibility to protect 
(R2P) offers some potential for enforcement action in the face of serious threats to 
human insecurity. Protection and empowerment, the concept of human security aims 
to foster long-term solutions to refugee problems.(Edwards, 2009, 804-805). 
 
Despite, the term Human Security Agenda didn’t yet adopted officially by ASEAN 
and Southeast Asian countries collectively, due to the lack of consensus on its 
definition and the challenge of implementation since it would involve the notion of 
sovereignty of its member states. ASEAN has directly and indirectly addressed many 
agreements and programs that presented a significant policies and cooperation 
connected to Human Security issues in the region. (Zainal Abidin, 2012, 62)   
 
First thing to remember is that, since 1967, ASEAN has placed the promotion of 
regional peace and security at the forefront of its endeavors (ASEAN, 2015, 12), it 
stresses the referent of security is the sovereign nation-states and in some occasions 
the peoples of Southeast Asia. (Feigenblatt, 2009, 12) After few years, The Zone of 
Peace, Freedom and Neutrality ZOPFAN 1971 was signed as the first document that 
set ASEAN’s vision towards security cooperation in the region. it was aims to ensure 
the region’s freedom from any form or manner of interference by outside powers, in 
addition at broadening the areas of cooperation that would contribute to the strength, 
solidarity and closer relations among the Member States. (ASEAN, 2015, 12) Asian 
countries in general, have been familiar with comprehensive security, which means 
that security goes beyond military means, and embraces political, economic, and 
socio-cultural means of providing security. In the mid-1980s, the ASEAN member 
states adopted the notion. Later on the comprehensive view of security has been 
influencing member states’ policy and behavior. (Cheeppensook,2007) The previous 
statements prove that, security issues were not a new trend of cooperation between 
Southeast Asian Countries; on the contrary they were in the bottom of concern in 
regional cooperation. However, the collective adaptation of the human security 
concept as a priority in security agenda is relatively new. 
 
The following table shows the status of Human Security of each Southeast Asian 
country by international rank order and level of Human Development in 2015.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Country International Rank on 
Human Security Index 2015 

Human development Category 

Singapore 5th  
 
Very high Human Development level 

Brunei Darussalam 30th 

Malaysia 59th  
 
High Human Development level 

Thailand 87th 

Indonesia 113th  
 
 
Medium Human Development level 

Viet Nam 115th 
Philippines 116th 
Timor-Leste  133th 
Lao PDR 138th 
Cambodia 143th 
Myanmar 145th 
Sources: Data collected from (UNDP,2016, 242-244) 
 

Table (1): Human Security in Southeast Asian Countries 
     
It is clear from data in the table (1) that, there are considerable ranking gap in the 
Human Security levels from one Southeast Asian country to another, according to that 
gap they could be categorized to 4 groups  as follows: 1: Singapore and Brunei 
Darussalam. 2: Malaysia and Thailand, 3: Indonesia, Vietnam and the Philippines. 4: 
Timor-Lest, Lao PDR, Cambodia and Myanmar. The table also shows that, among the 
eleven Southeast Asian countries there are 4 of them with a very high or high level of 
human development, which are respectively ordered: Singapore, Brunei Darussalam, 
Malaysia and Thailand, while the rest of countries are classified under the medium 
level of Human Development. The general image indicate that there are still an 
acceptable performances in Human Security because non state from this region in the 
Low Human Development category.  
 
In the trend of Human Security Agenda in South east Asian countries, a growth 
efforts have done to approach it the region at civil, political and academia levels. 
Some interesting effort  have been reflected in the declarations and works of the 
former secretary generals of ASEAN Surin Pitsuwan and Ong Keng Yong, in addition 
to Amitave acharya, the well-known researcher who is interested early in human 
security in southeast Asia. 
 
Surin Pitsuwan, the former Secretary-General of ASEAN and former Thai Minister of 
Foreign Affairs and member of the Commission on Human Security indicated that, in 
South-East Asia, the traditional way of dealing with non- traditional security issues is 
no longer adequate. All of these issues have human security dimensions. All the crises 
the region have experienced in the last years have human security dimensions, this 
overlap between non-traditional security and human security makes it easier to 
promote the substance, if not the exact terminology, of human security in the region. 
(Acharya, 2007, 29) It is worth to be mentioned, that Thailand, with its Ministry of 
Social Development and Human Security, have perhaps the first human security 
ministry in the world (Pitsuwan, 2007, 68) And it was also the first to use the term 
‘human security’ at ASEAN level in 1998, when Surin proposed that an ASEANPMC 
Caucus on human security be set up. And argued that, the human costs of the 
economic crisis would impact upon all the achievements that the ASEAN member 



 

states have made together so far, and would inevitably threaten the region as a whole. 
Therefore, those members who are interested and ready should join hands in mapping 
out steps and strategies for long-term approach to the cure for and prevention of 
human security in the region. (Cheeppensook, 2007, online) In Surin Pitsuwan view, 
Thailand unfortunately, was focus on Human security with the understanding that 
human security equals human welfare/social welfare. Human security is more than 
social welfare. Because social welfare is what the state provides, the individual just 
waits and receives largesse from the state. But in human security there is an element 
of fulfillment, there is an element of human rights, there is an element of human 
development, there is an element of fuller freedom (2007, 68) Another view to human 
security in this region has come from the former Singaporean Secretary-General of 
ASEAN, Ong Keng Yong, when he has stressed a ‘human security’ approach to 
combating terrorism in South-East Asia. (Acharya, 2007, 29) Coupled with this view, 
the Philippines was practically support it by its human security act in 2007 which 
make it an Act to secure the State and protect its people from terrorism. (Philippines 
e-Ligal Forum, 2007, online) To amitav acharya, a regional perspective to human 
security in South-East Asia is justified because the region has a well-established 
institution in ASEAN, with an experience of dealing with security challenges with a 
regional focus. Moreover, ASEAN has developed new institutional mechanisms 
enable it to rethink its principles to make them more attuned to a human security 
agenda. (2007, 21) Acharya addressed some reasons makes the human security 
concept find a little resonance in the thinking and approach of South-East Asian 
governments.(2007, 25) one reason is that, most South-East Asian policy-makers 
argue that national and state security need not be incompatible with human security. 
Another reason is that, some of the initial Western articulation of the concept of 
Human Security associated it with humanitarian intervention. And this is a key reason 
for the wariness of governments, with their deep attachment to Westphalian 
sovereignty, to embrace human security. As Surin Pitsuwan, put it: If there is any 
region that is suspicious of external involvement or jealous of the concept of 
sovereignty, it is Southeast Asia. The concept of sovereignty is still very sacred here. 
ASEAN is yet to adopt human security. (2007, 26) In the 20th anniversary of the 
Human Security concept, Surin and Mely Caballero-Anthony argued that in order to 
advance human security, ASEAN states must be imbued with the political will to act 
decisively in addressing human insecurities and to work with other actors in 
promoting protection and empowerment of people and communities.(Pitsuwan and 
Caballero-Anthony, 2014, 199) 
 

Country  Refugees status and Governmental Responses  
Viet Nam In 2015 Refugees by country origins was 313.2 thousand from Vietnam, 198.7 

thousand from Myanmar and 12.8 thousand from Cambodia. The same 
countries have also the worst records of state compliance with international 
human rights and they are not bound by humanitarian or refugee conventions 
either. 

Myanmar 
Cambodia* 

Indonesia  Refugees by country origins 9.3 thousand in 2015. Hosting more than13,800 
refugees and asylum seekers, mostly from Afghanistan and Pakistan, but also 
from Myanmar, Iraq, Iran, Sri Lanka and other countries.  

Lao PDR Refugees by country origins 7.4  thousands in 2015 
Philippines* Refugees by country origins 0.6 thousand 2015. In Indochina era, the 

government declared that reception and processing facilities for refugees had 
been overwhelmed by the refugee crisis long before arrivals peaked. The 
country remains plagued by widespread poverty and a violent political culture. 



 

 
 
Malaysia  

Refugees by country origins 0.4 thousands in 2015. Hosting more than 
150000. 139780 from Myanmar,  the others from Sri Lanka, Pakistan, 
Somalia, Syria, Iraq, Iran, Palestine and other nations. By the end of 1977, the 
Indochinese refugee population had increased. The number of boat people had 
risen from 1157 at the beginning of the year to 6974 by December. Within the 
first six months of 1978, 13,219 boat people sought refuge. It also had 
approximately 90,000 Filipinos seeking refuge from the conflict in Mindanao 
Island at the same time. 

Thailand The Thai government defines the Refugees as “displaced persons” and 
accommodates them in places referred to as “temporary shelters”. The largest 
groups are those displaced by fighting in Myanmar in recent decades. But 
there are also Hmong stranded after the wars in Indochina,  and recent influxes 
of the Rohingya minority from Myanmar. In 2015, there were 0.2 thousand 
refugees by country origins. In Indochina era, the refugee population had risen 
from 25,000 at the beginning of 1977, to 97,600 on January 1978, and 113,300 
on June 1978. The ethnic breakdown of this large refugee population in June 
1978 was 96,000 from Laos, 14,000 from Democratic Kampuchea and 3200 
from Vietnam.  

Singapore Refugees by country origins 0.1 thousands in 2015. In Indochina era, the 
government of Singapore has not allowed many refugees to land on its 
territory. Although rich by regional standards, the city-state is very small in 
area and cannot accommodate a large number of unwanted people. Singapore 
has, however, provided significant funding for the support of refugees 
elsewhere. Singapore was also unwilling to risk relative political and social 
stability with an influx of refugees of unknown background and temperament. 
It was thought that the presence of large numbers of refugees might lead to 
social unrest and an increase in crime. In 1977, a small group of Vietnamese 
sought asylum in Singapore after they had murdered the Vietnamese crew of 
the aircraft they had just hijacked. Such actions served to harden public 
opinion against other Vietnamese asylum-seeker. 

Timor-Leste  Refugees by country origins 0 thousands in  2015. 
Brunei 
Darussalam 

Refugees by country origins not available in 2015.In Indochina era, it has 
received very few refugees, and despite the tremendous wealth of the nation, 
appears to have provided little for refugee relief elsewhere 

 
* Signatory part of the 1951 convention on status of refugees. 
Sources:  the data collected from (B, 2016, online; Davies, 2006, 13; Lavoie & 
Knock, 1990, 46-49; Song, 2015,51; UNDP, 2009. 75; UNDP, 2016, 242-244;) 
 

Table (2): Status of Refugee Crisis in Southeast Asia and some governmental 
responses 

 
In the era of Indochina War, and exactly after 1978, the refugee problem in ASEAN 
countries grew in both scale and intensity. In light of costs, ethnic conflicts, and 
security threats, ASEAN member states have been at best unwilling, and often unable 
to provide asylum to large numbers of refugees. (Lavoie & Knock, 1990, 45) In 
Lavoie and Knock research, it had been mentioned that, Indonesia has received 
smaller numbers of refugees than Thailand and Malaysia, their presence has disrupted 
national life, and in particular population resettlement programs which had been 
implemented to avoid Overexploitation of Javanese agricultural lands. The influx of 
boat people to Indonesia was seen as a serious threat to the fragile economies of 
affected regions. (Lavoie & Knock, 1990, 46)  
 



 

With the exception of Cambodia and the Philippines, the Southeast Asian countries 
not a signatory part of 1951 refugee convention. This situation makes the label 
“refugee” not officially adopted by these countries. As the table 2 shown, among the 
11 Southeast Asian countries, 5 of them which are respectively Vietnam, Mayanmar, 
Canbodia, Indonesia and Lao PDR have the largest number of refugees by country 
origin in the region,  
 
Neither Indonesia nor the Philippines are stable politically, and both countries must 
contend with significant violent guerilla movements. Military budgets are already 
high for countries where serious poverty is widespread and the governments of both 
countries are anxious to avoid any further threats to national security and political 
stability. In light of the economic, political, and social pressures that the presence of 
large numbers of refugees might impose upon the precarious security of these two 
countries, both are very reluctant to allow large numbers of refugees to settle within 
their borders. (Lavoie & Knock, 1990, 49) 
under the circumstances emphazed in table 2, the Response of the Southeast Asian 
governments to the refugee crisis. 
 
In 2015, when the recent Rohingya refugee crisis was in the top, the effect of refugee 
policies in Southeast Asian region has been widely criticized, by Amnesty and 
UNHRH, the world witnessed harrowing scenes as fishing boats crammed with 
refugees and migrants from Myanmar and Bangladesh were pushed back to sea by 
Thailand, Malaysia and Indonesia. Desperate children, men and women were left 
without food, water and medical care for a week, before the Philippines and later 
Indonesia and Malaysia offered to take them in. (Amenesty international, 2015, 
online) Amnesty International, with Auckland Refugee Council and the Asia Pacific 
Refugee Rights Network (APRRN) strongly supported a regional approach towards 
improving the protection of refugees and asylum seekers. They believe that this 
displacement crisis will not be solved unless states recognize it as a regional problem 
and deal with it as such. A constructive regional approach, would positively impact 
not only on the well-being of refugees and asylum seekers but also on the stability of 
the region as a whole.(Amenesty international, 2015, online) UN warns of 
humanitarian disaster after Thailand, Malaysia and Indonesia turn back boatloads of 
refugees fleeing Burma, leaving 6,000 people stranded at sea (Tisdall, 2015, online)  
 
In that time, ASEAN has published its Security Outlook, it highlighted the issue of  
refugees (by term of irregular movement of persons) as a major concern to ASEAN. 
The Outlook stressed the need for ASEAN to immediately identify the root causes 
and other contributory factors to the recent irregular influx of persons and work 
together in concert to find a solution to the crisis. this will help ASEAN in addressing 
the issue more effectively and in a holistic manner.(ASEAN, 2015, 81) 
 
Response of the Southeast Asian governments to the past (Indochina) and recent 
(Rohingya) refugee crisis has been shaped or influenced by different and 
interdependent factors. 
 
In the late 1970s, as refugee movements in South east Asian region peaked, the 
economic, social, and political stability of first asylum countries was threatened; 
several wealthy Western nations with a tradition of immigration and emergent 
economic interests in the area were confronted with a complex and unwelcome 



 

dilemma (Lavoie & Knock, 1990, 43).After the Indochina refugee conference, the 
first negative outcome which shaped future Southeast Asian state responses on 
refugee crisis. was that Southeast Asian states were successful in arguing at the 
conference that this crisis and its solutions were and therefore they would not take 
part in old solutions, such as the 1951 Convention and 1967 Protocol. Southeast Asian 
states had watched how African states were forced to accept the entire refugee burden 
facing that continent during the 1960s and they were not going to be the next 
developing region to be burdened with problems beyond their capacity. This point 
was made regularly by all Southeast Asian states present at the 1979 conference. 
(Davies, 2006, 22) Southeast Asian states learned that ‘hard hearts could drive hard 
bargains’(Davies, 2006, 23) 
 
In addition, today's refugees living in protracted camps may become tomorrow's 
irregular migrants, or they may be recruited by non-state armed groups or the state 
military and paramilitary groups and prolong armed conflict. It acknowledges that the 
failure to deal with the human security issues of individuals and refugees can have an 
impact on national, regional, or global security. (Edwards, 2009, 804).The movement 
of refugees is a security threats that transcends national borders and draws attention to 
the impact of intrastate conflicts on national, regional and international order. In this 
context, the refugee problem represents a danger to the national security of receiving 
states and to common security.(Lui, 2002, 98). Five broad ways has been identified in 
which migratory movements can threaten security: when refugees and migrants are 
working against the regime of their home country; when they pose a risk to their host 
country; when immigrants are seen as a cultural threat; when they are perceived as a 
social or economic threat; when the host country uses immigrants as instruments to 
threaten the country of origin (Freitas, 2002, 38) 
Many Southeast Asian states believed that complying with international refugee law 
would compromise their sovereignty, their security and their development.( Davies, 
2006, 24) 
 
Conclusion 
 
The purpose of this research paper was to explore and discuss the way that the 
governments of Southeast Asian countries does response to the Refugee Crisis in the 
context of Human Security. The paper was also aims to address and identify the main 
factors influencing these responses.  As already noted previously, in the context of 
human security, the state is no longer the only referent object of security. Moreover, it 
became well known todays that, human security in one part of the world influence 
persons in other parts. Much literature has emphasis that, these facts needs to be taken 
into account in order to design solutions and responses.  
 
Regarding to the nexus between Human Security and Refugee Crisis. It is clear from 
the provided literature that, while the traditional view seen the refugees Crisis as a 
cause of Human Insecurity, the Refugee Crisis and Human Security can be linked in 
the human security context through many concepts as well as, Protection and 
responsibility to protect, Empowerment, Freedom from fear, Freedom from wants, 
and freedom to live in dignity. In other words, the Refugee Crisis in the Human 
Security context has viewed as a part of the human insecurity.   
 



 

In Southeast Asia, some states were more ready than others to accept, to incorporate, 
to accommodate the concept of human security, Surin recognized. With the exception 
of Thailand, the governments in that region do not prefer to use the term “Human 
Security” in its official documents. Likewise, with the exception of Cambodia and the 
Philippines, the terms “Refugee” not legally recognized in the region. To express the 
stats of refugee in official documents of the Southeast Asian governments, the terms, 
Displaced Persons; Irregular Influx of Persons; Irregular migrants; Non- Citizens; are 
likely to be used, but not the term “refugee”. For most of these countries, discussions 
of refugee Crisis have been separated from Human Security planning and debates. 
Moreover, it has limits its official dealing with the issue of refugees under the rights 
of children and human trafficking contexts only, instead of dealing with it under the 
whole Human Security context for long term resolution. On other hand, despite the 
overall positive performance of Southeast Asian countries in Human development, 
and so far in Human Security level in some of them, the most governments has not 
given preference to the blooming refugee Crisis that the region experiencing for more 
than four decades.  
 
Nevertheless, a considerable evidences provided in this paper including the table (1), 
ASEAN calls, and Acharya and Surin notes, confirmed that, the absence of the terms 
“Refugees” and “Human Security” in the governmental documents does not necessary 
means the absence of Human Security policies or dealing with refugee issues. Some 
experiences as has been indicated have brought about a gradual shift to being more 
comfortable with the idea of sharing the responsibility to protect, to prevent 
calamities, and to rescue people from their fate; due to the various challenges, threats 
and calamities coming towards the region, not as countries any more.  
 
As it has been shown in the finding and discussion section, and based on a tracing 
literature have done on Indochina and Myanmar Refugee Crisis, a juridical supported 
with Historical, Security, political, Societal and Economic, factors has been well 
influenced the worries and consequently the response of the Southeast Asian 
governments,  
  
In order to contribute raising the discussion among researchers who are interested in 
this topic, this research paper suggests the following relevant problems to be 
questioned in further research: 1) We call for questioning again the extent of the 
incompatibility of the protective Human Security and the ASEAN way. Because some 
literature has stated that “protective Human Security” is incompatible with the 
“ASEAN way” theoretically and, to a certain extent, also in practice. The differences 
in temporal frame and points of reference regarding standards to be followed are 
important obstacles for the application of this version of Human Security in Southeast 
Asia. 2) How could Southeast Asian Countries collectively, create strategies enable 
them to settle the Refugee Crisis in a human security context without threating the 
human security of the hosting countries in the region? The reason behind asking this 
question is that, the human security context considers the human security of all 
Humankind, so treating of refugee crisis without taking into account the negative 
effects on the human security of people in the hosting country will create a continued 
problem could be called “Human Insecurity Dilemma”. 
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