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Introduction

Robert A. Scalapino

It is symbolic of the distance we have traveled in the past three or four decades
that scholars and officials from the five states comprising ASEAN (Association of
Southeast Asian Nations) came together with their American counterparts to discuss
certain economic, political, and security issues confronting Southeast Asia in the
1980s. In this single fact, a justification for ASEAN is apparent. Emerging from
separate colonial experiences (Thailand partly excepted), the societies of Southeast
Asia had scant communication with one another in the years immediately after
World War II. Indeed, friction among them was a more prominent feature than
cooperation. Wars—hot and cold—periodically erupted, with sustained, productive
dialogue virtually impossible.

A sigiudachievementof ASEAN has been to bring both the leadersand portions
ofthe citizenry of the five states comprising that association into increasinglyregular
contact. Discussion obviously does not signify agreement. In the contributions that
follow, a diversity of perspectives and points of view are to be found, even among
the ASEAN participants. Yet the impressive fact is the degree of unity exhibited,
especially when the issue is one of a regional nature. Of course, no one can predict
the future of each nation in this area or of the still-youthful ASEAN structure.
However compelling the reasons for strong regional ties in Southeast Asia, the
obstacles remain formidable as the slow progress in the arena of economic coopera
tion testifies. Nevertheless, consultation among leaders is being regularized, bilateral
ties are being strengthened within the ASEAN framework, and the will to common
policiesis evidenceddespite differences that stem from diversedomestic settings.

The presence of American scholars and officials at this conference is also
symbolic, underscoring the continuing interest of the United States in a region of
importance to it—economically, politically, and in terms of the overall Pacific-Asian
strategic equilibrium. Today, few knowledgeable Americans adhere to the thesis
voiced during the controversy over the Vietnam War that Southeast Asia is an unim
portant, peripheral area. It is widely recognized that both in its promise and its
problems, this region is ofvital concern to each ofthe major states, witnessed by their
active presence there in one form or another.

Rather than introducing the chapters that follow or seeking to present a digest
of their principal themes, I would prefer to draw up my own balance sheet on the
basic issues discussed, making it clear at the outset that this is one American's
perspective and not necessarily reflective of the views of other Americans nor of a
conference consensus.
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First, however, it would seem appropriate to place the issues confronting the
ASEAN community in a global context by seeking to outline in very brief form cer
tain broad developments that characterize our times. In the recent past, I have argued
that seven basic trends are underway which affect attitudes and policies on a
worldwide front. One can commence with the fact that this is a time of mounting
interdependence, whether the measurement be economic, political, or strategic. Even
the most autarkic economies, for example, are now being reoriented, with the
premium upon turning outward to take advantage of more advanced technology and
at the same time expand beyond the narrow domestic market. Yet it is also clear that
this trend has made many societies far more vulnerable to international crises and
less in control of their own destinies. As one reaction, therefore, we are witnessing
the revitalization of nationalism, not merely in the so-called developing societies
where it has been a more or less continuous elitist expression since World War II but
also among the so-called advanced industrial nations—West Europe, the United
States, and Japan.

A second trend relates to economic development in our times. The most
pessimistic Malthusian predictions have thus far proven wrong or, at a minimum,
greatly exaggerated. While population has increased, in some cases by alarming
amounts, so has the production of necessities, including food. The promise,
moreover, is that science, technology, and human capacities will combine to push
productivity ahead in future years. But in all probability, the slowing growth ratecur-
rently characteristic of the industrial societies will continue, with its attendant
psychological and political impact. Many people of the "advanced world" will haVe
to learn to live at the same, or even a reduced, level, and that phenomena known as
"relative deprivation" will play an increased role in political affairs as individuals
fail to realize their material expectations.

Yet the overwhelming majority of individuals living in advanced societies will
have a vastly higher standard of lifethanhundreds of millions of theirifellow humans
in the so-called developing world. Indeed, the gap between "rich" and *^*poor"
societies is destined to grow in the decades ahead, albeit, not necessarily along the
fault line supposedly separating the Third World from others. Economic growth will
move additional states into the "newly industrialized" and "modern agricultural"
categories, but there will also be continuing instances of economic basket cases, and
even within a given society, the distance between advanced and desperately poor
regions will lengthen.

In this context, the quest for an effective economic model willaccelerate. Today,
both the mixed economies characteristic of the advanced West and the Socialist

economies of states like the Soviet Union and the People's Republic of China are in
trouble. Even the export-oriented economies, pioneered by Japan and successfully
emulated by South Korea and Taiwan, face growing challenges in the years ahead.
What structure and policies will work best during the final years of the twentieth cen
tury and beyond? The question is a compelling one; the answer is by no means clear.

A similar search is underway in the political sphere. Few problems have proven
more difficult for those societies which emerged as independent entities after World



War II than that of creating and maintaining effective political institutions. In the
absence of such institutions, the role of personal leadership in politics is greatly
heightened. As a given individual or small group acquires power and holds it over
a long period, moreover, access to leadership is gradually constricted, and power
becomes ever more absolute. Generally when the leader goes, therefore, a succession
crisis in some form ensues, yielding instability, sometimes bloodshed.

At present, the issue of political institutionalization is not confined to recently
emerged societies. A growing uncertainty surrounds the older polities. Neither
Western-style parliamentarism nor Soviet-style one-party dictatorship has an assured
future. Once again, therefore, ours is a time when the quest is for a model, one in the
political realm sufficiently flexible to be capable of adjustment to the realities of this
era, sufficiently durable to surmount recurrent crises, and sufficiently satisfying to
the citizenry to induce their allegiance.

Perhaps the task of institutionalizing politics has been made all the more difficult
because of yet another trend, namely, the decline of secular ideology. Such a decline
has cut across all political systems. It has been no less pronounced in Socialist
societies than in those adhering to liberalism. As one by-product of this phenomenon,
a development largely ignored by social scientists until it was well advanced has
emerged—the return of religion as a significant political force. Fundamental Islam,
fundamental Christianity, fundamental Judaism—even Buddhism in certain
forms—have reestablished or strengthened themselves in the political arena.
Mankind still demands beliefs and values; hence, a decline in the capacity or will of
secular authorities to provide such values has left a vacuum, which is being partly
filled by an older force.

A fifth attribute of this age is to be found in the fragile nature of regionalism
and internationalism. Despite the hopes that flourished in the years immediately after
1945that a new world order could be constructed, the task has proven to be beyond
the present talents of our leaders and people. Certain regional organizations have
emerged, to be sure, and their achievements must not be denigrated, as I indicated
at the outset. The United Nations, moreover, has performed some functions to the
benefit of many peoples. Yet even the most effective regional organization, the
European Economic Community, is presently beset with rising strains. And no one
would claim that the United Nations, however useful, serves as an effective peace
keeping institution. We continue to live in an essentially lawless world dominated by
rival nation-states.

It follows, therefore, that we shall have to endure a very considerable quotient
of violence in the period ahead. The chances of avoiding a major power nuclear
conflict seem to me good because it is obvious that in such a war there would be
no winners. The balance of terror still serves as a critical deterrent. But there is a
wide spectrum of violence short of nuclear war to which we are almost certain to be
subjected, ranging from terrorism to those combined civil-international conflicts that
have been the hallmark of our times. And one task of supreme importance will
be to contain such conflicts, limiting their escalation to the extent possible.

Perhaps a final trend is the most significant, at least in immediate terms.
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namely, the movement from alliance to alignment. In the immediate post-1945
period, as the so-called cold war unfolded, both the UnitedStatesand the. Soviet
Union became the center of alliances at once exclusive and all-encompassing. On the
part of the primary power, commitments of an economic and strategic nature were
firm and extensive;on the part of the secondary powers, the obligations were those
of loyaltyand allegiance in partial compensationfor the risksand sacrifices of the
major party. Today, all such relationships are more porous, flexible, and permitting
of greater independence on each side. The obligations of the primary power are more
tentative and less absolute. Those of the secondary power are less exclusive, with
opportunity for differences, sometimes of great import. These facts have far-
reaching political significance. It is entirely possible that the nation handling its
alignments better will enjoy advantages in the global balance of power, which
military weapons alone cannot bring.

Against this background, how should one assess the issues confronting the
ASEAN region today and their implications both for domestic stability and for
regional security? First, as was indicated in our sessions, the economic future of the
ASEAN community appears relatively bright. There are good reasons to project
growth rates substantially higher than those likelyfor most developingregions, in
line with trends of the recent past. This region is blessed with substantial resources,
a growing pool of trained managers and skilledor semiskilled workers, and, of equal
significance, a second-generation political leadership that for the most part has
turned away from political posturing and adventurism to make economic develop
ment a concern of highest priority. Mistakes in economic planning have been made,
and there is clearly no guarantee that current or future policies will be free of serious
defects, but, in general, the mixed economies of the ASEAN states are performing
reasonably well.

As recent events have illustrated, however, the future of these economies
depends in very considerable measure upon global conditions, both economic and
political. The health of the industrial economies—and their policieswith respect both
to trade and to assistance—will have a very great impact upon the economic future
of this region. As with other areas, interdependence is a rising force with which each
of the ASEAN states must reckon.

At the same time, regional variations within each state are likely to grow rather
than diminish, and the issue of relative deprivation, signaled earlier, may well become
a more serious problem, especially when combined with ethnic divisions. In this
regard, the pervasive influence of overseas Chinese on the domestic economies of the
ASEAN states will become an even more explosive issue in some societies, with the
likelihood of actions similar to those pioneered by Malayasia, namely, the enactment
of policies requiring the participation of an increased number of ''indigenous"
personnel in the commercial-industrial structure.

There seems little chance that any states of the ASEAN community will move
toward the Communist-style Socialist model. Past experimentation with extensive
state controls has generally produced poor results, and the commitment everywhere
is to a mixed economy. Yet the degree of this mixture—the precise role of the state
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and the private sector—will be subject to challenge and change, depending upon both
domestic and international circumstances. There are no specific economic policies
to which these states owe unswerving allegiance.

In the political sphere, continued experimentation is also likely to be the order
of the day. For this region, neither Western-style parliamentarism nor Soviet-style
communism has proven to be highly successful—or broadly appealing, except in
theory. The nation-states of the ASEAN area are still being formed, a completely
understandable fact considering their brief history as independent actors on the
modern world stage. A majority of them came into being, moreover, handicapped
by being artificial entities in some degree, products of the exigencies of colonialism.
Few of these states reflect natural boundaries based on topography, race, language,
or religion. Diversity of the most extensive type dominates the region. And,
unfortunately, progress in race relations is limited at best. In fact, some observers
would argue that there remains serious threat of retrogression in this vital field in
certain states.

Thus, the full freedom implicit in Western-style parliamentarism can easily
heighten ethnic, sectional, and religious divisions, disrupting the fragile social struc
ture. And, indeed, that has been the experience of many of these states during the
period when the government was committed to parliamentarism. As a result, various
forms of "guided democracy" or dominant party systems have emerged, sometimes
under the aegis of military rule. What distinguishes these experiments from the
Socialist state a la Russia or China is the fact, first, that the society itself remains
strongly pluralist, and the commitment of the leadership is generally to a political
system that allows at least limited political competition, not to a permanent one-party
dictatorship. Thus, the evolutionary potentials of these polities would seem to be con
siderable. Will it be in the direction of greater political freedom and the use of
elections as genuine measurements of the satisfaction or dissatisfaction of the
citizenry under classic utilitarian principles? Or can we anticipate that over time a
"third way" will unfold—neither wholly "liberal" in the Western sense nor
"Socialist" in the Communist sense—in accordance with some of the political
structures currently in operation in the region? One thing seems clear: the ASEAN
community is still in the process of experimenting with political institutions, and that
process will probably continue for a considerable period of time.

Perhaps such experimentation is abetted by the fact that ASEAN leaders today
2irenot wedded to any firm ideological precepts, rhetoric that would seem to indicate
otherwise notwithstanding. Pragmatism is the governing force. What will work, not
what is "true," is the operative principle. This has its advantages, particularly in
removing barriers or strictures that might inhibit change. On the other hand, it
encourages certain ideological or religious forces to contest the government's
legitimacy. Fundsunental Islam, for example, was defeated in Indonesia—at least for
thg time being—with the demise of Darul Islam more than a decade ago, but it
remains a force with which to reckon in Malaysia, and it underwrites the Islamic
revolt in the Philippines, granting the powerful economic and social factors sus
taining it in both of these societies.
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In comparison with earlier times, the other ideological challenge, that of
communism, is at a relatively low ebb today. Once, the Communist guerrilla move
ment, adhering largely to Maoist tactics and principles, represented a threat or, at
a minimum, a substantial problem in Burma, Thailand, Malaysia, and the
Philippines. In Indonesia, meanwhile, a legal Communist party—aligned with
Sukarno—came closer than any of the guerrilla movements to achieving power.
There, the Communists were crushed in the aftermat|̂ of the abortive September
1965 coup, and no recovery has yet taken place. Within the other ASEAN com
munities, it is only in the Philippines that the Communists—in the form of the New
People's Army—continue to cause the government significant problems, and even
there the movement does not pose an imminent challenge. Elsewhere, while
underground Communist activities continue, with periodic armed clashes and cer
tain enclaves of guerrilla authority, Communist power has perceptively weakened.

Why? To some extent, economic progress has dimmed Communist appeal. For
this and other reasons, there has been a growing acceptance of the legitimacy of most
governments. At the same time, with limited results over a protracted period of time.
Communist hopes of victory have faded, leaving only a hard core of true believers or
desperate individuals fighting on. The reduction of external assistance, notably by the
People's Republic of China, has also been a factor of significance in some situations.

One unanswerable question, however, is whether Indochina—and more
precisely, Vietnam, the dominant actor there—will play a subversive role in
neighboring societies in the future. Communism has now been implanted in the
region as a state force, and a hot war appears likely to continue into the indefinite
future, spilling over periodically into Thailand. Vietnamese leaders insist that their
objectivesdo not includeaggressionagainst their neighbors, but, clearly, they intend
to dominate Kampuchea and Laos, and this fact alone is likely to bring them into
unending conflict with China, with Thailand among others serving as a conduit for
aid to anti-Vietnamese forces.

In sum, as the strictly internal aspects of the Communist movement in
Southeast Asia have diminished, its interstate aspects have risen, with Vietnam,
China, and the U.S.S.R. all active in the region, each pursuing its perceivednational
interests—with varying impacts upon ASEAN.

The continuing Indochina conflict, however,has had one striking effect upon
ASEAN as an organization; namely, it has served to enhance its political-strategic
dimensions. ASEAN was formed essentially to be an economic association and one
for the most part eschewing politicalor military activities. In point of fact, however,
the economicaccomplishments of the associationhave been sparseup to date, reflec
tive of the varied stages of development and needs of the member states. ASEAN has
thus been most successfulas a vehiclefor consultation among political leaders, and,
in this connection, the Indochina crisishas servedas a catalyst, causing ASEAN to
hammer out consensuspositions, present a united front on the international stage,
and engagein negotiations at least partly as a unit. Differencesof opinion pertain
ing to the Indochina issueclearlyexistwithin ASEAN, as the chapters in this volume
signal, but up to date, it has been possibleto preserveunity despitethose differences.
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Meanwhile, at the bilateral level, various ASEAN states have agreed to measures
reducing tension among themselves and fashioning security measures against internal
subversion.

Perhaps it is ironic that conflict within the region and the heightening presence
of the major outside nations should have shifted the emphasis within ASEAN, at
least temporarily. It is also testimony to the fragile nature of international relations
at present. Neither the United Nations nor major power negotiations seems likely to
resolve the issues centering upon Kampuchea. Indeed, there is scant reason at pres
ent for optimism concerning the cessation of hostilities there. Hanoi gives every
indication of backing its hegemony over Indochina with long-term military
commitments if necessary, relying upon Soviet support. China shows no intention
of retreating from its tough stance against Vietnamese expansion partly because
Hanoi is now regarded as an integral part of Soviet encirclement policies directed
toward the PRC, and both the U.S.S.R. and the PRC give every indication of
regarding Southeast Asia as an important component in their overall strategic
policies, despite the fact that for the Soviet Union, this area has long been a region
of secondary significance.

Thus, the ASEAN community is currently confronted with the prospects of a
long-lived, close-in, and potentially dangerous major power confrontation within
its region. As noted earlier, ASEAN opinions with respect to this situation are not
uniform. Indonesia and, to a considerable extent, Malaysia, continue to regard China
as the long-term threat, reflective in part of their domestic Chinese "problem." They
have shown some interest, therefore, in accommodation with Hanoi, hoping that it
can serve as a buffer against Chinese expansion. Thailand and Singapore, on the
other hand, see Vietnam as an immediate threat and one that must be countered via
firm resistance.

Meanwhile, as a general goal, the ASEAN community has hoisted banners
labeled a Zone of Peace, Freedom, and Neutrality. Ideally, of course, most Southeast
Asian leaders would prefer a minimal political and military presence of the major
powers in their region. They realize, however, that this is not possible under present
circumstances. In point of fact, therefore, ASEAN is not neutral in the strict sense
of this term. It tilts toward the West and Japan—economically, politically, and
strategically. The relationship is one of alignment, not alliance—but as long as the
Soviet Union and the People's Republic of China play their current roles, that align
ment is likely to continue. It is thus all the more important that the United States and
the ASEAN community consult closely not merely on matters of a strategic nature
but upon those economic and political concerns which must underwrite any mean
ingful security, domestic or regional.

The current policy of the United States is to support ASEAN, hoping that it can
maintain and advance its present degree of unity. Such a policy is correct in so far as
it goes. What remains to be accomplished, however, is to fashion broader, multilateral
programs of economic interaction, with serious attention to the developmental issues
of the region. In the long run, these may well be the decisive factor in determining
ASEAN stability, hence, the contribution which the ASEAN states can make to peace.
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Internal Security in Southeast Asia in the 1980s





1. Internal Security in Southeast Asia
in the 1980s

Abdulrahim bin Thamby Chik

Introduction

Security issues are uppermost in the minds of the developing nations of
Southeast Asia in view of the swift political changes that have taken place in this
region during the last decade. Security issues become even more pertinent as some
of the problems which emerged in the 1970s remain unsolved and defy amicable
settlement because of the interplay of various factors that are beyond the ability of
the smaller nations in the peripheral area to control or neutralize effectively.

It is perhaps most appropriate to start by drawing attention to the significant
trends that prevail in major issues affecting security in the region, as well as future
trends that are likely to emerge. It is also pertinent to make a very quick survey,
initially, of the international situation since the international environment has a
major influence on regional and national developments. On this score, the signifi
cant factors are the nature of relations between the United States and the Soviet

Union, between the Soviet Union and China, and between China and Indochina.
Of primary significance is the still unresolved Kampuchean issue. The

catastrophic finale of the Vietnam War in 1975 brought a change in the Southeast
Asian scene. The establishment of the first Communist regime in Southeast Asia,
which acquired the reputation of having defeated the strongest nation in the world,
introduced a new dimension in the pattern of international relations in the region.

In the beginning there were hopes that the Southeast Asian countries would
settle down to a lifestyle of peaceful and cooperative co-existence with their newly
installed neighbor. The three-year lull (1975-1978) almost confirmed these hopes. The
visit of Pham Van Dong to the ASEAN countries in 1978 gave further cause
for optimism.

But events took a sudden turn in December 1978 when Vietnamese forces in

Kampuchea overturned the Pol Pot regime. Since then, events seemed to have created
a life of their own, and among the non-Communist states of Southeast Asia there has
arisen a common concern that the region will again be disturbed by destabilizing
influences.

The issue that confronts ASEAN today is how to cope with the developments
as they unfold without compromising sovereignty, independence, territorial integrity,
and other national values. It is of fundamental importance that ASEAN, because of
geographical considerations, should seriously think of a strategic policy that will
ensure continued well-being. ASEAN embarked on a nonaligned policy as far back



as 1971 and proposed the neutralization of Southeast Asia the following year, but
it is clear that neutrality without defense is worthless.

It would not be out of place here also to discuss briefly the security situation
in Malaysia since the long-standing threats to security posed by the Communist Party
of Malaya are to a great extent dependent on the tides prevailing in Southeast Asia.
Finally, I will examine a few options that may provoke some thought toward shaping
a realistic security policy for this region.

The International Scenario

To all intents and purposes, the much-heralded spirit of detente between the
United States and the Soviet Union, which was deemed to presage a new era of
lessening tensions—at least in the relations between the world's two largest
superpowers—is now dead. The Soviet Union is perceived as the principal military
competitor and the most dangerous potential adversary of the United States, the only
power capable of posing a real strategic threat to the United States as well as to
American interests throughout the world.

Indeed, the breakdown of detente and the revival of the cold war will certainly
have destabilizing effects in the global context. This could well increase the danger
of drawing the developing nations into the vortex of a superpower conflict with grave
ramifications for their peace, security, and economic well-being. These are legitimate
fears and concerns.

Bold solutions are called for. Suggestions have been made for a return to
detente. But the detente of the 1960s and 1970s, which essentially sought to stabilize
East-West relations in Europe through a policy of mutual restraint and accommoda
tion, failed to regulate the behavior of the major powers in the Third World
countries.

Herein lies the weakness of detente, a concept so varied in meaning and
objective that it limits its applicability to only a narrow part of the globe, leaving
the other parts open to unrestrained political and ideological pressure. Detente or
peaceful co-existence as a method is continuously being deployed to further
ideological aims, resulting in disaffection and rebellion to overthrow legitimate
governments.

The nations of Southeast Asia not only have to reckon with such problems that
drain their resources and energy, but they also face a rather bizarre situation: their
hands are shaken by governments in the name of friendship at the same time that the
political parties from which these governments are formed—as though there were a
real dichotomy—declare openly their commitments to support morally and politi
cally illegal and terrorist groups striving to overthrow by violent means their
respective governments. Such blatant declarations and unashamed admissions are
done in the name of honesty and ideological rivalry as though Southeast Asians were
all nincompoops.

The strategic balance between the United States and the Soviet Union continues
to improve in favor of the Soviets, whose global outlook has been accompanied by
a steady increase in military strength. The Soviet military intervention in Afghanistan



is regarded as a very ominous portent of profound significance, reflecting as it does
the employment of Soviet combat forces outside the Soviet bloc for the first time
since the end of World War II.

The Soviet military intervention in Afghanistan has given rise to various
questions such as; were the Soviets influenced by the perception that their attainment
of strategic parity with the United States has diminished considerably
the American ability to counter such interventions? Does the Soviet intervention
portend greater risks of military confrontation in the decade of the 1980s and so on?

In the Middle East and Persian Gulf region, political changes in Iran have
altered drastically the military balance. With the overthrow of the Shah of Iran, the
United States feels it has to take on the burden of preserving stability and protecting
vital sources of oil in the oil-producing friendly states in that area. The Middle East
situation is also influenced by a number of contradictions, which the Soviet Union
can obviously exploit to its advantage. These arise from Arab relations with Israel,
the continued Israeli occupation of Arab lands, and the failure of the United States
and other Western powers to compel Israel to adopt a more conciliatory attitude.
Soviet involvement in Yemen and in the Horn of Africa has also been increasing and
is seen as another destabilizing factor.

In Latin America, Cuban involvement in the Caribbean coupled with the over
throw of the governments in Nicaragua and El Salvador are also seen as factors
threatening the stability of a number of non-Communist countries.

In the Far East, the normalization of relations between the United States and
the People's Republic of China has led to an improvement in the regional security
situation because it has lessened the likelihood of Sino-American confrontations,

which had been a long-standing feature since the Korean War. This improvement,
however, has been offset by other factors, such as the emergence of Vietnam as the
strongest military power in the Southeast Asian region, the estrangement between
Vietnam and China leading to military confrontation between these two countries,
the growing Soviet involvement in affairs of the region, the development of the
special relationship between the Soviet Union and Vietnam, and Vietnam's military
intervention in Kampuchea.

The history of Southeast Asian nations is such that for decades they were
subjected and had to respond to the pressures and influence of larger nations from
outside the region. As the European colonial powers receded into the background
with the ending of the decolonization process by the early 1960s, the Southeast
Asian countries were left to cope with the rival policies of. three major
powers—the United States, the Soviet Union, and China. Each Southeast
Asian country adopted a policy that suited its national interests best or that
enabled it to pursue peace, preserve its stability, and maintain its independence. They
were influenced not only by the need to respond to the policies of the major powers
but also by rivalries and differences among the newly emerging nations themselves.
Some countries opted for military alliances with a major power, some joined the
nonaligned movement, and others hoped for neutralization or a system of balance
of power.



There is no doubt that most of these Southeast Asian nations experienced at one time
or another a sense of frustration and disenchantment with regard to their special rela
tionships with outside powers. Such relationships were sometimes inadequate to meet
national interests, sometimes invited foreign involvement in the internal affairs of
the smaller nation, or even attracted the hostility of the other major powers.
Eventually, they opted for regional groupings among themselves, such as ASEAN.

The ending of the Vietnam War appeared to indicate the withdrawal of any
formal U.S. commitment to Southeast Asia. Prior to 19.75, however, ASEAN
members had already decided to press for the creation of a Zone of Peace, Freedom,
and Neutrality (ZOPFAN) as a means of keeping out superpower rivalry and involve
ment in the region. Malaysia adopted a policy of equidistance in her relations with
other countries and established diplomatic relations with China.

In considering the future security and stability of the Southeast Asian region,
one needs to find the answer to one major question: what are the long-term objec
tives of the United States, the Soviet Union, and China with regard to this region?
This is, of course, a difficult question to answer, but one needs some understanding
of their long-term objectives if one is to be in a position to consider the various policy
options that will favor the preservation of peace, security, and stability in the region.
At the same time, the smaller nations cannot hope for security and stability unless
the major powers themselves are prepared to play a supporting role.

So long as U.S.-Vietnam relations are not normalized, U.S. military presence
in any of the ASEAN states willprovoke a hostile response from Vietnam, particu
larly toward the country where U.S. forces are based. At the same time, the
development of Sino-American relationswill alsohavea significant bearingupon the
perceptions of ASEAN countries as wellas Vietnam with regard to U.S. motivesand
interests. Would, for example, U.S. military aid to China in the context of niain-
taining a balance with regard to the Soviet-Vietnamesealliance be in the best interests
of ASEAN states, giventhe close ties which have existed betweenBeijingand the
various Communist insurgent movements in the ASEAN states?

The Indochina Factor

In analyzingASEAN's security for the eighties, one seesthe developmentsin
Indochina as central. First, the extent of Vietnamese intention vis-a-vis its relations
withSoutheastAsiancountries isyet to be fathomed. Second, the full implications
of Vietnam's behavior along the Thai-Kampucheanborder and within Kampuchea
itself, where China has more than ordinary interest, are still unclear. If these two
factors continue to remain vague, the countries of Southeast Asia cannot escape
entertaining a certain apprehension about their future security. Malaysia's concern
in these matters is obvious, for among other Southeast Asian countries, it is located
immediately south of the front-line state of Thailand.

Aside from these problems, ASEAN security interests willalso be affected by
adverse changes in individual national relationships with other countries of Southeast
Asia. ASEANcountriesacceptthe prerequisite of a cohesive, friendly, and mutually
supportive Southeast Asia to assure enduring peace and security. There is a need to



examine the problem of Kampuchea, which occupies the attention of nations far and
near because of its obvious security implications.

Indeed, the conflict in Indochina is a lucid illustration of the relative ease with
which the great powers are given the legitimacy, the locus standi, to involve
themselves, directly or indirectly, in Southeast Asian affairs. It goes without saying
that being drawn into the quarrels between superpowers will have grave ramifications
for Southeast Asia's peace, security, and economic well-being.

To some extent, Indochina and the larger Southeast Asian region may now be
acquiring new importance to the Soviet Union. Soviet interest in this region has to
do with Moscow's larger global ambitions and its objectives vis-a-vis the United
States and China. Both the Sino-Soviet and Sino-Vietnamese rivalries are deep-
rooted, and the Soviets and the Vietnamese have a common interest in containing
China. The rivalry between the Soviet Union and the United States is also deep-
rooted. The Soviets will therefore have an increasingly larger stake in having access
to Da Nang and Cam Ranh Bay, which will enable them to project their power
throughout the Pacific and into the Indian Ocean.

Vietnam, in serious economic difficulties, would have been unable to mount
its invasion of Kampuchea or sustain its presence there or in Laos without Soviet aid.
Soviet aims in this regard are fairly clear, namely, (1) to extend a policy of contain
ment against China on China's southern flank, (2) to expand their own influence
throughout Southeast Asia, and (3) to continue to play the role of banker and
supplier of the most powerful military machine in Southeast Asia.

Under the present circumstance, the Soviets can be expected to press for aid and
naval facilities in Kampuchea although no formal military bases have been granted
to Moscow by Phnom Penh and Vientiane. Given the rights that the Soviets enjoy
in Vietnam and Laos, a Soviet presence in the port of Kompong Som would allow
them to dominate not only the Gulf of Thailand but also the approaches from the
Pacific to the Indian Ocean. If the Heng Samrin regime were to grant such base rights
to the Soviets, facilities in Kompong Som could be expanded to accommodate a
significant Soviet naval presence.

The implications of a larger Soviet presence are obvious. When Soviet military
power in the region is added to that of the Vietnamese, it represents a formidable
combination, which the Soviets may exploit and use as political leverage and
psychological pressure on all states in the region.

If the Soviet presence and level of activity grow, China can be expected to
increase the diplomatic pace in dealing with Southeast Asia. As the Soviet Union and
China vie for influence, ASEAN can be expected to come under greater political
pressure from both sides and thus find itself a battleground of the Sino-Soviet
dispute. Such a development would seriously hamper ASEAN's efforts and hopes
of exempting this region from the effects of great power rivalry. The zone of peace
concept would be steadily eroded by growing Soviet political and military presence
and Chinese countermeasures.

ASEAN has always adhered to the belief that the present tension over
Kampuchea will ultimately be overcome with the help of peace-loving nations and



the United Nations continuing to work on an arrangement acceptable to all parties.
ASEAN has shown its conviction by its espousal of the concept that regional

peaceand securityare best assured by recognizing the legitimateinterestsof all major
power to conduct peaceful relations with countries of this region. It is within this
framework that ASEAN is pursuing its efforts to ensure peace and stability in
Southeast Asia.

The international conference on Kampuchea—held in July 1981 at the initiative
of the member states of ASEAN in order to pave the way for a comprehensive
political solution of the Kampuchean situation—represents a collective effort on the
part of the five Southeast Asian states to contribute to regional peace and security
according to the principles of the U.N. Charter. The declaration and resolution
adopted by the conference sought neither to punish nor to ostracize any state. On the
contrary, the conference wished to ensure that the fears and threats, real or imagined,
that led to the events in Kampuchea are removed so that the situation in that country
could return to normal.

The declaration and decision adopted by the conference represent a consensus
that Vietnam cannot ignore. This provides a basis for further negotiations that could
obviate the concern of all. In the context of finding an early solution to the problem,
one is encouraged by the meeting in September 1981 in Singapore of Son Sann,
Prince Sihanouk, and Khieu Samphan, who have declared their intention to form a
coalition government.

If ASEAN has taken a strong lead in the search for a solution to the
Kampuchean problem, it is because it sees the issue in the context of the zone of peace
concept as central to the larger issue of peace and security in the region. The escala
tion of the conflict in Kampuchea and, in particular, its spillover to neighboring
countries, can have grave ramifications for international peace and security. A
divided Southeast Asia is an unstable Southeast Asia, for it will continue to be an
open invitation to external interference and manipulations. The removal of seeds of
discord and suspicion is uppermost in the minds of Southeast Asians.

Progress toward overcoming the present tension over Kampuchea appears to be
sluggish. Certain quarters hold that an impasse has developed over the Kampuchean
issue. This will certainly help to entrench Vietnamese presence in Indochina. The
consequence of this development will certainly result in further Chinese and
Soviet involvement and interference in our affairs. Finally, there is the common
ASEAN perception that China remains the main threat to its security. ASEAN
faces a rather ludicrous situation in its relations with China as a result of

its double-faced relationship with the ASEAN governments and its illegal
insurgency movements.

All the states within ASEAN are being kept busy by the activities of these
groups—diverting vital finances, manpower, and energy essential for their internal
development priorities. With the Khmer Rouge, Beijing collaboration remains
dominant in Kampuchea. What is there to prevent Beijing's collaboration with the
Communist parties in Thailand, Malaysia, Indonesia, or the Philippines from surfac
ing in the ASEAN countries, but with more vigor and determination to envelop them?



The Internal Security Situation

The illegal Communist Party of Malaya (CPM) will continue to remain a
permanent, long-term threat to the security of Malaysia. The nature and intensity of
that threat will, of course, vary from time to time, influenced by various external and
internal factors.

The party embarked on armed struggle as the main means of seizing power on
two occasions—first in 1948, only to experience complete defeat by 1960, and again
in 1968. This second armed struggle has reached the stage of almost total defeat, with
only a few isolated groups scattered about in the deep jungles. These groups,
however, are determined to eke out a precarious existence solely for the purpose of
maintaining the fiction that the CPM is still engaged in a war of national liberation.
The underground organizations, which operated in the populated areas and were
intended to complement the armed struggle waged from the jungle by the Communist
terrorist units, have also been decimated. Faced with these reverses, the CPM has
done what every Communist party does in a similar situation, that is, revert to United
Front methods of struggle in order to overcome its isolation and, in Communist
parlance, "to return to the masses."

For most of its history, the CPM has been essentially a Chinese-led and
Chinese-based organization looking to the Communist Party of China (CCP) for
inspiration, guidance, and support. It was strong enough to launch its armed struggle
in 1948because it was able to capitalize on the patriotic and anti-Japanese sentiments
of a sizable section of the local Chinese population, who before and during World
War II regarded themselves as overseas Chinese with strong emotional and physical
ties to China. Again, soon after it had launched its second armed struggle in 1968,
it continued to rely upon the communal sentiments of a section of the Chinese
population and thus secured a large number of adherents to its cause.

In the period of build-up prior to the launching of the second armed struggle,
there were a number of external factors which operated in the CPM's favor. The
intensification of the Vietnam War and the strongly belligerent line adopted by China
in its foreign policy, particularly during the period of the Cultural Revolution, pro
vided the necessary stimulus to the party's aims. The growing successes of the
Communist forces in Vietnam, coupled with Beijing's advocacy of a "people's war"
for the non-Communist countries of Southeast Asia, led to armed struggles started
not only by the CPM and the North Kalimantan Communist Party (NKCP) in
Malaysia but also by the Communist Party of Thailand (CPT), as well as by the New
People's Army of the Communist party of the Philippines.

Subsequent international developments, however, did not all work to the
advantage of these insurgent movements. The victory for the Communist forces in
Vietnam did not act as a spur to insurgent efforts in Thailand and Malaysia. Instead,
the estrangement between Vietnam and China resulted in the CPT's losing its bases
and sanctuaries in Laos. The CPM was deprived of the training facilities in Vietnam.
Earlier, the failure of the Indonesian Communist Party (PKI) coup in Indonesia,
followed by the ending of confrontation, deprived the NKCP of its facilities in the



Sarawak/Kalimantan border area and also deprived the CPM of the supporting role
which the PKI could have played in winning Malay support for the CPM.

As China felt threatened by the Soviet-Vietnamese alliance, new instructions
went out from the CCP to its subservient parties in the ASEAN states. The United
States was no longer regarded as the chief implacable foe of Communist forces.
Instead, Soviet social imperialism and Soviet-Vietnamese hegemonism were regarded
as the chief threats to peace. These new instructions were reflected in the directives
sent out by the CPT and the CPM, and they form the basis of the united front work
undertaken by these two parties. The issuance of the new instructions from Beijing
also coincided with the CPM's own reappraisal of the reverses suffered by its armed
struggle. Obviously, the CPM could not continue to talk loudly about armed struggle
and setting up a Communist republic when it was clearly evident to the public that
its armed struggle had been crippled.

The Vietnamese invasion of Kampuchea and the subsequent threat to
Thailand's security provided the CPM with a face-saving exit and enabled it to
assume a mask of''patriotism" and "nationalism." It then began to proclaim that
Soviet-Vietnamese hegemonism threatened the security of Thailand and its neighbor,
Malaysia, and that it was the patriotic duty of everyone to rally round to defend the
sovereignty and territorial integrity of the threatened countries. But in order to enable
the so-called patriotic forces led by the CPM to perform their patriotic duty, it was
necessary for the government to cease its "antidemocratic" actions against these
patriotic forces.

The real aim of the CPM in agitating for the repeal of "antidemocratic" laws
or the abandonment of "antidemocratic" measures is to secure the freedom to

maneuver its cadres and sympathizers so that they can, under the guise of mobiliz
ing the people to meet the Soviet-Vietnamese threat, carry out organizational work
within non-Communist organizations and thus build up the strength of and support
for the party. In short, the CPM's propaganda about the imminence of the Soviet-
Vietnamese threat is only a red herring intended to fool the government and the
people with regard to the covert and subversive nature of the activities which it
actually proposes to carry out.

In the face of the obvious reversalsand stalemate in the armed struggle program
of the CPM in the peninsula, the party is currently shifting its emphasis to a subver
sive and united front campaign as a tactical expedient to overcome the setbacks
suffered in recent years. This, however, does not distract it from its firm committal
to armed struggle as the chief means of achieving power. It can be expected,
therefore, that the United Front willgear itself to promoting the necessary conditions
in the country for the armed struggle to play a more dominant role in the revolution
at a later date when the situation is more favorable. There is, as yet, no indication
that the united front has taken any positive steps to fulfill its tasks.

Whether the precedence of the united front over the armed struggle as seen in
Malaysia today has been dictated by the damages caused to the armed struggle or is
part of a common future strategy to be adopted by Communist parties in the
Southeast Asian region is a matter for consideration.
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Conclusion and Options Examined

This final question remains: how should ASEAN maneuver itself amidst the
complexities of the prevailing security situation arising from the Indochina problem?
ASEAN must not rest on its laurels, basking in the confidence that ASEAN as a
Southeast Asian system is strong enough to resist external power interference directly
or indirectly or through subversion. The zone of peace concept is close to our hearts
and is aimed at preventing the hegemonism of Moscow, Beijing, and Hanoi from
turning Southeast Asia into an ideological arena or, worse, a battleground.

Beijing, Moscow, and, in particular, Hanoi should be persuaded that it would
be in the interest of all concerned to live in peace and harmony with one another,
despite differences in ideology and systems of government. This respect for each
country's choice of way of life would entail upholding the principle of
noninterference in each country's affairs.

As the instability of the Southeast Asian region is likely to continue in this
decade, manifesting itself in security weaknesses, it is imperative in order to ensure
continued peace, progress, and well-being in the eighties that the Southeast Asian
countries think seriously of a realistic policy. Three possible options are advanced
for consideration.

Neutralization ofSoutheast Asia
The Kuala Lumpur declaration of November 27, 1971, subscribed to by

all ASEAN partners, called for the creation of a Zone of Peace, Freedom, and
Neutrality in Southeast Asia, free from any form of interference by outside powers.
The crux of the proposal is the commitment to refrain from involvement in major
power conflicts and simultaneously to deny to the big powers opportunities to involve
themselves in the political and military affairs of the region. It is almost a decade since
this concept made its international debut. So far only China has given its support.
The U.S.S.R. has been silent. If no further international guarantees are obtained,
then the policy is a nonstarter. Neutrality must be accompanied by favorable political
and military conditions, which certainly do not exist now and are not likely to exist in
this decade in Southeast Asia. Under the circumstances, the proposal of neutralization
will remain only as an article of faith rather than as a living policy for Malaysia and
its other proponents unless it is fully supported by the superpowers. The Malaysian
government is fully committed to the zone of peace concept,

Self-Reliance—Large Conventional Force
ASEAN governments have also entertained some thoughts on the idea of ''self-

reliance" in defense in order to fight their own wars. A question in this exercise is
whether or not the countries can afford it in the short run without jeopardizing the
competing claims of other government responsibilities, like social services and
economic development. The problem of having a large force is that it never will be
large enough. Each threat will demand new forms of response, and the momentum
for expansion will be difficult to check. For these reasons it is difficult to create and
maintain a self-reliant armed force.
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Regional Security Pact
As has been alluded to earlier, the most likely threat to Southeast Asian security

in the eighties will originate from the north, either from an externally supported
Communist insurgency or from a direct attack by Vietnam. In both cases.
Communist forces will be the enemies. They also bring with them the possibility of
external intervention. A regional security alliance of ASEAN countries may seem to
be an attractive proposition. At least the existing circumstances indicate that such a
system may have some chance of success.

First, the common ground that unites ASEAN is its strong attitude against
Communist ideology. Any attempt by the Communists to impose their ideology
through the use of force will elicit strong resistance. However, such resistence will
be successful only if ASEAN itself acts in unison militarily. If an ASEAN country
tries to fight alone, it is bound to fail, particularly if the Communist threat is sup
ported by an external power. The loss of any one ASEAN country may see the fall
of others. Therefore, it is each member's obligation to fight for the common good.
That Indonesia and Malaysia have indicated their willingness to support Thailand
proves that there is already acceptance of this obligation. It is only a matter of ex
pressing it on a more formal basis.

Second, ASEAN, since the Kampuchean crisis, has consistently shown a united
political stand. But strong political unity alone cannot prove that ASEAN has the
resolve unless it is backed by a credible strategic power. An ASEAN security pact will
therefore provide a strong leg to support its political posture. The major obstacle to
the formation of an ASEAN security system is purely an ideological one. Malaysia's
stand up to now is that it is opposed to any ASEAN defense pact because it regards
such a pact as jeopardizing the realization of the creation of the Zone of Peace,
Freedom, and Neutrality in Southeast Asia.
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2. Kampuchea and Laos—
Critical Issues for ASEAN

Michael Leifer

Contention over Kampuchea (formerly Cambodia) has served as the catalytic
element in a regional conflict that has encompassed Laos. The struggle over who is
to rule in Phnom Penh is not just the expression of a fractured fraternal relationship
between the Vietnamese and Kampuchean Communist parties but represents the cen
tral feature of a wider conflict over the balance—or, more accurately, distribution—

of power in Indochina, which has its source in Sino-Vietnamese antagonisms.
Indeed, the entangling nature of that conflict, distinguished by the attraction and
engagementof external interests, has sustained a pattern that has been characteristic
of mainland Southeast Asia since the end of the Pacific War.

Because the conflict over the political identity and external affiliations of
Kampuchea involvesa fundamental issueof principle, it is possibleto draw a distinc
tion between the circumstances of Kampuchea and those of Laos. Yet that issue of
principle cannot be separated for practical political purposes from the issue of the
appropriate or acceptable balance of power in Indochina and hence in Southeast
Asia. Accordingly, any discussion of Laos becomes incorporated within a wider
ambit. In addition, it should be understood that in considering the separate and
related circumstances of Kampuchea and Laos, we deal with objects rather than with
subjects of international relations. Their roles in regional conflict are those of
battlegrounds rather than independent actors. To discussthe issueswhich have arisen
in the course of contention over Kampuchea and Laos, one must deal primarily with
the interests of those parties to that contention which possess the capability to shape
its outcome.

As indicated, two related issues were raised by the onset of a conflict which
assumed critical form with the Vietnamese invasion of Kampuchea and the conse
quent installation in Phnom Penh of a client government conveyed there in the
baggage train of the occupying army. The first issue—which does not apply to
Laos— is one of principle. It arises from the mode of assumption of office by the
People's Revolutionary Council established in Phnom Penh on January 8, 1979.
Governments opposed to such acquisition of office have argued that through its
invasion across an international boundary and by overthrowing an incumbent
administration and replacing it with one of its own making, Vietnam violated the
cardinal rule of the international system. Repugnance at the bestial nature of the
ousted Pol Pot regime was set aside in the concern expressed over Vietnam's action
because of a well-founded conviction that the Politburo in Hanoi had not been

motivated by humanitarian considerations. That concern was reinforced by the
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significance attributed to the treaty relationship between Hanoi and Moscow.
Among regional governments most disturbed by Vietnam's occupation of

Kampuchea, those of ASEAN expressed a common public response impelled by the
imperative of intramural solidarity and by an appreciation of the implications of
allowing Vietnam's military action to go unchallenged. Its invasion of Kampuchea
has infringed the fundamental canons of regional order embodied in the Treaty of
Amity and Friendship concluded between the governments of ASEAN in February
1976. Their position has been reiterated on many occasions and was well expressed
by Carlos Romulo, the Philippine foreign minister, who pointed out: ''ASEAN
cannot build regional stability and peace based on an acceptance of the violation of
principles, which, in its perception form the only bases for a system of sound,
orderly, and peaceful relations among the member states of the international
community.'"

It has been on the basis of canvassing successfully for the defense of a princi
ple which underpins the fragile integrity of many postcolonial states that ASEAN
governments have secured a strong measure of international endorsement of their
common position. In order to uphold that position, the five governments have con
tinued to accord recognition to the ousted government of democratic Kampuchea
and have refused to recognize the Vietnamese-installed government of the People's
Republic of Kampuchea. To the extent that the governments of ASEAN have forged
a consensus on Kampuchea over the issue of principle, they are committed to securing
a political settlement that acknowledges its violation and contains sufficient measure
of redress to uphold it. As Indonesia's Jusuf Wanandi, has argued: "ASEAN cannot
legitimize Vietnam's violation of Kampuchea's sovereignty and integrity, however
tempting this course of action may be."^

Commitment to an issue of principle in politics makes for special difficulty in
promoting a political settlement. In the case of Kampuchea, Vietnam has not shown
any willingness to accept that it has been guilty of a violation of principle. On the
contrary, its government represents its intervention as an act of international public
service, which is not entirely incorrect. In addition, it maintains that the Kampuchean
situation is absolutely irreversible. Indeed, it has charged that the convening of an
international conference on Kampuchea in July 1981 under the terms of a U.N.
General Assembly resolution constituted a gross violation of the independence and
sovereignty of the People's Republic of Kampuchea.

Vietnam's refusal to concede the issue of principle over Kampuchea arises from
its government's conception of and insistence on the appropriate balance of power
in Indochina. Unless subjected to force majeure or faced with virtualeconomic col
lapse, its government would not seem disposed to conceed a principle that would
entail an unacceptable measure of revision of the status quo established by force of
arms from January 1979. Accordingly, we are obliged to join the second issue to our

1. He spoke on March 25, 1981, in his capacity as chairman of ASEAN's Standing Committee.

2. Jusuf Wanandi, head of Jakarta's Centre for Strategic and International Studies, Far Eastern Economic
Review, May 15-21, 1981.
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discussion of the first and to incorporate consideration of Laos, where the transfer
of power in 1975 was not the subject of international dispute. The second issue is
whether or not Indochina should be subject to a pattern of political conformity
governed exclusively by Vietnamese interests and priorities. Such a pattern would
confirm the position of Vietnam as the dominant power in the peninsula.

Perhaps the most significant feature of the conflict that pivots on Kampuchea
and affects Laos is that it has reopened the question of what should be the
appropriate pattern of political identities and corresponding external affiliations in
the whole of Indochina. At the end of the Second Indochina War, the political
identities of Kampuchea and Laos (as well as South Vietnam) were transformed
through the successes of revolutionary communism. Against some expectations, a
uniform pattern indicative of a monolithic Indochinese communism did not emerge.
A cooperative association between a united assertive Vietnam and a compliant Laos
stood in contrast to the less than harmonious association between an obdurately in
dependent Kampuchea and a Vietnam evidently frustrated in forging a comple
mentary special relationship.

Apart from the Politburo in Hanoi, which contemplated Kampuchea as an
integral part of a security zone that required a friendly government at the very least,
the pattern of political nonconformity in Indochina evident even before the end of
1975 was tolerable to those regional and extraregional states most concerned with the
condition of the local balance. Indeed, the political independence of Kampuchea was
welcomed not only by the governments of Thailand and China but also by regional
governments which did not perceive Vietnam as their principal source of external
threat. Such independence expressed in distance from Vietnam made more
acceptable the nature of political change in Laos, whose Communist movement has
been continuously a subordinate wing of its Vietnamese counterpart from its advent
in the interegnum at the end of the Japanese occupation.

In the case of Laos, the relationship of dominance and dependence between
Hanoi and Vientiane appeared inevitable in the absence of any credible internal
opposition, which with external support might pose a challenge to the ruling People's
Revolutionary party. There was no practical alternative but acquiescence for those
governments most disturbed by the nature of political change in Laos, especially for
that in Thailand, which resented the termination of monarchy in Luang Prabang.
Nonetheless, the political identity of Laos was made somewhat tolerable by its initial
quasi-neutrality in Sino-Vietnamese relations, which had begun to deteriorate visibly
with the onset of Sino-American rapprochement. The special position established by
Vietnam in Laos, which was expressed in treaty form in July 1977, did not interpose
totally between the new rulers in Vientiane and the government in Beijing, at least
at the outset. Thus, although the Laotian government articulated initially a common
hostility with its counterpart in Hanoi toward ASEAN and its regional priorities, it
appeared to make a considered attempt to contain friction with China, attendant on
the conspicuous deterioration of Sino-Vietnamese relations during the course of 1978.

Whether this policy was inspired by Vietnam for practical reasons or was solely
the outcome of internal differences within the Laotian Politburo, the government
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of Laos did not display an unequivocal antagonism toward China until its military
act of punishment against Vietnam was well under way in March 1979. Corre
spondingly, as Sino-Vietnamese relations moved toward and passed the breaking
point over Kampuchea, the government of Beijing appeared to go out of its way to
make a distinction between the administration in Hanoi and that in Vientiane until

the latter became explicit in its condemnation of China and also suspended the latter's
road-building program.

The secondary significance of Laos, arising in part from its geographic situa
tion, was evident also from the attitude of the Thai government, for whom the
Vietnamese invasion of Kampuchea represented a violation of strategic environment.
Ideally, the Thai government would have preferred a different kind of administra
tion in Vientiane but was obliged to come to terms with it as a politicalfait accomplL
If bilateral relations were strained by the international outlook of Prime Minister
Thanin Kraivichien, they were placed progressively on a more cordial footing after
General Kriangsak Chamanan assumed power in October 1977. Indeed, shortly after
the Vietnamese invasion of Kampuchea and only three days before the fall of Phnom
Penh, the Thai prime minister was in the Laotian capital, where he concluded a
nonaggression-cum-nonsubversion agreement.

It has been pointed out that Lao policy toward Thailand during 1978 was not
out of line with that of Vietnam and that in respect of General Kriangsak's visit, "it
was certainly in the interests of Vietnam to distract Thai attention from, and to calm
any Thai fears raised by, Hanoi's invasion of Kampuchea.'' ^Although it would be
a gross exaggeration to suggest that the Thai government had its attention distracted
from the dramatic events in Kampuchea by the inspired benign attitude of the Lao
government, a modus vivendi was established and sustained for eighteen months
until an armed clash on the Mekong River in June 1980 assumed major significance
in the light of a subsequent Vietnamese military incursion into Thailand from
Kampuchea. From the following month, Chinese sources began to report resistance
activities within Laos beginning with mention of a Lao National Liberation Front.
Whether by coincidence or not, from that juncture Laos was drawn more directly
into regional conflict, with China beginning to play the Laotian card against a
Vietnam committed militarily along its northern border and in Kampuchea and
facing increasing domestic economic and administrative difficulties. In other words,
Laos became an additional pressure point in an extensive strategy of attrition
designed to strain the resources and influence the political will of the Vietnamese
government. If a secondary theater of regional conflict in which externally supported
internal challenge has been less than critical so far, Laos has been joined to the
primary theater in Kampuchea, which is pivotal in the struggle over the balance of
power in Indochina.

In Kampuchea, the direct military struggle is between the insurgent Khmer
Rouge whose armed strength in the middle of 1981 has been estimated at between

3. Martin Stuart-Fox, "Laos: The Vietnamese Connection," Southeast Asian Affairs, Institute of
Southeast Asian Studies (Heinemann Asia), (Singapore, 1980), p. 203.
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30,000-40,000 with a population base of around 100,000^* and a Vietnamese expedi
tionary force of some 200,000 stiffened by local recruits serving the administration
in Phnom Penh. Despite a demonstration of an increasing ability to harass the
Vietnamese, the Khmer Rouge do not threaten their position as an occupying force.
Nonetheless, they have been able to sustain a physical conflict, which the Politburo
in Hanoi almost certainly did not anticipate would assume such protracted form.
Despite the element of stalemate, there would not appear to be any apparent short-
term prospect of compromise of a practical kind between the contending forces. The
Vietnamese invaded Kampuchea in order to overthrow and replace a regime regarded
as intolerable in terms of its political outlook, military conduct, and external affilia
tions. It is the guerrilla remnant of that regime which represents the prinicipal internal
obstacle to the consolidation of its client government in Phnom Penh. It is also the
only credible political alternative; other resistance groups do not command the
military capability and organization, which is the greatest asset of the Khmer Rouge.
In the circumstances, the Vietnamese government faces a stark set of alternatives.
It can either sustain its military expedition in Kampuchea despite the variety of costs
involved or contemplate the return to power of the very regime ousted in January
1979, now even more embittered in attitude toward Vietnam and even more
entrenched in association with China, which is perceived as determined to put it in
its place.

In one sense, the issue raised for Vietnam by the conflict over Kampuchea is
quite simple. Strategic imperative requires that Kampuchea be incorporated within
a special relationship complementary to that established with Laos. The only
acceptable political format is that which comprises a compliant government that will
conduct itself virtually as a provincial administration. For the time being, the
Vietnamese are not willing to contemplate a compromise arrangement, which might
meet a minimal priority of precluding the establishment of a hostile government in
Phnom Penh. The nominal alternatives to the Khmer Rouge are not regarded as
reliable components to be included within a coalition. The Khmer People's National
Liberation Front led by Son Sann and the National United Front for an Independent,
Neutral, Peaceful, and Cooperative Cambodia led by Prince Sihanouk have been
viewed with suspicion as instruments of a hostile Western purpose, especially since
their engagement in negotiations with the Khmer Rouge from September 1981.

In addition, the idea of a coalition has never been conceived of by the
Vietnamese Communists as a solution in itself to a political conflict. It has been con
templated only as a stage along a path to a solution, in which the unwavering object
has been the exercise of total power. Furthermore, any political settlement based on
a compromise arrangement over Kampuchea contingent on a Vietnamese military
withdrawal could not be established on the basis of trust and would require a system
of guarantees, which is easier to advocate than to set up. From the perspective of the
Vietnamese government given its priorities, the eternal question of who will
guarantee the guarantees is unanswerable. In consequence, despite the prospect of

4. Agence-France Press, July 8, 1981, in BBC Summary of World Broadcasts FE/6771/A3/5.
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facing the perpetual unrelenting hostility of China, the Politburo in Hanoi remains
determined to effect a resolution of the conflict by the application of military, means
in Kampuchea, at least as long as the Soviet Union is willing and able to sustain the
Vietnamese war effort and to aid its ailing economy.

Vietnam's adamant refusal to concede the issue of principle, in the interests of
its unilateral revision of the balance of power in Indochina, has posed a fundamental
problem for the governments of ASEAN. As a diplomatic community, ASEAN has
enjoyed conspicuous success in denying political fulfillment to Vietnam in
Kampuchea without being able to command and deploy military capability to uphold
the principle, which serves as a fulcrum for the association's consensus. Diplomatic
effort on its own has not been sufficient to reverse the course of Vietnamese policy,
exemplified by the boycott and outcome of the international conference on
Kampuchea in July 1981. Indeed, the strategy of attrition designed to impose break
ing strain on Vietnam as a government and as a society has been inspired, above all,
by Chinese policy and priorities, a matter of concern for all ASEAN governments.
None of the governments of ASEAN wishes to see Vietnamese dominance in
Indochina replaced by Chinese dominance in that peninsula. And although
dominance by either Vietnam or China would be objectionable to some ASEAN
governments, others would regard dominance by the former as tolerable if exercised
within certain constraints and free of dependence on the Soviet Union. Nonetheless,
if the ASEAN states are not of one mind on the issue of the appropriate balance of
power in Indochina, they share a common interest, namely, that China should not
become the beneficiary of a failure by Vietnam to impose its will in Kampuchea.

The difference in priorities between the ASEAN states, on the one hand, and
China, on the other, was demonstrated during the international conference on
Kampuchea held under U.N. auspices. Despite the fact that the conference could not
provide an occasion for practical negotiation because of the boycott by Vietnam and
its supporters, the ASEAN governments wished to promote a proposal for a com
prehensive political settlement designed to cater for legitimate Vietnamese concerns
about the political identity of any successor government in Phnom Penh. To this end,
an attempt was made to secure endorsement by the conference that all Khmer fac
tions be disarmed immediately after the completion of the withdrawal of all
foreign—that is, Vietnamese—forces from Kampuchea. Complementary to this
was a suggestion that an interim administration be set up before the holding of free
general elections under U.N. supervision. The point of the exercise was to offer some
reassurance to the Vietnamese government that participation in a political settlement
over Kampuchea would not mean the resumption of power by the Khmer Rouge.

These proposals were rejected by the Chinese government ostensibly on the
ground that they constituted interference in Kampuchea's internal affairs.
It was argued that 'The approach also confounds the forces of justice and those of
reaction, putting on a par the resistance forces against Vietnamese aggression and
the forces of the Heng Samrin regime, the pawn of that aggression." More to the
point, it was maintained that "the democratic Kampuchean government has
expressed in its political program willingness to hold a free election 'without threat
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from any armed forces or other forces.' This means that if there's no threat from any
other armed forces than that led by the Kampuchean government, the proposed
election will be a free one."^ Such logic, if not unfamiliar to the Politburo in Hanoi,
was not reassuring. In any event, ASEAN's proposals did not find a place in the
declaration of the conference. In their place was included a bland provision for
''appropriate arrangements to ensure that armed Khmer factions will not be able to
prevent or disrupt the holding of free elections."

The issue of the resumption of power by the Khmer Rouge separates China
from the states of ASEAN despite their common opposition to the Vietnamese
military occupation of Kampuchea. In addition, the ASEAN states are concerned
lest the expression of that common opposition drive an already debilitated if stoic
Vietnam into a blind alley. Two objectionable outcomes are contemplated: either the
subjection of Vietnam to the dominance of China or the maintenance of Vietnam's
position in Indochina through the medium of an undue dependence on the Soviet
Union entrenched in its operational use of military facilities.

The problem for ASEAN as a corporate entity is more complicated because of
internal differences of strategic perspective. Thus, although Thailand shares the
general view about the undesirability of Chinese dominance in Indochina, its govern
ment has to cope with the more immediate and acute problem of denying Vietnamese
dominance. For this reason, Thailand has been an active party to a strategy of attri
tion designed to reverse the course of Vietnamese policy in Kampuchea. This strategy
has been encouraged by a conviction about the nature of Vietnamese communism
and what is required to induce compromise. Added to that is probably a measure of
skepticism about the likelihood of the Vietnamese leadership permitting the course
of conflict to undermine the viability of their state. In other words, if, as some
ASEAN governments maintain, the Vietnamese are more nationalist than
Communist, their leadership should possess a sufficiently well-developed sense of
interest to know when to compromise over Kampuchea in face of the prospect of sub
jection to China or total dependence on the Soviet Union.

Thailand has been a principal party to the strategy of attrition in an attempt to
restore an interposing buffer between itself and an historical enemy. Foreign Minister
Siddhi Sawetsila has made explicit the view that "at the root of the Indochina
problem today is the issue of power balance."^ Thailand has been able to refuse to
accept thefait accompli imposed by Vietnamese force of arms because the balance
of strategic and tactical advantage has been judged to be in its favor. The principal
strategic factor is the geopolitical relationship between China and Vietnam, which
expresses a traditional antagonism reinforced and made acute because of the nature
of Sino-Soviet relationships. Decisive in the position of Thailand has been the
adamant refusal of the Chinese government to become reconciled to the transfer of
power in Kampuchea. It has been encouraged further in this position by the

5. New China News Agency, July 16, 1981.

6. Khien Theeravit and MacAlister Brown, eds., Indochina and Problems ofSecurity and Stability in
Southeast Asia (Bangkok: Chulalongkorn University Press, 1981), p. vi.
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progressive convergence of Sino-American. global interests, whose regional
expression in Southeast Asia is based on a shared hostility to the Soviet Union.
Evidence of the extent of that convergence in respect to Indochina was demonstrated
by the attitudes adopted by U.S. Secretary of State Alexander Haig (and his
Republican party) during his tour of East Asia in June 1981and by his speech before
the international conference on Kampuchea the following month.

Access to sources of countervailing power, including the availability of an effec
tive military instrument through which to challenge the Vietnamese in Kampuchea
and the flow of arms from the United States, has enabled the practice of a flawed
neutrality. Formal noninvolvement in conflict within Kampuchea has been married
with provision for sanctuary and material support for the Khmer Rouge across a
porous border, which the Vietnamese cannot control. This policy is not without risks,
as some of Thailand's regional partners have pointed out. And yet there has not been
any compelling reason to alter course because the costs of engaging in the strategy
of attrition have been readily acceptable. Above all, the Vietnamese army deployed
in western Kampuchea has not been able to impose a penal price on Thailand in
return for its practice of flawed neutrality. For example, its military incursion in June
1980 in response to so-called 'Voluntary repatriation" of Khmer refugees was ofvery
limited effect, although its timing just prior to the meeting of ASEAN foreign
ministers in Kuala Lumpur was inept.

One possible way in which an aggrieved Vietnam could attempt to put up the
price of Thai policy would be to launch a major cross-border, armed penetration
from Kampuchea designed to confront and humiliate a reputable Thai military
formation. The object of the exercise would be to inspire a change of political leader
ship and course in Bangkok by demonstrating that accommodation to the transfer
of power in Kampuchea represented the only practical course. However, the
Vietnamese have not indicated that they possess the capability to embark on such an
expedition. Their military resources are stretched because of the pressures imposed
by China, which has long held out the prospect of engaging in a second "act of
punishment." In addition, the Thai military reinforced by arms transfers from the
United States has become more confident of coping unaided with any Vietnamese
cross-border intimidation, and there is always the prospect of recourse to American
air strike power.

A strong sense of the acceptability of costs has encouraged the government of
Thailand to engage in a strategy of attrition designed to affect the political will of a
Vietnamese Communist leadership, who are presumed to respect only strength when
negotiating. This strategy is attractive because of the limited price entailed in seek
ing to repair the security environment of the Thai state.

Yet that strategy is possible primarily because the government of China has set
its face against a Vietnamese-imposed pattern of political conformity in Indochina.
In consequence, Thailand has become a party to a Chinese-inspired strategy that
possesses an efficacy which cannot be matched by the diplomatic endeavors of
ASEAN even though they contribute to the international isolation of Vietnam. This
de facto alliance is a source of tension within ASEAN in terms of worst-possible-case
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consequences of the strategy of attrition, even though any measure of collective
accommodation by the association toward Vietnam would not reconcile China to the
transfer of power in Kampuchea.

In the conflict over Kampuchea and Laos, ASEAN has become engaged as a
corporate entity in a diplomatic role which is subject to evident limitations.
Consensus within ASEAN, which has sustained that engagement, has been based on
an issue of principle and on deference to the security interests of Thailand as the
front-line state in an association which all of its members value as a viable instrument

of intergovernmental and interbureaucratic consultation. The conflict over the
pattern of political conformity in Indochina has strained that consensus because of
differing interpretations within ASEAN of the appropriate balance of power in
Indochina and more immediately by adverse views of the utility of undertaking a
strategy of attrition against Vietnam whose leading exponent and likely beneficiary
is China.

In their joint engagement in the most recent phase of conflict in Indochina, the
ASEAN states are beset by a paradox. They have forged a consensus in great part
over an issue of principle in the pivotal case of Kampuchea. Yet, among themselves,
they do not dispose of requisite capability to deny Vietnam's political purpose in
Kampuchea and so uphold the principle on which consensus is based. Ironically, both
the denial of Vietnamese dominance and the upholding of principle have been the
consequence of the engagement of external interests, above all, those of China. In
deed, without that engagement, it is most likely that the issue of principle associated
with the conflict which pivots on Kampuchea would have been relegated to the waste
bin of history. And yet that competitive engagement of Chinese interests that enables
ASEAN to sustain consensus over an issue of principle has been a major source of
strain within the association because of evident differences of priority in assessing
the prime source of external threat.

Furthermore, the problem of reconciling differences and overcoming strains
within ASEAN is made acute because the interlocking pattern of conflict in
Kampuchea in particular makes the early prospect of a political settlement most
unlikely. An ideal settlement would take the form of the reconstitution of the govern
ment of Kampuchea in such a manner that it would be acceptable both to Vietnam
and China, whose mutual antagonism and mistrust serve as the engine of the Third
Indochina War. Yet despite the continued bloodletting and material costs of that
war, the internal parties to it and their external patrons have continued to envisage
a positive relationship between the application of military means and the attainment
of political goals and refuse to contemplate a settlement except on their own
maximalist terms.

In any conflict expressed in military confrontation, a diplomatic movement
toward political settlement may be expected to come about in the event of one of two
sets of circumstances. Obviously, if one side prevails conclusively in battle, then a
political settlement may be imposed even if undertaken through negotiations. A
corresponding, if not exact, situation obtained in the case of the First Indochina War
with a settlement reached at the Geneva conference in July 1954. Alternatively, if a
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military stalemate persists and imposes unacceptable costs on one or other warring
parties, then an incentive for a political settlement arises. Such a situation served as
the context for the Paris Peace Agreements of January 1973 whereby the United
States negotiated its exit from the Second Indochina War. Neither of these two sets
of circumstances would seem to apply to the Third Indochina War, which centers on
Kampuchea and which has encompassed Laos. The prospect of a solution to the con
flict would seem to depend on a prior decisive change in the balance of contending
forces within Kampuchea. Until such a prospect arises, ASEAN will be obliged to
cope with the paradox of its position, whereby a consensus over principle is sustained
by external intervention, which in turn serves to test the cohesion of the association.
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3. Political Developments in the Philippines:
Short-Term Stability, Long-Term Risks

Lela G. Noble

Two articles on recent political developments in Indonesia—one by Ben
Anderson in the Southeast Asia Chronicle and another by Ulf Sundhaussen in Asian
Survey—suggest that policies which have had the short-term effect of stabilizing the
Suharto regime may in the long term be counterproductive to Indonesian political sta
bility. ' The data from which Anderson and Sundhaussen derive their conclusions are
controversial. Moreover, whether or not their conclusions are valid for Indonesia, they
are—when expressed in general terms—not new as a comment about other regimes and
do not necessarily justify condemnation of those regimes. Political leaders under
standably focus on their short-term interests because, as other writers have reminded
us, in the long term they are even more likely to be dead than the rest of us.

Nevertheless, Anderson and Sundhaussen do pose a possible cause for concern
about Indonesian policies, a concern which seems justified also by recent political
developments in the Philippines. Let me pose it as a question: to what extent are
policies which have the short-run effect of stabilizing the Marcos regime conducive
to or counterproductive of long-term political stability in the Philippines?

I should tell you at the outset that I have no final conclusion. I do, however,
have an opinion that contrasts with one I gave over a year ago when someone
associated with the New York market research firm of Frost and Sullivan was col

lecting educated guesses about the prospects of the Marcos regime. The result of their
efforts at political-risk forecasting was a prediction of a 35 percent chance of regime
change in the next eighteen months.^ The 35 percent figure was much too high. There
was no regime change by Christmas 1981, and I would not expect one by the end of
1983. And 1985 seems a long time away—long enough for anything to happen.

Short-Term Stability

Three things have been conducive to short-term political stabilization: preemp
tive moves taken by Marcos, changes in the U.S. administration, and the continued
disarray of the opposition. They should be discussed separately as background for
further speculation about the regime's long-term prospects.

1. Ben Anderson, "Last Days of Indonesia's Suharto?" Southeast Asia Chronicle, no. 63, July-Aug.1978,
pp. 2-17; and Ulf Sundhaussen, "Regime Crisis in Indonesia: Facts, Fictions, Predictions," 21 (August
1981): 815-37.

2. For a summary of the July 1980 "World Political Risk Forecast" on the Philippines, see Christian
ScienceMonitor, Sept. 18, 1980.Neither the end of martial law nor the inauguration of Marcos as President
of the "New Republic" would seem to constitute "regime change," as defined by the survey instrument.
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Preemptive Moves
On January 17, 1981, President Marcos announced the ending of eight years

of martial law. The right of habeas corpus was restored,, except in two regions in
Mindanao; military trials and military detention of civilian offenders were phased
out; some prisoners were released; and legislative powers were formally transferred
to the Interim National Assembly. Marcos retained, however, the right to issue
decrees, and all decrees issued under martial law remained in effect.^

The timing of the announcement seemed significant—three days before
President Reagan's inauguration and exactly a month before Pope John Paul IPs
visit to the Philippines. Twelve days later Marcos made another announcement:
because of popular dissatisfaction with the parliamentary system adopted in the 1973
constitution, the Assembly would be asked to consider constitutional amendments
that would establish a French-style presidential-parliamentary system.

The Assembly ratified the amendments, as expected (169 of 185 members
belong to Marcos's New Society Party—KBL); the national electorate also gave their
approval in a plebiscite in April. Then Marcos scheduled a presidential election for
June 16,1981. Having won that, he approved KBL's suggestion for prime minister,
Cesar Virata, a respected "technocrat" with no independent political base; con
solidated his cabinet; and named Generals Fabian Ver and Fidel Ramos to head the
armed forces as chief and vice-chief, respectively. General Ver had headed the
Presidential Security Command and the National Intelligence and Security Agency;
General Ramos had been the Constabularly and Police commander. Although
sometimes regarded as rivals, both Ver and Ramos are Ilocano and related to
Marcos. The "New Republic" was under way.

U.S. Policy
The shift in U.S. policy, following the change of administration in Washington

in 1980, was indicated by comments made by Secretary of State Alexander Haig and
Vice-President George Bush after the Philippine election in June. Haig, in Manila for
an ASEAN meeting, congratulated Marcos for a "wonderful victory.'"^ Bush, in
Manila for the inauguration, said: "We love your adherence to democratic principles
and democratic processes."^ Subsequent reports indicate that Marcos has been in
vited for a state visit to the United States in 1982. Other news stories suggest that the
Reagan administration will be more sympathetic to Philippine requests for military
aid, particularly during renegotiations of the U.S.-Philippine bases agreement.

The Carter administration's emphasis on human rights, reinforced by congres
sional critics of the martial law regime, had undoubtedly been significant in holding
down the level of U.S. military aid, though both American and Filipino critics had
argued for even greater cuts. The human rights emphasis had also been considered

3. For a fuller account, see the Jan. 23 and 30 issues of the Far Eastern Economic Review (hereafter cited as
FEER), and Carl R. Land^, ''Philippine Prospects Under Martial Law," paper presented at the Second Inter
national Philippine Studies Conference, June 27-30,1981, and published in Foreign Affairs, Summer 1981.

A. FEER, June 26, 1981, p. 17.

5. FEER, July 10, 1981, p. 13.
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influential in the Marcos regime's decision to release some political prisoners and to
liberalize some of its policies. The Carter administration, like other administrations
since the declaration of martial law in 1972, had not been willing to arrange a state
visit for Marcos. The change in policies, then, was abrupt, and from Marcos's
perspective reassuring.

The Disarray of the Opposition
The Philippine opposition can, for analytical purposes, be divided into six

groupings: the premartial law political elite; the 'Third Force"; the Communist
party of the Philippines; the Catholic church; students, workers, and urban
squatters; and Muslim insurgents.®

This list suggests some of the reasons for their disarray. The groups are divided
by personal ambitions and loyalties, political base, ideology, and tactics. Although
they have coalesced on certain issues—most of the opposition groups agreed to boy
cott the June 1981 elections, for example—their unity is superficial and negative:
they are opposed to Marcos.

Since mid-1980, most of the premartial law politicians opposed to Marcos have
been affiliated with the United Democratic Opposition (UNIDO). Favoring an end
to martial law on terms providing for a restoration of full democratic rights, they
opposed the plebiscite in April, refused to nominate a candidate to run against
Marcos in the presidential poll, and urged a boycott of the election. They have had
limited success. The national vote on the constitutional amendments (which included
provisions granting presidents and those acting on presidential orders immunity from
suits for their official acts during or after their terms of office, and setting the mini
mum age for presidential candidates at fifty) yielded an 80 percent majority. Yet in
particular areas wherecomponent units of UNIDO werestrong—Mindanao, Cebu,
the Bicol area—"no" votes constituted a majority or a significant minority. The
Commission on Elections reported that of the 14,000voters who failed to vote, about
11,000 were from Makati—a wealthy suburb of Manila.^

The decision to boycott the election was made because UNIDO members did
not believe that Marcos would meet their conditions for participation: revamping the
Commission on Elections, purging the voters' lists of names of dead and unqualified
people, extending the campaign period for 120days, and accrediting UNIDO as the
minority party. Their tactic meant that Marcos won a new six-year term with a re
sounding 88 percent majority—against someone from a faction of his old
Nacionalists party, whom he had allegedly persuaded to run, and another candidate
urging that the Philippines join the United States as the fifty-first state. Official (and
contested) figures claimed a voting rate of 80 percent.

The boycott suggested that the traditional opposition no longer believed that
adhering to constitutional processes would allow them to participate effectively in
shaping or changing national policies. That conclusion had been reached earlier by

6. Larry Niksch and Marjorie Niehaus, The Internal Situation in the Philippines: Current Trends and Fu
ture Prospects, Congressional Research Service, Library of Congress, Jan. 20, 1981, p. CRS-X. Their list
also includes the armed forces as a potential source of opposition.

1,FEER, July 31, 1981, p. 79.
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members of the 'Third Force," which the Congressional Research Services' report
on the Philippines describes as a "movement of affluent, urban non-Communists
organized with the objective of ending the martial law system."® Characterized by
their willingness to use violence, they are divided into at least three groups, which may
or may not have links to U.S.-based exiles. The "Light a Fire" movement was a
Manila-based group led by a prominent business man, Eduardo Olaguer; it was
implicated in an anti-Marcos plot uncovered in late 1979. The United Party of
Democratic Socialists of the Philippines ("Soc Dems") has a military arm, which
seems to refer to itself variously as the "Sandigan" or the "April 6 Liberation Move
ment." They claimed responsibility for the wave of bombings in Manila in August-
October 1980 and are reportedly also active in the Davao area. Their relationship to
a third group, the Christian Social Revolutionary Forces, is not clear.

The Communist Party of the Philippines (CPP) shares with the Third Force a con
viction that the use of violence is necessary if the Marcos regime is to be replaced but
bases its strategy on a combination ofa' 'people's war'' in rural areas and the formation
of a national united front and defines its goal as a revolution leading to the formation of
a radical. Communist society. Estimates of the strength of the New People's Army—the
party's military wing—vary: the NPA claims an armed strength of 10,000, of whom
2,500 are''hard-core regulars''; Defense Secretary Juan Ponce Enrile says there are ap
proximately 3,600 armed rebels, with about 50,000 unarmed sympathizers; U.S.
Embassy numbers are lower still.^The NPA, however, has not only survived but grown
sincethe arrests of its leaders in the early years of the martial law regimeand has spread
north and south from its original areas of strength in central and southern Luzon. Gov
ernment moves to counter this spread have been both direct (the augmentation ofCivil
ian Home Defense Forces and the transfer to regular army units) and indirect (economic
development policiesand allegedlyalso the support of such anti-Communist groups as
the Rur2il Reformist Movement and the Rock Christ sect). The resulting confrontations
have created a kind of reign ofterror, particularly on Samar and in areas ofMindanao.

In addition to military operations, the Communist party has been involved in
various kinds of political action. Land tenure and poverty seem to have been the
primary focus in rural areas. In cities and towns. National Democratic Front
affiliates—at least some of which are allegedly controlled by the CPP—direct their
attention to urban problems like inflation, the ban on strikes, and low wages.

The position of the Catholic church in regard to the regime has been
characterized by Cardinal Jaime Sin's policy of "critical collaboration." The balance
between criticism and collaboration has, however, varied among Catholic groups
from issueto issue and over time. Becauseof deteriorating livingconditions among
sectors of the population, continuing abuses of human rights, and the lack or inade
quacy of regular channels for obtaining representation or redress, the trend of
opinion among the Catholic leadership seems to be toward increased criticism.
Nevertheless, there is continued opposition to the use of violence to overthrow the

8. Niksch and Niehaus, Internal Situation, p. CRS-73.

9. FEER, Aug. 21, 1981, p. 22.
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regime, and those Catholics who see no alternative to armed, resistance remain a
small, though perhaps growing, minority, divided between Third Force and National
Democratic Front affiliations.

Students, workers, and urban squatters have been significant because of their
concentration in the Manila area and because of their willingness to demonstrate to
protest particular grievances. Thus far, there has been little evidence of sustained
political organization and activity either within or among groups. Still the potential
for mobilization remains high and could be encouraged by declining real wages, in
creased unemployment, nonimplementation of agreements, or repression. The
Ministry of Labor reported a total of 138 strikes in the period between January 17
and May 28, 1981; it also revealed that of 358 firms it inspected in 1980, 93 percent
were found to be violating labor laws.'® The connection between the two statistics
is obviously not coincidental.

Finally, Muslim insurgents continue their operations in provinces in central and
western Mindanao, Basilan, and the Sulu Archipelago. For several reasons their num
bers are down markedly from the early years of the martial law regime (from approxi
mately 30,000 armed men to somewhere between 15,000 and 20,000): governmental
incentives to surrender, a decrease in external support, battlefield fatigue, shifts in tac
tics. The scope and intensity of the fighting have decreased correspondingly. Yet the
government has not succeeded in bringing peace to the area. Muslims remain generally
disaffected from the regime, even when they accept its bounties. In many areas fissures
among Muslims and between Muslims and Christians have deepened, sometimes as a
direct result of government policies. Because of defections of some groups and realign
ments among others, those still *'in the field" seem more unified under the leadership
of the Moro National Liberation Front and its chairman, Nur Misuari, than they have
been at other periods, though some remain unaffiliated and undisciplined. The MNLF
maintains the support of the Islamic Conference. Perhaps of more importance, it seems
to have growing contacts with representatives of other Philippine opposition groups.

It remains true, however, that the opposition to Marcos is divided, and the
division contributes in the short term to the stability of the regime.

Long-Term Risks

If the regime has—through its own efforts, the support of the Reagan adminis
tration, and the disarray of its opponents—stabilized now, the question of its contin
uing stability must still be dealt with. Three kinds of possibilities seem conceivable
after 1984, none of them having appropriately Orwellian characteristics. The current
regime may continue with essentially the same power base and policies, though
Marcos might be replaced by technocratic and/or military leadership. The opposi
tion may coalesce around a nationalist revolutionary strategy, which would result in
widespread fighting. The country may simply dissolve into chaos as the regime be-
cojnes increasingly ineffectual and a variety of opposition groups vie for ascendancy.

10. PEER, June 5, 1981, pp. 64-65.
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A Continuation of the Current Regime
Since the beginning of martial lawin 1972, decision makingin Manilahas been

dominated by President and Mrs. Marcos's family and friends and by a group of
planners and negotiators identifiedas "technocrats," though disagreements among
them have allowed "outside" individuals or interest groups to exert significant in
fluence on particular issues.'' Outsideof Manila, the militaryand vestiges of the old
clientelist networks have been predominant. These groups are the constituent
elements of KBL, the "New Society Party," which in turn provides the personnel for
a hierarchy of "representative" bodies. The structure of government has changed
frequentlythrough presidentialdecrees, assembly actions, or plebiscites; the changes,
however, have had little effect on the distribution of power.

Economic policies also have remained essentially the same, though emphases
have changed. In the early years of martial law, agrarian reform was a much publi
cizedprogram. Attention subsequentlyshifted to export-orientedprojects witha high
component of foreign aid and/or investment and to the development of alternative
sources of energy. Since the advent of the "New Republic" in 1981, Marcos has pro
moted a "national livelihood and progress movement" with the goal of improving
income distribution. Government involvement in the economy has increased
throughout the period; agricultural and industrial production has also increased;
foreign aid and investments continue to flow.

It is possible, then, that the preemptive strategies thus far used so successfully
will continue to work. Changes in political structures and policy emphases will satisfy
the "public" and/or neutralize the opposition; economic development and foreign
subsidies will support the system. The system may even be sufficiently established to
survive Marcos's death; a technocrat or, probably more likely, a military figure could
simply replace him. Imelda Marcos seems an unlikely successor: she has offended too
many people, for too many reasons.

Nationalist Revolution

It is also possible, as a recent cover story in the FarEastern Economic Review
argued, that a "drift to the Left" is underway.'^ Marcos's moderate opponents,
according to the argument, are losing credibility "because of their inability to rally
anti-Marcos forces to beat the sixty-three-year-old president at his own game."
Marcos has ensconced himself in power through manipulating both constitutional
and electoral machinery. He now has the full support of the U.S. government.
The traditional opposition lacks young leaders and grass-roots support.

11. A controversy over government policy toward the coconut industry has been suggested as indicative
of growing "pluralism." Accounts of the controversy, which was most intense during the last quarter of
1981, seem, however, to substantiate the dominance of decision making by those listed. Differences of
opinion among family and friends of the Marcoses and between some of them and Prime Minister Virata
were certainly intense and unusually public, but the debate was waged primarily among them. Marcos
himself ended the public discussion of the issue. For full coverage, see Manila newspapers Sept.-Dee. 1981;
accounts are also found in the Far Eastern Economic Revie\^ (cf. Jan. 8, 1982, pp. 42-48) and the Wall
Street Journal (cf. Dec. 7, 1981, p. 30).

12. FEER, Aug. 21, 1981, pp. 17-24.
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Hence, the argument continues, there seems no alternative to violence if Marcos
is to be replaced. Other than the Muslim separatists, only the New People's Army
has successfully built a fighting force. With the National Democratic Front providing
a less rigid ideology (nationalist and socialist rather than explicitly Communist) and
with young, trained leaders, the Left is a logical option—particularly if the economy
continues to deteriorate. Unemployment grew from 6.5 percent in 1979 to 14.6 per
cent in 1980. The trade and current account deficits are widening; the external debt
is close to $14 billion; the value of the peso continues to decline.'^ Recent crises in
the financial system—set off when a businessman named Dewey Dee disappeared
leaving approximately $77 million in debts but reflective of more fundamental
problems in conglomerates controlled by people associated with Marcos—have
caused significant transfers of government funds in an effort to restore solvency
and confidence.

Chaos

The same economic and political circumstances could also lead to chaos if the
opposition fails to coalesce. In Muslim areas of the southern Philippines, rival struc
tures of ''government" already coexist, producing a situation most accurately
described as anarchy. To the extent that the regime has succeeded in undermining the
MNLF, it may also have reduced the likelihood of a settlement to the conflict since
the MNLF has been the most cohesive force in the area. Violence is endemic,

random, and vicious.
Violence is increasingly prevalent in non-Muslim areas of Mindanao and in

Samar as well. There the "Muslim" and "Christian" categories used to define the
contestants in the southwest are replaced by NPA and anti-Communist designations.
Nonviolent opposition to the regime has also been most successful in the south.
In Cebu, Cagayan de Oro, and Zamboanga anti-Marcos candidates and positions
have won majority votes. The Mindanao Alliance has been the most effective of
UNIDO's constituent groups, though its comparative success may be less reflective
of the lack of strength of oppositionist sentiment elsewhere than of the efficiency of
the regime's electoral machine in areas closer to Manila.

These facts may suggest that if oppositionist forces do unite, they will do so on
regional rather than ideological lines: to the south rather than to the Left; a separatist
war rather than a revolution. Regionalism, however, has not yet proved to be a
cohesive basis for a political movement in the Philippines. By late 1981 two of the
leaders of the Mindanao Alliance had left that party to form two other "national"
parties, one with a "social democratic" orientation, the other influenced by
"Christian socialism." In the north, anti-Marcos, anti-Ilocano, and antiauthori-
tarian sentiments coexist with opposition based more solidly in economics, which
itself is a phenomenon crossing class lines.

Philippine data, then, yield no clear conclusions. Like Anderson's and
Sundhaussen's Indonesian data, they do suggest cause for concern. By attempting
to maintain its domination of political processes and economic policies by tactics

13. Ibid., p. 20; and FEER, Jan. 15, 1982, p. 46.

29



aimed at co-opting, frustrating, or defeating any opponents, the Philippine regime
may have succeeded only in encouraging either a revolution or chaos—from which
a new and more fundamentally stable regime might, in time, emerge. Alternatively,
it may have bought the time necessary to trickle down both stability and pros
perity. The outcome is partially dependent on external factors—on international
economic factors and U.S. policies certainly. More importantly, it seems dependent
on the extent to which Marcos and his supporters are willing to work toward the goals
they have enunciated and to abide hy the rules they have institutionalized while
opening the political process to others. The behavior of the ''others" matters also:
the limits of their tolerance, their willingness to subordinate personalistic to
broader interests and loyalties, their ability to focus clearly on realistic goals and to
organize accordingly.
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II.

Economic Dimensions of

Southeast Asian Security





4. Southeast Asia: Economic Problems

and Prospects

Bruce Glassburner

The Southeast Asian region—defined here to comprise the five ASEAN coun
tries of the Philippines, Indonesia, Singapore, Malaysia, and Thailand, the three
Indochinese nations of Vietnam, Laos, and Kampuchea, plus Burma—is a vast
region with an aggregate population of 316 million and with a great variety of
resources. The economic potential of this huge population and resource base is also
great, and, indeed, in recent decades the region as a whole has been moving at a very
encouraging pace toward realization of that potential. The primary concern of this
chapter is with the prospects of maintaining (and broadening geographically) high
rates of economic progress for the remainder of the twentieth century.*

An Economic Profile of the Region

Perusal of Table 1 brings to light a good deal about Southeast Asia. It becomes
very clear, first, that the nations of the region are not all of a single description.
Kampuchea is assessed by the World Bank to be the poorest nation in the world (the
meaning of its number one ranking in Table 1, as determined by the bank's estimates
of per capita GNP). At the opposite extreme, Singapore ranks eighty-eighth by this
criterion. Although Indonesia is a vast archipelago, with a total land area in excess
of 2 million square kilometers, Singapore is a tiny city-state of less than 600 square
kilometers. Comparable variety also appears in many other dimensions, most
notably population growth rates and densities, rates of inflation, and even rates of
growth in GNP per capita.

Because of Burma's virtual self-isolation since the accession of General Ne Win

and the dreadful events of the past thirty years in Indochina, most discussions of
Southeast Asian economic affairs exclude those troubled nations and concentrate on

the relatively open, rapid-growing countries of ASEAN. Over the fourteep years of
that organization's existence, the five member nations have performed extremely well
by world standards. Singapore and Malaysia are clearly the stars of this scenario,
having raised their per capita GNP figures well up into the higher regions of the
World Bank's middle-income category of nations. It has become an important
question (for example, in East-West trade and aid negotiations) whether Singapore
is properly classified as a less-developed country any longer and how long it will be
meaningful to refer to Malaysia in those terms. Indonesia's performance over the
span of years since the signing of the Bangkok Declaration (which created ASEAN

* I wish to thank Syed Khalid Wajid for his assistance in preparation of this chapter.
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in 1967)must also be described as outstanding, despite obvious specific weaknesses.
Clearly, economic success within the association requires good performance from
Indonesia if only because of the fact that two-thirds of the association's population
reside in that nation.

If ASEAN, like its predecessor, Maphilindo, had been founded a few years
earlier, when Indonesia remained mired in the economic hopelessness of its ''old
order," it is extremely doubtful that it would have survived either as an economic or
as a political entity. Without suggesting that ASEAN is primarily an economic
association (for it has not yet demonstrated very much in the way of economic
effectiveness as an association), it seems reasonable to argue that the 75 percent
increase in real per capita incomes in Indonesia over the past fourteen years has been
a major contributing factor to the strength and confidence the association has shown.
In the early 1960s, Indonesia was variously described as a "chronic dropout" or as
an "international basket case" and, indeed, seemed to show little capacity for formu
lating and implementing economic policies which were compatible with the building
of a healthy and vigorous economy. Of course it remains true today that Indonesia
is an extremely poor nation, and millions of Indonesians still live in grinding poverty
little distinguishable from that suffered before the economic turnaround of the
middle 1960s was achieved and before OPEC oil prices created large balance of
payments surpluses. It is also probably fair to say that in the future ASEAN is not
likely to retain the political cohesion it has displayed in international affairs nor to
make progress with its hopeful plans for economic cooperation unless Indonesia
sustains her high rate of growth for a sufficient period of time to have major impact
on the masses of the poverty-stricken.'

Although they are smaller nations, much the same thing can be said about
Thailand and the Philippines, that is, that they have, in broad aggregate terms,
performed quite well over the past decade and a half but have, nevertheless, failed
to broaden the growth experience sufficiently among the populace. Hence, poor
(or even deteriorating) distribution of income has become characteristic of the
ASEAN region in general. Efforts to rectify this situation are underway in all of the
five member nations, but with (perhaps) the exception of Singapore, the response has
been painfully slow and appears likely to remain so for most of the 1980s.

Maintaining Economic Dynamism

As Table 1 shows, growth in the ASEAN region was very good in the 1970s.
For the association as a whole, per capita GNP rose by a weighted average of 4.3 per
cent per annum, 1970-1979. This rate, if sustained, doubles income per capita in only
16.5 years, well within a generation's time. While again emphasizing that this experi
ence of rising incomes has been unevenly spread both among the countries themselves
(the range of growth rates is from 3.8 for Thailand to 7.1 for Singapore) as well as

I. Policy orientations which lead to more balance in the growth pattern would enhance the rate at which
the lower 30percent of the population gain a larger share of the growing pie. Nevertheless, sustained high
growth rates are the sine qua non of poverty alleviation in any large, very poor, nation.
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within these countries, such substantial growth rates must improve general economic
welfare and, given reasonably successfulefforts to improve the distributional effects
of growth, could contribute much more in that regard. What is the likelihood that
the next two decades can be equally successful?

The main obstacles to sustained growth in the region are the prospect of energy
shortages and food shortages, as wellas the balance of payments problems that could
emerge because of these shortages. Guy Pauker has recently written very
pessimistically about these problems, indicating that it is highly unlikely that the
resources and policies of the ASEAN area will be sufficient to cope with the very
rapid rates of increase in demand for energy and food generated by the rapid rates
of per capita income of the 1970s.^

The Energy Constraint

These problems are perhaps nowhere better observed than in Indonesia, the
region's principaloil producer, whereconsumption of petroleum products isgrowing
at an annual rate of 12percent in physical terms. Only radical OPEC price increases
have prevented Indonesia's oil export earnings from falling, as petroleum produc
tion has remained virtually constant in real terms for several years. The physical
export surplus is thus being squeezed at a very rapid rate. Despite the current glut of
oil on world markets, it is only a question of time before growth of world consump
tion will push prices further upward; but price increases, though valuable now to
Indonesia and to Malaysia (which is also a net petroleum exporter), will become
disadvantageous once they become net importers of petroleum. Of course, petroleum
is not the only source of energy available to ASEAN countries. Natural gas inlarge
quantities is being found throughout the region, and Indonesia is rapidly becoming
the world's largest exporter of liquified natural gas. Coal is also relatively abundant,
and there are moderately good prospects for geothermal energy in the volcanic areas,
most notably in Indonesia and the Philippines. As Table 2 shows, ASEAN rates of
growth of energy production in the aggregate far exceed the average rates of either
the middle-income countries or of the industrialized countries of the world; and in
all of the ASEAN countries except Indonesia, the rate of growth of energy produc
tion has exceeded the rate of growth of energy consumption in the 1960s and 1970s.
However, because of the heavy weight which Indonesia carries in these averages, the
rate of growth of energy production for ASEAN as a whole was only marginally
above the rate of total energy consumption. And although in terms of the immediate
situation in the region, there is relatively little cause for concern, balance of payments
pressures on the Philippines and Thailand (brought on by the rising cost of oil im
ports) have already caused some difficulty.

Of more concern is the longer-term perspective on energy. Again, with refer
ence to Table 2, energy consumption per capita in the ASEAN region is only 44 per
cent of that of the weighted average of the World Bank's middle income category of
countries—a category to which all ASEAN states but Indonesia belong. This implies

2. Guy J. Pauker, "ASEAN Trends and Problems in the I980's," Rand Corporation, Jan. 1981.
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a high rate of elasticity of demand for energy with reference to GNP growth. The bal
ance of payments implications of such a high elasticity are indicated in the last col
umn of Table 2. For three of the member nations, nearly one-third of export earnings
are used up in energy imports and, for the region as a whole, nearly one-fifth. If, as
seems likely to occur some time within the next decade, the overall consumption
growth rate rises above that of production, the entire association will begin to feel the
pinch and before the end of the century may well be in crisis. Physical production totals
of crude petroleum and natural gas for ASEAN in 1970 and 1976 are given in Table 3.

It would be possible for an economist to sketch an ideal scenario which involves
a high degree of flexibility in substitution relationships and precise pricing of various
energy sources relative to their scarcities which (along with sustained increases in the
productivity of nonenergy inputs) would avoid much, if not all, of the energy defi
ciency problem. I would argue that such a pleasant outcome is not outside the realm
of possibility, but it will involve either policy shifts either in the direction of much
greater reliance on market forces than has been characteristic of the region in the past
or much more sophisticated planning to achieve the desired effects (or some combina
tion of both). The market solution requires that energy and its sources be sold to busi
ness, government, and household users at prices at least equal to those on the world
market in order to provide a stimulus for conservation and production as well as for
the search for alternative technologies that are less energy-intensive in both produc
tion and consumption. Such pricing will also make the development of alternative
energy sources more attractive.

The present practice, widespread in the area, is to keep prices of energy sources de
pressed in the interest of consumers of energy, thereby stimulating consumption growth
and creating a fiscal burden. Similarly, attempts at fostering development of alternative
sources are being undertaken using implicit and explicit subsidization rather than by
relying on firms and government agencies (and households) to make decisions on pro
duction and consumption of these forms of energy in terms of their relative scarcity
values. These policies are not suitable to long-run avoidance of the ^'energy crunch."

The Food Constraint

Pauker also emphasizes the likelihood that food demand in the region will
outpace production and eventually contribute in a substantial way to a foreign ex
change crisis, which would, in turn, inhibit economic growth. Table 4 presents some
summary statistics on the food and agriculture situation in ASEAN countries in
the 1970s. The general picture is one of production maintaining pace with pop
ulation growth and a little more (much more, in Thailand). Indonesia's struggle to
maintain pace would appear from this table to be *Touch and go," but the index of
food production per capita used here understates substantially the overall per
formance of Indonesian food production in the 1970s.^The association's agricultural

3. The food production component of Indonesia's national accounts shows food production measured in con
stant prices rising at 3.74 percent per annum over the period 1969-71 to 1976-78.This compares with popula
tion growth 1970-78 of 1.8 percent (International Bank for Reconstruction and Development, WorldDevelop
ment Report, 1980 (Oxford, 1980), p. 142). Thus, implicitly, food production per capita grew at about 1.94
percent per annum, and the per capita index for the years concerned should be about 114 rather than 100.
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production as a whole has clearly outpaced population growth, as shown by the
second and third columns in Table 4.

Nevertheless, all of these nations excepting Thailand are net importers of staple
foods. Indonesia, in particular, has become heavily dependent on imports of cereals
(rice, predominantly).^ It is the largest of the world's rice importers, having taken
nearly one-third of all rice sold on international markets in recent years, despite a suc
cessful program of rice intensification. Indonesia's failure (at least until recently; see
my note 4) to keep even with food demand has not been due to stagnation in produc
tion; it is rather a reflection of starting from minimal levels of consumption (see the
final two columns in Table 4) and experiencing rising per capita incomes. This leads
to a rate of demand increase well in advance of the rate of population growth. The
same phenomenon, to a greater or lesser extent, is being experienced in all of these
nations, except Singapore, where calorie intakes are well above minimum levels. This
high rate of demand growth will be likely to continue for a good many years although
the region can expect some deceleration in that growth rate over the life span of the
present generation, provided calorie consumption standards can be raised well above
minimums and provided population growth rates decelerate. Both of these are likely
prospects. Thus, per capita food demand is likely to rise steeply through the 1980s
and then flatten out toward the end of the decade. During this acceleration period,
the food deficit in the area will almost certainly grow at a fairly high rate (a fair guess
might be at 1.5 percent per annum). But even this projection is based on the assump
tion that food production growth rates can be sustained at levels approximating those
of the 1970s. Most observers do not expect any acceleration of food production
growth and, indeed, fear that a deceleration is the more likely prospect, inasmuch
as the easiest fruits of the ''Green Revolution" have already been plucked. If such
a deceleration should eventuate, the rate of growth of the food gap would increase,
and any closing of the gap might ensue in the latter part of the century (as demand
growth slackens) would be thereby prevented.^

In general, the pessimism of the Pauker energy and food scenario must be taken
seriously, however much we may soften or qualify it with respect to improved eco
nomic flexibility and sensitivity to scarcities and technological alternatives. In short,
it would appear that the region must be prepared to find additional means of softening
the prospective growth-inhibiting effects of rising import costs of energy sources and
food. One possible approach is to attempt to reduce, relatively, the region's depen
dence on export revenues earned outside the region and dependence on foreign sources
for essential imported goods. Given the rapid rate of economic growth in the region,
this might be feasible provided an environment conducive to rapid expansion of intra-
regional trade can be created. We will look at this matter in some greater detail below.

4. Indonesia has enjoyed two very good crop years in 1980 and 1981 and is, for the time being at least,
oversupplied W\i\\ rice stocks. This discussion assumes that these good years represent an aberration due
togood weather and the abatement of pest problems. If, however, Indonesia has achieved a genuine pro
duction breakthrough, the largest part of the region's food stringency problem will have been solved.

5. Normalization of political and economic conditions in Burma and Indochina could eventually contribute
to alleviation of the food gap, but prospects are obviously not bright for such relief.
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Economic Integration: Liberalization of Intraregional Trade

ASEAN, and the Southeast Asian region as a whole, ought to be able to gain
a great deal from increasing commonality of economic effort. Unfortunately, there
is much opposition to this view, based on the conviction that the economies of the
region are structurally competitive in trade rather than complementary. The flaw in
this latter argument is that it is a truism that economic agents with identical resource
endowments, identical production techniques, and identical tastes will not trade, but
such is not the case with the nations of the real world, and certainly not Southeast
Asia. No two nations in the region have identical resource endowments or produc
tion functions, and taste patterns are widely various over this immense region.
Moreover, trade is possible among economic agents of broadly similar circum
stances, as is readily evident in villages in peasant economies, where trading activity
is one of the most important economic activities. It is also evident in the fact that the
vast bulk of the world's trade is not that between the primary producers and thie
manufacturers among nations but rather among the members of the latter group,
where economies resemble each other much more than do those of ASEAN. The

wealthier nations of the world sell vast quantities of both primary and secondary
goods to one another. Moreover, in any economic system internal trade is greater
than external trade—excepting only special cases such as a city-state that is a port,
for example. Hong Kong or Singapore. Extension of the borders of an economic
entity, through integration, is thus all but certain to expand trade within that entity
both through trade creation and trade diversion.

To some extent this line of argument is being given explicit recognition in the
ASEAN industrial project schemes and in the promotion of ''complementation"
arrangements. Indonesia, well endowed with petroleum and natural gas, is eminently
qualified to become a supplier of chemical fertilizers to its neighbor countries. This
arrangement would probably develop in time even without the explicit treatment of
the Indonesian fertilizer industry as an ASEAN industrial project. The ASEAN
automobile complementation scheme, similarly, recognizes that the several nations
are likely to have comparative advantages in producing automobile components so
that if these comparative advantages can be identified, and responsibilities assigned,
an ASEAN car can be produced.

These efforts at planning comparative advantage have not worked out very well
so far, and, indeed, Singapore has objected to the complementation arrangements
because of their protectionist nature,^ that is, the granting to the nation assigned to
produce, say, brake assemblies, exclusive rights to sale of its product within the
ASEAN automotive industry. Although one might argue that it is better to attempt
to plan specialization than to plan to prevent it (as in the case of import substitution
strategies), it is very much a second-best sort of strategy. It is evident that major gains
in trade creation and trade diversion within the ASEAN region (and by possible even
tual extension to Southeast Asia as a whole) require the fairly rapid and continuous
scaling down of trade barriers among the nations of the region so that comparative

6. Far Eastern Economic Review, 1981 Yearbook.
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advantage can assert itselfthrough market channels. This is not merelythe preaching
of classroom neoclassical economic theory. The historical examples are there to see,
namely, the vast expansion of trade within the European Economic Community
(EEC) as liberalization of trade has progressed and the almost complete failure of
other regional groupings which have failed to scale down internal barriers to trade
(Latin American Free Trade Association [LAFTA], the Andean Group, etc.).

It is true that the ASEAN organization has already developed an internal
preferential trading system, involving some 7,500 items by the end of 1980.^ Thus far,
most of the effort has been more apparent than real. Of the roughly 7,500 items on
preferential trading lists at the end of 1980, 6,000 were goods involving $50,000 or
less(each)in trade at the time placed on the list. However, the list is scheduled to grow
by 500 items every quarter, and we should, fairly soon, begin to come up against
items which are truly significant in aggregate intraregional trade. The true test of
political will must then be faced as vested interests in heavily protected production
areas can be counted on to raise increasingly heavy opposition to the threat of compe
tition from within the region. And while it is encouraging to learn that the Philippines
recently proposed a target of ten years hence for the creation of an ASEAN free trade
area, it is discouraging that the proposal was defeated.®

That ASEAN's overall trade potential is great is strongly suggested by the fact
that total trade by the five nations has grown rapidly in recent years despite continued
high protection. As Table 5 shows, all five of them enjoyed double-digit growth rates
in export earnings over the decade of the 1970s, and all but Thailand exceeded 20
percent per annum. All of these rates exceed the world rate of price inflation by a wide
margin;^ hence these figures imply rapid real export capability in the (approximate)
range of 5 to 20 percent per annum, Thailand, again, being the slowest growing of the
five in this respect, and Indonesia the fastest. Oil, of course, played a major role in
this growth, particulary for Indonesia and Malaysia. But nonoil export earnings have
also grown rapidly for all of the five, most notably for Singapore.

The vast bulk of this trade, however (roughly 85 percent), is with nations out
side ASEAN. Japan, the United States, and the EEC, in that order, are the major
trading partners for the region. About 40 percent of intraregional trade, furthermore,
is with Singapore, and much of that is merely entrepot trade.'® Thus, true intra
regional trade, while significant in a few commodities such as rice, is very modest
overall. Whereas (in the aggregate) ASEAN nations exported $64.1 billion worth of
goods in 1980 (see Table 6), not more than $7 billion, or about 11 percent, was
undertaken among them in nonentrepSt trade.

7. Ibid. Russell H. Fifield, National and Regional Interests in ASEAN: Competition and Cooperation
in International Politics, Institute of Southeast Asian Studies, Singapore, Occasional Paper No. 57, 1979.

8. The proposal was offered at the meeting of the ASEAN economic ministers in Jakarta in May 1981
(Asia Record, July 1981).

9. The International Monetary Fund's index of world import unit values showed an annual rate of increase
of 14.3 percent, 1974-1980; calculated from International Trade Statistics, June 1981, p. 49.

10. John Wong, ASEAN Economies in Perspective (Philadelphia: Institute for the Study of
Human Issues, 1979).

43



-1
^

A
S

E
A

N
E

X
P

O
R

T
E

A
R

N
IN

G
S

A
N

D
IM

P
O

R
T

P
A

Y
M

E
N

T
S

,
R

A
T

E
S

O
F

C
H

A
N

G
E

E
xp

or
t

E
ar

n
in

g
s

P
ay

m
en

ts
fo

r
Im

po
rt

s

C
o

u
n

tr
y

1
9

6
4

-7
0

1
9

7
0

-7
9

1
9

6
4

-7
9

1
9

6
4

-7
0

1
9

7
0

-7
9

1
9

6
4

-7
9

In
d

o
n

e
s
ia

8
.0

8
*

3
3

.4
6

2
2

.6
6

8
.0

3
*

2
4

.5
1

7
.6

3

M
al

ay
si

a
7

.2
1

8
.7

4
1

4
.0

2
5

.1
1

1
6

.5
5

1
1

.8
4

P
h

il
ip

p
in

es
1

5
.5

0
2

0
.6

3
1

8
.5

5
1

3
.6

0
2

3
.5

0
1

9
.4

4

S
in

g
ap

o
re

*
*

1
6

.0
1

*
2

3
.1

4
2

0
.9

0
2

4
.3

8
*

1
9

.8
2

2
1

.2
0

T
h

a
il

a
n

d
3

.0
4

2
4

.7
6

1
5

.5
7

1
1

.3
0

2
0

.6
9

1
6

.8
4

S
ou

rc
e:

Jo
hn

W
on

g,
A

SE
A

N
E

co
no

m
ie

s
In

Pe
rs

pe
ct

iv
e

(P
hi

la
de

lp
hi

a:
In

st
itu

te
fo

rt
he

St
ud

y
of

H
um

an
Is

su
es

,
19

79
).

B
as

e
ye

ar
19

64
fi

gu
re

s
w

er
e

im
pu

te
d

fr
om

W
on

g
T

ab
le

2.
14

;a
nd

fr
om

IM
F-

IF
S.

*
B

as
e

y
ea

r
fo

r
S

in
g

ap
o

re
is

19
66

.

T
a
b

le
5



A
S

E
A

N
E

X
P

O
R

T
S

,
1

9
7

9
-8

0
($

b
il

li
o

n
s)

C
o

u
n

tr
y

1
9

7
9

1
9

8
0

In
d

o
n

e
s
ia

1
5

.6
1

9
.6

*

M
al

ay
si

a
11

.1
1

2
.9

S
in

g
ap

o
re

1
4

.2
1

9
.4

T
h

a
il

a
n

d
5

.3
6

.5

5;
P

hi
li

pp
in

es
.

4
.5

5
.7

T
o

ta
ls

5
0

.7
6

4
.1

S
o

u
rc

e
:

In
te

rn
at

io
n

al
M

o
n

et
ar

y
F

u
n

d
,

In
te

rn
at

io
n

al
F

in
an

ci
al

S
ta

ti
st

ic
s,

Ju
n

e
1

9
8

1
.

P
ro

je
ct

io
n

b
as

ed
on

fi
sc

al
y

ea
r

b
al

an
ce

of
p

ay
m

en
ts

d
at

a
fr

om
D

.T
.

H
ea

le
y,

"S
u

rv
ey

of
R

ec
en

t
D

ev
el

o
p

m
en

ts
,"

B
ul

le
tin

of
In

do
ne

si
an

E
co

no
m

ic
S

tu
di

es
,

M
ar

ch
1

9
8

1
,

T
ab

le
7,

p.
1

2
.

T
a
b

le
6



It is inconceivable that such a small percentage of intra-ASEAN trade would
persist if trade barriers were removed. An integrated ASEAN would become an
immense economic entity, and it is a general rule that the larger the size of the nation
or trading group, the greater the proportion of total trade that is internal. In terms
of population, a fully integrated ASEAN would be the fourth largest trading entity
in the world (after China, India, and the U.S.S.R.; fifth if the EEC is counted as an
entity); in terms of aggregate GNP, ASEAN would rank fourteenth, as shown in
Table 7, which also shows that the proportion of exports is much more closely related
to population than to GNP.'' This is also borne out in Figures 1 and 2. At present,
as separate trading entities with high protection, ASEAN trade with nations outside
ASEAN amounts to about 27 percent of aggregate GNP whereas, based on aggregate
population size, ASEAN ''ought" to be exporting a much smaller proportion of total
product—perhaps 6 to 7 percent of GNP if nations of comparable demographic size
can be used as a guide. Of course I do not mean by this that extra-ASEAN trade
would or should be curtailed in absolute terms; rather, with integration and sustained
rapid economic growth (as well as continued relatively high population growth) the
region, if integrated, would become much more efficient economically, more
regionally interdependent, and relatively speaking, much less dependent on the more
developed countries for markets.

Although the above argument has been applied only to ASEAN, it applies with
greater force to the entire Southeast Asian region. For if Burma and the three nations
of Indochina were added to ASEAN, an additional 96 million would be added to the
total population of the grouping of nations, and roughly another $15 billion in
aggregate production potential (at 1979 levels).Moreover, these nations, retarded
by isolationism and wars, are now far below their potentialities economically. As
already noted, these were once food surplus areas and conceivably could be again,
given fair circumstances, and they represent a sizable potential market at close
geographic range. On the other hand, however, their political circumstances are such
that it is very hard to envisage their embracing the principles of liberalized regional
trade in the foreseeable future. Improved trade relations between them and ASEAN
might be hoped for, which, given peace in the region for a decade or two, could
contribute considerably to the expansion of intraregional trade.

Integration Problems

It is a good deal easier to treat the potential benefit from integration
speculatively than it is to implement integration. The history of efforts at regional
groupings, including that of ASEAN, clearly demonstrates the point. ASEAN has
a number of special problems. I do not propose to dwell on these for long, but it
would be inappropriate to conclude this chapter without acknowledgment of some
of the most difficult of these. We have already alluded to the special role that

11. The rank correlation coefficient between population size and the export-GNP ratio is .76 (r^ = .58)
whereas that between GNP size and the export-GNP ratio is .45 (r^ = .20).

12. World Development Report, 1980, Table 1.
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EXPORT ACTIVITY IN RELATION
TO POPULATION SIZE, 1978
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Singapore plays in the Southeast Asian region. Whereas the nations of the EEC and
the members of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) started
liberalization negotiations from quite comparable footings as far as levels of protec
tion were concerned, Singapore, being essentially a free port, has little or nothing in
the way of trade concessions to make. What Singapore has to offer the region is an
abundant supply of capital, excellent trading infrastructure, both physical and finan
cial, a well-developed industrial sector, and a large supply of entrepreneurship. These
important resources are already being taken advantage of in very large measure, but
at the same time there is a great deal of fear of this economic potency. Each of the
other four nations has built its own industrial complex behind protective walls, has
developed its own financial infrastructure and its own port and trading facilities, and
is attempting to foster indigenous entrepreneurship. All of the *'other four,"
therefore, can be expected to approach greater freedom for Singaporean capital and
entrepreneurship very cautiously. National economic sovereignty will be guarded
jealously. They will all be willing to forego some potential improvements in economic
efficiency in order to defend domestic economic interests.

Interwoven with the Singapore issue is the sensitive issue of the overseas
Chinese in general. Singapore's population is nearly 80 percent Chinese. Each
of the "other four" has an economically powerful Chinese minority, which is
not entirely trusted to guard the "national interest" vis-a-vis the larger Chinese
community. Given the perceived general shortage of entrepreneurship in the re
gion, policies inhibiting the activities of the Chinese are very costly in terms of
economic efficiency; but, here again, all of these communities are clearly willing
to pay, with lowered efficiency, for the curbing of the feared power of their
Chinese minorities.'^

An additional consideration is not special to ASEAN, but it is of particular con
cern. The most intractible form of protection is not the tariff barrier, durable and
tough as tariff walls may be; but rather it is the "nontariff barriers," or NTB's. These
range all the way from import and export quotas and bans to paper processing at
ports of entry and egress. Even if ASEAN's efforts at tariff reduction should be as
successful over the next decade as those of the EEC and GATT in the 1950s and

1960s, ASEAN will still find, at the end of that period (as EEC and GATT have
found), that a vast network of administrative blocks and rules stand in the way of
more complete economic integration. Casual observation suggests that this problem
is much more serious among ASEAN's "other four" than it is among members of
EEC and GATT. It is to be hoped that an attempt will be made at the outset to make
parallel progress with reduction of NTB's so that the frustrating experience of EEC
and GATT in finding, at the end of successful tariff liberalization, that a very hard •
core of protection remains, is not repeated.

13.1 suspect that the perception of innate entrepreneurial Chinese superiority and the deficiencies of non-
Chinese entrepreneurs is exaggerated. The Chinese are, in large measure,/orce^/to cope against odds in
the private sector, and non-Chinese are given special privileges in the public sector as wellas various pro
tections and subsidies in the private sector. These institutional arrangements cultivate double standards
and a duality of entrepreneurial performance patterns.
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Finally, resource mobility and its implications need to be mentioned. True
integration requires that labor, financial capital, and physical capital be free to move
without hindrance across national boundaries. We have already commented on the
difficulties that will be involved with liberalization of capital movement. Singapore's
capability as a supplier of capital and entrepreneurship is of an entirely different
order from that of the ''other four" and is almost certain to continue to be markedly
curtailed. Labor mobility also poses serious problems, although perhaps not as
serious as those of capital mobility. The laboring classes of Singapore, Malaysia,
Thailand, and the Philippines will surely resist, with some vehemence, the threat of
any large-scale importation of labor from the most plentiful source in the area,
Indonesia. Clearly, it will not be possible to lower the barriers to migration with a
stroke; it will have to be phased in and handled with a good deal of political finesse.

All in all, I view the region with guarded optimism. While I am well aware of
the obstacles to sustained economic growth that loom over the horizon in the later
1980s and beyond, I am much impressed with what has been accomplished in the
region since the mid-1960s. It will take a great deal of sustained political will for the
full economic potential of Southeast Asia to be realized between now and the
end of the century.
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5. Economic Dimensions of Security in the
ASEAN Region

A. R. Soehoed

When entering the eighties, the governments and peoples of the ASEAN coun
tries had reason to be thankful for the progress attained during the seventies, reflected
among others by the fact that the region had experienced the highest rate of GDP
growth not only in their history but also compared with other countries in recent
years. Apart from communal flare-ups conspicuous by their rarity rather than their
frequency, such as during Tanaka's ASEAN tour in 1974, the region was by and large
one of relative stability during the past decade, when in many other parts of the
world, north and south, volatile crises were escalating into hot conflicts.

True—as some candid observers are wont to remark—ASEAN's internal

operations seem to be characterized by very frequent meetings and discussions at
various levels, from ministers down to second echelon officials, not to say of the
rounds of meetings by the private sector. The impact of ASEAN has been felt in the
political, diplomatic, and economic spheres.

Nevertheless, ASEAN should view the eighties with concern as the decade will
be fraught with serious challenges in a multitude of areas: the race between energy
supply and energy demand; the mounting pressure for restructuring of industries in
the advanced countries as a pre-condition for restructuring of industries in the ad
vanced countries as a pre-condition for restructuring of north-south trade patterns,
which again is a sine qua non for the attainment of a more equitable distribution of
consumption of the world's resources; and in the military sphere, the challenges
emanating from the determined efforts by the United States to redress the balance
of military power vis-a-vis the Soviet Union and also to counter the latter's incursions
in Africa, the Middle East, and South and Southeast Asia, which is of particular con
cern to ASEAN since the means deployed by the United States in this power struggle
will decisively affect the association's performance in the eighties.

Although created in far-sighted anticipation of the day when the United States
withdrew from Vietnam, ASEAN is basically an association for economic coopera
tion. I should like to say a few words on the implication behind the terms ^'economic
association," on the one hand, and ''economic cooperation," on the other.

On the one hand, unlike the various alliances which interlock the United States,
New Zealand, and Australia with some non-Communist Southeast Asian countries
through a series of security links,' ASEAN was not conceived as a security bulwark

1. Such as the Manila Pact, which gave rise to SEATO, ANZUS, and the bilateral defense agreements
the United States concluded with Thailand and the Philippines.
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against external or military aggression. Thus, within the perspectives of the
association's operations, security-related matters are viewed in economic, non-
military terms.

On the other hand, the objective of ASEAN—at least as I perceive current
majority thinking—is not economic integration or anything like a customs union but
regional economic cooperation, albeit a very close cooperation. Thus, the criticism
often leveled that the progress toward achieving the objectives of ASEAN is too slug
gish in comparison with, say, the European Economic Community (EEC) is in fact
measuring with the wrong yardstick.

Economic cooperation, however close, is distinct from economic integration
not only in its institutional setting but also in its function. The former can be a loose
arrangement and does not require a formal institutional framework whereas the latter
depends on it. Economic cooperaton includes various measures designed to har
monize economic policies and to minimize discrimination; the process leading toward
economic integration entails the unification of economic policies and the complete
abolition of discrimination. More importantly, under economic integration, policies,
and measures are to be subordinated to a generalized market integration strategy. But
within the framework of economic cooperation, market integration is a means that
may be applied selectively. Viewed in this perspective, much has already been ac
complished through the ASEAN Industrial Projects (AIP) and the Preferential
Trading Arrangement (PTA), and the ASEAN complementation program with two
packages already agreed is ready for implementation. Through regular and institu-
tionsilized dialogues with the EEC as a grouping and separately with Japan, Canada,
the United States, New Zealand, and Australia, the members of ASEAN are also har
monizing economic cooperation with these advanced Countries.

It should be noted that ASEAN also has important aspirations on the social and
cultural plane. Considerable progress has been logged towards the realization of a
telecommunication grid covering the whole ASEAN region by satellite and undersea
cable. On the international political and diplomatic level ASEAN has succeeded in
formulating and effectively implementing common approaches and common ac
tions, as evidenced, among others, in the handling of the Kampuchean problem in
various international forums and the ICAP negotiations with Australia.

The high-water mark in the as yet short history of ASEAN was undoubtedly
the Bali Summit of 1976, which produced the Declaration of ASEAN Concord, the
Treaty of Amity and Cooperation in Southeast Asia, and the Agreement on the
Establishment of the ASEAN Secretariat. It contributed significantly to the progress
achieved in the last decade. The declaration provides, among others, a framework
for cooperation on basic commodities, particularly food and energy, on industry and
trade, and joint approaches to international problems. In the political sphere ASEAN
countries commit themselves to work for the recognition of Southeast Asia as a Zone
of Peace, Freedom, and Neutrality, which aims to prevent the area from being used
as a theater for great power rivalry. The Treaty of Amity provides specific guidelines
for the peaceful settlement of disputes among member states.
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ASEAN: A Socioeconomic Basis for Regional Security

The U.S. withdrawal from Vietnam and the Vietnamese occupation of
Kampuchea have led to a tight closing of ranks among members of ASEAN as no
other event probably could. Differences in perception among members of the asso
ciation as regards the degree and nature of the Vietnamese threat, of the possible
security implications of detente between the People's Republic of China (PRC) and
the United States, not to say of the economically powerful ethnic Chinese minorities
(including the Huachiao or Chinese citizens overseas) in at least three ASEAN mem
ber states—all these are currently being overshadowed by the primary need to pose
a common stand on the Kampuchean questions.

What should be noted is that even in dealing with the Indochina conflict, which
is in fact a regional fallout of a wider and global conflict embroiling the United States,
the Soviet Union, and the PRC, ASEAN is consistently seeking a political solution
and emphasizing the economic dimensions of regional stability, resilience, and
security. It is commonly recognized, of course, that security involves military as well
as economic and energy parameters. But U.S. and ASEAN perceptions are often at
variance as to the most critical threats to security and the most effectiveapproaches
for dealing with those threats. When wecall for securitycooperation among ASEAN
countries, for example, the emphasis is not so much on military cooperation but
rather cooperation in economic and social areas with the objective of defusing or
alleviating potential sources of discontent that might feed subversive elements. This
is the economicand socialapproach to enhance a region's prospectsfor security.The
agreement to share energy resources in times of crisis, the creation of a regional
stockpile of rice to deal with temporary emergencies, and the launching of ASEAN
fertilizer projects to achieveregional self-sufficiencyare recent examplesof the im
portance of economic measures to improve ASEAN security.

But the areas of economic cooperation which can affect the security of the
ASEANregionare obviously vastlylargerthan isconnoted by theseexamples. They
include not only intraregional cooperation, but also—and perhaps more signifi
cantly—economic cooperation, withthe advancedindustrialeconomies. Theprivate
sector can play a decisive role here although the experience over the last decade has
beenone of mixed blessings whenviewed from the needto develop regional economic
resilience and stability.

Business and trade relations with the advanced countries are one major area of
concern. The problem is common to the ASEAN members, and the constraints faced
by Indonesia are faced equally by the others. But in the Indonesian case the difficul
ties are greater in degree since its manufacturing sector is still much weaker than in
any of the other ASEAN countries (as measured by its contribution to GDP).

Indonesia has just started on its drive to export manufactured goods, which
is a major plank in its development policy platform. With its own rising energy
consumption (at an estimated annual rate of over 12percent), the late eighties will
be a critical period for its balance of payments. Thus, a considerableexpansion of
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nonoil exports, of which manufactures must comprise a significant proportion, is a
pre-condition for its sustained development.

Hence we are ail concerned about the barriers placed against market access in the
industrialized countries. Timber is a classic example. Timber processing into finished
wood products such as plywood, veneer, and chipboard is a fairly labor-intensive
operation, requiring relatively unsophisticated technology. It raises value added by
more than 60 to 70 percent over round logs. By all accounts, the development of wood-
processing industries in Indonesia and the other timber-rich ASEAN countries makes
sound economics. Yet in Indondesia this development has been severely stultified for
more than a decade since the country became a principal nonconiferous log producer
in the late sixties. One major barrier is the very high duty placed in the industrially ad
vanced countries on finished products such as plywood, which carries a 20 percent duty
in Japan. The tariff in the United States is also very high.

Pure private entrepreneurial decisions and reasonable economic incentives ex
tended by the Indonesian government were apparently insufficient to seed the growth
of a domestic wood-processing industry as until 1979 almost 95 percent of
Indonesia's timber exports still consisted of untreated logs. This was the reason why
the government resorted to administrative measures to phase down log exports.

Other manufactures are also facing similar if not more serious barriers.
Restrictions are imposed by the EEC on garment imports from ASEAN and other
developing countries. The European community is also taking measures to restrict
Indonesia's export of tapioca pellets for cattle feed. These restrictions create a great
deal of concern since there are indications that these restrictions will be expanded to
other Indonesian products.

The argument put forward by governments of industrialized countries is that
restrictions must be imposed on the importation of textiles and garments from
developing countries because developing countries produce at unreasonably low cost
since the wages of the workforce are unfairly low and not in conformity with nor
mal labor standards. This argument is difficult to accept. In fact, the wages in the
textile sector in Indonesia as in other developing countries are not below the level
prevailing in the other sectors in these countries. As a matter of fact, wages in the tex
tile industry in Indonesia are not low if compared with the average income of the
population. And relative to the level of per capita income, wages in the textile in
dustry are proportionately comparable with those in industrialized countries. Thus,
by restricting textile and garment imports from Indonesia for the reason that labor
costs are unfairly low, the industrialized countries are in fact penalizing Indonesia
for being poor.

The inability of ASEAN and Indonesia in particular to gain market access in
industrialized countries certainly retards their economic development and may exert
a sufficiently potent destabilizing influence on the regional security setup.

Security-Related Problems—The Indonesian Case

Indonesia's population (75 percent of it concentrated on Java, the smallest of
the main islands) is by far the largest among ASEAN countries, but its per capita

55



national income is the lowest. These facts, combined with its extensive geography,
seem to warrant a separate discussion of some of Indonesia's security-related prob
lems. In any case, most of these wolild in varying degrees of intensity also be
encountered in the other member countries, with the singular exception perhaps of
Singapore. It is also a fact that Indonesia's internal stability, national resilience, and
economic growth performance are dominant factors in the ASEAN security equation
as a whole.

Most of the likely security threats are internal rather than outright aggression
by external forces. The latter may also be assumed to operate by subtle infiltration
and by manipulating potential domestic pockets of discontent to create disturbances.
Internal security threats are partly a function of the government's ability to meet the
rising demands of the population, particularly the large urban and rural masses. The
government television broadcasts, which now reach even the remotest townships and
a growing number of villages, are also a factor creating new demands, which if re
main unaccommodated over the long term could breed discontent.

Indonesia's development strategy clearly reflects this concern. Although the
first two Development Plans (1969-1979), which focused on agricultural development
combined with rehabilitation and expansion of industrial production, gave priority
to GDP growth, the Third Plan currently still in progress places primary emphasis
on the equitable distribution of development gains.

Having been subjected to a very long period of deprivation, the population had
very high expectations of the New Order government when it began to exercise effec
tive administration in 1966. Particularly in the urban centers where the infrastruc
ture enables the people to be more vocal in expressing their demands, this was a
matter requiring decisive policies. Thus, the government introduced three measures
in quick succession to stimulate production: the foreign trade regime was liberalized,
including the dismantling of the complex multiple exchange rate system; the preferen
tial treatment previously given to state enterprises was reduced; and, third, a foreign
investment law was drafted, followed by a domestic investment law. The result was
that for the first time since independence a broadly based industrial growth began,
capable of meeting the sudden release of consumer demand. Throughout the First
and Second Plan the Indonesian manufacturing sector was growing rapidly at an
average annual rate of 12 to 13 percent.

Rice production was also being tackled intensively through a constantly im
proved extension service system. The constraints are vastly more serious, the timing
and coordination problems more complex; and the subjects (the farmers) demand
constant perseverance on the part of extension officers. But the effort was rewarded,
and the latest reports indicate that the record of current rice production places the
country at the threshold of rice self-sufficiency. Although imports would still be
needed for stock-building, the reduced volume would greatly relieve the pressure on
the balance of payments.

The progress achieved by the manufacturing sector conceals some very serious
structural weaknesses as a result of the policy to expand consumer goods production
capacity as rapidly as possible. This meant in effect an import substitution policy,
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which the other ASEAN countries except Singapore has also pursued at some stage
of their industrialization process. Import substitution has resulted in a widening of
the manufacturing sector, producing consumer goods generally by final stage
assembly operations with little value added rather than by deepening the industrial
structure with a high degree of forward and backward linkages.

These weaknesses are now being eliminated under the Third Plan. The Third
Plan also gives priority to equitable distribution in order to eliminate the disparities
in growth and income which may become potential sources of instability. Eight major
channels for effecting equitable distribution of development gains are identified and
are now being implemented by the government; they include among others the
distribution of employment, opportunities to develop private business (especially
small-scale), education, health care, cheap housing, and security.

The government has also identified a number of major growth centers, where
a cluster of basic industries will attract the development of other manufacturing in
dustries. Such a growth center is, for example. North Sumatra, where hydrocarbon-
based industries (fertilizers and olefins) at Lhok Seumawe and the aluminum smelter
at Asahan function as the primer for growth. Other examples are West Sumatra with
coal-mining and cement manufacture as the basic cluster and Banten (the western
part of West Java) with the Cilegon steel complex as cluster.

Recognizing the strategic importance of Eastern Indonesia for future maritime
traffic, the government has identified other growth centers. South Sulawesi, with its
clusters of basic chemical industries already in operation (cement and paper), is a
major growth center, which includes the Maluku archipelago in Eastern Indonesia.
Nickel-mining operations are already in progress and being expanded within the
radius of this growth center, and deep-sea fishing industries are already established.
The government is promoting the development of maritime-related industries to pro
vide the region with the economic resilience and infrastructure to back up the Eastern
Passage as an irriportant sea lane in the future.

The other growth center is East Kalimantan (covering also the area of Central
and East Java) with the Bontang fertilizer complex and other hydrocarbon-based in
dustries around Balikpapan as the priming cluster. East Java has at present already
the heaviest concentration of industries in Indonesia. East Kalimantan and South

Sulawesi straddles the third alternative passage, the Strait of Sulawesi. The Sunda
Strait, which is adjacent to the site of a large integrated steel mill, and the link be
tween Java and Sumatra, will surely also be a factor of strategic importance in this
concept of open sea lanes.

Besides priming industrial growth, these growth centers are also instruments
for equitable distribution or dispersal of the manufacturing sector and should at the
same time stimulate transmigration from overpopulated Java to the outer islands.
They will thus eliminate some of the destabilizing tensions which would aggravate
from continued disparities between Java and the other islands.

Although the national family planning program is making great strides and
internationally acclaimed as being the most successful in the Third World, its effect
in arresting population growth will be evident only in the long term. Hence, the
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transmigration program is now one of the major national efforts to deal with the
population pressure on Java. This program is integrated with government measures
to develop the sparsely populated areas on the outer islands and the extensification
of agriculture by growing staple foods as well as industrial crops. There is now an in
tensive drive to expand smallholder cash crop plantations under the so-called Nucleus
Estate Program. Under this program a large plantation enterprise would be
designated as the ''nucleus estate" and given responsibility and financing sources to
develop smallholder crops in the adjacent districts. The "nucleus estate," by virtue
of its experience, agronomic know-how, and processing facilities, can supply the
smallholders with high-yield strains, extension services, and other necessary inputs
and also render services to process their harvest, including marketing. This program
is implemented not only for the replanting and improvement of existing smallholder
plantation belts but also for the opening up of new lands in the outer islands in
tandem with the execution of transmigration.

A serious social problem with security implications is the number of job appli
cants entering the employment market, estimated at around 1.5 million every year.
This also is another side of the issue of equitable distribution. In the manufacturing
sector, which has to achieve both high growth rates as well as equity in distribution,
this problem has called for two specific policies: intensive promotion of small-scale
industries (including handicraft) and thecreation of maximum employment in the
sector, particularly through the small-scale industries and handicraft, which are pro
jected to absorb 1.4 million workers over the Third Plan period. The schemes and
measures introduced under these policies include the requirement to purchase prod
ucts and services of small-scale businesses for government-financed procurements
up to a certain amount; the extensive development of foster relationships or other
subcontracting arrangement between large- and small-scale industries; the develop
ment of industrial estates and production centers for small-scale operations; and the
application of a "reservation scheme" whereby specified types of industries are
reserved for small-scale operations.

It goes without saying that the large reservoir of labor in Indonesia creates im
plications on social stability and thus becomes a security-sensitive issue. In at least
two other ASEAN countries (Malaysia and Singapore) the problem is rather a short
age of labor although the skill-grade composition of the shortage is not the same in
these two countries. This fact has to be taken into consideration when evaluating the
progress of economic cooperation under the ASEAN framework.

Conclusion

There are two main types of threats to ASEAN security. The first is those
threats which may develop internally within each member country, emanating from
popular discontent as a consequence of governments failing to meet rising demands.
This is an economic problem, which present ASEAN governments seem capable
and stable enough to handle. But to be able to rise to the people's economic and
social aspirations, these governments need to be able to convince the industrialized
states—especially Japan and the United States—that it is now time for an equitable
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restructuring of trade and business relationships. In short, this type of threat can be
countered by equitable distribution, which must be achieved by domestic as well as
international measures.

Japan, which has risen to the rank of second biggest economic power in the
world after the United States, is extremely dependent on the security of Southeast
Asia and specifically on that of the ASEAN region. ASEAN is an important trading
partner, one might safely say a more important trading partner for Japan than the
European community. About 30 percent of ASEAN's exports go to Japan, including
practically all LNG (liquid natural gas) exports. And 25 percent of ASEAN's total
imports come from Japan.

Even more important for Japan's security, to which U.S. interests are also
linked, the ASEAN region straddles the sea lanes which link Japan with its most im
portant hydrocarbon source, the Middle East. A secure passage through these sea
lanes, particularly through the narrow but, for Japan, most economical Strait of
Malacca, administered by friendly and stable governments (Malaysia, Indonesia, and
Singapore) is an indispensable condition for Japan's security.

Although the Strait of Malacca now bears the heaviest maritime traffic in the
world (including those of traditional sailing crafts), alternative lanes through the
eastern part of the Indonesian archipelago may in the future become more impor
tant. As long as Indonesia can maintain these lanes safely open for mercantile
passage, Japan's economic security is assured. There is therefore a close linkage be
tween Japan's and Indonesia's security even in nonmilitary terms, the nature of the
linkage being that the former is a function of the latter. To enhance Indonesia's sta
bility is to enhance Japan's economic security, other things being equal.

The second type of security threat emanates from the global rivalry of the three
superpowers: the United States, the Soviet Union, and the PRC. In the decade of
the eighties, the likelihood that this threat will materialize in the form of military
aggression in the ASEAN region seems to be minimal. Attempts at subversion and
infiltration, and fomenting and escalating discontent are undoubtedly a great possi
bility. But here again, economic growth combined with social equity within the
countries of ASEAN would go very far to defuse the effectiveness of subversion by
foreign elements.

The writer realizes that it would be the height of folly, and a dangerous neglect,
to discount the possibility of direct military threats against ASEAN security. To
counter such security risks requires the building up of a military system of response.
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Regional Security Problems





6. Security in Southeast Asia:
The Circle of Conflict

Juwono Sudarsono

The Matrix of Conflict

From both the theoretical and practical points of view Southeast Asia ranks as
one of the more complexregions, resultingin difficulty in establishingconceptual,
much less policy-relevant, security arrangements. Neither the United States nor the
Soviet Union regards the entire region as an area of vital security interest. Their
marginal economic and military involvementsabsolve them from pursuing any sus
tained, concerted, or coherent effort in the manner that Central Europe provides a
stabilizing framework, leading to the institutionalized security interests through
NATO and the Warsaw Pact forces. Of the two other major powers, neither Japan
nor China possesses overwhelming political and economic preponderance over the
entire region, a preponderance essential in devising a durable security framework
commensurate with its short-term and long-term interests.

It is this marginality and asymmetry of major power interest in the region that
makes attempts at regional or comprehensive solutions difficult at best. A dis
tribution of relative indifference among major powers can, to some extent, work to
the advantage of regional powers that are seeking an autonomous solution to the
security of the indigenous states. But this presumes that the regional states themselves
see some commonality in extraregional sources of security threats.

Indeed, the very fragility of most of the Southeast Asian states (and, no less im
portantly, of their governments) in turn often calls for periodic interventions by extra-
regional powers to secure the survival of assorted regimeswithin the region. Coupled
with attendant problems of socioeconomic development and of domestic political
management, a circle of conflict arises and creates a momentum of its own, one which
neither major power nor the indigenous states themselves are able to control.

The asymmetry of relationships among the major powers is compounded by
a balance of weakness within regional states. Not one of the Southeast Asian states
is likely to be able to bear its full imprint on the entire region. Vietnam since 1975and
particularly since 1979 may have achieved de facto primacy over the Indochina
region, and the ASEAN states after the Bali Summit of early 1976may claim to some
semblance of influence to determine the parameters of international politics in the
maritime portion of the region. But neither the Indochinese nor the ASEAN group
ing is likely to be able to claim full authority over the entire area.

The conflicting ebb and flow of major power involvement, the diverse stra
tegic outlook of the Southeast Asian states in regard to the form and source of
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extraregionalthreats, and, not least, the differingprioritiesin economicdevelopment
efforts defy attempts to achieve an immediate and practical solution to the current
crises in the region.

The fait accompli which the Vietnamese presented to the region in 1978-1979
heightensthe complexityof the regional securitysituation at present. In addition to
the interplay of major power involvement, regional security interests are defined by
individual countries of the region according to varying levels of perception and
interpretation. At timesevena singlecountry's securityperception changesmarkedly
with the reshuffling of the composition of its government. Often the style of a par
ticular leader or of an important faction can substantially change previously agreed
understandings, necessitating perhaps a fundamental reexamination of past initia
tives and commitments.

The Regional Approach

First attempts at unraveling the crisis precipitated by the Vietnamese occupa
tion of Kampuchea were inspired by a common diplomatic perception among the
ASEAN states that the fait accompli in Kampuchea was unacceptable on grounds of
principle. Throughout most of 1979 the ASEAN states, with the support of the
United States, Australia, and New Zealand, condemned Vietnam for its invasion of
Kampuchea and its attendant policy of evicting mainly ethnic Chinese nationals from
the country. Diplomatic victory was achieved in November 1979 when the U.N.
General Assembly called for the withdrawal of foreign troops in Kampuchea.
Indonesian perceptions of the nature of the problem (and to the manner of its resolu
tion) changed in early 1980. Apart from its empathy toward Vietnamese revolu
tionary achievements, the Indonesian government began to emphasize the need to
reevaluate the main source of threat to the region in the long term.

Despite outward appearances of ASEAN solidarity or common outlook, it was
clear that Indonesia saw China as the greater threat to regional order. While Thailand
and Singapore regard Vietnam as nothing more than a proxy for the Soviet Union,
Indonesia (and to some extent Malaysia) tended to accept some of the more political
as well as military justifications for the Vietnamese intervention in Kampuchea. In
effect, this was the beginning not only of a reconsideration of past events in
Indochina of the I977-I978 period (particularly as regards Chinese provocations
toward Hanoi through the Pol Pot government) but, more importantly, of the
desirable course of diplomatic action to break out of the Kampuchean logjam.

The Kuantan principle, while admonishing the Vietnamese for their action in
Kampuchea, in effect constituted an attempt by the Indonesian and Malaysian
governments to seek a more regional approach in resolving the crisis. Perhaps it may
have inadvertently inspired later counterproposals by the Indochinese governments
to construct a dialogue between ASEAN and the three Indochinese states rather than
to broaden the issue by encompassing extraregional powers.

Apart from differences regarding the main source of threat to the region, the
Indonesians and Malaysians also differed with the Thais and Singaporeans in respect
to resisting the Heng Samrin government in Phnom Penh. While Singapore often
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spoke openly of a strategy of attrition to bleed the Vietnamese, Indonesia and
Malaysia felt inclined to consider with sympathy Vietnam's fears in respect to
Chinese threats toward it from three sources: the Sino-Vietnam border, the
Kampuchean-Vietnam border during the Pol Pot regime's control over Kampuchea,
and the role of the ethnic Chinese in the Vietnamese economy.

The Kuantan principle almost immediately lost its luster in the wake of the
Vietnamese incursion into Thailand in June 1980. Indonesia and Malaysia were
subsequently put into a defensive position, and ASEAN's diplomatic unity was
regained with the repeated call for the withdrawal of foreign troops from Kampuchea
at the U.N. General Assembly meeting in October 1980. The meeting also called for
the holding of an international conference as part of a continuous effort to achieve
a comprehensive solution to the Kampuchean crisis. In effect, the holding of the con
ference in July 1981 marked the formal end on the part of the Indonesians to seek
a more regional-centered solution.

The Comprehensive Approach

Despite the failure of the Indonesians and Malaysians to convince their ASEAN
colleagues of their more sympathetic approach toward Vietnam and despite their
acquiesence to the formal declaration of the U.N. Conference on Kampuchea, the
Indonesians continued to maintain sporadic dialogue with the government in Hanoi.
The decision to continue the dialogue with Hanoi in part reflects the previous empha
sis on the nature of the long-term threat to Southeast Asia from China. But in part
it also stems from a growing realization that a comprehensive and internationalized
(as opposed to a region-based) approach to the Kampuchean question brings more
complications to the issue in question. By recognizing the legitimate interests of all
parties concerned, the conference approach institutionalizes the essentially extra-
regional character of the Sino-Soviet conflict as a substantially more impelling issue
than the presence of Vietnamese troops in Kampuchea.

While recognizing the fact that one of the more important reasons for Vietnamese
intervention in Kampuchea was its growing enmity with China, Indonesians believe
that two extraregional dimensions were too difficult a task to handle by all conflicting
parties concerned. In addition, resort to a comprehensive approach, even if it places
priority on an understanding reached among Southeast Asian nations, necessarily
reduces the prime responsibility of the Southeast Asian states in initiating break
throughs involving matters of concern to the region. To the Indonesians and
Malaysians, the comprehensive effort smacks of a great power imposition of a security
arrangement that serves primarily the interests of the United States, China, and Japan.

In deference to Thailand, however, both Indonesia and Malaysia for the
moment seem to be willing to give the comprehensive approach a chance. In the
meantime, both governments (or at least elements within the respective governments)
out of choice and opportunity will be eager for a more propitious moment for
another round of an intraregional-centered understanding.

The Malaysian foreign minister recently warned China that its strategy of
attempting to bleed the Vietnamese into submission was foolish and bound to fail.
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Coming as it did prior to deliberations at the United Nations on the Kampuchean
question, it may portend further evidenceof a two-track diplomatic-cum-military
approach evidently pursued by Indonesia and Malaysia, on the one hand, and the
unified ASEAN stand, on the other.

Indonesian Views on the Conflict

Indonesia's clear preference for a regional approach rests on three premises,
which differ distinctly from the underlying principles governing the objectives ofthe
conference approach. First, Indonesia's view on the motives of Vietnamese interven
tion into Kampuchea differs from that of Thailand and Singapore. Although it
cannot openly endorse the installation of a government through the use of armed
force in a neighboring country, most Indonesian observers view the Pol Pot-Ieng
Sary government as having been overtly provocative toward a nation which, from
an Indonesian point of view, has strong claims and a legitimate position of
dominance within the Indochina region.

In addition, whatever misgivings China may have over Vietnam's treatment of
its ethnic Chinese minority, Indonesians view with sympathy Vietnamese apprehen
sion over the degree of control that the ethnic Chinese have over the commercial
economy. Finally, in strategic terms a strong Vietnam within a consolidated
Indochinese front would act as an important buffer against Chinese expansionism
in the long term. Indeed, concern over the future of Chinese conventional and nuclear
capability, helped by current U.S. and Japanese diplomatic and economic support
(particularly after the August 1978 Sino-Japanese Treaty of Peace and Friendship
and the recognition of the Beijing government in January 1979), has underscored
Indonesian concerns over the future of regional resilience, one of Indonesia's prin
cipal tenets of national defense.

Viewed from Indonesia's defense perspective of concentric circles emanating
outward against extraregional threats, a convergence of interests between ASEAN
and the Indochinese states would constitute a formidable bulwark against China as
well as insurance against potential domestic fifth columnists.

Understandably, the Indonesian perspective is viewed with strong suspicion and
alarm in Thailand. Thailand's traditional rivalry with Vietnam for influence over
Laos and Kampuchea has in the past aligned it with China for precisely these reasons.
Thailand was also fully aware that ASEAN unity could only go as far as concerted
diplomatic efforts; the combined forces of the ASEAN countries remain no match
for the battled-hardened Vietnamese army.

Whereas Indonesia had strong reservations about China's punitive action
'toward Vietnam in February-March 1979, Thailand was relieved that China's limited
attack forced the Vietnamese to think twice about possible consequences of a second
front should it contemplate moving its troops well beyond Indochina. Thailand was
also relieved to note that there were limits to the Soviet support of Vietnamese
regional ambitions when the Soviet Union only provided verbal support to Vietnam
during the Chinese attack.

Since in the view of Thailand only China retains any semblance of effective
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deterrent against Vietnamese aggression westward, there are also important
discrepancies in respect to Thai and Indonesian tactics in regard to the Thai-
Kampuchean border area. Thai units are knownto resupply KhmerRouge forces
who crossthe border and then return to fight Vietnamese and Heng Samrin forces.
Thailand has also permitted movement of Chinese military supplies for the anti-
Heng Samrin resistence forces. The Indonesians view such tactics as not only
perpetuating the border area conflict but, more importantly, as exacerbating
the Sino-Vietnamese conflict. Also, the Indonesian and Malaysianveiwof a strong
Indochina acting as a buffer zone against China is in direct conflict with the Thai
view that it is only Vietnam that poses an imminent threat to the rest of main
land Southeast Asia.

The second point of contention between Indonesia and Thailand in regard
to extraregional dimensions involves the role of the Soviet Union. The Soviet
Union recognizes the different perceptions among the ASEAN states concerning
the sources of instability to the region. As the Chinese and U.S. governments
gradually moved toward normalization of diplomatic relations and the Vietnamese
hope of diversifying its major power relationships were constricted by Chinese
pressure and U.S. vengeance, the Soviet Union successfully persuaded Vietnam
that a Soviet-Vietnam alliance was a firm guarantee in securing economic and
military assistance.

From the Thai perspective, Vietnamese dependence on Soviet support
enhanced its perception of an increased Vietnamese capability to strike across the
border toward a wider regional dominance. The Indonesian view, on the other hand,
was that the Soviet-Vietnamese alliance came as a result of U.S. failure to give the
Hanoi *'Titoists" a fair chance to embark upon a more flexible and independent
foreign policy stance. That this U.S. failure was perpetuated in tandem with the
Carter administration's obsession with its strategic understanding with China was
all the more reason for Indonesian empathy for the Vietnamese predicament. More
importantly for the Indonesians, the U.S. obsession to reach a strategic understand
ing with China, subordinating Hanoi's concern with the larger perceived threat of
Soviet naval power, served to confirm the belief that the sooner ASEAN and the
Indochinese grouping agreed to a region-based and region-centered security arrange
ment, the better it would serve the long-term interests of all the states concerned.

In the eyes of the Indonesians, what has transpired in the past five years in the
broader spectrum of East Asia has not been favorable to Southeast Asian regional
stability. A system of quasi-alliances has polarized the East Asian setting in the six
months between July 1978 and January 1979, one of which only served to aggravate
the intraregional nature of the conflict centering on Kampuchea.

First, Japan concluded with China (at the active encouragement of the Carter
administration) the Sino-Japanese Peace and Friendship Treaty. It was immediately
viewed by Moscow as a major breakthrough as part of an effort to establish an East
Asian anti-Soviet alliance.

When the deteriorating Sino-Vietnamese and U.S.-Vietnamese relations
finally brought about the Soviet-Vietnam Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation,
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the Chinese in turn foresaw the prospect of a Vietnamese invasion into Kampuchea.
China then normalized diplomatic relations with the United States, hoping that it
would deter Vietnam from overturning the Pol Pot government. When it failed to
do so, the U.S. connection seemed sufficient to deter Soviet military reaction to
China's subsequent military action into northern Vietnam in February-March 1979.

The crisis in Kampuchea, initially a conflict among fraternal Communist states
within Indochina, has thrust itself into three layers of extraregional conflict: the
Sino-Vietnamese dispute, with strong implications for both intra-ASEAN and
ASEAN-Indochina relationships; the hardening of Sino-Soviet competition with
respect to their secondary security relationships in Southeast Asia; and Soviet-
American rivalry at the global level, specifically at ''periphery areas."

Given the intricacies of the issues involved, it is doubtful whether a compre
hensive solution as envisaged through the U.N. conference system can ever have a
chance to succeed. Indeed, the long-term and internationalized nature of the
comprehensive approach serves to confirm Indonesian fears that the circle of con
flict in Southeast Asia is beyond the capacity and political willingness of the
Southeast Asian states to break.
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7. Regional Security Problems
of Southeast Asia iu the 1980s:

A U.S. Defense Department Perspective

Richard L. Armitage

There is an ancient Chinese proverb, attributed to Confucius, that observes:
'To know what you know, and to know what you don't know, is the
characteristic of one who knows." I don't have all the answers for our

mutual problems, but I know that I am grateful for this opportunity to present
the U.S. view on some of the security problems facing policy makers in the Pacific.
In the last forty years, this region has commanded U.S. attention and absorbed
immense amounts of U.S. blood and resources. It is an area of inevitable American

interest, now as before.
Before enumerating the perceptions of interests and problems in the

region, I would like to address an important and essential facet of power
that concerns us all—national will. The United States, under the enlightened
leadership of President Reagan, is determined to demonstrate a constancy of
purpose in its domestic and foreign affairs, which will restore, through its
actions, a credibility that has been sorely lacking in the past. The United
States wants to assist in the development of a reasonable division of labor
among its allies, strengthen its military posture to deter Soviet expansionism,
and endeavor to dampen regional sources of instability. The United States has been
correctly criticized for a disparity between its official expressions of commit
ment to the security of traditional friends and allies in Asia and the lack of
credence given such expressions in the wake of the Vietnam War as well as
shifting U.S.-Soviet power balances and uncertain U.S. political initiatives
(such as its troop exit from Indochina, the on again-off again withdrawal
of its forces from Korea, and the fall of the pro-American government in Iran).
The Reagan administration, the American people, and the elected voice of the
people—the Congress of the United States—are dedicated to strengthening
their global and regional commitments. The United States will remain a
Pacific power.

During the final months of the Carter administration, there were modest
proposals to increase the real level of defense spending. President Reagan
realized that these increases were not adequate to respond to the dramatically
increased threat. His 1982 budget significantly enhances the U.S. ability to
respond to the Soviet threat at all levels of conflicts and in all areas of the
world vital to the U.S. interests. They strengthen its existing forces by increasing
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readiness and will increase tomorrow's forces by improvements in weaponry,
mobility, and force projection. As Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger has said:

The history of global conflict has taught us a major lesson: that the refusal to
respond to a major challenge, by preparing for conflict, has invited conflict.
There is another, potentially conclusive, lesson. It is that nations may reach such
a level of unpreparedness that they will become afraid to redress the situation for
fear of provoking the conflict they are seeking to prevent. We must never per
mit ourselves to slip to that level of unpreparedness.'

The United States has been accused of focusing attention and allocating
resources to support a Europe-first foreign and defense policy. Though, perhaps,
once true, that situation is now changing. There have been numerous enhancements
to the Pacific defense posture that include a strengthened force projection capability,
cooperation with allies on force modernizations, discussions of rational divisions of
labor with Pacific aAiof European allies, increased educational exchanges, and other
policy initiatives to enhance regional stability. These actions illustrate that the United
States is serious about maintaining a global balance, remaining a Pacific power, and
honoring its commitments to its friends.

U.S. interests in Asia continue to be directed toward preventing the Soviet
Union and its Vietnamese surrogate from achieving a dominant presence in the area
from which to foster actions that are inimical to the interests of the United States and

its allies. To safeguard these interests, the United States has provided strategic nuclear
and conventional force protection. Concomitantly, it has tried to encourage greater
overall defense contributions to the allied side of the security balance to provide for
a more rational division of labor and continue economic assistance for friendly
regional partners.

The Soviet Union presents a significant threat to the peace, economic growth,
and social stability of Asia in general and of Southeast Asia in particular. By no
stretch of the imagination can the unprecedented growth of Soviet military power be
considered defensive in nature. It is an attempt to exploit what the Soviets view as
a lack of American and free world will to maintain the balance of power. Soviet
expansion into Southeast Asia, through aid to the Socialist Republic of Vietnam and
the Kampuchean and Laotian governments, is evidence of a global plan to increase
the Soviet presence and influence. Other obvious examples include the invasion of
Afghanistan, insertion of and logistical support for Cuban surrogates in Angola,
support of a leftist regime in Nicaragua, and support for revolutionary movements
in El Salvador. The Soviets have come to play an increasingly ominous role in the
affairs of Southeast Asia. Rivalry between the two Communist giants—the Soviet
Union and the People's Republic of China (PRC)—makes the area potentially
disruptive and increasingly explosive. Within the borders of the U.S.S.R. and the
PRC already 1.5 billion, or roughly 35 percent of the earth's population, live under

1. Testimony before Senate Armed Services Committee, March 4, 1981. Reprinted in Defense '81,
Office of Secretary of Defense Public Affairs Bureau, Washington, D.C., June 1981, p. 3.
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Communist one-party dictatorships. Each country's action to thwart the other lends
itself to potential conflict. Singapore's Premier Lee Kuan Yew has said: ''When
elephants fight, the grass is trampled; when elephants flirt, the grass also suffers; and
when elephants make love, it is disastrous." These words are well understood in the
United States

The United States believes that the Soviets are in Indochina for three basic
reasons. First, they seek to flank China. By fostering the Vietnamese and Laotian
alignment against China, the Soviets are forcing the Chinese to spread their
developingdefenseresourcesover two fronts, north and south of its borders. Second,
the Sovietsseeka position astride the major sea lanes linkingEast Asia, and especially
Japan, with petroleum source areas in Southwest Asia. Third, they seekto parlay the
economic ruin of Indochina into advantage. Through assistance to Vietnam, to Laos,
and to Heng Samrin's artificial regime in Kampuchea, they hope to buy themselves
a position of influence and expanded presence in Southeast Asia. The United States
believes they will pursue these objectives with determination. Vietnam has opened
the door; there will be no Soviet reluctance to go in.

The Soviets have attempted to widen their military lodgment in Vietnam,
especially in their development of air and naval facilities at Da Nang and Cam Ranh
Bay. This situation presents a growing menace to China's southern flank, and it must
also be taken into account in the overall strategy in the region. Da Nang and Cam
Ranh Bay may be developed into counters to U.S. facilities in the Philippine bases
at Subic Bay Naval Base and Clark Air Base. Already, Soviet use of Vietnam's
bases has permitted intelligence-gathering and flag-showing efforts unprecedented
in the region. For example, the much publicized November 1980 cruise of the Soviet
aircraft carrier Minsk, deployed out of Cam Ranh Bay, was the first instance in re
cent memory of a Soviet combatant entering the Gulf of Thailand; and Backfire
bombers fly routinely across the South China and Philippine seas. The United
States has taken appropriate note and I am sure the countries of Southeast Asia
have as well.

From the U.S. perspective, the most pressing problem for Southeast Asia is the
resolution of the conflict in Kampuchea. We refuse to accept the status quo created
by Hanoi, which wants others to believe that its policy in Kampuchea is irreversible.
But it is not. The United States continues to support the five-point ASEAN proposal,
submitted in July 1981 at the U.N. International Conference on Kampuchea in New
York. We believe this strategy to be a major success for ASEAN and a sound plan
for the resolution of the problem of great power rivalry.

Despite Vietnam's famous slogan, "Nothing is more precious than freedom
and independence," it has doggedlypursued its Kampuchean misadventure, trading
its much-vaunted independence for Soviet assistance. Now estimated at $3 to $6
million per day, Soviet aid keeps the Vietnamese effort going in Kampuchea. At the
same time, Hanoi's focus of resources for Kampuchea is at the expense of its own
domestic economic development. Of direct concern to the United States, this aid
keeps a battle-tested military machine in a threatening posture on the border of a
treaty ally, Thailand.
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The statesof the regionhavesoughtto livepeaceably withtheir neighbors and
to concentrate their energies on developmentof their economiesand societies. By
direction and indirection, Vietnam has opened up the region to a far wider contest,
whichultimately threatens all the peopleof SoutheastAsia. The problempresented
byKampuchea transcends regional concerns andisan important foreign policy prob
lem for all the ASEAN countries and their friends around the world. The ASEAN
countries have established realistic cooperation and unity over the issue of Vietnam
duringthe last few years. It seems to methat wehaveVietnamto thank for this unity
and cooperation. Its ill-advised and reprehensible attack into Thailand on the eveof
the Thirteenth ASEAN Conference focused attention on this problem. ASEAN was
recognized as an economicand cultural associationand is nowfullycognizantof its
effectiveness as a political association.

However, from a U.S. perspective there are internal as well as external threats
to ASEAN. With the exception of Singapore, which by virtue of limited land area
and population is a special case, there is a certain commonality of problems that face
ASEAN states. Economically, the natural resources of the ASEAN countries are
tremendous, but the wealth gained from these resources is not always distributed
equitably. Great social differences separate a handful of the privileged from the great
majority of citizens. This economic inequity leads to major social ills, exemplified
by a low standard of living, inadequate housing, poor educational opportunities,
drug abuse, and family disintegration—all kernels of unrest that can be watered and
harvested by insurgents. Added to this, religious tensions grow, and as separatists
in some countries exert pressure, centuries-old animosities and intolerance between
religions become pronounced. Finally, the political question of succession is, for the
most part, unanswered in ASEAN countries. The decisive and harmful instability
that results from the turmoil of attempts at jockeying for leadership positions is of
paramount danger to ASEAN nations.

These comments are not meant as a criticism of Southeast Asian nations.

I enumerate them simply to acknowledge their existence. The United States shares,
to a degree, most of these problems.

Another regional problem of concern to the United States and its ASEAN friends
is the potential for resource rivalry and associated territorial disputes in the South China
Sea and elsewhere. The Socialist Republic of Vietnam (SRV) is also involved in its de
sire to obtain a stranglehold on the regions' resources to support its expansionist poli
cies. Examples are the disputes between the SRV, the Philippines, and Taiwan in the
Spratlys; and between the SRV and the PRC in the Paracels and the Gulf of Tonkin.

There is also the potential for ethnic or communal violence such as that ex
hibited by separatist organizations such as the Fretilin in East Timor, the rump
Communist Party of Malaya, the separatist Pattani United Liberation Organization
in southern Thailand, the Communist New People's Army in the Philippines, and
the Moro National Liberation Front in the south Philippines. All of these organiza
tions present their own particular problems for the countries concerned.

Another U.S. concern is the flood of refugees coming out of Vietnam, Laos,
and Kampuchea. Voting with their feet, and with leaky boats, these people give stark
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testimony to the havoc and ruin the Communist regimes have brought down on
Indochina. The humanitarian attitudes of ASEAN members and others in East Asia

toward these refugees is to be commended. They demonstrate a spirit of cooperation
that attenuates the social and economic impact of their presence on any one country.

As Soviet military activities and presence have grown in the Pacific and Indian
oceans and in the Southeast Asian region that links these two oceans, the United
States has sought to husband and strengthen its defense resources to better secure its
interests and those of its friends. It cannot, however, rely on these efforts alone but
must meet the challenge of Soviet expansionism and surrogate aggression by in
tegrating its efforts with those of its allies and friendly states whose security interests
ultimately parallel those of the United States.

The roles of our allies and friends vary. Japan, through its immense economic
influence in Southeast Asia, contributes to the stability of the free market economies
of the region. The United States has strongly urged that it increase its capability to
defend itself—not so that the United States can do less or that Japan can become a
regional power but so that both can do more to face the greater threat posed by
the Soviet Union.

Australia and New Zealand—linked to the United States by the ANZUS treaty,
but also tied to Singapore and Malaysia under the Five-Power Defense Arrangement,
and to Thailand and the Philippines under the Manila Pact—also make important
contributions to the political and military security of the region. Each country has
maintained a small military unit in mainland Southeast Asia: the Royal Australian
Air Force in Malaysia and the Royal New Zealand Army in Singapore.

The Philippines, the Asian nation to which the United States has the closest
historical attachment, is linked to us by two security treaties. It is a vital and irre
placeable ally. The cooperative policies of the Philippine government, which we
believe shares our security concern for the whole region, enhances the utility of the
arrangement. Through our treaty structure and the Bases Agreement, the security
of the Philippines is made a key building block in our strategy.

Thailand, under the 1954 Manila Pact, is also linked to the U.S. network of
security relationships. Since the arrival of Vietnamese forces near the borders of
Thailand in 1979, the United States has worked steadily to help the Thai build up their
own means to counter this threat. Front-line Thailand, facing an entrenched
Vietnamese adversary in Kampuchea, has embarked on an ambitious project to
upgrade its forces across the board. The United States is determined that this ally will
not want for the means to defend itself nor stand alone in the face of threats.

The other states of ASEAN, while not always aligned with the United States,
do share basically similar views about the dangers to the region posed by Vietnam's
occupation of Kampuchea and Soviet activities throughout the world. They too
have undertaken to modernize their armed forces as they perceived this increased
threat to their interests. The United States welcomes their efforts and desires to assist

where appropriate.
The People's Republic of China, whose strategic weight in East Asia is unde

niable, has also come to play a role in the restraint of Soviet adventurism in the region.
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Acknowledging long-standing Southeast Asian concerns about their near neighbor,
the United States has given assurances that our developing relations with China
will not be at the expense of friends. The United States clearly understands the
historical mistrust of China that exists in varying degrees among the Asian nations.
As the U.S.-PRC relationship develops the U.S. will remain aware of and sensitive
to regional concerns, and our policy will take this into account. The United States
also sees its relations with China and Japan, and their relations with each other, not
as being directed against any other power, but as an element in maintaining a peaceful
equilibrium in Asia.

The defense of U.S. interests and those of its friends in Southeast Asia is

founded upon U.S. efforts, political and military, and upon a concert of security
relationships with the countries of East and Southeast Asia. Alone, the United
States can no longer provide an umbrella of security against all threats to all its allies
and friends. But through a concert of efforts, these free societies with U.S. help
can defend themselves.
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8. Thai Perspectives on the Conflict
in Kampuchea

Kramol Tongdhamachart

After the Vietnamese invasion of Kampuchea in December 1978 and the subse
quent establishment of a pro-Vietnamese regime headed by Heng Samrin in January
1979, Kampuchea became a battlefield between the two contending forces. On one
side are the Vietnamese troops backing the Heng Samrin regime to pacify the
country; on the other are the resistance forces composed of the Khmer Rouge soldiers
of the overthrown Pol Pot regime and two other groups loyal to Sihanouk and Son
Sann, Despite sustained international effort during the years since then to find an
appropriate solution of the conflict, the prospect of a settlement does not appear to
be in sight in the near future for three reasons.

First, the two contending forces lack sufficient strength to destroy each other
militarily, thus failing to produce results leading to negotiations. Politically, the
Vietnamese-backed Heng Samrin regime is recognized by most Socialist countries
and some non-Socialist countries, but the Pol Pot regime has the full military and
political support of the People's Republic of China and most members of the United
Nations, where its delegation occupies Kampuchea's seat in the General Assembly.
The Vietnamese-Heng Samrin forces can neither consolidate their control over
Kampuchea nor gain the sufficient international recognition they need to legitimize
their regime. On the other hand, the resistance forces are divided and too weak to
drive out the Vietnamese troops; they can only stalemate Vietnamese efforts to
consolidate their control.

Second, supporters of the two contending forces have not been able to find
an appropriate solution to the Kampuchean conflict acceptable to all concerned
parties. Whereas on three occasions U.^.'members called for the withdrawal of
foreign forces from Kampuchea and self-determination of the Kampuchean people
to elect their own government free from outside interference and coercion, the
Vietnamese and the Heng Samrin regime have not only argued that the situation
in Kampuchea cannot be changed but also have denounced the U.N. resolutions
as illegal.

Third, the Vietnamese and their supporters have refused to participate in a con
ference on Kampuchea called by the U.N. secretary-general in July 1981 to discuss
a comprehensive political settlement, which would take care of the legitimate interests
of all the concerned parties to the conflict in Kampuchea. The Vietnamese, instead,
proposed a regional conference of the three Indochinese states and the five ASEAN
countries to discuss the ways and means to achieve peace and stability in Southeast
Asia. ASEAN was, of course, opposed to the proposed regional conference because
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it would not only givelegitimacyto the Heng Samrin regimebut it also would assume
accepting the Vietnamese action in Kampuchea as difait accompli.

In all probability, in time more U.N. members who are far from the battle
scene will eventually condone the Vietnamese invasion of Kampuchea and derecog-
nize the Pol Pot regime. On the contrary, the ASEAN countries, particularly
Thailand, which is directly affected by the conflict in Kampuchea, oppose the
Vietnamese action in Kampuchea at all costs and are searching for an appropriate
solution to the conflict in Kampuchea. This chapter will discuss the Thai perception
of the conflict and its rationale.

Causes of the Kampuchean Conflict

In the Thai view, the Kampuchean conflict was caused partly by Vietnamese ex
pansion ambitions in Indochina and partly by the Sino-Sovietrivalry for power and in
fluence in Indochina and Southeast Asia.' There is ample evidence for this view. As
soon as the United States withdrew from Indochina in 1975, the Vietnamese sought to
expand their influence into Laos and Kampuchea and were followed by the Sino-Soviet
rivalry to win the three Indochinese states to its side. In July 1977the Vietnamese, prob
ably with the tacit approval of the Soviet Union, signed with Laos a twenty-five-year
treaty of friendship and cooperation, under which the Vietnamese could despatch their
troops into Laos if requested by the Laotian government to help the latter maintain in
ternal order and security. Since the Laotian Communist leaders were too weak to con
tain a threat to their authority posed by the anti-Communist elements in the country and
called for Vietnamese help, the Vietnamese seized the opportunity to station 40,000-
50,000 troops on Laotian soil. The Vietnamese easily succeeded in their expansive ambi
tions in Laos mainly because the Laotian Communist leaders, especially Kaison
Pomwihan and Nhuhak Poonsowan, leader and deputy leader, respectively, of the
Revolutionary People's Party of Laos, used to work closely with the Vietnamese
leaders, who, in turn, supported them in capturing power in Laos in December 1975.

However, when the Vietnamese sought to establish the same kind of relation
ship with Kampuchea, they were turned down by the Kampuchean Communist
leaders. This was partly because the latter, especially Pol Pot, lang Sary, and their
close associates, were highly nationalistiG|a^ suspicious ofVietnamese expansionist
ambitions and partly because they had already establisheda verycloserelationship
with the People's Republic of China, which had supported their capture of power
in Kampuchea in April 1975. Since the Pol Pot regime not only cooperated closely
with the Chinese but also accused the Vietnamese of harboring expansion ambitions
over Kampuchea and made intermittent border war with Vietnam from 1977 onward,
the Vietnamese sought to eliminate the Pol Pot clique. The Pol Pot regime, in turn,
provided the Vietnamese with the opportunity to fulfill their dream of creating a
Vietnamese-led Indochinese federation when, as a means of consolidating its power
in Kampuchea, the Pol Pot regime undertook brutal and genocidal policies by

1. For details, see General Prem Tinsulanond, Prime Minister of Thailand, speech delivered at the Foreign
Correspondents Club of Thailand, Nov. 30, 1981.
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starving and massacring great numbers of its own people, causing thousands of
Kampucheans to flee to Thailand and Vietnam. Despite condemnation of Pol Pot's
actions by the international community, it was not until the Vietnamese had obtained
Soviet assurance of support under a twenty-five-year Soviet-Vietnamese treaty signed
on November 2, 1978, that the Vietnamese began military operations against the Pol
Pot regime on December 25, 1978. It was, therefore, the Vietnamese invasion of
Kampuchea that sparked the Kampuchean conflict and Vietnam's refusal to
withdraw its troops that caused the conflict to drag on. The Kampuchean conflict
could certainly come to an end if the Vietnamese complied with the U.N. resolutions
calling for the withdrawal of foreign troops from Kampuchea and self-determination
of the Kampucheans. The Vietnamese, however, argue that they dispatched their
troops into Kampuchea to eliminate the genocidal regime and the ^'Chinese threat"
to their security via Kampuchea. They argued that their troops remained in
Kampuchea at the request of the Heng Samrin regime in accordance with the com
mitment under the Vietnamese-Kampuchean treaty of February 1979 to guard
against the return of the Khmer Rouge and a possible recurrence of the Chinese threat
via Kampuchea. They also argued that they would withdraw their troops only when
they felt assured that the Chinese would no longer 'Turn Kampuchea into a spring
board for an attack against Vietnam with a view to securing China's control over the
Indochinese peninsula and later on . . . Southeast Asia."^ Naturally, the Chinese
denied the Vietnamese charge and accused them of harboring regional hegemonistic
ambitions in Southeast Asia in collaboration with the international hegemonistic
Soviets. They also taught the Vietnamese a lesson by invading Vietnam in February
1979 and vowed that they would teach the Vietnamese another lesson unless the latter
changed their regional hegemonistic policy.

It is, therefore, obvious from the foregoing that the conflict in Kampuchea is
partly a conflict between China and Vietnam and partly a conflict between China and
the Soviet Union. The Kampuchean conflict, as a consequence, cannot be settled unless
the legitimate interests of the concerned parties are taken into account. In the Thai
view, this can be achieved only through an international conference participated in by
all the concerned parties to the conflict, not through a regional conference held between
the three Indochinese states and the five ASEAN countries as called for by Vietnam.

Effects of the Kampuchean Conflict

In the Thai view, the events in Kampuchea have had detrimental effects on the
peace and security of Southeast Asia as a whole and have set a dangerous precedent in
the international community. However, since Thailand has an 800-kilometer border
with Kampuchea, it is more directly affected by the Kampuchean conflict than are other
countries. As such, Thailand has earnestly sought an appropriate solution to the con
flict and has no intention of prolonging it in order to bleed the Vietnamese to death.
The Thais have been opposed to the Vietnamese military operations in Kampuchea

2. The Truth About the Vietnam-China Relations over the Past Thirty Years, Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
Socialist Republic of Vietnam, p. 34.
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not because of their hatred of Vietnam but because of the detrimentafeffects on legal
principle and regional order.

Thai Foreign Minister Uppadit Pachariyangkun clearly expressed this view:
The events in Kampuchea have created a dangerous precedent in Southeast Asia
where the cardinal principle of noninterference and respect for sovereignty and
territorial integrity of another state have been violated. The precarious political
balance, which was within reach for the region before the armed intervention in
Kampuchea took place, has once again been tilted, thus making it much more
difficult to find a new equilibrium which will be acceptable by alt concerned.^

The Kampuchean conflict has posed a threat to Thai security because of the
massive influx of Kampucheans into Thailand as well as the possibility of fighting
between the Vietnamese troops and the resistance force spilling over into our country.
This, in fact, has taken place, causing death both to Thai soldiers and innocent
civilians and damage to Thai property.

Although Thailand has adopted a policy of restraint on the spillover effect of
the Kampuchean conflict, it is concerned about the possibility of armed conflict be
tween Thailand and Vietnam. The Vietnamese have often accused Thailand of allow

ing the Pol Pot forces to use Thai territory as their sanctuary and to recruit their
supporters from the Kampuchean refugee camps. They have also charged Thailand
with cooperating with China in supplying the Pol Pot forces with food and weap
ons. Thailand is worried that in order to consolidate their complete control over
Kampuchea and wipe out the resistance forces, the Vietnamese may undertake a
small-scale invasion of Thailand by striking at the refugee camps or the Thai border
area believed to be supply depots and the sanctuary of resistance forces. This once
occurred at Non Mak Mun village where the Vietnamese troops made an incursion
across the Thai border and clashed with Thai forces for one day before they were
pushed back."* It is because of Thailand's desire to prevent any recurrence of an
armed clash between Thailand and Vietnam, that, together with the strong support of
its ASEAN friends, it brought the Kampuchean situation up for debate in the
U.N. General Assembly for three successive years—in 1979, J980 and 1981.
Thailand called for the withdrawal of foreign troops and self-determination for the
Kampuchean people, resolutions which were endorsed by most U.N. members. In
addition, Thailand sought U.N. presence at refugee camps. Since the Vietnamese
refused to comply with the U.N. resolutions, which they also denounced as illegal,
the prospects for an early settlement of the Kampuchean conflict are indeed dim. One
may wonder what future course of action Thailand will take to bring about a solu
tion to the Kampuchean conflict. On this matter Thai Foreign Minister Siddhi
Savetsila observed on March 19, 1982:

3. Uppadit Pachariyangkun, "Strategic Outlook for Thailand in the 1980s," address delivered at the Con
ference on the New Foundations for Asian and Pacific Security, Royal Cliff Beach Hotel, Pattaya,
Thailand, Dec. 12, 1979.

4. For details, see Ministry of Foreign Affairs, The Vietnamese Acts ofAggression Against Thailand's
Sovereignty and Territorial Integrity (Thailand, 1980).
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Quite simply, there is no other course but to persevere in our main pursuit of
restoring the equilibrium of interests in the region with the cooperation of all
parties. This will understandably tax our patience and resoluteness. We are not
on a war footing; neither are we the party in the wrong. The specter of an alter
native course is clearly greater tension and chaos resulting from the inability to
bring about a comprehensive political settlement in Kampuchea. We should not
be pessimistic about our ability to order our course.^

In other words, the Thais believe that time is on their side mainly because
Thailand is on the side of the righteous. The Thais also believe that with time the
Kampucheans will feel more nationalistic and rise as one against the Vietnamese
presence in their country, thus causing the Vietnamese to suffer heavy losses of
soldiers and the opportunity to expedite long-overdue economic reconstruction and
development of their country. This will pressure them to negotiate an appropriate
solution to the conflict so that their legitimate interests are protected without their
presence in Kampuchea. The Thais will certainly continue a policy of noninvolve-
ment in the Kampuchean conflict and restraint in the spillover effect of the conflict.
The Thais believe that the international community should be on their side and
should undertake joint efforts to pressure the Vietnamese to accept a political settle
ment as a means to end the conflict in Kampuchea.

Vietnam's Role in the Kampuchean Conflict

This suggested course of action for the international community does not im
ply, however, that Thailand perceives Vietnam as an enemy country. As a matter of
fact, the Thais have always regarded Vietnam as their close neighbor, with whom
they would like to live in peace and to cooperate for their mutual benefit.^ The Thai
offers of $5 million credit for Vietnam to buy Thai goods and for the maintenance of
relationships at ambassadorial level are examples of Thai good will toward Vietnam.
The Thais recognize that Vietnam has security interests in its western border with
Laos and Kampuchea. Since Thailand also has a 2,500-kilometer border with Laos
and Kampuchea and the Kampuchean border town of Poi Pet is only 300 kilometers
from Bangkok, Thailand also has legitimate security interests in its eastern border
with Indochina. Unlike Vietnam, Thailand does not want a predominant position
in Kampuchea but a balance of security interests in the area, which can be achieved
by the creation of a genuinely neutral Kampuchea posing no threat to neighboring
countries. Thailand cannot accept Vietnam's offer to sign a nonaggression pact with
Thailand in return for Thailand's derecognition of the Pol Pot regime because this
would imply Thailand's acceptance of the Vietnamese occupation of Kampuchea.

It should be noted that Thailand recognizes the Pol Pot regime not because of
its love of this barbarous regime or because of its hatred of Vietnam but because

5. Siddhi Savetsila, 'Trends in Thai Foreign Policy," address delivered at the Institute of Foreign Af
fairs, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Bangkok, March 19, 1982.

6. This point is emphasized in Prime Minister General Prem Tinsulanond's speech cited in N. 1.
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the Pol Pot regimeis the legitimategovernmentof Kampucheaillegally overthrown
by the Vietnamese forces. The Pol Pot regime should not be derecognized because
such an action would imply a recognition of the Heng Samrin regime, which, in
Thailand's view, is merely a puppet regime kept in power by the Vietnamese occupa
tion troops. If the Pol Pot regime werederecognized, the HengSamrin regime would
also be dropped in favor of a newregimedemocraticallyelectedby the Kampucheans
under U.N. supervison.

ASEAN's Role in the Kampuchean Conflict

Thailand has attached considerable importance to ASEAN since its inception
in 1967 and has always regarded it as the regional machinery through which Thailand
conducts its foreign policy, which isaimed at achievingpeace, stability, and develop
ment for Southeast Asia as a whole.' For example, in 1971, despite a radical depar
ture from its post-World War 11 policy of close friendship and cooperation with the
United States, Thailand jointly declared with other ASEAN members that Southeast
Asia be made a Zone of Peace, Freedom, and Neutrality free from great powers'
interferences.® When the Khmer Rouge captured power in Phnom Penh and Vietnam
was united in 1975, Thailand and the other ASEAN countries made a joint declara
tion welcoming the restoration of peace in Indochina and expressing the hope for
closer cooperation with the Indochinese states for their mutual benefits.'

After the Vietnamese invasion of Kampuchea, which posed a threat to Thai
security, Thailand expected strong support from its ASEAN friends, who, in turn,
strongly endorsed Thailand's position in condemning the Vietnamese military opera
tions in Kampuchea and called for a withdrawal of their troops. When the People's
Republic of China invaded Vietnam in February 1979, Thailand and the other
ASEAN members condemned the Chinese use of force and also called for the

withdrawal of foreign troops from Vietnam.
Although Thailand appreciates the strong moral and political support given by its

ASEAN friends, it has been somewhat disturbed by the ASEAN perception of a threat
to the security of Southeast Asia. Although the Thais share the same view with their
ASEAN friends that all big powers, particularly the People's Republic of China, consti
tute a threat to the security of Southeast Asia, they are apprehensive when some
ASEAN friends, namely, Malaysia and Indonesia, tend to dismiss Vietnam's expansive
ambitions as a threat to Thailand's security and accept Vietnam's occupation of Kam
puchea. The Thais agree with Malaysia and Indonesia that Vietnam should be helped
and drawn away from Soviet influence, but they cannot accept the view that a strong
Vietnam will act as a counterbalance to China's expansive ambitions in Southeast Asia.
The Thais, of course, prefer to cooperate with Vietnam against the ambitions of any
great powers on the basis of mutual and balanced interests in Southeast Asia.

7. For details, see ASEAN Declaration, Aug. 8, 1967, in ASEAN Documents (Thailand: Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, June 1978).

8. For details, see ASEAN Declaration, in ibid., p. 15.

9. For details, see ASEAN press statement. May 15, 1975, in ibid., pp. 91-92.
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Thailand realizes that its ASEAN friends are beset with internal economic and

social problems and are too weak to give effective assistance in case of foreign attack
on Thailand. It also realizes that the Vietnamese invasion of Thailand is unlikely in
the near future. Even if such an invasion were to take place, the Thais believe they
have sufficient strength to protect themselves. Therefore, what Thailand needs most
from its ASEAN friends at the present juncture is strong, solid, and unequivocal sup
port for its opposition to Vietnam's occupation of Kampuchea. Such support will
not only strengthen Thailand's position in the Kampuchean conflict but will also win
more international support, which will eventually pressure Vietnam to agree to a
comprehensive political settlement of the Kampuchean problem.

Conclusion

Thailand believes that the Kampuchean conflict is caused partly by Vietnam's
expansive ambitions in Indochina. The conflict has been internationalized by the
great powers seeking to expand their power and influence in Indochina. Since the
Kampuchean issue is an international problem, it requires an international solution.
As such, the appropriate machinery to deal with it is an international conference in
which all concerned parties participate to discuss the ways and means to solve the
conflict. Thailand believes that time is on its side and is prepared to oppose at all costs
the Vietnamese occupation of Kampuchea. However, Thailand has no intention of
prolonging the conflict or of bleeding Vietnam to death. The Vietnamese could put
an end to the Kampuchean conflict whenever they desire to do so. An international
conference on Kampuchea is available whenever Vietnam is ready and willing to par
ticipate in order to discuss a comprehensive political settlement under which the
legitimate interests of Vietnam and all other concerned parties are respected.
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9. Hanoi Looks to the Southeast

Douglas Pike

In this chapter I will discuss relations between the Socialist Republic of
Vietnam (SRV)and the ASEAN countries of Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines,
Singapore, and Thailand. After an overview, I will examine six aspects of this
relationship: Hanoi's internal constraints, Hanoi's intermediate and long-term
goals, the federation of Indochina factor, the U.S.S.R., China, and regional
economic relations.

Overview

Vast and tragic irony marks the recent history of Indochina. Winners
became losers as military victory turned to ashes in postwar chaos. The defeated
escaped to find success in new lands. A mystical Communist brotherhood broke
into bloody fratricide. Anxiety-ridden neighbors, fearing the worst, soon found
their paralyzing fear evaporating and their condition improving at an inverse
ratio as Indochinese Communist fortunes deteriorated.

When the Vietnam War ended in May 1975, the Hanoi leadership entered
the postwar world beset by numerous knotty problems, some real or material
and some immaterial or psychological. Two chief problems faced them: to
convert the war-oriented economic sector to peacetime, which also required
arranging a sociopolitical transition in the newly conquered south; and to
establish workable if not amicable external relations, above all, with China while
this war recovery task was accomplished. These were difficult but by no means
insurmountable tasks and should have been (and could have been) handled
with dispatch.

Hanoi officialsappliedthemselves energetically, but their efforts compounded
rather than eliminated the problems. Soon the Vietnam scene. North and South,
developed into chaotic, near-total failure. Rather than blossoming into a bright
future of economic development, Vietnam deteriorated until the point, today, in
which it is in worse economic shape, by any index one cares to employ, than it was
in the darkest days of the war.

Abroad, the postwar years were equally grim. Instead of sailing into the
mainstreamof worldaffairs as wasits intention, Vietnamfound itselfbeleaguered
and isolated in the backwaters. It found itself friendless in the region, its various rela
tionships not only unworkable but self-defeating. The Hanoi strategic posture
devolved to a point no one had imagined possible five years earlier; for a time
Vietnam was even fighting a two-front war.
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Probably, none of this had been anticipated by the seventeen men in the Hanoi
Politburo who now run Indochina. In May 1975they knew only the euphoric joy and
unbounded optimism of victory. Yet if Vietnam is hagridden by problems today, it
is mainly because of these seventeen men. They tossed away the opportunities
presented them by military victory chiefly because they were psychologically
incapable of doing anything else. The record since 1975 contains one bad policy
judgment after another, a long, almost unbroken string of mistakes. It has now
become clear that these seventeen men could and did manage a complex war
fairly efficiently—they had the necessarily tenacious (some would say fanatic)
minds it required—but they were totally unequal to the managerial challenge
of peacetime. They simply lacked the skills to guide a semideveloped society
down the road to economic development. Their paranoid tendencies prevented
them from establishing amicable relations with their neighbors, a precondition
for any appreciable economic or social improvement. They made a series of
decisions that left them friendless and surrounded by enemies, most of whom were
former friends.

This failure need not have happened. Had there been enlightened change
of direction in Hanoi, had the leadership thought anew at war's end, history would
have been quite different. Part of the blame, as noted, lay with the leaders. But
failure of leadership is also symptomatic. More fundamentally, failure has been
due to Hanoi's almost unworkable governing arrangement. The central problem,
as the French like to say, is le systeme, Vietnam is saddled by a bureaucratic
nightmare, a dense complex of party, state, and mass organization elements,
all locked in step to the principle of total centralization, all energized by the
obsession of total control. Possibly this institutional apparatus, like the leader
ship, was appropriate for achieving a single goal, such as victory in war. But it is
the worst possible structure for peacetime. It is too ponderous to permit rapid
economic development. It is too rigid to allow amicable external relations. By
its very design it cannot decentralize decision making even when the need is obvious.
It is unable to spread responsibility for social change to middle-level cadres. Worst
of all, it cannot loosen up generally so as to permit parallel advance by various
sectors of the society.

At war's end, change was an imperative for Hanoi, but it failed to change
because it and its Politburo were prisoners of an immutable system. They are still its
prisoners.

Hanoi's Internal Constraints

Domestic disarray is often an impediment to the conduct of a country's foreign
affairs, and this certainly is the present case with the SRV. Whatever ambitions it may
have in Southeast Asia must await working out its present difficult condition. The
SRV today is a land of poverty, social trauma, and isolation. It remains viable only
because it is on the Socialist world economic dole.

The situation has been frankly acknowledged by the leadership. For instance,
Hoang Tung, the regime's chief spokesman to the outside world, and a fast-rising
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party official, told an interviewer:
We face a crisis. It is due to three causes: China and the imperialist countries,
nature, and poor labor... the later particularly involving theft, corruption, and
bureaucracy. ... We have nothing. The situation is particularly serious and pain
ful for the urban people and wage earners. ... Forces hostile to Vietnam have
joined together to attack the stomach. No one wants to give us any more credits
or trade with us. ...

He denied that military spending was behind Vietnam's troubles, saying: '*Arms and
ammunition don't cost us a penny. Our Soviet friends supply all that.'"

Party Secretary General Le Duan has been even more blunt. He described
Vietnam's essential economic condition as a failure by the party, particularly by
economic cadres within the party. They failed to grasp the party economic line, to
assess accurately the existing economic situation, and to devise correct state policies.
Thus, there was a failure in theory, assessment, and policy; in government there is
little else in which to fail. Summing up his assessment, Le Duan declared:

The most comprehensive, fundamental, and difficult problem we now face
is ... to meet the minimal needs of the people for food, clothing, housing, educa
tion, transportation, and so forth while at the same time meeting our national
defense needs ... [in the face of] an absence of a major industrial plant.^
The meaning of this for Southeast Asia probably is favorable. Internal diffi

culties can cause a leadership to seek foreign adventures as a means of diverting
attention from troubles at home, but Hanoi leaders, being conservative in terms of
risk taking, are more apt to remain preoccupied and turned inward. It is always
possible this could change, in which case the most likely victim would be Thailand,
but in 1982 such a prospect seems unlikely.

Hanoi's Immediate and Long-term Goals

The geopolitical result of the outcome of the Vietnam War—the Communist
victory—was to create a new balance of power in Southeast Asia. Vietnam (or the
Federation of Indochina as some now think of it) is a major force with the fourth
largest army in the world augmented by massive direct military support by the
U.S.S.R. This has caused a shift of attitudes in Southeast Asia, not only toward
Vietnam but also toward China and, in a different way, toward the United States,
a shift that is continuing.

During the long years of the Vietnam War the Democratic Republic of Vietnam
(DRV), as it was then called, scarcely had what could be called a foreign policy, so
preoccupied was it with its struggle. It had extensive logistics support relations with
the U.S.S.R. and China, of course, and carried on a certain amount of diplomatic
intercourse elsewhere, including Southeast Asia, but it did not follow any clearly
discernible diplomatic strategy or systematically pursue its national interests

1. Francois Nivolon, Far Eastern Economic Review, May 16, 1980.
2. Le Duan, "Problems Regardingthe Local Economy ,V Tap Chi Cong San, no. 10,Oct. 1969;trans, in
Foreign Bureau Information Service, Asia and Pacific Daily Report, Vol. 4, nos. 212-18, Nov. 1-8, 1979.
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throughout the world. It was ill prepared suddenly to be forced to assume this task.
Victory in war forced Vietnamese generals and diplomats to look abroad in

serious study for the first time; they were obliged to start thinking in terms of strategic
threats and geopolitical opportunities, of regional balance of military forces, and of
the other orthodox security matters that concern all other nations of the world. Both
military and foreign office personnel were inexperienced, and many key figures were
ill equipped in temperament to perform their tasks well. The results were about what
would be expected—regional alienation. Vietnam today is virtually isolated in the
world; even within the Socialist world only two countries, the U.S.S.R. and Cuba,
demonstrate what might be called fraternal warmth.

For several reasons—chiefly the internal problems noted above—the SRV had
made little progress in thinking through exactly what are its intermediate and long-
term goals throughout the region; nor has it even clearly defined its interests there.
At the moment it is on the defensive, that is, it is seeking to protect its gains within
Indochina, its goal only to prevent any sort of rollback of communism in Kampuchea
or Laos.

Vietnamese security interests in Southeast Asia appear to be fourfold. First,
there is an overriding concern to secure a pliant, nonthreatening region; above all,
this applies to the Indochina peninsula. Second, the Vietnamese seek to prevent the
development of an anti-Communist front, either a militant ASEAN, a revised
SEATO, or some other regional grouping hostile to Vietnam. Third, they want to
eliminate the U.S. military presence from the area and to diminish general U.S. in
fluence. Fourth, they seek to limit superpower activity in the region, including the
PRC and (without appearing to do so) the U.S.S.R.

Beyond these four basic interests, which appear obvious and incontestable, may
lie other interests. The one most commonly mentioned (or charged) is that of imperial
ambition. The Southeast Asia regional balance of force is second only to China in
the minds of the Hanoi generals when thinking of Vietnamese security. Now, as a
by-product of the Vietnam War, a new balance exists which must be measured.
Vietnamese military planners, addressing themselves to the great strategic arc that
stretches from Taiwan to Burma, find estimates here hardest of all to make. Will
years ahead see a polarization of geopolitical power in Southeast Asia, with Hanoi
at one pole and, say, Jakarta at the other, a sort of nineteenth-century balance of
power rivalry? Or will it see an insular grouping (Indochina, Thailand, Malaysia,
Singapore, Burma) versus offshore forces (Indonesia, Philippines)? Could the
struggle trigger a concerted effort to roll back communism in Indochina, attacking
not Vietnam perhaps but the weaker states of Kampuchea or Laos?

The SRV's specific treatment of Southeast Asian nations in the postwar years
has tended to be erratic, at times an orchestrated *'smiling diplomacy," and at other
times bellicose rhetoric (especially toward Thailand). Basic policy was set down in
mid-1976 by SRV Foreign Minister Nguyen Duy Trinh in a trip through the region.
Officially, his four-point program remains operative today.

1. External relations must be based on mutual respect for independence,
sovereignty, and territorial integrity, on the principle of nonaggression and
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nonintervention in internal affairs, and on the basis of equality and peaceful
coexistence.

2. No country in Southeast Asia can be permitted to use its territory as a base
for direct or indirect aggression against any other country in the region.

3. Development of economic cooperation and cultural exchanges is favored;
disputes which develop (or are outstanding) will be negotiated on the basis of
equality, mutual understanding, and respect.

4. Regional cooperation should promote regional welfare, independence, and
peace.

Over the years Hanoi has been openly hostile to ASEAN as an organization and
has indicated that Vietnam prefers to deal with each of the nations on a bilateral
basis. Its position has been made clearest in terms of the idea of neutralization of the
ASEAN region. The initial Vietnamese reaction, in 1971, was guarded endorsement
if, Hanoi said, neutralization meant that all U.S. military forces would be pushed
out of the region. This may simply have been a tactic. In the years following the war
Vietnam expressed mild interest in neutralization to the degree that it meant that the
region would become a nuclear-free zone. In mid-1978, as troubles with Beijing
multiplied, Hanoi showed renewed interest in the idea of neutralization. By this time,
however, its attitude had taken on definite anti-Bejing, pro-Moscow overtones.

ASEAN countries fear what Hanoi may do, and with good reason, considering
its proven ability to forge and manage an organizational weapon and make its will
felt at considerable distance. The Vietnamese have the know-how and the skill to

generate an insurgency anywhere in Southeast Asia. They could become the
U.S.S.R.'s Cubans in Asia, as Beijing daily asserts. Unquestionably their potential
for making mischief is there. But how much of this apprehension by the ASEAN
countries is justified? Realistically, what is the nature and the threat presented by
Hanoi? The ASEAN states receive Hanoi's assurances and would like to believe

them. But suspicious doubt and uncertainty remain. They doubt that Vietnam is
willing to accept the present socioeconomic structure represented by ASEAN as a
permanent condition and is not above organizing, training, and funding local
insurgencies to turn ASEAN states into people's republics. The uncertainty is how
far Vietnam would go to accomplish this, that is, what price it would pay and what
risks it would take. To covet is one thing, to sacrifice is another.

Although Hanoi does not have what could be called a worked-out, long-range
goal in the region, it does have the ambition (that is, the desire without the enunciated
strategy) to become the preeminent power in the region. It also has a philosophic
approach—not what could be called a mapped-out strategy but more of a case of
seeking to harness history. Vietnamese leaders regard the governments of Southeast
Asia as neither legitimate nor durable but rather consider the region to be moving
toward a string of people's republics. Hanoi will press and nudge events in this
direction, exploiting differences and contradictions where found, funding local
insurgencies if they appear promising, and advancing the doctrine that the region
ought to distance itself from the market economy countries of the West and
Japan. This is not exactly a foreign policy, at least at the moment, only a hope
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or expectation. Present Hanoi leaders in effect believe that history will deliver
Southeast Asia.

The Federation of Indochina Factor

In the early days, Ho Chi Minh and his fellow Vietnamese Communists
assumed, as a matter of course it would seem, that the eventual political arrangement
for French Indochina would be Indochina without the French, that is, a federation
or confederation of Vietnam, Laos, and Kampuchea. Such was the Indochinese
Communist party's stated goal in the 1930s, replaced for tactical reasons in 1951 by
a more vaguely described ''special relationship" among the three. Certainly, federa
tion in many ways is the natural and logical economic configuration for the
peninusula. What stands against it chiefly are ethnic rivalries and ancient antipathies.

There seems little doubt that Hanoi's leaders will actively pursue the goal of
federation. It also seems clear that they do not believe this can be accomplished with
bayonets. Federation requires the acquiescence of the peoples of the two other
countries or, at least, of their leaders, and if it takes time, say, to the end of this
century, so be it. The important consideration in the minds of Hanoi officials is
whether the drift is toward federation or, more precisely, whether any serious
roadblocks to it are being erected. The invasion of Kampuchea by some 180,000
Vietnamese troops in late 1978 was not an effort to conquer the country in the name
of federation. Rather it was an ill-begotten effort (as it turned out) to "solve the Pol
Pot problem." The invasion was mounted not because of Pol Pot's bloody-handed
butchery—Hanoi officials could stomach that—but because of the long-range
implications of his advent. Pol Pot hated the Vietnamese and was implanting that
hatred among the Khmer population, conditioning an entire new generation of
Khmer to fear and oppose all things Vietnamese; if allowed to continue, this would
destroy or significantly postpone creation of a federation of Indochina. Hanoi could
not allow this to happen. Now, it seeks to extract itself from Kampuchea militarily
but in such a way that a pliant and viable government will remain and history will
continue moving the peninsula toward federation.

Thus, Kampuchea is important to Vietnam but for quite a different reason
from its importance to the rest of Southeast Asia. In fact, Kampuchea has different
meanings for almost every country in the region; it may not be the source of all the
region's difficulties, but it contributes to all of them. In no small way, Vietnam's
many economic problems are due to the costs of the war, particularly manpower
costs. It is a virus infecting Vietnamese in the south, who fear their sons will be singled
out by Hanoi as Kampuchean cannon fodder.

Vietnamese external relations in the region and beyond are polarized chiefly
because of its action in Kampuchea. Thailand remains anxiety-ridden because of its
festering border with Kampuchea and the vast number of Khmer refugees it is obliged
to assist. China, goaded by what it regards as Vietnamese empire building, launched
one open attack on Vietnam and seeks to continue to bleed Vietnam. Invasion of
Kampuchea pushes ASEAN in a direction many consider unhealthy, toward some
new joint military arrangement. U.S.S.R. support of Vietnamese adventurism in
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Kampuchea—funding the war there and backing the effort diplomatically at the
United Nations—has cost it dearly in prestige, driving Moscow's stock in Southeast
Asia to its lowest level in more than a decade. Virtually every development and
relationship throughout the entire region has been affected—and almost always
adversely affected—by the Kampuchean situation. There is every reason to believe
that this basic condition will continue until a solution is reached satisfactory to all.

What is required in Kampuchea is a new governing arrangement acceptable to
the three contending elements as well as to outside and interested parties. This
arrangement would have to incorporate all of the major contending forces and not
simply be a puppet of Hanoi. It would require making genuine concessions to Khmer
nationalism. At the moment no very promising means of accomplishing this aim
has arisen. Probably the most feasible approach would be through an inter
national conference.

Kampuchea represents a test for ASEAN as it does, in another sense, for
Vietnam. Hanoi expected that its December 1978 slam-bang invasion of Kampuchea
would disintegrate the Pol Pot governing system, causing most Khmer to rally to the
Heng Samrin regime, and that the country would be pacified within six months, thus
moving Indochina one step closer to federation. This expectation was not realized.
The ASEAN goals in Kampuchea should continue to be withdrawal of PAVN
(People's Army of Vietnam) troops and establishment of an indigenous government,
that is, one rooted in Khmer nationalism.

In geopolitical terms Kampuchea will remain something of a stand-off. The
eventual outcome of events there will turn largely on outside support and military
aid for the anti-Vietnamese forces, which chiefly means it will turn on Chinese
intentions.

In summary, Vietnamese goals in Southeast Asia may still be in the process of
formation and thus subject to influence by ASEAN countries and others, but the goal
in Indochina is cast in concrete. Hanoi wants history to push Vietnam, Laos, and
Kampuchea into federation, and although it is willing to move at a slow pace, it will
not tolerate (if it can prevent it) any development that moves the three states away
from federation. China seems determined to block federation if it can; the ASEAN
states seem either divided or undecided on the matter.

Hanoi and the U.S.S.R. Versus Southeast Asia

Vietnam and the U.S.S.R. today are bound together in close relations; a
military alliance between them exists in all but name. The relationship is a product of
dependency as far as Hanoi is concerned, a product of opportunism with respect to
Moscow. The present association will last at least as long as Vietnamese dependency
lasts or utility to the U.S.S.R. remains.

Currently, Vietnam is dependent on the Soviet Union for some 10 to 15 percent
of its food, without which there would be rice riots. It is dependent on the Soviets
for all of its petroleum and such raw materials as its limited industrial capacity
requires. And since there are no weapons factories in Vietnam, it is dependent on the
U.S.S.R. for all the military hardware needed in Kampuchea and to defend itself
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against China. Hanoi also has a psychic dependency on the U.S.S.R. since it is so
isolated and friendless in the world.

Moscow has parlayed this Vietnamese dependency into a new strategic balance
of power arrangement in Southeast Asia. It has used Vietnam as a base to establish
a major presence, including naval and air presence, in Indochina and the waters of
the South China seas. Its new posture permits it to intimidate the Japanese oil supply
line—the "necklace of tankers" strung from Yokohama to the Mideast oil fields. Its
planes can now reach U.S. military installations in the Philippines, which was not
the case before. China has been militarily flanked on the south. The cost to the Soviet
Union is variously estimated but is probably about $4 billion per year. It is argued
that Moscow is not getting its money's worth in this investment, but Soviet generals
apparently think so.

Soviet presence in Vietnam greatly complicates ASEAN affairs. It has pushed
the region further into the maw of superpower competition. Responses by China to
Soviet moves tend to exacerbate Chinese-ASEAN relations. The net effect is to

diminish even further the region's hope that some day it might become truly
nonaligned.

The possibility of joint Soviet-Vietnamese actions detrimental to the region has
been suggested by various observers. Although it is possible that Vietnam could
become a surrogate Soviet force—the "Cubans of Asia" as the Chinese have
suggested—this seems highly unlikely. The key question here is whether the advent
of the Hanoi-Moscow alliance will turn Southeast Asia into a major-power
confrontation—for that will determine to what extent the ASEAN countries will be

able to keep decision making on security matters under their own control and not
simply become pawns in a vaster power struggle.

Hanoi Versus China and Southeast Asia

China represents a more complicated—and complicating—factor in Southeast
Asia than does the U.S.S.R. Moscow is seen simply as a powerful outsider attempt
ing to push into the area in a straightforward, assertive manner. China, on the other
hand, is an ancient neighbor, long known, admired, and feared. In Asia historical
memories are long.

Many in the ASEAN region do not trust China. Many more are apprehensive
about the direction China will take. They worry over the meaning of a modernized,
militarily strong China; there is suspicion that China still has long-range hegemonistic
ambitions, evidence for which is continued Chinese ties to local insurgent movements
and local Communist parties of the region still bent on revolution. Some of this
attitude is due to prejudice against local overseas Chinese in their midst, but whatever
the reason it remains a complicating factor.

Hanoi and Beijing at the moment are locked into a cold war, one that turned
hot briefly and possibly could do so again. The fallout between these two one-time
allies is due to several reasons. One is the increased presence of the U.S.S.R. in
Indochina, which is both cause and effect of the Vietnamese-Chinese face-off.
Another is what the Chinese regard as undue intrusiveness of the Vietnamese into
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Laos and Kampuchea. A third is the brutal treatment of ethnic Chinese in Vietnam,
driving them out as ''boat people," and the general exhibition of racial prejudice.

There is not much that the other countries of Southeast Asia can do to influence

the outcome of this cold war between Vietnam and China, even though they have a
considerable stake in its outcome. It seems probable that eventually relations will
move back toward an accommodation. China is simply too large and too close to per
mit the Vietnamese to maintain a permanent condition of hostility. Improved rela
tions at best will come only slowly, perhaps in a decade or more. Probably they will
not improve at all as long as the present Hanoi Politburo remains. Should there be
changes among the top leaders and something of a generational transfer of power
take place, probably we will then witness the start of the process to restore workable
if not amicable relations between Vietnam and China.

Regional Economic Relations

In ordinary economic terms, Vietnamese-Southeast Asian relations are uncom
plicated. Hanoi views the region as a trade market. Singapore is Vietnam's third best
nonbloc customer (after Japan and Hong Kong); Malaysia and the Philippines also do
business with Vietnam. But this is limited chiefly because Vietnam still has few products
that countries in the region want to buy, and it has little foreign exchange with which to
purchase goods. Vietnam has received economic aid for war damage reconstruction
from some countries in the area although most have been token gestures.

In broader terms the basic problem for Vietnam in Southeast Asia is doctrinal.
It is whether Vietnam can accept, in institutional terms, the economic systems (and
societies) of the region as they are now constituted or whether it is in Vietnam's in
terest to push them to the left. In Hanoi the theoretician handling this would ask the
question: can Southeast Asian nations be capitalist and at the same time truly inde
pendent? Independence as defined by the Vietnamese is of overriding importance.
But of course ideology is not the only factor, as we have seen, for national security
needs also impinge.

In pragmatic and perhaps strategic terms it can be argued that Vietnam needs
the region economically, that it can hardly develop its own economy without the
cooperation of the rest of Southeast Asia. Thus, it is not in Vietnam's interest to
undermine an existing society or even its economy. The Hanoi ideologue would
answer that such a policy is not only ideologically incorrect but deliberately by-passes
both strategic and economic opportunities.

The importance of this Vietnamese ideological approach, according to several
observers, is that it indicates the basic tactic Hanoi will employ in the next decade,
not only in Southeast Asia but generally in foreign affairs. It shores up and makes
concrete the hypothesis that Vietnam means to put together a worldwide anti-
capitalism united front, assigning itself the special task of polarizing Southeast Asia
economically, ending ASEAN economic ties with outside capitalist nations and
multinational corporations.

The question then—and it is not a rhetorical question—is this: can the cause
of peace be served in Southeast Asia by conciliatory moves toward Hanoi in the
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economic sector? Some observers believe the answer is yes; most believe not. It is a
question that needs fuller examination and not simply a snap judgment. Probably
it is a fallacy to believe that Hanoi can be deterred in its behavior by economic ties.
It appears that economic considerations simply are not imperative determinants. In
economic terms, obviously it is in Vietnam's interest that it have harmonious rela
tions with Kampuchea. In economic terms Vietnam should do everything possible to
allow the flow of food and consumer goods from China. Yet in both cases economic
need has meant little. Other factors simply have overwhelmed economics.

But we cannot be dogmatic about the matter. Only time will tell whether Hanoi
will tailor its external relations to its economic needs and, if so, to what extent. If an
economic cold war were to develop—for instance, if Vietnam were to pursue its anti-
capitalist united front campaign—the ASEAN-SRV competition would become a
zero-sum game: what one wins the other loses. Business-minded leaders in Southeast.
Asia are not unaware that it is self-defeating to strengthen the competition.

Finally, there is the practical argument against close economic ties with
Vietnam, namely, that they are impossible to establish. It is unrealistic, say those
making this point, to believe that Vietnam can be enmeshed in a web of economic
relations which will soften its attitude and solicit (or compel) its cooperation because
such an effort would be regarded by Hanoi as entrapment. Such an arrangement
must be avoided, Hanoi would reason, simply because it has been proposed by the
enemy. If the capitalist nations want it, it must be a trap.

None of this suggests a flat ban on economic intercourse with Vietnam. Cer
tainly it is not intended as a brief for freezing Vietnam out of Southeast Asia or for
conducting an economic cold war against it (even should it throw down the guantlet
of such a war). There must be, and will be, economic relations. Without them
Vietnam would become a rogue elephant in the Southeast Asian jungle. Some
economic activity might not be in American or capitalist world interest but still could
be seen as a price worth paying.

The guiding principle for ASEAN (and the United States) should be historical
perspective, viewing each proposed economic tie broadly, not only in immediate
economic terms but also in long-range security terms. ASEAN particularly should
assure that the relationship is kept loose, ad hoc, and tentative, that no institutional
damage is inadvertently done to ASEAN, that intercourse is beneficial both exter
nally and internally. For all, the proper game to play is the waiting game. The stakes
are time, the time that will change Vietnam's old guard leadership, the time that, it
is hoped, will put into power in Hanoi less ideologically imperial rulers, genuinely
willing to live and let live with the world.

Final Thought

Indochina and the rest of Southeast Asia, that is, the ASEAN countries, are
now in the midst of an emerging intraregional struggle for power. Events and history
have dictated that this will be the grand design for regional politics in the years ahead.
It is the reality. Hope remains among a few that somehow, some day, the region can
become truly noninvolved and free from the demands of the world power struggle.
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The gap betweenthis hope and reality is now a yawningchasm. Such is the fall of the
dice, for there is no villain in the drama, no one or no country to blame for this
polarization—Hanoi at one pole and ASEAN at the other. Probably it would have
happened had there been no VietnamWar, for it is the product of conflictingnational
interests, differing respective external relations (with the superpowers), and antago
nistic sociopolitical viewand ideologies. In any case, it is the framework in which all
must operate, including outsiders, in the years ahead.

The great danger ASEAN has with respect to Vietnam isany trend of develop
ments that might tempt Vietnam to strike southeast. This is especially true with
respect to Thailand. Vietnam should never be tempted by opportunism—appearing
as weakness, disarray, breakdown of central authority in individual countries, or
splintering regionalunity. If ASEANremainsstrong and united, it should havelittle
to fear from Vietnam.
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10. India and ASEAN:

Much Ado About Not Much

Leo E. Rose

Introduction: Antiquity to 1975

Interactions between South and Southeast Asia, adjacent regions that have
each been the focus of nearly constant tension, strife, and conflict since World
War II, have, nevertheless, been remarkably dull. The flow of rhetoric about the need
for cooperation in the organization of interregional responses to '^external threats"
has been impressive at times, but the results have seldom been commensurate with
the din. There have been brief periods when relations between various countries in
the two regions have assumed some importance in their respective foreign policies:
India and Indonesia from 1955 to 1960; India and Vietnam from 1968 to 1975 and
again from 1980; Pakistan's affiliation with SEATO in 1955 and, concurrently but
contradictorily, its role in a China-Indonesia-Pakistan tacit alliance system in the
1963-1966 period; and, most recently, Sri Lanka's efforts to identify with Southeast
Asia through its application for membership in ASEAN. But these have been of
limited duration, structurally flimsy, and of secondary importance to their broader
foreign policy strategies.'

The proclivity in both South and Southeast Asia in discussing interregional rela
tions, thus, has been on proclamations eulogizing the antiquity and importance of
their common cultural traditions. And these are important. Three of the four '*great
cultures" that are now integral to the social and intellectual traditions of Southeast
Asia—Hinduism, Buddhism, and Islam—either originated in South Asia or, in the
case of Islam, was channeled to Southeast Asia through South Asia. Sanskrit still
provides the language base and the literary heritage of parts of Southeast Asia, and
the Buddhism of Burma, Thailand, and Indochina is of the Hinayana tradition of
South Asia rather than the Mahayana school more common in China and Tibet.
Even Islam underwent some significant modifications in social values and practices
in the process of passing through South Asia, and some of these are still evident in
Muslim communities in South India, Sri Lanka, Indonesia, and Malaysia. There are,
thus, strong common cultural ties between South and Southeast Asia but so far
without much evident political impact. In the first place, there is no homogeneous
culture in the region as a whole. But even in those instances where there are common
cultural backgrounds (for example, ''Hindu" India and Nepal or "Buddhist"

I. The most comprehensive and objective studies of India and Southeast Asia are by D. R. Sar Desai:
Indian Foreign Policy in Cambodia, Laos, and Vietnam, 1947-1964 (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1968); and Southeast Asia: Past and Present (New Delhi: Vikas, 1981).
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Thailand and Kampuchea), the historical relationship has been more antagonistic
than cooperative. Sri Lankans may talk about the common Hinayana Buddhist tradi
tion they share with several Southeast Asian states, but their closest relations today
are with countries in that region that have Islamic or Sinic cultures.

There have been some occasions since 1950 when common themes and pro
fessed goals were evident in the foreign policies and even the world views of some
South and Southeast Asian elites. Virtually all of them emerged out of an anticolonial
struggle and were generally in agreement on ''colonialist" issues— at least when it
was Western rather than Soviet colonialism or Third World neocolonialism that was

the target. There is also nonalignment, that great nonprinciple but useful geopolitical
strategy, that ostensibly underlies the foreign policy of most South and Southeast
Asian states today, including Vietnam. The nonalignment movement may be merely
a forum for debate among states tilted in different directions in contemporary inter
national politics, but its usefulness to countries that would otherwise feel engulfed
by great power confrontations is also evident. Then there is the China "problem"
common to both regions. China is probably more critical to Southeast than to South
Asia, but it is integral to the regional and international politics of both, and in
both regions we find governments that adopt similar strategies directed either
at exploiting Chinese support against neighboring states in the region or devising
policies to limit China's capacity to intervene and influence developments in the
region. Finally, there is the basic problem of dealing with the superpowers. The
perceptions of the outside world in South and Southeast Asia and of the strategic
options available either to meet external threats or to utilize external support
to counter regional threats are not too dissimilar. But they also rarely coincide
at any point in time, and the basis for cooperation between the countries of both
regions remains very limited.

Thus, despite some common polemical themes and even some limited coopera
tion on specific international issues, a cooperative relationship between South and
Southeast Asia has never developed. The fact would seem to be that a mutual percep
tion of the importance of one region to the other has been lacking in both. Prime
Minister Nehru sought to project an Indian role in Southeast Asia in the 1950s
through his proposal that the region be declared a Zone of Peace, Freedom, and
Neutrality (under joint Sino-lndian auspices), through Indian involvement in
Indochina developments after the 1954Geneva Convention, and through the ties
with Indonesia in the founding of the nonalignment movement. But these were all
part of Nehru's broader global political game, and his policies on these issues were
rarely seen in New Delhi as integral to vital Indian interests. And all of them were
abandoned or substantially modified in the mid-1960s without any evident concern
at the time for the greatly diminished Indian role in Southeast Asia.

Another example was Pakistan's decision to join SEATO in the mid-1950s,
which was based upon Pakistani perceptions of their strategic objectives in South
Asia rather than concern over developments in Southeast Asia. This became clear in
the 1960s when Pakistan's membership in SEATO came into conflict with its
developing security relationship with China; and it was the SEATO affiliation that
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was sacrificed without any great sense of loss in Islamabad. Similarly, the
Indonesian-Indian relationship of the 1950s was seen as serving Jakarta's policy
objectives in its neighborhood, but it was summarily terminated by Sukarno
in the 1962-1965 period for a China-Indonesia-Pakistan tacit alliance even though
this was interpreted in New Delhi as an overtly anti-Indian policy and was responded
to accordingly.

Nor were any serious efforts made prior to 1975 to develop economic relations
between the two regions in any organized, coherent fashion. There were a few
Indian joint ventures in Southeast Asia and a small amount of trade and investment
between the countries of both regions, but these were incidental to their economics.
The only potentially important subject of agreement between most of the govern
ments in both regions was the 1971 Indian Ocean zone of peace concept endorsed by
the U.N. General Assembly. But while there was broad agreement on general
principles, at least in public declarations, there were basic differences between these
states on the timing and circumstances under which a zone of peace could and
should be implemented.

The developing rapprochement between the United States and China after 1971
was another complication for all the countries of South and Southeast Asia but again
one that elicited varying reactions from each based on how this was seen to affect
their specific interests. Some governments lauded this development as critical to
peace and stability in both regions; others found it threatening and destabilizing,
either immediately or potentially. But even the latter could not agree upon a response.
India and Indonesia, for instance, both have reservations about the Washington-
Beijing ties but for quite different reasons and with very different policy
options in mind.

In any case, by 1970 the tentative efforts initiated in the 1950s to explore
ways and means to establish interregional cooperation on some broad issues
(more explicitly, the effort by India to provide a basis for its involvement in
Southeast Asian developments) had floundered badly and, indeed, had been
virtually abandoned. India was no longer seen by any of the Southeast Asian
countries—with the possible exception of North Vietnam—as a useful force, much
less a critical factor, in their region. Pakistan never had been and its withdrawal
from SEATO (formally in 1972 but actually in 1965) was not considered a serious
loss even by its former ''allies." Although the struggles in Indochina were subjects
of public interest in South Asian countries, there is little evidence that much
consideration was given to the possible impact of Southeast Asian developments on
their interests.

Efforts to Expand Ties in the Post-1975 Period

The traumatic series of events in Indochina in early 1975, culminating in the
military conquest of South Vietnam by North Vietnam's army and of Laos and
Kampuchea by North Vietnam-aided Communist movements, obligated all the states
in the region to reevaluate their political and strategic policies. One of the peripheral
consequences was the revival of interest in both South and Southeast Asia in
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expanded economic, political, and cultural relations. Asonewould expect, Indiawas
the first state in South Asia to take the initiative to regain a greater involvement and
role in Southeast Asia.

There were several factors that influenced New Delhi in this respect. In the
government of India, and in particular the External Affairs Ministry, there was a
strong sentiment that India's *'abandonment" of its earlierinvolvement in Southeast
Asia following the 1962 Sino-Indian war had been a mistake and had not served
India's geopolitical and economic interests. New Delhi felt that the (temporary, as
it turned out) reduction in external major power involvement in Southeast Asia—
primarily the United States but also China and the SovietUnion in the mid-1975 to
early 1978 period—provided India with some opportunities for reinvolvement that
had been lacking previously. India's basic objective in Southeast (as in South) Asia
was to limit the role of all external powers—other than itself, of course—and to
encourage intraregional accommodations that served this purpose.

New Delhi considered itself to be in a uniquely advantageous position to serve
as an intermediary, or at least a channel, between the Indochinese states headed by
Hanoi and the ASEAN states since it was one of the few governments that had
reasonably good relations with all of them. The one exception was democratic
Kampuchea, but India assumed that would be rectified shortly by the establishment
of close ties with the Pol Pot regime, which it lauded somewhat excessively and, to
its later embarrassment, for its (final) "liberation" of the Khmer people. The
tentative overtures from both Vietnam and the ASEAN states for a mutual accom

modation, expressed most clearly in their separate proposals to transform Southeast
Asia into a zone of peace, aroused particular enthusiasm in New Delhi as it had been
Nehru who had first pushed a zone of peace policy for Southeast Asia in the 1950s.
India thought it could be helpful in resolving the substantive differences between
Vietnam's and ASEAN's zone of peace proposals and made itself available to serve
in that capacity if called upon. Unfortunately, the discussions between Vietnam and
ASEAN never got beyond the "declaration of principle" stage, and both rejected the
other's zone of peace proposal as unsatisfactory.

Another factor that was later to complicate New Delhi's efforts to play an
intermediary role in Southeast Asia was India's strong emotional ties with Hanoi and
its enthusiastic support of North Vietnam's conquest (by military means, not as a
popular revolution) of South Vietnam. India viewed the emergence of a unified
Vietnam and of an Indochina under Hanoi's domination as a substantial contribu

tion to the stabilization of Southeast Asia by making possible an Indochina-ASEAN
accommodation that had not been feasible as long as South Vietnam, Laos, and
Kampuchea had independent nationalist governments.

Even more important to New Delhi in the mid-1970s, a federated or unified
Indochina was considered to be an effective deterrent to the expansion of Chinese
influence and dominance in Southeast Asia. That Hanoi's policies might have exactly
the opposite effect by providing Beijing with previously unavailable opportunities
to play a greater role in Southeast Asia does not seem to have occurred to the Indians.
New Delhi, thus, was strongly supportive of the establishment of some kind of
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unified political system in Indochina; presumably, it would have preferred a
voluntary federation of Indochina rather than overt conquests of Kampuchea and
Laos by the Vietnamese army. But India accepted the latter when it occurred—Laos
in 1975, Cambodia in late 1978. New Delhi also thought that it could expand its
political and economic ties with an appreciative Hanoi as part of its objective of
regaining a significant role for India in Southeast Asia.

But India's policy objectives in Southeast Asia also made closer and more
substantial ties with the ASEAN states necessary as New Delhi's bonafides as a truly
nonaligned power had to be accepted by both ''sides" if India was to play an
intermediary role in the region. There were strong reservations about New Delhi, and
in particular Indira Gandhi, in the ASEAN states, and these were not easily recon
ciled. After the accession of the Janata government to office in March 1977, however,
there appeared to be a change in mood in the ASEAN capitals and a greater recep
tivity to Indian proposals for an expansion of relations.

Another factor in India's perception of its interests in Southeast Asia was the
unexpected realization that ASEAN had emerged as a durable and flexible regional
institution that would have to be dealt with seriously. For the first decade or so after its
founding, Indians had tended to dismiss ASEAN as a crude supplement to (or replace
ment of) the disintegrating SEATO alliance and assumed that it would not long survive
the collapse of the American-sponsored and supported security system in Southeast
Asia. To their amazement, ASEAN began to show more muscle and capabilities in both
regional and international politics after 1975just when New Delhi expected to see it dis
appear. There was also the ASEAN "economic miracle" (in comparison with most
other Third World countries) that was becoming increasingly evident to the South Asian
countries in the mid-1970s. Vietnam may have been the military power in Southeast
Asia, but ASEAN was the economic power, even with its still limited forms ofeconomic
coordination and cooperation. India's own approach to economic development was
floundering in massive bureaucratic confusion and corruption, and the more open
approach to development used in ASEAN societies had an appeal to some Indian econ
omists and politicians—if few bureaucrats. It was also clear that there were profits to
be made out there in Southeast Asia through broader economic ties. It was in this con
text that India first proposed an economic association—never very clearly defined—
that would include a wide range of states from Iran—then a flourishing oil-producing
state—to most of South Asia including both India and Pakistan, as well as the ASEAN
states, but apparently not Indochina. This constituted a very novel Indian approach
to its economic and political interests in the Southern Asian region and one with some
veryinterestingpossibilities. It nevergot anywherein part becauseof ASEAN's negative
response,but it marked the highpoint in flexibility and imaginativeness in Indian policy.

By the mid-1970s the other South Asian states were also becoming increasingly
interested in Southeast Asia—an area they had virtually ignored previously. None of
them was as enthusiastic as India about the developments in Indochina, but neither
did they see any use or advantage in taking an oppositionist position on these matters,
at least prior to the Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia. ASEAN economic develop
ment strategies—for example, the "Singapore model"—made a substantial impact,
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particularly in Sri Lanka and Bangladesh, but even in Pakistan under ''Socialist"
Prime Minister Bhutto. The eventual result has been some basic changes in economic
policies throughout South Asia—publicly in SriLanka, Bangladesh, and Pakistan,
but even more quietly in India where some economists now occasionally discuss
"supply side economics" without being torn apart by their colleagues.

The potential benefits of extensiveeconomic interaction with the ASEAN coun
tries wasemphasized,again particularly in Sri Lanka and Bangladesh,but elsewhere
in South Asia as well. And, finally, ASEAN was seen as an exemplary model for a
South Asian regional system.ASEAN wasstructurally limitedand operationally flex
ible, and it avoided excessiveinstitutionalization—attributes that were considered
essential to any South Asian regional system given the deeply based and intense
mutual suspicions that have long characterized interstate relations there. A regional
system in South Asia, by definition, would have to have limited powers and modest
ambitions, serving as an arena for consultations and negotiations on issues in dispute
within a loosely defined structural framework. The efforts to establish such a regional
system in South Asia were inaugurated in 1980, with the ASEAN model in mind. The
results of the first two regional meetings were hardly inspiring, but, after all, that had
also been the early history of ASEAN.

India and ASEAN—1975-1981

The Communist victory in Indochina in 1975 was followed shortly thereafter by
the declaration of a state of emergency in India by Gandhi's government. New
Delhi's attention for some time thereafter was directed almost exclusively to domestic
politics or to the international response to the emergency. Although New Delhi occa
sionally lauded the efforts made by the Indochina and the ASEAN governments to
come to terms on regional security issues, India made no serious efforts at this time to
identify a role for itself in these ominous developments in Southeast Asia. Toward the
end of 1976, India did sound out ASEAN about the possibility of institutionalizing
a regular dialogue, but ASEAN's response was cautious, deferring a decision to the
next ASEAN foreign ministers conference scheduled for mid-1977.

Before this took place, however, an election was held in India, and a new
government was formed by the Janata Party led by Morarji Desai. The Janata leader
ship, by and large, had a more positive attitude toward ASEAN than its predecessor,
and a "balanced" relationship between Indochina and the ASEAN states was
perceived as an integral part of the "genuine nonalignment" foreign policy adopted
by the Janata government in the place of Gandhi's "tilt" toward the Soviet Union
and its bloc. The new foreign minister, A. B. Vajpayee, also commented that India
would like to see ASEAN expanded to "include other countries in the region without
its developing into a bloc or military alliance," functioning as a consultative body
along the lines of the Organization of American States or the Organization of African
Unity. ^It was clear from the context of his remarks that he would expect India to be
associated with this expanded version of ASEAN.

2. Hindustan Times (New Delhi), Augusi 20, 1977.
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Much to the Janata government's disappointment, no mention was made of
India at the ASEAN foreign ministers conference in Singapore (July 5-8, 1977)or
at the Second ASEAN Summit in Kuala Lumpur later that month. India thereupon
summoned the heads of its diplomatic missions in Southeast Asia to New Delhi for
a meeting primarily directed at considering the ways and means to expand relations
across the board with the ASEAN states.^ The results of the Indian overtures were

readily evident in a dramatic increase in diplomatic and other exhanges with ASEAN
after more than a decade of limited contacts. Deputy Prime Minister Goh Hing Swee
of Singapore visited India in January 1978. The Malaysian foreign minister went to
New Delhi in March for meetings with the Indian foreign minister and signed an
Indo-Malaysian cultural agreement. The Indian commerce minister visited Malaysia,
Singapore, and Indonesia in June 1978, signing a trade agreement with Jakarta. The
Thai and the Indonesian foreign ministers came to New Delhi and signed a trilateral
agreement with India on a potentially sensitive subject—their maritime boundaries.
The Indonesian foreign minister returned to New Delhi in November to discuss
specific aspects of bilateral relations between the two powers in the agricultural and
technical fields and also to set the basis for ''exploratory" Indo-ASEAN talks on
economic and trade relations. In furtherance of this latter objective the ASEAN
secretary general went to New Delhi in late November for discussions with the
government of India, and the Indian foreign secretary, Jagat Mehta, led the Indian
delegation to the annual Indo-Malaysian bilateral talks in Kuala Lumpur in
November and also made official visits to Singapore and Thailand. And, finally, in
December, Prime Minister Lee Kuan Yew of Singapore went to New Delhi.

The invasion of Kampuchea by Vietnam in late 1978 raised a potentially divisive
issue in Indo-ASEAN relations, but initially this merely intensified the exchange
process. The Malaysian prime minister went to New Delhi in January 1979 and signed
an agreement on technical and economic cooperation. The Indonesian chief of staff
followed shortly thereafter, reportedly for discussions on the Kampuchean situation.
An Indian minister of state visited Manila in late January and Thailand in early
February of 1979, and the Indonesian minister of industries visited India in February.
And in March, the Indian ambassador in Jakarta submitted a memo to the ASEAN

Secretariat, for the first time formally requesting that India be invited as an observer
on the same basis as the United States, Japan, Australia, and the European Economic
Community to ASEAN meetings. A complication arose in June, however, when a
special envoy of the government of India toured ASEAN to discuss recognition of
the Heng Samrin regime in Kampuchea.'* This aroused suspicions in ASEAN
over India's Kampuchea policy, and the ASEAN Standing Committee meetings in
Jakarta in June and in Kuala Lumpur in August postponed consideration of
the Indian request.

However, it soon became evident that there was a limited consensus between
India and ASEAN on both Vietnam's invasion of Kampuchea and China's invasion

3. Hindustan Times (New Delhi), August 27, 1977.

4. Patriot (New Delhi), August 20, 1979.
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of Vietnam and also that New Delhi was endorsing the ASEAN version of the zone
of peaceproposal for Southeast Asia. The ASEANSecretariat, therefore, issuedan
invitation to India for the next ASEAN foreign ministers conference scheduled for
June 1980.

The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in late December 1979 quickly became a
major controversy in international forums. The Indian government that was in office
at the time of the Soviet aggression reportedly would have agreed with the position
taken by ASEAN states and even had prepared a strong criticism of Moscow's action
for the U.N. meeting on the issue.^ Before this occurred, however, an election in early
January 1980 was won by Gandhi's Congress party, and the Indian position on
Afghanistan changed drastically. In a "horrible" (the descriptive terms used by
several responsible Indians) statement to the United Nations on January 8, the Indian
representative accepted the patently ludicrous Soviet justification for its aggression
and placed the blame for this unfortunate development on everyone but Moscow.
This was followed a few days later by a statement by Gandhi which indicated that she
was inclined toward a quick recognition of the Heng Samrin government in
Kampuchea. Both of these disturbed the ASEAN governments, which then under
took a concerted effort to persuade Gandhi at least to defer recognition of Heng
Samrin. The Malaysian deputy prime minister visited New Delhi on January 19, and
the ASEAN ambassadorial contingent in New Delhi met with Foreign Minister Rao
on this issue on February 14. The Indian government did not commit itself one way
or the other, but in fact it did not recognize the Heng Samrin regime at that time
reportedly because of its concern for ASEAN's position. Even the early April visit
of Vietnamese Prime Minister Phan Van Dong to New Delhi in an effort to persuade
India to change its policy on Kampuchea seemed to have no effect as the Indian
government continued to voice the same reason for not recognizing Heng Samrin it
had used since early 1979, namely, that no government exercised effective control
over Kampuchea.

ASEAN was reassured by these events, prematurely as it turned out, and
expressed its approval in tangible form in the inaugural meeting between Indian and
ASEAN officials in Kuala Lumpur on May 15-16, 1980. An agreement to enhance
cooperation in trade, industry, and technical fields included such specific provisions
as the pooling of technical and managerial resources, a visit by ASEAN experts to
India to identify areas of cooperation, a seminar on the transfer of technology, and
an exchange of information on energy questions and training facilities.^

Just when there appeared to be some progress in Indo-ASEAN relations, the
political differences between the two sides on the Kampuchea issue intervened. Eric
Gonsalves, secretary in the External Affairs Ministry who had led the Indian delega
tion to the Kuala Lumpur meetings, had also been given another assignment—to
inform the ASEAN governments that New Delhi intended to recognize the Heng
Samrin regime, though apparently with no specific date mentioned. ASEAN's

5. Interviews with author in 1980 and 1981 in India.

6. Hindustan Times (New Delhi), May 17 and 23, 1980.
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apprehensions on this issue were greatly heightened on June 26 when Foreign
Minister Rao suddenly canceled his attendance at the Kuala Lumpur ASEAN
foreign ministers conference—an invitation which India had been seeking
for three years—on the excuse that ''the serious illness of his mother" obliged
him to remain in India. His mother was ill, but no one in ASEAN—and
few in India for that matter—believed that was the real reason the trip was
canceled. ASEAN suspected that India intended to recognize Heng Samrin
shortly and that it would have been embarrassing to have its foreign minister
at an ASEAN conference just before the event. This proved correct; the
ASEAN ambassadors in New Delhi were called to the External Affairs Ministry
on July 7 and informed that India intended to recognize Heng Samrin—
just an hour before this was announced in Parliament, thus adding insult
to injury.

The public ASEAN response was restrained although several leading
newspapers in these countries characterized India's action as tantamount to
condoning military intervention by one country in a neighboring state and
as another indication of India's status as a client of the Soviet Union. The

private reaction in ASEAN official circles was also, reportedly, very negative,
including those ASEAN states whose own views on Indochina were not all that
different from New Delhi's on some issues. The timing of India's action,
moreover, coming shortly after Vietnam army forces in Kampuchea had launched
armed probes across the Thai border directed at both refugee camps and Thai
military installations, was considered particularly unfortunate. New Delhi,
it was apprehended, was openly taking Vietnam's side on the Kampuchea
issue, abandoning the more neutral position held until then. According to
some reports, Malaysia and Indonesia were particularly indignant because
their own efforts to prepare the ground for a compromise settlement in
Kampuchea were sabotaged by the Indian action. Both governments assumed
a more hard-line position on Kampuchea than they would have preferred
because of the Vietnamese strikes across the Thai border and India's inex

plicable action. But probably the greatest ASEAN concern, expressed in
several official quarters, was that India's "untimely decision" might per
suade several of the "nonaligned" African states to change their vote on
the issue of a seat for Kampuchea in the United Nations. On August 11,
ASEAN diplomats in Kuala Lumpur expressed the hope that India would
continue to remain neutral, that is, vote to keep the seat empty, as it had
since the October 1979 Havana nonalignment movement conference.

India's public rationalization of its recognition of Heng Samrin was not
particularly persuasive. New Delhi argued that the Heng Samrin regime was in
"firm control" of Kampuchea and thus deserved recognition under the principles
employed by the Indian government on such issues. But Phnom Penh's writ still did
not extend to substantial areas of Kampuchea held by the Pol Pot forces; so why the
change in the position that had been adopted by three Indian governments since early
1979? Moreover, it was readily apparent that it was the Vietnamese army that
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controlled much of Kampuchea, not the Heng Samrin government.' Thus, India's
action was interpreted as a recognition of the legitimacy of Vietnamese intervention
rather than of the Heng Samrin regime. New Delhi also claimed that its action would
contribute to an ASEAN-Indochina settlement, but that was patently ridiculous from
the beginning. Indeed, Hanoi became even more hard line in its negotiations with
ASEAN, which responded in kind, a consequence that anyone with any knowledge
of the situation would have predicted. Moreover, ASEAN was forced into even closer
working relations with China and the United States—hardly the objective of
Indian policy.®

New Delhi's private explanation of its decision to the ASEAN representatives
in India makes only a little more sense. In these discussions, the Indian officials
maintained that the recognition issue was dictated largely by internal Indian
political pressures, arguing that there was near-unanimity among Indian parlia
mentarians and the public on this matter. The Consultative Committee on External
Affairs of the Parliament, it was noted, had strongly urged recognition of
Heng Samrin. The Indians also mentioned the very effective lobby that Vietnam
had built among Indian academics, journalists, and politicians, supported of
course by the very well-financed pro-Soviet lobby in India. ASEAN, in contrast,
had seemed indifferent to Indian opinion. ASEAN ambassadors were assured that
India had not made its decision under pressure from the Soviets but that, indeed,
one of New Delhi's objectives was to give Heng Samrin an option other than total
dependence on the Soviet Union and Vietnam. It was hoped that recognition would
contribute to a situation in Kampuchea that would lead to the withdrawal of
Vietnamese forces and the establishment of a truly independent government
in Phnom Penh.

Reportedly, the ASEAN response to this line of analysis was slightly more
positive, but they did not buy the whole line. Parliament, after all, was dominated
by Gandhi's party, and a more submissive collection of politicians could hardly be
found elsewhere. If told to demand recognition of Heng Samrin, they would do so;
if told to do the opposite, they would have been just as supportive of Pol Pot. And,
in fact, the few really vocal demands on the Kampuchea issue came from Soviet-
financed papers, academics, journalists, and politicians—a well-identified collection
that Gandhi often ignores at no price to her position when it suits her purpose. The
Heng Samrin option argument, on the other hand, had at least some appeal in several
ASEAN capitals.

7. In Dec. 1981, an Indian specialist on security matters explained to a public meeting in New Delhi that
the Vietnamese military presence was still required in Kampuchea to maintain the ''legitimate" govern
ment because the Heng Samrin regime had not yet been able to organize and train a military force of its
own—three years after being placed in office in Phnom Penh! He did not, however, draw what would
appear to be the obvious conclusion, namely, that Heng Samrin must lack an effective popular support
base in Kampuchea.

8. It would, of course, be an exaggeration of India's importance to both Hanoi and ASEAN to attribute
thesedevelopmentsto NewDelhi's recognitionof Heng Samrin, but this did seemto havea negativeimpact
for some time on efforts underway elsewhere to reach a compromise agreement on Kampuchea.
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ASEAN policy toward India in the fall of 1980 appeared to be directed at both
isolating India in South and Southeast Asia on the Kampuchea (and Afghanistan)
issues and encouraging New Delhi not to press for the recognition of the Heng Samrin
regime and allocation of the U.N. seat for Kampuchea to his government. On both
points, ASEAN had considerable success. India now finds itself isolated from the
other South Asian states (including even Bhutan, usually considered a faithful
follower) and the non-Communist Southeast Asian states on the Kampuchea and
Afghanistan issues in various international forums. Moreover, it would appear that
New Delhi has deliberately exercised restraint in pressing other governments on these
issues,^ much to the relief and appreciation of ASEAN. At the nonalignment move
ment conference in New Delhi in February 1981, India ended up voting with ASEAN
and the moderate majority on resolutions calling for the withdrawal of ''foreign"
troops from Kampuchea and Afghanistan and even agreed to drop its own proposed
criticism of the expansion of the American naval base on Diego Garcia.

ASEAN expressed its appreciation in the foreign ministers meeting in Kuala
Lumpur in March 1981 by indicating an interest in renewing the dialogue with India
and also implied that India would probably be invited to the next ASEAN foreign
ministers conference scheduled for June I98I in Manila. New Delhi responded
quickly by sending several cabinet ministers and high officials on visits to various
ASEAN capitals over the next few months. While India was not invited to the foreign
ministers conference (reportedly because of the opposition of one member who was
still irritated over the last-minute cancellation by the Indian foreign minister in 1980),
this was termed "temporary" by a high ASEAN official. ASEAN also reacted
favorably to the way in which the visit of the Kampuchean foreign minister to New
Delhi on August 26-31 was downplayed by the Indian government. The advice given
to the Kampuchean visitor against involvement in"great power politics" and India's
endorsement of the 1981 nonalignment movement conference resolution on
Kampuchea were particularly gratifying to ASEAN.

The major Indian push to revive Indo-ASEAN relations came in the fall of 1981
with Gandhi's visits to Jakarta (September 23-24) and Manila (October 8-9), Foreign
Minister Rao's visit to Kuala Lumpur (October 9-11), described by one Indian of
ficial as a "ritual act of contrition" for the cancellation of Rao's visit the previous
year), and President Reddy's visit to Jakarta in November. The receptions given to
Gandhi in both Jakarta and Manila were warm and friendly. Although little progress
was made in resolving differences over the Kampuchea issue or reaching an agree
ment on a strategy that might resolve the ASEAN-Vietnam confrontation, everyone
issued expressions of "warm friendship" and the need for cooperation.

But not all was peace and light in these meetings. Kampuchea was always
described as an issue on which there was, in effect, an "agreement to disagree."
ASEAN was relieved that Gandhi did not advocate a regional (in contrast to an
international) conference on Kampuchea as the Soviets and the Vietnamese had

9. Bhutan, for instance, had expected to be the target of strong Indian pressure to change its vote on the
Kampuchea and Afghanistan issues, but according to reports in Thimphu this had not occurred.
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proposed, but neither did she endorse the ASEAN position on this issue.Gandhi also
made one horrible faux pas in Jakarta when she alleged that Thai troops were
operating in Kampuchea. The Thai Foreign Ministrydenounced this statement in the
strongest language possible, calling it ''highly provocative and irresponsible" and
pointing out that "even Vietnam ... has never on any occasion made such an allega
tion against Thailand." Gandhi is not one to apologize for even clearly erroneous
comments, and she did not do so on this occasion, but at least the allegation was
never repeated as has sometimes been the case.

By the end of 1981 there appeared to be a substantial disenchantment on
both sides with Indo-ASEAN relations and low expectations for the future. While
there was also the realization that the two sides could not ignore each other on
the political issues involved in Southeast Asia and elsewhere, there did not seem
to be much ground for cooperation even when there was a limited consensus on
objectives to be sought and strategies to be employed. The emphasis in Indo-
ASEAN relations, thus, has increasingly been on economic cooperation and
interaction, both on broader North-South international economic issues and on
economic relations between India and ASEAN.

Indo-ASEAN Economic Relations

There have been some encouraging developments in Indo-ASEAN economic
relations since the mid-1970s in both the trade and joint venture figures. Between
1974 and 1979, for instance, total trade between India and ASEAN increased
by nearly 500 percent—from Rs. 1,596 million (approximately 9 Indian rupees
equals 1 U.S. dollar) to Rs. 7,257 million in 1979 (see Table 1). The number of
Indian joint ventures in ASEAN also doubled in number and more than that in
value. (For the first time there are also a number of ASEAN joint ventures in
South Asia although to date primarily in Sri Lanka and Bangladesh.) By 1980,
about one-third of India's joint ventures abroad were in ASEAN—thirty in
Malaysia, eighteen in Indonesia, ten in Thailand, seven in Singapore, and five
in the Philippines. Most of these were small or medium scale, but several were
quite large, for example, a $100 million synthetic fiber plant in Indonesia and
$40 million paper plant in Malaysia. India also hoped to collaborate in the
establishment of sponge iron and pellet factories in Indonesia and Malaysia
then under consideration.

There were some negative aspects for India in these economic trends that
caused some concern. The balance of trade had been heavily in India's favor

10. More alarming in some ASEAN quarters was the apparent confusion in Gandhi's mind on this
issue. If this was merely a mix-up in her commentary and she had meant to refer to Pol Pot forces
operating in Kampuchea from Thai bases, then it would have been regrettable but no great matter
for concern. But her failure to explain what she "really meant" leads to alternate interpretations: either
the government of India is badly misinformed on this subject or Gandhi was once again a victim of
misinformation emanating from the pro-Soviet sources that have ready access to her through a variety
of channels and to which she has proved susceptible on other occasions when the line being pushed
also bordered on the absurd.
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until 1977 but in that year and thereafter has shifted even more heavily against
India. This reflected substantial increases in India's import of palm oil and tin
from Malaysia and machinery and manufactured goods from Singapore, all badly
needed by India but, nevertheless, a considerable drain upon New Delhi's foreign
exchange holdings, which have been declining rapidly in the 1980s. In the period
1975-1979, India's exports to ASEAN did not quite double while its imports
from ASEAN increased by nearly a 1,000 percent, under circumstances in which
ASEAN is in far better position to absorb a trade deficit than India. New Delhi
stresses the need for greater balance in trade in talks with ASEAN, but about
all it can suggest is that a priority be given to the purchase of Indian machinery
and equipment and the selection of Indian firms for joint venture projects in
ASEAN. The reply usually is that India will not be discriminated against in the
bidding on these projects but that it has to make the best offer to get the bid.

The policy of the ASEAN states in seeking to diversify sources of capital,
technological assistance, and products from the present heavy dependence on
Japan and the United States was seen by New Delhi as providing India with oppor
tunities for profitable investments, but with a few notable exceptions, this has
not been the case to date. The Indian government notes the comparatively favorable
financial terms offered by Indian firms on several joint ventures, but the ASEAN
decision makers consider other factors as well. In a brutally frank but accurate article
in a prestigious Indian journal. BusinessIndia, an Indian specialistclearly notes some
of the basic deficiencies of Indian private business firms (mercifully no mention is
made of the far less efficient public sector firms) in joint ventures in Malaysia. The
principal theme centers around the difficulties many Indian businessmen face in
adjusting from the Indian economic system—which does little to encourage effi
ciency in operations while virtually guaranteeing any producer a market for inferior
products—to the ASEAN system where success requires both efficiency and qual
ity. All too often, it is noted, the Indian investor is looking for ventures that require
small capital investments but quick and large profits, with the long-term conse
quences being disastrous. There have been several impressive success stories as well,
however, in which India's managerial and technological expertise has been
put to good use."

The Indian government is quite right in its assumption that the ASEAN states
are looking for a broader range of partners in joint ventures and that, in theory, India
could be an important source. .But restrained optimism is the most one could have
on this score. The political issues that keep disrupting Indo-ASEAN diplomatic
relations inevitably have a negative impact on their economic relations as well. This
history is not likely to change very quickly even with the best of intentions on both
sides, given the primacy of their interests elsewhere. For instance. New Delhi's anti-
Pakistan campaign in late 1981 with its apparent pro-Soviet, anti-United States, and
anti-Islamic overtones, was scarcely well conceived to mitigate ASEAN doubts about

11. Indra Gidwani, "Indian Joint Ventures in Malaysia; Wasted Opportunities," Business India, June
8-21, 1981, pp. 15-20.
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the position of the Indian government on world political issues. Moreover, South
Korea is now entering the competition for external involvement in ASEAN joint ven
tures and, for both political and economic reasons, may prove to be a preferable
partner to India. India and ASEAN will no doubt continue to talk periodically about
their economic relationship since it is in their interests to do so. But substantive results
from these discussions are likely to prove as evasive in the future as they have in the
past. Hence, the title of this chapter.
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IV.

The United States





11. The United States and Southeast Asia

in the 1980s

Jusuf Wanandi

Introduction

This paper is based on my personal observations of U.S. policies toward
the East Asian region, including Southeast Asia. It cannot be denied that
the United States is of great importance to this region, and, thus, its pol
icies are not neutral to the course of developments in this region, strate
gically and militarily, economically, politically, as well as socioculturally.
It is in the interest of the author, personally, to see the successful imple
mentation of sound U.S. policies toward the region. In short, the United
States matters to the maintenance of peace and stability in the region. And
perhaps, whether one likes it or not, the United States matters a lot.

The following views, therefore, should be seen primarily as an attempt
to give some feedback to the large community of U.S. policymakers. Such
an input could be of value to the formulation and implementation of
sound U.S. policies not only in serving U.S. global political interest but
also—and especially—to harmonize its global policies with its regional
interests by taking into serious account the prevailing situation, nuances,
sensitivities, and regional or national aspirations of U.S. friends in South
east Asia, namely the ASEAN countries.

It is logical that being a superpower, the United States will have to play a global
role. This position definitely influences its views and perceptions on its presence in
East Asia, including Southeast Asia. Therefore, one cannot usefully discuss the U.S.
role in Southeast Asia without examining first the global outlook and role of the
United States. This becomes all the more important because no region in unaffected
by U.S. global policies. Be that as it may, it is important to be reminded at the outset
of the fact that the Southeast Asian region is relatively less important to the United
States as compared with the Persian Gulf or the Middle East.

In addition, the present role of the United States both globally and regionally
can be better understood by gaining greater insights into the developments in the U.S.
domestic scene and the making of policies within the Reagan administration.

The Need for a U.S. National Consensus

Thus far, one has discerned in President Reagan a popular and strong as well
as a pragmatic and flexible personality and leader. His popularity has greatly helped
the administration to rally public support for its programs. In fact, Reagan's basic
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views parallel those of the majority of public opinion, namely, a strong country
globally and less government in public life.Hisstrengthlies inhis"ideology,'.' which
justifies some sacrifices bytheAmerican people inorderto establish a strong United
States, supported by a highlevel of defensespending.At the sametime, Reaganhas
been able to act pragmatically and flexibly as manifested in his ability to co-opt a
great numberof interestgroups. Thishas prevented a serioussplit in the American
body politic from materializing in the aftermath of significant changes in the U.S.
administration as a result of the last election. The Reagan administration has been
successful in gearing its attention to and systematically tackling domestic issues, par
ticularly in the economic field. Thus far, the initial stages of the administration's
program have been accomplished rather well.

It is in the realm of foreign policy that the Reagan administration has not
advanced as many would like to see it. But the administration's preoccupation with
the country's economy can be understood in light of the necessity for creating a
healthy economy in support of a viable defense and international posture over a long
time period. Domestic economic problems are likely to remain Reagan's top priority,
but a set of emerging foreign problems, such as the sale of AWACs to Saudi Arabia
and the Middle East after Sadat, will make the realm of foreign affairs of greater
urgency to the administration.

A comprehensive and clear foreign policy has not emerged, and most of the
decisions on international issues seem to have been taken rather on an ad hoc basis.

Examples of this are quite abundant. After making bold statements on El Salvador
as a test case for the West in confronting the Soviet Union and Cuba, the administra
tion was compelled to revise them. U.S. policies on South Africa and Namibia iieed
to take into more serious consideration the greater U.S. stakes in the African
continent as a whole. Its policies on the Middle East remain deficient so long as it is
incapable of cooperating with all moderate countries in the region to face jointly the
Soviet threat there. It is imperative for the United States to take greater considera
tions of the regional aspirations and aims of those moderate countries. Also, U.S.
relations with its NATO allies are in need of new mechanisms that can deal effectively
not only with Western Europe but also with other regions, such as the Persian Gulf.
Similarly, there are still marked differences between the United States and its NATO
allies in their appreciation of the Soviet threat and how to deal with it either in terms
of economic relations or on the military-strategic level. The latter problem has
become an issue of great controversy with the decision to deploy Pershing 11 and
cruise missiles in Western Europe. This issue will have to be dealt with within the
framework of U.S.-U.S.S.R. relations as well. In addition, there are other serious
issues such as the sale of arms to the People's Republic of China, which has some
important bearing on U.S. relations with Southeast Asia.

Confusion about the direction of U.S. foreign policy has also been created by
the different and often contradictory statements by various leaders within the
administration. This has reflected a lack of coordination on foreign policy matters
or is due to a protracted internal struggle within the administration itself about who
or what agency should be in charge of formulating foreign policies. Secretary of State
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Alexander Haig seems to have won this bureaucratic struggle. Nonetheless, the voice
of the Defense Department will now have a greater weight as compared with previous
administrations largely because of Secretary Caspar Weinberger's personal relations
with President Reagan. The position and performance of the National Security
Council seem to have weakened, and White House advisors seem to lack experience
in and sensitivity to foreign affairs.

Reagan's ''honeymoon" with the U.S. Congress seems to be over. Although his
economic programs have passed the scrutiny of the Democratic-dominated House
remarkably well, there is no guarantee that the years to come will see a continuation
of this succcessful operation, especially when dealing with foreign and national secur
ity issues. A number of the acts legislated by Congress in the 1968-1975 period will
constrain the executive branch in areas of foreign and national security. Also, the
executive branch will have to accept the power of Congress in the budgetary process
and control over appropriations for the various committees. The Armed Services
Committee under Senator John Tower from Texas, for example, has almost total
control over the Defense Department's budget; in fact, it determines the U.S. defense
posture.

A recent [as of Nov. 1981-ed.] opinion poll conducted by Yankelovich, Skelly,
and White—a New York research firm—shows that Reagan still rates high with the
American public, especially in providing leadership for the country and in handling
the economy. Reagan was credited with making a good start in keeping the nation's
defenses strong. Public support for greater U.S. defense capabilities and higher
defense budgets grew slowly at the end of the seventies and became more pronounced
in early 1980. The Reagan administration's plan foresees an annual increase in the
defense budget, reaching 7 percent of the GNP by the middle of the 1980s. However,
sustaining public support will depend upon: (1) appropriate and efficient uses of the
budget by the Defense Department; (2) a greater and fair sharing of the burden by
U.S. allies, namely, NATO and Japan; and (3) whether or not serious crises emerge,
for example, uprisings in major U.S. cities because of cuts in social welfare programs.

The administration's plan to increase the defense budget will depend on the
success of Reagan's economic policies to increase revenues from a growing tax base,
reducing inflation and interest rates, as well as cutting excessive social welfare
programs. On the whole, confidence in Reagan is still high, and the public seems to
be willing to give Reagan a fair chance to further implement his economic policies.

A more basic issue as seen from the point of view of U.S. allies relates to the
U.S. domestic political system, which tends to produce a short-sighted and volatile
foreign and defense policy. Since 1968, because of the Vietnam war, the Watergate
scandal, and foreign crises, such as the events in Angola, Ethiopia, Afghanistan, and
Iran, there has been a large swing in public opinion, which affects the congressional
attitude on various international and national security issues.

The above issue leads to another one, namely, whether or not a national con
sensus such as that prevailing during the 1950s and 1960s can be sustained. The world
today definitely is more complex than that of a few decades ago. Soviet military
power is catching up with U.S. military might. The economies of Western Europe
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and Japan compete with the U.S. economy, and the Third World is aspiring for a
greater say on international issues.

One may want to raise the question of whether a consensus can be built in the
absence of a strong ideological framework, such as capitalism and anticommunism,
which was very much present in the 1950s and 1960s. The conservative trend in U.S.
political life could lead to a new ideological thrust in the U.S. international
posture as well.

This conservative trend, while promising some built-in consistency in the form
ulation and implementation of U.S. policies, is not without worry to the United
States' allies. It tends to produce a more assertive U.S. international posture based
on stronger (perhaps more narrow) nationalism, which, in turn, tends to dictate the
United States to go its own way in dealing with international issues and in imposing
its own solutions on them. This implies that the United States will take little con
sideration of the aspirations and policies of its allies. It also implies lesser efforts on
the part of the United States to seek for a consensus with them. And, lastly, this also
will mean a reduced willingness on the part of the United States to seek consultations
and compromises.

If the above direction indeed materializes, it will run counter to the necessity
for the United States to nurture new mechanisms that will enable it to harmonize its

global interest with its regional policies. The present world situation, which places
the United States in a different position from that in the 1950s and 1960s, despite its
efforts to strengthen itself, requires some division of labor between the United States
and its allies as well as cooperation with its friends to maintain jointly an international
order that is supported by all.

Any American administration will face the task of harmonizing its global
policies with regional realities. This effort is likely to consume time before a satisfac
tory outcome can be attained. For now, however, one may want to question whether
it is appropriate for the United States first to formulate a firm and consistent global
posture and then later to try to incorporate the various different regional realities into
its global policy. A recognition of the need to reestablish U.S. credibility in the world
and to regain the confidence of its allies justifies this line of thinking, which would
require more planning and consistency and less rhetoric. For example, the United
States cannot reasonably expect its allies to take a tough stand in their dealings,
economic or otherwise, with the Soviet Union if at the same time the United States
itself lifts the grain embargo and even increases the sale of wheat to the Soviet Union.

The argumentation should also reconsider the use of loud-voiced rhetoric on
the Soviet threat in trying to rally domestic support. This anti-Soviet approach alone
will not help to solve the many international problems. It could even work as a
boomerang against the United States. First, international or regional instability and
conflicts do not necessarily originate from Soviet actions. In quite a number of cases,
conflicts in the Third World started from domestic or regional conflicts, which only
in their subsequent developments could be utilized for the political interests of
the Soviets. We saw examples of this in Angola, Ethiopia, South Yemen,
Afghanistan, and Indochina.
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This approach of inflating the Soviet menace also could create unnecessary ten
sions between the United States and its allies and could implant the belief in the
Soviet's strength in the international forum. In turn, this could have an influence on
policy formulation in many countries, particularly Third World countries. At the
same time, the United States could give the impression to the world that it is not
capable of facing the Soviet Union or of overcoming the various international prob
lems. The Soviets have shown progress in the military field and in their political
influence in certain countries. However, fundamental weaknesses in their domestic
sector have come more and more into the open.

The international implications of this development can be far-reaching.
Ideologically speaking, the attractiveness of the Soviet Union has gradually lessened.
The Soviet economy has come to a distressing stagnation. Although it managed to
attract several countries into its sphere of influence, these countries are, in fact, rather
insignificant as compared with the countries that are loosening their ties with the
Soviet Union, such as the People's Republic of China, Egypt, Iraq, and, to a certain
extent, also Rumania and recently Poland.

For quite a number of Third World countries, the Soviet Union no longer
represents a progressive force as it has been often mystified via its support of national
movements against colonialism. This was particularly evident after the Soviet
invasion of Afghanistan by the reaction of Third World countries in nonblock
conferences and conferences of Islamic states.

U.S. Global Outlook and Policies

The discussion below will be confined to three areas of importance for defining
the U.S. international posture, namely its outlook and policies toward (1) the Soviet
Union; (2) the Western alliance, that is, NATO and Japan; and (3) the Third World.
These three areas are not mutually exclusive.

U.S.-U.S.S.R. relations have worsened in recent years, and the U.S. public, in
general, believes that the growing global reach of Soviet military power threatens
U.S. security and interests as well as those of its allies. With its military built-up, the
Soviet Union seems to have gained a greater momentum to expand its political
influence, such as the cases of Angola, Ethiopia, and Afghanistan. Thus, the United
States will have to face a U.S.S.R. which has become more prone to using military
force in achieving its aims. It is also believed that future U.S.-U.S.S.R. conflicts will
take place in the Third World because instabilities in Third World regions invite
Soviet interventions.

Furthermore, there is the belief that Soviet leadership will continue to adopt
opportunistic attitudes. At the same time, the Soviet Union will be plagued by
increasing economic stagnation and weaknesses, domestically and in the countries
under its influence, as well as by changes in social structure, but it is in possession
of^tremendous military power. These internal Soviet weaknesses, it is believed, will
not constrain its actions, but they may give it greater incentives to attempt to make
use of its military power in achieving its aims.

The Reagan administration's amplified rhetoric on the Soviet menace added
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to the worsening of U.S.-U.S.S.R. relations. The administrationhas sought for solu
tions to this worsening relationship from the history of the 1950sand 1960s., in the
form of containment and the cold war, in which military power was assigned a
predominant function.

It may not be wise to resort to policies of the past since the world has undergone
both quantitative and qualitative changes since then. The U.S.-U.S.S.R. military
power equation is now roughly in balance. U.S. allies, both NATO and Japan, have
become economic powers and, in turn, have gained some political power and, thus,
are aspiring for greater weight in alliance decisions. Similarly, many Third World
countries have achieved some success in their development efforts and have gained
some power through a variety of cooperation schemes, such as OPEC and ASEAN,
and therefore aspire to a greater say in international and regional affairs. This is also
true with regard to emerging Third World medium powers such as Mexico, Brazil,
Nigeria, Saudi Arabia, Egypt, South Korea, and Indonesia.

In light of these changes the United States must seek new solutions. First, taking
into account its military might and political, economic, and technological
capabilities, it is still far more powerful than any other country in the world, including
the Soviet Union. U.S. confidence in its capabilities and, therefore, the confidence
of its allies were greatly reduced largely because of the crises in the American body
politic in the late 1960s and early 1970s, as well as because of the openness of its
political system. Thus, the most important task for the United States is to regain its
self-confidence and to reestablish the credibility of its leadership.

Second, in military terms the United States has maintained—at the least—a
balance with the Soviet Union. U.S. land-based missiles have become more

vulnerable to a Soviet first strike. In conventional armaments the United States is

facing some deficiencies, especially in the vital region of the Persian Gulf. Likewise,
U.S. naval supremacy is considered seriously challenged by the growing Soviet naval
power, especially in terms of the number of ships and the capabilities of submarines.
However, the combined military power of the Western alliance is still above that of
the Soviet Union and its Warsaw Pact allies.

Third, the Western alliance system is still intact and remains useful also to the
United States itself. However, there is a clear need to structure a new relationship
between the United States and its allies. Tensions have grown within the alliance
system primarily because of (fundamental) differences in the assessment of the Soviet
threat, such as how to structure a cooperative and at the same time a competitive
relationship with the Soviet Union, how to respond to Soviet threats in the various
regions of the world, how to structure the relationship with the Third World, and
how to harmonize economic and political interests and policies among themselves.

Fourth, there should be a recognition that the more assertive and nationalistic
attitude that is developing in the United States will make alliance management a more
delicate problem. U.S. allies will continue to demand a greater say in major interna
tional issues, especially on East-West relations. The problem here is whether Reagan
can overcome the pressures from the *'go-it-alone the American way" ideologies in
his administration and in the public at large. Likewise, the United States will continue
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to pressure for greater sharing from its allies. U.S. alliescannot avoid these pressures,
and they will have to recognize that the present alliance structure imposes a great
burden on the United States. Its global responsibilities require giving equal attention
to regions outside Western Europe and Japan. It is also in these other regions that
U.S. allies need to share some of the burden.

Fifth, despite the importance of the Western alliance, one questions whether
structuring this relationship alone is sufficient for the United States to respond to the
Soviet threat globally. The United States needs to consider the many Third World
countries that have developed into medium powers and therefore do influence the
international scene.

In light of this, there is also a need for the United States to structure its relations
with these countries in jointly supporting a peaceful and stable international order.
Nationalism will continue to be the most important motivation for these Third World
medium powers. This does not preclude, however, the acceptance of these countries
to structuring a positive and cooperative relationship with the United States. They
recognize its contribution and that other Western countries to their development
efforts. Since a sustained development guarantees internal stability, cooperation in
many areas between the United States and Third World countries could greatly
enhance the stability of the international environment.

In many Third World regions there also is the need for a U.S. military presence
to balance the Soviet presence. The degree and nature of U.S. military presence
certainly vary from one region to another, for example, between the Persian Gulf and
Southeast Asia. Viewed from the point of Third World countries' objectives to
strengthen their national resilience, the U.S. military role is regarded only as
supplementary. A U.S. approach which relies primarily or solely on its military
instrument is certainly deficient and will not contribute to a sustainable and viable
relationship with the Third World. In this connection it is often felt that the European
approach, that is, concentrating on strengthening politico-diplomatic as well as
economic relations, better suits the needs of the Third World.

It is of some urgency that the United States attempt to define a new approach
in dealing with the Third World. In the first instance, it should give a greater political
value to its economic relations with the Third World. The U.S. record in the north-
south dialogues has not been encouraging. Likewise, the Reagan administration has
been very insensitive to important international changes and aspirations as
manifested in the Law of the Sea conferences, which are of great importance to the
Third World.

There is also great reservation in regard to Reagan's policies to rely heavily on
the free market mechanism in U.S. economic relations with the Third World. Reduc

ing the role of ODA (Overseas Development Administration) in resources transfers
to the Third World could destabilize many regions, in particular the low-income
LDCs (less-developed countries).

In addition, the United States needs to develop a more constructive relation
ship with Third World medium powers through a better mechanism of consultations.
Here again, it should concentrate on politico-diplomatic and economic relations.
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This would not preclude cooperation in the military field, for instance, in preparing
for a variety of contingencies, but these need not be based solely on military pacts,
a mode of the past.

U.S. Policies Toward the Asia Pacific Region

The Asia Pacific region, including Southeast Asia, has assumed greater
importance to the United States. This is not only because U.S. trade with this region
has surpassed U.S. Atlantic trade but also because this region has been the most
stable one in the last five or six years. Development in this region has contributed
greatly to global stability. The military balance in this region is still in favor of the
United States and its allies. Non-Communist countries in this region have been
remarkably successful in their economic development efforts. On average, they have
continuously increased their national resilience and, as a result, have contributed
greatly to regional stability.

The Reagan administration has inherited a policy toward the Asia Pacific
region which is quite livable to the countries there. In the last years of President
Carter's administration important decisions were taken to rectify his earlier policies,
such as the withdrawal of U.S. troops from South Korea and the indiscriminate
implementation of the human rights policy.

However, the United States has not yet completely regained the confidence of
the countries in the region. It is hoped that the new administration, which aims at
greater consistency and greater capability in dealing with international problems, will
be able to rectify its image. Likewise, it is hoped that the administration will develop
a greater sensitivity to the aspirations and interests of its allies in the region, which
can be done if the administration devotes sufficient attention to the affairs of the

region. This hope is based on the belief that a Republican president will give greater
attention to the Asia Pacific region.

Indeed, it cannot be said that the Reagan administration lacks an interest in the
Asia Pacific region. The visit of President Chun of South Korea to the United States
was the first official visit made in Reagan's first year in office, followed later by
Japanese Prime Minister Suzuki's visit. Secretary of State Alexander Haig made a
visit to Beijing and met ASEAN foreign ministers in Manila and went to the ANZUS
meeting in Wellington; and both Thailand's Prime Minister Prem and Singapore's
Premier Lee Kuan Yew have visited Washington.

Observations so far suggest that the Reagan administration will formulate its
policies toward the Asia Pacific region on the basis of four pillars, namely, its rela
tions with Japan, South Korea, ASEAN, and ANZUS. The nature and intensity of
these four relations will differ from one another since each of these four entities has

its own problems in relations with the United States.
The following is an attempt briefly to examine the main issues in the relations

between the United States and each of those four entities. This will be followed by
an examination of U.S.-China relations, which are important to developments in the
Asia Pacific region.
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Japan-U.S. Relations
Japan certainly is the most important U.S. ally in this region not only

because the U.S.-Japan security pact is considered to be the pillar of regional stability
but also because Japan's economic power can be relied upon by the United States
in maintaining an open and market-oriented economic system in the region
and globally.

In view of the intensity of U.S.-Japan economic relations, tensions between
them are likely to be present at all times. However, U.S.-Japan relations in the field
of defense are more delicate and complex. To Japan, its defense pact with the United
States is only one aspect in the debate on Japan's security and defense role in the
future. The debate on increasing Japan's defense spending—although important—is
also just another aspect of a more fundamental problem, namely, Japan's survival
in a world of growing uncertainties. The Japanese public is more open now to
discussing Japan's defense. This change has been stimulated by both external and
internal factors. The major external factors parallel those perceived by U.S. NATO
allies. To list a few, one would start with the deterioration of the credibility of U.S.
leadership in the alliance and of the U.S. defense umbrella. The build-up of Soviet
military power, especially naval power, in the Pacific is another factor. In addition,
there is the growing uncertainty in the Middle East and the Persian Gulf, regions so
vital to Japan's survival. The internal factors relate primarily to a basic question
regarding Japan's international policy in the future. There is a growing recognition
in Japan that it cannot continue to rely on its economic diplomacy alone. Therefore,
Japan needs to formulate its future political and defense role in the Asia Pacific
region and globally.

The Reagan administration, so far, has restrained itself from pressuring Japan
too strongly—at least in the open—to increase its defense responsibilities in order not
to corner the ruling Liberal Democratic Party. The Reagan administration seems to
have recognized also that the Japanese public remains ambivalent to the idea of
increasing Japan's defense role. More important, however, is the fact that the United
States itself still has no clear view regarding the defense role it wishes Japan to
assume. Thus far, the United States has demanded from Japan only the increase of
its defense spending in order to enhance its self-defense capabilities for its own
homeland and the surrounding waters. A role beyond this has not been seriously con
templated either in Washington or in Tokyo because of the strong belief that further
steps will upset regional stability; the Soviet Union and ASEAN are likely to react
to it on different grounds.

It should be noted here that ASEAN has no objection to Japan's increased
military capabilities in order to defend its homeland and the surrounding waters,
which even could include the sea lanes as far as 1,000 miles to the south (off the
northern Philippines) and 1,000 miles to the east (west of Guam) as requested by
President Reagan to Prime Minister Suzuki. But ASEAN cannot allow Japan's naval
force to operate in its waters, for this could give the impression that ASEAN is
releasing control of its waters to Japan, which contradicts the ASEAN countries'
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aspiration to have control over their own straits and waters. Instead, it seems
desirable to the ASEAN countries—and perhaps also to Japan—to cooperate with
Japan in their efforts to increase the naval capabilities of the ASEAN countries, such
as through the transfer of defense-related technology.

ASEAN has supported Ohira's and Suzuki's idea of a comprehensive Japanese
security policy in which Japan contributes to the stability of the Asia Pacific region
in the economic and political field rather than in the military field. This security
policy is in line with the strategies of the ASEAN countries, first, because the poten
tial main threat to their security is believed to originate from within the countries,
which will materialize if these countries fail to develop sucessfully; second, because
the confrontation lines of potential military conflicts in the region, with the excep
tion of Korea, are not well defined as in the case of the European theater.

South Korea-U.S. Relations

The stability of South Korea has improved significantly since the situation two
years ago. President Chun has sucessfully consolidated his government and the
country. The economy has also shown encouraging signs. Earlier problems between
the United States and South Korea, such as the Kim Dae Jung case, have been over
come, and the United States has reaffirmed its commitment to the security of
South Korea.

There are no signs that serious problems will arise in the future, provided that
(1) the United States maintains its ground forces and security commitment as long
as necessary to deter North Korea, especially during the period of change in North
Korea's leadership, which seems to be approaching; (2) the two Koreas continue to
seek for ways to have a dialogue on a gradual reunification; (3) political development
in South Korea proceeds further even though pressures from the Reagan administra
tion have lessened considerably; (4) structural adjustments currently taking place in
South Korea's economy lead to a more sound economy and sustainable growth; and
(5) South Korea expands its economic and political relations, such as with ASEAN,
in order to lessen its political isolation and to reduce its economic dependence on
Japan and the United States.

ASEAN-U.S. Relations

The nature of U.S. relations with ASEAN differ from those with Japan and
South Korea because the latter two countries are considered U.S. allies. U.S. relations

with each of the ASEAN countries differ in intensity. Some ASEAN members have
a defense pact with the United States, directly as in the case of the Philippines or
through the Manila Pact in the case of Thailand. Other countries, such as Indonesia,
Malaysia, and Singapore, adopt a nonaligned foreign policy even though both
Malaysia and Singapore are participants in the Five-Power Defense Arrangement
together with three U.S. allies (Great Britain, Australia, and New Zealand).

In spite of the different relations between the United States and each of the
ASEAN countries and despite the fact that ASEAN does not constitute a defense
pact, U.S. relations with ASEAN are of some importance to both sides because of
many parallel economic and political interests.
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The United States is one of ASEAN's main trading partners, the other being
Japan. In the political field, ASEAN shares a common interest with the United States
and its allies, namely, the maintenance of a stable international order. However, it
is important for the United States to understand that real support from the ASEAN
countries can be expected only if their—and other Third World countries'—
legitimate interests are recognized and appreciated by such an international order.
And ASEAN can play an important role as a vital link in the Reagan administration's
concept of U.S. relations with the Third World.

Initial signals from the Reagan administration are quite encouraging, showing
sufficient sensitivity to structuring economic and political relationship with ASEAN
on the basis of its own merits and not on the basis of an alliance system. There is a
growing appreciation of the nonaligned policies of the ASEAN countries. Likewise,
the nature of threats to and vulnerabilities faced by the ASEAN countries seems to
be appreciated. The United States seems to have accepted ASEAN's analysis that the
main threat to its security is internal in nature, and thus, the United States has been
able to differentiate this regional situation from its global rhetoric on the Soviet
threat to the Third World. In this connection, the United States has supported the
idea and has seen the value of Japan's economic cooperation with the ASEAN coun
tries in the framework of Japan's comprehensive security policy.

There is also the recognition that U.S. economic relations with the ASEAN
countries will by necessity involve some mix of official and private efforts, namely,
ODA and trade and investment, and will not be left to the private sector alone. On
the question of the Law of the Sea Treaty, middle-level officials in the Reagan
administration still believe that ultimately, with some minor modification, the White
House will accept the treaty. One cannot be certain, however, about how the above
policies will evolve in the future. It seems that the ideologues and pragmatists still
have to settle their different perceptions of how to structure U.S. regional relations
with ASEAN and Southeast Asia.

There are three additional problems that deserve attention in the process of
structuring U.S. relations with ASEAN.

1. The ASEAN countries feel that their relations with the United States,

especially in the economic field, have not brought about the concrete results they had
hoped for. In many instances, the United States has been very reluctant to accept
ASEAN's proposals for seeking regional solutions to economic issues, arguing that
the solutions should be sought globally. Many obstacles to increasing U.S.-ASEAN
economic relations also originate with a variety of domestic administrative and
regulatory problems in the United States, such as double taxation, tax deferral, the
antibribery act, and the antitrust act.

2. The ASEAN countries in general, Indonesia and Malaysia in particular, still
view China with some ambivalence. On the one hand, they recognize the importance
of China to the Southeast Asian region because of its geographic location, its size,
its history and culture, and its political clout. But on the other hand, they also
perceive China as the main potential threat for basically the same reasons as above,
aggravated by China's influence over the Communist countries in Southeast Asia, by
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its changing policies on the overseas Chinese, arid by its attitudes toward the
Kampuchean conflict. There needs to be an understanding on the part of the United
States in structuring its relations with China. For example, ASEAN has been much
disturbed by the U.S. decision to sell arms to China.

3. ASEAN aspires to the establishment of a Zone of Peace, Freedom, and
Neutrality for Southeast Asia. Such a regional order recognizes the presence and role
of the great powers in Southeast Asia but without any one of the powers having a
dominating position.

In practice, both the U.S. and Japan's presence will be more pronounced than
that of the other great powers because of ASEAN's intensive relations with them.
The Soviet Union has increased its presence in the region because of the protracted
conflict in Indochina and because it has gained access to military facilities in Cam
Ranh and Danang. However, this increased Soviet presence is not seen as posing a
direct threat to the ASEAN countries as yet.

It is in the interest of ASEAN to find a political solution to the Kampuchean
conflict as soon as possible, first, because this conflict makes the realization of a zone
of peace more difficult. A regional order in Southeast Asia cannot be established
without the participation of a viable Indochina. Second, and foremost, a protracted
conflict in Kampuchea will increase Soviet military presence and will intensify Sino-
Soviet rivalries in the region.

As things stand now, the solution to the Kampuchean conflict will not come
about in the near future because the conflict is not only a regional matter but involves
the great powers—China, the Soviet Union, and the United States. In essence, the
core of the problem is and remains the conflict between China and Vietnam. ASEAN
has been drawn into the present situation because of the spillover of the conflict to
Thailand. The Soviet Union has involved itself because of the opportunity it sees in
the conflict to challenge China in Southeast Asia.

At present, time is on ASEAN's side. The Ad Hoc Committee of the U.N.

International Conference on Kampuchea should be given the opportunity, in the
coming months, to find new ways to solve the conflict. A more clear prospect for a
solution must emerge»in the not too distant future. Without any sign of a solution,
the conflict could extend at any time to the borders of Thailand, would cause greater
sufferings to the Kampuchean people, would create renewed pressures on the
ASEAN countries because of the new influx of refugees from Indochina, and could
greatly destabilize the region as a result of greater direct involvement by the
major powers.

In seeking for a solution to this conflict, ASEAN hopes that the Unites States
will (1) adopt a more flexible attitude toward Vietnam, (2) continue concretely to
support ASEAN efforts in the future to find a political compromise, (3) influence
China to modify its extremely hostile attitude toward Vietnam, (4) together with
Japan and the European Community and ASEAN prepare for an assistanceprogram
for Vietnam, granted that Hanoi also would compromise in the process of coming
to a political solution, and (5) normalize its diplomatic relations with Vietnam.
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The United States and A NZUS

U.S. relations with Australia and New Zealand are without any serious
problem. Thealliance system among these countries hasnot been challenged either
by the respective governments or by public opinion in Australia or New Zealand.
Questions often arisein the Australianpublicas to the termsof U.S. presence, in the
ANZUS framework, in the Indian Ocean. This perhaps is the only issue in need
of clarification.

U.S.'China Relations

The government in Beijing remains uncertain about the Reagan administra
tion's perceptions of U.S.-China relations. The Reagan administration does not see
Chinaeitheras a U.S. allyor asa close friend.Thisattitude was clearly shownduring
Reagan's presidential campaign as well as his subsequent statements once in office.
Generally, both Reagan himself and his close aides do not have an emotional attach
ment to any Communist regime, including China's.

In contrast, the Reagan administration considers Taiwan an old friend, which
it does not want to abandon. Therefore, the Taiwan Relations Act will be
implemented by the Reagan administration including the sales of defensive arms to
Taiwan although it is recognized that U.S.-Taiwan relations will not be raised to a
formal level. The sale of FX fighters—which have some offensive capabilities—in
order to enhance Taiwan's self-confidence provoked PRC reactions, which led to the
political decision by the Reagan administration to sell arms to China as well in order
to balance its relations with China vis-a-vis Taiwan. Although this decision was
meant to be symbolic, that is, to give the impression to China that U.S.-China
relations were still intact and progressing, it caused some apprehension on the side
of the ASEAN countries because of possible implications in the future.

It is important, therefore, that the UnitedStates comeup witha clearerpolicy
on its relations with China. To some extent, the United States still believes that its
relations with China willserve a joint purpose in its dealings with the Soviet Union.
There is a definite needfor the United States to structure a relationshipwithChina,
but such a relationshipshould enhance the stabilityof the Asia Pacific region. It is
felt that U.S.-China relationshavebeen more of a ''one-way street" in China's favor
and that the United States has not made intelligentuseof its leveragetoward China
in order to bring it to its senses, for example, in its attitude toward the solutions
of the Indochina conflict. These all could have serious destabilizing effects
on the region.
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12. U.S. Policy, ASEAN,
and the Kampuchean Crisis

Karl D. Jackson

With all of the precision afforded by hindsight, the day may come when
students of Southeast Asian events will look back on the years 1975-1978 as an all
too brief golden era of regionalism sandwiched between two periods of great power
interference. In the period 1975-1978 the ASEAN concept of the Zone of Peace,
Freedom, and Neutrality (ZOPFAN) appeared on the verge of becoming a
geopolitical reality rather than a futuristic concept. The United States, as the great
power that had made the greatest investment of resources over the preceding two
decades, had, to a large extent, opted out of the region as a result of the paralysis
of political will produced by bitter domestic political divisions surrounding the
Vietnam War.

From having devoted a tremendous proportion of its foreign policy resources
to the mainland of Southeast Asia, the United States rapidly withdrew both its
material and psychological commitments to the area. As Communist armies
triumphed in Phnom Penh, Saigon, and Vietiane, the corridors of power in
Washington, D.C., echoed with the phrase ''no more Vietnams," which meant that
the remaining friendly nations in Southeast Asia might sink or swim but they would
do so on their own; any American assistance would be either rhetorical or
in the form of minimal economic assistance or small-scale foreign military
sales credits.

In the Pentagon and the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) even analytic
attention to the evolution of Indochina was largely withdrawn. In the early summer
of 1977 an old Vietnam hand at the CIA indicated that there was not a single
analyst at its headquarters working full time on Vietnam. Further, the chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff reportedly eschewed any interest in being briefed about
Indochina. The scope of the psychological rejection of the area is illustrated
in his reported comment: "I don't want to know what the bad hats are doing
to the bad hats." Likewise, in real terms, the American military presence on the
mainland of Southeast Asia was reduced to nearly zero by the closing, at Thai
request, of U.S. air bases in Thailand. Finally, at the start of the Carter admin
istration, there was even some talk that the United States might also withdraw its
direct presence from the Philippines if negotiations over the Subic Bay and Clark
Field bases became too difficult.

Regarding the Soviet side, articles were written by Americans indicating that
Southeast Asia was a low priority area for the Soviet Union also. Analyses deempha-
sized Soviet activities in Vietnam, ignored published estimates of large-scale Soviet
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assistance to Vietnam,' and deprecated anyone old-fashioned enough to think that
the Vietnamese would ever make bases such as those at Cam Ranh Bay or Danang
available to Soviet military forces. All early reports of Soviet activity at Cam Ranh
Bay were depreciated, and even the first major post-1975 Soviet military airlift into
Vietnam, which occurred in the summer of 1978, was studiously ignored by observers
within and outside Southeast Asia.

The perception that prevailed almost universally was that Vietnam was too wily
to take sides in the Sino-Soviet dispute and too completely oriented toward its own
economic reconstruction and development to be anything but a benign influence on
the future of Southeast Asia.^ Furthermore, Vietnam had joined the World Bank and
the International Monetary Fund, had promulgated a foreign investment code, and
had accepted various diplomatic missions from the United States. Most analysts
during this period from 1975 through most of 1978 expected peace and stability,
which would provide a positive environment for growth of pan-regional institutions
and supply no pretext whatever for a recall to arms, with contending superpowers
supporting competing groups of states.

In the 1975-1978 period the only major power recognized as meddling on even
a moderate level in mainland Southeast Asia was the People's Republic of China. The
PRC was the major source of external assistance, trade, and military aid for Pol Pot's
Kampuchea. It was well known that Chinese advisers were afoot in Kampuchea and
that China was bankrolling Democratic Kampuchea's limited foreign trade
purchases. In addition, China remained unwilling to abandon completely its ties with
insurgent Communist parties in Burma, Thailand, Malaysia, and Indonesia.^
However, even these signs of Chinese intrusiveness were not considered to be a major
factor because they paled in comparison with the massive flow of American, Soviet,
and Chinese military and economic aid that characterized the closing decade of the
Second Indochina War. Furthermore, signs of Chinese intrusiveness were balanced
by indications that China itself might be turning inward to concentrate on domestic
reforms after the demise of Mao.

With America having withdrawn in psychological tatters from mainland
Southeast Asia, with China daily becoming more inner-directed, and with the Soviet
Union perceived as a far-off, basically disinterested, diplomatically maladroit power,
the time was ripe for regionalism. ZOPFAN was originally adopted as the overall
goal of the ASEAN countries in 1971. With the Bali Summit of 1976 and subsequent
high-level meetings, ASEAN took on renewed vigor. Each ASEAN country
established diplomatic relations with the new governments in Hanoi, Phnom Penh,
and Vientiane. Trade and foreign assistance agreements to aid Vietnamese

1. See estimates of aid to Vietnam in the National Basic Intelligence Factbook, January 1978 (Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1978), p. 222.

2. See Joseph J. Zasloff and MacAlister Brown, Communist Indochina and U.S. Foreign Policy: Post
War Realities {^o\\\dcxy Colo.: Westview Press, 1978).

3. William R. Heaton, "China and Southeast Asian Communist Movements: The Decline of Dual Track

Diplomacy," Asian Survey 11{^) (Aug. 1982).
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reconstruction wereenvisagedby severalASEAN states, and optimistic discussions
revolved around whether the new Socialist powers could be enticed to join ASEAN
or whether some new pan-regional institution would be necessary. In any case, a
future dominated by regional solutions to regional problems with minimal great
power intrusion seemed in the offing.

Domestic Sources of Divergent National Interests, 1975-1978

In this era of regionalism, quite separate, domestically derived perceptions of
national interest precluded any deep sense of alliance extending beyond the symbolic
level. Powerful, primarily domestic, political pressures within each ASEAN country
combined with the relatively pacific regional environment to allow each nation the
luxury of policy perceptions that contradicted those held by other ASEAN countries.
Malaysia and Indonesia perceived China as the chief long-term threat to the security
and stability of Southeast Asia whereas Thailand and Singapore were less instinc
tively hostile toward the PRC.

In Malaysia the communal division between overseas Chinese and indigenous
Malays has been the vital ignition point for fundamental political conflict. The prin
cipal problem of political engineering facing independent Malaysia has revolved
around holding together a fragile multicommunal alliance in the context of rapid
economic development and social change. Although economic growth has been rapid
in postwar Malaysia, success itself has emphasized the problems of intercommunal
distribution of economic benefits among the racial groupings. Furthermore, the
predominant role played by the Chinese minority in the Communist insurrection of
the 1950s, the outbreak of communal rioting in 1969, and the prospect of further
clandestine support from China for the Communist Party of Malaysia have never
been far from the minds of prominent Malaysian political leaders.

Finally, China has been perceived as an enormous country of 1 billion people,
and concerns about China's size are coupled in Malay perceptions with apprehen
sion concerning the unpredictable quality of Chinese political behavior over the past
twenty years. In contrast, the U.S.S.R. is perceived as distant and less likely to
meddle directly in Malaysian internal affairs. Except under extraordinary inter
national circumstances, Malaysia's policy orientations have stressed fear of China
and the need to prevent China from becoming an intrusive force in the politics of
Southeast Asia.

Similarly, in the Indonesian political context, at least since the events of
September 30, 1965, strong pressures have existed favoring a policy of antipathy of
and hostility toward the PRC. Although only 3 million Indonesians are ethnically
Chinese, they continue to be prominent in commerce and, as a result, are often feared
and despised by Indonesians. Anti-Chinese racial prejudice exists even at highest
social levels and has not been softened by the fact that most Indonesian Chinese are
more Indonesian than Chinese in language and lifestyle. Under the New Order, the
Chinese have become more conspicious than ever in big business. Opposition to the
Suharto government's economic growth policies often takes an anti-Chinese hue, and
the government has responded with policies designed to encourage indigenous
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Indonesian businessmen. Diplomatic relations with the PRC were severed following
the events of 1965-1966 that saw the destruction of the Indonesian Communist party.
These relations have yet to be restored because prominent Indonesian decision
makers believe the PRC was involved in the abortive 1965coup and because they con
tinue to believe in potential Chinese support for clandestine activity in Indonesia.
General antipathy toward China combines with a positive image of the Vietnamese
revolution as primarily a nationalist, anticolonial movement similar to Indonesia's
own struggle to gain independence from the Dutch. Indonesian antipathy toward
China is deeply rooted and has led officials and opinion makers alike to welcome the
prospect of a strong, united Vietnam serving as a buffer to long-range Chinese
domination of the Southeast Asian area. Even though Indonesian strategic thinking
does not spell out precisely how and in which circumstances Vietnam would shield
Southeast Asia from Chinese economic, political, and military encroachment,
Indonesia wants to preserve a strong and independent Vietnam and has been the
closest approximation to a''friend of Vietnam" within the ASEAN community. Far
from fearing Vietnamese power, Indonesia, within reason, has been prepared to
welcome it as a means of keeping China off balance and of preserving prospects for
the ZOPFAN ideal.

The foreign policy of Thailand traditionally has been characterized as the
politics of accommodation rather than of confrontation. With the fall of
Washington-supported governments and the evident eclipse of American power in
the area in 1975, Thailand rapidly readjusted its pattern of international relations by
requesting the withdrawal of U.S. bases, opening relations with Vietnam and
Democratic Kampuchea, expanding relations with China, and making positive but
limited advances toward the Soviet Union. The whole policy prior to the summer of
1978 was based on diplomatic accommodation rather than on reliance on military
means. Intensive interviews with a representative sample of the Thai foreign policy
elite in early 1978 revealed the following perceptions to be dominant.

1. Vietnam would prove a benign influence in Southeast Asia after an initial
period of somewhat chilly diplomatic relations. Thailand's external security problem
had been solved for at least fifteen years because Vietnam would concentrate on
reconstruction and consolidation of the South after thirty years of warfare. In any
case, Vietnam obviously lacked the internal capability to achieve both economic
development and territorial expansion simultaneously, and, therefore, it would con
centrate on its own internal development.

2. Vietnam's border problem with Pol Pot's Kampuchea would not lead to a
full-fledged Vietnamese invasion because this would arouse Khmer nationalism,
involve the Vietnamese in protracted counterinsurgency warfare, increase the danger
of war with China, and jeopardize Vietnam's relationship with Thailand and with
ASEAN in general.

3. The Soviet Union was not giving significant amounts of economic or military
assistance to Vietnam, and, therefore, Vietnam's capabilities were not being arti
ficially enhanced by outside inputs; Vietnam had not fought for thirty years to gain
its independence from foreign domination in order to become a dependency of the
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Soviet Union; Vietnamese nationalism would never tolerate Soviet utilization of
former American military bases in Vietnam. Finally, the Soviet Union wasa far-off
land with only marginal significance to the security calculations of Thailand.

4. In the wake of the Cultural Revolution, China would become more inner-
directed; state-to-state relations would take precedence over party-to-party relations,
and Chinese support for Communist insurgencies inside Thailand would either
stabilize or decline; China-Vietnam relations would remain cool but correct; China
would not threaten the stability of Southeast Asia.

5. The United States under President Carter had withdrawn psychologically
from Southeast Asia and could not be depended upon in any crisis threatening Thai
national sovereignty; Thailand was on its own and better off as a result.

6. The peace and stability of Southeast Asia would be assured either by
settling all conflicts locally through bilateral negotiations on the model of the infor
mal settlement worked to cool the Thai-Kampuchean border dispute of 1977-1978
or by utilizing the regional institutions set up by ASEAN.

The Transformative Effect of International Events in Late 1978 and 1979

International events in late 1978 and early 1979 rapidly eroded the perceptions
previously held by the ASEAN elites. The hoped for era of regionalism enshrined in
ZOPFAN was reduced to symbolic status by the following hard realities: (1)
Vietnam's adoption of a pro-Soviet position in the Sino-Soviet dispute and its inva
sion of Kampuchea with Soviet connivance and assistance, (2) the Southeast Asian
refugee crisis of 1979-1980, (3) China's punitive expedition against Vietnam int early
1979 and the resulting increase in Soviet military assistance to Vietnam, and (4) the
Soviet Union's de facto acquisition of military base facilities in Vietnam. These
ontoward events simply cut the ground from beneath proponents of purely regional
solutions to Southeast Asian problems. The anti-Chinese inclinations of Indonesia
and Malaysia certainly did not disappear but they became more muted, and
Thailand's perceptions of its ability to master the post-1975 world by compromise
and strictly diplomatic means alone were shattered.

In retrospect it is perhaps easy to see that Thailand's initial optimism about
peaceful coexistence in Southeast Asia was misplaced. However, the perceptions and
actions of other Southeast Asian nations were also dramatically altered during the
summer of 1978 when Vietnam joined COMECON, received new Soviet military aid,
moved rapidly to full military mobilization, began expelling hundreds of thousands
of refugees, and occupied the critical road junctions well within Kampuchea. The
signing of the Soviet-Vietnamese Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation on
November 3, 1978, was followed by a rapid series of political and military moves
culminating in the all-out invasion of Kampuchea on December 25, 1978. The Pol
Pot government was swiftly driven from Phnom Penh and other cities, but the
invasion did not stop until all of Kampuchea's territory had been brought under
direct Vietnamese military control.

The first casualties of the unlimited Vietnamese offensive were ASEAN percep
tions that Vietnam would prove a benign force in Southeast Asia, more interested
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in its own economic development than in territorial aggrandizement. A second
misperception held by ASEAN elites that was swept aside by the new reality was that
the Soviet Union was only marginally involved in the affairs of post-1975 Vietnam.
As a result of an indecently brief time interval between the November treaty with the
Soviet Union and the December invasion of Kampuchea, as well as the part played
by Soviet military aid and air lift capacity during the early months of the occupation
of Kampuchea, ASEAN perceptions of Soviet noninvolvement evaporated. Soviet
naval activity and stepped-up military assistance to Vietnam during the February
1979 Chinese punitive invasion and thereafter further solidified ASEAN perceptions
that Vietnamese activities in Southeast Asia would be impossible without active
Soviet backing and that the Soviet Union bore a major responsibility for initiating
the train of events leading to the destabilization of Southeast Asia. The change in
perceptions was particularly striking in Thailand. Whereas in early 1978 there had
been little awareness of any significant Soviet military or economic assistance,
awareness of a decisive Soviet presence increased rapidly with the events of late 1978
and 1979. Thailand perceived itself threatened by the new situation in Kampuchea,
not because of communism per se but because Thailand's traditional buffer state,
Kampuchea, has been subsumed by its traditional enemy, Vietnam.

The third factor decreasing the prospects for accommodation between ASEAN
and Vietnam under a ZOPFAN rubric was that Vietnam chose to conquer all of
Kampuchea rather than creating a cordon sanitaire by seizing only Phnom Penh and
the provinces east of the Mekong. Seizure of eastern Kampuchea would have brought
protests but would not have threatened Thai national security in a fundamental way
because a substantial no-man's-land would have existed between Vietnamese troop
encampments and the Thai border. Instead, Vietnamese troops spread throughout
the country and concentrated heavily in western Kampuchea opposite the Thai
border. Furthermore, on June 23, 1980, there was a substantial incursion by
Vietnamese regulars into Thai territory. This and subsequent, smaller but more fre
quent, incursions have made it increasingly difficult for Indonesia and Malaysia to
hold against Thailand and Singapore's insistence on taking a very hard line with the
Vietnamese. Attacks from without have led to greater ASEAN unity supporting the
Thai position rather than to the panic and disunity that Vietnam might have
sought to engender.

The fourth linchpin of regionalism to give way was the image of China as inner-
directed. The ASEAN powers drew diverse and contradictory lessons from China's
brief but devastating '^pedagogical war" against Vietnam. Not only did the war
reveal the U.S.S.R. to be playing a much larger than anticipated role in Southeast
Asia, but it displayed a powerful and stubborn China, which was unwilling to allow
events in peninsular Southeast Asia to develop to China's disadvantage.

To Malaysia and Indonesia the Chinese invasion confirmed their worst fears
about China's using its mass of military manpower to control the foreign policies of
independent Southeast Asian nations. For Thailand the pedagogical war taught
another, quite opposite, lesson, namely, that only China, not the United States, could
be depended upon to shed blood and expend treasure to slow 'the expansion of
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Thailand's traditional enemy, Vietnam. Regardless of the lesson learned by each
ASEAN country individually, the invasion proved that Southeast Asia would not be
able to exclude major outside powers from Southeast Asian conflicts: the China fac
tor refused to go away, the Soviets had arrived to stay, and the violence of the com
petitors and their allies made a mockery of the concepts of peace and neutrality so
dear to the hearts of ZOPFAN advocates. The events of late 1978 and 1979 have

repolarized Southeast Asia, not along a 1960s-style division of East versus West but
in a local version of a centuries-old process that features Soviets seeking influence
and bases in the East, in a traditional domain of the Middle Kingdom. Although the
ideological rhetoric of the cold war has become muted and even though the interna
tional alignment has been transformed almost completely from what it had been a
decade earlier, the ASEAN countries rediscovered that Southeast Asia now, as ever,
attracts an excessive number of outside powers seeking influence through politico-
military means.

Finally, the refugee exodus from Vietnam, Laos, and Kampuchea during 1978-
1980 required an international rather than a regional solution. Malaysia and Thailand
perceived the refugees to be a significant threat to their internal social and political
stability and held Vietnam to be primarily accountable. Internationally sponsored
famine relief combined with the acceptance of very large numbers of refugees for set
tlement in third countries such as the United States, Australia, and France again
brought in outside powers to solve a Southeast Asian problem.

Note should also be made of ASEAN activities that added to polarization
between ASEAN and Vietnam. Universal condemnation of the Pol Pot regime's
legendary brutality may have convinced Vietnamese decision makers to expect
applause rather than opprobrium for decisive intervention in Kampuchea;
international censure in return for doing a service for humanity was probably
not the international response anticipated by Vietnamese decision makers.
Vietnamese policymakers, and perhaps some of their Soviet counterparts, probably
felt that a new international moral standard was being applied unfairly to them alone.
Clearly, Vietnam in the opening phases of the crisis missed a golden opportunity
to diffuse international criticism when it did not give a definite date for the
withdrawal of Vietnamese troops and the restoration of full Kampuchean
sovereignty. By making withdrawal contingent upon the decline of the Chinese threat
in general, Vietnam telegraphed its intention to remain in Kampuchea even after
destroying Pol Pot.

The absence of a telling rebuke to China for its brief but devastating invasion
of Vietnam was probably perceived by Vietnam as another application of double
standard by ASEAN and the West. Likewise, Vietnam was condemned for encourag
ing the departure of refugees in 1978 and 1979; however, at both an earlier andlater
date Vietnam was condemned for using force to prevent refugees from escaping.
Most important of all, Vietnam obviously resents the military and economic
assistance that continues to flow from China through Thailand to the Pol Pot and
united front groups on the Thai-Kampuchean border. Vietnamese decision makers
understandably perceive their own inability after four dry seasons to wipe out their
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Kampuchean opponents to bea direct function of the aid and assistance flowing
acrossthe Thai border. If the operatingcapacities of the anti-Heng Samrinforces
continue to berebuilt with outside resources during each successive rainy season, one
canexpect that the Vietnamese temptation to mount majoroperations to destroy the
sanctuaries and supplies in Thailand will also grow.

The Search for Solutions

With the importance of ZOPFAN having been reduced bythe forceful reentry
of themajor powers intoSoutheast Asian affairs, a variety ofsolutions has been pro
posed for the Kampuchean problem by Vietnam, ASEAN, China, and the United
States. Vietnam had put forward repeated proposals for a regional conference
between ASEAN and the Indochina governments (including especially the Heng
Samringovernment). In addition, Hanoi has heldout prospects for nonaggression
pacts, partial Vietnamese troop withdrawal, and Vietnamese endorsement of
ZOPFAN. However, each of these enticements would be available only through
regional negotiations between ASEANand the "Indochina UnityBloc" which would
mean that ASEAN, before the negotiating had begun, would have granted de facto
diplomaticlegitimacy to HengSamrinand to the presence of Vietnamese troops in
Kampuchea.^ There have been repeated bilateral contacts between individual
ASEAN countries and Vietnam, most notably between Indonesia and Vietnam and
between Malaysia and Vietnam. In none of these ministerial level contacts with the
most sympathetic ASEAN governments has Vietnam indicated any willingness to
accept a compromise if it entailed complete and permanent withdrawal of
Vietnamesetroops from Kampuchea. Given the frequency of contact with Vietnam
through Malaysia and Indonesia and the uniformly uncompromising nature of
Vietnam's position, it is hardly surprising that ASEAN has not been eager to
participate in a regional conference.

Moscow and Hanoi are unlikely to be interested in a compromise solution for
some time to come. Hanoi and Phnom Penh have repeatedly stated that the situa
tion is "irreversible" and denythe existence of "a Kampuchean problem." Creation
of a neutral, nonaligned Kampuchea (even if not alliedwithChina)wouldprobably
continue to be unacceptable to the Vietnamese leadership as long as it believes that
complete victory is possible. Although the expensesassociated with maintaining a
de facto Indochina Federation continue to escalate, the attempt to subjugate
Kampuchea has been just successful enough to convince policymakers that there is "a
light at the end of the tunnel," that complete pacification may eventually be within
reach if only enough Vietnamese conscripts and Soviet assistance are devoted to the
enterprise. After the Vietnam experience, most Americanobservers wouldbe highly
skeptical about such an optimistic prognosis especiallyif Chinese support continued
to be available to Democratic Kampuchea and other forces. The American public
eventually concluded that too much blood and treasure would be required to reach

4. See Justus M. van der Kroef, "Kampuchea: The Diplomatic Labyrinth," Asian Survey
22(10) (Oct. 1982).
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the end of its Vietnam tunnel. Even though the threshold beyond which Vietnamese
policymakers will not go to pacify Kampuchea is undoubtedly much higher than the
corresponding American one ever was, sometime during the next decade a threshold
will be reached as the fighting drags on endlessly and the prospects for bettering life
within Vietnam continue to slip away. Only at such a time, and probably in the midst
of a major intergenerational change in the Vietnamese leadership, is it conceivable
that Vietnam will contemplate settling for less than total victory.

ASEAN's responses to the crisis have included several different formulations
and a variety of tactics. ASEAN has consistently sought to deny international recog
nition to the Vietnamese subjugation of Kampuchea. With the support of China and
the United States, ASEAN has proven itself to be a potent diplomatic coalition by
consistently winning support in the U.N. General Assembly for continued recogni
tion of Democratic Kampuchea as the sole legal representative of Kampuchea.^ The
string of diplomatic victories at the United Nations and in the nonaligned movement
is all the more impressive given the bonafide genocidal past of the Pol Pot regime,
which vastly complicated mobilizing votes to maintain international recognition.
Throughout all the maneuvering, ASEAN, as a coalition, has demanded the com
plete withdrawal of all Vietnamese forces and the restoration of Kampuchean
sovereignty. Further, there has been an enduring consensus within ASEAN that
Thailand must be supported psychologically and materially and that Thailand's
wishes, at any given time, must receive priority in the ASEAN decision-making pro
cess. Obviously, differences exist among the ASEAN governments, but in the end,
after proposals and counterproposals have been aired in the press by various govern
ment spokesmen, the ASEAN governments (including Indonesia and Malaysia) have
consistently closed ranks behind Thailand and the ASEAN demands for Vietnamese
withdrawal and the restoration of Kampuchean sovereignty.

The diplomatic activities of ASEAN have not ignored the legitimate security
interests of Vietnam because of the influence of Malaysia and Indonesia within
ASEAN and because Singapore, Thailand, and the Philippines know that any mean
ingful settlement must be a political compromise. The ASEAN countries realize that
the prospects for a straightforward military victory over Vietnam in Kampuchea are
so dim as to be inconsequential. The only realistic hope for the anti-Heng Samrin
resistance is to deny Vietnamese forces a complete victory and in doing so to play for
time and hope that a major Sino-Vietnamese reconciliation or some other develop
ment will convince Hanoi to compromise and allow a partial restoration of
Kampuchean sovereignty. The search for a political compromise has caused ASEAN
to be much more concerned than China with drawing Vietnam into genuine dialogue.
The seriousness of the ASEAN commitment to compromise is illustrated by the con
trast between the negotiation position determined at the ASEAN foreign ministers con
ference in Manila, June 17-20, 1981, and the uncompromising anti-Vietnamese and
pro-Khmer Rouge positions adopted one month later under pressure from China and

5. See Lau Teik Soon, "ASEAN and the Cambodian Problem," Asian Survey 22(6) (June 1982).
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the United States at the International Conference on Kampuchea (ICK) in New York,
July 13-17, 1981.

The ASEAN position at Manila called for withdrawal of all Vietnamese forces, a
U.N. peace-keeping force, disarmament of all Khmer factions, and an interim adminis
tration to organize free elections.®In addition, the communique as well as statements
by the foreign ministers of Indonesia, Malaysia, Thailand, and Singapore urged Viet
nam to participate in the ICK meeting and tried to assure Vietnam that the intent of the
ICK would be to find a mutually acceptable solution.' The results of the ICK differed
markedly from the original ASEAN vision. The U.N. peace-keeping force became a
''peace-keeping force/observer group." Instead of immediate disarmament of all
Khmer factions, the final ICK communique supported "appropriate arrangements to
ensure that armed Kampuchean factions will not prevent or disrupt the holding of free
elections.'' Likewise, the idea of an interim administration disappeared in New York
and was replaced by a vague set of "appropriate measures for the maintenance of law
and order." Only a token olive branch was extended toward Vietnam by a statement
that "the legitimate security concerns of all states of the region" must be respected and
any future elected government should "not pose a threat to or be used against the secur
ity... of other states, especially those sharing a common border with Kampuchea."®

What happened in New York was that China, with strong diplomatic support
from the United States, brushed aside conciliatory ASEAN positions meant to entice
the Vietnamese into serious negotiations. The Chinese seemed intent on preserving the
possibility that their Khmer Rouge allies might actually return to power in Phnom Penh
in the event of a Vietnamese withdrawal. This appeared to be China's reason for op
posing immediate disarmament of all Khmer factions and the institution of an interim
administration. ASEAN representatives at the conference proposed that all Khmer fac
tions be allowed to participate, including Son Sann, Sihanouk, and Heng Samrin
representatives. This move was blocked by PRC objections.

The differences between China and ASEAN within the working group were so
substantial that a situation was barely avoided in which China would have been out
voted in public by ASEAN. Such an outcome might have wrecked the conference and
would certainly have reduced its impact on Vietnam. U.S.-China relations at the time
were already beginning to be strained by Chinese sensitivities over proposed U.S. arms
sales to Taiwan. When forced to choose between supporting the ASEAN's Manila
position and risking a conference breakdown as well as further exacerbating U.S.
bilateral relations with China, the United States threw its full weight behind the com
promise communique which favored China and the Khmer Rouge.^ In tilting toward
China, the United States sacrificed ASEAN's interest in finding a political solution.

6. Nayan Chanda, "Haig Turns the Screw," Far Eastern Economic RevJuly 26, 1981,pp. 10-12.

7. SeeForeign Broadcast Information Service,Daily Report, Asia and Pacific, June 17,1981, p. Ol; June 19,
1981, p. A2; June23, 1981, p. Nl.

8. SeeUnitedNations,GeneralAssembly document''International Conferenceon Kampuchea," July 17,1981.

9. Nayan Chanda, "Agreement to Disagree," Far Eastern Economic Review, July 24, 1981, pp. 13-14;
Foreign Broadcast Information Service, "Kampuchea Conference Draft Declaration Revised," Daily
Report, Asia and Pacific, July 17, 1981, p. Al.
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Once again, the PRC proved itself adept at playing' 'the American card'' as a result of
the Taiwan issue and the leverage resulting from its position as the sole supplier ofmoney
and arms to the various anti-Heng Samrin forces in Kampuchea. As Pike noted: "Mor
ality vs. realism in foreign affairs collided head-on in New York, and morality lost."

Furthermore, the ICK communique, if taken at face value, could not possibly
serve the long-term policy for either ASEAN or the United States. A cease-fire and im
mediate withdrawal by the Vietnamese army would risk the reestablishment of Pol Pot
in Phnom Penh. Preventing such an eventuality would require a large U.N. peace
keeping force, perhaps 10,000 soldiers, and this is probably beyond the realm of
possibility. Furthermore, unless a large peace-keeping force plans to stay in Kampuchea
for several years, the government placed in power by free elections might
immediately be displaced by armed Pol Pot remnants, thereby returning the
Kampuchean people into the hands of an unacceptable government that Vietnam
would perceive as a direct threat to its national security. In addition, one wonders about
the utility of holding a democratic election in a country so recently visited by virtually
every political, military, and economic pathology that man has proven capable of
inventing. Most educated Kampucheans are dead, have fled, or have been tainted by
working for the Vietnamese. Without an interim government designated through in
ternational negotiation, election outcomes would be unpredictable and therefore an
unacceptable basis for solving the conflict.

Beijing takes a very long view of the Kampuchean crisis, believing that
"bleeding" Vietnam will eventually bring internal policy changes that will resolve the
Kampuchean situation as part of an overall solution to Sino-Vietnamese difficulties,
which would, among other things, require Vietnam to dissolve its alliance with the
Soviet Union. The asymmetries of guerrilla warfare being what they are, the present
Chinese leadership thinks it can force Vietnam to maintain 200,000-250,000 troops in
Kampuchea and Laos at a minimal cost to China. By simultaneously maintaining a
state of constant insecurity on the Sino-Vietnamese border, the PRC might hope to
foster a further deterioration of economic conditions and political morale in Vietnam.
Chinese assumptions differ from the assumptions that underpinned American attempts
to influence the Vietnamese leadership during the 1960s and 1970s. The PRC strategy
foresees maintaining economic, political, and military pressure for decades, if
necessary, rather than expecting to force Vietnam to the bargaining table in a matter
of days or months. China may reason that even if the Vietnamese leadership refuses
to abandon the Soviet alliance and to return to its "correct" relationship with China,
Vietnam will become so debilitated economically that it will strain Soviet international
resources to an even greater extent than is already the case.

Policy Alternatives for the United States

At present three alternative strategies are available to the United States in
Southeast Asia: unconditional rapprochement with Vietnam following China's lead
in bleeding Vietnam or supporting ASEAN policy initiatives.

10. Douglas Pike, "Vietnam in 1981: Biting the Bullet," Asian Survey 22(1) (January 1982): 75.
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Rapprochement with Vietnam
Unconditional rapprochement with Vietnam would entail legitimizing

Vietnamese activities in Kampuchea, normalizing diplomatic relations, lifting the
trade embargo, allowing American companies to invest in Vietnam, and relaxing
American objections to aid to Vietnam from multilateral institutions such as the
UnitedNations, the International Monetary Fund, theAsiaDevelopment Bank,and
the World Bank. Proponents of unconditionalrapprochement also look forward to
eventual American economic assistance to Vietnam. The prime rationale for this
policy would be its supposed ability to halt the expansion of Soviet influence and to
curtail access to base facilities throughout Indochina. According to this scenario the
current Vietnamese leadership wouldgrant useof the basesto the SovietUnion only
with extreme reluctance.

If the United States stopped supporting Chinese efforts to bleed Vietnam, Thai
efforts to enhance the insurgency in Kampuchea, and worldwide efforts to isolate
Vietnamdiplomatically,Hanoi would diminishits dependenceon the U.S.S.R., cur
tail Soviet base use, and assume a peaceful stance toward its Southeast Asian
neighborsafter achieving full control in Laos and Kampuchea.The premises under
pinning this lineof reasoningare at bestunprovenand at worst tragically naive.The
argument assumes the Vietnam is either an unwilling or unwitting ally of the Soviet
Union. Vietnam'sleadership after forty yearsin powerhassupposedly beenpushed
against its will into a tight alliance with the Soviet Union by the actions first of
Democratic Kampuchea, thenof theUnitedStates,and finally of the PRC. Helpless
Vietnam was forced to senda vastarmyto occupy Kampuchea permanently, forced
into abject dependence on the Soviet Union by an unreasonable American reluctance
to pay reparations, and forced into COMECON and a military alliance with the
SovietUnion by hostilities inexplicably perpetrated upon Vietnam by China.

This scenario might have more credibility if Vietnam werea militarilyweak,
diplomatically inept, newly independent country run by a group of inexperienced
politicians in a desperate search for allies. Instead, Vietnam, at the time it made its
fateful decisions in 1977 and 1978, was a powerful and established country ledbyan
experienced and dedicatedLeninist elitethat probablydecided to allywith the Soviet
Unionbecause the U.S.S.R.is(1) themostpowerful nationintheCommunist world,
and hence an ideologically compatible model; (2) the established adversary of
Vietnam's most dangerous traditional enemy, China; and (3) thewilling supplier of
the massive resources required by Vietnam to carry out its own policy designs in
Kampuchea and Laos. If Vietnam chose to ally with the Soviet Union because of
ideological commonalities or out of enmity toward China, the United States cannot
hope to compete successfully with theSoviet Union onthebasis of either ideological
attractiveness or hostility toward the Chinese.

Likewise, only the Soviets can be depended upon to provide the military
technology and resources necessary to a Vietnamese victory against the insurgents
inKampuchea andLaos. Vietnam's dependence ontheSoviet Union grows notjust
from the absence of American diplomatic recognition and trade but also from the
inappropriate and unproductive economic system chosen byits leadership. Thelevel
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of economic dependence on the U.S.S.R. for basic commodities, such as food grain
and petroleum products, would not magically evaporate with the arrival of an
American ambassador in Hanoi. To purchase the loyalty of Vietnam from the Soviet
Union (if one assumes, as I do not, that Vietnameseloyalty is for sale)would require
at least several billion dollars per year. Under the Carter administration it was dif
ficult to imagine the circumstances under which Congress might approve even modest
aid for Vietnam; without large-scale aid from the United States, it would be implaus
ible and irrational for Vietnam to make a major switch away from dependence on
the Soviet Union.

The strategy of immediate rapprochement assumes that after the successful
conquest of Kampuchea, Vietnam will leave Thailand in peace, neither crossing its
borders nor supplying a Vietnamese wing of the Thai Communist movement. This
assumption ignores the traditional rivalry between Vietnam and Thailand, which
antedates the colonial era. Furthermore, without benefit of significant evidence, it
assumes that Vietnamese leadership is prone to ideological infidelity. Having fought
for decades to expand communism, not only within Vietnam but also into
Kampuchea and Laos, will these leaders suddenly turn their backs completely on their
responsibilities toward proletarian internationalism and refuse to assist their Thai
brethren? In view of the minimal costs involved in making something significant out
of the Thai Communist party, would it be either rational or comradely for the heirs of
Ho Chi Minh not to make matters more difficult for Thailand, a traditional enemy
that has allied repeatedly with Vietnam's enemies over the past several decades? At the
very least, a complete Vietnamese victory would allow them to consolidate control and
give them the capability, if they so desired, to put greater pressure on Thailand.

Adopting an immediate rapprochement with Vietnam would also entail signifi
cant international costs for the United States. First, abandoning the attempt to
restore Kampuchean sovereignty would represent a direct and substantial break with
China. This, combined with difficulties over Taiwan, might cause Beijing to fecon-
sider the entire alignment with Washington. Second, recognition of de facto
Vietnamese suzerainty in Kampuchea would remove much of the glue that has held
ASEAN together. If Thailand chose to follow the American lead, the rationale for
Beijing's current restraint in supporting the Thai and Malaysian Communist parties
would be removed. Alternately, Thailand might reject the American policy lead and
become an outright ally of the PRC, thereby diminishing long-term prospects for
peace between Vietnam and Thailand as well as fundamentally alienating Indonesia
and Malaysia. Third, an immediate American rapprochement with Vietnam over
Kampuchea would significantly raise the risks for Thailand and probably, therefore,
the costs to the United States. In contrast, the present situation, with China and
Vietnam at loggerheads, is relatively inexpensive for ASEAN and the United States.

A Joint U.S.-PRC Policy
The second major policy alternative for the United States is to follow the

Chinese lead in bleeding Vietnam white. The major problem with adopting this
strategy is its incompatibility with most American and ASEAN objectives. First, if
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the policy succeeded and Vietnam withdrew, the Pol Pot forces would probably
return to power. Such an eventuality would fundamentally threaten Vietnamese
security interests and would be wholly unacceptable to American and world opinion.
Second, long-run reliance on the Khmer Rouge alone is likely to fail as an interna
tional strategy. Even with Chinese aid continuing to flow over the Thai border, the
Vietnamese army should be able to maintain enough security to convince far-away
governments to recognize the Heng Samrin government, especially as the years slip
by. Although the diplomatic tactics of the U.S., ASEAN, and China have worked
well to date, continuing to support the Khmer Rouge will become increasingly dif
ficult. Third, China remains the only major source of money and weapons for anti-
Heng Samrin forces. This means that China, which favors a return to power by Pol
Pot, can ensure that factions affiliated with Sihanouk, Son Sann, or anyone else will
never receive enough assistance to become more than window dressing for the Khmer
Rouge. Even if Son Sann and Sihanouk joined the Khmer Rouge in a united front,
without a non-Chinese source of weapons and money. Son Sann and Sihanouk will
simply be front men, maintaining the international respectability of a Chinese-
affiliated and Khmer Rouge-dominated resistance. Fourth, the ICK, viewed in
retrospect, shows that Chinese, American, and ASEAN interests diverge in signifi
cant ways regarding Kampuchea, and, in the future, the United States should avoid
making its policy in Southeast Asia a hostage to the ups and downs of the U.S.-China
bilateral relationship. Fifth, the virtually permanent hostility against Vietnam im
plied by the Chinese strategy does not serve U.S. interests because an unbending
policy leaves Vietnam with no alternative but to fight on in Kampuchea. If there are
no prospects for compromise visible on the ASEAN-U.S. side, there will be no incen
tive for new leaders coming to the forefront in Vietnam to consider adopting more
moderate policies. Finally, a position of implacable, long-term hostility toward
Vietnam leaves no alternative to permanent dependence on the Soviet Union. Even
though the probability of Vietnam's becoming ''another Egypt" is very low, a policy
that leaves no openings whatever is simply too inflexible.

Toward a U.S.-ASEAN Policy
American policy since the ICK meeting has backed away from what appeared

to be an adoption of the long-term Chinese strategy of permanently isolating and
bleeding Vietnam. American policymakers have repeatedly stated that U.S. policy
will follow ASEAN's initiatives rather than China's lead. However, assuring a
reasonable chance of success for an ASEAN-U.S. policy would require significant
U.S. policy changes, including: (1) a modest increase in the U.S. commitment to Son
Sann, Sihanouk, and Thailand; (2) official firmness toward Vietnam paired with in
dications that genuine negotiations are always possible; and (3)substantial public dif
ferentiation of the United States from long- and short-term Chinese policy goals in
Southeast Asia.

The ASEAN-U.S. Kampuchean policy willcontinue to be controlled by Beijing
so long as all provisions for the resistance come from China. The main purpose of
ASEAN-U.S. policy in the short and medium term should be to develop political
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and military alternatives to both the Khmer Rouge and Heng Samrin. To be politi
cally appealing, a coalition comprised of the supporters of Son Sann and Sihanouk
must differentiate itself from the Khmer Rouge, China, andVietnam. A Son Sann-
Sihanouk coalition that maintained its independence from the Khmer Rouge and held
China at arm's length might be viewed by Vietnam as an "Austrian" solution to the
problem of governing Kampuchea after a diplomatic solution had been achieved. To
be effective, an "Austrian" solution must be acceptable to Thailand and Vietnam
and threatening to neither. If, in contrast. Son Sann and Sihanouk were pushed in
to a coalition with the Khmer Rouge and supported entirely by China, this coalition
could not serve as the basis for a compromise solution because its alliance with China
would violate the most fundamental Vietnamese national security interest.

A realistic political alternative requires a military dimension. If the Son Sann
and Sihanouk factions are to be taken seriously, they must create a substantial
military force independent of China and the Khmer Rouge. The United States is the
most likely source of arms and money. However, maximizing the political effec
tiveness of a Son Sann-Sihanouk coalition and minimizing the domestic political
fallout in the United States would suggest that Thailand be granted additional
economic development assistance with the understanding that a corresponding
amount would be diverted from Thai resources to assist Son Sann and Sihanouk. All

contacts and initiatives should remain with Thailand, and no American personnel
whatsoever would be involved in any capacity. The amount of assistance would
remain low until the utility of the policy could be evaluated. If, as is always possi
ble, the money and arms ended up being siphoned off by corrupt Thais or Khmers,
the policy would be phased out, but until such a policy is tested, there will be no way
of determining whether Son Sann and Sihanouk actually constitute a feasible
politico-military alternative to Pol Pot and Heng Samrin. If such a policy were par
tially successful, the military costs to Vietnam would escalate while the international
visibility of a "neutral" Kampuchean leadership, independent of China, would be
raised. Under such a policy Thailand would bear an additional burden, but the risks
to Thailand could be minimized by following its present policy of officially denying
any involvement in supplying arms to resistance forces. In addition, U.S. military
assurances to Thailand should probably be marginally increased, perhaps through
joint planning for the possibility, no matter how remote, of a major direct Viet
namese military assault on Thailand from Kampuchea.

Another way in which the ASEAN-U.S. position might be strengthened would
be by publicly stating that the initiative for settling the Kampuchean conflict must
come from Hanoi. The United States and ASEAN should avoid making any specific,
official compromise proposals until internal changes in Vietnam indicate a genuine
willingness to strike a deal. Premature official disclosure of compromise proposals
for defusing the Kampuchean crisis would probably be interpreted in Hanoi as signs
of weakness and would strengthen the political position of the hardliners by pro
viding evidence that the current strategy of intransigence will ultimately prevail. The
possibility of negotiation should definitely be held open, but the specific provisions
should be kept deliberately vague. Peace in Kampuchea, peace in Southeast Asia,
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normalization with the United States, and external assistance for Vietnam should all
be discussed—but only if the ultimate solution in Kampuchea ensured the national
security of both Thailand (through withdrawal of all Vietnamese troops from
Kampuchea) and Vietnam (by an international convention prohibiting any future
Kampuchean alliance with China). The lines of communication should be kept open,
but discussion should not indicate any softening of the ASEAN-U.S. resolve to
soldier on as long as necessary in Kampuchea.

Finally, U.S.-ASEAN policies must consciously be distinguished from Chinese
goals. If there is another international conference like the ICK, China should be
informed privately in advance of the American intention to support the ASEAN
countries even if this means voting against China. All efforts should be made to avoid
a public confrontation, but potential embarrassment to China should not be used as
a rationale for backing pro-Khmer Rouge policies that foreclose the long-run
possibility of compromise with Vietnam, which might actually bring peace to the
devastated people of Kampuchea. In any event, the PRC would probably continue
its policies of backing ASEAN and bankrolling the Khmer Rouge even if Thailand
(with U.S. assistance) were to begin supporting a Son Sann-Sihanouk alternative.
China's actions in Southeast Asia will be dictated by its own national interests and
probably will not change radically unless there is either a complete breakdown of the
Beijing-Washington alignment or an almost unthinkable Beijing-Moscow rapproche
ment. The United States should have its own policy toward Southeast Asia rather
than being forced to adopt Beijing's line because of an American failure to invest in
a feasible, ASEAN supported alternative.
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13. The U.S.-ASEAN Relationship;
A Status Report

John H. Holdridge

ASEAN was born in 1967 out of the recognition by the five non-Communist
nations of the region that a coordinative mechanism on political and economic
matters was urgently needed. The only regional group then in existence, the Southeast
Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO), was inappropriate. Only two countries of the
region (Thailand and the Philippines) were members. During the 1960s the
enthusiasm of other members for SEATO, never high, virtually disappeared.
SEATO became an entity which had little claim to being ''regional" and tended to
impede the emergence of an organization genuinely representative of regional
interests. Although an argument can be made for SEATO's utility in the immediate
post-1954 era, its passage into history was unlamented by the countries of the region,
especially when SEATO's prime mover, the United States, made the decision to ex
tricate itself from Indochina. It is also arguable that the experience of SEATO, a
security organization which relied ultimately on external military power for its effec
tiveness, paved the way for creation of a truly regional grouping based upon fun
damentally different assumptions, relying on its own resources, and acting
independently of nonregional powers.

Since 1975, and particularly since December 1978, there has been an intensifica
tion of both ASEAN's importance and of its relationship with the United States. The
reasons, bluntly put—and not without irony—are the non-Communist defeat in
Indochina, the Vietnamese invasion of Kampuchea, and the efforts of the five
ASEAN countries to fill the geopolitical vacuum created by the aftermath of the
Vietnam War. The burgeoning Soviet presence in Indochina and the transfer of the
Sino-Soviet struggle to Indochina have been major consequences of the events of
1975 and 1978. Simultaneously, there has been a surge in economic growth in the
ASEAN countries, which has led to an unprecedented prosperity in the region. The
rhetoric surrounding the emerging American relationship with ASEAN has, I believe,
sometimes obscured certain fundamental realities, and I would like to offer several

frank observations on the current state of U.S.-ASEAN relations.

I need not expand at length on my first proposition: from the beginning, a
central element of strength in the U.S. relationship with the ASEAN countries has
been economic interest and commerce. U.S. trade with ASEAN continues to grow
rapidly; ASEAN is the United States' fifth largest trading partner in the worldwith
over $21 billion in two-way trade in 1980 alone. U.S. companies have over $5 billion
in direct investment in the ASEAN countries. The dynamic free market-oriented
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economies of the ASEAN countries offer a vast potential for more trade and invest
ment on the part of U.S. business. The ASEAN countries are a principal source for
U.S. imports of key commodities, and this fact contributes to a $3 billion trade
surplus in ASEAN's favor. ASEAN recognizes the United States as a source of
capital, equipment, and technology.

All is not sweetness and light of course. For example, the United States has not
seen its way clear to join the Sixth International Tin Agreement. This decision,
although logical from the U.S. standpoint, has engendered criticism from ASEAN.
Such criticism is understandable. In the international commodity field there is an
inevitable tension of interests between producing and consuming countries, and it
would be naiVe to expect identical positions. Without debating the relative merits of
the respective positions on this highly technical matter, I would point out that a
sustained U.S.-ASEAN dialogue is extraordinarily helpful, if only in understanding
each other better. Neither side should view disagreement on isolated issues as a test
of the validity of the entire relationship. Without dismissing the importance of such
questions as tin, I would maintain that the overall economic and commercial under
pinning of the U.S.-ASEAN relationship is an important common asset. There is no
area in the developing world that proves more dramatically the validity of the Reagan
administration's approach to private sector-led development than the free economies
of the ASEAN states.

With regard to regional stability, the primacy of the ASEAN countries
themselves, as opposed to the activist role of the United States in previous decades,
is increasingly evident. Self-reliance, self-development, and self-confidence in the
conduct of regional politics have become watchwords for ASEAN the organization
and for the ASEAN countries individually. The United States applauds this trend.
Indeed, it sees its own interests served by the dynamism of the non-Communist
nations in the region. In no sense is the U.S. role diminished as a world power and
as an essential player in events elsewhere, which, as the ASEAN countries well under
stand, inevitably affect Southeast Asia.

The United States also recognizesclearly that ASEAN isnot a collectivesecurity
organization. True, in its most general sense the '^security" of all ASEAN countries
is enhanced by the stability, shared economic prosperity, and political cohesion of
the five states. But no military alliance system binds ASEAN, nor do they appear to
see a need for one. Bilaterally, and in some cases multilaterally, ASEAN cooperates
closely in defense areas such as exchange of information and joint exercises. There
is a momentum toward achieving commonality of certain major weapons systems,
which the United States believes could have valuable consequences in such areas as
shared maintenance facilities and strategic planning. In recognizing the advantages
of these cooperative steps, the United States is fully sensitive to ASEAN determina
tion to eschew any connotation of a collective security organization.

As corollary to the above, the United States believes that bilateral relations with
individual ASEAN countries are the appropriate avenues for the conduct of U.S.
security links with the region. With two of the ASEAN countries there are security
treaties appropriate to mutual needs. With the three others the United States has
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defense cooperation in various forms, including military supply or military training
relationships. Whatever the form, the United States attempts to act in a manner that
is responsive to the expressed needs of its bilateral partners. It has repeatedly
emphasizedthat it would not be passivein the face of a genuinemilitary threat in the
region. As recent events have shown, the United States would respond quickly and
deliberately if one of its friends were threatened. The United States regards its
bilateral relationships as the proper framework for security relations with the
ASEAN states.

Politically, two major subjects dominate the dialogue between ASEAN and the
United States at present: the situation in Kampuchea and the new U.S. relationship
with China, with its ramifications for Southeast Asia. These are sensitive issues to
both partners. To them the United States brings somewhat different perspectives
born of respective histories, cultural heritages, and even war— for the United States,
the most divisive and traumatic war in its national life. Fundamental to both issues,

however, is the recognition by all of a stark reality on the geopolitical scene: the new
Soviet power position in Southeast Asia represented by the Soviet presence in and
alliance with Vietnam and its dependent states.

There is a high degree of unanimity among the ASEAN countries on
the necessity to deny Vietnam the fruits of aggression in Kampuchea. There are
also various questions over whether prolonged, unyielding resistance to the
Vietnamese will have the effect of reducing Vietnamese dependence on the Soviet
Union or whether it will instead prolong and deepen that dependence, to ASEAN's
ultimate loss. With the latter argument goes the reasoning that the United States
should modify its '*hard line" toward Vietnam and thereby induce the Vietnamese
to take a more favorable posture, including a lessening of Soviet influence.
In this view, negotiations toward establishment of diplomatic relations would be part
of this modification.

The United States rejects this thesis. It has no implacable hostility toward
Hanoi, but it cannot ignore the fact that Vietnam's invasion of Kampuchea violates
the most fundamental principles of the U.N. Charter. The U.S. objective is not to
bleed Vietnam but only to persuade its leaders to negotiate a political settlement of
the Kampuchea problem, along the lines adopted by ASEAN.

It is the policy of the Reagan administration that diplomatic relations with
Hanoi are out of the question as long as Vietnam continues to occupy Kampuchea
and generally remains a menace to other countries of the region. U.S. objectives are
(1) to preserve the security of the ASEAN states, and particularly that of Thailand,
which now is directly confronted by Vietnam's army of occupation in Kampuchea;
(2) the withdrawal of Vietnamese forces from Kampuchea; (3) Khmer survival and
national self-determination; and (4) reduction of Soviet military influence and
elimination of Soviet military access in Indochina.

The United States supports the Kampuchea strategy adopted by ASEAN. That
strategy involves two main aspects: (1) the search for a political settlement that would
protect the legitimate interests of all states of the region, including Vietnam. The
framework for a negotiated settlement was provided by the declaration of the
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U.N.-sponsored International Conference on Kampuchea, held in New York in July
1981; and (2) the application of diplomatic, economic, and military pressure on
Vietnam to persuade Hanoi that it should negotiate a political settlement in
Kampuchea. Both aspects of this ASEAN strategy are actively supported by a large
consortium of countries, including the United States, the European Economic
Community, Australia, New Zealand, China, Canada, Japan, and even the
nonaligned. Each country contributes to the effort in the manner most appropriate
to its own situation. The objective is to persuade Vietnam's leaders to negotiate. No
one of these pressures will persuade Hanoi that it should negotiate, but the United
States believes that the combination, maintained with firmness and resolve, can
achieve the objectives of ASEAN and of ASEAN's supporters.

The United States is cognizant of the importance Vietnam attaches to the
normalization of its relations with the non-Communist world, including the United
States itself. When Vietnam agrees to a satisfactory solution in Kampuchea, it will be
possible for ASEAN and other countries to begin to talk in terms of *'normal" rela
tions with Vietnam. With regard to weaning the Vietnamese away from the Soviets,
1would point out that it was in pursuit of their own political ambitions in Kampuchea
that the Vietnamese chose to increase their dependence on the Soviet Union. There
was no tangible Chinese "threat" until Vietnam invaded and occupied Kampuchea.
As it was preparing its invasion of Kampuchea, Vietnam joined COMECON
(Council for Mutual Economic Assistance) and signed a Treaty of Friendship
with Moscow with clear military implications. Obviously, anticipation of China's
reaction was a factor, but the decision to invade Kampuchea was made of Vietnam's
own free will.

Futhermore, Vietnam has been able to pursue its Kampuchean adventure only
because of the financial and material support of the Soviet Union. In return, the
Vietnamese have granted the Soviet Union air and naval access to Cam Ranh Bay,
enabling Moscow to monitor maritime and naval traffic through some of the world's
most vital passages and to conduct aerial surveillance, to improve support for its
expanding blue-water navy, and to expand its intelligence and communications
facilities. The Soviet Pacific Fleet is now the largest of the Soviet Union's four fleets.
Although there may be differing assessments of what this presence means to various
countries of the region, on either the short or long term, the United States cannot
view this development as benign. Plainly put, it is a clear threat which no one should
ignore. All the ASEAN countries as well as Japan depend for their economic welfare
on free access to sea routes, in which they now encounter this new Soviet presence.
The reduction and eventual elimination of this Soviet military presence in Indochina
is a central long-term U.S. objective in the Pacific.

The only effective way to reduce the Soviet presence and influence is through
impressing on Hanoi that its interests are not served by an alliance with the Soviets
but would be far better served by addressing the root problem—their occupa
tion of Kampuchea. Acquiescing in Soviet-supported Vietnamese aggression,
the United States is convinced, would more likely perpetuate the Soviet presence
than remove it.
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Let me comment next on ASEAN's fears that the developing relationship
between the United States and China may threaten the interests of its friends in
Southeast Asia. One expression of this anxiety has been the result of China's
disinclination to pressure the Khmer Rouge to be more accommodating to the
non-Communist Kampuchean groups in the formation of a coalition to resist the
Vietnamese. The United States has made plain to China that the Khmer Rouge's tac
tics in meetings with the two non-Communist factions are simply reinforcing
ASEAN's suspicions that China's only objective is to restore Pol Pot to power. In
turn, the United States recognizes that this confirms long-held suspicions regarding
China's ultimate intentions toward Southeast Asia, as represented, for example, by
the history of Chinese support for insurgencies. The United States has underscored
its belief that China's long-term interest vis-a-vis the Soviet presence will be far better
served by policies that elicit ASEAN cooperation and trust. The United States has
been frank and precise in communicating these thoughts to the Chinese and has made
clear that it thinks the Chinese themselves must bear responsibility for addressing
ASEAN's concerns directly. Although the United States has no illusions that the
suspicions of centuries can be forgotten overnight, it is self-evident, it believes, that
China will be an essential player in any satisfactory solution to the Kampuchea
problem and in addressing Vietnam's future role in the area. A stable solution
without reference to China is no more possible than a solution without reference
to Vietnam.

On the larger question, the United States has stated repeatedly that its emerging
relationship with China will not be at the expense of its friends and allies in Southeast
Asia. In pursuing improvement of relations with China, the United States is moving
with great care, particularly in the area of arms sales. The effect of the June 1981
decision to remove China from the list of embargoed destinations for U.S. munitions
list items was to give China the same kind of access as any other friendly country. The
United States believes that the Chinese will be interested only in defensive weapons.
It has indicated that it would undertake appropriate consultations with Congress and
with its allies and friends as it proceeds in arms sales to China.

China is not an adversary of the United States, which recognizes it as a friendly
nation with which it is not allied but with which it shares many important strategic
interests. For the nations of Southeast Asia who have been witness to the history of
the past forty years, this fact has immense significance. The United States believes
that this fact should also be a source of reassurance and hope with regard to the future
stability of Asia. Certainly, such a state of affairs is far preferable to the hostility and
perpetual crisis of the 1950s and 1960s. The United States is at the beginning of a new
relationship with China. It will be a long and complicated task, but it is convinced
that not only its own interests but those of ASEAN are being served by its efforts to
build this new relationship with an Asian power that cannot be ignored.

144



V.

The People's Republic of China





14. The People's Republic of China
and Southeast Asia:

A Security Consideration for the 1980s

Sarasin Viraphol

If the article ''China BelongsForever to the Third World" in the official weekly
Beijing Daily (September 28, 1981)is any indication, Beijing is seriously concerned
about its international image. Reiterating China's solidarity with the Third World
countries, the author (without mentioning Mao Zedong, the main architect of
China's strategy of championing the Third World cause), on the one hand, expressed
Beijing's continued commitment to the defense of national independence, the
struggle against imperialism, as well as colonialism and hegemonism. On the other
hand, he charges that certain parties (read the Soviet Union, Vietnam, etc.) are
"fabricating" rumors about the "China threat" in order to "foment discord and
create trouble between China and other Third World countries."

Beijing has been under fire that it has realigned with the West particularly with
Washington and, in the process, has abandoned previous ideological principles in
exchange for material benefits for itself. Perhaps what is of more immediate concern
to Beijing is its being cast in the role of an aggressor. As the article makes plain,
Beijing is reacting specifically to charges that it threatens Southeast Asia. As proof
of China's innocence, Beijingsays that it maintains not a singlesoldier outside China
and that guided by the FivePrinciplesof Peaceful Coexistence as wellas byMarxism,
China does not and will not practice hegemonism or interfere in the internal affairs
of other countries.

Thequestion of whether or not Beijing isa threat to Southeast Asiaisnaturally
topmost in thestrategic thinking of all the regional states.Ona broaderplane,it has
to do withwhether China is basically a revolutionary powerinclined to change the
existing political order in the region by whatever means or whether it is inclined to
develop itsself-preservation and well-being throughorderly and peaceful processes
wherever possible. As the article indicates, Beijing's adversaries would cast China
inan unfavorable light byportraying it asexpansionist whereas Beijing would insist
that China has the benevolent intention of only servingthe Third World countries.
Between these two poles, there are some, particularly in the West, who are inclined
to give China"the benefit of the doubt" byseeing Chinaascurrently preoccupied
with internal development through the Four Modernizations program. Then, there
are also others, notably in Southeast Asia, who still harbor apprehension about
ultimate Chinese intentions, insofar as they affect their security and well-being.
Analyzing Beijing's previous position and itspresent posture, theyareengaged ina
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perennialdebate about the dimensions and implicationsof the '*Chinathreat."
China elicits feelings of suspicion because of historical circumstances.and its

espousal of a revolutionary ideology—hence the repeated assurances by Beijingthat
it does not export revolutions would hardly be ultimate comfort for many. All
Southeast Asian nations want ideally to be left alone to tend to their own affairs. In
reality, however, the impact of the China factor is pervasive not only because Beijing
chooses to apply an active stance in Southeast Asia but also because various regional
states sometimes choose to involve China in their peculiar interests. It would,
therefore, be unrealistic to talk about excluding China from the politics of the region
just as it would be improbable to expect that the other major powers, namely the
United States and the Soviet Union, could be wished away from the regional power
equation. The history of the past three decades bears testimony to this fact.

Chinese Perceptions of Southeast Asia

In this context, it is worthwhile to examine China's perceptions about Southeast
Asia, particularly of the security situation in Southeast Asia which affects China's
own interests. It may help sharpen the perspective about the role China played in the
configuration of power politics in Southeast Asia.

For two decades, China funded billions of dollars to help North Vietnam
conquer the South (thereby helping Hanoi to accomplish the first part of the
Indochina federation scheme). China made this sacrifice in the name of the struggle
against colonialism and imperialism. The Sino-Vietnamese partnership has since
shaped the course of Chinese involvement in Southeast Asia. The Chinese participa
tion was for both defensive and offensive purposes. In other words, it was born out
of a reaction to the U.S. threat directed against China's borders as well as an
encroachment on its perceived sphere of interest. At the same time, it was for China
an attempt to establish greater influence in the region. Although Beijing realized that
the traditional Sino-Vietnamese animosity and Vietnam's propensity to keep a
distance from China would ultimately affect the expedient partnership between them,
the relationship provided an avenue for the assertion of influence deemed desirable
by China. Likewise, Beijing's close support of the local Communist insurgency
movements in the various non-Communist states of the region was for such defen
sive and offensive purposes.

In this respect, what transpired after the Communist victory in Indochina in
1975 came as little surprise; only the rapidity of its development was perhaps
unanticipated. The deepening Sino-Soviet dispute served to encouriage the schism
that developed between Beijing and Hanoi. With the Americans abandoning their
South Vietnam citadel, the era of anti-Chinese encirclement officially came to an end.
The so-called power vacuum was soon filled by the Soviets with the help of their eager
regional partners, the freshly victorious North Vietnamese. By the 1970s,
hegemonism had been made unmistakably symonymous with Moscow; the delinea
tion of big and small hegemonists to distinguish between Moscow and Vietnam was
to emerge only later, when the second major split in the international Communist
movement in recent times was to become manifest. Once again Southeast
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Asia has been highlighted as a region of strategic importance where the fate of the
indigenous states—those willing as well as unwilliing—has become intertwined with
external power rivalries involving primarily China and the Soviet Union.

It took the demise of Mao Zedong, the political eclipse of the Gang of Four,
and the reascendancy of Deng Xiaoping to make Beijing earnestly clarify the Chinese
position vis-a-vis Southeast Asia. Subsequently, it took a strong personality like Deng
to articulate unequivocally that the future of China's position in Southeast Asia, so
far as its own security arrangement was concerned, would lie with seeking reconcilia
tion through better understanding and cooperation with the non-Communist
Southeast Asian states. Nevertheless, Beijing probably realized, too, that these states
would feel the least inclination to join the Chinese crusade against the Soviet Union
and its supporters or, in other words, to be used to serve the immediate Chinese
interest. Even though Beijing and Washington had made a strategic consensus about
the menace of Soviet hegemonism, with the fateful withdrawal of the United States
from mainland Southeast Asia, whatever confidence the non-Communist states
still had for Washington was insufficient for the U.S. leverage to be viewed with
significant value.

In this sense, the Vietnamese invasion and occupation of Kampuchea have been
decisive in determining China's policy and course of action. The ultimate falling-out
of Hanoi with Beijing was accelerated by the Vietnamese, who had become
emboldened by Soviet encouragement and support. Soviet action was aimed directly
at China, not only from the standpoint of embarrassing China by having Hanoi stand
up to Beijing but, more importantly, by confirming the underlying Chinese
apprehension that Vietnam was bent on practicing regional hegemonism in concert
with Moscow's global hegemonism. The Chinese reasoned that Vietnamese
arrogance left Beijing no choice but to carry out its *'lesson," which was a major face-
saving for China. The subsequent Soviet military build-up in Indochina and in
Southeast Asian waters and the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan have convinced
Beijing about Soviet hegemonistic intentions, thus compelling it to look even more
strategically at Southeast Asia.

What means does Beijing possess in dealing with this prevailing security situa
tion, which affects both its regional and global strategies? In the first place, the
Vietnamese invasion and occupation of Kampuchea have cast Hanoi in a most
unfavorable light to the extent that it has become an international pariah. The
original advocacy among the non-Communist countries in Southeast Asia for the ex
tension of good will and cooperation to Vietnam has changed to one of diplomatic
confrontation. ASEAN has taken the lead in opposing the Vietnamese action in
Kampuchea and remains active in maintaining international pressure for Vietnamese
military withdrawal from Kampuchea. At the same time, Beijing has built up an
increasingly strong case against the Soviet Union and Vietnam, thereby presenting
itself more positively—if not favorably—in the eyes of the international community.
The Kampuchean question helped President Carter make up his mind about shelving
plans for the normalization of ties with Hanoi and about entering into a strategic
relationship with Beijing that today has developed to a relatively advanced stage,
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whereby the United States has been able to offer preferential trade terms and sales
of defensive strategic arms to China. At the same time, the Atlantic alliance as a
whole has also been more favorably inclined to the Chinese argument about Soviet
global threats and sees relevance (notably after Secretary of State Alexander Haig's
visit to China in June 1981) in a major positive Chinese contribution to international
stability and the global balance of power. In spite of the argument prevalent in some
European quarters that the West must endeavor to maintain a '^balanced approach"
to its relationships vis-a-vis Beijing and Moscow, there now exists a strong argument
for using the China factor (or the China card) to offset Moscow, which is by far a
more formidable threat. Within Southeast Asia there is also an increased degree of
acceptance of China's role in helping to maintain the regional power balance.
Although considerable suspicion persists, it is difficult to downgrade the immediacy
of the Vietnamese threat, particularly against front-line Thailand, which is made that
much more formidable by the active support given to Hanoi by Moscow.

Notwithstanding the above favorable conditions for a positive Chinese posture
in Southeast Asia, Beijing has to cope with some basic problems in the manifestations
of indigenous sensitivity as well as limited physical capabilities. The most relevant issues
that arouse widespread Southeast Asian suspicion are the overseas Chinese and
Communist insurgency. In every single state of Southeast Asia, these two issues exist
in varying degrees of gravity. The Chinese attempt to allay the local suspicion has so
far proved only partially successful. The inherent difficulty is that Beijing more often
than not tries to justify them as ''historical and ideological problems," to which
appropriate solutions will understandably require patience and effort. This approach,
which allows the Chinese to escape ultimate responsibilities and commitments, is
viewed consequently as unsatisfactory. As many see it, while professing interests and
intentions to resolve the anomalies, the Chinese are simply indulging in double stan
dards. It remains true that, in the final analysis, despite certain initial measures taken
by Beijing over the two issues, the Chinese government has not severed its links with
the overseas Chinese and the various local outlawed Communist parties. This provides
ground for the argument that Beijing's recent warming up to the region's legitimate
governments is nothing more than a Leninist tactic aimed at forging a convenient
alliance against a more immediate foe. Obviously, this is inconsistent with Beijing's
pronouncement that it does not export revolution but that it supports anticolonialist,
antihegemonist revolutionary struggle—which remains vague and open to varied
interpretations. Finally, there is also genuine concern expressed for the heightening of
tension in the region, and here China is naturally regarded as contributing to the
disequilibrium of the regional power balance.

Beijing's physical limitation affects its projection of power beyond the Chinese
boundary. China's huge armed forces are essentially defensive in nature, but never
theless are capable of undertaking limited offensives like the punitive war against
Vietnam in 1979. Beijing's military capabilities are growing, but the emphasis con
tinues to be defensive, geared toward the Soviet Union. As far as the rest of Southeast
Asia in concerned, direct long-range military engagements are not anticipated, with
Chinese involvements concentrated on subversion.
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Thailand is considered an important outpost in the current Chinese strategy.
As the front-line state bordering the Communist states in Indochina, Thailand fits
in with Beijing's objective of checking Soviet and Vietnamese expansionism,
especially in Kampuchea and Laos. Thailand's national security is a crucial factor,
which allows for the existence of a strategic symbiotic arrangement. In this respect,
China and Thailand are interested that Laos and especially Kampuchea be free of
Vietnamese military domination. But although Beijing is still hopeful that eventually
the Khmer Rouge will return to power and that Vietnam will succumb militarily, it
cannot ignore the fact that Thailand places its priority on a comprehensive political
settlement of the Kampuchean question in order to restore the balance of power
through the emergence of an independent and neutral Kampuchea. This awareness
on the part of China is essential if Thailand is to form a link for China to the other
ASEAN countries, a function Beijing realizes Thailand can serve quite effectively.
The Kampuchean problem has brought about a consensus of views among the
ASEAN states on the threat of Vietnam and the Soviet Union but has also highlighted
basic differences in approaches and modalities regarding its solution, as well as
perceptions about China's stakes in Southeast Asia which include the question of the
Chinese influence in Kampuchea and Indochina. After all, it is generally regarded
that China's support of the Khmer Rouge resistance keeps the Kampchean conflict
alive—but it is seldom thought the other way round, that it is the Vietnamese, with
the support of the Soviet Union, who are primarily responsible for the existing
violence and tension. Nevertheless, to state the obvious, Beijing will continue to
support ASEAN's position so long as their interests coincide, though the status
of the Khmer Rouge will ultimately remain a major difference between China
and ASEAN.

The present course of self-strengthening undertaken by Beijing reflects its
desire to build up a strategic edge in security. As the Soviet Union strengthens
its military posture in Southeast Asia, China will correspondingly pay closer
attention to the region. In its pursuits, Beijing could play a positive role in
enhancing regional security, or, on the contrary, it could aggravate the already
precarious security situation. It is apparent that Southeast Asia cannot exclude
interference or intervention by outside powers. Vietnam, a regional member
state, has demonstrated its readiness to involve such an element in the regional
power factor. Hence, it is perhaps unrealistic to talk about maintaining a perfect
power balance free of extraregional influence. By ensuring that the power balance
will not tilt too much in the favor of Moscow and Hanoi, Beijing with enhanced
capabilities could increasingly assert decisive influence or power outwardly. It
has been demonstrated that the Vietnamese have been militarily restrained in
Kampuchea as a result of the continuing military pressure of the Chinese along
the Sino-Vietnamese border. This is a visible and positive factor that figures
importantly in the Kampuchean problem. At the same time, as China strives to
realizethe goals of its own internal development—a major undertaking requiring its
major efforts and resources—a more stable society may eventually evolve. Such an
accomplishment will enhance China's appreciation for the regional states and their
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positions and perhaps a greater awareness of the need for a viable political settlement
of the Kampuchean problem.

By the same token, China can indeed create greater problems for the region's
security. If Beijing's ultimate objective is to bring Southeast Asia under its fold, the
Kampuchean question then servesas a ideal opportunity to project its influence. Beijing
thinks that Hanoi will have to succumb to sustained Chinese pressure because the
Vietnamese will eventually fall out with the Soviets, who entertain schemes of their
own, and will be forced to reconcile with China. Meanwhile, with ASEAN's assistance,
in their comeback the Khmer Rouge will continue to serve Chinese interests. Beijing can
revert to active material support of indigenous Communist insurgencies once the
ASEAN governments have served the Chinese interest in opposing Vietnam. Eventu
ally, Beijing can conceivably divide up the rest of Southeast Asia with a subservient
Vietnam, with Beijing perhaps recognizing the latter's suzerainty over Indochina. After
all, it is sometimes stipulated that the Communists are single-minded in the determina
tion to communize Southeast Asia.

But the present reality is that Sino-Vietnamese antagonisms remain deep-seated
and intractable. It is true that Hanoi, having to seek the necessary balance against
Beijingin Moscow, may eventually find the alliance with the SovietUnion insufferable,
as Beijing is apt to point out, but the question is whether or not Hanoi can find a better
option in order to uphold its open hostilities against Beijing. In addition, the present
Chinese leadership is committed politicallyto the rapid modernization of China, which
requires the application of the principles of unity and moderation. It can be observed
that internally the official policy is to seek to rally all the people and mobilize all avail
able resources for the Four Modernizations program. In its external policy, the Dengist
doctrine, which is a takeoff from the Maoist doctrine, is to seek unity and alliance with
the West and the Third World countries in a broad, antihegemonist front. On the
global plan, the principal partner in China's forward strategy (despite Beijing's
disclaimer) is the United States with its present staunch anti-Soviet line. Regionally,
Beijing can try in varying degrees to develop ties with the non-Communist ASEAN
countries by offering positive gestures of cooperation and friendship (ranging from the
temporary lessening of ties with Communist insurgencies to augmenting trade) as well
as harping on the concern of Soviet and Vietnamese threats against their security. As
already stated, in the absence of a strong U.S. role in Southeast Asia, China plays an
important part in determining the existing power balance of the region; hence, it
explains the inevitable presence of the Chinese influence in Southeast Asia, as well as
the fact that Beijing is attaching greater iniportance to Southeast Asian affairs.

Nevertheless, the extent of China's entry in the regional scene is conditional in
the main to how successful Beijing will be in projecting the respectability of its
intentions. Effort must be made to accommodate the sensitivity among the Southeast
Asian states that China is not fomenting unrest in the region at their expense. The
Chinese positions vis-a-vis the question of internal subversion and the Kampuchean
question will help determine future relations between China and the Southeast Asian
states. Thus, feelings of uncertainty as to Beijing's real intentions becloud a
rational approach, which does not necesarily serve the Chinese interest. To allay
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the existing mutual apprehension, and particularly the suspicion in Southeast Asia
against the real Chinese motive, Beijing should try harder to match words
with deeds.

The concluding statement in the aforementioned Beijing Review reads: ''As the
Third World pins its hopes on China, so we [China] place our hopes on the Third
World, of which we are a member.'' There is room for China to play a constructive
role in Southeast Asia; it would certainly be anomalous otherwise.

China and Vietnam: From Amity to Enmity to Hostility

The overriding factor governing the Chinese outlook for the Southeast Asian
region since 1975has been the strategic concern about the increasingly formidable
challenge by an emboldened Hanoi supported by an eager Soviet Union. The
Shanghai Communique, which contained the famous antihegemonism clause and
marked China's detente with the United States, facilitated the beginnings of China's
open though still unofficial contacts with the ASEAN countries. In the early 1970s
signs were pointing to growing tensions in Sino-Vietnamese relations. On the eve of
the collapse of the non-Communist Indochinese governments in 1975 and when the
Thai government made the strategic decision to seek diplomatic relations with
Beijing, interestingly, it was Beijing which ended up pressing Bangkok for a speedy
conclusion of the normalization talks. Thus, on July 1, 1976, barely three months
after the collapse of Saigon, and ironically on the fifty-fifth anniversary of the
Chinese Communist party, Thailand became the third ASEAN member country to
assume official ties with China. Nevertheless, a footnote should be added that visiting
Prime Minister Kukrit Pramoj tried to suggest to his Beijing hosts that hegemonism
did not apply solely to the Soviet Union and that there were such a phenomenon as
regional hegemonism, which could easily apply Vietnam.

In retrospect, it would seem that under the ailing Zhou Enlai, Beijing's handlers
of foreign affairs had foreseen trouble with a Hanoi emerging triumphant in the
Indochina conflict at the expense of China and made the decision swiftly to shift from
a hostile to a friendly posture vis-a-vis ASEAN. This non-Communist grouping was
now viewed by Beijing as a useful countervailing force if and when the need arose.

Although it was apparent to others at the time that China was becoming
seriously concerned about Vietnam, Beijing had not struck a definite policy of
actively opposing Hanoi if only because Beijing was still uncertain about the course
and intensity of the new source of antagonism. In fact, one could sense that in spite
of the obvious rising uneasiness about Hanoi and of the growing conviction that ties
with the non-Communist states in the region must be further developed, Beijing was
reluctant to adopt a clear anti-Hanoi position. For one thing, Beijing was still hopeful
that the worsening relations between Hanoi and Phnom Penh could somehow be
arrested. Among other reasons, Beijing's lack of a decisive stand between 1975-1978
was also due to the fateful power struggle in Chinese leadership, the reluctance to
sever ties with Hanoi when the latter's expansionistic intentions had yet to be
translated into stark actions, the hope that the Khmer Rouge would still listen to
reason and behave with restraint, the futile attempt to urge a peaceful resolution of
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the aggravated differences between the Khmer Rouge and the Vietnamese, and,
finally, the time required to establish rapport with previously antagonistic states
in ASEAN, the cooperation of which was now deemed desirable. Nevertheless,
Hanoi's formal alliance with Moscow in October 1978 accelerated the uncontrollable

slide of this antagonism into armed conflict, which, needless to say, left Beijing
with no recourse but effectively to abandon its previously obfuscated stance.
Nevertheless, Beijing was still caught somewhat unprepared when the Vietnamese
invasion of Kampuchea began in late December 1978. High-ranking Chinese
officials initially could not determine the nature of the Vietnamese objective:
whether the Vietnamese forces would go the entire length of Kampuchea or would
halt at the Mekong River. This was the impression that concerned senior Chinese
officials conveyed three days into the Vietnamese offensive.

It was left to Vice-Premier Deng Xiaoping to plan swift retribution against
Hanoi. The final decision to teach Vietnam a lesson was approved five weeks
following the Vietnamese capture of Phnom Penh. This Chinese action has set
the course of Beijing's Southeast Asian policy ever since.

Given an alternative, Beijing would probably have chosen to enter into
the region in a more unobtrusive manner though the growing concern of a hegemon-
istic Vietnam collaborating with the Soviet Union would still have figured
importantly. Pushing the Four Modernizations program at home, Deng Xiaoping
was arguably following Chairman Mao Zedong's and Premier Zhou Enlai's
advocacies of befriending the non-Communist ASEAN countries as part of the
overall effort to forge a broad alliance against hegemonism, with a comple
mentary tactical readiness to downplay its supportive role vis-a-vis the China-
supported insurgencies in the region. Den^ invariably injected the element of
incisiveness in this Chinese policy, with the clear-cut retributive course of action
against Vietnam.

Thus, it was unlikely that China had from the beginning deliberately
and actively sought to precipitate the armed confrontation with Vietnam over
Kampuchea; it was more the case of China having been forced into such a circum
stance. It would seem that Deng's long-term view was to promote better relations
with the non-Communist ASEAN states in order to shore up China's position
in the face of a deteriorating relationship with Vietnam. (For a while it did seem
that ASEAN would enjoy the best of both worlds when it was actively courted
by both China and Vietnam.)

In the foreseeable future, Beijing has no cause to modify or abandon the
current confrontational posture against Vietnam, irrespective of what ASEAN
ultimately chooses to do. To Beijing, Vietnam has staunchly allied itself with
the Soviet Union and must therefore be opposed at all cost. The present Chinese
leadership believes it is possible to destroy the recalcitrant Vietnamese will. In
the meantime, though Beijing would certainly like to foster good relationships
with the ASEAN countries—as this is a strategic gain for China—it would
be prepared to resist any attempt to undermine or adversely affect the present
Chinese position against the Vietnamese. Hence, an open antagonism against
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China by ASEAN wouldserveno purpose for the latter. On the contrary, because
of its favored position,ASEANcouldstrengthen its positionand bargaining power
by maintaining its own principled opposition against Hanoi's aggression and
occupation of Kampuchea and perhaps also by consolidating its diplomatic stature
vis-a-vis Beijing, with Indonesia and Singapore maintaining official ties with
China. It would influence the Chinese leadership to think and act more positively
in Southeast Asia in general and help resolve the current Kampuchean problem,
which is crucial in shaping the future political trend of Southeast Asia.
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15. China and Southeast Asia

Lucian W. Pye

The relations of China and Southeast Asia are exceedingly complex and in a
state of almost constant flux. At present, China's feud with Vietnam and its efforts
to improve relations with ASEAN in the face of the Kampuchean problem dominate
Beijing's approach to the area. To the extent that China is seen as restraining any
further Vietnamese ambitions in the region, it has been a welcome participant
in the Hanoi-ASEAN confrontation by the non-Communist Southeast Asians;
but, on the other hand, to the extent that China is seen as provocatively pursuing
its feud with Moscow at the cost of peace in the region, it is distrusted by the
same Southeast Asians.

Concern about China dominates the long-range view of most Southeast Asians.
The fears of the 1950s that Chinese communism would try to spill over into Southeast
Asia has been superseded by the fears that a modernized China as a regional, if not
world, power will inevitably distort the evolution of its smaller southern neighbors.
The question for the long run is what will be the necessary costs of having a strong
China next door. It is this concern which makes many Southeast Asians ask whether
it is prudent for Washington to rush China into military modernization. Although
it may be somewhat desirable for China to be better able to confront the Soviets on
the north, unfortunately, modern weapons can be pointed in all directions, and so
far the Chinese have been more inclined to use their arms on their southern borders.

Between Southeast Asian and Americans there have been, and still are,
considerably different judgments about Chinese intentions, proclivities, and poten
tialities. So far history has not made it clear who is correct about the Chinese. When
Americans saw the Chinese as foes, some Southeast Asian governments insisted that
they were friends. Now the roles have been reversed, but it is still not clear who was
or is right. Whereas Americans may be prepared to admit that at one time they
exaggerated the threat from the Chinese, some Southeast Asians, such as many
Indonesians, insist that since they were once close to the Chinese, they have special
knowledge about their inclinations and warn that China will certainly be a problem
in the years ahead.

It is impossible to speak of a uniform Southeast Asia attitude toward China. A
persistent source of stress among the five countries of ASEAN is their different views
about China. Thailand and Singapore have been the most appreciative of Beijing's
role in pressuring Hanoi and least concerned about China's support for revolutionary
movements in the region. Indonesia, with memories of Beijing's support of the
Indonesian Communist Party and its attempted coup of September 30, 1968, and
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Malaysia, which has long struggled against the armed uprising of the Malayan
Communist Party (MCP), are more distrustful of Beijing and see it as a long-run
threat to the entire region. And the Philippines provide a moderating influence in
support of ASEAN solidarity.

Before we try to evaluate current Chinese propensities, it should be helpful first
to review the record, evaluate the growing Chinese interest in Southeast Asia (that
is, Vietnam and Kampuchea), and then note in greater detail the different attitudes
within ASEAN and between ASEAN and Washington toward China.

From Cultural Pride to Revolutionary Leadership

As is well known, the Chinese historically thought of themselves as the center of
the world and believed that all ''barbarian" peoples were contending for the blessings
of a suzerain relationship with their august imperial court, which was the hub of the
tributary system.' Southeast Asians, with the exception of the Sinified Vietnamese,
saw the relationship in a somewhat different light. Although several of the principal
kingdoms at one time or another periodically sent tribute missions to the Han court,
Southeast Asian rulers were never as intimidated by China as the Chinese believed
them to be. From earliest times the Southeast Asians, living on natural maritime
crossroads, conceived of the world as multipolar. Indeed, they were far more sensi
tive to other civilizations than the Sinic: politically, they modeled their governments
after the Hindu concept of the state; in religion, they embraced Buddhism, Islam, and.
Christianity; and, culturally, they borrowed almost nothing from the Chinese—a fact
which has punctured Chinese pretensions of superiority toward Southeast Asians.
Emissaries involved in the tributary exchanges discovered that Chinese mandarins
took themselves exceedingly seriously and hence could be easily disarmed by flattery.

During the colonial era China became even more irrelevant to Southeast
Asians. They were, of course, aware of the tide of Chinese migrants, but China as
a political factor barely existed for them. Thus it was only after World War II that
the complex and readily changeable relations began to take shape between a
Communist-ruled China and the now independent new states of Southeast Asia.

Even before the People's Liberation Army had achieved victory in the Chinese
civil war, most of the Communist parties in Southest Asia had attempted some form
of a "war of national liberation." Beginning in December 1945, the Viet Minh, under
the leadership of Ho Chi Minh, had started fighting the French Expeditionary Force,
and in February 1948 at the Calcutta meeting of the Asian Youth Conference, the
"Zhdanov Line" was passed on to representatives of other Southeast Asian parties.
Shortly afterwards came the prolonged Malayan Emergency, the short-lived uprising
at Madiun of the Indonesian Communist Party, and the several-years-long uprising
of the Hukbalahap movement in the Philippines. When Mao Zedong proclaimed
the establishment of the People's Republic of China on October 1, 1949, the

1. This historical review follows my analysis in "The China Factor in Southeast Asia," in Richard H.
Solomon, ed.. The China Factor: Sine-American Relations and the Global Scene (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.:
Prentice-Hall, 1981).
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message sent to Southeast Asia was that the various Communist parties should con
tinue to follow Moscow's line of'armed struggle" and that this could best be done
by copying the Chinese "model" of revolutionary warfare by first winning over the
"countryside" and then seizing control of the "cities." By November 1949 Liu
Shaoqi was telling the delegates attending the Asian and Australasian Trade Union
Conference in Beijing that "armed struggle is the main form of struggle for the
national liberation of many colonies and semicolonies."^

During the period of the Korean War and until late 1^52 Beijing persisted in
claiming that the newly independent countries of Southeast Asia were still under the
control of their former masters and that armed struggle by local Communists was the
only hope for liberation. At that time the Chinese leaders still refused to believe that
there could be "neutrals" and asserted that everybody had to "lean to one side or the
other." Thus, even though proudly neutralist Burma was the first non-Communist
state to recognize the PRC, Beijing was less than totally friendly toward the new
government in Rangoon and established ties with the Burmese Communist party.

By 1954, largely as a result of the persistent pleading of New Delhi, the
revolutionary leaders in Beijing began to take a more positive view of "neutralism."
In June of that year, the Chinese subscribed to the Indian concept of the Five Prin
ciples of Peaceful Coexistence, and by the time of the Bandung Conference in April
of the next year, the Chinese were enthusiastically calling for the strengthening of the
nonaligned movement. Some of the Southeast Asian leaders, particularly the
Indonesians, welcomed this softening of Chinese policies in favor of "peaceful co
existence," but the majority remained suspicious of Chinese intentions particularly
because Beijing continued to call upon the Southeast Asian Communist parties to
overthrow their governments.

It was at this time that the Chinese, emulating the Soviets, began advancing
the argument that friendly state-to-state relations should not preclude close party-
to-party relations even when the particular party was trying to overthrow the govern
ment. To this day Beijing clings to the peculiar notion that party relations and state
relations are separate matters, a view which has become one of the most serious
obstacles to improving Chinese relations with Southeast Asian governments. When
Vice-Premier Deng Xiaoping visting Kuala Lumpur and Singapore in 1978, he
found it necessary to preserve China's revolutionary credentials by saying, to
the distress of his hosts, that China would continue to support the Malayan
Communist party, which was still engaged in insurgency. In May 1980 Foreign
Minister Huang Hua upset Jakarta's plans for normalizing relations with the PRC
by reenunciating in Bangkok the doctrine of the legitimacy of Beijing support for
revolutionary movements in countries with whom China would like to have good
state-to-state relations.^

2. On the Chinese ''model" of revolution through armed struggle, see Shanti Swarup, A Study of the
Chinese Communist Movement (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1966); John Gitting, The Role ofthe Chinese
Army (London: Oxford University Press, 1967); and Samuel B. Griffith, II, The Chinese People's Libera
tion Army York: McGraw-Hill, 1964).

3. "The Aging of the New Order," Far Eastern Economic Review, June 17-July 3, 1980, pp. 11-21.
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The Chinese still persist in three "revolutionary" practices, which are pro
foundly disturbing to many Southeast Asian leaders who otherwise would welcome
closer relations with the PRC. First, Beijingcontinues to giveat least lip serviceto
the goal of Communist insurgency in non-Communist Southeast Asia. Second, the
Chinese maintaincommunications withSoutheastAsianCommunistparties, includ
ing those in Burma and Malaysia, who are engaged in fighting their governments,
and theycontinueto broadcastrevolutionary appeals in Southeast Asianlanguages.
Third, Beijing welcomes and gives sanctuary to revolutionary Southeast Asian
leaders who are wanted by their governments.

China was a factor in the domestic politics of most Southeast Asian countries
throughout the 1950s and 1960s because of questions about the loyalties of the
overseas Chinese. Even before the period of European colonialism, Chinese had
settledin parts of Southeast Asia, and indeed the Chinesecameto call the regionNan
Yanor "Southern Region" as though it were a part of China comparable with what
they called North China proper, Bei Yang. During the colonial period, however, the
Chinese migrations expanded greatly and created problems in race relations in several
of the countries. The problem was especially troublesome because Chinese
monopolized much of the local marketing and money-lending operations, causing
one of the kings of Thailand to call them for the first time "the Jews of the Orient."
After independence it was easy for Europeans and Americans to return home, but
the Chinese, divided in their loyalties between the Communists, the nationalists, and
the land of their birth, generallyhad no realisticchoicesbut to stay wherethey were
and become, in the words of a thoughtful citizenof Singapore, "the last livingrem
nants of the colonial era."

Thus, on the basis of crude racial sentiments, the emerging nationalism of
Southeast Asia found China to be a national enemy, second only to their former
colonial powers. As China's prestige grew with the flood of propaganda about
Beijing's new Communist regime, young overseas Chinese took manifest pridein
their "mother country," thereby convincing Southeast Asians that theywere indeed
potential fifth columns for the massive, revolutionary power to the north."

In sum, duringthe firstdecadeand a half of itsexistence, the PRC wasseenby
a majorityof the leaders of SoutheastAsiaas a rising menace. The exceptions were
the men in Hanoi, who spoke the language of world revolution, and Sukarno and
Sihanouk, who aspired to manipulateChina according to their own interest. (The
irony, of course, is that Vietnam and Indonesia were to become the fiercest foes of
China by the end of the next two decades whereas Kampuchea was to be led into
autogenocideby leaderswho professedallegiance to Beijing.) In the restof Southeast
Asia the PRC wasseenin varyingdegrees as, first, an ideological threat becauseof
itsespousal of revolution and itsclaim to having the secret of nationaldevelopment
and economic miracles. Second, China was offensive to Southeast Asian nationalism

4. Theclassic historic studyof theoverseas Chinese in theregion isVictor Purcell, TheChinese inSoutheast
Asia(London; Oxford University Press, 1947). Fora goodappreciation of how theproblem of theoverseas
Chinese was perceived in the 1950s and early 1960s, seeLeaE. Williams, TheFutureof the Overseas
Chinese in Southeast Asia (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1966).
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because ofits attractiveness to their ethnic Chinese, who believedthat an emerging, pow
erful China made it unnecessary for them wholeheartedly to support their countriesof
residence. Third, therewasthebasicgeopolitical reaUty: the influence of a strongunited
China had historically alwaysspilledover itsborders, and therefore the fragile, inchoate
states neighboring thenew Chinaquite properly felt theneed to takewarning. Thailand,
thePhilippines, andSouth Vietnam responded byseeking closer ties with China's major
antagonist, a perceived-to-be-powerful United States. Others sought security through
nonalignment andavariety ofways ofexpressing their distinctive degrees ofneutralism.

The Leveling of the Giant

This era of fear and awe of China came to an end as the result of two watershed
events, the Cultural Revolution in China and the Vietnam War, especially its out
come. The Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution—that season of unbridled madness
for all China, when millions of possessed youths desecrated China's past greatness
in their frenzy of idiocy, when the structures of government and party were torn
asunder and left near impotent, and which finally left a society permeated with
abiding hatred—destroyed throughout Southeast Asia the imageof China as either
inspiring or fearsome. The monster that wasChina wassuddenlyabsorbed in such
self-destruction that Vice-Premier Deng Xiaoping-was later to say that Mao may have
killedmore people than Stalin, and senior officials wereto claim that over 3 million
Chinese had been killed and 100 million had suffered in the Cultural Revolution.

After a period of puzzledwondermentat such folly, China becamea target of
scorn by Southeast Asians. It forfeited all claims of being a relevant "model" par
ticularly after it had become clear that China's economic growth would be set back
decades, that it would lose at least a generation of educated professionals, and that
only the most witless of radicalscould find merit in such revolutionaryantics.' Unlike
the United States wherea generation of parents, already unnerved by the drug culture
and the antiwar protests of rebellious offspring, felt they needed to reach out to a
youth culture that rejoicedin Maoist sentiments, in Southeast Asiaadults felt no con
straints in denouncing the absurdity of Mao's China. Consequently, even among the
Chinese communities awe of the fatherland evaporated.'

Then in 1969the coup de grace of the image of a menacing China came with
the news that Soviet and Chinese troops were actually fighting each other.'

5. For a sophisticatedand objectiveanalysisof the Maoist revolutionary "model," seeBenjaminSchwartz,
"Modernization and the Maoist Vision," in Roderick MacFarquhar, ed., China Under Mao (Cambridge,
Mass: M.I.T. Press, 1966). For examples of Western empathy for Maoist rhetoric, see John G. Gurley,
China's Economy and the Maoist Strategy York: Monthly Review Press, 1977); A1 Imfeld, China as
a Model ofDevelopment(NewYork: Orbis Books, 1978); and most issuesof the Journal ofConcerned
Asian Scholars.

6. On the details of Beijing's relations with radical groups in Southeast Asia, see Jay Taylor, China and
Southeast Asia: Peking's Relations with Revolutionary Movements (New York: Praeger, 1976).

7. On the general reaction to the Sino-Soviet dispute, see William E. Griffith, The Sino-Soviet Rift
(Cambridge,Mass: M.I.T. Press, 1964); and on the actual fighting, seeThomas Robinson, "The Sino-
Soviet Bbrder Dispute," American Political Science Review, 66(4) (Dec. 1972): 1175-1202.
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Southeast Asian leaders instantly recognizedthat unlessChina quicklysobered up,
it would have a permanent military problem on its northern borders and hence would
no longer dare risk adventures to the south. For the next decade China ceased being
a major factor in Southeast Asia.

As the threat of China receded, Southeast Asian leaders had to take more
serious account of Vietnam, particularly after the United States withdrew from the
war and Hanoi pushed on to victory. The immediate effect of the fall of Saigon in
1975was the strengthening of ASEAN, even as all of the leaders of the five govern
ments protested to the skies that they would never allow that association of peace-
loving states to become a collective security arrangement, especially one directed
toward Hanoi, to whom all five signaled their desire for friendly relations. On the
other hand, all the leaders in the region had to take note of the fact that Hanoi now
possessed a huge arsenal of modern arms. Indeed, once the war booty taken with the
collapse of the South was added to the generous Soviet supplies which had been
massed for the final victory, Vietnam becameone of the world's most heavilyarmed
countries, and militarily it towered above the rest of Southeast Asia. The first
response of the other countries of the region was prudence, if not intimidity, and the
avoidance of any provocations.

When by 1978it had become clear that no effort to mollify the strongest coun
try in the region would prevent it from trying, at the least, to consolidate control over
the Indochina peninsula, ASEAN leaders rediscovered China as a factor in Southeast
Asia, but this time a more positive one. As a consequence of its feud with Hanoi and
its determination to "teach a lesson" to Vietnam for its internal policies and its
reliance upon the Soviet Union in conquering China's only friend in the region,
Kampuchea, the PRC was welcomed, more by some than others, as a stabilizing
force that could counter an aggressive Vietnam.

Sino-Vietnamese Relations: From Allies to Foes

This is not the place to engage in a detailed reviewof Sino-Vietnameserelations,
the full story of whichis obscured by shrill propaganda and the need of both parties
to protect with secrecy their self-esteem.® There has been considerable irrationality
in the behavior of both Beijing and Hanoi as they have broken their once strong
friendshipand in the processincreasedtheir own securityproblems. Beijingmay have
felt that Hanoi was not attentive enough to China's wishes and too receptive to those
of the Soviet Union; yet its actions ended a situation in which it had some leverage
in Hanoi—the Chinese did, for example, provide some $10million in aid and 40,000
"technicians" during the Vietnam War against the United States—and insured that
the Vietnamese would be truly dependent upon the Soviet Union. Presumably the
Chinese objective was to prevent the Soviet encirclement of China from the South,
but by their actions they have helped to legitimize a Soviet military position in
Vietnam and in particular the use of the former U.S. bases at Cam Ranh Bay and

8. SeeBrian Shaw,"China and North Vietnam: Two Revolutionary Paths," CurrentScene, pt. 1,9(11)
(Nov. 1971); pt. 2, 9(12) (Dec. 1971).
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Danang. Hanoi's behavior has been equally self-defeating in that it has created a
powerful enemy on its northern border and at the same time isolated itself from most
of the rest of the world.

It may be especially difficult for Americans to understand the Sino-Vietnamese
feud because to the extent that it has the characteristics of a bitter divorce,
Washington was in some measure the ''correspondent." When Mao Zedong wel
comed Henry Kissinger and President Nixon to Beijing in essence he pulled the carpet
out from under the Vietnamese leaders who were still stubbornly negotiating with
Kissinger and Nixon.^ By his actions, Mao dramatically reduced the importance of
Vietnam in world politics, provided a basis for a graceful U.S. withdrawal from
Vietnam, and redefined the basic structure of East Asian security as involving the
triangular politics of Beijing-Moscow-Washington. The dynamics of the process of
normalizing U.S.-China relations involved, far more than most Americans realized,
the isolating of Vietnam. Beijing accepted as a cost of its normalizing of relations
with Washington in 1978 the Soviet-Vietnamese Treaty particularly since it judged
that the impact on world politics of the announcement of normalization would pro
vide security for mounting military operations against Vietnam in early 1979 as a
punishment for Vietnam's bold conquest of Kampuchea.'®

Chinese policy toward Kampuchea and Vietnam is significantly different from
both ASEAN's and Washington's.'' Broadly speaking, Beijing is committed to a war
of attrition against Hanoi. At very low cost to itself it is able to keep the Vietnamese
on a war footing. The two-pronged Chinese approach involved, first, a low-level flow
of arms to the remnant Pol Pot forces, a strategy that requires the tacit cooperation
of Bangkok; and, second, a continuous series of border incidents, involving the PLA
(People's Liberation Army) firing into Vietnam, that will keep the Vietnamese
mobilized indefinitely.

Beijing's goal is very simple: it wishes immediately to punish Hanoi severely for
its close reliance upon the Soviet Union, and in the longer run it aspires to bring
Hanoi to its knees. The Chinese argue that if their pressure is maintained, the
Vietnamese will sooner or later have to withdraw from Kampuchea, and then the
Chinese-supported Khmer Rouge (that is, Pol Pot's forces) will replace the Heng
Samrin government. Eventually, however, Beijing would like to see the Soviets pull
out completely from Vietnam, and to the extent that Hanoi must look abroad for se
curity, it should be a form of dependency upon China. Given the conspicuous and
frustrating failure of the U.S. armed forces to wear down the fighting will of the
Vietnamese, Americans can only question the hubris of the Chinese and wonder
whether the Chinese will not in time be driven to greater anger at Hanoi.

9. H. P. Haney, "North Vietnam Quarterly Report No. 42, Nixon's Peking Visit and the Vietnam War,"
China News Analysis, 855 (Sept. 17, 1971): 1-7.

10. Kenneth P. London, "The Impact of Sino-American Detente on the Indochina Conflict," in Gene
Hsiao, ed., Sino-American Detente and Its Policy Implications (New York: Praeger, 1973).

11. For an excellent discussion of the triangular relations among Washington-Beijing-Hanoi and of
Beijing's conflict with Hanoi, see John W. Carver, "Sino-Vietnamese Conflict and the Sino-American

Rapprochement," Political Science Quarterly, Fall 1981, pp. 445-64.
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Sincethe Vietnam conquest of Kampuchea the Chinese have been embarrassed
about thereputation of Pol Pot andinsearch ofa cosmetic respectability insisted that
hebereplaced as formalleaderof the Khmer Rouge byKhieu Sampran.In the sum
mer of 1980 in a further effort to broaden its base of popular support, the Khmer
Rouge made the astonishing announcement that it was prepared to abandon its
Marxist ideology in the name of which it had committed some of the worst atrocities
since Hitler. The Kampuchean people apparently find all who would rule them
abominable since wherever theKhmer Rouge forces operate, the population gener
ally welcomes the Vietnamese conquerors, but once order is established by the
Vietnamese, Kampuchean nationalism revives, and thereiswidespread opposition
to the puppet Phnom Penh regime.

As distasteful as it is for them, the ASEAN governments have had no alter
native except to insist that the Pol Pot regime must be treated as the legitimate
government of Kampuchea, but since 1980 theyhavealsobeenactivein trying, first,
to establisha non-Communist alternative to the Khmer Rougeand then to create a
new coalition government. Initially, Beijing showed no inclination to compromise
its full backing of the Khmer Rouge, but gradually it has come to recognize the
diplomatic advantages of a moreflexible standon an alternative government to that
of Heng Samrin. By 1982 Beijing had made what it considered to be substantial
changes, but mostASEAN leaders continued to believe that Beijing should go fur
ther in supporting theirview that world opinion would onlyaccept a Kampuchean
government that wasnot a reminder of the sinsof the Khmer Rouge's yearsof rule;
In 1981 Chinabegan to takea greater interest in forming an alternative Kampuchean
leadership, andto demonstrate theearnestness of itssearch fora united front,Beijing
beganto supplysomearms to 3,000non-Communist KhmerSeraiguerrillas under
the leadership of the Son Sann faction. The Chinese have also sought to humor
Sihanouk intoparticipating in a united front, buttheerratic prince hasplayed coy,
on several occasions teasing othersinto believing that hemightjoin in forminga new
Kampuchean government but then withdrawing to his exile palaces in Pyongyang
and Beijing or to his villa on the Riviera.

Differences within ASEAN

Given their frustrations, it is not surprising that ASEAN leaders have tended
to look in somewhat differentdirections in searchof solutions to the Kampuchean
problem.Theirdifferences haveput a strain on ASEANunityand highlighted varia
tions in Southeast Asian views of China.

It wouldbe reassuring for U.S. policyif onecouldspeakconfidentlyof a single
"ASEANposition" towardtheKampuchean problem, but it iscommon knowledge,
as we have already noted, that Jakarta and Kuala Lumpur wish to be more

12.It isconventional to referto Sihanoukas **mercurial,*' and nodoubt thereare manypossible sources
of hiscoyandfickle ways. Onepossible source isthat, as hehimself hasexplained it, hisparents decided
to bringhimup as a girl because theydid not want to "brutalize" him as a boy, and hencehe wassent
to an all-girls schooluntilafter whatshouldhavebeentheageof menses whenhefinallyhad to learn, as
he called it, "my true sexual identity."
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accommodating to Hanoi whereas Singaporeand Bangkokhavebeenmore "hard
line," and Manila has had to play the consensus role. Such characterizations are,
however,overlysimplistic sincethey misswhat could turn out to be criticalnuances
and internal splits within the various countries."

AlthoughThailand is the "front-line state" most immediately threatened by
Vietnam's conquest of Kampuchea and thus has a strong interest in seeing
Vietnamese forces withdraw from at least the western half of the country,
developments in Thai domestic politics havemadeit difficult for Bangkokaggres
sively to confront Vietnam. It isnoteworthy that Vietnam'sconquests havenot pro
ducedenoughof a sense of national threat to havepreventedeithera major cabinet
crisis in 1980nor an attempted coup d'etat on April 1, 1981.

Thailand's unique military-parliamentary system of government has shown
some signs of strainas modernization and economic development have generated
new urban classes with middle-class aspirations and interests. In the past the system
relied heavily upon the roleof a strongman, suchas General SaritRhanarat, but the
growing complexity and diversification of the society have made unlikely the
reestablishment of such leadership in spite of widespread nostalgia. Ever since
the 1973 riots that overthrew the Thanom-Prapas system, the balance between
the military and the civilian politicians has become more uncertain. In addition
to the classic distrust of soldiers as politicians, many among the Thai military are
convinced that the mushrooming urban middle classes lack moral principles,
haveexcessively selfish interests, and in a crisis will probablybehave in theapolitical,
cowardly way that the new rich in Iran did when that system, under the Shah,
wasattacked by its frustrated and more traditionalist lowerclasses. Furthermore,
having been stationed throughout the country and thus possessing first-hand
acquaintanceship with the rural scene, many Thai officers are convinced that
they are closer to the people and know their interests better than the civilian
parliamentarians do.

As far as the Kampuchean problem is concerned, the situation is further com
plicated bythe factthat some generational divisions have emerged within the ranks
of the Thai military, divisions which reflect new views about national goals, com
munism, and the obligations of the military. A group of colonels, who were all
classmates, and not surprisingly are called the "Young Turks," have taken it upon
themselves to try to purify the nation. Nearly all were trained in the United States,
served in Vietnam during the war there, and have fought against the guerrillas of the
Communist Party of Thailand. They have consequently been decisively immersed
in the doctrines of "civic action" and the paramount importance of winning "hearts
and minds." Their continuing faith in Buddhism and their loyalty to the Thai mon
archy have kept them from ideological extremism.'"

13. This discussion of strains within ASEAN follows my Redefining American Policy in Southeast Asia
(Washington, D.C.: American Enterprise Institute, 1982).

14. John McBeth, "The Coup That Never Was," Far Eastern Economic Review, April 10-16, 1981,
pp. 10-15.
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The Young Turks are also inclined to be anti-Chinese because they not only see
the wealthy Sino-Thai businessmen as corrupting national life, but they also fought
for years against the Communist Party of Thailand, which is predominantly Sino-
Thai, armed with Chinese weapons, and guided by Chinese Communist doctrines.
It is therefore not surprising that these elements within the Thai army have openly
complained about their government following too closely the Chinese line about
Kampuchea and Vietnam. Some of the Young Turks have indicated a readiness to
accept the normalization of relations with the Heng Samrin regime in Phnom Penh
because they believe the problems at the border caused by the persistence of the con
flict have unduly diverted attention from Thailand's internal problems and given the
Chinese too great an accessto the region. Although they are prepared to acknowledge
that at present Chinese pressures to the north of Vietnam are a valuable constraint
on Hanoi and thus of strategic value to their country, they also believe that in the long
run Thailand's main enemy will turn out to be the Chinese, who will eventually seek
to dominate all of Southeast Asia.

It is these and other internal problems in Thailand which cause considerable
concern in Singapore and which in turn makes that government bring constant
pressure on Bangkok to remain firm in its anti-Vietnamese position. Singapore,
however, does not have an unblemished record of constancy in foreign policy, as
Thai leaders are quick to point out. Until Kissinger's visit to Beijing, Singapore was
stoutly anti-Beijing and a vocal champion of America's involvement in the Vietnam
War; yet since the fall of Saigon, Lee Kuan Yew's government has become steadily
more sympathetic toward China. (There is, of course, still no tolerance for anyone
who becomes unduly sympathetic to communism.) Singapore officials argue that
they have in fact been consistent in their recognition of the threat to Southeast Asia
by Vietnam; they say they had first hoped that the United States would successfully
contain Hanoi's jambitions and that now they must rely upon Beijing to do the job.
It also seems that whereas in the past Lee Kuan Yew had grounds for worrying about
Chinese Communist penetration of his essentially Chinese ethnic population, he now
feels less threatened by a China that was nearly destroyed by its radical-revolutionary
aspirations and which has now become benignly pragmatic. Furthermore,
Singapore's Chinese population now seems less a liability of potential penetration
and more an asset for capturing a profitable share of the China market.

Consistent with its more tolerant view of China, Singapore has increasingly
seen the Soviet Union as the major threat to the region. In their speeches officials
routinely refer to the build-up of the Soviet Far Eastern Fleet and to the Soviet naval
presence in the Indian Ocean as ominous developments. More recently they have
pointed to how active Soviets have been in spreading out into Indochina and assum
ing a leading role in several aspects of Kampuchean development.

Given these concerns and the lack of any domestic liabilities for being anti-
Vietnam, it has been natural for Singapore to becomethe leader in ASEAN in bring
ing international pressures to bear on Hanoi. Singapore has worked tirelessly to inter
nationalize the Kampuchean problem, seeking not only an international conference
under U.N. auspices but also trying to interest others in the need for some kind of
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international intervention in Kampuchea. Aware that in time Thailand may falter in
its anti-Vietnam position and sensitive to the urges for accommodation in other
ASEAN capitals, Singapore left no diplomatic stones unturned at either the U.S. or
the ASEAN foreign ministers meetings. In particular Singapore has led in the effort
to create an alternative Kampuchean leadership in the form of a three-way coalition
consisting of Son Sann of the Khmer Serai, Prince Sihanouk, and the Pol Pot forces.
In its enthusiasm for strengthening the non-Communist Kampucheans, Singappre
got well ahead of the rest of ASEAN in December 1981 when it proposed that the five
countries might provide arms for the Son Sann guerrillas, an idea which shocked
Jakarta and Kuala Lumpur because it suggested that ASEAN might be taking on a
military aspect.

The potential cracking of ASEAN's consensus, which Hanoi and Moscow have
certainly been counting on, lies in the less than enthusiastic commitment of Jakarta
and Kuala Lumpur for completely ostracizing Hanoi. Symptomatic of their accom
modating attitude was the March 22-28, 1980, meeting of Indonesian President
Suharto and Malaysian Premier Dato Hussein Onn in the east coast Malaysian town
of Kuantan, which resulted in a statement of principles calling for a trade-off between
Vietnam extracting itself from all dependence upon either the U.S.S.R. or the PRC
and ASEAN agreeing that Kampuchea required not a military but a political solu
tion in which Hanoi's '^security interest" in Kampuchea would be respected. The
**Kuantan principle" was most embarrassing for both Singapore, which called it
^'misguided," and Thailand, which said it was ''badly timed." Fortunately for the
unity of ASEAN Hanoi at that juncture seemed to lose completely its once awesome
propaganda skills. Vietnam's Foreign Minister, Nguyen Co Thach, shortly after
wards on visiting Kuala Lumpur arrogantly denounced the Kuantan formula
for suggesting that Hanoi was under the influence of the Soviet Union, and further
more he declared that Vietnam would never withdraw its forces from Kampuchea
so long as China "threatened" the security of not only that country but of "all of
Southeast Asia."

Indonesia's somewhat greater readiness to compromise with Hanoi stems
largely from a deep distrust of Beijing. Malaysia, on the other hand, wants eased rela
tions with Hanoi because of its ideological commitment to making Southeast Asia
into a Zone of Peace, Freedom, and Neutrality.

In early 1980 Jakarta was rethinking its anti-Chinese orientations in the light
of both the Vietnamese invasion of Kampuchea and the Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan, but because of an equally deep fear of Islamic fundamentalism, shared
also by Kuala Lumpur, the Indonesian government, like the Malaysian, felt the need
to tone down anti-Soviet sentiments and consequently to play up suspicions of
Chinese intentions. (Both Jakarta and Kuala Lumpur conspicuously avoided defend
ing Afghanistan as a wronged Islamic state and stressed instead that the Soviets had
invaded a "neutralist" and "nonaligned" country.) The hard-line anti-Beijing fac
tion within the Indonesian leadership—consisting of those who have a vivid memory
of China's support of the Indonesian Communist's coup attempt of September 30,
1965, and those who still believe in a nonaligned foreign policy and hence see a
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rapprochement with China as an essentially anti-Soviet action—was able to use the
reactions of Singapore and Thailand against the Kuantan principle to justify refusing
to go ahead with the planned August 1980 recognition of Beijing—a refusal which
also has the effect of preventing Singapore from normalizing relations with Beijing
since Lee Kuan Yew has pledged that his country will be the last in ASEAN to take
that step. Even after Vietnamese troops shocked the region by crossing the Kam-
puchean border into Thailand on the very eve of the June 25-26, 1980, ASEAN
foreignministersconferencein Kuala Lumpur (whichwasattended by U.S. Secretary
of State Edmund Muskie), Indonesian Foreign Minister Mochtar Kusumaatmadja
still called for a "dialogue" with Hanoi.

Kuala Lumpur's reasons for being somewhat tolerant of Hanoi are different
from Jakarta's. Malaysian authorities have to tread carefully in ways that the
Indonesians do not. The Malaysian Communist Party (MCP), which still receivesat
least moral support from Beijing, has not abandoned its armed struggle.Malaysia
also has the largest Chinese population of any Southeast Asian country, and race
relations are constantly at the point of near strain. Faced with these difficulties, the
Malaysian government decided to follow a different route from Indonesia's and
choseto bethe firstASEAN countryto recognize Beijing, hopingtherebythat Beijing
would reciprocate by calling off the MCP. Also, by recognizing the PRC the
Malaysiangovernmentsought to eliminategrounds for complaint among its more
China-oriented population. In particular, the policy was calculated to make more
docile the troublesome^leftist students.

Another consideration affecting Kuala Lumpur's view of the Kampuchean
problemis the fact that its relationswithBangkokhavenot beencompletely harmo
nious for more than twenty years. During this time Thai authorities have not been
vigorously helpful in dealing with the large MCP guerrilla sanctuaries in their ter
ritory across the border from Malaysia. In response to Thai inaction Malaysian
authorities recently decided to turn theireyes awayfrom thejunglecamps in Malaysia
of Islamic insurgents seeking to gain autonomy for the Moslem-dominated three
southern provinces of Thailand, which lie just across the border from Malaysia.
Given this history of border problems, it is perhaps understandable that some offi
cials in Kuala Lumpur believethat it is not entirely bad for Thailand now to have the
menace of Vietnamese troops on one of its other borders.' ^

Finally, feeling vulnerablefor theseand other reasons, the Malaysian govern
ment has become an ardent champion of tranquillity for the region, and therefore
it opposesany development which might bringabout unsettlingconfrontations and
particularlyany armedconflicts.Thisconcernexplains whyMalaysia wasthe only
ASEAN stateofficially to criticize U.S. involvement in Vietnam. It alsoexplains why
Kuala Lumpur took the lead in holding out an olive branch to Hanoi after the fall
of Saigon. Furthermore, Kuala Lumpur has never had ambitions to be a regional
power, as some Indonesian leaders would have their country be.

15.PaisalSricharatchanya, 'The Muslims MoveIn," Far Eastern EconomicReview, Oct. 9-15, 1981,
pp. 23-29.
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All of this adds up to the fact that while it is possible in general terms to speak
of an ASEAN position on the Kampuchean problem, close examination of the situa
tion shows that each government has its own particular interests, which in different
ways strain the consensus. It has fallen to the more removed Philippines to play a
major part in unifying the views of the five countries. In doing this, Manila has shown
great sympathy for Bangkok, which was its former partner in SEATO, and for
Singapore, whose prime minister gets along well with President Ferdinand Marcos.
At the same time, however. Foreign Minister Carlos Romulo has called for a
'^dialogue" with Hanoi, echoing the wishes of both Jakarta and Kuala Lumpur.
Indeed, given all the potential divisions among the ASEAN countries, it is testimony
to the skills of their respective foreign offices that they have been so successful in
asserting a united front, especially in the chaotic politics of the United Nations.

Playing the United Nations Game

The keyarena whereASEANhas focuseditsconsensus policies has beenin the
United Nations. The first effective international act of ASEAN after Vietnam had
established itspuppet government of Heng Samrin inPhnomPenhwas inmobilizing
majority support for the continuedrecognition of the deposed government of Pol
Pot. Subsequently, the annual issue of Kampuchean representation has made the
United Nations a scene of confrontation between ASEAN and Vietnam. The imper
ative of sustaining majority support in the United Nations has also meant that
ASEAN must constantly showthat it is trying to take the initiativein seekinga resolu
tion to the Kampuchean problem. In spiteof India's recognition of the HengSamrin
government in July 1980, ASEAN succeeded inOctoberin getting a voteof 74for,
35against, and 32abstaining for the continued seatingof the KhieuSamphan-Pol
Pot regime. In order to do so, however,ASEAN had to promiseto organizean inter
national conference under U.N. auspices. The plan was for the conference to call for
the withdrawal of all foreign troops from Kampuchea with U.N. verification and
arrange for U.N. forces to maintain order, carry out free elections, and guarantee
that Kampuchea would neither be a threat nor be threatened by others in the future.
Both the Soviet Union and Vietnam firmly denounced the idea of such an interna
tional conference.

Vietnam instead countered the plan for a generalized international conference
withthe proposalthat ASEANand Vietnam engage in a separate"dialogue," part of
which would involve direct Thai-Kampuchean negotiations about such matters as the
refugees and a possible "demilitarized zone" along the Thai-Kampuchean border.
Vietnam's proposals were first made at the Vientiane conference of July 18, 1980,
that involved the three states of Indochina. The ASEAN Standing Committee
promptly rejected the proposal, noting that the idea of a demilitarized zone on the
border would imply that Thailand was at war with Kampuchea instead of Vietnam
having caused the war by invading Kampuchea. Therefore, ASEAN argued that any
demilitarized zone should be within Kampuchea and under U.N. supervision.

Although it seems unlikely that there will be U.N. supervised elections in
Kampuchea in the foreseeable future, ASEAN's commitment to such elections has
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forced the five countries to take a livelier interest in forming an alternative non-
Communist Kampuchean political force. During the winter and spring of 1980-1981
ASEAN's desperate efforts to create a new leadership group only dramatized again the
feuding divisions among the surviving Kampuchean leadership. Every proposed for
mula ran up against the basic problem that any possible alternative leadership would
lack an army. Without guns they could not be the real leaders in trying to force out the
Vietnamese, and even worse should by some miracle Vietnam withdraw, they would
have no guarantee that the Pol Pot group, which has the guns, would not promptly
eliminate them and return to ruling Kampuchea in their heartless way. Unlessan alter
native leadership is givenassured protection by a creditable major power, it cannot be
come a significant factor in Kampuchean politics no matter how popular it might be
with the Kampuchean people. In seeking to bring the non-Communist leaders into a
united front with the Democratic Khmer, Thai Foreign Minister Sitthi Sawetshila went
so far as to promise Son Sann that all arms passed to the united front would go through
his Khmer People's National Liberation Front. For Son Sann this seemed, however,
to be only a legalistic arrangement that would hardly provide security against the
Khmer Rouge, who would still command the men who man the guns in the field.

In the face of adamant Soviet and Vietnamese opposition and the obvious
discomfort of Secretary-General Kurt Waldheim, ASEAN diplomats succeeding in
convening a ninety-three-nation conference during July 13-17, 1981, which drew
world attention to Vietnam's occupation of Kampuchea and concluded with the crea
tion of a five-nation group assigned to negotiate with Vietnam about the withdrawal
of its forces. Whether Hanoi will negotiate with the group is problematical although
it may agree to "talk" with its members. The conference did bring into the open the
fact that ASEAN and Beijingcontinue to have different views about Kampuchea and
that the United States prefers to skirt around the differences and avoid leadership
responsibilities. Under these circumstances ASEAN felt compelled to defer to
Chinese wishes. Specifically, ASEAN wanted the conference to agree that after all
foreign troops had withdrawn from Kampuchea and before U.N.-supervised elec
tions all elements within the country would be disarmed, but Beijing would not ac
cept the proposition that Pol Pot's forces should lose the advantage of being the
strongest armed Kampuchean group. Consequently, ASEAN had to modify its
resolution. China also successfully opposed the ASEAN proposals that (1)an interim
government be established in Kampuchea pending elections—preferring that Pol
Pot's government be returned to Phnom Penh—and (2) the Heng Samrin govern
ment be invited to the conference.

Thus, whileeventhe hard-line states of Singapore and Thailand sought to induce
Hanoi into a dialogue, Beijing has remained relativelyuncompromising. The confer
ence revealed again not only the divisions among the concerned states but also their dif
ficulties in moving from respective wishful-thinking positions to actual realities.

Tfiie Emerging Problems of the Soviet Union

Behind the confrontation between ASEAN and Vietnam lies the latent issue of
the growing influence of the Soviet Union in Southeast Asia. During the Vietnam
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War Washington's professed concern was that a Hanoi victory would open the region
to Chinese domination, but what happened after the fail of Saigon was the much
more surprising and menacing rise of Soviet activities. With unexpected diplomatic
skills Moscow has used the widespread fear of Vietnam to advance its influence.
Although none of the ASEAN governments has been willing to treat seriously the
long-range Soviet proposal for an Asian collective security system, all of them have
become—in varying degrees—convinced that given their perception of a declining
U.S. role in the region and their continuing fears about China, it was only prudent
to look upon Moscow as a potentially positive balancing force. The general presump
tion of all the ASEAN leaders has been that Moscow has decisive influence over

Hanoi. As we have noted, both Jakarta and Kuala Lumpur like to believe that Soviet
influences can help to neutralize Chinese Communist appeals among their leftists.
Singapore has masterfully calculated that by playing up the growing Soviet role in
the region it might be possible either to shock or to shame Washington into a renewed
interest in the region. Thailand went possibly the furthest when in March 1979 Prime
Minister Kriangsak Chamanan visited Moscow and returned to report that "the
Kremlin leaders have assured us that as they are closely associated with Vietnam,
Thailand need not fear an attack by Hanoi." In September of the same year
Malaysian Prime Minister Datuk Hussein Onn, seeking the same objective of security
from Hanoi and concerned for his own domestic left, also visited Moscow and
returned to say that the Kremlin was committed to playing a peaceful and stabilizing
role in the region. Within the year, however, the Soviets discovered that there were
some problems with this particular ploy: it had seemingly given the Thais such a
degree of reassurance that they were ready to become much bolder in seeking closer
relations with Beijing.

It was of course the Vietnamese invasion of Kampuchea and the Chinese attack
upon Vietnam which initially facilitated the Soviet dual strategy of consolidating a
firm position in Vietnam while simultaneously seeking respectful consideration from
the ASEAN governments. In the region it was taken as self-evident that it was the
Soviet-Vietnamese treaty of November 3, 1978, that enabled Vietnam to invade
Kampuchea and eliminate a Chinese ally. It is an equally established conviction in
the ASEAN capitals that the subsequent December 15, 1978, announcement that
Washington and Beijing were ready to normalize relations opened the way for China
to attack Vietnam. At the same time U.S. enthusiasm for its new Beijing
relationship suggested that Washington was even less than ever interested in
Southeast Asian developments.

The Sino-Vietnamese war dissolved whatever inhibitions Hanoi had about

allowing the Soviets to use the former American bases in South Vietnam. Thus, the
effect of the Chinese action was to strengthen Vietnam's dependency upon the Soviet
Union, to legitimize Soviet rights to use Vietnamese bases, and to cause all the
ASEAN governments within a year to make conspicuous moves toward improving
their relations with Moscow. Within a month after the Sino-Vietnamese fighting
Soviet-guided missile cruisers were using Cam Ranh Bay, and in six months Soviet
TU 95s or Bears were flying routinely from Danang.
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Thisisnot theplace, nor am I the person,to engage in a detailed analysis of the
strategic implications of the build-up of the Soviet Pacific Fleet. All that we need to
note is that whereas militarily the U.S. positionat SubicBayand Clark Fieldwill for
some time be able to overshadow the legitimized Soviet position in its Vietnamese
bases, politically theSoviets canexpect substantial payoffs. Already in Japan and
inSoutheastAsiathere iswiderspread beliefthat Sovietpowerison the risewhile the
United States is on the decline in the Western Pacific and Southeast Asia. No amount
of public relations statements aboutexpanding ties between Washington andBeijing
has so far been able to offset the political effects in Southeast Asia of the rising
presence of Soviet warships moving between the Indian Ocean and the Gulf of
Tonkin andonuptoVladivostok. Onthecontrary, theU.S. notion thatdealings with
Beijingcan be a counter to Sovietpower isnot so perceived in SoutheastAsia where
the reaction tends to be a heightened sense of ambivalence about both China and the
Soviet Unionand greaterdoubtsabout U.S. reliability. Specifically, theSoutheast
Asianleaders are ambivalent about Chinabecause, on theone hand, theywelcome
a strongChinato playa restraining influence on Hanoi,but, on theotherhand, they
are horrifiedat the long-runprospectof a China so strong as to become a threat to
the region. (Forthem theideal strength of Chinawas that in 1979 when Beijing felt
strong enoughto try to "teach a lesson" to Vietnam but wasnot strong enough to
conquer; any further build-up of Chinese military capabilities is not welcomed.)
Similarly, the Southeast Asian leaders are ambivalent about the Soviet Union
because, on the one hand, they see it as playing a restraining influence on both
Vietnamand China whereas, on the other, theydistrust ultimate Sovietintentions.

Totheextent thatU.S. actions, particularly in what areseen asattempts to play
a "China card," tend to agitate these feelings of ambivalence, the resultsare feel
ings of frustration, and even aggression, against the United States forbeing thecause
of anxieties. It is these dynamics which are a major factor behind the persistent
SoutheastAsianview that the UnitedStatesis "unreliable," a view which Americans
cannot understand because they aremore impressed with what they didto uphold
their commitments toSouth Vietnam than they areto theunintended consequences
of their newfound friendship with China.

The Long-Term Prospects

The rising influence of the Soviet Union in Indochinasuggests that China and
ASEAN arelikely to come closer together in time. Their shared experiences in try
ing to counter the Vietnamese occupation of Kampuchea also suggests that
inspiteof specific disagreements, therewill begradually a fading of distrust and a
growth of accommodation.

Unfortunately, there are other considerations which point to the road ahead
asbeing still rocky. There is,first, the potential fortroublesome territorial disputes,
particularly with respect to uninhabited islands in theSouth China Sea. InJanuary
1974 Chinese forces overwhelmed the small garrison of South Vietnamese on the
Paracel Islands, and then, much to Hanoi's anger, Beijingdeclaredafter the fall of
Saigonthat it would stillhold the islands. Chineseclaimsto both the Paracelsand the
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Spratleys has been a challengenot only to Vietnam but also to Indonesia and the
Philippines, a challenge that couldhavesevere economic consequences since the issue
of ownership and territorial limits affects oil-drillingrights. Given the Chinese record
of beinghard negotiators'overdisputedterritories—as with both India and the Soviet
Union—the Southeast Asians have every right to be concerned about finding easy
solutions to this potential problem.

Second, the fact that Beijing has not been able to resolve its internal policy
disputes over what should be its role in championing Third World interests and in
supporting revolutionary movementsis troublesome for all Southeast Asian govern
ments. We have already noted that Beijing's continued insistence that party-to-party
relations should not affect state-to-state relations has greatly annoyed all Southeast
Asiangovernments. The ChinesefedSoutheast Asiandistrust whentheytold Prime
Minister Lee Kuan Yew that they would close down the radio stations that were
located in China and supported the Thai and Malaysian Communist insurgents, but
in doingso, theyannouncedthe wave band of newstationswhich carriedon the same
antigovernment propaganda. The more clandestine the Chinese support becomes,
the more suspicious the ASEAN governments will have to be.

Third, there is the prospect of increasing economic competition, especiallyas
the Chinese seek to expand light industries and seek foreign exchange by exporting
consumer goods manufactured by their huge pool of cheap labor. Although the
ASEAN countries are moving ahead toward higher levels of technology, they will
continue for a long time to try to satisfy their employment needs by also
producing forexport thesame types ofconsumer goods astheChinese arenow begin
ning to produce.

The potential for strain would be greatly reduced if, first, the ASEAN coun
tries do make appropriate progress in advancing to more sophisticated items of ex
port, and if, second,theywork towarda commonmarket of their ownas suggested
in Bruce Glassburner's chapter in this volume.

Finally,there isthe inescapable geopolitical problemof howto havegood rela
tions between neighbors of such huge differences in size and power. The mere ex
istence of a nation of more than 1 billion people next door will leave all Southeast
Asian governments feeling a permanent need to be on their guard. Rarely
in history have contiguous states of such disparate size and power been able to have
easy relations.

This problem is likely to become more acute if the Southeast Asians come to
believe that the United States and Japan are seeking to build up China as a balanc
ing force against the Soviet Union." Indeed, it is only natural in the flow of inter
national politics for weak states located next to a powerful state to seek protection
from some larger, external power. At present the ASEAN states are looking to the
United States for such reassurance and security. Although it is not clear that the

16. For a somewhat one-sided defense of Vietnam policies which does contain the grain of truth that the
Soviets have benefited from China's adamant position on Kampuchea, see Derek Davies, "Bleeding
Vietnam White," Far Eastern Economic Review, Dec. 25-31, 1981, pp. 17-21.
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Southeast Asians have any alternatives to the United States, it is certainly not con
ducive to good relations for them to feel the need to wonder whether they can find
another source of protection which will not treat them as derivative of Washington's
China policy.

These are among the long-run problems which can cause difficulties between
China and the Southeast Asian countries. In the more immediate future they are
likely to be repressed as both China and ASEAN contend with their common prob
lems of Vietnam and its domination of Indochina. Although, as we have noted, the
Kampuchean problem has caused some strains within ASEAN, on balance the threat
posed by Hanoi has helped to bring the five countries together and has greatly
strengthened their sense of common concerns. It is to be hoped that the same sense
of common threat will also work to bring together China and ASEAN before the
potentials for conflict between them have a chance to grow and cause greater distrust.
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16. Japan's Strategic Need for Openness

Jesus P. Estanislao

In the 1977 Manila declaration, Japan made clear its strategic aim for the
decade of the eighties. Although an economic superpower, it disclaimed
noneconomic ambitions. Although willing to help out the ASEAN countries, it pro
claimed its interests were more global. The sincerity with which these simple
statements were made cannot be doubted, but their implications are assuredly more
complex than the diplomatic rhetoric conveys.

As an economic superpower, Japan necessarily has strategic regional and in
ternational importance, which inevitably puts pressure on it in many noneconomic
areas as well. Economics cannot be easily separated from politics, and a world
economic power cannot be sheltered from world politics.*

Japan has the whole world as the market for its exports and as a source of its
imports. However, because of geographical and economic considerations, Asia is still
Japan's natural and most important trading partner,^ and this becomes even truer
if the entire Pacific region is added to Asia. Korea, Taiwan, and ASEAN have been
fast-growing economies in the past decade, and their economic prospects during the
eighties are generally taken as bright. Japan's continued economic success in this
decade depends, therefore, at least partly if not greatly, upon its close relationship
with these economies.

It is to encompass all these considerations that Japan took a lead in proposing
the Pacific Basin Cooperation (PEG) concept. In 1979 a Japanese study group tried
to elaborate and define the content of this concept.^ In this chapter the viewpoint is
that the PEC fits Japan's strategic economic interests because it answers some of the
pressing structural needs of the Japanese economy. Moreover, the PEC presents
Japan with an opportunity to gain greater noneconomic acceptance, particularly in
the part of the world where it belongs by geography, and to secure a continued U.S.
defense commitment by reviving and increasing U.S. investment interest in Asia. It
is in this sense that the PEC is viewed not only as an economic initiative but also as
a strategic move by Japan for the 1980s.

1. Toru Yano, "The Pacific Basin Cooperation Concept: A Critical Japanese Viewpoint," in U.S.,
Congress, Joint Economic Committee, Pacific Region Interdependencies, 97th Congress, 1st Session, 1981.

2. Bernard Gordon, "Japan, the United. States, and Southeast Asia," Foreign Affairs, 56(3)
(April 1978).

3. Saburo Okita, "A View on the Pacific Basin Cooperation Concept," in Embassy ofJapan Telecopy
(Manila, 1981).
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I

It is conventional practice in economics to extrapolate from past success
even further success in the future. Thus, from Japan's impressive economic
performance during the past two decades, it is usual to paint an optimistic scenario
for the 1980s. However, Japan does have some internal economic needs, which
it will have to face and which can condition its interaction with Southeast Asia

during this decade.
Japan suffers from a population problem, which can weaken its international

competitive position.^ The increasing lifespan of its population and its low birth rates
present it with the natural ''graying" problem. Japan's senior citizens, aged sixty-
five years or older, now represent 10percent of the population, leaving five actively
employed individuals in the labor force for every retiree. At the end of this decade,
the proportion of Japan's senior citizens is expected to reach 14 percent of the
population, and the ratio between employed individuals and retirees will be down to
3 to 1. This would make Japan even grayer than the United States.

Such a phenomenon, given Japan's seniority wage system, can bring about two
critically interrelated problems. The first is the reversal of about half of the labor pro
ductivity that has been achieved previously. When sales volume increases each year
and more young workers can be employed, the normal increase of real labor costs
averaging6 percent per yearunder the senioritywagesystemcan be offset precisely by
the entry of young workers who are paid only the entrance wage. The second is the
probable lowering of Japan's much-vaunted high personal savings rate of 35 percent.
As life expectancy has been rising and the number of retirees has been growing, a big
ger share of the nation's resources willno longer go into savings. Instead, more will
have to go into transfer payments, which are used largely for consumption. This is
unfortunate because Japan needs to base its increases in productivity more upon
capital-intensive, technology-intensive innovation. Japan will, therefore, be needing
a much higher rate of capital formation to maintain its competitive position in the
international economy at a time when its savings rate will probably be on the decline.

Japan suffers from a rising cost of education. The pressure to get to the right
schools is intense, and the level of "voluntary contributions" exacted even for en
trance examinations and payment for the services of special schools that prepare
students for examinations can be enormous. Moreover, the psychological pressure
on middle-level youngsters in junior and senior high school, who spend an average
of eight to nine hours a day after school in special schools to prepare for examina
tions, can be particularly taxing. And in light of recent trends where more than 50
percent of university-age males actually go to the university, even Japan suffers from
a relative oversupply of university-trained workers, whose pay differential relative
to manual workers is declining dramatically. This socially dictated arrangement, even
in a disciplined society such as Japan, can let social sores fester and can only take a
toll somewhere in society.

4. Peter Drucker, "Japan: The Problems of Success," Foreign Affairs, 56(3) (April 1978).

5. Reference to Japan's economic structural problems in this section are taken from ibid.
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Japanalso suffers from abnormally high prices for foods items. Its policy of
keeping its domestic distribution system intact, ofencouraging growing and subsidizing
rice production even on unsuitable land, of encouraging fishing ina world of 200-mile
economic zones, while discouraging othersources of protein, whether vegetable or
animal—all these help make Japanese food prices exorbitant. They are easily 100 per
centabove U.S. food prices andeven 50percent above European levels. Thedifference
inrelative prices ofmeat is even larger. Moreover, food prices have been rising faster
than most other prices inJapan inrecent years and contribute toJapan's being a high-
cost living area, not onlyfor foreigners but alsofor the Japanese themselves.

While there isno doubt that the Japanesehaveshowngreatsocial cohesion and
a talent for tackling problems that confront them, still there are rigidities that can
be overcome only by Japan's being more open to the needs of Southeast Asia.

Given the lackof dynamics in itspopulationand takinginto accountitsdemo
graphic trends, Japanclearly hastoshift intoindustries thatareintensive with respect
to management, technology, and capital. It can enter into production sharing with
Southeast Asia,and thiscan bedonenot onlybyexporting itsmorelabor-intensive in
dustries therebut alsobyopening itsinternal marketto theproducts of suchindustries.

Japan mayalso have to introduce Japanese solutions that canintroduce greater
flexibility and openness and take away much of the strain in the linkage between
education and lifetime employment. Thesetting up of moreinternationally oriented
undergraduate programs in Japan; the forging of closer tie-ups with colleges and
universities elsewhere, particularlyin the UnitedStates, where a greaternumberof
Japanese undergraduatescan go for their university education instead; the welcom
ingpolicy gestures toward foreign business operations in Japan, which canthereby
increase thedemand for foreign-trained Japanese nationals forwork within Japan-
all these are some of the possibilities that can help weakenthe links betweencareer
opportunitiesand educational pressures that stillhold all too stronglyin Japan.

It mayalsobe necessary for Japan to openitselfup to exportsbyother countries
that can provide cheaper food and processed consumer goodsto itsdomestic market.
Low-cost agriculture in the United States,Canada, Australia, New Zealand, and the
ASEAN countries can be tapped as sources of food and other raw materials without
havingto add to thesethe cost of protectingJapanese producersand distributors.
Particularly with respectto Southeast Asia, Japan will have to work harder and show
with more effective policy deeds that it means to have aneconomic relationship that
is meant to be and is operationally a two-waystreet.

II

It isagainst these Japanese needs that Japan's interest in pushing the Pacific
Basin Concept must beviewed. Forall the rhetoric that goes with the presentation
of such a concept, onecanpierce through some of thestrategic considerations that
are truly important for Japan and for the other Pacific countries as well.^

6.Takeshi Watanabe, Pan-Pacific Solidarity Without Domination," in Asian Dialogue Papers (Tokyo:
Japan Center for International Exchange, 1980).
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The all-Japanese study group that articulated the concept for the prime minister
ofJapan had very explicit statements regarding the need for adjusting the industrial
structure andforhaving anorderly division of labor within thePacific area.'Forthis
to happen, they stipulated thatone thing was necessary, the "opening ofadvanced
countries' markets to allkinds of goods." Thissounds likea textbook argument for
much freer trade, and it is. Theydo not even leave it to anyone else'sspeculation.
They spell itoutby stipulating that"maximum utilization ofmarket mechanisms and
private sector dynamism ought not to be neglected." Together with the noble and
idealistic intentions behind these statements, clearly intertwined are Japan's
economic interests, partly influenced andinduced byits lack ofpopulation dynamics
and need for changes in industrial structure in the 1980s.

TheJapanese study group thengoes on to insist on the need for promoting
international exchange andmutual understanding. They belabor theneed forcultural
and educational exchange, for greater internationalization of Japanese educational
and research institutions, for the promotion of area studieswithJapan, for more ex
change ofscholars. While they failed tomake the necessary connection between these
and the formal Pacific Basin Declaration on International Investment, the Japanese
group was obviously ontheright track toward strengthening Japan's strategic posi
tion. Making Japan moreopenin the ways outlined above—provided it isdoneon
a respectable scale and it is tied up with facilitating the setup of foreign business
operations within Japan which can then employ foreign-trained Japanese
nationals—would contribute significantly to ease the educational pressures upon
many Japanese andwould provide alternative ways outof thelink between itseduca
tionalsystem and thelifetime employment that now exists in Japan. Notonlywill
it introduce flexibility intooneof thestrategic weaknesses inJapanese society; it will
also win Japan some much-needed good will from its ASEAN neighbors.

Thegroup made observations abouttheshared awareness of thefmiteness of re
sources, particularly of energy and food, and about "vast quantities of suchresources
[being] found inthePacific region, andintraregional self-sufficiency [being] very high
for all resources but petroleum." Theythen pointto the "great supply capacity" for
agricultural products. Asa majornetimporter, particularly of food andenergy, Japan
can benefitfrom cooperative endeavors in exploitation and joint stockpiling of prod
uctsobtained from the region's rich resources. It is with this view that Japan should
have a strategic need for "freer exchange of commodities and products within the
region" and for "greater trade liberalization" and the "reduction of tariff and non-
tariff barriers." Doubtless, if others are cooperative along these lines, Japan's posi
tion would be less vulnerable from external shocks caused by disruptions in raw
materials and inenergy supply; it would bemademoresecure byaccess to cheaper food
products, which can be madeavailable to its currentlyhigh-priced domestic market.

It is because Japan's own domestic needs demand that it be more open and
because itsopenness can beeconomically beneficial also to others, particularlyto the

7. Pacific Basin Cooperation Study Group, "Reporton thePacific Basin Cooperation Concept," inPacific
Region Inlerdependencies (Washington, D.C.: USGPO, 1980).
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ASEAN countries, that the response to the Pacific Basin concept should be one of
guarded welcome. Japan, rightlyor wrongly, has long been accused of being narcissis
tic, of looking only after its own interests, and of closing its domestic market mainly
for its own advantage, while moving way out to take advantage of other's markets.
It is with these accusations as a backdrop that one finds refreshing this Japanese state
ment, whose content and tone are open, even-handed, more global, and willing to
reach out to others. The PEC is a ''preemptive" strike against such accusations.®

Since Japan's strategic interest coincides with ASEAN's, at least in the fields
of industrial complementation and in cooperative endeavors involving food, energy,
and other resources, ASEAN should not dismiss lightly this Japanese initiative.
Rather, ASEAN should test Japanese resolve for production sharing, which involves
the orderly and rapid shift of labor-intensive industries out of Japan into the ASEAN
countries, provided that the products of such industries be reexported back to
Japan's own market. ASEAN should also test how far the Japanese will go in open
ing its market to an ASEAN supply of processed food, energy products, and other
resources. ASEAN will have to negotiate the terms and conditions for such open,
unrestricted, even favorable entry arrangements. Joint research and development,
joint venture capital, equitable terms for the transfer of technology, and easy market
access to Japan are some of the critical test areas for the mechanics of implementing
the Japanese-inspired plan for wider economic and industrial cooperation in the
Pacific. How mutual the Japanese will allow the benefits and opportunities to be
shared by others will indicate how much substance there is to their PEC words.

Japan's economic and industrial power has now reached a point where it has
to begin working very hard at spreading good will far and wide and at garnering trust
and friendship particularly from the rest of Asia. Japan suffers from a lingering
moral debt that it bears from World War II. Its motivations are easily rendered
suspect. Its actuations are more sorely misunderstood. Its insistence on its own ways
is more readily resented. Its accomplishments, while respected, are also more acutely
envied. Any attempt on its part to reach out to others, to study and work with others,
and to build a multiplicity of personal, unofficial relationships with others can only
chip down and nibble away the mountainous barrier that exists between the Japanese
people and other Asians. Done under the auspices of the PEC, it would go a long way
toward reassuring the Japanese of their acceptance as friends and to reduce their
sense of isolation, which had been a source of strategic difficulties in the past and can
become so in the future.

Ill

Indeed, Japan's strategic fears must be calmed. There is a growing lack of con
fidence in the defense umbrella provided by the United States.^ There is more open
talk about raising the military budget, about reviving some segments of the arma
ments industry, about countering the Soviet threat by expanding the defensive

8. Yano, "The Pacific Basin Cooperation Concept."

9. Gerald Curtis, "Japanese Security Policies," Foreign Affairs, 59 (4) (1981).
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capabilitiesof Japan's Self-DefenseForce. Against these are arrayed the country's
Peace Constitution, widespread sensitivity against nuclear weapons, and an antiwar
sentiment, as well as the easily aroused suspicion not only of ASEAN but, more im
portantly, of China and the U.S.S.R. about Japanese rearmament.'"

A growingunderstanding has arisen for Japan's purely defensive needs, which
require greater capability to defend its import and export shippinglanes. This means
upgrading the Self-DefenseForce's capacity for antisubmarine defense in order to
protect shipping; it also means more '*at-seareplenishmentships, acoustic detection,
and the use of hydrofoils in the Sea of Japan." " Provided this is limited to modern
izing the surveillance and denial capabilities in Japan's immediate environs, it can
not be perceived as threatening nor sensibly misunderstood as remilitarization.

But for Japan to limit itself significantly to improving its purely defensive
capabilities, it is necessary that the United States continue to have a credible, clearly
committed defense umbrella over the Pacific that can effectively counter any Soviet
threat. The United States cannot continue to be perceived as an unreliable deterrent,
whose interests really lie elsewhere and whose domestic, European, and Middle
Eastern priorities could strain the global reach of its forces. Unfortunately, over the
past years since the fall of Saigon, this has been the case: Asia has been too hot to
handle, and it is fashionable to leave it to the Asians themselves. It is necessary to
counter this trend. Indeed, the Pacific Basin concept has been conceived partly with
this in mind, that is to help ensure that U.S. interests do not shift away from Asia and
to firm up the U.S. security guarantee over the Pacific. But for this to happen, it is
necessary that the United States is not left with the defense burden while the others,
particularly Japan, take on the investment and business opportunities in Asia. The
investment and economic interests of the United States must be kept and increased
in the Asia/Pacific region. The United States should not be given an excuse for taking
a strategic retreat from this region. Not only is it in U.S. interests to raise its involve
ment in the fastest-growing economic region of the world economy; it is also in the
interests of the ASEAN countries, Japan, the other Asian countries, and Pacific
Basin countries to have U.S. business presence there, which can help guarantee con
tinued and even increased U.S. defense commitment.'^

The eighties hold the prospect for an increased confluence of interests between
Japan and the other Pacific countries. For the United States, in particular, there
is the possibility for a more comprehensive view of its Pacific role, one which links
a stronger and more perceptibly credible defense cover for Japan and the rest of
Asia with the furthering of U.S. economic investments in the region. In this manner,
the United States will have to coordinate more openly with Japan on various
security issues that are of serious concern to Japan, but at the same time it will
have to compete much more aggressively against the Japanese in the markets of Asia

10. Roy Werner, *The Pacific Region: Security, Arms Control, Japan," in U.S., Congress, Joiat
Economic Committee, Pacific Region Interdependencies, 97th Congress, 1st Session, 1981.

11. Ibid.

12. Gordon, "Japan, the United States, and Southeast Asia."
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andthePacific. Ononehand, this will becalm thesecurity fears of Japan,saving it
from the agony ofhaving to raise its military profile, which will surely invite anantag
onistic response from the U.S.S.R. and possibly China as wellas from the ASEAN
countries. On the other hand, this will remove the strains in U.S.-Japan relations
since much of theunfairness about Japan's free ride, with Japan concentrating on
economics while the United States is burdened with defense expenditures for the
region, is substantively countered where it counts, that is, U.S. financial balances
with respect to Asia and the Pacific.''

For ASEAN, there is the possibility of entering into a strategic economic
alliance with Japan—a later twentieth-century version of an alliance, shorn of the
stigma of the unfortunate Asian Co-Prosperity Sphere. ASEAN can go into a
production-sharing arrangement with Japan, an arrangement which meets its need
for industrialization and for relatively free, and evenpreferential, access to the large
Japanese domestic market. Japan can meet its need for an orderly restructuring of
its industrial base, whichwillhave to shed veryrapidly its more labor-intensivecom
ponents and to shift into more technology-intensive, labor-saving industries. ASEAN
can provide Japan with a wider latitude for greater openness in social, educational,
and cultural spheres, therebywithgreater opportunities to winfriendshipand to ex
change good willfor latent distrust. Japan can loosensomeof the rigidities in itsown
social and educational structure through the many meaningful exchanges it can
sincerely undertake with ASEAN and the other countries of Asia and the Pacific.

Furthermore, ASEAN can provide Japan with a strategic alternative to China.
RelationsbetweenJapan and China, thus far confined to economics, whilehaving
slowed down taking into account the limited absorptive capacity of China, are inexo
rably rising. The size of Japanese-Chinese economic relations is not all that matters. "•
From the strategic standpoint, it is the direct link "between Japan's trade and loan
policies and China's modernization program" that can guarantee their continuance
and growth." The stress is on agriculture, energy-related exploration, and selected
labor-intensive industries such as textiles, transportation, and other means of com
munication.This listsounds familairto ASEANears. It represents the samespecific
fields whereits economiccooperation withJapan can be pursued. It isan indication
that despite the limits imposed by a hostile reaction from the U.S.S.R. if it gets too
close to China, Japan does have its own China card to play against ASEAN.

In sum, Japan has been far from inscrutablein presentingits strategicneedsfor
the eighties. It has put on the agenda for Asia and the Pacific the PBC, which is its
offer for a harmonious, mutually advantageous relationship with the region—a rela
tionship that can minimize the strategic risks for itself, ASEAN, the United States,
and the other free-market economies in the Pacific rim. It isan offer that iswaiting
for a response. Insofar as Japan is concerned, the ball is now in others' hands.

13. Curtis, "Japanese Security Policies."

14.Saburo Okita, "Japan, China, and the United States," Foreign Affairs, 51 (5) (1979).
15. Curtis, "Japanese Security Policies."
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17. Japan and Southeast Asia

Franklin B. Weinstein

Japan's relations with the ASEANstates havelong beenpervaded by feelings
of awkwardness and, in many cases, deep distrust. Research that I undertook be
tween 1968 and 1970among members of Indonesia's foreign policyelite revealedthat
most Indonesian leaders viewed Japan as the principal threat to their country's inde
pendence and well-being.' In 1972-1973,1 spenta yeartraveling in Japan and all five
of the ASEAN countries while engaged in a research project on the impact of
Japanese economic activities on SoutheastAsia. The profound dissatisfaction with
the course of Japanese-Southeast Asian relations was manifest in the sharp criticism
of Japan voicedat all levels—especially in Indonesia and Thailand—but to some ex
tent in the Philippines, Malaysia, and Singapore as well. Government officials, oppo
sition politicians, student leaders, and others a^ssailed the Japanese as unscrupulous
*'economic animals" concerned only about their own economic interests. The image
of the "ugly Japanese" extended to cultural and social relations: the Japanese were
criticized for their alleged insensitivity, clannishness, and arrogance.

To be sure, many commentators observed that criticism of the Japanese was
in part a means of voicingindirect criticismof local leaders, who, by inference, rtiight
be accused of "selling out" to the Japanese. But concern about Japan was too
widespread and too emotional to be dismissed as merely a tactic in the domestic
political competition. Theviolent anti-Japanese demonstrations that greeted Prime
Minister Kakuei Tanaka on his January 1974 tour of Southeast Asia gave dramatic
evidence of the incendiary potential of these sentiments concerning Japan.

From early in the decade of the 1970s, the Japanese themselves were clearly
aware of the depth of distrust toward them on the part of Southeast Asians. But there
was, on both sides, a tendency to view the problem as one of correcting a negative
"image" that stemmed from two principal causes: (1) residual feelings of animosity
rooted in Japan's harsh wartime occupation, and (2) the misconduct of a small
number of Japanese businessmen who antagonized Southeast Asians because of their
ruthlessness and inability to communicate effectively with foreigners. Especially
following the disastrous 1974Tanaka visit, the Japanese engaged in considerable self-
flagellation for their cultural insularity and ineptitude in learning foreign languages.
Attention centered on the need for a "code of conduct" to guide Japanese
businessmen, an increase in economic assistance, and the development of a Japanese

1. See Franklin B. Weinstein, Indonesian Foreign Policy and the Dilemma ofDependence: From Sukarno
to Soeharto (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1976).
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political role in the region to counter the "economic animal" image. In short,
Japan's problem was perceived as one of downplaying an economic role that had
become too prominent and, on the other hand, defining and dramatizing a political
role heretofore lacking.

1

In recent years, many observers have remarked on the improvement in
Japanese-Southeast Asian relations since the dark days of the Tanaka demonstra
tions in Southeast Asia since 1974. In 1977 then Prime Minister Takeo Fukuda set

forth the three-point Fukuda Doctrine: (1) Japan wishes to contribute to the
maintenance of peace and stability in Southeast Asia but will refrain from developing
any military role; (2) Japan seeks to intensify its economic cooperation with the
ASEAN states; and (3) the Japanese will work toward a "heart-to-heart understand
ing" with the peoples of Southeast Asia. To dramatize Japan's commitment to aiding
the development of the ASEAN states, Fukuda pledged $1 billion in aid for industrial
development projects in each of the five ASEAN countries to be decided on by
ASEAN as a step toward enhancing the complementarity of their economies. He also
pledged to study the feasibility of a scheme, known as Stabex, to stabilize ASEAN's
export income from sales of primary products to Japan. Through the ASEAN-Japan
dialogue, progress was made with respect to certain economic issues, such as the con
cerns of several ASEAN members about Japanese exports of synthetic rubber.

In his January 1981 visit to Southeast Asia, Prime Minister Zenko Suzuki sought
to establish clear "conceptual priorities" for future Japanese-ASEAN economic
cooperation. Suzuki stressed Japan's desire to help with respect to agricultural and
village development, energy development and conservation, the promotion of labor-
intensive small and medium enterprises, and the development of human resources
through programs for education, management, and technical training. Moreover, the
terms of Japanese aid, sharply criticized in the early 1970s, had become very attrac
tive. Loans to Indonesia announced in late 1980 included a ten-year credit of 14.5
billion yen through Japan's Export-Import Bank at an interest rate of 7 Vi percent and
a 33 billion yen credit through the Overseas Economic Cooperation Fund, with an
eighteen-year term, a 2!/2 percent interest rate, and a seven-year grace period.^

The Japanese have also made strenuous efforts to develop a more visible
political role. The Japanese government proposed, at various times, to act as
ASEAN's spokesman in Washington and in Hanoi. Recently, Tokyo lobbied hard,
at ASEAN's request, for the continued seating of Democratic Kampuchea in the
United Nations. The Japanese have gone to great lengths to assure ASEAN of their
firm commitment to avoiding any military role in the region. At a Japan-ASEAN
conference in September 1981, former Prime Minister Fukuda acknowledged that
Japan had the capability to become a military commensurate with its economic
prowess, but he insisted that Japan intended only to become a porcupine or a
hedgehog with just enough power to repel enemies when attacked.

2. Asian Wall Street Journal, Oct. 9, 1980.
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II

Despite obviousprogress in certainareas, theremay well havebeenless change
than meets the eye. On visitsto all fiveASEAN countries in 1977 and 1979,1found
that criticism of the Japanese was just as strong as it had been previously, though it
wasseldomexpressed publicly. It wassuggested that the absence of demonstrations,
or other vocal expressions of anti-Japanese sentiments, was more a reflection of
political conditions inhospitable to suchdemonstrations than of any basic change in
feelingsabout Japan. It may also be the case that the Southeast Asians have, to some
extent, learned to live with their dissatisfaction concerning Japan. Public opinion
polls in Thailand conducted by Chulalongkorn Universityin 1976 indicated a con
tinued widespread belief that Japan sought to dominate and exploit Thailand.
Fukuda's pledge of $1 billion for five ASEAN industrial projects has become a
symbol of frustration as these projects have proven difficult to bring to fruition. The
project on which the most significant progress has been made is the Indonesian
project—a urea plant. Even that project, for which planning was already advanced
even before Fukuda's pledge, has proceeded more slowly than expected, and as a
result the Indonesians had to ask Japan for an additional $90 million to cover
increased costs stemming from inflation. The Halapian project—also a urea plant—
began in 1982. The Thai and Philippine projects have yet to begin, and the plan to
build a diesel plant in Singapore has been abandoned.

There has also been continued controversy concerning the terms of aid.
Malaysia sought terms for its ASEAN project comparable with the concessionary
terms given the Indonesians, but the Japanese balked on the ground that Malaysia's
economic development was too advanced to justify such lenient terms. At a meeting
of ASEAN industry ministers in October 1980, frustration was expressed at long
delays and strings attached to Japanese financing of projects in the region. The five
projects to be funded by Japan under Fukuda's pledge were described as '*a Japanese
monopoly" tied to purchases of Japanese goods and services. The ministers called
for an end to that monopoly.^ The Stabex plan, which Fukuda had promised to con
sider and which some Japanese, like former Foreign Minister Saburo Okita consid
ered workable, foundered because a Japanese commitment to globalism in dealing
with North-South issues ruled out any special arrangements for the ASEAN region.

Prime Minister Suzuki's pledge to reorient Japanese economic aid toward help
ing the Southeast Asians deal with problems of energy, unemployment, lack of
technology, and overdependence on extractive industries also evoked expressions of
concern on the part of Southeast Asians. Even though the new orientation of
Japanese economic aid policies was said to have come in response to advice from
ASEAN economic ministers, particularly Widjojo Nitisastro, Indonesia's coor
dinating minister of economics, finance, and industry, there were concerns that
Japan's setting of detailed priorities might be viewed as an effort to impose its own
development strategy on the region and to intervene more directly in the economic
policymaking of the ASEAN countries.It was made known that the tailoring of

3. Ibid.

4. ibid.

186



Japanese aid and investment more closely to the needs of the ASEAN countries
wouldnot necessarily meanan increase in the flowof fundsto the region. Thispro
vokedcomplaints fromsomeSoutheast Asians that Japan's newstrategy mightlead
to a cut in funds for large infrastructure projects, which were still viewed as essen
tial. Indeed, the Philippines had already found that it would probably be more
difficult undernew priorities to gainJapanese funding for major industrial projects,
such as a planned $1.5 billion steel complex.

The persistence of long-standing grievances concerning Japan is also evident
from discussions that took place at a conference of Japanese and Indonesians held
in October 1980. In that meeting, the Indonesian participants set forth a litany of
criticism, which replicated, with remarkably little change, the complaints voiced a
decadeearlier.Specfically, Japan wasaccused of viewing Indonesiaas a marketplace
for goods manufactured with imported Japanese parts rather than acceleratingthe
transfer of technology through investments in basic industries and export-oriented
manufacturing. Japanese businesswas criticizedfor continuing trade and investment
patterns characterized by natural resource imports and investment in assembly or
final stage processing operations. According to these Indonesians, 92 percent of
Indonesian exports to Japan consist of oil, LNG (liquid natural gas), and timber
whereas Indonesian manufactured exports amount to slightly more than 2 percent
of trade. The Indonesians also complained that key management and technical jobs
in joint ventures remained in Japanese hands. Even when Indonesians appeared to
hold the top positions, there were often "considerable discrepancies between stated
job descriptions and day-to-day responsibilities." The Japanese were urged to invest
in industries that process raw materials into intermediate and semifinished goods.
The Japanese were also attacked for tardiness in implementing pledges to cooperate
in a variety of fields.®

Outside the framework of that Japanese-Indonesian meeting. Southeast Asians
criticized Japan for a reluctance to buy manufactured goods from the ASEAN coun
tries and, in the case of Thailand, exporting much more than they were prepared to
import. Tariff and nontariff barriers maintained by the Japanese werecited as part
of the problem. Excessive Japanese cooperation with overseas Chinese businessmen
at the expense of indigenous entrepreneurs was also mentioned.^ Every one of these
complaints had been voiced a decade earlier.

To those long-standing, and apparently intractable, concerns have been added
two new ones. First, the development of Japanese relations with the People's
Republic of China, particularly in the economic field, has led many Southeast Asians
to suspect that Japan is subordinating the ASEAN states to China. In particular,
there has been a suspicion that Japanese capital that otherwise might have gone to
the ASEAN countries may flow to China. Some, especially in Indonesia, have also
raised the specter of a Japanese-Chinese-U.S. military entente, which leads to the
second new area of concern—the heightened potential for the development of

5. Asian Wail Street Journal, Oct. 21, 1980.

6. Far Eastern Economic Review, Jan. 9, 1981,p. 27; and Look Japan, Oct. 10, 1981, p. 3.
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Japan's role as amilitary power. Although there was some concern even inthe early
1970s aboutthe potential reemergence of Japanese militarism, the issue hasgrown
much more salient with the increased willingness of Japan to build up its defense
capabilities inresponse tothechanged strategic situation and, inparticular, U.S. calls
for greater burden sharing.

Some inASEAN reportedly have supported theexpansion of Japan's military
capabilities, butothers have voiced strong concern. The Thais were said tofear that
increased Japanese defense spending couldleadto cuts in Tokyo's aid budget. An
Indonesian spokesman remarked on the "perceived lack ofconceptual clarity and
direction" in support of Japan's intent to expandits military capabilities.' Some
ASEAN leaders have indicated their concern about the Reagan administration's
intensification of pressures for a Japanese military build-up. When formerPrime
MinisterFukuda noted at a September1981 Japan-ASEAN meeting that Japan had
the capability to become "a military superpower next to theU.S. and U.S.S.R.,"
someof the ASEANparticipants were said to be alarmed at this suggestion of the
possibility of Japanese remilitarization.

According to one Indonesian expert, an increase in Japan's regional security
role would have three undesirable consequences: (1) it would change the power
balance in Northeast Asia and trigger defense build-ups in China, Korea, and the
U.S.S.R.; (2) it would increase political tensions with the SovietUnion; and (3) it
wouldhavea destabilizing effect in SoutheastAsiaand wouldarouse ASEANsuspi
cions concerning Japanese motivations. A particularly troubling question for the
Indonesians concerned the manner in which Japan might define its defense perimeter
in the future—whether because of its dependence on access to raw materials and oil,
that perimetermight be extendedto includeprotecting sea lanesand straits at some
distancefrom the Japanese home islands." There has also beena suspicionon the part
of some in the ASEAN countries that a build-up of Japanese forces might some day
beusedasa pretextto justifythe withdrawal of U.S. forces fromthe region or a divi
sion of responsibility inwhich Japanassumes theburden of defending Southeast Asia.

Although Japan has won plaudits from someASEANmembersfor its lobby
ingefforts in support of ASEAN'spositionon Kampuchea, Tokyo's efforts to define
a new political role have not been conspicuouslysuccessful. The ASEAN leaders
spurnedTokyo's offer to serveas an intermediarywithWashingtonand Hanoi; they
argued that they wereperfectlycapableof dealingdirectlywithboth the UnitedStates
and Vietnam and needed no help from Japan.

Ill

The above chronicle should not be interpreted as a story of unrelieved failure
and frustration. The fact is that in many ways—as indicated by the references to the
ASEAN-Japan dialogue, the enunciation of the Fukuda Doctrine, the role of
ASEAN planning ministers in the formulation of Japan's newaid priorities—there

7. Far Eastern Economic Review, Jan. 9, 1981, p. 24.

8. Far Eastern Economic Review, Sept. 11, 1981; and Look Japan, Oct. 10, 1981, pp. 2-3.
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has been an improvement in the level of communication and cooperation between
Japan and the ASEAN countries. Japan has solidified its position as the ASEAN
countries' pincipal source of bilateral economic aid and investment capital. By 1979
Japan had invested some $5.5 billion in the ASEAN countries; in each of the five
countries, more than 25 percent of all approved foreign investment came from Japan.
Aid and trade relations have also intensified.^

In many respects, Japan's relations with the ASEAN countries have yielded in
creased benefits to both sides. Nevertheless, it is apparent that whatever the Japanese
do, they will be criticized. In that sense, they face a ''no-win situation." The greater
the amount of economic assistance and investment capital Japan provides to the
ASEAN countries, the more uneasy the Southeast Asians will feel about their ex
cessive dependence on Japan. On the other hand, if the Japanese refuse to increase
their aid and investment, they will be accused of selfishness. In short, if they give
more aid, the Japanese will be seen as bent on domination; if they decline to do so,
they will be viewed as stingy.

Several examples, drawn from the previous discussion, illustrate the inevit
ability of criticism. When the Japanese took the lead in pledging $1 billion for five
ASEAN industrial projects, they found themselves criticized for monopolizing the
field and for tying their aid to procurement in the donor country, just as many other
donors do. Japanese economic assistance has long been criticized for not contributing
sufficiently to the development of labor-intensive industries, but when Japan
reoriented its aid policies in that direction, acting on the advice of Southeast Asian
economic ministers, Tokyo was accused of seeking to impose its development
strategy on the region and was criticized for ignoring the large-scale "show" projects
previously criticized as not contributing much to overcoming the country's most
pressing problems. In the past, some Southeast Asians have asserted that they need
"intermediate technology" appropriate to their own circumstances rather than the
more highly automated equipment which the Japanese have installed in their
Southeast Asian textile factories, but when there is any suggestion of using less than
the most modern equipment, the Japanese run the risk of being accused of insulting
the Southeast Asians and keeping them in a subservient position by pawning off
obsolete equipment on them.

Southeast Asian employees of Japanese companies often criticize their
employers for failing to promote them to positions of responsibility as rapidly as do
the Americans. But when asked why they work for the Japanese, they observe that
opportunities for rapid advancement in an American company are outweighed by
the risk of being discharged for unsatisfactory performance; a Japanese company,
it was said, offers greater security. Japanese joint ventures are often criticized for
their failure to turn over responsibility to indigenous managers and to hasten the
transfer of technology, but there is evidence that, regardless of what is said publicly,
many of the Southeast Asian partners have privately informed their Japanese

9. R. B. Suhartono, ''Economic Relationship Between Northeast and Southeast Asia: A View from
Indonesia," Asian Perspective, Spring-Summer 1981, pp. 87-89.
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partners that they prefer to havethe Japanese run the enterprise,witha relatively free
hand, in order to maximize the profitability of the venture.

Japanese overseas are frequently criticized for clannishness and arrogance, but
the tendency of Japanese to stick together, frequenting the same hotels, restaurants,
golf courses, and airlines, may also be viewed as a de facto low-profile policy. One
can predict with some confidence that were the Japanese to mix to a greater degree,
they would be criticized for their omnipresence rather than for their clannishness.

The Japanese have long been assailed as economic animals bent only on profit,
but when they begin to talk of a political or military role, they give rise to suspicion
that they are seeking to extend their domination beyond the economic sphere or are
seeking to gain additional leverage to reinforce their economic influence. When the
Japanese reiterate that they do not intend to develop the military power of which they
are capable, they provoke suspicion and, in some cases, alarm; it may be that the
more they speak of their determination to refrain from a major military role, the
more they stimulate concern—perhaps a case of protesting too much.

Even Japanese efforts to expand their cultural programs in Southeast Asia have
been criticized as ^'cultural imperialism." As one Thai official put it: We don't want
our children to grow up to be samurais." Moreover, the Japanese often find that
when they talk of expanding their cultural programs, what is most desired by the
Southeast Asians is an increase in the number of scholarships and other forms of
eco/70w/c assistance. The Japanese feel that when they seek to respond to urgings that
they be more than economic animals by expanding their political or cultural activities,
they often find themselves confronted with more requests for Japanese funds.

A decade ago, Japanese diplomats in Southeast Asia indicated to me their
awareness that as Japan increased its economic aid and investment in Southeast Asia,
the level of anti-Japanese feelings would inevitably rise. But, they felt, it was unthink
able not to provide that aid and investment. They concluded, therefore, that nothing
could be done to avoid such conflict.

Of course, many of the criticisms directed against Japan by Southeast Asians are
valid. The problems the Japanese have encountered in Southeast Asia are partly oftheir
own making. But to some extent, the Japanese seem to be victims of a double standard.
As a Malaysian official put it: *The British may turn the knife, but as they do, they say,
Terribly sorry, old chap,' and we don't seem to mind as much." There is a tendency to
say: 'The British are like that—what can you do?" When the Japanese do the same
things their European or American counterparts do, such behavior is resented—
perhaps, according to some Southeast Asians, because the Japanese are fellow Asians.

,A number of Southeast Asians were explicit in acknowledging that they employ
a double standard when it comes to the Japanese. It is true that the Japanese have
more difficulty communicating than do Americans or Europeans partly because of
their awkwardness in English and partly because of certain cultural patterns. It is only
fair to point out, however, that relatively few American businessmen have any
familiarity with an Asian language; they are able to function effectively only in their
native language. It is safe to say that more Japanese businessmen speak other Asian
languages than do Western businessmen. The Japanese simply had the bad luck to
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speak a language with which few people outside their own islands are familiar. And
while thereare undoubtedly certain features of Japanese social lifeand corporate
organization that makeit moredifficult to function smoothly in SoutheastAsia,
there areothers—such asthecommitment to jobsecurity—which make theJapanese
approach more complementary to Southeast Asian values.

In any event, it seemsillusoryto assumethat criticismof the Japanese would
diminish significantly if onlytheywere moregenerous and moregenial. While there
isalways room for improvement, the problem isnot really rootedin anyaberrative
Japanese behavior, and codes ofconduct aimed at reforming Japanese behavior are
not likely to prove an effective response.

It is more likely that the tensions between the Japanese and the Southeast
Asians are structural, rooted in the asymmetryofeconomicpower and the inevitable
conflictof interestsbetween the twosides.Withthe exception of Singapore,Japan
accounts for at least 20percent of each of the ASEAN countries' exports (in the case
of Indonesia, the figure exceeds 40percent) and between 23and 33percent of imports
whereasASEANtakes no more than 9 to 12percentof Japan's trade.'® Asa general
matter, many Southeast Asians feel, quite simply, that they need Japan more than
Japan needs them.'' While the relationship is by no means one-sided and each issue
hasits owndynamics, the asymmetry of the relationship inevitably hasan impacton
negotiations between Japan and the ASEAN states.

There is, in sum, no reason to assume that Japan's problems in Southeast Asia
stem from any peculiarities of Japanese behavior. In other areas of the world, where
the United States is the predominant external power—for example, in Latin
America—criticism is directed largelyat the Americans. Resentmentof Japanese in
fluence may wellbe an inevitableconcomitant of any prominent Japanese role in
Southeast Asian economic and political affairs.

IV

Although tensions betweenJapan and the ASEAN states are likelyto persist
for sometime, weshould be careful not to exaggerate their significance. Productive
relationships are possible even within a framework that includes substantial conflict.
AlthoughJapaneseeconomic activities mayhaveexacerbated someof theproblems
whichthe ASEANcountriesmust overcomein their development efforts, they have
undoubtedly made many positive contributions in other important areas. The task
is to define a Japanese role that maximizes the positive and minimizes those
characteristics that tend to lead toward conflict.

First, as indicatedby the often contradictory criticisms leveled at Japan, there
is considerable ambiguity, from the Japanese standpoint, as to what the ASEAN
states really expect of them. This lack of clarity embraces Japan's economic.

10. Ibid.

11.For further elaboration on thispoint, seeFranklin B. Weinstein, "Multinational Corporationsand
theThird World: TheCase of JapanandSoutheast Asia,"International Organizalion, 30(Summer 1976):
373-404.
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political, and military roles. Although ASEAN spokesmen have indicated a desire
for more aid on the most generous terms possible, for an accelerated transfer of
technology, andforgreater industrial development, choices must bemade. There are
limits to whatJapancando, and there arelimits ontheamount ofcapital theASEAN
countries canproductively absorb. Aclearer andmore detailed statement ofpriorities
on the part of the ASEAN side is needed.

There is even greater need for clarification as to the kind of political role
ASEAN wishes the Japanese to play. What should be the content of a Japanese
political role? And whatdo the ASEAN members really think about the prospects
for an expansion of Japanese military capabilities? Howdo theyassess U.S. efforts
to persuadeJapan to shouldera largershare of the defense burden in the area west
of Guam and north of the Philippines? During 1981 there were more contradictory
reportsthan previously; somevisitors to Southeast Asiareported a growing interest
on thepartof ASEAN leaders, expressed privately, inan expanded Japanese defense
role. There has, for example, been some suggestion that an expanded Japanese
militaryrolewouldbe acceptable if it werecast withina collective framework and,
especially, if it were accompanied by a corresponding expansion of the military
capabilities of the ASEAN states themselves.

Second, the Japanese themselves—and their American allies—need to come to
someunderstanding as to whyit is important for Japan to havean expanded political
and military role and how such a role should relate to the role played by the United
States. Since the early 1970s, the Japanese clearly have felt a need to develop a more
conspicuous politicalrole, and theycontinueto grope for sucha role. At times,it has
appeared as if the Japanese seeka politicalrole primarilyto counter allegationsthat
they are merelyeconomicanimals. If this is in fact the motivation, it may wellbe a
futile endeavor. Given the structural roots of tension between Japan and the ASEAN
states in the economic field, is there any reason to assume the political undertakings
by Tokyo could substantially alleviate those tensions?

In my judgment, a key question is whether Japan might not be able to play a
moreusefulpoliticalroleif it wereto undertakecertainapproacheswhich the United
States is unable, or unwilling, to pursue itself. For example, there are strong
arguments to be made for developing some sort of relationship with such states as
North Korea and Vietnam, but for a variety of reasons, the United States considers
itself unable to do so for some time.'^ Even many Americans who belive it would
enhance the stability of the Korean peninsula if Washington were to take a first step
toward a relationship with Pyongyang believe it would be hard for the United States
to do so, in light of the special responsibilities the United States bears as South
Korea's military guarantor. Japan is not subject to the same constraints. In the case
of Vietnam, there is, of course, an even sharper division of opinion as to the merits
of moving toward a rapprochement with Hanoi as opposed to pursuing a policy

12.The argumentsin favorof suchpolicies are elaboratedin FranklinB. Weinstein and Fuji Kamiya, eds.,
TheSecurity ofKorea: U.S. andJapanese Perspectives on the 79505 (Boulder, Colo.: Westview, 1980);
and Franklin B. Weinstein, "U.S.-Vietnam Relations and the Security of Southeast Asia," Foreign
Affairs, July 1978.
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aimed at isolating and bleeding the Vietnamese. But even those who believe it would
be wiser to develop relations with Vietnam that would give Hanoi more room to
maneuver vis-a-vis the Soviets recognize that America's historical role in Vietnam
and Washington's current commitment to developingits relations with Beijingcreate
significant obstacles. Again, the Japanese are freer to act.

The fundamental assumption here is that U.S. interests will be better served if
Japan follows a policy independent of the United States. The principal need in the
contemporary period is not for enhanced alliance solidarity and congruence of
policies but for the establishment of multiple linkages, through which a diversity of
cross-cutting relationships may reduce the danger of the sort of polarization that can
heighten tensions and lead to armed conflict.'^

The same kinds of questions need to be asked about Japan's future military
role. It is difficult to see how Japan can make a comparably unique contribution in
the military sphere. I have developed these issues at greater length elsewhere,'^ but
the central points are these. First, the United States must confront openly the ques
tion of whether Japan is being pressed to expand its military capabilities because there
is an important new military role for Japan to play or whether those pressures are
fundamentally political, that is, a belief that Japan must ''do more" for Asian secu
rity because it is unthinkable that an economic rival as powerful as Japan should get
a "free ride" on the coattails of the American taxpayer at a time when Americans
are being asked to bear such a heavy burden to meet the Soviet threat.

Second, it is hard to define any essential military contribution that Japanese
forces can make. If the U.S. commitment can be relied on, an expanded Japanese
contribution is likely to be redundant; if the United States cannot be counted on, the
contemplated Japanese build-up will be woefully inadequate. The argument is made
that Japan must build up its Self-Defense Forces because a U.S. carrier task force
presently patrolling in Northeast Asia may be redeployed to the Persian Golf. But
it is simply impossible for the Japanese forces contemplated under any conceivable
build-up plan for the next decade to replace the power projection capabilities of U.S.
carrier task force. The extension of Japanese patrols on the high seas cannot really
substitute for U.S. naval vessels. Protecting sea lanes is not essentially a matter of
placing enough ships on the line to gain complete coverage; given the length of the
sea lanes, that would be a futile endeavor. If the Soviets wish to interdict U.S. or

Japanese shipping, they can do so. But U.S. ships on the line serve to deter such an
action by the Soviets because Moscow knows that any clash with a U.S. ship could
easily escalate to a very dangerous level. Japanese Maritime Self-Defense Forces
simply lack this degree of deterrent capability.

13.This view wasoriginallyset forth in Franklin B. Weinstein and John W. Lewis, 'The Post-Vietnam
Strategic Context inAsia,"inFranklin B. Weinstein, ed., U.S.-Japan Relations andtheSecurity ofEast
Asia(Boulder, Colo.:Westview, 1978). A morerecent elaboration iscontained in Franklin B.Weinstein,
"The U.S. Rolein East and Southeast Asia," in Ramon Myers,ed.. The UnitedStates and East Asia:
Policiesfor the 1980sand Beyond {Stdiniox^, Ca.: Hoover Institute, 1982).

14. See Franklin B. Weinstein, "U.S.-Japan Relations and the Fallacies of Burden Sharing," Pacific
Community, 9(1) (Oct. 1977):1-16;and Weinstein, "The U.S. Role in East and Southeast Asia."
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Some contend that having more ships on the line means that the Soviets would
have to expend more of their scarce resources and, it is hoped, might decide it is not
worth the price. But we must recognize that a Japanese build-up is very likely to pro
voke an accelerated build-up by the Soviets, who are likely to make enormous sacri
fices in order to ensure that their perceived military requirements are met. Unless its
purpose and limits are better defined, a Japanese build-up also runs the risk of stimu
lating uneasiness in Southeast Asia, and this could have destabilizing effects. More
over, once the concept of extending Japan's defense perimeter is accepted, there is in
fact no logical reason why Japanese patrols in the Strait of Malacca or the Persian
Gulf cannot be justified as '^self-defense," within the framework of the existing con
stitution. While Japanese denials of any intention to become a major military power
are quite persuasive at present, one cannot predict with confidence where the process
of building up Japanese defense capabilities incrementally will lead in the long run.

A further danger inheres in the discrepancy between U.S. and Japanese percep
tions of the Soviet threat. There is considerable evidence that the Japanese do not
generally perceive the Soviets as quite the menace which the present U.S. administra
tion sees. Pentagon officials have observed that the Japanese are most intent on
determining what is the minimum Japanese military effort that the United States
would find acceptable. If the Japanese defense build-up is indeed undertaken mainly
to placate the United States rather than because of any perception of a genuine threat
to which an augmented Self-Defense Force is a relevant response, then it will be hard
to sustain such a policy politically. As Secretary of State Alexander Haig noted in his
confirmation hearings, if the Japanese come to believe that they have been pushed
into an unwanted military role by the United States, there could be a dangerous
political backlash against the United States.

Under the circumstances, it may well be better to take a broader view of security
and to look to those areas in which Japan may be able to make a contribution that
reflects its particular comparative advantages, which lie in the nonmilitary sphere.
For example, Japan could usefully make a dramatically expanded contribution to
research and development of alternative energy sources. Given the salience of the
threat to Japan's security posed by the danger that energy will not be available at
reasonable prices, the Japanese should be able to develop a political consensus in sup
port of an expanded effort in that area. And, as usually noted, Japan can make im
portant contributions to regional stability through economic and diplomatic relations
with North Korea and Vietnam, as well as through cooperation with the non-
Communist states, especially ASEAN.

In sum, the Japanese must find a way to demonstrate that they are willing
to carry their share of the burden and to make real sacrifices. Political realities
make this manifest. But there is no reason why Japan's contribution to security
must match in kind the sacrifices made by the United States. It seems wiser to look
to the Japanese for a greater effort in those areas in which they have a special, if not
unique, capability to contribute.
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VII.

The Soviet Union





18. Soviet Interest in Southeast Asia:

Issues in the Eighties

Seah Chee-Meow

It is a commonly accepted axiom that nation-states tend to expand their influ
ence by using the gamut of resources—diplomatic, ideological, economic, and
military—to attain the ever-tantalizing Holy Grail called ''national interests." The
concept of national interests does change in accordance with domestic political and
economic constraints, the "mood" of the international and regional climate, or,
more importantly, the "visions" of political leaders upon whom presumably the
mantle of leadership and responsibility is thrust. The extent to which a nation-state
pursues a particular policy line depends largely on its calculation of the costs of the
proposed policy on both the country's core and peripheral interests. Presumably, the
greater command a nation-state holds over its resources, the greater the possibilities
for extending its influence.

Geopolitical Influences and Implications

Basically, the U.S.S.R. has been accepted as a superpower alongside the United
States, even though it may not be equally matched in terms of military and economic
resources. Its location in the "heartland" is extremely crucial from the standpoint
of geopolitics. From this perspective, it becomes apparent that the Soviet Union has
to try to expand its influence to include the "rimland" states. This is the likely direc
tion that will continue for many years to come, though with improvements in com
munications and military technology, the concept of the rimland could become
broadened to include more than just those states peripheral to the Soviet Union. In
a sense it is this vision that has influenced past and present leaders from the tsars to
the Socialist rulers—irrespective of ideological inclinations—to expand their terri
torial and political influence in order to secure a more cooperative rimland.

Yet Soviet influence has never been extremely consistent, however desirious
such an objective has been; and not all these ventures have been successful. The
Russo-Japanese War of 1905, which ended in a decisive defeat of the Soviets, did not
mark merely the progressive end of the tsarist rulers. That war inter alia highlighted
a peculiar dilemma facing the Soviets in attempting to strengthen their national in
terests at the rimland. It also revealed their major strategic weaknesses, such as the
absence of other warm-water ports as part of the chain of logistic bases necessary for
the enhancement of its naval superiority.

That the U.S.S.R. is also an "Asian" power, even though it is usually re
garded by many Asian countries as a Eurocentric power, should also be given weight.
This, together with its new-found status as a superpower since World War II,
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has made all the more urgent the need for it to establish a creditable pres
ence in Asia.

Yet Soviet attempts in Asia, and more particularly in Southeast Asia, have.been
less than successful. Its erstwhile ideological ally, the People's Republic of China,
has become more than a thorn in Soviet flesh. Since it became apparent in the six
ties, the Sino-Soviet dispute is still a source of concern to Soviet leaders. The dispute
also emphasizes that the issue of ideological acceptability and compatibility is far
more complex and does not necessarily transcend national interests. Owing to this
crisis, considerable manpower and military hardware had to be tied down near the
Chinese border. It was estimated that the number of Soviet forces on the Chinese

border had tripled between 1965 to 1972 while the tactical air strength had grown five
times during the same period. By 1976, there were forty-five Soviet divisions facing
China, supplemented by 200 IRBMs and between 1,200 to 1,400 aircraft.' Even the
proposed Siberian railway previously negotiated with Japan was presumably
conceived partly out of military exigencies although new research and development
in the area of land hovercraft could make the dependency on a fixed infrastructural
network unnecessary.

In a sense, the outward expansion of the Soviet Union has been checked more
by the timely warnings given at the end of World War 11. Winston Churchill's
''iron curtain" certainly provided the necessary colorful but effective imagery while
the decision by the United States to "contain" Communist expansion through mili
tary alliances such as NATO, CENTO, and SEATO certainly reduced further Soviet
expansionism, although they did not prevent Soviet leaders from ensuring that
their Eastern European partners would keep within their bounds. The Soviet Union
was also trying to woo leaders from those territories in Asia and Africa then in the
throes of anticolonial struggles. Yet there is no denying that these military pacts
initiated by United States did restrict Soviet initiative although it is also true that the
latter was also quick to exploit whatever weaknesses resulted from implementing
these defense pacts.

Southeast Asia is one of the few regions that witnessed the convergence of big
power involvement. This is not a recent phenomenon as this region in the past was
the scene of innumerable major power involvements (even though the actors were dif
ferent). External powers ranging from India, China, the Western colonial powers,
and Japan have left indelible marks on Southeast Asian history in as much as indi
genous states in the past had also used, misused, or even been misguided by these
major powers on issues of statecraft and regional politics.

In a sense, the Soviet presence in this region should not come as a surprise.
What perhaps was more surprising was the late appearance of the Soviet presence in
this region. The United States was the major actor in this region—the Manila Pact
and the defense treaties with Thailand and the Philippines were sufficient testimony
of U.S. interest in this region. The Seventh Fleet has also been known to patrol the

1. L-'u Teik Soon, "Soviet-Vietnamese Treaty—a Giant Step Forward," Southeast Asian Affairs
(Singapore: Institute of Southeast Asian Studies, 1980).

198



waterways. It ispossible to question theextent of theU.S.presence on a cost-effective
basis, including the anemic SEATO, the efforts to ''neutralize" Laos, and the
politically futile efforts to prop up the South Vietnam regimes before domestic
politicaland economic pressures forced U.S. leadersto rethink the issueof involve
ment inSoutheast Asia. However, it cannot be denied thatit was precisely because
of theU.S. presence thatSoviet influence was notgiven room to expand. It istrue
thattheSoviets did trytoinfluence Sukarno and also toupgrade his fantasy asone
of the leaders of the NEFOS (New Emerging Forces), but even thisventure did not
makemuch headway. Indeed, for a timeintheearlysixties even theSoviet Unionwas
involved intrying topromote a neutralized Laos, with mixed success. Ideology was
not a determining factor in explaining the Soviet presence.

Conversely, it could be argued that the declinein the U.S. and British presence
had given the impetus for the expansion of Soviet influence. The withdrawal of the
British from east of Suezin 1967 and the subsequent relinquishingby the Americans
of their "watchdog" role in Southeast Asia have left a power vacuum. As a super
power it was inevitable that the SovietUnion would try to fill this vacuum, and there
were compelling reasons for doing so. Among the more salient points were (1) the
revivalof its attempt to influence Southeast Asian regional and domestic politics,
(2) the containment of China (or perhaps a lesson learned from the Americans) and
a curtailment of Chinese influence in Southeast Asia, (3) the continuing search for
a seriesof naval ports to augment its global naval role, and (4) the desire to be a key
determinant in deciding how issues in Southeast Asia—be they regional or global in
implications—are to besettled.^ A lessimportant factor could be the presence of raw
materials and resources in this region. Although the Soviets are less likely to be able
to perform a symbiotic trading relationship with these Southeast Asian states, any
possible expansion of Soviet influence in this region would be tantamount to a denial
of such resources to the Western powers, including Japan.

The Vietnamtrauma experienced by the Americansmerely added fresh impetus
to Soviet attempts at expanding its influence in Southeast Asia. However, the
question that had to beansweredwaswhether the Sovietswould be more acceptable
to the Southeast Asian states. In this sense, the formation of ASEAN was more than
an act of bold statesmanship by the five Southeast Asian states. Despite their feel
ingsof distrust, psychological barriers, and recent animosities resulting from the pur
suit of incompatible national interests, these five states were able to demonstrate a
maturity in outlook and leadership by trying to promote more positive forms of
regional collaboration. It is true that the progressof ASEAN in its initial years was
less than heartening, especially if tangible results are used as the yardstick for suc
cess, but an important by-product of these cooperative efforts was to make the Soviet
concept of collective security less than appealing. Thus, when the Soviet leaders
began the task of trying to popularize this pact to the Southeast Asian countries,
especially ASEAN, there waslittleby wayof a positive responseto such a proposal. ,

2. SeeDonaldS. Zagoria, "The Soviet Unionand the Far East," in GeorgeT. Vu,ed., Inira-Asian Inter
national Relations {BoMqv, Colo.: Westview Press, 1977), pp. 68-69.
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Fornotonly didtheASEAN states see this asanattempt bytheSoviets to ''contain"
China(a lesson which theSoviets didnot learnvery well fromtheprevious contain
mentexperience of the United States), but there was also an alternative available
which these non-Communist Southeast Asian states could fall back on, namely,
ASEANas a regional bodyto augmenttheir respective national interests. Witheach
progress intheconsolidation of ASEAN asa regional body, theinfluence that could
be exerted by the Soviet Union was further diminished.

In a sense, the U.S.S.R. had no option but to fall back on the Vietnamese. The
Vietnamese,as in their past history, had shown a remarkable resilience to be free of
Chinese domination. Even while in receipt of Chinese aid in the struggle against the
Americans in South Vietnam, they continued to retain this tenacity for their
autonomy. The Vietnamese too have shown concern over possible domination by
China while retaining their own wider national interests of encompassing the other
Indochinese states and perhaps (as a long-term objective) other states in continen
tal Southeast Asia. Yet the more immediate problems facing the Vietnamese include
the pacification campaign in South Vietnam eventhough the Americans had already
departed, the introduction of a Socialist program, and postwar rehabilitation. The
Soviet Union looked upon the current situation facing the Vietnamese as an oppor
tunity to establish its influence in the absence of any notable success to its response
in other Southeast Asian states. The close proximity of Vietnam to China would also
be ideal in diverting much of China's military resources from the Sino-Soviet border
so as to protect this vulnerable southern front. Vietnam too with its excellent port
and other facilities would enable the Soviet Union to find a temporary solution to
its search for a string of bases and other supporting facilities for its naval forces, while
the use of such ports would allow the Soviet navy to play a more active and exten
sive presence in the Pacific.

In that sense, a mutuality of interests drew both Vietnam and the U.S.S.R.
together. This mutuality was strengthened though not necessarily dependent on
ideological underpinnings. The withdrawal syndrome experienced by the Americans,
especiallyduring the Carter administration, merely gave the Soviet Union added im
petus, and the latter required even less encouragement to strengthen its presence
in Southeast Asia.

It is thus possible to argue that the years of the Carter administration did in
calculable damage by enabling the Soviet Union to assume a more important role in
Southeast Asia through default by the Americans. The main factor that had
prevented the Soviets from having further success was, ironically, largely due to the
initiative of the indigenous states that formed ASEAN.

However, the enlarged Soviet presence in Vietnam should not be construed as
complete concurrence by these two nations in the pursuit of common objectives. It
is true that there was overlap in some of the national interests of these two countries—
such as fear of China—but there were areas of incompatibility in aims and designs.
The Vietnamese were keen to pursue the Indochina federation concept and to assume
leadership status. The Soviet Union too would like to increase its influence over
Kampuchea and Laos and even offered military hardware and training, thus
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depriving Vietnam of the sole credit for bringing salvation to these two other
Indochinese states. It is likely that there could be conflicts of interests over Vietnam's
policies, and there is no denying that the Soviet Union would also want to have an
important role in influencing, if not dictating, the policy options for the Vietnamese.

For the moment, it would seem that a conspiracy of events has held Vietnam
and the Soviet Union together. The attitudes and policies of the Pol Pot regime in
Kampuchea, which led to the implanting of the Heng Samrin regime with Vietnamese
military assistance, would mean considerable diversion of military and economic
resources by Vietnam, resources that would otherwise be used for its own postwar
reconstruction. Indeed, by 1978 the Soviets had not only admitted Vietnam as a full
member of the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance (COMECON) but had also
concluded a Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation. This latter treaty inter alia pro
vides some form of military assurance to the Vietnamese, for under Article 6 of that
treaty it was stipulated that 'in case one of the parties becomes the object of attack
or threats of attack, the High Contracting Parties will immediately begin mutual con
sultations for the purpose of removing that threat and taking appropriate effective
measures to ensure the peace and security of their countries." The Soviet Union has
also been providing economic assistance, and this feature has to be carried on albeit
reluctantly if the Soviet presence in Vietnam is to retain further credibility. Indeed,
the punitive attack on the Vietnamese border by China demonstrated a partial failure
by the Soviet Union to respond, however limited the scale of the punitive action had
been. With the enlarged territorial venture by the Vietnamese, not only would
Vietnamese intentions be scrutinized with more care by other countries, especially
ASEAN, but so would those of the Soviet Union.

It is possible to postulate the implications of the larger involvement by Vietnam
in Indochina and their consequences on the Soviet presence in Southeast Asia. The
first implication, and one which the Soviet would like to avoid if possible, is the grow
ing polarization between the Soviet Union and Southeast Asian states. The Soviets,
unlike the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) coun
tries, are not major trading partners of ASEAN, either in goods or in technology
transfer. The reciprocity of the relationship between ASEAN and OECD has been
stronger and is likely to become even more strengthened in view of the continuing
economic links and generally high growth rates of the ASEAN economies. The Soviet
Union is likely to exercise even less leverage in the economic field than what it has
been able to do.

Second, the close indentification of the Soviets with the Vietnamese view is not re
assuring to the other countries. Indeed, it is hard to separate these two parties while the
Soviets have had to continue support of the Vietnamese stand and to lobby for interna
tional recognition of the Heng Samrin regime in Kampuchea. In a sense, the Soviets
could gain more setbacks diplomatically while the by-product of the Kampuchean
invasion—such as the refugee problem—does not help to augment Soviet intentions in
Southeast Asia. Indeed, the Kampuchean crisis has drawn more unfavorable attention
toward the Soviets while existing links between the Soviet Union and the ASEAN coun
tries are likely to remain at a low ebb for quite a long period of time.
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Next, the Soviets have found themselves caught in an unenviable position of hav
ing continually to bail out the Vietnamese by ensuring that there will be sufficient funds
for economic growth or development. Thus, although one cannot but agree with
Michael Leifer that the 1978 Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation between the Soviet
Union and Vietnam indicates the willingness and ability of the government in Moscow
to make a decisive political choice, it remains to be seen whether the Soviet Union will
continue to underwrite what may be a costly and not necessarily cost-benefit exercise in
Indochina. The Soviet Union was reported to have supplied 90,000 tons of military
equipment as part of the ecomonic, technical, and military program in the first half
of 1979 (that is, after the overthrow of Pol Pot by Heng Samrin). It also wrote off the
debts incurred by Vietnam before August 1975 and its Second Five-Year Plan (1976-
1980); it also provided hard currency and project aid amounting to $2.5 billion. The
question—to what extent can the Soviet Union continue to bail out the Vietnamese for
a venture which has led to undesirable diplomatic consequences as well as having an
undesirable image of abetting aggression—is not necessarilya moot one sinceit willbe
continually raised whether at the United Nations or at regional meetings. In a sense,
with the Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation the Soviet Union could find itselfin a
less than favorable position in expanding its influence in other parts of Southeast Asia
while at the same time being stuck with what could become a liability. In any case, there
is no assurance that the Vietnamese, with their fierce sense of autonomy and indepen
dence in outlook, will be willing to toe the Soviet line indefinitely. Indeed, a question
which might be worth exploring is whether the Soviets' being a co-signatory of the
Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation was grounded on miscalculations and false
premises. Certainly, that treaty would not be accepted by other non-Communist South
east Asian states (notably ASEAN), and neither would it be regarded with assurance by
the latter. Indeed, a friendship treaty with Vietnam would have the reverse impact on
the ASEAN countries, and Soviet intentions would come even under greater scrutiny.

Possible Policy Choices in the Eighties and the Effects on Southeast Asia

The Soviets' presence in the Southeast Asian region has been handicapped from
the beginning. Strong economic links with this region are hardly existent, and even
on ideological grounds, the Soviets have had little success in cultivating the loyalties
of insurgent or revolutionary groups. The U.S.S.R. is also regarded more as a
Eurocentric nation than as an Asian major power, and whatever psychological
advantages came along with this Asian image could not be exploited with the same
intensity as that by China or Japan. From these factors, however, one should not
construe that the Soviet Union will keep a low profile in Southeast Asia.

Southeast Asia is regarded as a region of strategic interest to the U.S.S.R. by
virtue of its superpower status, its growing naval capabilities, and its calculations of
the power balance in the region. Any successful control over the Southeast Asian
region would reap untold dividends for the Soviet Union, such as inordinate influ
ence over Japan by virtue of the control of the Strait of Malacca, the ability to
preempt any subsequent attempt by China to influence the region, and a greatly
enlarged role for its navy in both the Indian and Pacific oceans.
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A question which may be posed is whether Soviet policies vis-a-vis Vietnam
couldhave been theresult of miscalculations or actsof sheer desperation asa result
of poorresponses byotherSoutheast Asian states to itspolicy proposal for collec
tive security. Certainly, theSoviets are noted for their stamina, if not necessarily
their maturity, in continuingto push for an expansion of their influence in Southeast
Asia. The Soviet Union could havebeendisillusioned bythe less than enthusiastic
response to the Chinacontainment policy bySoutheast Asian states, even though
many states, including some inASEAN, have regarded China asa long-term security
threat tothe region. Ina sense, the team-up with Vietnam was partofanattempt to
demonstrate its ability to support a 'Triendly" country and the possible benefits
of such a liaison in terms of support at the international level and in economic
and technical assistance.

It ispossible to argue that what has upset theSoviet calculation is largely the
response of the ASEAN states especially in the aftermath of the Vietnamese invasion
of Kampuchea. The ASEANstates had little lovefor Pol Pot, but the Vietnamese
action cast serious doubts on the latter's sincerity for mutual co-existence when the
Soviet Union,as the mainbacker, would invariably receive the brunt of the benefits.
By supporting Vietnam, theSoviet Union isalso cast inthe invidious role of having
to go against the ASEAN states and, in the process, to have even lessinfluence over
these states' policymaking.

It seems that there hasbeen asetback fortheSoviet Union when itbegan itsbig
leap forward incementing relations with Vietnam. Itsincursion into Afghanistan has
counteracted thepeaceful image that it hoped to project, thelatterissue having been
further complicated bythe religious issue as well. Yet if history isanyguide, there
canbeno doubt that theSoviet Union is likely to remain just as persistent. Its naval
vessels, includingthe Minsk, haveincreasedtheir presence in the Strait of Malacca.
At that sametime, it will continueto resortto a whole rangeof measures to influence
thenon-Communist Southeast Asian states. The recent expulsion of KGB agents
from Malaysia isnotthefirst norwill it bethelast of such experiences at subversion.

Whatisperhaps crucial for Southeast Asiaand for ASEAN in particularis to
strengthen this regional organization and to continue its momentum in economic
growth. With theunstable situation in Indochina, ASEAN has been given a longer
lead time to consolidate itself. Although there is no doubt that ASEAN has pro
gressed a long way since it was first setup, theinternal mechanisms forcooperation
should bestrengthened. ASEAN isanorganization whose solidarity isbest seen inthe
face of external adversities, examples of which could include thefall ofKampuchea
and South Vietnam to the pro-Communists forces in 1975, the protectionist senti
ments byitsexternal trading partners, andtheensuing events following theinvasion
of Kampuchea. While there can be no shortage of such external crises to keep
ASEAN together, the importance ofdeveloping those mechanisms forintraregional
consolidation should remain uppermost. The mutuality of interests has to be
strengthened, while cooperation should go beyond political consultation, cultural
exchanges, andminor economic andtrading concessions ascurrently practiced. After
all, it ispossible to lookat ASEAN asan alternative to thebigpower involvement in
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theregion; Southeast Asia, we canhope, canremain a region inwhich theindigenous
states determine regional issues and outcomes.

Of more immediate concern, however, is the issueof Kampuchea. ASEAN has
been instrumental in preventing the situation in Kampuchea from becoming afait
accompli. The successful lobbying by ASEAN has kept the Heng Samrinregime
from gaining legitimate status in the United Nations. But what is of greater urgency
is the issue of finding an alternative and viable government. The Singapore
Communique signed bythe three Kampuchean resistance groups does not signify the
achievement of consensus, especially when each of the three groups has its respec
tive interests. On the other hand, it is essential that pressure be exerted by ASEAN
on the Khmer Rouge to bemoreamenable to itsother twopartnersinsteadof trying
to harp on the argument that it is the legitimate government as recognized by the
worldcommunity and that the other two resistance groupsshouldbe junior partners.
If the Khmer Rougecontinuesto insiston such a stand (even though its legitimacy
islargely attributed to ASEAN's spadework), thenthecoalition government could
collapse and with it any hopeof ensuring a viable alternative to the Heng Samrin
regime. Should sucha development happen, thentheSoviet influence inthe region
would increase enormously, and whatever technical and other assistance it has
poured into Indochina would not be a futile exercise. Such a development could also
adversely affect the solidarity displayed byASEAN and couldfurther embroilthe
region in big power conflicts.

The role of the United States is the second most important factor that could
determine Soviet designs in thisregion. CantheUnited States show the fortitude and
the resolution to maintain its presence in this region? The Carter administration
certainly showed the extent to which it could vacillate and lose world leadership
through default. While there ismuch to sayonthemerits of human rights, thebasic
ingredient of international relations among major powers, namely, power, should
never be obscured. A determined U.S. presence in this region has many important
by-products, including a lesser desire byChina to try to fill part of the "vacuum"
and the feeling of continued assurance given to the non-Communist states in the
region. TheU.S. presence in this region should not be regarded as a charitable act
on its part to help the morehelpless lot from being enveloped by pro-Communist
regimes. ASEAN encompasses a region of tremendous potential andgrowth, andthe
relationship between ASEAN andtheUnited States (and, forthat matter, theOECD
countries) wouldbe mutuallybeneficial. Maintaining a presence in SoutheastAsia,
far from escalating big power rivalries, would have a salutary effect by further
restricting the optionsavailable to the Soviet Unionfor expansion. For even if the
latter were to decide on the use of military force, the costs would be too prohibitive
for such an option to be pursued.

Conclusion

The threat to the ASEAN countries has usually been attributed to domestic
sources. Insurgencies, fed by ideological or other primordial causes, have been
identified as the major factor affecting the domestic stability of the ASEAN states.
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While there is considerable merit in such an observation, the solution lies more in a
long-range program of economic progress. It is possible that some of these rebel
groups could be assiduously cultivated by outside powers, including the Soviet
Union, but in terms of public sympathy their support has been largely confined to
a much smaller group of the population. Most of the people in the ASEAN countries
have consistently supported the existing governments and the types of political
systems as currently practiced. These are important indicators of resilience against
possible subversion by powers such as the Soviet Union.

On the other hand, although the U.S. presence is welcomed as a means to
restrict the malevolent intentions of the Soviet Union or its proxies, the ASEAN
states willhave to upgrade their defense capabilities. The current efforts by ASEAN
states to go for offensive and long-range aircraft such as the F-5Es (and not rely
almost exclusivelyon short-range counterinsurgency air power) are note-worthy, for
they indicate that the strategic thinking of the ASEAN leaders has changed in
emphasis to take into account external threats and not just those of an insurgency
nature. This changed thinking could also mean that the ASEAN countries are feeling
the need to participate more activelyin shaping and influencingthe pattern of regional
politics in Southeast Asia, instead of remaining as hapless, dependent spectators.
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19. The Soviet Dilemma in East Asia

Donald S. Zagoria

Introduction

As the 1980s began, a new cold war between the Soviet Union and the West,
supported by China, was looming on the horizon. Although the Western powers
disagreedon how to meet the Sovietchallenge, there wasa growingconsensuson the
global nature of that challenge.

1. The Soviet Union is a power with global ambitions. Soviet Foreign Minister
Andrei Gromyko has stated that no problem in the world can be resolved without
Soviet participation, a statement that indicates that Moscow has a rather broad con
ception of its own securityconcerns. Sovietmilitarypower has grown substantially
in the past fifteen years, and the Soviet Union is now perceived by many nations to
be at least the equal of the United States and perhaps stronger in certain categories
of military power. The Soviets have signed friendship treaties with a dozen or so
countries in Asia, Africa, and the Middle East, all of which imply a considerable
degree of commitment to the security of those far-flung countries.

2. Soviet ambitions are still on the rise. In many regions of the world, including
the Asia-Pacific region, the Soviets believe that the existing balance of power is
unfavorable to them, and they are determined to increase their own influence and
power in those regions.

3. During the past decade, the Soviets have increasingly resorted to armed force
in order to spread their power and influence. Since 1975, seven pro-Soviet
Communist parties have seized power or territory in Africa and Asia with armed
force. (The countries concerned are South Vietnam, Laos, Angola, Ethiopia,
Afghanistan, South Yemen, and Kampuchea.) Although the events leading up to
Communist victories in each of these cases were complex, involved a variety of in
digenous forces, and certainly cannot be attributed only to Soviet manipulation, the
Soviets were active players in each instance. They were not simple bystanders.
Moreover, when indigenous anti-Communist forces threatened Communist rule in
Afghanistan in 1979, the Soviets invaded that country in order to crush the rebellion.
Finally, in the winter of 1981, the Soviets encouraged the Polish military to launch
a repression of the Polish workers' organization; this led to the crushing of the
popular, grass-roots movement that was challenging the dominant role in Poland of
the Polish Communist party. It was this disturbing pattern of Soviet behavior that

This is a revised version of an essay in Soviet Policy in Asia, Yale University Press, 1982, edited by me
and sponsored by the Council on Foreign Relations.
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contributed to the breakdown of detente and to the emergenceof a loose coalition
betweenthe United States, Western Europe, Japan, and China, a coalition that has
as its major goal the containment of further Sovietexpansion by military means.

4. The Soviet Union has an imbalance of foreign policy resources. The
attractiveness of its ideologyto other parties and states is recedingas the structural
weaknesses of Communist systems becomeincreasingly apparent. Because the Soviet
Union has only limited trade with a few select countries, its economic influence in
the world economy issmall. Culturally, too, theSoviets are handicapped. In Europe,
they are regarded as semi-Asiatics; in Asia, they are regarded as European
interlopers. Thus, the most important "card" that the Soviets possess for expanding
their power is the military card—the shipment of weapons, advisers, and even
Cuban combat troops to intervene in local conflicts.

5. Although determined to expand their power throughout the world, the
Soviets continue, at least under Brezhnev's rule, to be low-risk, cautious expan
sionists. They are not "high rollers" comparable with Hitler's Germany. Their
preferred pattern of expansion is to exploit internal instability in the Third World civil
wars, regional conflicts, etc., rather than to intervene directly with their own military
forces. By inserting themselves into local conflicts, often with heavy shipments
of arms supplies, advisers, and offers of "friendship treaties," the Soviets have
succeeded in establishing considerable influence in many of the troubled regions of
the Third World.

In sum, the Soviets intend to try to convert their growing military power
into greater political influence throughout the world. As one of two superpowers,
the Soviets have a sense of "entitlement" to a greater role in world affairs, and they
are determined to bring that power to bear in all the regions of the world. Moreover,
so long as the Third World remains unstable, the Soviets will be able to exploit a
variety of opportunities that arise there to change existingregional balances of power
in their favor.

In the Asia-Pacific region, the Soviets have a variety of incentives for wanting
to increase their power and influence. First, the United States, Moscow's principal
adversary, has a powerful coalition of allies and friends in East Asia, a coalition
stretching from Japan to Australia. The Soviets seek to counter that American
alliance system and to develop a countercoalition of states friendly to them. Second,
Moscow seeks to isolate and to encircle China in an effort to keep it weak. Should
China become a great power, the Soviets know that, in the long run, it will almost
certainly become Moscow's most dangerous adversary. The Soviets do not fear
China itself, at least not in the near future. What they fear is an industrialized China,
armed by the West, and increasingly tied into the West. Third, particularly now that
Japan has overtaken the Soviet Union economically as the second largest industrial
power in the world, the Sovietsare determined to discourage Japan from becoming
a large military power, and they are anxious to cut Japanese-Americanmilitary ties
as well as to obstruct the further growth of Japanese-Chinese relations. In Southeast
Asia, the Soviets are out to consolidate their ties to the new group of Indochinese
Communist states—Vietnam, Laos, and Kampuchea—to weaken American and
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Chinese influence among ASEAN countries, and to prevent ASEAN fromjoining
an anti-Soviet Pacific coalition.

Finally,the Soviets are intent upon increasing their navaland maritimepower
in the key waterways of Eastand West Asia—the Western Pacific, theSouthChina
Sea, andtheIndian Ocean. They have been steadily increasing thesize of their Pacific
Fleet for many years, and now that that fleet has regular access to Vietnamese
ports, Moscow's ability to project itsnaval power throughout Asian waters will be
greatly enhanced.

The Soviets not only have powerful incentives for expanding their power in
Asia; regional conflicts often provide opportunities for the Soviets to insert
themselves into a position of influence. By supporting India against Pakistan and
Vietnam against China, the Soviets expanded their influence in both South
and Southeast Asia. By supporting Ethiopia against Somalia and South Yemen
against North Yemen, the Soviets increased their position in the Indian Ocean.
Bysupporting Syriaand other ''rejectionist" Arab states against Israel, the Soviets
have established a strong position in the Middle East.

Thus, the Soviets have both strong incentives and frequent opportunities for
expanding their power in the Third World, and they now have a great variety
of military means at their disposal to help accomplish that goal. One of the main
questions I wishto addressin thischapter is: whatare the prospects for further Soviet
expansion in Asia, particularly in the Asia-Pacific region?

The New Equilibrium in East Asia

As the world enters the 1980s, and only five years after the fall of Saigon„East
Asia is distinguished from many other developing regions of the world by a relatively
stable, pro-Western balance of power. Most of the region, with the exception of
Vietnam, Laos, and Kampuchea, is tied into a Western alliance system in one way
or another. Japan is a firm and increasingly cooperative U.S. ally. The Japanese have
increased their financial support for the maintenance of U.S. troops in Japan,
participated for the first time in joint naval exercises with the U.S. and Australian
fleets, and begun to engage in joint planning with U.S. military forces. The U.S.
Japan Mutual Security Treaty, which in earlier years was a subject of considerable
acrimony in Japan, is now more broadly accepted by Japanese public opinion than
at any time in the past three decades. China has entered into a new strategic and
economic relationship with the United States and become a quasi-ally of the West—
mainly out of fear of Soviet expansion.

American relations with its South Korean ally, shaken by the Carter administra
tion's misguided decision to withdraw U.S. combat troops from South Korea, have
been restored by the Reagan administration. Taiwan has weathered the withdrawal
of U.S. recognition and is domestically more stable and militarily safer than at any
time before the U.S. recognition of China.

In Southeast Asia, the Philippines provides the United States with key air and
naval bases; Thailand is tied to the United States by the Manila Pact; Malaysia and
Singapore are both members of a Five-Power Pact, which includes Great Britain,

208



NewZealand, and Australia. All the ASEANcountries, including Indonesia, relyon
the United States or other Western countries for their arms supplies. Finally,
Australia and NewZealand are tied to the United States by the ANZUS treaty.

Ideologically, too, pro-Soviet, Marxistforces in East Asiaare increasingly on
the defensive. The strength of indigenous Communist and Marxist forces in East Asia
is considerably less today than at any time since the end of World War II. The
Japanese Socialistparty suffered a substantial declinein popular votes throughout
most of the 1970s.Following the death of Mao Zedong, the new Chinese leaders have
adopted a bold newpragmaticcourseof economic development that includes many
"capitalist" devices for stimulating production, and they themselveshave called into
question the viability of the Soviet model of development. In Indonesia, Thailand,
and Malaysia, where a decade or two ago Communist parties were serious contenders
for power, they are no longer so.

This relativelystable, pro-Western strategic environment in East Asia explains
why the SovietUnion, despite its considerable build-up of naval and air power in the
Pacific, has not yet been able to translate its military power into political influence
in East Asia as it has done in more unstable regions of the world. And it explains too
why the United States is more satisfied with the situation in East Asia than in many
other regions of the world.

In what follows, I want to ask two important questions: what factors are at the
root of this pro-Western, strategic setting? and what are the prospects for a Soviet
"comeback" in Asia?

The main ingredients of the favorable strategic setting in East Asia are: (1) the
new cold war among the Communist states, (2) China's dramatic turn to the
West, (3) the gradual reassertion of Japan, (4) the end of the period of American
"drift," (5) the development of ASEAN, (6) the Korean stand-off, and (7) the
dynamic economic growth in the region that could lead to a new Pacific-Asian
trading community.

The New Cold War Among Communist States
In Asia today, with the sole exception of the Korean peninsula, which still

remains divided along East-West lines, the most serious and bitter confrontations are
those between contiguous Communist states—the U.S.S.R. against China, China
against Vietnam, and Vietnam against Communist insurgents supported by China
in Kampuchea. All the Asian Communist states (including the U.S.S.R, two-thirds
of whose territory lies in Asia) are finding that their most active and dangerous
adversaries are not far-away Western powers but neighboring Communist states with
whom they share disputed and heavily armed borders and a historical record of
conflict going back several centuries—a record undiminished by a supposedly
common ideology. Thus, in Asia, geography has proven to be a more constant ele
ment in international relations than ideology.

Moreover, these East-East conflicts are not mere transient elements in the
international relations of East Asia. They are likely to last throughout the 1980sand
even further into the future. They have deep historical roots. Indeed, viewed in
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historical perspectives, rather than through the prism of the cold war, what is
happeningnowcan beexplained moreeasily.Asia isenteringa postcolonialperiod
in which historic power rivalries that were temporarily diminished by the common
struggle against colonialism are being revived. In the colonial period, indigenous
communism, nationalism, and Soviet imperialism were often allied for the specific
purpose of ejectingthe West from Asia. But the end of Westerncolonialismand the
retreat of American power from Asia following the U.S. defeat in Vietnam have
demonstrated that this anticolonial alliance was ephemeral. The U.S.S.R. and China,
brought together initially by a common threat from the United States, as well as by
ideology, have returned to a historical geopolitical rivalry that began in the seven
teenth century when tsarist Russia began its eastward expansion at the expense of the
Manchu empire. And both Vietnam and China and Vietnam and Kampuchea have
resumed ethnic and geopolitical rivalries that go back nine or ten centuries, long
before the arrival of the West.

Paradoxically, Communist ideology willfeed thesenational rivalries because, for
all its internationalist pretensions, communism has turned out to be one of the most
nationalistic of all modern ideologies. Indeed, red nationalism is even more intense,
morexenophobic than thecommon, gardenvarieties of nationalism found everywhere.

The combination of East-West and East-East conflicts in Asia means that

all three Communist states are now encircled by a combination of old and new
adversaries. The U.S.S.R. is surrounded by NATO on the west and China, Japan,
and the United States on the east. China is surrounded by the U.S.S.R. on the north
and the U.S.S.R.'s new ally, Vietnam, on the South. Vietnam is surrounded by China
on the north and ASEAN, supported by the United States and Japan, on its east and
west. This is a strategic nightmare that all three Communist states want to overcome.

For the non-Communist states of the region, however, this new situation
provides an enormous strategic benefit. None of the Communist states will be able
to apply excessive pressure on any of the non-Communist states, and they may even
be forced into accommodation with them. The U.S.S.R. and China, for example,
are both wooing ASEAN. Moreover, to the extent that the Communist states of Asia
fear each other more than they fear the West, each of them will prefer a Western
presence in key strategic areas of Asia to the presence of a Communist adversary.
China, for example, has already asserted its interest in a continuing U.S.-Japanese
alliance. Both the U.S.S.R. and China would also undoubtedly prefer the continua
tion of the American presence in South Korea to the presence of each other. Further
more, both the U.S.S.R. and China will now be ambivalent about the advance of
communism in Asia. The victory of indigenous Communist parties in Thailand,
Malaysia, or the Philippines is no longer clearly in the Soviet or the Chinese interest.
It now depends on which side of the Sino-Soviet conflict that indigenous Communist
movement is likely to position itself. Both Moscow and Beijing, for example, would
almost certainly prefer a conservative, but friendly, government in Thailand to a
hostile Communist government.

Provided these internecine Communist conflicts can be contained and do not

erupt into a wider conflagration, the new East-East conflict should thus contribute
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to a new balance of power in East Asia that is more favorable to the West and more
stable than anyone could have imagined in the mid-1970s.

China Turn to the West

The second recent trend in Asia that contributes to the new equilibrium of
powerin that regionis the stunningtransformation in Chinese domestic and foreign
policy since the death of Mao Zedong. Since 1976, there have been a series of Chinese
actions that, taken together, constitute a revolution in the global strategic
chessboard. Let me briefly list them.

1. China has established full diplomatic relations with the United States and has
called upon the United States to play a much stronger and more active role in con
taining Soviet power and influence.

2. China has signed a peace treaty with Japan and urged the Japanese to
strengthen their security ties with the United States.

3. China has announced its support for NATO and has increased its contacts
with that Western defense alliance.

4. China has given its support to ASEAN against Vietnam and has taken
military action against Vietnam, a country that it accusesof having become a Soviet
puppet.

5. Chinese leadershave visitedRumania and Yugoslaviain an effort to support
those countries' independence from Moscow.

6. China has stepped up its efforts in the Third World to encourage resistance
to Soviet expansion. During the Shaba crisis of 1978, for example, the Chinese
foreign minister flew to Kinshasa to demonstrate Chinese support for General
Mobutu's government against the Cuban-trained invaders from Angola.

7. Perhaps most significantly of all, China has formulated plans for an
enormous program of modernization that will involve a huge influx of Western
technology, credit, and trade. China has also joined the International Monetary Fund
and the World Bank. Thus, China's economy is increasingly linked to the West.

In sum, because of its overriding interests in containing Soviet power and in
building a modern economy, China has discovered many parallel interests with the
West. Although a limited accommodation between China and the Soviet Union can
not be ruled out sometime in the 1980s, it is difficult to imagine any fundamental
change in the situation—one that would remove the worst fears of each side about
the other—and there are formidable obstacles to even a limited detente.

The strategic implications of this Sino-Western partnership would be difficult
to exaggerate. China, along with the United States and Japan, now represents a
massive barrier to the further expansion of Soviet and Vietnamese influence in
East Asia.

The Cautious Reassertion ofJapan
In recent years, the outside world has voiced two apparently contradictory fears

about the future role of Japan in international relations. On the one hand, the Soviets
and someAsianswarn that Japan is bound to attempt to convert its newly acquired
great economic strength into military power and that this will destabilize Asia.
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On the other hand, there are repeated charges in the United States and within Japan
itselfthat Japan has no foreign or defense policyand that Japan continuesto.behave
according to an outmoded notion of pacifism borne out of the traumas associated
with Nagasaki and Hiroshima.

I do not believe that either the image of Japanese remilitarization or the image
of Japanese passivity is accurate. On the contrary, the preponderance of evidence
suggests that Japan is cautiously moving to find a role for itself in the world. There
is a new defense dialogue going on within Japan and an increasing willingnesson the
part of the Japanese pressand of high-rankingJapanese bureaucrats and politicians
to discuss Japanese security problems. Although Japan's defense budget is still
relatively low in terms of GNP ratios, it is, in absolute terms, the eighth largest
defense budget in the world, and by the late 1980s Japan could have the fourth or
fifth largest defense budget in the world.

The Japanese are also moving into more active security cooperation with the
United States. There is declining opposition among all the Japanese political parties
to the U.S.-Japan Mutual Security Treaty, and a joint U.S.-Japan Consultative
Committee has for the first time laid down guidelines for defense cooperation and
joint planning. The Japanese have also for the first time allocated several hundred
million dollars to help defray the cost of U.S. troops stationed in Japan. More
recently, the Japanese have for the first time participated in joint naval exercises with
the U.S. and Australian fleets.

At the same time, the Japanese have, against vehement Soviet opposition,
signed a peace treaty with China, greatly increased their economic and political con
tacts with the Chinese, and taken a strong line against the continued Soviet occupa
tion and militarization of the four Kurile islands, which have been in dispute between
the two countries since the end of World War II. Following the Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan and the Vietnamese invasion of Kampuchea, the Japanese imposed
rather stiff sanctions on both the Soviets and the Vietnamese.

In Southeast Asia, the Japanese have greatly expanded their economic and
political ties to ASEAN. Japan is now the first or second largest investor and trade
partner of each of the non-Communist countries in the region. Japan has established
regular ministerial contacts with the ASEAN governments, and it has greatly
expanded cultural exchange programs in the entire region.

Although Japanese-South Korean relations have had some bumpy periods
during the past decade and despite the fact that the Koreans have an ambivalent
feeling about their former colonial masters, the long-term trend on the Korean penin
sula is toward a substantial improvement in relations between the two countries.

Finally, the Japanese are also beginning to play a key role in economic
diplomacy. They have greatly expanded their economic assistance to Pakistan,
Thailand, and Turkey, three countries of vital importance to the West.

In sum, the trend is neither toward mindless militarism nor toward an abnega
tion of Japanese responsibility. Japan is treading an extremely cautious but
purposeful path in the world arena, and in the decade ahead it is likely to begin to
define a more comprehensive role for itself in Asia. Fears about Japanese militarism
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are misplaced. But a somewhat more assertive Japan is likely to be an additional force
for stability in Asia for a variety of reasons.

First, Japanese defense expenditures and security arrangements are oriented
now and for the foreseeable future to the defense of the home islands. It is extremely
unlikely that the Japanese will develop an offensive military capability, including
nuclear weapons, unless there is a radical shift in the existing Asian balance of power.

Second, although Japan's security will continue to be served by an alliance with
the United States, its interests will not be served by gratuitously provoking the Soviet
Union. Over the long run, Japan may even have an increased interest in helping
Russia to develop Siberia in an effort to gain access to Siberian energy resources. By
balancing its trade and investment between China and the U.S.S.R. and by using
economic leverage, Japan may hope to extract the maximum political, strategic, and
economic benefit.

Finally, Japan's interests as a great but vulnerable economic power—highly
dependent on importing energy and raw materials—require it to wield its influence
in the direction of strengthening the existing economic and political system
in the region rather than in undermining it. Only if the present international
system proves hostile to Japan's economic interests, or if the Japanese feel them
selves much more threatened than they do at present, will Japan become an
anti-status quo power.

The End ofAmerican ' 'Drift''
Following the U.S. defeat in Vietnam and the Carter administration's

proposals to withdraw American combat troops from South Korea, American
credibility in East Asia fell to a new low. Throughout the region, Asian leaders began
to question the reliability of their American friends and allies and to search for new
ways to safeguard their security.

Although these fears have not yet been completely allayed, the period of U.S.
drift in East Asia now appears to be coming to an end. After the Reagan administra
tion took over, a new U.S. build-up in the Indian Ocean got under way, there were
plans for expansion of the hard-pressed U.S. navy, and the new administration
canceled the U.S. withdrawal from South Korea. At the same time, the new
administration stepped up military and economic assistance to key Asian allies such
as Thailand and Pakistan.

The Success ofASEAN
Another important factor in the stability of East Asia is the extraordinary

development of ASEAN, the first successful regional organization in the history of
Southeast Asia. The five ASEAN countries—Indonesia, the Philippines, Singapore,
Malaysia, and Thailand—have adopted a common front against the Vietnamese
invasion of Kampuchea and have played a key role in the United Nations and other
world forums in keeping this issue at the forefront of world attention. As a result of
cctmmon concern over Communist subversion in the region, the ASEAN countries
have also taken cooperative steps to counter such threats. The five have also adopted
a common front in such international agencies as UNCTAD (U.N. Conference on
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Trade and Development) and GATT (General Agreement on Trade and Tariffs);
they have developed joint strategies to deal with the industrial countries; and they
have taken cooperative steps to defuse territorial disputes and to discourage the
growth of secessionist movements within their borders.

At a Bali Summit in 1976, the heads of state of the five countries signed the
ASEAN Concord and the Treaty of Amity and Cooperation. The treaty is the first
binding agreement among Southeast Asian countries. It covers current problems and
anticipates future contingencies. The member nations agreed to set up the machinery
for settling disputes.

Since the Bali Summit, the five ASEAN countries have held annual foreign
ministers meetings, and there have been frequent bilateral exchanges of visits between
heads of state. In the military-security area, although ASEAN refrains from calling
itself a military alliance, there is growing arms standardization and frequent bilateral
and trilateral security cooperation.

Underlying ASEAN's concern for regional unity is the realization that regional
tensions facilitate exploitation by external powers. Since the fall of Saigon, the
ASEAN countries are increasingly aware that they must sink or swim collectively and
that if they want to keep predatory external powers out, they must achieve some
degree of regional cooperation.

The Korean Stand-off
Although the heavily armed border between North and South Korea remains

one of the potential flash points in Asia, there are substantial reasons to believe that
the precarious peace on the Korean peninsula which has lasted since 1953 will remain.

Perhaps the principal key to peace on the Korean peninsula remains the
presence of U.S. forces in South Korea and the continuation of U.S. commitment
to defend South Korea against any attack from Pyongyang. So long as this commit
ment remains firm and credible, neither Pyongyang nor Moscow is likely to risk
stirring the pot in Korea.

Under present circumstances, both Moscow and Beijing have compelling
reasons to avoid a new Korean war. The Soviets, for their part, could not afford to
let North Korea win or lose such a war. A North Korean loss in a new Korean war

would have profound political and psychological consequences on the Soviet Union's
other allies and treaty partners. But there could be no North Korean victory over
South Korea without Moscow running the risk of a Soviet-American military
confrontation. Moreover, even if North Korea could somehow come to dominate

South Korea, a unified Communist Korea might eventually gravitate toward China
and severely complicate security problems on Moscow's southern flank. At the very
least, if Korea were to be unified by the North, Soviet leverage on North Korea would
be greatly reduced. Thus, there are no compelling reasons for Moscow to support
North Korean efforts to unify all of Korea, much less to risk a war in the process.

The Chinese have equally compelling reasons to avoid a new Korean war. So
long as Beijing is preoccupied with the threat from the U.S.S.R. and Vietnam, it has
no desire to involve itself in a war with the United States in Korea. On the contrary.
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Beijing'sbest interests are best served bya gradual rapprochementbetween North
and South Korea and between North Korea and the West.

Economic Dynamism
Yet another element that contributes to a newequilibrium in East Asia is the

extraordinary rate of economic growth in the region. To be sure, rapideconomic
growth can have destabilizingconsequences—as recenteventsin Iran demonstrate—
and, at the veryleast, this growth willpose newproblems to all the countries of the
region. Still, properly managed and distributed ina reasonably equitable manner,
rapid economicgrowth also contributes to stability.

Thenon-Communist East Asian countries have thefastest growing economies
intheworld, andthey arelikely to remain soduring the1980s. Japan is byallodds
themost successful of theindustrial democracies. It has overcome two oilcrises, dealt
with stagflation, increased laborproductivity, andresumed a 5to 6percent annual
rate of growth. By the late 1970s, Japan overtook the Soviet Union as the world's
second largest industrial power, andsometime inthe mid-1980s, it islikely to over
take the United States in percapita income. SouthKorea, Singapore, Taiwan, and
Hong Kong—the so-called "gang of four"— have averaged close to 10percent
increases in GNP during the past fifteen years, and the ASEAN countries have not
been far behind. All of the developing East Asian countries are well on the road
toward industrialization and much higher livingstandards. One recent visitor to the
region, an economist, concluded that mostof the region will attain present Japanese
and Europeanliving standards bytheendof the lifetimes of mostAsiansbeingborn
today. Thismeans that bythe year2000, the biggest upsurge inproductionand living
standards that the world has yet seen will take place in this region.

One of the most important consequences of this rapid growth is that the countries
in the regionare beginning to develop a senseof regional communityand shared inter
est.Already theUnited States trades more with thePacific thanwith anyotherpartof
the worldincluding Western Europe, and U.S. trade withASEAN isgrowing faster
thanU.S. trade with most otherparts of theworld. Trade ties arealso growing between
Canada and the Pacific, between Australia and ASEAN, between South Korea and
ASEAN, etc. As China industrializes, it, too, is bound to increase its trade with other
Pacific countries. Already in the past few years Chinese trade with both the United
States and Japan hasincreased bysubstantial amounts. It isthisdevelopment that lurks
behind much of the recent talkabouttheneed fora Pacific Community. Precisely what
form such a community is likelyto take in the decade ahead remains unclear. But there
is littledoubt but that suchan organizationis likely to emerge sometime in the 1980s.

Takingallof the abovefactors into account, onecan reasonably conclude that,
to a far greater degree than in other Third World areas, the Soviets are faced in the
Asia-Pacific region withcountervailing militarypower, regional cohesion, and socio
economic resilience of a kind that thwarts their ambitions. The combination of these
various obstacles to Sovietadvance suggeststhat the Sovietapproach in East Asia
during the 1980sis more likely to be a holding policy than an ambitious and adven
turouseffort to spreadSoviet power. ThemainSoviet interests inthe region are likely
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to remainessentiallyconservativeones. Moscow's principalgoal willbe to preyent
the emergence of an anti-Soviet coalition in the region.

Soviet Policy in Southeast Asia

Let us now examine Soviet policyin Southeast Asia more closely. For most of
thepostwar period, Southeast Asia was a backwater for theSoviet Union, a region
in which it had little influence and one that did not assume a high priority in Soviet
strategic thinking. Since the mid-1970s, however, the Soviets haveacquired a greater
strategic stake in the region and new opportunities to expandtheir influence and
power. There are several reasons for this.

First, it has become increasingly obviousto the Soviets sinceMao's death in
1976that even a limited d6tente with China is unlikely in the near future. On the con
trary, Chinais turning to the West, and an incipient strategic partnership directed
against theSoviet Union maybeinthemaking. For thisreason, theSoviets seek now
to contain China with even greater urgency than before, and they have found a
natural allyin Vietnam becauseof Vietnam'sownburgeoning conflictwithChina.

Second,SoutheastAsia's waterways are assuming growing importancefor the
rapidly growing Soviet Pacific Fleet. The SouthChinaSea, the Straitof Malacca
(claimed asnational waters byMalaysia and Indonesia), andthewaterways adjacent
to Vietnam are all important passageways between the home port of the Soviet
Pacific Fleet in Vladivostok and the Indian Ocean. With regular access to Vietnamese
naval and air facilities, the Soviets can more effectively project their military power
throughout Southeast and Southwest Asia.

Third, the new Soviet alliance with Vietnam provides Moscow with a key client
state in the region, one that is already the strongest military power in Southeast Asia
and one whose power and influence are certain to grow in the 1980s.

Finally, the decline of American power and prestige in Southeast Asia after
the U.S. defeat in Vietnam has created a vacuum of power that the Soviets can
aspire to fill, all the more so because China is regarded with suspicion in many parts
of the region.

In sum, viewed in terms of Moscow's two most important global objectives—
containing China and competing with the United States for worldwide influence and
power—Southeast Asia is acquiring new strategic importance.

Moreover, the new Soviet alliance with Vietnam seems likely to flourish, at least
in the short run, thus providing the Soviets both with increased stakes and increased
opportunities in the region. The Vietnamese share several common interests with
Moscow. Vietnam's conflict with China, like that of Moscow, seems deeply rooted.
For some years to come, therefore, the Vietnamese will require a Soviet security
blanket to protect their newly acquired Indochinese Communist empire against
Beijing. Vietnam is also increasingly dependent on Soviet economic and military
assistance, and there is little likelihood that dependence will diminish in the years
immediately ahead. Finally, like the Soviets, Vietnam would like to reduce U.S. influ
ence in Southeast Asia and particularly to force the United States out of its key air
and naval bases in the Philippines. Thus, the Soviets and Vietnamese are coming
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closer together because of common concerns about China and the United States,
concerns that are not likely to diminish in the near future.

Soviet Regional Objectives and Tactics
Soviet interests in Southeast Asia can be summarized as follows:

1. to contain Chinese power and influence in the region;
2. to weaken U.S. power and to separate the United States from its allies and

friends as part of a continuing effort to shift the global balance of power more in the
Soviet favor;

3. to prevent ASEAN from developing into a pro-Western bloc with security
ties to the West and/or China;

4. to help consolidate a group of pro-Soviet Communist states in Vietnam,
Laos, and Kampuchea and to draw those states into the Soviet orbit; and

5. to gain increased and regular access to air and naval facilities in Vietnam and
elsewhere in the region in order to facilitate the projection of Soviet power.

The Soviets pursue these goals in a variety of ways. They are providing con
siderable economic and military assistance to Vietnam. They are steadily building a
powerful Pacific Fleet, which now has access to Vietnamese ports, and they are seek
ing access to other ports in Southeast Asia (so far without success). They are trying
to exploit the widespread fear throughout the region of China and the overseas
Chinese. And they are seeking to reinforce doubts among the non-Communist states
in the region about American credibility as a security partner.

Over the long run, the Soviets undoubtedly want to break up the Western
alliance system in the Pacific. The United States has security treaties with Japan,
Australia, and New Zealand; the Manila Pact provides it security links to the
Philippines and Thailand; the United States has military bases in Japan and the
Philippines; all five ASEAN countries, as well as many others in the Pacific,
purchase their arms from the West and have a pro-Western orientation; finally, a
Five-Power Defense Pact links New Zealand, Australia, Britain, Singapore, and
Malaysia. The Soviets want to break up this pro-Western grouping in the Pacific and
to enter the region themselves as a major security guarantor. This is the meaning of
the Asian collective security" concept that the Soviets have been advancing since
the late 1960s.

Moscow seeks to achieve its goals in Southeast Asia in a variety of ways, but
among the most important is massive military, economic, and political support to
Vietnam. This serves a variety of Soviet objectives in the region.

1. By helping Vietnam consolidate an Indochinese empire on China's southern
border, Moscow helps complete the encirclement of China.

2. By gaining increased access to military facilities in Vietnam, Moscow
demonstrates that it is now a major actor in the region. These facilities provide the
Soviets with new opportunities to intervene in Southeast Asia in times of crises.
During the Chinese incursion into Vietnam in February 1979, for example, the
Soviets deployed ten ships from the Soviet Pacific Fleet to the South and East China
Seas, evidently as a warning to China against going too far in Vietnam.
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3. Support for Vietnam identifies the Soviets with a state that is by far the
strongest military power in the region. When the Soviet Union's own military power
in the region is added to that of the Vietnamese, it represents a formidable combina
tion that the Soviets hope to use for political leverage on all the states in the region.

The Soviets seek to achieve their objectives in Southeast Asia in a variety of
other ways as well.

1. Quite apart from their relationship with Vietnam, they have steadily built
up their military power in East Asia since the 1960s. It is safe to assume that this
military build-up will continue steadily from now on and that the Soviets will seek
to use it for political gain. For example, as Soviet naval power in the region grows,
the Soviets will continue to exert pressures on the ASEAN governments to allow port
calls for Soviet combatants. They will argue that if ASEAN were truly nonaligned,
as it claims to be, it would allow Moscow the same rights as it allows Washington.

2. In a variety of ways, the Soviets will seek to exploit widespread fear in the
region of China and the overseas Chinese. Such a stratagem can be used to some
advantage in countries such as Malaysia and Indonesia where Chinese minorities are
viewed by much of the population with suspicion and resentment.

3. The Soviets can offer themselves to the ASEAN governments as a great
power willing to provide the smaller powers of the region with an 'insurance policy"
against a China that might one day become too powerful and an America whose
leadership has been viewed in the region as unreliable and erratic.

4. The Soviets can selectively encourage radical or opposition groups in some
countries in the region which are politically fragile. By selectively encouraging
opposition groups in such countries, the Soviets can hope to reap handsome rewards
if and when these groups come to power.

In sum, the Soviets have a variety of levers they can use in an effort to insert
themselves increasingly into the region as one of the great power "security managers"
whose views and interests must be taken into account.

The Obstacles to Soviet Advance in the Region
There are, however, serious obstacles to the further spread of Soviet influence

in Southeast Asia. Much will depend, therefore, on how well the Soviets overcome
these obstacles and on how adroitly those who wish to inhibit the further spread of
Soviet influence manage their affairs.

The Soviets will have difficult problems in consolidating their relations with the
proud and fiercely independent Vietnamese Communists. The Vietnamese leaders
fought a thirty-year war against the French and the Americans. They are deeply
nationalistic. It is unlikely that they will surrender their independence to the Soviets.
If the Kremlin insists on subordinating and dominating Vietnam, as it has in the past
insisted on dominating many other of its client states, it is bound to run into trouble.
Moreover, the Soviets are not in a strong position, because of their own economic
difficulties, to provide Vietnam with the grain and other kinds of assistance that the
Vietnamese require to pull their weak economy out of the doldrums. This could
complicate future Soviet-Vietnamese relations.
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Elsewhere in the region, among the non-Communist states the Soviets have
littleif anything of a positive kindto offer. Theirtrade isminimal; their ideology is
irrelevant; their cultural impact is nil. By comparison, the West has enormous
advantages. The ASEAN countries are conservative, market-oriented, anti-
Communist states. Many of them have booming economies, and throughout the
region, generally, thereisa growing sense of interdependence and commondestiny
with Japan and the United States. Sincethe Soviet-supported Vietnameseinvasion
of Kampuchea and the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, the ASEAN and ANZUS
countries have drawn even closer to the Western powers. There is now a common
effort on the part of the United States, China, Japan, ANZUS, and ASEAN to force
the Vietnamese to withdraw from Kampuchea and to protect Thailand from any
military spillover of the warin Kampuchea. Finally, and equally important, there is
an increasingly larger degree of regional cooperation and cohesion that will inhibit
the Sovietand Vietnamese efforts to play off the countries against each other and
against the United States. In sum, the obstacles in the wayof further Sovietadvance
in the region are many.

TheDegree ofRisk That the Soviets Are Willing to Assume
In the past, the Soviets have pursued their objectives in Southeast Asia with

a considerable degree of prudence. This pattern is likely to continue for a variety
of reasons.

First, the Soviets do not want a war with China or the United States or a con
frontation with either power that might leadto a majorwar.Thisiswhy theSoviets
acted with such great circumspection when the Chinese invaded Vietnam in 1979.
And this is probably also why the Sovietshaveevidentlycautioned the Vietnamese
against carrying the war in Kampuchea into Thailand.

Second, the Soviets do not want to push too aggressively in Southeast Asia for
fear of driving ASEAN into the hands of China and the United States.

TheSoviet invasion of Afghanistan and recent developments in Poland may
incline the Soviets even more in the direction of prudence in Indochina. At a time
when the Soviets are engaged in heavy fighting in Afghanistan and when they are
faced withgreatdangers in Poland, theywill not want to stir the pot in Indochina.

Still, the Soviets are increasingly locked into a situationoverwhich they may
lose a certain degree of control. If, for example, China wereto mount another inva
sionof Vietnam, as it did in 1979, the Soviets might feel compelled to takemilitary
action of some kind in defense of Vietnam. Also, the degreeof risk that the Soviets
are prepared to take in the region may rise if the Soviets come to believe that their
adversaries are coming together in an anti-Soviet coalition.

Soviet- Vietnamese Relations

Since so much of the Soviet stake in Southeast Asia is now tied to Moscow's
alliance with Vietnam, let us consider this alliance in more detail.

The Origins of the Soviet- Vietnamese Treaty
The Soviet treaty with Vietnam wassigned in November 1978. The operative

clause in the treaty is Article 6, which calls for consultation in case either party is
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attacked or threatened with attack. It calls for "appropriate and effective measures"
to safeguardthe security of the two countries. Press reports indicatethat a second
secretmilitary protocolwasadded after the start of the Vietnam-China border warin
February 1979, but such a protocol, if it has beensigned,has neverbeen made public.

The political and strategic contexts in which the treaty wassigned make it evi
dent that both the Vietnamese and the Soviets had anti-Chinese motives in mind when
they signed. By November 1978, the Chinese had halted all economic and military
assistance to Vietnam and were massing troops on the Vietnamese border. The
Vietnamese, in turn, had begun to expel ethnic Chinese from Vietnam and were reen-
forcing their side of the frontier with China. Perhaps even more important, the
Vietnamesehad plans underway for an invasion of Kampuchea, then led by Pol Pot
and supported by China. Thus, the Vietnamese neededthe securitytreaty with the
U.S.S.R. in order to neutralize China. As events turned out, Hanoi made a successful
gamble.Vietnam invadedKampuchea shortlyafter signing the treaty withthe Soviet
Union, overthrew the pro-Chinese Pol Pot government, and replaced that govern
ment with Kampucheans of its own choosing. Although Beijing subsequently
launched a month-long incursion into Vietnam, the Chinese withdrew without
shaking Vietnamese control over Kampuchea. Thus, the Vietnamese bet that the
Soviets would neutralize China while Hanoi completed its plans to unify all of
Indochina was vindicated.

The Soviets, for their part, also had China in mind when they signed the treaty
with Vietnam in late 1978. By that time, the Chinese had signed a peace treaty with
Japan which containedthe famous "antihegemony" clause, and they were moving
to normalize relations with the United States, a process which was completed by
January 1979. Thus, by late 1978, Moscow wasconcerned about the emergence of
a new anti-Soviet coalition in the Pacific. The Soviets must have viewed their own
treaty with Vietnam as a response to such a development and as a means of shoring
up their own position in the Pacific.

Developments in Soviet- Vietnamese Relations Since November 1978
Sincethe signingof the Soviet-Vietnamese treaty in November1978, economic,

military, and diplomatic relations between the two countries have become increas
ingly close. On the economic and military fronts, Hanoi has become increasingly
dependent on Moscow. About 65 percent of Vietnam's total trade is now with
the Soviet Union. The Vietnamese, having joined the Soviet-bloc Council for
Mutual Economic Assistance in June 1978, are increasingly integrating their
economy with those of the Soviet Union and its East European allies. At least 20
percent of the rice eaten in Vietnam (and possibly as much as 30 percent) must now
be supplied by the U.S.S.R. Without these rice shipments, Vietnamese food intake
would fall below the 1,500 calories a day per person considered by the United
Nations to be subsistence level.

In addition, Hanoi depends on the U.S.S.R. for vital imports such as
petroleum, steel, iron, chemical fertilizer, and spare parts for its transportation
system. The U.S.S.R. funded more than half of Vietnam's last five-year plan at a cost
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of some $3.2 billion and including some forty major industrial projects. In addition,
some 30,000 Vietnamese students and technicians are studying in the Soviet Union.
The Soviets are also now supplying almost all of Vietnam's arms. Soviet naval
assistance has increased most rapidly. Moscow has given Vietnam at least five naval
combat vessels. The Soviets have helped modernize the Vietnamese air force and have
contributed to Vietnamese air defense with anti-aircraft missiles and radar stations.

The Soviets have also provided logistical support for the Vietnamese military
campaign in Kampuchea.

Finally, the Soviets are providing a good deal of diplomatic support to
Vietnam. They have been the leading backer at the United Nations and elsewhere of
the Vietnamese effort to legitimize its client government in Kampuchea lead by Heng
Samrin. Moscow has opposed ASEAN resolutions in the United Nations calling for
the withdrawal of all foreign troops from Indochina. And it has worked assiduously
on Third World nations to get them to recognize the Heng Samrin government.
India recently did so.

In sum, the Soviet Union and Vietnam have in the past few years developed
relations that are far closer than the two countries have had with each other at any
previous time in their history.

Implications of the Soviet- Vietnamese Alliancefor China
The Soviet-Vietnamese alliance has potentially grave implications for China.

With a hostile Vietnam on its southern border and a hostile Soviet Union on its

northern border—both of them tied together by a military alliance—China is now
virtually surrounded by adversaries.

To counter this alliance, the Chinese have forged closer ties with the United
States, Japan, and the non-Communist ASEAN countries, particularly Thailand.
Beijing has warned Hanoi that any Vietnamese invasion of Thailand would be
countered with Chinese force. At the same time, the Chinese supply arms and aid to
the Pol Pot guerrilla forces still fighting inside Kampuchea against the Heng Samrin
government. And, along with ASEAN and the majority of the Western countries,
the Chinese seek to deny international legitimacy to the Heng Samrin government.

Although the Chinese realize that the struggle against their Soviet and
Vietnamese adversaries will be long and complex, they contend that the best way to
break up the Soviet-Vietnamese alliance is to bog the Soviets and Vietnamese down
in a long war of attrition in Indochina. Over the longer run, they argue, the proud
and independent Vietnamese will become as disenchanted with their Soviet alliance
as the Chinese themselves became in the 1960s.

That Chinese calculus may or may not prove to be correct. Much of what
happens in Indochina during the next five to ten years will be outside China's con
trol. And there are many intangibles. Will the Pol Pot guerrilla forces remain a viable
force inside Kampuchea? Will Thailand and the other ASEAN countries remain
opposed to accepting a Vietnamese-dominated government in Kampuchea, or will
they come to terms with that government? Will the Soviet-Vietnamese alliance strain
under the stresses of a protracted conflict in Indochina, or will the Soviets and
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Vietnamese be driven closer together as a result of a common antipathy to China?
The answers to these questions were not clear as the 1980s began.

Implications of the Soviet-Vietnamese Alliancefor ASEAN
For the non-Communist countries of Southeast Asia, the new Soviet-

Vietnamese alliance poses a dilemma. Who is the greater adversary for ASEAN—
China or Vietnam supported by the SovietUnion? Indonesia and Malaysia both look
with considerable suspicion at China. Both countries have Chinese minorities which
are not fully assimilated. In both countries, Communist insurgents, with some indig
enous Chinese support and some support from Beijing, have in the past sought to
overthrow the local government. The military now leading Indonesia has particularly
vivid memories of the abortive Communist coup in 1965 which led to the murder of
many Indonesian generals and to hundreds of thousands of casualties. Rightly or
wrongly, they are convinced that Beijing was implicated in this abortive insurrection.
Malaysia, a country with a delicate balance of Chinese, Malays, and Indians, fears
that the Beijing government could use the sizable Chinese minority inside Malaysia
as a fifth column. Thus, both Indonesia and Malaysia regard China as a long-range
threat to their security.

The Indonesians, moreover, are convinced that they understand the Vietnamese
better than Westerners because they, like the Vietnamese, had to fight against
Western colonialism in order to gain their independence. And they believe that the
Vietnamese are more nationalist than they are Communist. Thus, they want to build
up Vietnam as a barrier to the spread of Chinese influence in Southeast Asia.
For such reasons, they are anxious to reach some compromise with Vietnam over
the Kampuchean issue, and they are not so fearful of a Kampuchea dominated
by Vietnam.

These perspectives are not shared by Thailand, Singapore, or the Philippines.
Thailand has an historic rivalry with Vietnam that goes back more than a thousand
years. The Thais regard Kampuchea as a traditional buffer against Vietnamese
expansion in Indochina. Since 1979, the Thais have lost their buffer, and they are
determined to restore it by forcing the Vietnamese to withdraw from Kampuchea.
To gain support in this effort, the Thais have drawn closer to China, much to the
discomfort of Indonesia and Malaysia. Singapore and the Philippines share the Thai
view. They do not dispute the idea that, over the long run, China may prove to be
an adversary, but they both believe that, in the existing situation, Vietnam represents
the greater threat and that Thailand must be protected, even if this means drawing
closer to China.

Because of their differing perceptions about who is the main long-term adver
sary of ASEAN, the ASEAN countries have different ideas about how best to ensure
their future security. Indonesia and Malaysia are inclined to continue the dialogue
with Vietnam and to seek some compromise solution in Kampuchea that will leave
Vietnam as the predominant power there, though preferably with a client government
more acceptable to Thailand. Their idea is that a Vietnamese-dominated Indochina
will be a reliable buffer against China, and once Chinese pressure is reduced, Vietnam
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willbe less dependent on the SovietUnion. Thailand, on the other hand, supported
by Singapore and the Philippines, refuses any compromise that does not include a
complete Vietnamese withdrawal from Kampuchea.

Implications of the Soviet- Vietnamese Treaty for the United States
The United States has both global and regional concerns over the new Soviet-

Vietnamese alliance. On the global level, the United States is worried about the new
ability of the Soviet Pacific Fleet—by using naval facilities in Vietnam—to project
its power throughout the Western Pacific and into the Indian Ocean. On the regional
level, the United States is concerned about the prospects for further Soviet-
Vietnamese expansionism in Southeast Aisa. If the Vietnamese are able to consoli
date their grip on Kampuchea, might they not then proceed to bring additional
pressure to bear on Thailand? Already the Soviets and the Vietnamese have given
their blessings to the formation of a new pro-Vietnamese Thai Communist party.

Over the longer run, too, the United States is concerned about the ability of the
Soviets to use their navy as a vehicle for mounting political pressure against all the
ASEAN countries. In the entire period since the end of World War II up to the begin
ning of the 1980s, Thailand and offshore Southeast Asia have been firmly tied into
the Western world. All five ASEAN countries have free market economies which

conduct most of their trade with the West; all have staunchly anti-Communist
governments, often led by the military; and all are fearful of the spread of any type
of communism. Now that the Soviets are stepping up their naval activity in Southeast
Asian waters, however, and now that they have a military foothold in Vietnam, their
ability to put political pressure on ASEAN will grow. In 1979, for example, the
Soviets sought the permission of the ASEAN countries to allow port calls of Soviet
naval combatants. So far ASEAN has refused these Soviet requests. But it is unlikely
that the Soviets will give up the effort to have their Pacific Fleet enjoy the same
privileges that the U.S. Seventh Fleet now enjoys. Thus, over the long run, the
Soviets—aided by the Vietnamese—are certain to want to change the existing pro-
Western balance of power in offshore Southeast Asia, and the United States will be
faced with the challenge of preventing such a change from taking place.

Implications of the Soviet-Vietnamese Treatyfor Vietnam
For Vietnam, the treaty with Moscow has produced a number of advantages.

Armed with that treaty, the Vietnamese were able to depose the pro-Chinese govern
ment of Pol Pot in Kampuchea and to realize their dream of unifying all of the former
French colony of Indochina under their control. The Vietnamese have also received
enormous quantities of military and economic assistance from the Soviets. And the
Soviets have supported the Vietnamese on the most pressing diplomatic issues. Over
the long run, barring some radical turn in Soviet policy, the Vietnamese can expect
continuing Soviet support in the Vietnamese struggle against China. These are all
significant gains.

Still, depending on the Soviet Union is not an unmixed blessing for Hanoi.
It virtually rules out any substantial Vietnamese accommodation with China even
though such an accommodation is in Vietnam's long-term interests. It also makes
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much more difficult any Vietnamese accommodation with the United States even
though itisinVietnam's interest to have U.S. recognition andassistance inrebuilding
its war-torn economy. And it makesmore difficult any Vietnamese accommodation
with ASEAN even though such an accommodation is necessary if Vietnam wants to
play a more prominent role in the future of the entire region.

Finally, the price of Soviet aid is high. Vietnam has been forced into an
unnaturally close and excessive dependence on the Soviets. Hanoi had to join the
Council for Mutual Economic Assistance (COMECON), the Soviet bloc economic
organization, and now it relies almost exclusively on Sovieteconomicand arms sup
port. Suchan extraordinary degreeof dependencyon a European powercannot be
easy for the fiercely independent Vietnameseleaders who have struggled for more
than three decades against foreign domination.

Implications of the Soviet-Vietnamese Treatyfor the Soviet Union
Although the Soviet alliance with Vietnam has some negative aspects for the

Kremlin—it makes more difficult any accommodation with China, increases the risk
of a confrontation with China in Indochina, and diminishes the Soviet ability to
project a peaceful image to the ASEAN countries—its positive aspects almost
certainly outweigh the negative.

The Soviets are now solidly aligned with the strongest military power in
Southeast Asia. They have access to military facilities which allow them to project
their military power throughout the region and into the Indian Ocean. They have vir
tually completed the encirclement of China. They are on their way to weakening U.S.
influence in the region. In sum, the Soviets have become a key player in a region of
the world that was once a Western lake, a region that is, moreover, bound to grow
in strategic importance.

Strains in Soviet- Vietnamese Relations

Although the ties that bind Moscow and Hanoi are likely to remain strong so
long as the two have common adversaries, there werealready indications in early 1981
that the two-year-old marriage was under considerable strain. Differences between
Vietnam and the Soviet Union centered in five areas: the quantity and quality of
Soviet economic aid, Vietnamese economic planning, control over Laos and
Kampuchea, Vietnam's regional objectives versus Moscow's global objectives, and
Vietnamese resentment over Soviet efforts to dominate Vietnam.

There are many signs of deep Vietnamese dissatisfaction with the Soviet inabil
ity or unwillingness to provide greater levels of economic assistance. The Soviets
reportedly told the Vietnamese in 1981 that they wanted to provide 40 percent less
aid during Vietnam's third five-year plan period (1981-1985) than they provided
during the second plan period.

The Vietnamese are evidently dissatisfied, too, with the terms of Soviet
economic assistance. A high-ranking Vietnamese official complained to a Western
reporter in early 1981 that the Soviet Union had raised its price for oil and that this
would increase Vietnam's trade imbalance with the Soviet Union and force it to

export more of its scarce agricultural products.
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A second area of tension between the two allies has to do with Soviet dissatisfac

tion over the Vietnamese management of Vietnam's economy. In June 1980, the
Soviets sent a delegation to Vietnam to assess the Vietnamese use of Soviet aid. After
the inspection, the Soviet delegation concluded that Vietnam did not have the proper
management capability to absorb advanced Soviet equipment. It was this decision
that evidently encouraged the Soviets to cut their aid to Vietnam's third five-year plan.

Yet another source of tension between the two partners concerns their respec
tive roles in Laos and Kampuchea. The Vietnamese are disturbed by Soviet efforts
to increase their presence there, and Hanoi is trying to limit Soviet influence in those
two countries. The Vietnamese, however, are on the horns of a dilemma. On the one
hand, they have little capacity to help the Laotian and Kampuchean Communists
restore their economy. Therefore, they want the Soviets to help; on the other hand,
the Vietnamese want the Soviets to distribute their aid through the Vietnamese. The
Soviets, however, are seeking to establish an independent presence in Kampuchea
and Laos. The Laotian air force is now mainly trained by the Soviets, and there are
Soviet military advisers with the Laotian air force. The Soviets also maintain a
ground satellite reception station in Laos and have been seeking to train Kampuchean
army officers in Moscow. These developments must be viewed warily by the
Vietnamese because the Laotian and the Kampuchean Communist leaderships may
well look upon a Soviet presence in their countries as a welcome counterweight to that
of the Vietnamese.

Still, the possibility for either Kampuchea or Laos escaping from Vietnamese
control and playing Hanoi off against Moscow remains only a long-range possibility.
Vietnamese control over both countries is strong. In Kampuchea, the Communist
strongman. Pen Sovan, is of Vietnamese origin, reportedly speaks Vietnamese
better than he speaks Kampuchean, and has long been associated with the
Vietnamese Communist party. The Vietnamese have advisers at every level of
Kampuchean government. Even all local government in Kampuchea is controlled by
a Vietnamese working group. In addition, there are some 200,000 Vietnamese troops
still in Kampuchea.

In Laos, the Communist strongman, Kayson, had a mother of Vietnamese
origin, lived in Vietnam for a long time, and was a secretary of Ho Chi Minh and a
battalion commander of Vietnamese troops during the Vietnam War. As in
Kampuchea, the Vietnamese have advisers in all the ministries. Some 40,000
Vietnamese troops occupy Laos. Under these circumstances it is difficult to see how
Laos or Kampuchea can, in the short run, get out from under Vietnamese control.
Still, over the long run, tension between Moscow and Hanoi over Laos and
Kampuchea is likely to grow. The Vietnamese are clearly determined to limit Soviet
influence whereas the Soviets, for their part, will probably want to increase their
presence in those two countries both as a hedge against possible future difficulties
with the Vietnamese and as a way of extending their own influence.

Yet another important difference between Moscow and Hanoi has to do with
their conflicting objectives in the Southeast Asian region. The Soviets see this region
largely through the prism of their relations with China and the United States. One of
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their biggest concerns is that an excessively militant Vietnam may push ASEAN
into the arms of the United States and China. Moreover, if an opportunity arose
for an improvement in Moscow's relations with Beijing, the Soviets might well
be tempted to reduce their support for Vietnam against China. Thus, the Soviets
will remain loyal to Vietnam only so long as that loyalty does not interfere
with Moscow's larger interests. This is clearly a source of concern to the
Vietnamese. For their part, the Vietnamese see Southeast Asia largely in terms
of their narrow preoccupation with consolidating their control over the former
French colony of Indochina. They are not concerned about the costs this may
involve in terms of their own, or Moscow's, relations with ASEAN, the United
States, and China.

Finally, and equally important, there is the question of Vietnamese resentment
over Soviet attempts to dominate Vietnam. So far, the historical record suggests that
Moscow has an urge to dominate its allies and that this urge ultimately leads to
serious tensions with those allies. Such was the case in Soviet relations with China,
North Korea, Egypt, Somalia, and the Sudan. Given this Soviet urge to dominate,
on the one hand, and, on the other, a passionate Vietnamese nationalism resulting
from several decades of struggle against foreign invaders, it is difficult to believe that
the path of Soviet-Vietnamese alliance will be smooth.

Moreover, a basic lack of trust seems to permeate the relationship between
Vietnam and the Soviet Union. Soviet consular officials and the several thousand

Soviet advisers in Vietnam are restricted in their movements. Soviet naval ships
reportedly have to go through lengthy procedures before they can enter Vietnamese
waters. All this is evidence of a basic Vietnamese distrust of the Soviets.

Despite this impressive list of tensions between Moscow and Hanoi, however,
the ties that bind the two together will probably prove stronger than the frictions that
divide—in the short run, at least. So long as Vietnam is faced with a hostile China
and is dependent upon Soviet economic and military aid, it has few alternatives to
its alliance with Moscow. Over the long run, however, it would not be surprising to
see a rift develop between the two countries once Hanoi is able to reduce its
dependence on the U.S.S.R.

The Kampuchean Issue
If one of the critical elements determining Soviet policy in Southeast Asia

is the new Soviet-Vietnamese alliance, a second concerns the future of Kampuchea.
The Vietnamese invasion and occupation of Kampuchea has become the major
stumbling block to regional stability. The five ASEAN countries, China, and the
United States refuse to recognize the Heng Samrin government of Kampuchea and
insist on a complete withdrawal of the twelve Vietnamese divisions inside
Kampuchea. The Vietnamese, supported by the Soviets, insist, on the contrary, that
the Kampuchean situation is ''irreversible," that the new Vietnamese client govern
ment in Kampuchea should be recognized by the world community, and that
Vietnamese troops willwithdraw only when the country is free from challenge by the
Chinese-supported Pol Pot insurgency.
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The Vietnameseinvasion of Kampuchea has led to chronic instability in the
region for a variety of reasons. First, in 1979,it produced hundreds of thousands of
Kampuchean refugees who fled war-torn and food-short Kampuchea to refugee
camps insideThailand and on the Thai-Kampuchean border. If the refugeeproblem
were to grow, it could contribute to undermining Thai political stability. Second, the
Thai-Kampuchean border has become a battleground for the contending forces—
the Pol Pot guerrillas and the Vietnamesearmy. The Pol Pot forces have encamped
along the border and go back and forth from Kampuchea into Thailand in order to
obtain sanctuary and supplies. If the Vietnamese army along the border were to
mount a large-scale ''hot pursuit" effort into Thailand in an effort to finish off.the
guerrillas, this could trigger a Thai-Vietnamese war. In June 1980, the Vietnamese
crossed the Thai border in a raid on one of the refugee camps.

A third source of instability is rooted in the fact that the ASEAN countries,
China, the United States, and most other Western powers have refused to recognize
the new government in Kampuchea, which the Soviets and the Vietnamese insist is
the lawful government of the country. Finally, the Vietnamese have so far been
unable completely to consolidate control inside Kampuchea. Pol Pot and other anti-
Vietnamese guerrilla forces continue to fight on; and there are not enough trained
and educated Kampucheans left to govern the country, thousands of them having
been murdered or starved by the barbaric Pol Pot government. Thus, if the
Vietnamese are intent on dominating Kampuchea, as they appear to be, they will
probably require a large military presence there indefinitely. But such a Vietnamese
military presence inside Kampuchea represents a serious potential threat to Thailand.

Thus, for a great many reasons, the Vietnamese invasion of Kampuchea has pro
duced a number of new problems in the region, and there are no compromise solutions
now on the horizon that are likely to be acceptable to all the parties concerned.

A variety of possible outcomes of the present conflict over Kampuchea can be
envisaged. A protracted war between Vietnamese troops and Pol Pot guerrillas sup
ported by China could go on for years with no final resolution or sorne compromise
solution acceptable to some or all of the parties emerging. In 1981, the Vietnamese
floated a solution in which Vietnam would in effect guarantee Thai security in ex
change for Thai recognition of a broadened Heng Samrin government. The Thais
have so far rejected such a solution.

Soviet policy on the Kampuchean issue has been fully supportive of the
Vietnamese diplomatic position, but Moscow has been wary of any increase in
fighting along the Thai-Kampuchean border that might trigger a Thai-Vietnamese
war. There is even some indication that the Soviets have been urging restraint on the
Vietnamese on this issue. The Soviets have good reasons to want to avoid an escala
tion of the conflict in Kampuchea. A Vietnamese-Thai war might bring China and
the United States in on Thailand's side. If this were to happen, the Soviets would be
forced to honor their treaty with Vietnam. But the Soviets have no desire to be sucked
into a war in Indochina as a result of Vietnamese adventurism. Also, a war between
Thailand and Vietnam would only push ASEAN even further into the arms of China
and the Western powers. This is not in the Soviet interest.
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Potential for a Soviet ''Comeback" in Asia During the 1980s

Although the Soviets were not successful in projecting their influence in East
Asia in the 1970s, there are five scenarios I can envisage in which the Soviet Union
might make a political ''comeback" in East Asia during the 1980s. These are
(1) exploiting instability, (2) exploiting the unraveling of U.S. alliances and relation
ships in Asia, (3) a Soviet breakthrough with Japan, (4) a Soviet breakthrough with
China, and (5) converting Soviet military power into political influence. Let me
briefly discuss each one of these "scenarios" in turn.

Exploiting Instability
In several key Asian countries, there is the possibility that political stability will

not last. In the Philippines, to take one critical case, there is a substantial challenge
to the Marcos government emanating from Communist guerrillas in the outer
islands, Muslim separatists in Mindinao, and moderate politicians in Manila who
want Marcos to leave office. While political opposition mounts, economic problems
grow. Some of the opposition blame the United States for embracing Marcos, and
there are signs of growing anti-American sentiment. If Marcos were to be over
thrown, he might be replaced by a succession of military governments. If, in this set
ting, anti-American sentiment were to grow even more, a coalition of forces might
eventually come to power and demand the removal of the U.S. naval and air bases
in the Philippines. Since there are no readily available substitutes for those bases,
such a development could produce an enormous jolt to U.S. credibility in the region.

The Unraveling of U.S. Alliances and Relationships
As the 1980sbegan, the U.S. alliance with Japan was under considerable strain

because of mounting U.S. trade deficits with Japan and a growing feeling in the
United States that Japan was not doing its proper share of contributing to the
Western defense burden. A number of congressional hearings were held in the spring
of 1982, and during the summer several protectionist type bills were being discussed.
On the Japanese side, on the other hand, there was a growing feeling that the United
States was using Japan as a scapegoat for its own economic inadequacies, and there
was little inclination to increase Japanese defense spending by substantial amounts.
Unless these issues are handled with great care, prudence, and sophistication on both
sides, they have the potential gradually to undermine the U.S.-Japan alliance.

At the same time, U.S. relations with China were coming under a cloud as a
result of the Taiwan issue. China had first demanded that the Reagan administra
tion cut off all arms sales to Taiwan. It later retreated to the position that the United
States should at least announce in principle its intention to end all arms sa!les to
Taiwan. The Reagan administration was unwilling to do this, but it did rule out, at
least for the time being, the sale to Taiwan of the advanced jet fighter that the
Taiwanese had originally requested. Whether this would mollify Beijing was still
unclear. What was apparent was that the Taiwan issue had still not been resolved and
was bound to cause additional strains in U.S.-Chinese relations in the years ahead.

Finally, there continues to be some mistrust of the United States among
the ASEAN countries, some of whom are far more suspicious of China than
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of the U.S.S.R. and who, therefore, view with alarm the prospect of U.S. arms sales
to the Beijing government.

A Soviet Breakthrough with Japan
A third avenue for a Soviet comeback in Asia might be a breakthrough in rela

tions with Japan. If Japan were to become increasingly disenchanted with the United
States because of U.S. hectoring over trade and defense issues and if the Soviets were
to demonstrate greater flexibility toward Japan than they have shown in the past,
there might be some improvement in Soviet-Japanese relations. The one great barrier
to such a development, however, remains Soviet intransigence on the territorial ques
tion, and it is very difficult to imagine any change in this Soviet position. The Soviets
fear that any territorial concessions to Japan may lead to demands by other nations
from whom the Soviets gained territories during World War II, and they do not want
to establish such a precedent. Moreover, the Kurile island chain is assuming increas
ing strategic significance to the Soviets as they seek to develop their Pacific Fleet and
to project their naval power. Still, even if the Soviets were to remain intransigent on
the territorial question, there is the possibility that they may yet lure the Japanese into
greater participation in Siberian economic development on the grounds that if the
Japanese do not participate in this venture, they will lose most of the potential profits
to the Europeans. Over time, Japan, like West Germany, might then become increas
ingly dependent on trade with the Soviet Union.

Soviet Breakthrough with China
Particularly if Soviet-American relations deteriorate further, and if the Soviet

economy continues to run into serious difficulties, the Soviets will have strong
reasons for wanting to reach an accommodation with China in the 1980s. The
chances are, however, that they will not offer the Chinese substantial enough incen
tives to make such an accommodation worthwhile. Moreover, the Chinese know the
Soviets too well to believe that they can deal with Moscow from a position of
weakness, and China will remain much weaker than the U.S.S.R. in the foreseeable
future. Finally, the Chinese know that if they move closer to Moscow, they will lose
in their relationship with the United States, and this is a relationship that Beijing
values highly both for economic and for strategic reasons.

The key to any Sino-Soviet accommodation probably remains in the hands
of the United States. If the United States continues successfully to contain the
expansion of Soviet power in the 1980s,China will not see much profit in reaching
an accommodation with the U.S.S.R. But if the United States fumbles or fails

in this effort, Beijing may conclude that it has little alternative to an accommo
dation with Moscow.

Soviet Military Power
If, in the 1980s, Soviet military power in East Asia were to grow substantially

greater than that of the United States, some U.S. allies and friends might be tempted
to take out insurance with Moscow. Measuring the military balance in any region is
very difficult, but there can be little doubt but that Soviet ground, air, and naval
power in the Pacific-Asian region all increased substantially in the 1970s and that a
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continuation of this trend would be extremely alarming to all of America's friends in
the region. Thus, much will depend on how successful the United States is in respond
ing to this Soviet military build-up by increasing its own naval and air power in the
region, by getting some of its allies such as Japan to do more, and by reassuring its
allies and friends that the United States intends to remain very strong in the Pacific.

In sum, there may be opportunities for the Soviet Union to make a *'come
back" in Asia during the 1980s, and Moscow's successes or failures will hinge
to a considerable extent on how successfully the United States manages its
Pacific coalition.
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