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Preface

This volume, together with the two that preceded it—Asian Economic
Development—Present and Future and Asian Political Institutionalization—is the
resultof a projectthatbegan in 1982. At thattimeSatoSeizaburo, Robert Scalapino,
and JusufWanandi met to plan a seriesof workshops involving scholarsfromthe five
countries thencomprising ASEAN (Indonesia, Malaysia, thePhilippines, Singapore,
and Thailand), Hong Kong, Korea, Japan, and the United States. Wedetermined to
focus onthreeissues central to theconcerns ofthepeoples ofthePacific-Asian region:
economic development; political institutionalization; and the problems of security,
both internal and external.

In September 1983 three workshops—each devoted to one of the above
subjects—were held in Bali, Manila, and Tokyo, with ten to fourteen participants.
After an interval of some eight months—during which time the authors, taking
advantage of the initial discussions, had an opportunity to revise their firstdrafts—a
four-day meetingof the entire group took place in Berkeley on March 17-21, 1984.
Someadditional individuals were present at thismeeting, scholars whohada general
or theoretical knowledge of thesubjects underdiscussion. Afulllistof theworkshop
participants and the outside scholars is provided elsewhere. Further revisions in the
papers took place during the summer and fall of 1984,prior to this publication, but no
attempt was made to impose a standardized format on authors. Hence, there are
inconsistencies in such matters as capitalization, abbreviations, translations, and
forms of citations.

We are deeply indebted to the Ford Foundation, the Fuji Xerox Co. Ltd., the
RockefellerBrothers Fund, and the U.S. Department of Education for supportof the
project, and to many others for hospitality in the course of the meetings and for
assistance in connection with this publication.

Robert A. Scalapino
Berkeley, California, U.S.A.

Seizaburo Sato

Tokyo, Japan

Jusuf Wanandi

Jakarta, Indonesia
March 1985





Introduction

Robert A. Scalapino

Increasingly, security has become a seamless web. For the individual, it commences
with his or her local environment. Is the home and neighborhood relatively safe from
crime and violence? Can one move freely in the course of one's daily routine? When
the individual is viewed as citizen, the issues become broader. Has the government
acquired sufficientlegitimacyto be acceptableto the great majorityof its subjects?Do
they feel a genuine stake in its survival or the survival of the political system from
whence it derives authority? If alienation from the prevailing political institutions
and/or the individuals who serve as leaders is widespread, the state is rendered weak
and susceptibleto challenge, from within or from without. In all probability, indeed,
the challenge—if it comes—will be a combination of internal and external inputs.
Some systems of dubious legitimacy can be sustained by the extensive use of
coercion, but the costs are high—and sheer coercion is not likely to succeed over a
protracted period of time.

In any case, it is abundantlyclear that a statecannotexist unto itself in this age
of accelerating interdependence. It is no longer possible to separate local, national,
regional, and global security issues, whether the focus be upon the substantive
problems that produce cleavages or upon the allocations of military power. The
American and Soviet military forces positioned in the Pacific-Asian area, for ex
ample, relate partly to the defense of a given state or region and partly to the concern
over the global balance. Every Pacific-Asian state must adjust to such facts.

It is impossible in this volume to encompass the full range of issues related
to "comprehensive security," to borrow the terminology introduced earlier in Japan.
In most essays, however, an effort has been made to signal the complex connections
between domestic conditions and international relations, as well as the degree to
which broader strategic considerations have penetrated the region and its component
units.

The first essay by Allen Whiting opens with a brief survey of the threats to its
East Asian territories as perceived by Russian leaders, beginning with the experience
of the Russo-Japanese Warof 1904-1905 and the recurrent Japanese challenges of the
1930s. He continues by depicting events disturbing to the USSR in the years since
World War 11: the shift of North Korea from satellite state to a state claiming
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independence and generally tilting toward China; the transition ofChina from ally to
enemy and, more recently, to"nonaligned" nation tilting toward Japan and the West;
and, perhaps most worrisome, aformidable American military presence inEast Asia,
with Japan and South Korea aligned nations.

Given thesteady military build-up ofSoviet forces inthePacific-Asian region
in recent years—a build-up still continuing—Soviet vulnerabilities are sometimes
overlooked: thefragile nature of transport across thevastSiberian region; thescanty
population and the formidable problems involved in the development of this area,
notwithstanding itsextensive resources; and, notleast, the choke points that limit the
flexibility of Soviet naval bases in the Siberian region.

TheSoviets may well exaggerate theforces arraigned against them. Whiting
notes. The Japanese military force alone could scarcely defend itself fora few weeks,
andit isexceedingly vulnerable to nuclear attack. China's People's Liberation Army
(PLA) is backward, with largely obsolete equipment. And American forces, despite
recent increases, remain spread thin. Yet fears ofasudden Japanese military surge, of
a growing Chinese nuclear capacity, and offurther American technological advances
in the military realm keep Soviet anxieties high. Hence, Soviet military leaders,
pursuing conservative tactics, take refuge inmassive deterrence. And while aportion
ofSoviet power intheregion isclearly directed toward potentially hostile neighbors,
the primary concern is the United States. Whether termed defensive oroffensive in
intent,theUSSRisdetermined toberecognized asaglobal power, coequal instrength
to the United States.

The major change intheSoviet military position inEastAsia, Whiting notes, is
themilitary bases thathave been acquired asa result ofthealliance with Vietnam. In
the discussion of the Indochina situation that follows, he is optimistic that despite the
obstacles in front of any peaceful settlement of the complex issues relating to
Cambodia, a larger war can be avoided. Expanding upon this theme, moreover.
Whiting believes that while tensions elsewhere inEast Asia exist, there isnoplausible
scenario for a major warin the region short of a global conflict. While thegrowing
Soviet military strength isnotbenign, being supportive ofVietnamese expansion (and
North Korea), Whiting sees noeffort on thepartof theUSSR to seek changes in the
present alignments or to wage war there. The expansion of Soviet power into
Southeast Asia and the Indian Ocean has required countermeasureson the part of the
United States, but he believes that the balance of power now existing is sufficient to
assure stability.

There follows a brief overview of Chinese policies from 1949 to the 1970s,
illustrative of the major shifts in the PRC's alignments and perceptions of threat.
China unlike the Soviet Union has grievances against the territorial status quo,
primarily in the form of territories held by others that theChinese deem rightftilly
theirs.Yet therearenowmajorreasons tobelieve thatthePRCwilleschew theuseof
forcein seeking to resolve theseissues, at leastforthenearterm. NotonlyisChinese
military strength limited (as illustrated by theeffort to punish Vietnam) butChina's
current priorities are on internal development, and foreign adventurism of anytype
would seriously jeopardize this key objective.



Thus in taking a look at the future ofPRC foreign policies, once again, Whiting
is optimistic on balance. Since logic argues against any expansion of the Indochina
conflict by Hanoi to Thailand, China is unlikely to be drawn into major hostilities with
Vietnam. The jurisdictional issues involving South Korea and Japan are not pressing.
Taiwan might present an explosive issue under certain circumstances—such as if a
new government were to proclaim itselfa Republic of Taiwan—but if the status quo is
maintained, Beijing will probably avoid the use of force. The Hong Kong issue has
already been resolved, at least as an issue among major powers. Even the thorny
problem of Korea seems to be yielding to dialogue rather than conflict, although many
unknowns cloud the future. Thus, in general, the prospects for avoiding a major
conflict centering upon East Asia have not been better since World War II.

Our second author, Takashi Inoguchi, factoring economic and political con
siderations into the securityequation, is somewhat less optimistic. He focuseson two
basic developments of recent years concerning relations in the western Pacific: the
intensification of conflicts on the Asian continent—conflicts primarily involving rival
Communist states—and the growth of economic friction among the major trading
nations, notably Japan and the United States, but also encompassing the newly
industrializing countries (NICs) and the ASEAN states.

The first development, in his view, is the result of a structural change in
interstate relations that flowed from the lessened power of the United States in the
aftermath of its defeat in Vietnam. Earlier, the United States had provided regional
stabilitythrougha Pax Americana,even thoughthe continental Communiststateslay
outside its orbit. By the mid and late 1960s, this situation was already beginning to
change as a result of American domestic problems and overcommitments abroad.
Subsequent events in Vietnam, Iran, and Angola served to tarnish the American
image, in Inoguchi's opinion, and convinced many governments that the United
States had entered a period of decline and withdrawal. In this same period, Soviet
military expansion progressed, notwithstanding the widely heralded American-
Russian detente.

Under these conditions, each state on the Asian continent was forced to adjust to
a significantly altered configuration of power in seeking to protect its security.
Traditional relations revived, together with new pressures and antagonisms. Gradual
ly, a "dynamic stalemate" has ensued, but one with the potential for future conflict
despite the recent improvement in Sino-Soviet relations. Limited war, indeed, con
tinues in Indochina, but a major conflagration has been avoided as the states of the
region have sought to "fine-tune" their policies to a new era, taking account of the
recurrent shifts in the security balance between the United States and the USSR.

Inoguchi notes that three nations associated with the United States in varying
degree have begun to broaden their international ties. He perceives U.S.-Indonesian
relations to have slipped, with Jakarta's tilt more strongly toward nonalignment.
South Korea continues as a staunch U.S. ally, but Seoul is actively seeking to reach
out to the Third World. Japan, another reliable ally, has begun to expand its relations
globally, adding political increments to an already massive economic involvement.
Inoguchi also observes a shift in the tone as well as the emphasis of Japaneseforeign



policy, a shift supported by the altered attitudes of the opposition parties.
He then discusses the decline in the economic competitiveness of the Western

industrial nations, the United States included. While Japan has faced some problems
in recent years, its economic performance has been good measured against key
competitors. Therein lies the root of the current crisis in U.S.-Japan economic
relations. Inoguchi finds the problem exemplified by the American belief that
Japanese industrial competitiveness damages the United States' self-sacrificing
efforts toprevent Soviet military superiority, while forJapan, American pressures for
trade and defense concessions jeopardize Japan's attempts to contribute to world
peace by building a structure of economic interdependence.

Notwithstanding theseriousness of theproblems, Inoguchi isbasically hopeful
aboutfuture American-Japanese ties.Hebelieves thatthecontinuing military strength
of the United States will sustain a Japanesedesire to support the securityallianceand
that the overwhelming economic interdependence between the two countries now
existing willpreclude anyfundamental rupture on thisfront. Hefeels, however, that
an element of tension, varying in degree, will continue. In his conclusions, moreover,
Inoguchi advances several sober hypotheses. Henotes thatthecontinuing economic
strength of somewestern Pacific nations isbound tocauseserious structural problems
in internationalrelations in the years ahead. He also fears that the militarybuildupof
the USSR and the United States, coupled with the protectionist tides, will convince
many Asian governments that they need a stronger military shield of their own.
Hence, "theater militarization" will take place. This will not necessarily result in war,
but it will have adverse economic and political implications.

The next essay, contributed by this writer, deals with U.S. security policies in
East Asia. Pointing to the growing linkage between regional and global security
issues and the centrality of the U.S.-USSR relationship to all regions, I commence
with an evaluation of the Soviet position in Asia today. On balance, Russian leaders
cannot be satisfied with their past performance, and Mikhail Gorbachev is likely to
advance new initiatives as well as refurbish old ones in an effort to improve Soviet
relations with various Asian states. In the recent past, Soviet military power in Asia
has grown impressively, but the political and economicinfluence of the USSRin the
region is less than it was three decades ago.

Improvements can be noted in Sino-Soviet relations, and the futurewill bring
further advances. But it is difficult to envisage a Soviet abandonment of its encircle
ment policy toward China; and as long as that encirclementcontinues, truly normal
relations between the two countries will be virtually impossible, although partial
accommodation will be in the national interests of each.

Soviet relations with Japan have been basically hostile throughout this century.
They are complicated at present by the Soviet fear of an emerging American-
Japanese-SouthKoreanmilitaryententedirectedagainsttheUSSR, withChinaacting
as a sidelines supporter. Stronger Soviet-Japaneseeconomic ties could benefit both
nations, but there is little evidence as yet that political-security concerns will yield
center stage. Improvements in U.S.-USSR relations might facilitate a thaw in Japan-
USSR relations; many obstacles, however, need to be overcome, including the



negativepsychological atmosphere thathas longinfluenced therelations of thesetwo
peoples.

Recently, Soviet-North Korean relations appear to have warmed as Moscow
stepped up its assistance to the DPRK and accommodatedto North Korean interests,
among other things, accepting Kim Jong II as his father's successor. From the Soviet
standpoint, however, Pyongyang cannot be a reliable ally. Cultural, historical, and
geopolitical factors combine to provide gravitational pulls toward China. Byplaying
off Russia and China, moreover, the North Koreans seek to obtain maximum benefits
while maintaining their independence.

In Southeast Asia, the most notable Soviet achievement has been the alliance
with Vietnam. It hasprovideda presencein thisregion,withsignificant basefacilities
increasingly used. The overall balance sheet, however, is more complex. This
allianceis oneof theprincipalobstaclesto Sino-Soviet "normalization." Beyondthis,
it creates troubles in relations with most of the ASEAN states. Some Soviet leaders

hope to improverelations with Indonesia and, in the longerrun, to see an alignment
among India, Vietnam, and Indonesia aimed at "blocking Chinese expansionism" to
which the Soviet Union would render support. But such a development seems
doubtful.

The Soviet record in South Asia is a more positive one from Moscow's
viewpoint. In particular, the close ties with India, ties that have survived political
changes in both countries, are regarded as a signalaccomplishment. It seems likely,
moreover, that India will continue to lean toward the USSR, at least for the near term.
Rajiv Gandhi has shown indications of desiring some changes in India's domestic and
foreign policies, changes that might improve U.S.-India relations substantially.
Moreover, the evolution of the Indian economy, with an ever greater premium upon
sophisticated technology, could abet such improvements. But Soviet military and
economic interaction with India has been of benefit to both countries, and over time,
the Sovietway has influencedcertain Indianmodesof operation;the trendsof the past
two decades will not be overturned lightly.

Meanwhile, the Soviets have paid a substantial price to maintain control of
Afghanistan, and the end of the struggle is not in sight. It is most unlikely that
Moscow would abandon this cause or make concessions that would jeopardize its
perceived interests. Speculation currently centers upon whether the Soviets would be
willing to accept a neutral but friendly Afghan government that encompassed a
broader spectrum of groups than the Babrik Kamal regime. If no solution is forthcom
ing, the temptation to destabilize Pakistan will remain, but such a course would be
extremely risky, since it would adversely affect relations withChina and possibly with
India.

Unquestionably, the United States among others has benefited from the exten
sive Soviet reliance upon military power in Asia, and its relatively limitedeconomic,
political, and cultural appeals. If Soviet policies were to becomemore sophisticated,
the Soviets would be more formidable competitors. The key issue is whether culture,
perceived interests, institutions—and the legacy of past policies—will permit sig
nificant changes in Soviet behavior and policies in the Pacific-Asian region.



The United States has sought to balance two considerations in determining its
security policies in Asia. On the one hand, it has sought to counter widespread
speculation afterthe Vietnam debacle that it waswithdrawing fromthe region. U.S.
militaryforces in the Pacific-Asian areaarebeingstrengthened, primarilythroughthe
introduction of more modem equipment. On the other hand, the United States has
soughtto impressuponalliedandalignedstatestheneedto sharesecurityburdensand
to take measures that will enhance intemal security, thereby rendering the society less
vulnerable to extemal interference as well as domestic turmoil.

In this context, U.S.-Japan security issues relate to burden-sharing, but Amer
ican authorities have been more satisfied with trends in recent years. Joint defense
planning and military exercises have been conducted with increasing effectiveness,
although questions about leadership and coordination within the Japanese defense
stmcture remain. Japan's defense expenditures remain too low from the American
govemment's perspective, but the percentage of increase has held steady in the face of
budget reductions elsewhere, and Japan's role in forwarding a "soft regionalism" in
Northeast Asia is gradually being appreciated. The serious problems in American-
Japanese economic relations, however, currently cast a deep shadow over the total
relationship, a shadow not apt to be dissipated soon. Yet American-Japanese in
terdependence has reached a level making a total breach inconceivable. The odds
favor "muddling through" amidst a considerable volume of mutual recrimination.

American security policies toward China have mn a wide gamut in the past
thirty-five years, from conflict to proffered alliance. While the PRC defines its current
policy as one of "nonalignment" and rigorously criticizes the United States on many
issues, its actual policy is one of tilted nonalignment, with the tilt being toward Japan
and the West, especially the United States, and this is likely to persist. In U.S.-PRC
relations, irritations are harbored by both sides, but neither country represents a threat
to the other; and on issues pertaining to the Pacific-Asian region, there is a consider
able area of agreement, the Taiwan issue nothwithstanding. A low-level strategic
relation may well be forged, but the driving force in Chinese foreign policy is
nationalism and the determination to follow "the Chinese way" in foreign as well as in
domestic policy.

The American security commitment to South Korea, subject to controversy at
certain points in the past, now appears firm. With North-South dialogue once again
under way, hopes exist that a new era of peaceful coexistence on the Korean peninsula
may be in the offing, but it remains too early to determine the precise course of
developments. Meanwhile, American forces will remain in South Korea, joint
military exercises will continue, and the ROK military forces will be strengthened.
Whether any changes in U.S. troop deployment will be made at the end of the decade,
when the ROK will supposedly acquire the military capacity to defend itself against
the North, will be determined later, with many variables to be assessed. De
velopments in U.S.-North Korea relations are likely to be slow and heavily dependent
upon trends in North-South relations, although the North has indicated a desire for
select contacts and the United States has approved cross-contacts in principle.

In Southeast Asia, the primary responsibility for the effort to block Vietnamese
control of Indochina now rests with China and Thailand and, in a more general sense.



the ASEAN six. Despite the modest U.S. assistance being given the non-Communist
Khmer resistance, it is very unlikely that the United States will again become a major
actor in strategic terms on the Southeast Asian continent. But contrary to the
expectations of some, the U.S. military presence in the region remains strong, with
the key facilities being the bases in the troubled Philippines.

The latter fact serves as an introduction to the final sections of this essay which
deal with the interrelation between political stability and economic health on the one
hand and the issues of security on the other. The vulnerabilities of "soft authoritarian"
states are assessed, with the dilemma posed for U.S. policy set forth. Past experience
suggests that there are no simple or easy answers to U.S. relations with developing
societies, but if the American economy can be kept strong and if more effective
international economic measures can be devised, the Pacific-Asian region as a whole
should continue to exhibit a vitality supportive of peaceful coexistence.

Seizaburo Sato provides us with a perspective on Japan's security policy from
the vantage point of both a seasoned scholar and a consultant to the Japanese
government. At the outset, he notes that from the end of the Meiji era, the security
issue for Japan was posed primarily in terms of external rather than internal concerns.
This became even more true in the post-1945 years, with neither Marxism nor
militarism having any significant appeal to the Japanese citizenry. Japanese politics
have thus been dominated by moderation and an absence of violence, enabling
parliamentarism to operate more effectively.

Another advantage for Japan lay in the fact that until the late 1960s, the United
States provided that nation with a sense of complete security. American military
power in the region was overwhelming. Hence, there was no need for Japan to
concern itself with the development of the Self-Defense Force into a truly effective
military unit. There were additional inhibitions: the attitudes ofother Asian states and
the strong pacifist sentiments of the Japanese people. Within Japan, the issue concern
ing security ties with the United States was not whether the U.S. was credible, but
whether an assertive America might drag Japan into an Asian conflict.

Sato posits the thesis that since the late 1960s, two far-reaching developments
have heightened Japanese security concerns: first, the decline in the American
capacity and will to maintain the international order; second, the rapid growth of
Japan's economic strength—a development bringing both new responsibilities and
added complications in Japan's relations with other nations. At first, Japanese leaders
thought of security primarily in economic terms, with limited interest in increasing
defense expenditures. By the end of the 1970s, however, worries were increasing,
especially in the aftermath of the U.S. abandonment of Vietnam and the Carter
administration's announcement of U.S. troop withdrawal from South Korea.

As the Soviet military buildup in Northeast Asia progressed, more sophisticated
weapons and equipment were brought into the region. The threat to Japan was
increasingly perceived at home. At the same time, these developments bound Japan
and the United States more closely together, since the Russian military thrust had both
regional and global implications, with some weapons in the region capable of
reaching the continental United States.

Not all of the trends of these years were adverse, Sato asserts. The growth of



closer relations between the United States and the PRC was beneficial to Japan's
security. Similarly, the economic dynamism of the NICs and the ASEAN bloc
promotedstability, andstoodin sharpcontrastto thegenerally dismalperformance of
the Asian socialist economies. And despite the growth of Soviet power in Asia, it was
easier under the circumstances to contain the USSR in this region than in Europe.

Nevertheless, the uncertainties surrounding Pax Americana have been disturb
ing, according to Sato, especially sincethe Sovietssteadily augmented theirclose-in
forces, fortifyingseveralof the islandsin disputeoff theHokkaidocoast, andengaged
in flights nearandoverJapanese territory as wellas large-scale military maneuvers in
the region. Thus, the Japanesegovernmentbegan to devote increasedattentionand
funds to the SDF. The agreement to conduct sea surveillance up to a distance of one
thousand miles and air surveillance up to several hundred miles marked a significant
change in Japanese defense policies, namely, an acknowledgement of some
responsibility for the region.

Equally important has been the fact that in recent years the opposition parties
have undergone changes of attitude. The Democratic Socialist Party and Komeito
have become supporters of the SDF and the Japan-U.S. Mutual Security Treaty.Even
the Japan Socialist Party has begun to reexamine its foreign policy position. Sato
outlines three broad principles upon which he feels there is a broad consensus in
Japan: Japan should first undertake its own defense more effectively; it should then
work to cement the alliance with the United States while cooperating with other
nations; and finally, it should seek to reduce tensions with nations that could or do
constitute a threat. On certain other important matters, he notes, there is not a
consensus: the specific allocation of Japan's resources among programs directed
toward economic development, political stability, and expanded military capacity;
and the precise emphasis or priority to be given self-help, cooperation with the United
States and others, and negotiations with adversaries. Yet, as Sato points out, this type
of issue is to be found in all nations.

Tatsumi Okabe's essay deals with the foreign policies of another major nation in
Northeast Asia, the People's Republic of China, focusing particularly on China's
relations with Communist states and parties. Placing this topic in a theoretical and
historical context, he provides a stimulating interpretation of differences—both past
and present—between Soviet and Chinese attitudes toward the nation-state system.

Lenin, building upon Marxian theory, developed his well-known doctrine of
capitalism in the age of imperialism. Liberation from the "imperialist" international
system lay in the establishment of a global socialist federation. Thus Leninist
internationalism, which Okabe labels Internationalism I, aimed at global revolution
and the end of the nation-state system.

When it became apparent that the global revolution was not going to material
ize, the Soviet leaders had to accept the challenge of building socialism in one
country. While the old internationalist rhetoric was retained, Stalin and others now
defined socialist intemationalism in reality as determined by one's unquestioning
support for the Soviet Union, the fountainhead of the global socialist movement. This
combination of rhetorical intemationalism and Russian nationalism Okabe labels

Intemationalism II, and he attributes its appeal to the lingering memories of In-

8



temationalism I together with the ultimate prestige of Stalin as the leader of "the
world's sole socialist state."

With the emergence of diverse socialist states after World War II, Stalinist
internationalism came under increasingly stem tests as nationalism vied with the
earlier intemationalistdoctrinesfor expressionthroughoutthe socialistcommunityof
states. China was a prominent example. The Chinese Communists, in Okabe's view,
had been strong nationalists from the beginning of their movement. However, he
rejects the thesis that the Chinese leaders perpetrated or desired a break with the
USSR. They were anxious to maintain political-ideological unity, leaming from
Soviet experience and benefitingfrom Russian aid. Yetthe unityhad to be based upon
equality between two nation-states. Thus, Chinese intemationalism was at root not
different from the "bourgeois" intemationalism of the West, being based on friend
ship and unity among sovereign nations and independent parties sharing common
interests and principles. The Chinese version of intemationalism Okabe labels In
temationalism III. And it has been the basic irreconcilability of Soviet Intemational
ism II and Chinese Intemationalism III, he argues, that caused the Sino-Soviet
cleavage and that continues to make any restoration of the old ties impossible.

Meanwhile, however, China practiced its own version of Intemationalism II at
an earlier point. When the PRC and the USSR were still aligned, Intemationalism II
resulted on occasion from a desire to support socialist solidarity as in the case of the
pressure upon the Japanese Communists in 1950 to adhere to a militant line. Later,
"command" tactics toward others stemmed from a desire to strengthen legitimacy at
home and compete with the Soviets for leadership of the intemational movement or to
bolster China's security by creating a global revolutionary storm, thereby distracting
the United States. An additional factor in some instances was China's traditional

"middle kingdom" complex—its feeling of superiority toward the "barbarians"
surrounding it.

A few Chinese efforts at control over other parties were successful, usually in
cases where ethnic and geographic factors were favorable, but Chinese "success"
generally meant failure for the indigenous revolutionary effort. Moreover, it cost the
Chinese heavily in their state-to-state relations, especially in Southeast Asia. After
the debacle of the Cultural Revolution, therefore, when Chinese leaders placed a new
premium upon survival and development within the nation-state system, the tum was
away from the Chinese version of Intemationalism II and toward Intemationalism III.

That situation persists to the present. Okabe argues that in asserting that
relations among socialist countries should be based upon the principles of peaceful
coexistence; that revolutions cannot be exported; and that as Deng Xiaoping and Zhao
Ziyang have assured, China will refrain from interference in the intemal affairs of
other states, while maintaining moral and political ties with comrade parties, the PRC
leadership has gone as far as it can in adjusting to the normal practices of non-socialist
states in their relations with each other.

This does not mean, Okabe continues, that China will not practice "big nation
chauvinism" on occasion when Chinese national interests as perceived by its leaders
dictate such a course—similar to the practices of other big states. Chinese treatment
of Albania and Vietnam provide examples ofefforts to coerce or punish another state.



but Chinese intervention or involvement in the domestic affairs of another state or

party will rest upon universal, not uniquely Communist considerations. The
reestablishment of conditions conducive to either Leninist or Stalinist international
ism is a remote possibility. In this sense, Chinaposes orthodox, not special security
problems for others.

Theessayby Byung-joon Ahndeals withoneof themostintractable problems
bequeathed byWorld War II andits immediate aftermath—a divided Korea, thetwo
states of which remain in hostile confrontation despite renewed dialogue. This
situation has already produced one major war, a conflict that proved enormously
costly to Koreans and also to Americans and Chinese. Ahn agrees with the thesis
advanced by others that none of the major stateswant another Korean Warand that
their combined pressures together with the credible defense commitment of the
United States to South Korea make war unlikely. Nevertheless, he asserts, with huge
armed forces confronting each other in a relatively confined area and with poor
communications between the two sides, the danger remains, especially if internal
disruptions present a target of opportunity.

From the outset, Ahn places the issues pertaining to Korea in the context of
changingmajor power relations. Each large state in the regionhas a vital interestin
Korea, a situation that is both an advantage and a liability for the Koreans themselves.
Russia and China have vied for influence over North Korea in recent decades as a part
of their security concems during a time of rivalry. The United States and Japan have
found it easier to cooperateand shareresponsibilities in extendingassistanceto South
Korea, having decided—not without difficulty—that defense and economic com
mitments are in their respective national interests. But the United States is clearly
paying the heavier price and taking the greater risks.

Most important, however, is the fact that in recent years, continuous changes
have been taking place in the relations among the four major states, with important
consequences both for the region and for the two Koreas. Ahn concurs in the thesis
that a soft regionalism is developing in Northeast Asia, with the United States, Japan,
and China increasingly drawn into a loose network of economic, political, and
security relations. In general, this development has served South Korea's interests,
and Seoul has sought to take advantage of it, especially in expanding its informal ties
with the PRC.

Recent developments, however, have served to lessen the isolation of the Soviet
Union. The Chinese decision to reemphasize nonalignment has been accompanied by
an effort to reduce tension with the Soviet Union and, through negotiations, test out a
step-by-step approach to "normalization" of Sino-Soviet relations. Ahn believes that
the potential for improvement in Soviet-American relations also exists at this time,
although many difficulties lie ahead. If improvement does take place, it would smooth
the way for tension reduction between Japan and the USSR.

Given the fluidity in four-power relations, the two Koreas have had an increased
freedom of maneuver. They have used this freedom to engage in extensive
competition—military,economic, political, and diplomatic. Militarily, North Korea
has maintained an edge by dint of its early start and the enforcement of great sacrifice
upon its people, making necessary the continuanceof the Americandefense commit-
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ment to the ROK. In recent years, however, the South has also made heavy defense
commitments, and it is gradually closing the gap.

Economically, the South has scored a decisivevictory. Witha populationtwice
thatof theNorth, itsproductivity is currentlymorethanfourtimesas great. Indeed, it
is primarily in orderto regainsomeeconomic momentum thattheDPRKisseeking to
modify its autarkic policies and turn out for science and technology, hoping to
increaseeconomic relations with Japan and the Westas well as with East Europe, the
USSR, and China. There is little indication, however, that it is prepared to undertake
the systemic reforms that would make it more competitive with the ROK.

Politically, the competition is complex and difficult to judge. The South, long
combining an authoritarian polity with a pluralist society, is seeking to make a
transition to greater political openness, albeit with certain restrictions likely to
continue. The North, committed in theory to a one-party dictatorship and a monolithic
society, and living in practice under a system where ultimate authority rests with one
man, has already begun to face the succession issue, with Kim Jong II, his father's
choice, clearly established as heir-apparent, indeed, already wielding power.

Yet future uncertainties cloud the horizon here too. In the short term, the South
will probably face greater political instability since the government permits more
freedom for dissidents and is committed to an extremely complicatedtransition, the
success of which depends both on the government and the opposition. In the long run,
the North may face graver tensions as a people are exposed to a world vastly different
from that which they believe to exist. In both cases, whatever the outcomes, political
trends will represent a crucial variable affecting the security of the state and that of the
region as well.

Diplomatically, the early gains went to the North, especially in its relations with
the Third World, but the South has made rapid advances recently. The North relied
upon the politics of nonalignment, the South upon its growing economic power. Each
Korean state has worked strenuously to retain the support of its major allies while
seeking to expand its informal relations with the key nations associated with its
opponent. Here too, the most notable advances have been those of the South in recent
times, especially in its relations with China. The relations of the two Koreas with the
four major states, however, will probably be subject to extensive, possibly dramatic
changes in the decade ahead, Ahn believes.

In the immediate future, however, attention will be focused on North-South
bilateral relations. Ahn suggests that recent trends offer the hope of reduced tension
and the beginning of a new, more realistic relationship. It is yet premature, however,
to predict the course of events. One can only assert that at present, opportunities exist
for fresh approaches to old problems.

Karl Jackson challenges some of the long-held theories about rebellion and its
causes, drawing upon his research and that of others on Southeast Asia. He notes that
such assertions as "only economic and social justice can restore peace" ignore the fact
that reform programs in troubled areas need military and police power to protect
them. (One might note the fate of the second land reform program in South Vietnam.)
Jackson also criticizes the dichotomy set up by some writers between wholly in
digenous versus externally supported one-country conflicts, noting that very few
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insurgenciescan sustain themselvesin the long run, or at any rate, seriouslythreaten
the government in power, without external aid.

One of Jackson's central themes is that much of the misunderstandingregarding
insurgencies results from a failure to understand that one must deal with both
preconditions (the creation of social dynamite, in James Scott's terms) and initiating
factors (its detonation). The former may be present, and yet no uprising will occur if
the latter are absent, and the reverse is also the case. Using evidence drawn from
recent rebellions, Jackson points out that the Western-held thesis that rebellions flow
from increasing levels of poverty, corruption, and inequality is seriously flawedas a
general principle. There can be problems from pockets of poverty in a prosperous
national environment (Thailand's northeast). But more importantly, rebellions are
ordinarily the work of small minorities, and very frequently, noneconomic factors
play a significantrole in the recruitmentof rebels. Moreover, grievancesare culture-
bound. Thus, corruption as defined in Western termsmaynotberegarded in the same
light in Asia, and the acceptance of inequality may be much higher. Only the
Westernized urban intellectuals may respond to these conditions in a manner similar
to that of their Western counterparts.

Jackson argues that the force of religion as a disintegrative force has been
somewhatoverstated, at least in SoutheastAsia, partly becausemost religionsin the
region have had syncretic features enabling adaptation to the broader cultural base.
They havealso had a traditional quality, making modem organizational techniques
difficult to acquire. Ethnic differences have been a more potent force underwriting
insurrections, withnearly two-thirds of the recentinsurgencies in the region harbor
ing ethnic features. But while ethnicityis an important precondition for rebellion, a
broader appeal is necessary if the insurgency is to succeed.

At this point Jackson tums to the ignition factors, and here, he places strong
emphasis on political elements: leadership, localgrievances and authority patterns,
organization and ideology. It is through a combination of these elements that recruits
can be mobilized and converted intodedicatedfighters, thereby sustaining rebellions
and providing a chance for victory.

Even with some or all of these factors operativein a positivemanner, however,
extemalassistance is a critical variable, as Jackson demonstrates fromdevelopments
in the histories of the Khmer Rouge, the Communist Party of Thailand, the Moro
NationalLiberationFront, and the Darul Islam among others. He acknowledges that
the NewPeople'sArmy of the Philippines currently appears to be an exception, but
casts doubt on its ability to attain ultimatevictorywithoutoutside supportunless the
Philippines army collapses.

The final section of the essay deals with the differences between Western and
Sovietcounterinsurgency strategies in Asia. Jackson arguesthatWestern theoryrests
on the proposition that the political, social, and economic roots of the conflict are
primary, and thus, programsto deal with govemmentalfailures in theserespectsmust
be given top priority, with militaryoperations a necessary but inherently inadequate
means of winning over insurgencies. It also assumes that extemal assistance is
important but not nearly as critical as internal problems in feeding the insurgency.

Soviet theory on counterinsurgency is more difficult to summarize since such a
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condition is mainly characterized as dealing with "reactionaries" and "feudal ele
ments." In practice, however, Soviet campaigns are targeted on long-run objectives
with resources carefully husbanded. The efforts, moreover, are very largely military,
according to Jackson, with limited emphasis on civic action or "winning the hearts
and minds of the tribesmen." Using scorched earth tactics, Soviet forces are prepared
to drive out or exterminate those who oppose them through terrorism. And they take
external assistance seriously.

Jackson asserts that both theories have their merits. The Soviet emphasis on the
importance of extemal intervention is exaggerated but probably nearer to the truth
than the Western deemphasis. And Soviet acceptance of a long war is more realistic.
But the largely apolitical, primarily military approachused by Soviets together with
the insistence upon Communist Party dictatorship may create long-term crises for the
Soviets and, in any case, is likely to be costly, politically and militarily.

Three essays follow that deal with the political-security issues confronting
Southeast Asia, each of them contributed by a scholar indigenous to the region. Likhit
Dhiravegin focuses on the complex relationships between ASEAN and the major
powers, dealing with the former both as a collective entity and as a group of
individual, diverse states. He also provides a balance sheet on ASEAN strengths and
weaknesses, with some concluding remarks on requirements for the future.

On balance, ASEAN perceptions of and attitudes toward the major states are a
reflection of two considerations: the economic-political values and structures of the
member states, and their perception of threat, immediate and long-term. Being
quasi-authoritarian polities, strongly anti-Communist, operating pluralist social and
economic systems, these states tilt toward the United States and Japan and adopt a
reserved attitude toward the Communist states. Yet this generalization is subject to
important qualifications and must be painted in detail with all of its nuances.

The Philippines and Thailand have close relations with the United States for
reasons relating both to history and security concerns. Indonesia, on the other hand, is
extremely cautious in its relations with any major power, seeking to cultivate an image
of nonalignment. Singapore and Malaysia, having been members of the Com
monwealth, stay within that framework while counting upon U.S. military and
economic support. Yet for all of the ASEAN states, the appeal of ZOPFAN (Zone of
Peace, Freedom, and Neutrality) and "national resilience" or self-reliance have
grown, and will probably continue to do so.

Traditionally, the Soviet Union has been seen as both distant and foreign by the
ASEAN members, but in recent years, with the advent of the USSR-Vietnam alliance,
that perception has been subject to some change. In turn, Moscow at first denounced
ASEAN as a "capitalist group" aligned with the United States and Japan. Later, in an
effort to cultivate ASEAN, it acknowledged its independence but accused the United
States of seeking to turn it into a military bloc aligned with the U.S.-Japan-PRC
entente.

Again, individual ASEAN members have somewhat different positions. Thai
land, confronting Vietnam, views the Soviet Union at present as an increasing threat.
Singapore has substantial economic relations with the USSR but stands far from
Moscow ideologically and politically. The Philippines has formal relations with
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Russia but appears to value its connections with Beijing more. Malaysia and In
donesia offer the best opportunity for the Soviet Union because of their concern about
China, but current relations are minimal.

The People's Republic of China in contrast to the USSR is regarded as a
neighboring, massive state with strong historic interest in the region and with
continuing ties via the overseas Chinese. Likhit makes the point that all of the ASEAN
states view China with some degree of apprehension. For Thailand, however, the
immediate problem is Vietnam, and the PRC is the most effective power in curbing
Vietnamese expansion. Malaysia and Indonesia, on the contrary, have been very
suspicious of China's intentions based upon past relations (although there has been a
modest thaw in the recent past, largely through economic channels).

Likhit summarizes ASEAN views regarding the two big Communist states as
follows: the USSR is considered an outsider with whom ASEAN has to deal but

wishes to keep at arm's lenghth, and the PRC is seen as a major power and a potential
problem in the long run; hence, ASEAN hopes that the Sino-Soviet rift will continue,
with the two states primarily concerned with offsetting each other.

ASEAN relations with Japanremain complexif, on balance, favorable. Japan
represents an indispensable source of trade and investment, critical to the region's
economic development. But as Likhitpointsout, therehas beena growing unhappi-
ness with Japanese trade and investment policies, and this interacts with the concerns
about a Japanese politicaland military presencein the regionstemming fromWorld
War II experiences. Again, variations among states are significant. Despite an
noyance, Singapore and Malaysia each has held up Japan and Korea as models of
economic development in recent years, urging emulation. In Thailand also, admira
tion for Japanese methods, suchas quality control measures, is widespread. In some
regions, however—among them, the Philippines and Indonesia—wartime memories
lingeron, notwithstanding evermoreintensive economic interaction. Likhit general
izes about the ASEAN attitude: "While Japan seeks the image of an Asian state, it
behaves in many ways like a Western power."

In his assessment of the strengths of ASEAN, Likhitemphasizes thedegreeto
which collective decision making within the organization has acquired acceptance,
the influence that small states banded together have beenable to exerton the major
nations, the increased sense among ASEAN members of common interests and as a
result of thesedevelopments, the growthof regionalcooperationin a varietyof fields.
The Cambodian issuehas beena sourceof strength up to date, sinceit hasproduced a
unity that might not otherwise have been forthcoming, but Likhit wonders whether it
might play a reverse role at some point in the future, stimulating disunity, giventhe
different positions on this issue of the ASEAN members.

ASEAN weaknesses relate in part to the continuance ofhistoric issues between
and among members; the differencesof political views regardingthe majorpowers,
especially China; and, one might add, the fragile economic underpinnings of the
organization. Likhit sees the future of ASEAN as dependent to some extent upon
trends with respect to leadership and political structure within the region. He also
believes that global politics, particularly relations among the major nations, will
influenceASEAN as will economicconditions, regionaland worldwide. Like many
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ASEAN scholars, he wonders if the efforts to construct some larger Pacific Rim
organization might dilute ASEAN.

In his conclusion, he writes that there is an ASEAN way today, but as the
organization has grown more meaningful, it must guard against inherent problems
from within itselfand its environment; and the individual efforts ofeach member state
on theeconomic, social, andpolitical fronts at home willbecritical to thestrength or
weakness of the organization as a whole.

Juwono Sudarsono deals precisely with the subject that Likhit raises in his
closing paragraph. The Sudarsono essay explores the sources of internal dissension in
the states comprising ASEAN. He finds three basic elements in the patterns of
rebellion within the region, usually in some combination: religion, ethnicity, and
ideological-political conviction.

For Thailand, one perennial problem has been the Muslim-populated southern
provinceswherethesubculture lendsitselfto closeridentification withMalaysiathan
with the dominant Buddhist culture centered upon Bangkok. Sudarsono traces the
emergence and development of militant Islamic organizations dedicated to "liberat
ing" the south, and the variedresponses of successive Thaigovernments. Gradually,
sheer repression mixedwithneglecthas givenwayto moreenlightened policies such
as an emphasis upon bringing Thai Muslims into local administration and the
fostering of modem education. Economic difficulties within the region, including
high unemployment, present continuing problems, as do bureaucratic officiousness
and corruption. An underlying problem, moreover, lies in the reluctance of the Thai
Buddhists to acceptothersas equalsand to committhemselves to policiesof integra
tion. Nonetheless, the Muslim insurgencies are currently at low ebb.

The Thai Communist movement had its origins in initiatives of ethnic Chinese,
and thus established close connections with the Chinese Communist movement from

the beginning. Playing upon official neglect, corruption, and ethnic discrimination,
the CPT (Communist Party of Thailand) sought to build its chief bases in the
northeast, north, and south—mral regions distant from the capital. With local
grievances madea focalpointin membership recruitment, thepartyhaslongfacedthe
question of whether a network of local grievances and ethnic issues can be trans
formed into a coherent national program.

It is Sudarsono's view that CPT fortunes have always been determined in the
final analysis by the programmatic and doctrinal shifts transmitted by urbanMarxist
leaderscenteredin Bangkok. In recentyears, the CPT leaders have soughtto move
from their historic preoccupation with the countryside (surround the cities) to an
emphasis on urban-centered united front work, with linkages outward to the rural
revolutionary movement.

Just as this shift was being attempted, however, the Vietnamese invasion and
occupation of Cambodia occurred, gravely damaging the Thai Communist move
ment. The powerfulforcesof Thai nationalism andethnicityarosein response to the
Vietnamese threat. In addition, the bitter hostility between Chinese and Vietnamese
Communists thatensued thoroughly demoralized andconfusedThaiCommunists. By
1983, the movement was in disarray, with mass defections taking place.

Sudarsono sees 1976 as a dividing line in assessing the Thai government's

15



responses to the CPT. Earlier, the emphasis was almost exclusively upon repression
via military power. Subsequently, the government employed abroader, more sophisti
cated series of approaches: greater attention toeconomically backward regions and
ethnic minority interests, leniency to repentent rebels, and foreign policies that
encouraged the PRC toturn from an emphasis oncomrade-to-conu-ade relations toa
primary interest in state-to-state relations. Thus, extemal assistance to the Thai
Communists virtually ceased. At the same time, military measures continued tobe
employed against the hard-pressed Communist guerrillas who remained active. By
1983, extemal conditions and internal policies had combined to bring the Thai
Communist movement to low ebb.

FortheMalaysian government, the CPM (Communist Party ofMalaysia) has
always been the main internal security problem, not merely because ofits militancy
butalso because itspredominantiy Chinese composition underlines the enormously
delicate racial issue in this multiethnicsociety. Sudarsonotraces the evolutionof the
CPM, including itsefforts to unite Marxism, Islam, and ethnicity so as to obtain a
broader base in Malaysian society—efforts that have been largely unsuccessful.
Nonetheless, themovement haschallenged theMalaysian government tofind waysof
protecting the Malay without discriminating against the Chinese and Indian minori
ties in a way that would provoke open dissidence.

For years, limitedcooperation betweenthe Malaysian and Thai governments
permitted theCommunists of both nations to operate in border regions with relative
ease. In the late 1970s,cooperationincreased, putting muchheavier pressureon the
Communistsand inducingdisputesbetweenthe CPT and CPM. Thesedevelopments
together withthedeclining support of thePRChave greatly weakened theCommunist
Party of Malaysia and abetted the intense factionalism within the party that now
exists.

Yet Malaysian government responses to theinsurgency havebeencomplicated
bytheneedtowageatwo-front campaign—against themilitant Islamic movement on
the one hand and the Communists on the other. Thus, accommodation to the Malays
via a variety of programs designed to favor them has been mounted to meet the
increasinglyvigorouscampaign wagedby the Parti Islam againstthe governmenton
behalfof a "trulyIslamic state."Atthe sametime, thegovernment looksnervously at
its citizens of Chinese and Indian background, especially the youngergenerations, to
determine how far their unhappiness with "pro-Malay" policies goes. Thus far, the
government has been able to walk the tightrope with reasonable success, coopting
many young militant Malays intoitspartyandadministrative stmcture while counting
upon rapid economic growth to placate the Chinese and Indians. But accelerating
socioeconomic changes themselves produce recurrentconflicts within a society still
harboring strongly traditionalist forces.

Sudarsono turns next to the most troubled state within ASEAN, the Philippines.
He begins with a comparison between the Muslim problem in that country and in
Thailand. He notes that in both states, grievances, initially based on religious and
ethnic grounds, have been manipulated by various elements and exacerbated by
misguided govenmiental policies. A detailed discussion of the Islamic movement,
focusing upon the Moro National Liberation Front anditsvarious factions, follows.
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Important issues have always divided the dissidents, particularly the issue of auto
nomy within the Philippine state versus a separate Moro nation. International in
volvements, however, further complicated Manila's problem: Malaysia winked at the
guerrilla useof Sabah, andLibya provided financial andtraining support. With the
Tripoli agreement of December 1976, reconciliation seemed at hand, but later de
velopments have kept the Moro movement alive, albeit divided, with very limited
external assistance and considerably less powerful than at its peak.

In recent years, the Communist movement has been the rising threat to the
Philippine government. Aided by serious political fissures throughout the society,
depressed economic conditions, and the excesses of thegovernment's constabulary
and military forces, the National People's Army has gained a strong foothold in a
number of the rural barrios. The current CPP-NPA policy is one of proclaiming
independence from any foreign movement, using nationalism along with pledges of
social and economic reform in an effort to win mass support. The tactics are very
reminiscent of thoseemployed by the Chinese Communists many decades ago, and
they have resulted in considerable success in a context ideal for rebels.

Singapore provides a model of how a government can effectively counter
militant dissidence, in this case, a Communist movement. Lee Kuan Yew, himself a
part of the Left in his early political career, understood Communist tactics fully and
did not hesitate in using tough measures in removing Communists from key mass
organizations and progressively choking their chosen political instruments. At the
sametime, the People'sActionPartyandthe government it operated acquired strong
popularsupportthroughits social, economic, andpoliticalpolicies. Someslippage in
PAP popularity has been noted in the recent past, but extremism has very limited
appeal in Singapore. This city-state, to be sure, does not face ethnic and religious
problems of the same magnitude as Malaysia.

Sudarsono deals finally with Indonesia, one of the world's most complex
societies. Once again, the two primary sources of serious dissidence have come from
the Islamic fundamentalists and the Communists. President Sukarno's effort to blend

nationalists. Communists, and Islamic political forces into a coalition under his
leadership ultimately failed. According to Sudarsono, the disparate groupings were
too independent to hold together. Thus, in the aftermath of the abortive coup of
September 1965, the Indonesian army was able to take control with relative ease.

Under Suharto, the leadership has continued to view Indonesia as a multi-
communal, multi-religious state, not an Islamic theocracy. It has used Pancasila as a
political-ideological expression of this position, making it the counterpoint to both
militant Islam and communism. As in Malaysia, the Suharto governmenthas been
able to containIslamic extremism by a subtle combination of coercion and coopta-
tion, althoughthe riseof terrorism in the recentpastposesa newproblem.Sudarsono
believes thatmilitary menfirst trained in theSukarno eraandnow having hadlengthy
service in the Suhartoperiod will pursuethe presentpatternof conflict management
against Islamic extremism for the foreseeable future.

TheCommunist Partyof Indonesia (PKI)wascrushed intheabortive 1965 coup
and, despitesporadicefforts, has not been able to regroupeffectively. Various factors
contribute to Communistweakness: the devastatingblows struckagainst PKI leader-
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ship and organization in the aftermath of the coup; the army's skillful use of
infiltration and intelligence gathering; the geographic configuration of Indonesia,
making guerrilla warfare in areas critical to such a movement difficult; and the
reasonably successful policies of economic growth of the past. Sudarsono raises the
question, however, whether the economic difficulties that appear to lie ahead will
permit the stability of the 1970s to continue.

He concludes that among the ASEAN states, Singapore stands out as the nation
most able to deal effectively with religious, ethnic, and ideological dissension.
Thailand, he believes, will also be able to contain internal threats with minimal
difficulties,notwithstandingthe external threat. Malaysia, Indonesia, and the Philip
pines have a greater potential for trouble, he asserts, given the complex social,
political, and economic issues that face these societies in an era of rapid change.

Khien Theeravit treats the primary regional security problem of Southeast
Asia—that of Indochina. His essay starts with a presentation of an overview of the
current conflict, its foundations, and the manner in which its evolution took place. He
notes that from the moment of victory in 1975—indeed, long before this—
Communist elites within and among the three states comprising Indochina were in
varying degrees of conflict. Overhanging these conflicts, moreover, was the rivalry
between the Soviet Union and China.

The idea of an Indochina federation, advanced by the Vietnamese Communists
in their earliest days, never died. When the United States abandonedSouth Vietnam
and Communist victory followed, Hanoi quickly claimed that the three countries
shared "a conunon destiny" and sought to create a "special relationship" among them
under Vietnamese aegis. Friction with the Pol Pot government mounted swiftly,
culminatingin the January 1979Vietnamese invasionof Cambodiaand the establish
ment of the Heng Samrin government in Phnom Penh—a government that Khien
views as weak, unpopular, and almost totally dependent upon Vietnam down to the
present.

In seeking international support for its position, Vietnam has capitalized on
anti-Pol Pot and anti-Chinese sentiment. Khien argues that the Chinese role in
Cambodia during the Pol Pot era has been exaggerated. He also asserts that the
Vietnamese claim that control of Laos and Cambodia is necessary to offset possible
Chinese encirclement is baseless, since China shares a long border with Vietnam itself
and could easily strike south without the need to be paramount in the two smaller
Indochinese states. He finds greater merit in the thesis that Vietnam has economic
reasons for wanting control over the region.

Vietnam would never have dared to attack the Chinese-supported Pol Pot
regime, Khien asserts, without the support of the Soviet Union. The Soviet-
Vietnamese Treaty ofFriendship andCooperation, signedinMoscow onNovember 3,
1978, paved the way for the Vietnamese invasion. The Russians may have been
concemed about the possibility of a large-scale Sino-Vietnamese conflict and about
thehostility of the ASEAN states but—having longsupported Hanoi—they tookthe
risksinvolved,realizing thatat a minimum, theirpolicyofcontaining Chinawouldbe
forwarded with the addition of a tough, seasoned, well-equipped ally.

Both the Soviets and the Vietnamese have paid a price for their policies, Khien
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asserts, with the Vietnamese in particular faced with a dilemma. While their dry
season offensives have scored successes, especially recent ones, they cannot elimi
nate the anti-Vietnam Khmer forces, at least as long as China and Thailand provide
assistance in various forms. Khmer nationalism and traditional animosities between

the Khmer and Vietnamese, moreover, make it exceedingly difficult for the puppet
regime in Phnom Penh to achieve the support of the Cambodian people. Hence, a
large occupational army is required. Meanwhile, the Vietnamese economy is in a
shambles. Hanoi, moreover, is heavily dependent upon the Soviet Union and the East
European bloc. Pressure from China is constant, adding to the difficulties. Vietnam is
not in danger of collapse, he states, but the situation is far from favorable, especially
since international support is very limited.

Khien then turns to a more detailed examination of the sources of external

opposition, commencing with China. He sees little likelihood that the PRC will
accept the status quo since, from Beijing's perspective, a Vietnamese empire on its
borders—especially one holding close ties with the USSR—is completely unpalat
able. Thus, he believes, China will continue to oppose Vietnam using whatever
instruments are at hand. Thailand has occupied a pivotal position among the ASEAN
states in challenging Vietnamese hegemony over Indochina because of the threat this
poses to Thai security. But after highlighting the contributions of other members of
ASEAN, Khien questions the thesis that ASEAN is in danger of splitting over the
Indochina issue. He acknowledges that Malaysia and Indonesia have a concern about
China, but he feels that the media and certain scholars have blown this matter out of

proportion, encouraging Hanoi to seek to exploit such differences as exist.
The United States and Japan will continue to work for ASEAN unity and will

support whatever position an ASEAN consensus produces. Washington, still affected
by the Vietnam debacle and by the strongly negative image of the Pol Pot government
among the American public, has played a low-key, indirect role up to date, but it
shows no signs of accommodating to Hanoi's views. For Japan, the interest in
ASEAN is primarily commercial, but there is a growing recognition in Tokyo of the
strategic importance of the region to Japan's sea lanes. Since the Cambodia invasion,
Japanese grant aid to Vietnam has been suspended, and economic sanctions have been
imposed in accordance with ASEAN recommendations. Australia, Canada, and
France have taken similar measures.

Khien concludes by discussing an "ideal solution" for the Indochina problem.
He would like to see a restructuring of the Southeast Asian security system in
accordance with the spirit ofZOPFAN. This would require that primary consideration
be given the nationalist aspirations within the region, including the restoration of
Cambodia's territorial integrity and national independence; at the same time, the
legitimate interests of both Vietnam and China would have to be considered. A neutral
Cambodia would best serve the interests of neighboring states, he argues. It might be
possible as well to reduce the military presence of all external powers, slowing down
Japanese rearmament, removing Russian bases in Vietnam and American bases in the
Philippines (the latter he regards as a growing political liability for the United States).
Yet he recognizes that this solution "may be Utopian," and the prospects for any
comprehensive settlement of the Indochina issue seem dim in the near future.
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Our essays conclude with a contribution by Leo E. Rose and Walter K.
Andersen on South Asian security problems. They begin by observing that among
South Asian states, there is no common threat perception; hence, security policies
both toward each other and toward external powers vary greatly. The major perceived
security threat to India's neighbors remains India, despite recent improvements in
some relationships. India in turn is primarily concerned with insulating the sub
continent from external intrusion—a task complicated by the fact that some of its
neighbors seek outside support to strengthen their bargaining position against New
Delhi. In addition, the proximity of two large external powers, China and the Soviet
Union, further complicates the Indian goal of reducing outside influence, as the
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan demonstrates so graphically. Periodic surges of
U.S.-USSR tension affecting the region add to the problem.

South Asian politics, both domestic and regional, are deeply influenced by the
maze of subcultures within each state. Occasionally, the authors note, external
powers have sought to exploit the existing cleavages to advance their own interests.
Cultural variations among the political elites have also influenced foreign policy: the
Muslim elite in Pakistan stress ties with the Islamic states of Southwest Asia; the
high-caste Hindu elite in Nepal identify with India; and the Sri Lankan Buddhist eUte
turn hopefully to Southeast Asia.

Perhaps the most critical fact, however, is the vast difference in size, popula
tion, and resources between India and all other South Asian states. Thus, it is natural
that the smaller states fear Indian domination and that India's primary concern is to
keep these states from external alliances.

Historically, the primary external security concern of South Asian societies was
invasion via the Central Asiein land routes. Western imperialism of the sixteenth to
nineteenth century was an aberration, the authors assert, and one not likely to be
repeated. While India has expressed concern about the buildup of superpower navies
in the Indian Ocean recently, the authors believe that the most difficult political and
security problems are once again those related to the vulnerable land frontiers of the
northwest. Until recently, however, the chief security threats in this region for India,
Pakistan, and Afghanistan were from each other: India versus Pakistan, and Afghan
istan versus Pakistan. There has always been some concern about the USSR, but until
the late 1970s, a combination of moderate governments in the region and external
alignments kept that threat within bounds. The movement of the USSR into Afghani
stan and the subsequent willingness of the United States to renew a security relation
ship with Pakistan posed new problems for all South Asian states.

The Himalayan states were assumed to be virtually impenetrable by external
forces and India took over the role of the British in this area in 1949-50, but China's
firm military control over Tibet after the 1956-1959 rebellion, the subsequent border
dispute leading to the Sino-Indian war in 1962, and the growing collaboration
between China and Pakistan caused rising Indian concern—at least until after 1971,
when it became evident that China was not prepared to take major risks in aiding
Pakistan. On India's northeast frontier, the security problem was perceived to be
essentially internal in the 1950s, but here too, the porous Indo-Burmese border,
Chinese assistance to dissident tribal groups, and the problems between India and
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Bangladesh in later years provided an external dimension of increased proportions.
The authors then provide rich detail to illustrate the themes initially set forth.

India's Soviet policy, they suggest, has always been influenced by that nation's
strategic weakness in the northwest. India has regarded it as imperative to prevent
intimate Pakistan-Soviet relations, and that is one reason for the decision to forge
close ties with the USSR. Even the subdued public Indian reaction to the 1979 Soviet
occupation of Afghanistan, they argue, was conditioned in part by the fear that
Pakistan might exercise its "Soviet option," an option of closer ties with Moscow
which had been left open by the Russians. But India's failure to condenm Russian
policies in Afghanistan not only shocked other South Asian states but also confronted
India with the possibility that its interests would not be taken seriously in the future by
the USSR. The authors speculate that recent Indian moves to improve relations with
the United States and China may in part be related to the effort to gain greater leverage
with the Soviet Union.

For Pakistan, the original concern was that of a dual threat on its eastern and
western frontiers from India and Afghanistan. To meet that perceived threat, Pakistan
sought external support, but had great difficulty in finding reliable allies. China, while
lavish in its rhetoric, failed to provide concrete assistance both in 1965 and in 1971.
Further, the U.S. decision to impose an arms embargo on Pakistan in 1965 when
Islamabad was almost entirely dependent upon American arms underscored the U.S.
unwillingness to assist Pakistan against India, at least when the initiative in confronta
tion was taken by Pakistan.

Pakistan now finds itself faced with a more serious two-front threat, with a

superpower on one side and India on the other. Yetit is not currently seeking a military
alliance, memories of past experiences being still vivid. Nevertheless, India has
reacted sharply to the U.S.-Pakistanagreementcalling for $3.2 billion in militaryand
economic assistance concluded in 1981 and the separate agreement to sell forty F-16
fighter bombers to Pakistan. But the Indians had previously upgraded their military
forces with Soviet assistance, and it is difficult to envisage a Pakistan strike against
India under present circumstances. The development of a Pakistan nuclear deterrent is
a more serious possibility. Meanwhile, the fear that Pakistan will link itself with the
Middle East states on the one hand, and the United States and PRC on the other,
causes India to exaggerate the "U.S. problem," ignoring the fact that the USSR is the
only external power to be physically present in South Asia.

The authors believe that the likelihood ofa Soviet move against Pakistan is low,
not merely because of the risk of graver confrontation with the United States, but also
because such a move would greatly antagonize India. The Soviets would be more apt
to undertake destabilization by giving assistance to dissidents in Baluchistan and the
northwest frontier. But none of these actions is likely to resolve the Afghanistan crisis
for them. Their desire there is for another Outer Mongolia, but the requirements for
that are not present in Afghanistan. Thus, the problems of the northwest will remain
volatile and unresolved.

The Himalayan states have varied in their response to Indian policies since
1950, as the authors detail. Nepal has moved toward greater independence, but its
problem lies in the fact that China cannot serve as a countervailing force to India,
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either economically or strategically. Bhutan has moved closer to India, abandoning its
earlier isolationist policies and accepting consultation with New Delhi on most
matters, while taking an independent stance on some issues such as Cambodia that do
not challenge India's security interests. Sikkim, the least independent of the old
Himalayan states, was absorbed into India in 1975. Meanwhile, according to the
authors, the long-standing Sino-Indian border dispute, which affects relations
throughout the Himalayan region, could probably be settled roughly along the lines of
the present de facto border except for a fear of strong political repercussions within
India.

Superpower rivalry in the Indian Ocean has caused India to be more concerned
about its relations with the two island states of the region, Sri Lanka and The
Maldives. India has always resented any move on the part of the former state to
strengthen its ties with China or the United States. Sri Lanka in turn has been deeply
concerned in recent years with evidence that its rebellious Tamil minority was
receiving support from south India.

The authors conclude by stressing that the major security problems in South
Asia have their roots in regional instability. The proximity of the USSR and the PRC,
however, guarantees that these major states will have a strong interest in events on the
subcontinent and, in varying degrees, seek to exploit regional instabilities if such a
course is perceived to advance their broader foreign policy objectives.

After the Bangladesh War of 1971,India had realistic hopes of being considered
the preeminent power in South Asia, by both regional and international forces. But
developments beginning in the late 1970s have revived old problems and engendered
new ones. It is now clear that India cannot insulate South Asia from major-power
influence. However, no South Asian nation is formally linked to an outside security
system at present; no state in the region wants to antagonize India and, as noted,
Pakistan doubts the reliability of such agreements. For India itself, this is a time of
reflection. USSR policies in the region are fundamentally incompatible with Indian
interests for the first time in several decades, and the United States—in addition to

being less of a threat—has much to offer economically as India acquires a greater
need for high technology.

What generalizations concerning security—using that term in its broadest
sense—and relations among states today can be drawn from the essays contained in
this volume? The following concepts, some set forth explicitly, others implied, seem
to me most important. First, despite the high and steadily increasing level of arma
ments, and the proliferation of sophisticated weapons, possibly including nuclear
weapons, to an ever larger number of countries, the risks of global war do not appear
to be as high as at various times in the past. Indeed, there has been a reduction of
tension between and among the major states or, at least, a start in that direction.

Why? The complexity of domestic problems has never been greater. In one way
or another, every nation is being drawn into the most profound socioeconomic
revolution in the history of mankind. This revolution is global and accelerating, and it
poses vital questions: can structural and cultural changes in individual nations keep
pace with the demands of the years immediately ahead without resulting in the serious
psychological and political trauma that threaten when people are abruptly torn from
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their moorings, with familiar landmarks suddenly swept away? And even if the
intensified pace ofchange can be accepted, can elites devise institutions and reshape
values appropriate to these times?

Under these mounting pressures, there is a natural inclination toward foreign
policies of a lower risk and some degree ofaccommodation, notwithstanding an
absence of trust and sharply differing perceptions ofnational interest. In addition,
there is the commonly recognized "balance of terror" factor. Major nations in
particular are more cognizant than at any time in the past that an all-out conflict
between or among them would be a disaster for everyone concerned.

This does not mean, however, that we shall witness a sharp reduction of
political violence. There have never been so many sophisticated techniques for
escalating peaceful competition into conflict while still keeping the risks relatively
low. In recent decades, awide range ofmethods ofcamouflaging or limiting conflict
involvement has been refined, with the major powers leading the way and others
following suit: arms transfers; surrogates, trained and supplied, either openly or
covertly; volunteers"; and even direct, open participation but with limits placed on
military operations to avoid escalation. By some combination of these means,
states—large and small—seek to advance their perceived national interests while
limiting the risks and costs. Cambodia and Afghanistan are two current examples in
the Asian theater. Terrorism, moreover, being the cheapest and least risky method of
effecting political change, is destined to flourish in amyriad offorms as this century
draws to a close.

A second fact has equally broad implications: relations between and among
states are ina very fluid phase atpresent, not merely with respect tospecific issues,
but also with regard to the basic nature of the relationship. In broad terms, the
movement isfrom alliance toalignment, from arelationship inwhich the major power
had fixed obligations and the minor power had afirm sense ofduty to arelationship in
which themajor power's obligations aremore limited and conditional, and theminor
power's allegiance isless absolute, with greater independence being exercised. This
trend has within itthe prospect ofreducing the burdens ofthe so-called superpowers
(and the thrust, as we have seen, issuch ademand on their part), but the management
of alignments is far more difficult than the handling of patron-client relations.

If traditional-type alliances with some exceptions are being transformed, one
should not be misled by the widespread proclamation of"nonalignment" on the partof
states from the developing world. Few ifany nations today are truly nonaligned. In
Asia, only Burma (which withdrew from the "Nonaligned Conference" because it
was not nonaligned) has deserved that appellation—and Burma, having paid aheavy
price for past policies, is itself in the process ofcautiously altering its stance in the
world. In actuality, the "nonaligned states" overwhelmingly engage in "tilted
nonalignment" with the direction and extent of the tilt varying considerably and
changing within a given state as perceptions of needs and threats are revised. The
differences between "alignment" and "tilted nonalignment" are often slight, but
together these two conditions help to explain both the fluidity and the complexity of
current international relations. They also help to explain why in an age when the
world is characterized more than at any time in the past by aconcentration ofglobal
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military power in the hands ofthe United States and the SovietUnion, both superpow
ers are enormously frustrated inthe limited uses to which they can put that power to
realize their interests.

Yet another broad trend that canbeperceived isa slight movement away from
the anarchism that has essentially characterized regional relations. We have noted the
"soft regionalism" that is emerging in Northeast Asia, the political and strategic
influence of ASEAN in Southeast Asia, and the first embryonic efforts at regional
organization in South Asia. Along with this trend and related to it is the process of
"Asianization" whereby an increasingly complex network ofeconomic, political, and
strategic relations are being built among Asian states. Not all of these are positive.
Witness the hostility that engulfed the Indochina issue among Asians after the U.S.
withdrawal. But for the most part, Asianization istaking constructive forms. Inany
case, if the process continues over time, as seems likely, the centrality of the
superpowers to Asian issues—at least to certain issues—will be reduced.

At the same time, however, acontrary trend isrunning, namely, the infusion of
global strategic considerations ever more deeply into this and other regions. Today,
the Soviet Union along with the United States is effectively present—at least
militarily—in virtually every part of the world, and that is certainly the case in the
Pacific-Asian region. While aportion ofthe newly emplaced Soviet military power in
Asia is directed against regional targets, a significant portion is directed against the
United States, defended asnecessity tocounterbalance American forces within the
region having similar capabilities. No Asian state can isolate itself today from the
global strategic considerations that must preoccupy the U.S. and the USSR. Moreov
er, those preoccupations naturally affect superpower policies toward states and issues
within the region. Economic requirements also promote continuing American in
volvement of substantial degree in the Asian region.

Finally, and for a majority ofthe world's people, most importantly, security
begins at home. Ifone's village, urban neighborhood, or district is not safe, more
distant threats seem of lesser importance. But beyond this, the breakdown of the
legitimacy ofagovernment has international as well as domestic implications. When
this is threatened orhappens, the state concerned becomes a target ofopportunity.
Dissidents from within seekassistance from without, since lacking such assistance,
thechances oftheir success are significantly reduced. And external sources ofaidare
usually available, for a variety of reasons. Under these conditions, the conflict
escalates, and represents a mixture of civil and international war.

How great is this danger? The simple answer is "very considerable, and
growing." It has become increasingly difficult for all governments to effectively
administer to the needs or desires of their people or, in many cases, to maintain
effective control over the people nominally under their jurisdiction, despite the vast
increase in the coercive power at their disposal. The range and complexity of the
problems in this revolutionary age, the speed with which problems become major
issues, the difficulty of controlling communications even in highly authoritarian
states—these and many other conditions constitute supreme challenges for political
leadership, irrespective of the political values and institutions to which homage is
paid.
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The threat of instability, moreover, is generally greatest in newly minted
democracies orquasi-authoritarian societies undergoing rapid socioeconomic change.
The governments of such societies permit a considerable amount of pluralism,
sufficient toenable dissidence tobe generated and tospread. For avariety ofreasons,
moreover, they employ coercion with some degree ofambivalence. And frequently,
their political pledges exceed their performance—and possibly, the current capacities
of their society. In any case, the gap between a traditional polity and a dynamic,
changing society grows.

This situation fits some Pacific-Asian states. Political authoritarianism invary
ing degree has been coexistent with social and economic pluralism. Economic de
velopment has been rapid, resulting inthe emergence ofarelatively affluent, educated
middle class, no longer satisfied with the old political order. Yet governments and
oppositionists alike continue to search for political values and institutions that will
serve the nature and needs of societies like these. Western models—whetherMarxist
or liberal—being questioned.

While it seems unlikely that any Asianstate will sooncross the fault-line that
separates self-proclaimed Marxist-Leninist systems from a continuum of authoritar
ian-pluralist-liberal systems, within all categories, the nature ofcurrent problems and
the absence ofeasy solutions suggest the likelihood ofrising instability inanumber of
societies inthe years ahead. To embrace the concept ofcomprehensive security, with
itsemphasis upon economic and social aswell asmilitary components and, atthe same
time, toseek means ofstrengthening those international institutions operative inthe
economic and social fields, would thus seem tobe aninvestment insecurity farmore
valuable than has yet been recognized.
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1. Major-Power Threats to Security
in East Asia

Allen S. Whiting

THE SOVIET PRESENCE IN EAST ASIA; BACKGROUND

The record of Russian and Soviet experience over the past century of East Asian
relations provides an illuminating background against which to examine Moscow's
military presence in the region. This contribution is not designed to justify that
presence, much less predict its future role, but rather to sketch history as it is
selectively recalled by the present Soviet leadership for whom the past fifty years are
living memory.'

The Russo-Japanese War of1904-5 established asense ofFar East Siberia as a
highly remote and vulnerable part ofRussian territory. Japan's surprise attack and its
destruction of the tsarist fleet, which sailed halfway around the world, underscored
the disparate power balance between Russia and Japan, as measured in local terms.

This imbalance proved even more threatening after the Bolshevik Revolution,
when Japan, together with other powers, intervened on the side ofthe White armies
and occupied parts ofSiberia and all Sakhalin, not evacuating the latter until 1925.
Then, in the 1930s, Japan seized Manchuria, expanded into North China, and
mobilizedfor a "GreaterEast AsianCo-prosperity Sphere"throughmilitaryconquest
and political intimidation. With a growing threat from Germany on his European
front, Stalin tried to placate Tokyo by selling it the Soviet interest in the Chinese
Eastem Railroad across Manchuria and accepting the puppet state ofManchukuo.^
Local Japanese generals, however, challenged the Red Army, weakened by Stalin's
paranoic purges. In 1938-39 they launched full-scale attacks along the Mongolian and

' Anexcellent overview of historical, geographic, and political factors is offered by John J. Stephan,
"Asia inthe Soviet Conception," inDonald S. Zagoria, ed.,Soviet Policy inEast Asia (New Haven:
Yale University Press, 1982), pp. 29-56.

^Agraphic portrayal ofthe perceived Japanese threat is contained in amemorandum by adeputy foreign
commissar of October 17, 1933, in George Lensen, Damned Inheritance: The Soviet Union andthe
Manchurian Crises, 1924-1935 (Tallahassee: The Diplomatic Press, 1974), pp. 396-99.
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Soviet Far Eastern fronts, but suffered sufficient defeat to deter them from further
effort in this direction. Instead, Japan turned eastward and southward to attack the
United States andEuropean colonial outposts after concluding a neutrality agreement
withMoscow in 1941. Nevertheless, Stalin maintained a sizable military garrison to
guard his Far East flank throughout the devastating war withHitler, who overranall
European Russia.

Victory in World WarII did not eliminate the potential for threat to the Soviet
Far East. After disarming its former enemy, Washington laidthe groundwork for a
revived Japanese defense force and locked Japan into theAmerican military treaty
system. During the 1950s that system grew to include South Korea, Okinawa,
Taiwan, and the Philippines with associated allies and facilities available through
SEATO and ANZUS.

By comparison, the USSR established a satellite state in North Korea, onlyto
see it overrun by the United Nations armies that counterattacked Pyongyang's
invasion of June 1950. Chinese, not Soviet, forces restored the status quo ante,
thereby providing analternative influence which permitted Kim IISung insubsequent
yearsto playoffbothsides in theSino-Soviet relationship without strategic benefit to
the Kremlin.

Meanwhile Stalin's gains in China from the Yalta agreements, designed to
rewardthe USSRforjoining the war againstJapan, meltedawayin time. In 1954 his
successor, Khrushchev, agreed to withdraw from Port Arthur and Dairen, thereby
losing the one warm-water base then available to the Soviet Pacific fleet. Similarly,
shared management of theChinese Eastern Railroad gave way toBeijing's exclusive
control. The Sino-Sovietallianceeventuallyprovedmore of a debit than an asset for
Moscow, draining large amountsof money, personnel, and materialassistance with
out compensatory gains in access to bases or otherfacilities. By 1958 disagreement
overthese aspects ofthemilitary relationship provoked apersonal argument between
Khrushchev and Mao at a secretsummit meeting in Beijing.^ Onemonth laterMao
launched anabortive blockade and bombardment ofthe off-shore island ofQuemoy
without Khrushchev's prior knowledge, much less agreement."^

TheQuemoy affair forced Moscow intoaverbal confrontation with Washington
as each side expressed public support of its respective Chinese ally, albeit without
risking actual contactin thearea. According to anauthoritative Sovietsource, Mao's
unilateral action prompted Khrushchev to suspend Soviet assistance in China's
nuclear-weapons development, communicated to Beijing in June 1959.^ Withdrawal
ofallSoviet economic advisors and aidinmid-1960 virtually ended any prospect ofa
working alliance.

^A. Doak Bamett, China and the Major Powers (Washington: Brookings Institution, 1977), pp. 35-37.
^Ibid.; see also Allen S. Whiting, "Postscripts to 'New Light on Mao,"' The China Quarterly,

September, 1975, p. 611.
^Interview with Mikhail S. Kapitsa by the author, June 10, 1974. For the Chinese charge of Moscow's

having abrogated "the agreement... concluded onOctober 15, 1957, and refused toprovide China with
asample ofanatomic bomb and technical data concerning itsmanufacture," see statement ofAugust 15,
1963, in John Gittings, Survey of theSino-Soviet Dispute (London: Oxford University Press, 1968),
p. 105.
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Finally the wheel turned full circle, if in a different groove, when China
emerged as an incipient threat to the USSR in the latter 1960s. In 1964 Mao, in a
provocative interview, identified Siberia, Vladivostok, and the Kamchatka peninsula
ashaving been torn from China by the tsars, a score which allegedly had yet tobe
settled.® The Cultural Revolution violence of 1967-68 led to a siege of the Soviet
embassy inBeijing and sparked increasingly serious incidents along the 4,500-mile
Sino-Soviet border, many points ofwhich were claimed byBeijing tobe"indispute."
Actual fighting in1969, initially overDamansky Island (Chenbao) inthe Ussuri River
and subsequently occurring on the Xinjiang border, accompanied public alarms in
both countries over the possibility of war. These alarms were underscored by an
intensive andextensive buildup offorces behind thefrontier, especially ontheSoviet
side, with Moscow doubling the 1965 troop level and deploying nuclear-capable
missiles and aircraft.^ The rate of buildup slowed somewhat after a brief meeting
betweenZhouEnlaiandKosygininSeptember1969. However, it ultimately encom
passed one-fourth of the Red Army with continual modemization of weaponry,
including Backfire bombers and SS-20 missiles.®

FACTORS AFFECTING SOVIET DEFENSE PLANNING

Thishistoric record givesground for defensive concems in Moscow but those
concerns arecomplicated bygeographic and demographic factors. The only landline
of communication from the Soviet industrial and population base west of the Urals is
the Trans-SiberianRailroad. Built at the tum of thecentury,it falls far shortof meeting
thedemands ofanexpanding civilian andmilitary economy inFarEastem Siberia. In
addition, floods on theAmurRivercan interrupt it for months at a time. Airtransport
is uncertainbecause of weather, includingdense winterand early springfog in much
of the area.

The long ocean voyage from Baltic and Black Sea ports istime-consuming and
vulnerable toenemy interdiction. Major ship access toand egress from Vladivostok is
dependent on three straits, all of which may be hampered or wholly blocked by
Japanese-American action. Absence of a warm-water port in Soviet territory has
become less troublesome since the advent of nuclear-powered icebreakers, but still
presents logistical problems not faced byany potential FarEast foe. Cam Ranh Bay
offers valuablefacilities for Sovietactivity in SoutheastAsia andthe IndianOceanbut
remains subject to Viemamese agreement.

Finally, the Soviet Far East is vastly underpopulated in comparison with
neighboring China. Nor does ithave the potential for significant change inthis regard
except with aninvestment ofmoney and technology well inexcess ofthat likely tobe
available. The construction problems posedby permafrost, which extends through

®Sekai Shuho, August 11, 1964, contains theJapanese text of the interview; translation in Dennis J.
Doolin, Territorial Claims in theSino-Soviet Conflict (Stanford: Hoover Institution, 1965), pp.43-44.
An authoritative but unofficial Chinese text confirms the Japanese account; see Mao Zedong suxiang
wanswei [Lx)ng LiveMao Zedong Thought!], (n.p., 1968), pp. 540—41.

' Information from official sources available to the author in 1969.
' TheMilitary Balance, 1983-84 (London: Institute of International Strategic Studies, 1982).
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most of the region, the impact of earthquakes in one of the worst seismic areas in the
entireUSSR, andtherigorous demands of climatic extremes havemadebuilding the
Bakal-Amur Mainline (BAM) extremely difficult. Its completion in 1985-86 will
significantly relieve the Trans-Siberian Railroad of the last 2,000-mile burden.
However, these same obstacles will deter voluntary mass migration and inhibit
development of the region as an industrial base.

Objectively the absolute measurement of military powerbalances shouldpro
vide no cause for anxiety to the Kremlin. Japan's 250,000-man Self-Defense Force
can protect the home islands for only a brief time, so weak is the command, control,
and coordination of its minuscule air and sea capability as compared with that
available to Moscow.^ Soviet nuclear poweralone is more than sufficient to deteran
avowedly nonnuclear Japanfromposingany credible threat.Similarly, China'shuge
butobsolescent military force is twodecades behind itsSoviet counterpart inground,
air, and sea weaponry. Nor does Beijing's emphasis on the modernization of its
economy provide high priority to upgrading the People's Liberation Army (FLA)
throughthe massivepurchaseof foreignweapons soas to reducethisgrossimbalance
of power in the near future.

Yet the historical background sketched above shades subjective calculations of
what is necessary to guard against possible future contingencies in the Far East as
viewed afar from Moscow. Japan's astonishing growth from a totally devastated
country to a preeminent world power in technology and trade poses the potential for a
suddenand rapid militaryrise shouldthe fiscalrestraintson defensespendingbe lifted
and the self-imposed nuclear prohibitions be renounced. Moreover, Washington
seems determined to achieve the first, if not the second change in Tokyo's Self-
Defense Forces. Joint Japanese-American maneuvers and the promised extension of
Tokyo's naval protection to 1,000 nautical miles could foreshadow a Japanese
assumption of American defense responsibility in East Asia.^®

Meanwhile, Sino-Japanese relations have steadily improved in tandem with
Sino-American relations. Although China remains aloof from formal military ties
with both countries, reciprocal visits by military officialsof the three govemments has
provoked widespread speculation of covert cooperation in matters of intelligence and
technological exchange. Prudence may prompt Soviet concern over the prospect of a

^For a recent journalistic critique, see Murray Sayle, "Defense—The U.S. Nukes," and Mike Tharp,
"Defense—The Nuts and Bolts," in Far Eastern EconomicReview(hereafter PEER), June 16, 1983.
A review of Sovietstatements concerning Japanand its potential role in a Washington-Tokyo-Beijing
anti-Soviet coalition is inPaulP.Langer, "SovietMilitary Power inAsia," inZagoria, ed., op. cit., pp.
260-66. Sovietdetente probes muted theChinathreatandattention shifted to an alleged Washington-
Tokyo-Seoul plotpegged toPrime Minister Nakasone's visittoSeoul andlatertoWashington inJanuary
1983. SeeForeign Broadcast Information Service (hereafter PBIS),SovietUnion, January 27,1983,for
S. Chugrow, "NewFacets of theMilitary Alliance," Izvestiva, January 27, 1983, andotheranalyses in
press and radio, including a four-part series beamed to China; PBIS, February 1, 1983, for Tass
commentary in Krasnava Zvezda, January 28, 1983, "Japan: Revanchism and Militarism"; PBIS,
February 4, 1983, for Vsevolod Ovchinnikov, political commentator in Pravda, February 1, 1983,
"Escalating Bellicosity," noting a"significant trend toward building upmilitary potential anddangerous
stepping up of militarist trends in Japanese imperialism"; PBIS, February 15, 1983, for Ivestiva,
February 10, 1983, linking military exercises of U.S.-ROK and U.S.-Japan.
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secret Sino-Japanese-American understanding on coordination of militaryactions in
the event of a global conflict.

This larger context makes it difficult to separate the import of Soviet de
ployments to East Asia in terms of regional versus global calculations. During the
Bolshevik Revolution, Lenin faced foreign intervention at both ends of the Eurasian
land mass. Japan's rise in the East fifteen years later coincided with Hitler's in the
West. The 1936 Anti-Comintern Pact and the 1940 Tokyo-Berlin-Rome pact con
fronted Stalin with a possible two-front war, which, had it materialized in 1941-42,
might well have overwhelmed the Red Army.

Thus contemporary Soviet defense planners must contend with a series of
scenarios that are rooted in past reality and not merely hypothetical constructs of a
far-out future. Their conceivable responses pose a problem for the outside observer of
inferring intent. How, for example, is a deterrent presence distinguishable from a
war-fighting mission? How are Backfire bombers, SS-20 missiles, and nuclear
submarines targeted and under what contingencies are they programmed for alterna
tive arenas of action? How fungible are the functions of the Soviet Pacific fleet as
between global combat with the United States and regional foes in East Asia?

China's growing nuclear capability raises the possible threat of Beijing taking
advantage of a Soviet-American strategic exchange to hit nearby targets. China's
estimated inventory of four ICBMs with a 13,000 kilometer range and 5-megaton
warhead, ten IRBMs with a 4,800-5,600 kilometer range and 2- 3-megaton warhead,
and fifty IRBMs with a 2,700-3,200 kilometer range and 1-megaton or less warhead
could cause concern in Moscow. With only three cities of more than 500,000
population throughout the Soviet Far East—Irkutsk, Khabarovsk, and Vladivos
tok—and all within ready range, China could destroy the base of Soviet power in
Asia. Should passage across the Indian Ocean, through the straits of Malacca, and
into the Sea of Japan, be cut by coordinated American and Japanese actions,
Moscow's ability to safeguard the USSR east of the Ural Mountains would be
severely crippled.

This "worst case" scenario may have sufficient plausibility in the Kremlin to
account for some of the expansion of Soviet military power in Asia during the past
decade. Given the lengthy and vulnerable logistics of supporting land, sea, and air
systems in Far East Siberia, the more local force in being, the more certain is the
capability to cope with whatever contingency might arise. Also, the more over
whelming is the demonstrable response to attack, the more effective the deterrent.
The conservative tradition of Soviet military thinking underscores both points,
dramatically demonstrated by Moscow's massive tank deployment in East Europe.

The Military Balance, 1983-84, p. 84.
The Japanese Defense Agency announced that a destroyer would be stationed in the Soya Strait, between
Hokkaido and Sakhalin, "to collect basic data needed for a possible blockade of the straits around Japan,
to confine Soviet ships in the Sea of Japan in case of emergency." PEER, June 16, 1983, pp. 72-73.
Lensen, op. cit., terms the "double blow" a penchant for massing superior force capable of giving "two
for one" as evidenced in Soviet military deployments and behavior in response to a perceived threat
against the Chinese Eastern Railroad in the 1920s and the Soviet-Mongolian borders in the 1930s;see his
note 20, p. 456.
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In addition, Soviet analysts probably have seen little to lose by a military
buildup in theFarEast.Increased deployments couldhardly make MaoZedong more
anti-Soviet than he was already. China's hostility was viewed as independent of
Sovietbehaviorbecause it helpedto mobilize unityathomeandalignsupportabroad,
evidenced in the transformation of Sino-American relations after more than twenty
years of confrontation.^"^ Similarly, Japan's position in theAmerican orbit appeared
fixed after the 1970 renewal time for the security treaty passed without difficulty.
Moreover,Prime Minister Fukuda's willingnessto sign an "antihegemony"clause in
the 1978peace treaty with Beijing signaled a tacit anti-Soviet accord between the two
regimes, according to Moscow's publicly expressed view.^^

Ultimately, however, the goal of rivaling American power in the western Pacific
undoubtedlyspurredthe continuedexpansionof Sovietair andseacapabilitythrough
out the region. The reduced American presence after the Vietnam War and Hanoi's
granting of base facilities to Moscow combined to offer promise of a qualitative shift
in the Pacific power balance, favorable to Soviet political as well as military objec
tives. Symbolically the arrival of the Minsk followed by the drawdown of American
aircraft carriers to a single unit suggested success in this objective, althoughWashing
ton's ability to mobilize and deploy a much larger armada in East Asia still surpassed
that of Moscow, depending on respective obligations elsewhere in the world.

What Next?

In simple terms, Soviet military deployments in Asia may increase, stabilize, or
decrease. The factors which will determine which of these postures emerge, however,
are far from simple, being global, regional, and country specific in addition to being
influenced by Soviet domestic politics.

Soviet strength in Asia confronts China on the one hand and American-
Japanese forces on the other. The rate of deployment slowed in the latter 1970s, but a
major upgrading of equipment, support systems, and troop readiness continues to
bolster Moscow's military power throughout the area. In 1983, informed foreign
estimates put the ground forces there at 52 divisions of which one-third were at full to
half strength, the rest being appreciably weaker, for a total of roughly 480,000
troops. More than 120 SS-20s can be targeted on both American bases in Japan and
on China's major industrial cities in the north and northeast. The size and nature of
this deployment contrasts with China's inability to do more than amass the PLA in
deep defensive positions facing the border, with approximately 600,000 in mainline
units and perhaps another 300,000 in more lightly armed local force divisions.

The stalemate in high-level Sino-Soviet political discussions during 1984-85
cautions against expectation of any major reduction in the two force postures, much

These motivations were standard explanations from the less alarmist Soviet analysts during the 1970s,
such as B. Zanegin and L. Gudoshnikov.
Langer, op. cit., p. 251.
The Military Balance, 1983-84, p. 16.
Ibid., pp. 84-5.
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less of a return to the 1965 status quo as demandedby Beijing. But Moscowmay not
add significantly to its existing ground strength, which is already far more than
necessary todeter a Chinese attack. It isalso somewhat superfluous inthe context of
improved relations, the most relevant manifestation being the resumption of cross-
border trade in northeastChina (Manchuria)with the adjacentSoviet Far East and in
Xinjiang with Soviet Central Asia.^®

A limited detente between Beijing and Moscow could result in a modest
reduction oftroops. However, thiswould notaffect airandmissile units thatconfront
American andJapanese forces linked to the regional andglobal confrontation. Even
anagreed troop drawdown could becircumvented bycamouflaging military units as
engineering, construction, and labor battalions assigned to civilian projects while
maintaining a ready response capability should Sino-Soviet relations suddenly
deteriorate.

The remaining air, missile, and naval forces, as already indicated, comprise
partofMoscow's global strategic system, which iscertain tobecontinually upgraded
andexpanded, partly in response to parallel American actions andpartly because of
bureaucratic inertia and Kremlin politics. The Pacificfleetgrowthparallels that of the
overallSovietnavy. A further stimulus to its expansion occurred in April1983 when
three American carrier groups centered on the nuclear-powered Enterprise, the
Midway, and the Coral Sea, sailedwithina few hundred miles of the Sovietbase at
Petropavlosk.^^ The ships enjoyed the accompanying support of B-52 bombers,
early-warning radarandantisubmarine aircraft, cruisers, destroyers, submarines, and
smaller Canadian units.

Under the circumstances there is no reason to anticipate any important change
in the small but symbolically significant forces assigned to the southern Kurile
Islands. Claimed by Tokyo but held by Moscow since World War II, Etorofu,
Kunashiri, Shikotan, and the Habomais contained a constabulary force for local
control until 1978.^^ Then in apparent response to Tokyo's readiness to sign the
long-delayed treaty with Beijing, a buildup began which resultedin approximately
one division of 10,000troops, an airfield, tanks, and long-range artillerycapable of
hitting Hokkaido. By 1983 a dozen MiG-25s had been added.

Despite considerable Japanese criticism, including official involvement in an
annual "Northern Islands Day," Moscowrefuses to reduce these forces. Most likely
the Sovietnavy has succeededin establishingits claimthat militarization of the small
islands helps toclose the Sea ofOkhotsk topossible enemy penetration.^^ So long as

NewYork Times, June5,1983; according to a ReutersdispatchfromKashgar, twopointsontheXinjiang
border will handle state-to-state trade only, while one point on the Heilongjiangborder will be confined
to local trade.

Murray Sayle, op. cit.
The mostdetailedstudyin English is JohnJ. Stephan,TheKurileIslands: Russo-Japanese Frontier in
the Pacific (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1974). For a more recent analysis, see Fuji Kamiya, "The
Northern Territories," in Zagoria, ed., op. cit., pp. 121-51.
International Herald Tribune, August 31, 1983.
Thiswasargued explicitly byM. S. Kapitsa to theauthor, inOctober 1978. Formoredetails, seeAllen
S. Whiting, Siberian Development and East Asia (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1981), pp.
125-26.
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themilitary interest prevails inKremlin policy debates, atleast with regard toJapan,
the forces will remain.

Amajorrecentchangein theSovietpresence, however, tookplaceinSoutheast
Asia, where a qualitative expansion in seaandairpower occurred during thepastsix
years. Ships stationed inCamRanh Bayhavemore than tripled since 1980, including
two to four submarines, four to six surface vessels, and a dozen support ships.In
addition Bear and Badger reconnaissance and strike aircraft, some equipped with
stand-offair-to-surface missiles, extendMoscow'smilitaryreachovera widearc that
was heretofore exclusively American controlled.

This presence remains vulnerable to the superior force mix at Clark Field and
Subic Bay in the Philippines. It lacks a widerpanoply of supporting air bases and
secure logistical systems for fuel, ammunition, and spare parts. But it is more than
enough to back Hanoi should Beijing thrust across the South China Sea from the
Paracels to the Spratleysor elsewhere. It also casts a politicalshadowover ASEAN's
effort to win a Vietnamese withdrawal from Kampuchea.

Finally, access to these facilities compensates Moscow for the high cost of
supporting Vietnam's military hegemony over Indochina and its domestic economic
blunders. This support, in turn, mutesVietnamese nationalism, whichmightother
wisegrowrestiveover a foreignmilitarypresenceafter so muchbloodwasspilledto
oust Japanese, French, and American troops.Hanoi's determination to control Laos
and Kampuchea, particularly the latter, compels its acceptance of Moscow's demands
so long as China challenges that control by backingKampucheaninsurgentsthrough
Thailand and maintaining sizable forces on the Sino-Vietnamese border. Thus the
triangular Sino-Soviet-Vietnamese relationship includes two bilateral antagonisms,
Sino-Soviet and Sino-Vietnamese, that must be defused for detente to occur on all
three sides.

Only if Hanoi abandons control over Kampuchea, or China acquiesces in
Vietnamesehegemony over Indochina, will the necessary conditionsexist for Hanoi
to expel Soviet forces from Cam Ranh, Danang, and Haiphong. Neither of these
conditions appears likely at present. On the contrary, the costs of continuing the
present confrontation seem sufficiently tolerable for all parties, particularly when
weighed against the costs of compromise, as to argue for intransigence for the
indefinite future.

Yet despite these tensions it is difficult to envisage a major regional conflict
except in the context of a global war. A Soviet attackon Japan in isolationis virtually
ruled out by the presence of American forces on the islands and in the region,
committed by treaty to Japan's defense. No apparent gain is worth the certain risk. In
1969 a Soviet attack on China may have been considered, perhaps as a so-called
surgical strike on incipient facilities for productionof nuclear weapons, but China's

FEER, December 29, 1983, citing Admiral William Crowe, commander of U.S. forces in the Pacific.
Sheldon W. Simon, "Davids and Goliaths: Small-Great Power Security Relations in Southeast Asia,"
Asian Survey, March 1983, p. 312, notes evidence of Vietnamese-Soviet friction in 1976-81. See
ThomasPerryThornton,"The USSRandAsiain 1982: TheEndof theBrezhnev Era," ibid., pp. 16-17
for friction in 1982; also Edmund Williams, "Vietnam in 1982," ibid., pp. 62-72.
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possible retaliatory capability rules this out for the future. No other motive would
justify placing in jeopardy the entire Soviet Far East where only eleven million
inhabitants facemorethaneightymillion inManchuria alone. AChinese attackonthe
Soviet Union is even less credible in view of the enormous disparity in conventional
as well as nuclear weapons.

It ispossible to imagine anindirect involvement ofthekeycountries should war
erupt ontheKorean peninsula, perhaps in a power struggle after thedeath ofKim II
Sung. Treaties pledge Beijing andMoscow toPyongyang's defense asWashington is
pledged to Seoul, although American troops in South Korea—approximately
39^000—backed by local American air power, give greater credibility to the latter
pledge. Butinview ofexisting Sino-American relations andtherisks ofuncontrolled
escalation, should this unlikelywaroccur, the majorpowerswill makea majoreffort
to avoid a direct confrontation while endeavoring to protect their respective Korean
clients from annihilation.

Thus short of a global conflictthere is no plausiblescenariofor a major war in
East Asia. Of course, in the context of World War III, or more specifically war
between the U.S. and the USSR, the "worst case" contingency could become reality.
Each side might try to strike a preemptivestrategicblow by hitting nuclear-capable
forces at the earliest opportunity, wherever they might be. This could expose Viet
nam, the Philippines, Okinawa, Korea, China, and Japan to attack.

Alternatively, East Asia may be spared direct involvement except where strate
gic weapons systems of the U.S. and the USSR interact with side effects on other
countries. If, for example, the initial nuclear attacks are mutually targeted on the
respective capitals and interior zones, the two main combatants may suffer such
damage as not to engageeach other further, muchless botherwith targetsoutsideof
their proximateEuropean-alliancesystems. There is somereason, therefore, for hope
that most, if not all, of Asia may be spared the catastrophe that seems certain to engulf
the main centers of action should World War HI erupt.

To sum up, Soviet military deployments are multiply purposeful, sim
ultaneously serving deterrence, defense, power politics, and domesticpolitics. They
do not appear to augura seriousSovieteffort to changethe presentalignmentin Asia,
whether neutral or allied, much less to wage war there independent of a global
conflict.

However, they are not a benign presence. They back Vietnameseoccupation of
Kampuchea. They raise widespread concern and defense expenditures. They pose a
potential threat to the sealanes, particularly for Japan. Finally, they alter the regional
power balance, both real and perceived.

It is this last aspect that properly focuses attention on the expansion of Soviet
military power from the western Pacific to the Indian Ocean. The game of in
ternational relations is largely played in the minds of decision-makers with the pieces
representingpotentialpower rather than its actualuse. "Showing the flag" traditional
ly justifieda fleet that could sail around the world, regardlessof its cost or how much
more would be required to back it up with a deployable army sufficientto conquer and
hold distant lands. Today instant reporting and television can transmit images of
military movements worldwide, accompanied by convincing commentary on their
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dire implications for national and international security.
Thesimplistic depiction of allegedly comparable combatcapability represented

in thenumbers of ships,aircraft, missiles, andtroops graphically portrayed in media
charts has come to replace the actual dispatch of forces for public view. Aggregate
tonnage, warheads, firepower, and budgetary expenditure are arraigned in adjacent
columns, purportedly weighing the balance of power. It matters little that Soviet
coastal ships have no blue-water capability, that minesweepers have no offensive
mission, and that such vessels togetherwith supportshipscomprisemore thanhalf the
Pacificfleet.All are subsumedin a summarydepictionof whois threateningwhom,
often so as to induce a crisis of self-confidence in the partythat feels on the defensive.

This enhances the political impact of weapons beyond their actual military
value, requiring countermeasures that include demonstrable matching capabilities.
American deployments, recent and programmed, have responded to this Soviet
expansion through the refurbishing of mothballed ships and the planned construction
of new ones. But insofar as one strikes an informed and prudent estimate of threat so
as to allocate scarce resources against it, the actual balance of power in East Asia
seems quite sufficient to assure stability so far as Soviet military activity and intent
can be taken into account.

THE CHINESE THREAT

From 1949 to 1971, American foreign policy focused on the threat from China,
against which Asian nations were to ally in bilateral or multilateral treaties with
Washington. Initially identifiedas a function of Moscow's control over Beijing, this
policy was expanded upon in terms of Beijing's support for revolution. After the
Sino-Soviet split, China appeared more dangerous than the Soviet Union because it
advocated people's war as opposed to the parliamentary path to power. Mao's cavalier
dismissal of the atom bomb as a "paper tiger" and his Cultural Revolution ethos of
violence combined to heighten the official public alarm voiced to justify intervention
in the Indochina War.

However, beginning with Henry Kissinger's secret visit to Beijing in 1971 and
President Richard Nixon's meeting with Mao in 1972, Washingtonsteadily muted its
own concern over China's intentions. By 1978, Zbigniew Brzezinski would call for a
strong and secure China as in not only American but also world interest. In June 1981
Secretary of State Alexander Haig followed in his footsteps, declaring a readiness to
sell weaponson a case-by-case basis. Beijing backed away from a proposedmilitary
mission at that time, but the door remained open to such transactions under the
Reagan administration. By 1985, exchanges of view had advanced both sides toward
an agreement but without actual sales of weapons.

Meanwhile, China's posture changed drastically from the heyday of Cultural

Barry M. Blechman and Robert P. Berman, Guide to FarEast Navies (London:Brassey's Publications,
1978) notes, "As it always has been for the Soviet PacificFleet, the primary mission must be to secure
the regional waters that wash Soviet Siberia, particularly the Sea of Japan. The numerous small
combatants assigned to the Pacific Fleet would be good for little else" (p. 46).
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Revolution rhetoric. Relations with ASEAN stressed governmental ties to the virtual
exclusion of all but moral support for Communist insurgents.Beijing approved
Japan'ssecurity treaty andlimited Self-Defense Force capability. It applauded Amer
icandeployments to theregion, except in Korea, andpledged unspecified support for
Thailand were it invaded by Vietnam. Finally, the PRC formally declared that
peaceful means werea "fundamental" policy in its commitment to uniteTaiwan with
the mainlandwhile informallyindicatingto HongKongthat itssocioeconomic wayof
life will not be disrupted for at least fifty years when Chinese sovereigntyis reestab
lished in 1997.

This quick overview of the past thirty-fiveyears illustrates the changing nature
of Chinese policy in Asia as well as foreign perceptions thereof. PRC rhetoric, at
times accompaniedby action, has shifted considerably over time, depending on the
emphasis given to revolution versus the united front in advancing foreign-policy
goals, the degree of self-relianceversus dependenceon foreigntrade and technology
in advancing the domestic economy, and the extent of China's acceptance by and
involvement with the international system.

As with the Soviet Union, image, myth, and memory frame Chinese per
ceptions of the outside world against a backgroundof bitter experienceencapsulated
in the often-cited phrase, "a century of shame and humiliation." The hundred years
spanned from the Opium War to WorldWarII when extraterritorialityfinallyended.
Taiwan was taken by Japan in 1895. It remains outside PRC control today as a
Nationalist civil war refuge protected against attack in principle, albeit no longer
through treaty, by the United States. China's concessions, whether political, eco
nomic, or territorial, went to foe and friend alike as Japan, Russia, Great Britain,
France, Germany, and the United States took advantage of the imperial decline and
the republic's weakness to dilute its sovereignty and divide its territory.

On October 1, 1949, Mao declared that "New China has stood up." One year
later Washington ignored Beijing's warnings and permitted General MacArthur's
forces to sweep over North Korea to the banks of the Yalu River. China's counterat
tack restored the status quo ante but at enormous cost. The Sino-Soviet alliance
transformed Mao's guerrilla legions into a conventional army, but Moscow reneged
on promised nuclear-weapons assistance and publicly expressed neutrality when
Sino-Indian incidents flared. This violated Beijing's sense of the behavior to be
expected from an ally.

Meanwhile the American CIA cooperated with Taiwan to support Tibetan
rebels and anti-Communist dissidents elsewhere on the mainland. By 1962 an ex
treme economic crisis internally coincided with evidence of potential dissident
supportexternally, promptingBeijingtoperceivea virtualencirclementof threatfrom
Taiwan, India, and the Soviet Union with American support in the background. A
brief Sino-Indian war resulted.

The Soviet buildup in the latter 1960sevoked rising concern in Beijing, openly

William R. Heaton, "China and Southeast Asian Communist Movements: The Decline of Dual Track
Diplomacy," Asian Survey, August 1982, pp. 779-99.
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articulated after Moscow's invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968. The American

deescalation of attacks on North Vietnam permitted a massive redeployment of
ground and air power from southeast to northeast and northwest China, accompanied
by public warnings over the possibility of a Sino-Soviet war.These warnings gradual
ly lessened during the 1970s, but the threat remained manifest in the continued
improvement of Soviet power, both in quality and quantity.

A potential threat from Taiwan disappeared when the normalization of relations
with Washington removed American forces from the island as well as the treaty
relationship. However, China acquired another adversary in Vietnam where Soviet
deployments added a new dimension to a problem that previously was confined to
China's northern border. The Soviet intervention in Afghanistan also extended the
line of perceived threat further on the southwestern frontier, although geography
made this a minor addition to that which already existed on the Xinjiang border.

These various developments were sufficient reason for military modernization,
but they also accompany a long list of territorial disputes, on and off shore, which
involve most of China's neighbors to one extent or another. Beijing's claim that
"disputed areas" exist along the Soviet border in the northeast and southwest has not
been resolved in twenty years of intermittent discussion. PRC protests against
Japanese-Korean exploration for oil on the continental shelfhave failed to have effect
for a decade. The Philippines government has likewise sidestepped Beijing's claims
to the Reed and Macclesfield banks in the South China Sea.^^

China's sovereignty over the Paracel Islands was forcefully implemented in
1974, when the PLA quickly overran a small South Vietnamese contingent there and
sealed the situation before Saigon fell to Hanoi. However, Beijing's claim to the
Spratleys, still beyond its reach, clashes with that of Hanoi, Manila, and Taipei, all of
whom maintain a token military presence there to signify their jurisdiction in this
lower part of the South China Sea. Malaysia also takes exception to the extent of PRC
professed sovereignty in the area.

On land, minor border disputes exacerbated Sino-Vietnamese tensions in 1978
and were subsequently exploited by both sides to justify continued clashes. Although
the Sino-Indian border has been quiet since 1962except for insignificant incidents, it
remains the subject of major differences between the two countries despite the recent
renewal of negotiations. Finally, China's general stance on the ownership of ocean
resources makes it uncertain whether Beijing will abandon its claim to the entire
continental shelf extending under the Yellow and East China seas and accept the
median-line principle. Acquisition of Taiwan by the PRC would add a further
complication to this question, especially for Japan where the dispute over the Senkaku
Islands (Diaoyu Tai) northeast of Taiwan remains inactive but unresolved.

In short, the PRC is not a status quo power insofar as its professed territorial
claims are incongruent with its present area of control. Only Mongolia, Afghanistan,

For these and subsequent references to conflicting claims, see Harold Hinton, The China Sea (New
York: National Security Information Center, 1980). Vietnamese and Filipino positions in the Spratley
Islands are mapped in FEER, April 28, 1983, p. 38.
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Nepal, and Burma appear free of pending problems in this regard. Fortunately,
however, other policy considerationsdo not permit Beijing to pursue its claims with
force in the foreseeable future. At present the highest priority is given to economic
rather than military modernization. Thus dependence on Japan, the United States, and
the international economic system both for credits and markets on the one hand, and
for technology and advice on the other hand, is necessary to assure a smooth, reliable,
and balanced exchange of badly needed goods and services.

This need in turn requires a low posture to make credible China's insistence that
it wants a peaceful environment within which it can develop domestically and become
strong without any risk to friends and neighbors whose cooperation is essential at this
juncture. For instance, in 1982 thirty-three foreign companies bid to explore and
exploit China's off-shore oil during the remainder of this century. Their participation
in this costly and difficult venture would be jeopardized were Beijing to actively
pursue its claims throughout the South and East China seas.

In addition to policy ruling out the use of force, at least during the next decade,
Beijing's military weakness also poses a severe constraint. Beijing cannot oust Soviet
troops from disputed areas, particularly where they have strategic importance as on
the islands opposite Khabarovsk at the Amur-Ussuri river junction and in the Pamir
mountains joining the USSR, the PRC, and Afghanistan. Nor does the PLA yet have
the requisite air and naval power to contest rival claims over the Spratley Islands.
Isolated rigs and exploration vessels might be harassed in the Yellow and Bast China
seas but it would be difficult to enforce Beijing's protests against the Korean-Japanese
project. A blockade of Taiwan remains a complicated operation, especially so long as
Sino-Soviet border differences prevent the redeployment of modem aircraft to the
Taiwan front.

While power does not constrain support for revolution, the same policy con
siderations that preclude the forceful pursuit of territorial claims also inhibit covert aid
to insurgents in Southeast Asia. It is tme that none of the likely targets for Beijing-
sponsored insurgency are important to China's economic modemization. However,
flagrant involvement in armed revolts in Burma, Thailand, Malaysia, or the Philip
pines would arouse opposition elsewhere against strengthening a civilian economy
that could ultimately improve the PLA. This could make weaponry and dual-use
technology unavailable for military modemization.

What Next?

Projecting from the present to the future is more hazardous than with the Soviet
leadership because of past radical shifts in PRC policy and recurrent power stmggles.
Beijing successively espoused a tilt toward the USSR against the U.S. in the 1950s,
opposition to both superpowers in the 1960s, a tilt toward the U.S. against the USSR
in the 1970s, and absolute independence while attacking the "hegemony of the two
superpowers" in the 1980s. Domestic politics from 1965 to 1976frequently entangled
foreign policy in factional fighting. Support for revolution versus dependence on
foreign trade became altematively symbols of legitimacy and targets of attack.

Despite these previous swings of policy, it is possible to forecast the likely
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limits ofChinese threats tosecurity inAsia. Foremost inthis regard is the question of
Indochina. Embittered nationalist passions poisoned Hanoi-Beijing relations to the
point of bloody conflict in 1979. The heritage of historical Vietnamese hatred and
Chinese hegemony was set aside by HoChiMinh andMao Zedong for the sake of
solidarity against French colonialism andAmerican "imperialism" during the 1950s
and 1960s. However, it won new lifeonce theVietnam War ended. China's patron-
clientrelationship with Cambodia became intolerable in Hanoi as Kampuchea under
PolPotharassed border villages. Hanoi's tilttoward Moscow infuriated Beijing asdid
theexpulsion ofethnic Chinese from Vietnam, particularly after China's military and
political aid during the war.

Beijing has notendeavored to teachHanoi "a second lesson," having suffered
some embarrassment and considerable casualties in its initialeffort. But its support
for theguerrillas operating from Thailand anditsdeployment of sizable forces along
the Vietnamese border challenge Hanoi's hegemony in Indochina. Symbolic of
Beijing's opposition to theHanoi-regime is sponsorship of Hoang Van Hoan'spublic
call for its overthrow.^® Hoang, an aged colleague of Ho and former Politburo
member, rankswithLeonTrotsky asa highCommunist leaderusingrefugeina hostile
country to contest his former associates' rule.

As discussedearlier, the bilateralsituation is enmeshed in the largercontestof
Sino-Soviet and Soviet-Vietnamese relations. The spillover effect of these relations
impact on the security of Thailand in particular, but also on peace throughout the
region. Shoulda Sino-Vietnamese warerupt in the SouthChinaSea, Japan's oceanic
lifeline would be in jeopardy unless it were diverted to a more costly and lengthy
route.

Sofar, "worstcase"scenarios havefailedto become reality despite preliminary
alarms being sounded in 1979during the Sino-Vietnamese conflict, in 1980when the
Vietneimese hit refugee camps in Thailand, and again in 1983-84 when similar
situations resulted in the shooting down of Thai aircraft, recurrent clashes between
border troops, and Vietnamese intrusions into Thailand in pursuit of retreating
Khmer. Related but separate threats to domestic security forThailand, Malaysia, and
Indonesia emerged with the mass migration of "boat people" in 1978-80. This
problem continues to cause concern as political and economic refugees still flee the
three Indochinese countries.

Logic argues against the prospect of Hanoi significantly expandingits area of
military operations beyond that evident to date so as to threaten Thailand with
invasion. The burden of still another military campaign on a population andbudget
already strained to meetnecessary civilian economic needs is coupled withthelikely
prospect of a strong Chinese reaction. Nor could Hanoi be confident that an offensive
deep intoThailand would end the threatfromguerrilla camps presently based along
the border. The guerrillas could simply disperse and regroup later to resume their
attacks. This being the case, China is unlikely to engage in major hostilities with
Vietnam.

Hoang Van Hoan, "Letter to Vietnamese Compatriots," Biejing Review, No. 30, July 25, 1983.
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Other potential Chinese threats are less pressing. The Indian border dispute
datesbackto the 1950s. Thestatus quois tacitlyaccepted, beingobservedinpractice.
Noneof the mentioned oceandisputes requireresolution so longas drillingoccursin
uncontested areas, an option certain to be chosen by all parties under the circum
stances. In the meantime there is ample time for the PRC to adjust its stand on the
continental shelfto satisfy Korean and Japanese needs for access up to the median
line.

Lesslikely, however, areChinese concessions on contested island claims. Not
only are these more tangibly associated with the concept of national unity and
territorial sovereignty, but they also link with the question of Taiwan. The Taiwan
issue and American involvement therein have been a source of deep frustration and
division within the Chinese leadership. Unification is formally identifiedas one of
three major goals to be pursued in the 1990s. The use of force is specifically
threatened should the island be declared independent, a possible contingency when
President Chiang Ching-kuo leaves the scene. Yet so longas his rule and thatof his
Nationalist successors maintains the status quo Beijing will probably continue its
passivity andnot resort to blockade or invasion, despite occasional verbal threats of
such action.

This indeterminate combination of Taiwan politics and time leaves uncertain
the longer-run future, but the Republic of China has so far proved of amazing
durability as a symbolic claimantto legitimacy. It outlasted^he Sino-Soviet alliance,
the mainland acquisition of nuclear weapons, ouster from the United Nations, the
deathofChiang Kai-shek, lossof recognition bytheUnited States, andtermination of
the American security agreement. The past does not predict the future, but it does
cautionagainstthe word"inevitable" in forecasting Taiwan's coming undermainland
rule.

American interest in a peaceful resolutionof the Taiwan issue has been reiter
ated in bilateral as well as unilateral statements on Sino-American relations issued
under presidents Nixon, Ford, Carter, and Reagan. This raises the likelihood of
economic sanctions if force were to be applied. Such sanctions could be critical, for
example, in China's off-shore oil program. Thus, aside from thefeasibility of taking
Taiwan by force, a highly problematic endeavor for at least the next five years, the
potential political and economic consequences almost certainly will dissuade the
Chinese leadership from attempting it during that time.

Should Taiwanpolitics subsequentlymove toward independence,however, or
entera prolonged period of instability marked byrecurring violence, PRCpolicy will
becomeless predictable. The leadership couldcalculate thatan historicmoment was
at hand, which made action, or at least the threat thereof, necessary lest developments
passa point ofnoreturn. Acquiescence inwhatever outcome occurred might befeltto
doomforever gaining theisland. Political opposition oropportunism could make this
a highly contentious issue, depending on the degree of factionalism in Beijing.

Hong Kong presents a similar problem should intemal turmoil become so
serious as to trigger a takeover by China before 1997, the date now officially
designated as the termination of British rule. But there is no risk of Hong Kong
declaring independence; hence Beijing is likely toremain content with British control

40



under the treaty signed in 1984, especially since the Chinese together with Hong Kong
citizens will determine the future form of governance. While the two cases are
dissimilar on several important counts, Taiwan and Hong Kong may well react
similarly to the means and consequences of a mainland takeover of either one.
Therefore, PRC policy will aim for a minimum offorce and a maximum of persuasive
diplomacy, safeguarding to the extent possible the considerable economic value
inherent in both. This consideration is explicit in the formal and informal statements
emanating from Chinese Communist officials in recent years.

In sum, China's relations with neighboring regimes offer considerable potential
for dispute but little prospect of actual threats to their security. Between 1949and 1979
Beijing used force on at least twelve occasions to assert its interest on or across its
borders.During the same period it provided training, money, and weapons to
insurgents throughout Southeast Asia. Yet the priorities of the present regime make it
unwilling to pursue foreign-policy objectives through force, least of all in support of
revolutionabroad. A partial detente with the USSRand a modusvivendiwithVietnam
might further reduce the security threat both for China and for its neighbors. But even
should one or both of these developments not eventuate, the alternative prospect of
escalation into serious conflict on either front is highly improbable during this decade.

KOREA AND MAJOR-POWER INVOLVEMENT

Despite the absence of a peace treaty and the presence of powerful military
forces on both sides, the divided Korean peninsula has remained relatively quiet for
more than thirty years. Border incidents and small incursionsoccur periodically, but
the extensive local and foreign investment which has expanded Seoul into a modem
metropolis only minutes by jet fighter from the DMZ testifies to the sense of
confidence at home and abroad in the status quo.

Recurring alarms to the contrary, internal and external factors converge to
secure the peace. NorthKoreasufferedtotaldestruction duringthree yearsof United
Nations air and sea bombardment. Kim II Sung's near-fatal miscalculation of Wash
ington's response to Pyongyang's attack will not be repeated in his lifetime. This is
especially so with a treaty commitmentbacked by thousandsof Americantroops and
aircraft in South Korea, none of which were present in June 1950. Moreover, Beijing
and Moscow undoubtedly encourage restraint. As for Seoul, no leader there has
defied Washington's adamant opposition to uniting the country by force. Concentrat
ing on economic development instead has made accepting American policy pay off
handsomely for both the regime and the populace.

As a consequence of Sino-American detente in 1971, contact began between
North and South Korea, which resulted in a short-lived series of discussions on
establishingminor informaland individualexchanges. Until 1984,littleoccurredof a
positive nature, and Pyongyang's polemical attacks rarely varied their shrill, hostile

Known instances include Korea, 1950; Burma, 1955; India, 1959, 1962, and 1965; the Soviet Union,
1969; the Paracel Islands, 1974; Laos, 1964; Vietnam, 1965 and 1979; and the Taiwan Strait, 1954 and
1958.
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tone. In 1983 the annual South Korean-American military exercises purportedly
provoked a "semi-war alert" in the North but nothing further transpired. The
accompanying mass rallies emphasized mobilizing forgreater productivity more than
for war. In 1984,however, the prospects for a renewedNorth-South dialogue bright
ened, and the first meeting in more than a decadetook place at the end of that year.
Furthernegotiations in 1985 wonpartial agreement on family reunion andeconomic
interchange.

Reassuring as is this record, some cause for concern exists over future North
Korean behavior after Kim II Sung dies. His son, Kim Jong II, is the apparent
successor, following an established Korean tradition, but unprecedented in Com
munist systems. Whether the son will emulate his father's passive behavior with
respect to South Korea is open to question. He has been groomed for the job over
much of the past decade and is presumably privy to the senior Kim's thinking.
Therefore, the logic which argued against testing American resolve a second time
shouldprevail in the future so longas Washington's treaty commitment is backedby
American troops in the South. This logic should also be shared by North Korean
military leaders for whom the devastating firepower of 1950-53 must be a searing
memory. Thatexperienceis reinforcedby thebeliefthatnuclearweaponsstoredin the
South will be used in extremis

Against this positiveanalysisstand two negativecautions. First, outsideof the
Communist world little is known of Kim Jong Il's views or behavior. Second, North
Korea seems singularly submissive to a personalized autocracy.The cult of personal
ity surrounding Kim II Sung has no counterpart elsewhere. These two facts in
combination constrain a conventional forecast of decision-making in Pyongyang
based on the perceptual, organizational, and bureaucratic framework applicable to
other regimes.

But this does not necessarily justify an approach that emphasizes unpredictable
irrationality. The attribution of these characteristics to Kim II Sung, coupled with
assertions abroad of a compulsion to unite Korea by force before his sixtietii—
subsequently his seventieth—birthday provedwhollymisplaced. Pyongyang'sprop-
agandistic eulogies may induce megalomania, but this did not prompt Kim to further
adventurism where there was a serious risk of war.

Nevertheless, the unique circumstances attending analysis of the Korean case
justify prudence for all major powers associated with either side in the peninsula, lest
misleadingsignalspromptKimJongII to thinkthatsubversion in the Southcombined
with invasion from the North can deliver so swift and stunning a blow to Seoul as to

North Korean charges to this effect are standard propaganda; American officials refuse to confirm or
deny non-Communist as well as Communist stories to this effect.
Chong-Sik Lee, "Evolution of the Korean Workers' Party and the Rise of Kim Jong II," Asian Survey,
May 1982, pp. 434-48, traces the son's rise and speculates on his prospects, but offers no information
on his personality or outlook. Authoritative sources in Beijing claim confidence in Kim Jong Il's
intelligence,knowledgeof world affairs, andjudgment, basedon their association withhimovermany
years, including in one instance a classmate.
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preempt an American response and prompt a surrender. A token American military
presence backed by treaty with demonstrable deployment of American forces in the
western Pacific should suffice to deter this threat so that eventually Korea, like
Germany, may become divided on a de jure as well as a de facto basis.
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2. Continental Stalemates and Pacific
Irritations in the Western Pacific

Takashi Inoguchi

INTRODUCTION

The region ofthe western Pacific consists ofcountries ofenormous diversity (from the
USSR through China and Japan to ASEAN and Australia), but two features, in
creasingly important during the past decade, call for a look at the region as a
distinctive entity. The first feature is the strategic inseparability or the increasingly
tightly knit security relations ofstates within the region. The other isthe rapid growth
of economic interdependence or the increasingly interrelated nature of national
economies.' Although thewestern Pacific region is far less integrated than western
Europe, these two features justify an examination of security and development in
regional terms, inaddition to acountry-by-country discussion.^ Thus, this contribu
tion attemps to delineate major trends in regional security and development.

The U.S.-USSR conflict has been the dominant security dimension of the
region, interlinked with local security relations both on the continent and along the
Pacific rim.^ TheU.S. basesin keycountries of thePacific rim(Japan, South Korea,
and the Philippines), the increasingly intense naval activities of the U.S. and the
USSR in the region, and the newly introduced Soviet intermediate-range nuclear

* I havebenefited fromusefulcomments fromconference participants, especially Byung-joon Ahn,Karl
Jackson, SeizaburoSato, Robert Scalapino, and DonaldZagoria.

^ Inoguchi Takashi, Kokusai seiji keizai no kdzu [International political economy], (Tokyo: Yuhikaku,
1982).

^ Reading periodicals on security and development such as Asian Survey, Asian Security (Research
Institute ofPeace and Security), FarEastern Economic Review (FEER), and itsAsia Yearbook forthe
past decade strengthens this impression.

^ The basic picture ofthe American-Soviet rivalries inAsia and the Pacific isprovided by the Research
Institute forPeace and Security, inAsian Security 1982 (Tokyo: RIPS, 1983). Also see Self-Defense
Agency, Government ofJapan, Boei hakusho [White papers on defense], (Tokyo: Ministry ofFinance,
1983); and Department of Defense, United States Government, Soviet Military Power, 2nd ed.
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1983).
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forces (INF) in Soviet Asia constitute the basic components of the Soviet-American
rivalry in the region. The confrontations in the Korean peninsula and the Straits of
Taiwan, which have been constant since the height of the Cold War of the 1940s and
1950s, demonstrate the tenacity of this rivalry. More recently, the scope and impact of
the conflicts on the continent have increased: the Chinese-Soviet conflict of 1969,"^ the
Vietnamese occupation of Kampuchea since 1978, the Chinese invasion of Vietnam
in 1979.^ These continental conflicts have greatly complicated the nature of the
security relationships in the region.

To illustrate the character of intra- and inter-regional security relations, a few
recent instances that have occasioned security alignments can be noted. First, the
U.S. withdrawal from Vietnam in 1975 aroused the apprehensions of many countries
in the region including China. Second, President Carter's plan to withdraw U.S.
forces from South Korea significantly lessened U.S. credibility with many countries
in the region including Japan. Third, the Brezhnev doctrine of 1968, enunciated after
the intervention of the Wiarsaw Pact Organization's forces in Czechoslovakia, has
been connected bysome scholars tothe Sino-Soviet border clashes of 1969.^ Fourth,
through the events of 1978-1979 and thereafter, the Kampuchea-Vietnam-China-
USSR security linkage has become firm and seemingly indissoluable. Fifth, the
U.S.-USSR talks in Geneva showed the inseparable nature of Europe and Asia
through the Soviet introduction of INF in Soviet Asia.^

The interrelated nature of national economies has also been recognized recent
ly. First, the region's high economic performance for the past two decades has
increased economic ties within the region and with extraregional industrialized
economies. The new vital link within the region, developed and expanded since the
mid-1970s, can be found in the relations among the petroleum-exporting economies
(Indonesia, Brunei, and, to a lesser extent, Malaysia) and the industrialized and
industrializing economies (Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, Singapore and Hong Kong).
More recently. South Korea and Taiwan, emulating the forerunner, Japan, have
started to penetrate the Southeast Asian market by exporting manufactured goods and
industrial plants. The region's tie with extraregional industrialized economies has
also been reinforced. Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, Hong Kong, Singapore, and,
increasingly, Malaysia and some other ASEAN economies have exported significant
amounts of manufactured goods to the United States and, to a lesser extent, to western
Europe and Australia. Second, since several economies in the region are relatively

On Sino-Soviet relations, see Harold Hinton, The Bear at the Gate (Washington, D.C.: American
Enterprise Institute, 1971); Richard Wich, Sino-Soviet Crisis Politics (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 1980); William E. Griffith, "Sino-Soviet Rapprochement?" Problems of Commun
ism, vol. 32 (March-April, 1983), pp. 20-29; Donald S. Zagoria, "The Moscow-Beijing D6tente,"
Foreign Affairs, vol. 61, no. 4 (Spring 1983), pp. 853-873.
Joseph Zasloff and MacAlister Brown, "The Passion of Kampuchea," Problems of Communism, vol.
28 (January-February 1979), pp. 28-44; Pao-min Chang, "Beijing versus Hanoi: The Diplomacy over
Kampuchea," A5ia/iSurvey, vol. 23, no. 5 (May 1983), pp. 598-618; "The Sino-Chinese Dispute over
the Ethnic Chinese," China Quarterly, vol. 90 (July 1982), pp. 195-230.
Wich, Sino-Soviet Crisis Politics.
On the INF, see, for instance, February 10,19^3; YomiuriShimbun, February 22,1983,
and May 30, 1983: Nihon Keizai Shimbun, May 13, 1983.
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small in terms of gross national product (GNP), with a heavy dependence on the
export of manufactured goods to industrialized countries (most importantly, the
U.S.), the prolonged recession in those countries has also affected the region.® As
Prime Minister Lee Kuan Yew noted, "The Singapore economy can stand recessions
in the United States and Europe for one or two more years, butno longer."^ Debt
financing hasbecome a source of concern in some countries, most notably in South
Korea, the Philippines, and, to a lesser degree, Indonesia.^® However, increasing
optimism hasbeenexpressed overdebts owed bylessdeveloped countries (LDCs) as
the worldeconomy hassteadily recovered. Manywestern Pacific countries havebeen
able to service their debts by vigorous state-led industrializationefforts.Third, in
addition to these capitalist countries, most Asian socialistcountries (including the
USSR, China, Vietnam, and North Korea) have been more exposed than before to
capitalist worldeconomic forces, learning slowly how to deal with deepening eco
nomic interdependence especially since the mid-1970s.

Economic interdependence during a period of recession often means conflict
among countries in trade, investment, aid, technology transfer, finance, research and
development (R&D), and macroeconomic management. Protectionism has been
creeping forward or, in some instances, accelerating globally and regionally. Both
"theJapanese problem" andalsotheproblem of"many Japans" have beenwidespread
topics ofconversation. Theeconomic disputes between Japan and theUnited States
have been pronounced, and have serious implications.^"^ Japanese-South Korean

®Oneconomic development in thewestern Pacific, seeJohnWong, ASEAN Economies inPerspectives:
A Comparative Study ofHong Kong, Japan, Korea, Singapore and Taiwan (New York: Homes and
Meier, 1979); Ross Gamaut, ed., ASEAN in a Changing Pacific and World Economy (Canberra:
Australian NationalUniversity Press, 1980); Lawrence Krauseand SueoSekiguchi, eds.. Economic
Interactions in the Pacific Basin (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution; Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press, 1979); Hugh Patrick andHenry Rosovsky, eds.,Asia'sNew Giant(Washing
ton, D.C.: Brookings Institution, 1978); RoyHofheinz andKent Calder, The EastAsia Edge(New
York: Basic Books, 1982). On the more recent political-economic sense, see Robert Keatley, "East
Asia:The Recession Arrives,"ForeignAffairs, vol. 63, no. 3 (1983), pp. 692-713; William Overholt,
"Progress andPolicy inPacific Asia," International Security, vol.7,no.4 (Spring 1983), pp. 180—194;
BernardGordon, "Asian Angst," Foreign Policy, no. 47 (Spring 1982), pp. 46-65.

^ Keatley, "East Asia," p. 706.
Jeff Frieden, "Third WorldIndebtedIndustrialization: International Finance and State Capitalism in
Mexico, Brazil, Algeria, andSouth Koresi" International Organization, vol.39,no.3(Summer 1981),
pp. 407-433.
Michael Sandberg, "Stop Breast-Beating onLDC Debt," Euromoney, October 1983, pp.34-36;Barry
Sullivan, "Down with Protectionism," Euromoney, October 1983, pp. 41-44.
Many ofthese problems arecompetently discussed inRobert F.Demberger, "Economic Development
and Models in the Present and the Future," in the first of these conference volumes.
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, The Impact of Newly Industrializing
Countries (Paris: OECD,1979); Wolfgang Hager, "Protectionism andAutonomy: HowtoPreserve Free
Trade inEurope," International Affairs, vol. 59, no. 1(Winter 1982-1983), pp. 77—86; John Zysman
and Stephen S. Cohen, "Double orNothing: Open Trade and Competitive Industry," Foreign Affairs,
See RichardNations, "Pax Pacifica: TheReagasoneProsperityPlan,"FEER, July 14,1983, pp. 55-56;
"ATilttoward Tokyo," FEER, April 21,1983; pp. 36-31;"WhythePentagon Plums forJapan," FEER,
April21,1983, pp.37-40; "Japan '83,"FEER, June 16,1983, pp. 49-82; Thomas R.Graham, "Global
Trade: WarandPeace,"ForeignPolicy, no. 50 (Spring1983), pp. 124-137;SaburoOkita,"U.S.-Japan
Economic Disputes: Lowering theTemperature," International Security, vol.7,no. 2 (Fall 1982), pp.
198-203;KentCalder, "Opening Japan," ForeignPolicy, no. 47 (Summer 1982), pp. 82-97; Stephen
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relations have produced issues pertaining tosecurity assistance, technology transfer,
and marketaccess. In other words, economic dynamism has linkedthe economies
of the region and in doing so, has generated or exacerbated frictions.

Observing theregion at thesystemic level, a measure ofstability inthe1980s is
apparent, compared with the decade of the 1970s. The major transition from the
"golden era" of Pax Americana to the era of a new, more complicated power
configuration beginning inthe late 1960s through the 1970s was asource ofinstability
in Asia as elsewhere. By the early 1980s, however, the basic patterns of political/
economic relationships in the region seem to have been set, after having passed a
decade-long structural readjustment. At least a temporary equalization has been
attained.

This essay examines two salient patterns as of the early 1980s: the dynamic
stalemates on thecontinent andthestructural irritations along thePacific rim. Onthe
continent, military stalemates have been the most outstanding feature after the
confrontations at theSino-Soviet border, theKorean peninsula, theStraits ofTaiwan,
theSino-Vietnamese border, andKampuchea. These stalemates aredynamic, howev
er, with thepotential of a conflagration being rekindled at any moment. Along the
Pacific rim, theeconomic irritations have been most pronounced, with the region's
economic dynamism causing increasing friction withthelessdynamic industrialized
countries, especially at the time ofrecession. These structural irritations are related to
the shift of dynamism in the world economy.

STRUCTURAL TRANSITION

The structural transition in the1970s took place intwo areas: security relations
andeconomic relations. In thesecurity area,themain developments were therelative
American decline and the armed conflicts onthe continent that followed, leading to
the USSR-China-Vietnam-Kampuchea security linkage. In the economic area, the
main developments were the upward movement ofmost economies within the region
in terms of production and trade, and the conflictual relations with the U.S., es
pecially the Japan-U.S. competition.

Relative American Decline and Continental Splits

U.S. global and regional hegemony suffered a relative setback from the late
1960s through the 1970s. The relative decline becomes clearer if the time span is
extended back to the 1940s and 1950s.

The briefJapanese security hegemony over most ofthe region inthe first year of

Solarz, "America and Japan: ASearch for Balance," Foreign Policy, no. 49 (Winter 1982-1983), pp.
75-92. Also, fora thorough assessment offoreign sales toJapan, seeGary Saxonhouse, "The Micro-
and Macro-economics ofForeign Sales toJapan," inWilliam R.Cline, ed..Trade Policy inthe 1980s
(Washington, D.C.: Institute for International Economies, 1983), pp. 260-304.
OnSouth Korea's recent scene, see Hugh Sandermam, "Asia's Most Ambitious Nation," The Econo
mist, August 14, 1982; "South Korea '83," PEER, June2, 1983, pp. 51-80.
Keatley, "East Asia";Overhold, "Progress and Policy."
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the 1941-1945 warwas replaced by the U.S. rise to hegemony by 1945. Although
North Vietnam, North Korea, and Chinawere to be placed outside its hegemonic
orbit, what was called the Pax Americana seemed at the time to have achieved a
semipermanent existence in the region. Most regional states had recently become
independent, with weak power bases and insufficient experience. Although the
population had grown since the colonial period and especially after independence,
regional GNP was minuscule compared with that ofthe U.S.,which accounted for 34
percent of world GNP in 1950.^^ American diplomatic recognition gave the gov
ernments thelegitimacy helpful or necessary toestablish and consolidate their rule.
TheU.S. guaranteed thesurvival ofgovernments in some strategically crucial states
with a massiveflowof aid for bothdefenseanddevelopment. Althoughthisportrayal
oftheU.S. asthehegemonic state intheregion may exaggerate the real strength ofthe
U.S. during that period, the extent to which allies in the Pacific complied with the
wishesof the U.S., a nationthenendowedwithmoreleveragevis-a-vis its allies, was
certainly greater than at present. However, that condition remained intact only until
the mid- or late 1960s.

By the late 1960s, troubles in the U.S. economy arising in part from over
commitment at home and overextension abroad became so serious as to threaten the
basic hegemonic posture the U.S. had held.^® It isuseful to recall three economic
policy actions taken by the U.S. government to alleviate the heavy burdens of
international economic management in theearly 1970s. First,thedollar was taken off
thegold standard in Second, protectionist measures toredress the American
negative trade balance with Japan were also taken in 1971.^® Third, anti-infiation
measures were put into effect.

With the advent of the first oil crisis and the world recession, the U.S. economy
was further troubled. To revitalize the economy, various measures were attempted
intermittently, with mixed results. U.S. efforts to manage macroeconomic and in
ternational economic issues jointly withmajor industrialized countries didnotwork
well, and lefttheimpression ofU.S. ineffectiveness inthe1970s.Adjustmenttothis
relative decline was the first major factor underlying the structural transition in the
Asian region. The second oilcrisis of1979—1980 hitthe United States hard, and both
inflation and unemployment soared simultaneously. On his assumption of the

Nobuhiko Ushiba, Graham Allison, andThierry deMontbrial, Sharing International Responsibilities
(New York: The Trilateral Commission, 1983), p. 8.
David Calleo, The Imperious Economy (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1982); Kenneth
Oyeet al., eds.. Eagle Entangled (New York: Longman 1979).
OnAmerican international monetary policy, seeC. Fred Bergsten, The Dilemmas oftheDollar(New
York: New York University Press, 1975); and Fred Block, The Origins of International Economic
Disorder(Berkeley andLos Angeles: University of California Press, 1977).
On the U.S.-Japan trade disputes, see I. M. Destler etdX., Managing anAlliance (Washington, D.C.:
Brookings Institution, 1976); I. M. Destler and Hideo Sato, eds.. Coping with U.S.-Japan Economic
Disputes (Lexington: D.C. Heath, 1982); Ogura Kazuo, Nichi-Bei bdeki masatsu [Japan-U.S. trade
disputes], (Tokyo: Nihon Keizai Shimbunsha, 1982).
Alan Blinder, Economic Policy and the GreatStagflation (New York: Basic Books, 1979); Lester
Thurow, The Zero-Sum Society (New York: Basic Books, 1980); Martin Feldstein, ed.. The American
Economy in Transition (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1980).
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chairmanship of the Federal Reserve Board, Mr. Paul Volcker implemented the
high-interest policy, whichresultedin the fairlyeffective suppression of inflation, but
a steady increase in unemployment, a worsening tradeperformance (especially with
Japan), and the prolongation of the world recession, which lasted till mid- to late
1983.22

It is also useful to recall three security-related policyactions takenby the U.S.
governmentin the early 1970s: to disengageitself fromthe Vietnam war, to "play the
Chinacard" to augmenttheperceiveddiminishing militarygapbetweentheU.S. and
the USSR, and to achievea detentewiththeUSSRin termsof strategicnuclearforces.
However, the events in the mid- and late 1970s in Indochina, Angola, and Iran
tarnished the U.S. imageand reinforced the widely held impression of the country's
relative decline. The withdrawal of U.S. forces from South Vietnam, Kampuchea,
and Thailand was seen as a major victoryfor Hanoi. The new relationship with the
PRC produced a withdrawal of U.S. forces from Taiwan, which was gradually
implemented in the 1970s and completed by 1979 when the UnitedStates formally
established diplomatic relations with China. The events in Iran and neighboring
countries in the late 1970sprompted the American government to create the Rapid
Deployment Forces (RDF) for the Middle East at the partial sacrifice of the U.S.
forces stationed in other regions, particularly in Asia and the Pacific.

Because the withdrawal of U.S. forces in the mid-1970s coincided with the

global U.S.-USSR stalemate, it was assumed by many observers at the time that the
withdrawal was in basic harmony with a global trend toward an American-Soviet
military balance and a global reduction of tension. It was discovered afterward,
however, that the Soviet military buildup continued throughout the 1970s,
notwithstanding the detente that the American government believed to have been
achieved. Thus, when a substantial portion of the U.S. Pacific forces was earmarked
for the RDF in the Middle East, the reduction became critical, causing concern and
alarm in some quarters.It now appears, however, that the vacuum in the Pacific
created by redeployment to the Middle East is not going to be a continuing problem.
The steady military buildup of the United States since the late 1970scoupled with the
pressure directed at allies to shoulder more military burdens seems likely to end any
military imbalance.

Linked to the security-related U.S. actions in the region have been the con
tinental conflicts among the four Communist powers. In part, these represent re
sponses to the structural transition in the regional power configuration as evidenced
by the relative American decline and the absolute Soviet military growth. This is not

See, for instance, Nichon Keizai Shimbun, June 20, 1983.
On the RDF for the Middle East, see, for instance, Bruce Porter, "Washington, Moscow, and Third
WorldConflict in the Third World," in Samuel Huntington, ed., TheStrategic Imperative: NewPolicies
for American Security (Cambridge, Mass.; Ballinger, 1982), pp. 253-300.

^ Seethefollowing contrasting view ofJapan's security policy: Hisahiko Okazaki, "Japanese Security
Policy: A Time for Strategy," International Security, vol. 7, no. 2 (Fall 1982), pp. 188-197; Otake
Hideo, Nikon no boei to kokunaiseiji [Japan's defense and domestic politics], (Tokyo:San-lchi shobo,
1983).
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meant toimply that adirect causal link existed between the relative American decline
and the military conflicts among the continental Communist powers. Rather, the
structural transition was one of the prerequisites to the eruption of the continental
conflicts.Many endogenous factors may also be listed as causal factors—from
history and geopolitics toeconomic forces and perceptual interactions. Inorder tosee
this point more clearly, the major conflicts from the late 1960s through the 1970s will
be discussed.

First, the Sino-Soviet borderclashesin 1969 reflected theconfusion on thepart
of theChinese concerning thebest strategy tocope with itsprincipal enemy during the
period ofrelative American decline and relative Soviet vigor, a situation highlighted
by the American setback after the Tet offensive of 1968.^® The so-called Brezhnev
doctrine limiting thesovereignty ofsocialist states byrefusing them theright toleave
socialism, enunciated in thecourse of theSovietintervention in Czechoslovakia and
the Vietnamese endorsement of the Soviet action, reminded the Chinese, as R. Wich
argues, of the ominous implication ofa possible Soviet-Vietnamese encirclement of
China. '̂ The question of what kind of relationship China should maintain with the
USSR when the United States was exhibiting a decreasing "will to power" when
compared with the USSR, astate which seemed tothe Chinese toberapidly catching
upwith oreven surpassing the United States initsmilitary capacity, was the primary
motive that led China to the events of 1969and to the rapprochementwith the United
States in 1971.

Second, the complex and fluid Soviet-Chinese-Vietnamese-Kampuchean in
teractions since the late 1970s reflected the efforts ofeach state to adjust to the changes
inregional security issues brought about bythe withdrawal ofthe United States from
Vietnam. The Vietnamese invasion of Kampuchea in 1978-1979 and the Chinese
invasion of Viemam in 1979were attempts to shape the military-political balance in
the region after the Vietnam war. The power vacuum resulting from the U.S.
withdrawal from Indochina was filled by local Communists in each of the three
Indochinesecountries. When the strong foreign enemy was forced to withdraw, the
traditional animosity between Kampuchea and Vietnam was easily revived, leading
them to engage in border clashes shortly after 1975. China did not want
Kampuchea—and, asits extension, the rest ofSoutheast Asia—to become Vietnam's
sphere of influence nor was it pleased with the persecution of ethnic Chinese in
Viemam at the hands of the Vietnamese goverment.^® Theestablishment of a formal
military alliance between Vietnam and theUSSR inNovember 1978, the Viemamese

^ This proposition has been basically supported by the regression equation model analyzing alignment
behavior among Viemam, China, and the Soviet Union during 1964-1980. Inoguchi Takashi, "Ddmei
no rikigaku: Pekin, Heijo, Mosukuwa, 1964-1980" [Dynamics of realignment: Beijing, Hanoi,
Moskow], Tokyodaigaku Toyoburika kenkyujo kiyd [Bulletin of the University of Tokyo Instimte of
Oriental Culture], vol. 93 (1983), pp. 1-29.

^ Wich, Sino-Soviet Crisis Politics; Kenneth Lieberthal, "The Background in Chinese Politics," in
Herbert J. Ellison, ed.,The Sino-Soviet Conflict:AGlobal Perspective (Seattle; University ofWashing
ton Press, 1982), pp. 3-28.
Wich, Sino-Soviet Crisis Politics.
Chang, "Beijing versus Hanoi."
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invasion of Kampuchea starting in the following month, and the Chinese intervention
in Vietnam in February-March 1979took place as a chain reaction. Put differently, the
continental splits represent billiard-ball-like interactions related to the decade-long
tectonic transformation in the American-Soviet balance in the region.Since
American-Soviet relations had been basically kept under mutual constraint through
out the early 1970s, the onus of "adjustments" by force now fell upon the continental
powers. As a result of these adjustments, the following complicated security map has
emerged on the continent.

On the global scene, the U.S. and the USSR have been intermittently trying to
reach some modus vivendi concerning strategic and semistrategic (intermediate)
nuclear forces. Agreements on strategic nuclear weapons in the 1970s, the negotiation
on intermediate nuclear forces in Geneva, and newly scheduled talks in 1985 illustrate
the way in which these issues alternately arise and are deadlocked, providing a
regularized and routinized pattern of interactions between the two global powers. The
recent phase of the U.S.-USSR relationship (up to 1985)represents a cold-war phase
rather than a detente phase. Regardless of the question of who initiated the Second
Cold War,^® that phase constitutes part of the competitive game between the two
powers, and we may be witnessing a shift toward some degree of accommodation in
1985 as a result of multiple pressures.

On theregionalscene, thepatternis morecomplicated. OntheKoreanpeninsu
la, the locally generatedconflict and the global American-Soviet conflicthave been
intertwinedsince the last months of WorldWar11.^^ The animosity betweenthe two
powers has been so intense for years that the potential for a majorconflict always
exists. Recently however, some economic transactions have been practiced, either
directly or through thirdcountries (suchas Japan-North Korea, SouthKorea-China,
and South Korea-USSR). Two events that occurred in 1983—the Soviet shooting of
the KoreanAirlines planeoff Sakhalin Islandand NorthKorea's attemptto assassi
nate the South Korean president, Chun Doo Hwan, in Rangoon—have done some
damage to this trend. Given the strongeconomicdemandsfor interactions,however,
it seems that the basic trend will continue despite these events, possibly assisted by the
new turn in North-South relations.

In the straits of Taiwan, the picturechangeddramaticallyin the 1970s.First, the
United States, Japan, and other countriesshiftedtheir formaldiplomaticrelationsto
the PRC during the 1970s. At the same time, all these countrieshave continuedtheir
economic relations with Taiwan and Hong Kong as well as China, often with an equal
or higher amount of trade and investment in Taiwan and Hong Kong. Thus, while
rhetoric over the Taiwan issue has been high, tension has been minimized.

Themetaphors of billiard ballandtectonic changes areborrowed fromStephen Krasner, "Regimes and
the Limitsof Realism: Regime as Autonomous Variable," InternationalOrganization, vol. 36, no. 2
(Spring 1982), pp. 497-510.
Fred Halliday, The Making of the Second Cold War (London: NLB, 1983). See also Adam Ulam,
Dangerous Relations: TheSovietUnionin WorldPolitics, 1970-1982 (NewYork: OxfordUniversity
Press, 1983).
Bruce Cumings, The Origins of the Korean War (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1981).
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In Indochina,skirmishes arestillgoingon, on theborders betweenVietnam and
China and those between Thailand and Kampuchea. The United States, China,
ASEAN, Japan, andothercountries support theantigovemment forces inKampuchea
against the HengSamrin government supported by Vietnam, which hasbeenallied
with the USSR since 1978. The degree of support given the anti-Vietnam Khmer
differs substantially, however, as has been revealed by the intermittent Indonesian
dialogue with the Vietnamese.

Meanwhile, the American-Soviet military competition has been gradually
stepped up in the vicinity of Japan. Perceptions of the Soviet military threat held by
the U.S. and the Japanesegovernments differ in many ways. Whereasthe American
government tends to see the gradual Soviet militarybuildup as part of its global drive
toward hegemony, thus requiring a coordinated counterbuildup shared "fairly" by the
United States and its allies, the Japanese government—and even more, the Japanese
people—see it as less threatening, thus not requiring an immediate and large-scale
buildup, which the Japanese government fears would only result in an equally
vigorous Soviet response.

To recapitulate the broad security relationships, the most important factor has
been the change in the American-Soviet military balance in the region. However,
since American-Soviet relations have been managed thus far without either party
directly resorting to force against the other, and since the Pacific countries have been
preoccupied with economic development, the continental powers have gradually
made adjustments to the transformation in the American-Soviet military balance
without major conflict. The transformation of security relations along the Pacific rim
has not occurred. Although steady alterations have taken place in the Pacific security
balance between the United States and the USSR, especially since the late 1970s,
there has been no significant structural adjustment; rather a gradual "fine tuning"
policy has prevailed for many governments in the region. The most noteworthy
examples of this trend can be found in Indonesia, South Korea, and Japan—the three
countries that the 1983 Reagan visit to the region initially was to cover as the
top-priority countries in the Pacific rim.

Indonesia has pursued two lines in its foreign policy—to be a friend of the
United States and to remain a nonaligned nation. In recent times, however, a slippage
in U.S.-Indonesia relations appears to have occurred. The slight to the Indonesian
government as perceived in Jakarta when President Reagan cancelled his 1983visit to
Southeast Asia following the assassination of Benigno Aquino had adverse repercus
sions. The Indonesian government was not interested in having Reagan visit the
country after his trip to the People's Republic of China in April 1984.^"^ More
fundamental, perhaps, have been differences over economic matters and over the
Vietnam issue. Thus, the Indonesian tilt in the recent past has been more strongly
toward nonalignment.

Jusuf Wanandi, "Seeking Peace amid Cambodia's Conflict," PEER, March 8, 1984, pp. 34-35.
On the Japan-U.S. perception gaps, see the Yomiuri-Gallup polls both in Japan and the United States,
YomiuriShimbun, May 15, 1983; John E. Rielly, "American Opinion: Continuity, Not Reagahism,"
Foreign Policy, no. 50 (Spring 1983), pp. 86-104.
Susumu Awanohara, "The Spumed Hosts," PEER, October 13, 1983, pp. 14-15.
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South Korea has been a staunch U.S. ally since its creation as a state, and that
continues. In the past several years, however, the ROK has campaigned vigorously to
develop informal ties with the Soviet Union and, most particularly, with China. It has
also reached out increasingly to the Third World, seeking to compete with North
Korea, which once had a substantial lead among these nations.With these de
velopments has come a growing sense of the importance of diversifying contacts.

Japan also has been one of the most stable and reliable allies of the United
States. Yet a new or enlarged feature has entered Japanese foreign policy. Under the
slogan, "sharing international responsibilities," that nation has begun to extend its
political as well as its economic influence in the world arena. Two examples are the
strong support of the Japanese government for a NATO counteraction in western
Europe against the emplacement of Soviet missiles and the Japanese assistance in
Pakistan's move to extend diplomatic relations to South Korea shortly after the
Rangoon massacre.

More basically, a gradual shift in the tone and emphasis in Japanese foreign
policy is noticeable. Ironically, the shift may be most noticeable in the new direction
being taken by the largest opposition party, the Japan Socialist party. The JSP's
official policy has been that of unarmed neutrality.However, the recent emphasis is on
"nonnuclear armament and nonalignment," while retaining the security ties with the
United States. The Japanese government's efforts on the one hand to enhance its
regional ties in the westernPacificand its prestigein the Third Worldand, on the other
hand, to strengthen its capacity to resist the Soviet threat in greater conformity with
the JSP's new "nonnuclear armament and nonalignment" policy, suggest at least a
modest degree of convergence.^^

The increasing self-confidenceof these three countries, their growing economic
strength, and their recent difficulties with the United States lead them to associate
more actively with many different countries. This type of fine tuning will result in
some important transformations in the regional power configuration in the longer
term. With this in mind, it is interesting to look at the recent voting record of countries
in the United Nations, noting the ranking of countries in accordance with the
percentage of votes there that accorded with the vote of the United States: 93.3
percent for Israel, 84.2 percent for Britain, 82 percent for West Germany, 69 percent
for Japan, 64.6 percent for the other NATO countries, and 24.7 percent for ASEAN
countries (the highest being 30.4 percent for the Philippines, the lowest being 21.4
percent for Indonesia.

Global Economic Downturns and the Regional Competitive Edge

The second aspect of the structural transition in the 1970swas the combination
of the world economic downturn and Asia's regional competitive edge. The world
economy underwent an upswing in the third quarter of the century and then entered

"South Korea '83," FEER, June 2, 1983, esp., pp. 53-55; Shim Jae Hoon and John McBeth,
"Mausoleum Massacre," FEER, October 20, 1983, pp. 16-19.
Yomiuri Shimbun, November 2, 1983, and November 14, 1983.
Ted Morello, "Counting on Friends," FEER, April 5, 1984, pp. 40-41.
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into a downturn in the fourth quarter. During the third quarter, when American-led
business activities advanced throughout the world, some countries attained higher
growth rates than the United States. In the 1950s and 1960s, western Europe and
subsequently Japan were such examples. In the 1970s and 1980s the examples are
most importantly in the western Pacific region. We will discuss the world economic
trend first.

Even a cursory comparison of the 1950s to 1960s with the 1930s to 1940s and
the 1970s to 1980s illustrates the overall differences between these time spans.
However, it may be useful to recall the four criteria that Kondratieff used to identify
long-term conjunctural changes (Kondratieff cycles), namely wars, technological
innovations, gold production (or in a more contemporary context, money supply),
and agricultural production (or in a more contemporary context, resource con
straints). The third quarter of the century represented an era of distinct economic
upturn measured by most of these criteria. World War II, the Cold War, the Korean
War, and the VietnamWarall played an importantrole in initiatingor acceleratingan
upward trend, and by the same token, precipitating its end. Waves of technological
innovationsand their rapid diffusionover the globewere unprecedented in history in
terms of their varietyand the enormousimpacton production. Money-supply expan
sion was very high in many countries, serving to support flourishing business
activities and accelerating inflation in the last phase of the period. The prices of
commodities remained very low for the most part, and resource utilization reached
new heights by the end of the third quarter of the century.

In the fourth quarter, the picture changed. Not only the United States (in Central
America, the Caribbean, Lebanon), but France (in Chad, Lebanon), the USSR (in
Afghanistan) and Britain (in the Falklands) have shown a strong propensity to
intervention. The impact of these actions on the economies, however, seems to have
beenlimited.Moneysupplyhas beenkeptfairlylowafterhighinflation wasreduced.
The search for resources has been intensified in many areas including nuclear and
nonnuclear energy supplies, nonferrous metals, seabed resources, and food.^^ With
the advent of the world economic downturn, competition in the international eco
nomic arena has become increasingly fierce.Concomitant with the world economic
downturn, however, was the relativeupturn of somedeveloping economies. One of
the most notable regions of this occurrence was the westem Pacific.

In contrast to the relatively poor economic performance of most industrialized
countries after the oil crisis, a majority of countries in East Asia registered a
remarkably high growth rate. The average growth rate measured in real GNP for all

Takashi Inoguchi, "Japan: Foreign Policy Backgrounds," in Herbert J. Ellison, ed., Japan and the
Pacific Quadrile: A New Phase (Seattle: University of Washington Press, in press).
See, forinstance, Raymon Vemon, Two HungryGiants(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press,
1983).
See, for instance,SusanStrange,"TheManagement of SurplusCapacity: Or HowDoesTheoryStand
Up to Protectionism 1970s Style?"International Organization, vol. 33, no. 3 (Summer 1979), pp.
303-334; John Zysman and Laura Tyson, eds., American Industry in International Comparison
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1983).
Roy Hofheinz and Kent Calder, The East Asia Edge (New York: Basic Books, 1982). See also other
references made in note 8.
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the developing economies in 1976—1982 was 2.8 percent while the figure for the
developing western Pacific countries (Taiwan excluded) in 1975-1982 was 6.9
percent.^^ These countries were thus able to take advantage of the decreasing
competitiveness ofindustrialized countries."^^ Foremost among the strong performers
were the Asian newly industrializing countries (NICs)—South Korea, Taiwan, Hong
Kong, and Singapore. Each of these export-oriented economies became adroit at
adjusting to the changing markets in the industrialized countries. Among the in
dustrial states, Japan wasableto perform significantly better than otherstates in this
category. ASEAN countries also achieved remarkable growth.

Theoilcrisisandthesubsequent economic recession brought about therelative
decline in competitiveness of industrialized countries. The decline cannot be attrib
uted primarily to thedifferences in labor costs. It has more todo with the ingenuity
and adroitness of the NICs in placing their emphasis on labor-intensive, export-
oriented industrial goods and rapidly developing machinery, electric, and chemical
industries as well as the rigidity of the pioneer industrial nations in restructuring
themselves. A social and political pressure against change prevails in most in
dustrialized countries. Government resources are often committed to extensive social
services and related policies with only meager budgets available for innovative
programs devoted to structural changes in the economic field. In addition, various
interest groups aredetermined tokeeptheprivileges previously accorded. Paralyzed
by these realities, governments are forced to move toward protectionism, accom
paniedby the formation of regional blocsand/or an autarkic policy of "capitalism in
one country (region)" covering the trade, energy, and other policy areas."^

Japanisoneof theindustrialized countries facedwithalltheseproblems. Japan,
however, has had an acceptable inflation rate, a low unemployment rate, and an
enormousbalance-of-paymentssurplusduring mostof the recentperiod. It has shown
ingenuity in industrial restructuring, in some cases even abandoning the much-
vaunted permanent-employment practice adhered to for decades by large-scale
enterprises."^^

The Far Eastern NICs—South Korea, Taiwan, Hong Kong, and Singapore—
tookadvantage of thedecline of industrialized countries accentuated by theoilcrisis.
Their strength, already accumulating, manifested itself in the exportmarket despite
many disadvantages such as the lack of natural resources. With great effectiveness.

U.N. ESCAP, Economic and SocialSurvey of Asiaand thePacific(Bangkok, 1982).
This portion is adapted from Takashi Inoguchi, "Politics Should Help Economics TakeCommand:
Political Dimensions of theEmerging Prosperity in EastandSoutheast Asia," Korea-Japan Relations
(Seoul:KoreaUniversity Asiatic Research Center, 1980), pp. 25-51. AlsoseeNorman MacRae, "Two
Billion People," The Economist, May 7, 1977, pp. 7-67.
Thesefeatures aremoreapparent inwestem Europe andNorth America thaninJapan. SeealsoMancur
Olson, The Riseand Decline ofNations: Economic Growth, Stagflation andSocial Rigidities (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1982). Also see Zysman andTyson, eds., American Industry.
Asfortherecent workings of theJapanese economy, seeforinstance, Kozo Yamamura, ed.,Policy and
Trade Issues of the Japanese Economy (Seattle: University of Washington Press, 1982); Yoshitomi
Masaru, Gendai Nihon Keizai [Contemporary Japanese economy], (Tokyo: Toyo keizai shimposha,
1981); Shinkai Yoichi, Gendai makuro keizaigaku kaimei [Anatomy of contemporary macroecono
mics], (Tokyo: Toyo keizai shimposha, 1982).
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they demonstrated ingenuity and aggressiveness in turning the global crisis into an
opportunity and advantage.'̂

ASEAN's performance in the recent past has also been good, ifless spectacular
than that of the FarEastern NICs. Despite the problems of political instability and
internal insurgencies, ASEAN countries made steady advance in economic develop
ment, partly because of strong American and Japanese economic influence. They
were shrewd inusing their combined diplomatic skill to meet the economic challenges
and opportunities coming from Japan, the United States, the European community,
and Australia, and inmaneuvering among major powers, including China, the USSR,
Japan, and the United States.'̂ '

In tandem with the region's entry into the world market, financial institutions
rapidly developed. Singapore and Hong Kong have developed as the two international
financial centers of the region, although Hong Kong's uncertain future has been a
somewhat negative factor. With the economies ofmost ofits customers thriving, the
Asian Development Bank has played an increasingly active role infinancing growth.
Moreover, Japan, possessing the largest regional economy, has come tobe active in
internationalfinancial transactions. The combinationof the highsavingsrateof about
20percent and the sluggish demand for investment athome since 1974 means that
capital outflows are inevitable.'̂ ® Furthermore, the relatively good performance ofthe
Japanese economy has attracted a large amount ofEurodollars into Japanese banks.
Theresults areincreasing Japanese activities indirect foreign investment, foreign aid,
and Eurodollar loans.

Foreign direct investment by Japan registered $7.7 billions in 1982,'̂ ' signaling
a radical departure from the time up to a decade ago when that nation was an
insignificant investor. More than one-halfofthat investment goes tocountries that are
members oftheOrganization forEconomic Cooperation and Development (OECD), a
drastic change from thepre-oilcrisis period when Japanese foreign direct investment
was predominantly directed todeveloping countries, especially inthe western Pacific.
The Japanese concern about trade disputes concerning manufactured products and the
secure supply of raw materials have accelerated this expansion.

Inforeign aid, too,Japanese achievements aresignificant. The absolute amount
ofJapanese official development assistance (ODA) was second to that ofthe United
States by 1983.^^ The expansion has been startling. During 1979-1981 ODA was

Besides relevant reference in note 8, see also Chalmers Johnson, "Political Institutions and Economic
Performance" in the first of these conference volumes.
As for various aspects of ASEAN, see Robert A. Scalapino and Jusuf Wanandi, eds., Economic,
Political, andSecurity Issues inSoutheastAsiainthe1980s (Berkeley: Institute ofEastAsian Studies,
University of California, 1982).
Kazuo Sato,"Japan's Savings andInternal andExternal Macroeconomic Balance," inYamamura, ed.,
Policy and Trade Issues, pp. 143-171.
Keizai kohoSenta,ed., Japan 1983: AnInternational Comparison (Tokyo: KKS, 1983), p. 47.
Davis Bobrow, "Playing for Safety: Japan's Security Practices," Japan Quarterly, vol. 31, no. 1
(January-March), 1984, pp. 33-43.

^̂ Ministry ofInternational Trade and Industry (MTTI), Keizai kydryoku nogenjo tomondaiten [Economic
cooperation and its problems], (Tokyo: MITI, 1984).

56



tripled, and the accumulated ODA for 1981-1985 isexpected tobemore than 1.5 times
as large as the accumulated ODA for 1975-1981, which was approximately $11
billion. Besides ODA, government lending, ofwhich three large-scale loans to South
Korea (1982) and China (1979 and 1984) are the best-known examples (the total
amounting to more than $6 billion),®^ and contributions to such international organ
izations as the IMF, the World Bank, and the Asian Development Bank have been
expanding rapidly.

In terms ofgeographical coverage, Japanhasbecome thenumber-one aiddonor
to mostcountries east of Pakistan. In addition to East, Southeast, and South Asia,
Japanese ODA flows tothe Middle East and North Africa, South and Central America,
and, to a lesser extent, sub-Saharan Africa. In terms of the kind of aid, Japan's
emphasis on infrastructure is in marked contrast to the American emphasis onbasic
needs (health, education, and agriculture) and weapons. Aid expansion has been
influenced by the increasing foreign criticisms of Japan as a free rider in the in
ternational system. In this context, security-related aid to Pakistan, Thrkey, Egypt,
and Central America represents an effort to play a more active role in shaping the
regional or global balance of power.

More significantly, Japanese overseas loan assetshave reached$58 billions. '̂̂ It
wasonlyin 1976 thatJapanstarted almost from scratch in thisarea.This,however, is
parallel to thephenomenal growth ofEurodollar lending in thewhole world, which in
1982 became 4.3times aslarge asthe foreign reserves broadly defined (that is,foreign
reserves narrowly defined, SDR, IMFposition, andgold). Eurodollar lending ($20
billion in1980) has become about three times asimportant asdirect foreign investment
in less-developed countries (LDCs) that are not members of the Organization of
Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) ($7.2 billions in 1980).^^

Noteworthy ofJapanese Eurodollar lending fordevelopment aretwo aspects.^®
First, Japanese Eurodollar lending isonthe average characterized bylow spreads and
high maturity. Second, itisnoted foritsadroit debt-rescheduling operations with some
developing countries, replacing high spread/low maturity loans with low spread/high
maturity loans of its own.

Elements of more serious Pacific structural irritations are found not in these
areas but in the liberalization ofthe Japanese financial markets. The U.S. government
has become aggressive in pushing the accelerated liberalization of the yen as an
international currency so that yen can be used as oneof thekey reserve currencies
along with the dollar, deutsche mark, pound sterling, ECU, and SDR. One of the
American aims ofdoing this istoalleviate the burden ofthe dollar asthe key currency
and thus to ease domestic macro-economicmanagement in the United States in view

Nihon Keizai Shimbun, March 17, 1984.
" Ibid., June 20, 1983.
" Euromoney, March 1983, pp. 122-123.
" Mm,Keizaikyoryoku, p. VTi-,aD<iHan4bookoflnternationalTradeandDevelopmentStatistics(H Y•

U.N., 1983), Tables 5.3 and 5.12.
Euromoney, March 1980, pp. 64-72.
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ofthe relative U.S. economic decline.®"' Clearly inthis area aswell, Pacific structural
irritations have become strong. American pressures for Japanese concessions have
been stepped up from automobiles and beef to advanced technology such as telecom-
munciations and to the liberalization of the yen.®®

Despite problems and controversies, by the early 1980s the western Pacific
region has become acenter ofeconomic dynamism in the world, while the continental
countries, which were engaged in mutual acrimony, lag behind in their economic
development. Only slowly are the Sinic Communist countries (China and especially
North Korea and Vietnam) moving toward open and pragmatic intercourse with their
more prosperous neighboring countries.®' Common to most countries ofthe western
Pacific, however, is their rising thrust into world production and trade. The quest to
enlarge their share of the market rapidly has caused increasing frictions with the
advanced industrialized countries of other regions. This may be called"the Pacific
structural irritation."

Among the competitive advantages acquired by the western Pacific countries,
the most important is that of Japan vis-a-vis the United States. The Japan-United
States relation is important for anumberofreasons.®" First, the two economies are the
two largest inthe world. Second, the volume ofeconomic transactions between the
two isgigantic; these transactions thus affect the general patternofinternational trade,
including the opportunities touse the United States and Japan asmajor markets for
their exports. Third, because ofJapan's increasing competitiveness, the United States
has become irritated, with general protectionist policies threatened.®' Fourth, the
troubles in U.S.-Japan economic relations have had ramifications affecting security
relationships maintained since 1945.®^ Fifth, aclose security relationship isacomer-

Hashimoto Koji, "Kinyu kaikoku o semaru Beikoku gamassaki niennokokusaika o ageteiru" [The
American pressures onJapan forthe opening ofthe financial markets especially the intemationalization
ofthe yen], Chad koron, April 1984, pp. 188-189. See also Chalmers Johnson, "The 'Internationaliza
tion'of the Japanese Economy," California Management Review, vol. 25, no. 3 (Spring 1983), pp.
5-26.

Onthe structure ofJapan-U.S. relations, seeTakashi Inoguchi, "Japan: Foreign Policy Backgrounds."
See Robert Demberger, "Economic Developments and Models inthe Present and the Future," inthe first
of these conference volumes.

^ This portion is adapted from Takashi Inoguchi and Gary Saxonhouse, "Japan in a Changing In
ternational System," a paper presented atJapan's Political Economy Research Conference, Honolulu,
July 25-29, 1983.
See John Zysman, Governments, Markets, andGrowth: FinancialSystems andthe Politics ofIndustrial
Change (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1983); John Zysman and Laura Tyson, eds., American
Industry inInternational Competition: Government Policies andCorporate Strategies (Ithaca: Cornell
University Press, 1983); Robert Reich, The Next American Frontier (New York: Times Books, 1981).
See also Robert Z. Lawrence, "Is Trade Deindustrializing America? A MediumTermPerspective,"
Brookings Papers onEconomic Activities, no. 1(Brookings Instimtion, 1983), pp. 129-172, for a less
alarmist assessment of American international competitiveness.
The "linkage" policy as applied to Japan from the late 1960s throughout the 1970s was toned down
somewhat by President Reagan during his 1983 visit to Japan. See, for instance, "The Reagasone
Formula," PEER, November 24, 1983, pp. 14-15. Buta longer-term problem remains. In fact, the
recent pressures of the U.S. government, from beef to capital-market liberalization, evidence the
difficulty lying ahead between Japan and the United States. For U.S. foreign policy ingeneral, see
Kenneth A. Oye et al., eds.. EagleDefiant (Boston: LittleBrown, 1983).
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stoneof theU.S. globalhegemony andat thesametimethemostimportant premiseof
Japan's foreign policy.

The relation between Japan and the United States, according to the U.S.
ambassadorto Japan, Mike Mansfield,is "the mostimportantbilateralrelationship in
the world—bar none^^^ Yet the relation is troubled by a combination of two
conditions: the American security hegemony over Japan and the increasing com
petitiveness between the U.S. and Japanese economies. Bilateral problems did not
threaten to become serious conflicts of interest when U.S. global power was un-
challengable as in the 1950s and 1960s and when the Japanese economy was a
minuscule, newly industrializing economy up the the mid-1960s. In the course of
development in the 1960sand 1970sand into the 1980s, new forces have changed the
nature of the bilateral relationship and with that change have come conflicting
perceptions of Japan's role in the world: American strategic supremacy has been
challenged by Soviet military power. The USSR now enjoys strategic parity and a
global reach. In addition, Japanese economic power and competitiveness can no
longer be handled with benign neglect or some ad hoc action.

The bilateral relationship is all the more uneasy because these two structural
conditions seem to undermine the basic premises under which both countries have
been operating. For the United States, Japanese industrial competitiveness seems to
damage the foundation of what the U.S. government regards as its self-sacrificing
attempt to prevent Soviet military superiority, an effort undertaken for the benefit of
all states outside the Soviet bloc. For Japan, U.S. efforts to obtain concessions in trade
and defense from Japan, capitalizing on its security commitments to Japan, seems to
jeopardize what the Japanese government regards as its no less worthy effort to make
positive contributions to the world by vigorous nonmilitary, predominantly com
mercial ties, building a network based on interdependence. Thus, the heavy security
burdens of the United States in comparison with Japan in an environment of an
expanding Soviet military buildup and the increasingly competitive position of Japan
during a time of global economic downturn have created the frequently strained
relations between the two countries during the past decade.^

Three factors, however, argue against a pessimistic diagnosis of American-
Japanese relations. First, the continuing military strength of the United States tends to
discourage Japan from abandoning the 40-year-old security ties between the two
countries. Second, the Japanese part of the U.S. military network is too vital for the
United States to scrap its ties if it is to adequately confront the alleged Soviet threat.
Third, the overwhelming economic interdependence between the two countries
makes it irrational for their governments to pursue courses directed against each other.

Mike Mansfield, "The Indispensable Relationship," a speech delivered at the Southeast U.S.-Japan
Association Conference in Nashville, Tennessee, September 17, 1982.

^ Asforrecent thoughts onAmerican-Japanese relations, seeforinstance, Stephen Solarz, "America and
Japan: A Search for Balance," Foreign Policy, no. 49 (Winter 1982-1983), pp. 75-92; Kitamura
Hiroshi, Murata Ryohei, and Okazaki Hisahiko, Nichi-Bei kankei o toitsumeru [Inquiring into Japan-
U.S. Relations], (Tokyo: Sekai no ugoki sha, 1983); PEER, April 12, 1984, pp. 50-51.
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Uneasinessand uncertainty, however, will remain prominentfeaturesof the relation
aslong asboth economies compete fiercely insize and productivity.^^ The frustrations
of the past fifteen years are destined to continue.

Meanwhile, the economic relations of the four Asian NICs and China with the
United States now provide additional irritations in the Pacific. However, the NICs
have not gone so far as Japan because their economies are not yet large and because
their competition has not been as wide-ranging as Japan's. The national security
concerns of South Korea and Taiwan vis-a-vis their Communist counterparts and their
security relations with the United States responding to these concerns tend to keep the
resentments over U.S. economic policies under control. However, South Korea and
Taiwan will probably contribute to Pacific irritations significantly in five to ten years.
Already the United States has been reducing these countries' preferential access to its
market. China's trade disputes over textile exports to the United States intensified
when American restrictions triggered a strong reaction from the Chinese government.
China's limited detente with the USSR and the American priority given Japan have
both contributed to making Sino-American trade disputes more delicate.^

To recapitulate, the most important feature of Pacific-Asian economic relations
has been the phenomenal increase in the competitive gains that some countries, most
notably Japan, have acquired vis-a-vis the major industrial countries in North Amer
ica and western Europe. This change has increasingly caused economic frictions
among them. The upward movement of the western Pacificregion in worldproduc
tion and tradehas beensteady, withJapanspearheading the race. Nextto Japancome
the four NICs and the ASEAN countries. Further down the list are the three Sinic

Communist countries—China, North Korea, and Vietnam—and the non-Sinic Com
munist countries—Outer Mongolia, Laos, and Kampuchea. While Japan-U.S. eco
nomic relations are the major cause of irritation, the securitycomponenthas had both
a "magnifying" and a "minimizing" effect with respect to economic issues—
"magnifying" because the strategy of linking defense and economic issues can be
used to put pressure on countries like Japan because of the decisive American
influenceover the securityof manyPacific-rimcountries, and"minimizing"because
the NICsand Pacific-rimcountriesknow the limitsof conflictwitheach otherbeyond
which they cannot go.

CONCLUSION

The two major elements involved in the current structural transition are the
relative decline of U.S. power and the crisis in the global economy. These de
velopments have contributed to key structural adjustments: the tension and conflict

An interesting comparison can be obtained from an analysis of U.S. roles in Pax Britannica. See David
A. Lake, "InternationalEconomicStructuresand AmericanForeignEconomicPolicy," 1887-1934,"
World Politics, vol. 35, no. 4 (July 1983), pp. 517-543.

^ With respect toChina's foreign-policy dilenmia, see Edmund Lee, "Beijing's Balancing Act," Foreign
Policy, no. 50 (Summer 1983), pp. 27-46.
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among the four Communist states of the Asian continent and the growing irritations
between the two economic giants of the Pacific region.

The security contest between the United States and the Soviet Union on the
whole remains favorable to the United States. But the disparity of power has
diminished during the past decade, especially since the late 1970s, tending to widen
the gap in the threat perceptions of the United States and its allies and also induce a
more cautious response from American allies when the United States has called for
joint anti-Soviet action. Japan is an example of a relatively relaxed threat perception.
ASEAN countries have their own threat perceptions, which are far more complicated
both in terms of their time horizons and the origins of threats. Even China seems to
perceive a lessened threat from the USSR if only because it is determined to seek a
peaceful international environment for its economic modernization. South Korea has
become concerned about the Soviet threat only in so far as North Korea's relations
with the Soviet Union and China affect the alleged North Korean aggressiveness
toward South Korea.

More uncertainties and fluctuations can be expected in the future. The security
balance on the continent has more unpredictable elements than those between the
United States and the Soviet Union or between the United States and its Pacific allies.

This is why the continental balance is called "a dynamic stalemate." The rapidity with
which the Soviet Union, China, and Vietnam resorted to force or the threat of force
among themselves in the past fifteen years casts doubt on any prediction of a stable
interstate relationship emerging among them in the near future. Uneasy movements
toward limited rapprochement are the most likely features of their relationship.

The world economy has been gravitating steadily from the Atlantic to the
Pacific. The U.S. economy has increasingly found its greatest opportunities in the
Pacific. Although economic transactions among the developing countries of the
region have been modest and more directed toward the industrialized countries of
North America, Japan, and western Europe, the time is not distant when their
intraregional transactions will account for more than halfof their trade. The economic
achievements of most of the westem Pacific countries have been so remarkable—and

so rapid—that economic adjustments in industrialized countries have tended to lag
behind, especially in manufacturing sectors. Speedy development and keeping
abreast of high technology while making industrial adjustments have become the two
major foci of today's policy makers in the advanced industrial world. And the ability
of a society to achieve these two requirements could determine its future position in
the global economic spectrum. The rise of the westem Pacific countries to higher
positions in the world economy is bound to cause more serious stmctural "dis
turbances" in intemational relations in the years ahead.

For the time being, the likelihood of what might be called theater militarization
may not be great. Such a possibility, however, cannot be precluded. The increasing
Soviet military buildup and the counteraction of the United States together with the
creeping protectionist tide may, within the next few decades, convince the gov-
emments of the westem Pacific countries that they need stronger military shields
around themselves if only to defend their economic accomplishments, which will be
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even greater. Already ten western Pacific countries are among the top forty-three
military spenders of the world for the period 1960-1981.^^ This prospect does not
imply that the westem Pacific will become an actual theater of war among states.
Rather it means that, with the economic growth of the region as a whole, its increasing
militarization in terms of high military spending and the political and economic
implications associated with this trend must occupy the attention of thoughtful people
in the world.

Ruth L. Sivard, WorldMilitary and Social Expenditures 1983 (Washington, D.C.: World Priorities,
1983).
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3. The United States and the Security
of Asia

Robert A. Scalapino

In this age, when our globe is contracting and our universe expanding, issues of
regional security are ever more closely intertwined with those of larger dimensions.
Thus, the factors determining Asian security encompass the volatile, constantly
changing relations between the United States and the Soviet Union and, more
specifically, the effort of each "superpower" to make certain that its power suffices to
provide credible defense for itself and its allies in regions important to it.

The Pacific-Asian area is one such region. Both the United States and the USSR
rightly consider themselves Pacific nations with national interests deeply affected by
developments in a part of the world that promises to be increasingly significant
economically, politically, and strategically in the decades ahead.

THE USSR AND ASIA

For the Soviet Union, the trends in Asia during the past several decades have
been generally disconcerting, although a change of fortune may be at hand.^ The
Sino-Soviet alliance, which once gave promise of exerting a commanding influence
on the Eurasian continent, disintegrated amidst great bitterness after 1959. The nadir
was reached a decade later, when conflict threatened, with a border controversy
serving as the immediate issue, but with the underlying reasons for hostility being
much more fundamental.

^Extensive treatment of Sovietpolicies in Asiais provided in Donald S. Zagoria, ed., Soviet Policy in
East Asia (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1982), and Herbert R. Ellison, ed.. The Sino-Soviet
Conflict: A Global Perspective (Seattle: University of Washington Press, 1982). See also the following
papers prepared for the seminar on Soviet Policies in the Asian Pacific Region under the auspices of the
Pacific Forum: Ambassador John Colvin, "Soviet Economic Influence in Asia"; J. Soedjati Djiwando-
no, "The Soviet Presence in the Asian Pacific Region: An Indonesian Perspective"; Byung-joon Ahn,
"The Soviet Union and the Korean Peninsula"; Harry Gelman and Norman D. Levin, The Future of
Soviet-North Korean Relations (Santa Monica: Rand Publication Series, October 1984); and Harry
Gelman, "Prospects for Soviet Policy Toward China" (Rand Paper Series, 1983).
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In recent years, a new stage in Sino-Soviet relations has been reached. Both
sides have committed themselves to an effort to reduce tension. Dialogue has been
resumed, and modest improvements in economic and cultural relations have been
achieved. Such a course is in the national interests ofboth countries. Conflict between

them would be disastrous not only to those immediately affected, but to many others.
Yet true normalization of Sino-Soviet relations is precluded at present by what the
Chinese refer to as "the three obstacles"—namely, the close-in presence of massive
Soviet military power in Outer Mongolia and along other parts of China's northern
and western borders; the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan; and the extensive Soviet
military aid to Vietnam. Collectively, these issues reflect China's concem over the
continued Soviet encirclement of its territory.

In addition to its ground and air forces, the Soviet Union has been steadily
augmenting its naVal strength in the western Pacific, along China's vital east coast.
The Soviet ground forces stationed in the four military districts subordinated to the
Far Eastern theater command at Ulan Ude now represent approximately one-fourfli of
total Soviet ground forces, numbering some one million men in 52 divisions.^
One-fourth of the Soviet air force is also in the Far East, with about 2,200 combat
aircraft. Both naval and air force Backfire bombers have been deployed to the region
along with other modem aircraft. The Pacific fleet, moreover, is now the largest of the
four Soviet fleets, with around 90 major surface combatants, 135 submarines, a naval
infantry division, and assorted amphibious ships. But the most significant trend in
recent years has been the substantial increase in Soviet strategic forces in the
Pacific-Asian region. These forces fall into two broad categories: those suitable for
use within Asia and those designed with U.S. targets in mind. In the former category
are 135 SS-20 intermediate-range ballistic missiles (IRBMs) deployed in East Asia,
mainly near the northem Mongolian border, and capable of reaching China, Japan,
and parts of Southeast Asia. In the latter category are submarine-launched ballistic
missiles (SLBMs). Some 30 percent of all Soviet SLBMs are on submarines in the
Pacific. According to one source, approximately 35 to 40 percent of the total Soviet
intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) force and more than 30 percent of its
strategic bombers are now deployed east of the Urals.^

Thus, while Soviet military power in Asia is partly directed toward meeting
American military forces in the region, it serves to confront the PRC in a manner far
more formidable than did U.S. military power in the 1950s when the American aim
was the containment of China.

To be sure, the Soviets do not have the strength to wage a successful con
ventional war against China, nor do they have any intention of becoming engaged in

^ Three assessmentsof Sovietmilitary forces in Asia can be found in G. Jacobs, "Soviet Forcesand the
Pacific Jane'sDefenseRevie\\^, Vol. 4, no. 2 (1983), pp. 131-141;Anthony H. Cordesman, **The
Military Balance in Northeast Asia," Armed Forces Journal International (November 1983), pp.
80-109; and Research Institute for Peace and Security, Asian Security—1984 (Tokyo, 1984), pp.
64-70.

^ WilliamT. Tow, "NuclearSecurityProblemsin the Far East,"Asia-Pacific Community (Winter1983),
pp. 52-71.
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such a conflict. In the unlikely event of a Sino-Soviet war, the Russians would
certainly want to avoid a protracted, limited conflict ofthe type now taking place in
Afghanistan. Thus, a resort tonuclear weapons would be very tempting, although it
would risk retaliation from China's admittedly limited and relatively primitive nu
clear force.

Mikhail Gorbachev, the new Soviet leader, may be able to develop new
initiatives toward China, ormore broadly, toward Asia. The Chinese are waiting to
see, expressing public hope and private doubt. Meanwhile, Soviet relations with
Japan remain atlow ebb. Since World War II,Soviet policies toward Japan have been
unremittingly harsh despite occasional suggestions of a potential mutual interest in
closer economic interaction, especially inconnection with the development ofSibe
ria. Those suggestions have been recently reiterated, and atsome point they may bear
fruitdespite indications thatJapan'sneedforSiberian resources haswaned. However,
the political and strategic climate could scarcely be less propitious at present. The
Soviet Union not only refuses to consider a return of the disputed Four Northern
Islands,buthasmovedsome 10,000troopsontotwoof the islands. Meanwhile, naval
maneuvers andair sorties, including flights overJapaneseterritory, haveaccelerated.

Behind Soviet military activities lies not only Moscow's concem over the
increase of U.S. power in the Pacific (including F16 aircraft at Misawa Base in
Hokkaido), but also its perception of a Northeast Asian military entente among the
United States, Japan, andSouth Korea, withChina on theperiphery. Soviet leaders
are alsoaware of thestructural limitations placed on theirmilitary operations by the
geographic position of the USSR. TheSoviet Pacific fleet is based essentially in the
area of Sovetskaya Gavan and Nakhodka-Vladivostok on the Siberian coast and
Petropavlosk ontheKamchatka peninsula. Much of thisfleet must passthrough three
choke points—the Tsushima, Soya, andTsugaru straits—making theships extremely
vulnerable. Any threat that these straits might be closed strikes a Soviet raw nerve.

If Sovietrelations withChinaandJapanhaverangedfromneutralto hostile,the
smallerstatesof the region present a scarcely morecomforting position from Mos
cow's perspective. No relations, official or otherwise, exist with Taiwan, and the
Soviet Union isnotlikely tobedrawn into ties with that government—even ifTaipei
were receptive—unless relations with the PRC were to reach conflict. Soviet un
official relations with South Korea have been setback inrecent times bythe shooting
down of the KALpassenger plane and, in a more general sense, by the frigidity in
Soviet-American relations. The DPRK (Democratic People's Republic of Korea)
represents for the USSR a complex challenge. The Soviet Union has remained
important to Pyongyang, both economically and militarily, and that importance has
recently increased. In the early 1980s,approximately one-thirdof NorthKoreantrade
was with the USSR, with China accounting for one-fifth of that trade and Japan
one-sixth."^ The Soviet Union continues to provide North Korea with assistance in

Joseph S. Chung, "Foreign Trade of North Korea: Performance, Policy and Prospects," paper to be
published. See also Sang-Chul Suh, "North Korean Industrial Policy and Trade," inRobert A. Scalapino
andJun-yop Kim, eds.,North Korea Today: Strategic andDomestic Issues (Berkeley: Institute ofEast
Asian Studies, University of California, 1983), pp. 197-213.
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industrial modernization and, most importantly, in military equipment. Yet in recent
decades, China has generally had greater influence with DPRK leaders despite
Pyongyang's repeated assertions of balanced friendship for the two socialist giants. In
truth, the North Koreans have intimate relations with no one, and in both Moscow and
Beijing private reservations about their policies and actions abound. But Chinese
spokesmen insist that persistent Soviet efforts at wielding a baton over Pyongyang
and their own cultural and geographic proximity to North Korea are key factors in
causing DPRK leaders to tilt toward them. In the recent past, however. North
Korean-Soviet relations have warmed, with indications that Moscow has agreed to
MiG-23 sales and additional economic assistance and in return, obtained additional
military privileges. Nevertheless, North Korea is not likely to accept the status of a
client-state in the manner of Outer Mongolia. The affinity for China persists,
notwithstanding recent doubts about Chinese policies, product of culture, history, and
geography.

In Southeast Asia, the most notable Soviet achievement of recent decades has
been the consummation of a formal alliance with Vietnam, and, through this alliance,
the capacity to establish a position in Indochina, including the right to use military
bases at Cam Ranh Bay and Danang. These bases together with that at Ream in
Cambodia strengthen Soviet strategic surge capacities and give substantially greater
range to Soviet reconnaissance and antisubmarine warfare (ASW) operations. Such
bases would permit bombing operations against South China and against U.S. bases
in the Philippines, among other targets. In any conflict involving the United States,
however, the Soviet bases and the supply lines needed to sustain them would be
quickly eliminated.

A balance sheet on Soviet gains and losses derivative from the alliance with
Vietnam is complex, but the negative side of the ledger seems stronger, especially
when economic and political factors are considered. In addition to the costs of
assistance to Vietnam—costs that seem without end—the Soviet-Vietnam alliance

constitutes a primary obstacle to fundamental improvement in Sino-Soviet relations
and also inhibits most states comprising ASEAN from having closer ties with the
USSR. In the final analysis, moreover, Moscow must worry that, sooner or later,
Vietnam has to reach an acconunodation with China unless it is willing to be a
permanently militarized society, heavily dependent upon an external power.^

The Soviet position in South Asia has been relatively stronger than its position
in Southeast Asia as a result of a combination of political and military developments.
To date, the Soviet ties with India have proved enduring. Here, Soviet policies have
been sophisticated, with economic and military assistance effective and Russian
activities sufficiently low-key to avoid charges of interference in Indian internal

^ Three significant articles relating toVietnam anditsfuture areinthework edited byKarl D.Jackson and
M. Hadi Soesastro, ASEANSecurity and Economic Development (Berkeley: Institute of East Asian
Studies, University of California, 1984): Douglas Pike, "Vietnam and ASEAN: The Potential for
Economic Intercourse" (pp. 225-237); Karl D. Jackson, "Indochina: WarWithout End" (pp. 238-251);
and Suthichai Yoon, "ASEAN Security and Economics: New Directions for the 1980s"(pp. 251-258).
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affairs and to enable adjustments to successive Indian governments. Will this situa
tion continue under the Rajiv Gandhi administration? Rajiv's personal proclivities
appear to be away from the anti-Americanism of his mother and toward a strengthened
private sector in the economy, but the economic and military links between India and
the Soviet Union, fortified by pro-Soviet elements in the Indian bureaucracy, remain
extensive. They will not be reduced quickly or easily.

Meanwhile, Afghanistan remains a Soviet commitment and burden. Soviet
leaders intervened in this country with reluctance, suspecting that the political and
military costs might be high but more worried about the prospect of an anti-Soviet
Islamic government in Kabul when the weak and bitterly divided Marxist administra
tion fell. Now, with the war dragging on, they must count on training new generations
of Afghans and wearing down the resistance through a combination of punishing
military campaigns and political cooptation where this is possible. Although some
observers believe the Soviets are slowly gaining their objectives, no end to the
struggle is in sight. Would the destabilization of Pakistan, which serves as a privileged
sanctuary for Afghan resistance fighters, aid the Soviet cause—or would it merely
extend the arena of conflict?

THE U.S. RESPONSE

In its global contest with the USSR, the United States takes close account of the
Soviet position in the Pacific-Asian region. However, awareness of one central fact
implicit in the foregoing discussion is high: while Soviet military strength in the area
has steadily grown, most other instruments of power or influence—economic,
political, and cultural—are weak. Indeed, in these latter respects the Soviet Union is
generally in a less advantageous position at present than it was thirty years ago.
Understandably, therefore, the extent and nature of the Soviet threat in Asia is
debated, both in the United States and in Asia.

No one in Asia disputes that Soviet military power in the region has greatly
expanded, whether the purpose be defensive or offensive. Most Asians, moreover,
including virtually all governments except those aligned with the USSR, expect the
United States to balance Soviet military power. When large-scale American with
drawal appeared likely after U.S. abandonment of Vietnam and Saigon's collapse in
1975, apprehensions were expressed privately and publicly throughout the region.

The United States, after some indecision, did not continue its military with
drawal from Asia. At present, the United States sustains defense treaties with both
Japan and the Republic of Korea and maintains a network of bases in these areas,
together with the augmented Seventh Fleet. Its carrier-based aircraft, substantial
sea-lift capacity, and ASW strength along with its superior command, control,
conununications, and intelligence capabilities, greatly lessen the advantages that the
Soviet Union possesses in Northeast Asia by its numerical superiority in land-based
aircraft and submarines. In Southeast Asia, despite the recent Soviet acquisition of
bases in Indochina, the American bases at Subic Bay and Clark airfield, together with
facilities in Guam and other Pacific installations, provide continued American
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superiority in military power. The military balance in the Indian Ocean, a region of
growing contention, also favors the United States at present.^

Shortly, the United States will deploy into the Pacific the 2,500-nautical-mile-
range Tomahawk cruise missile and the Trident U submarine launched missiles with a
6,000-mile range. It would be extraordinarily risky for the Soviet Union to turn any
conventional war in Asia into a nuclear struggle if there were a reasonable chance that
the United States would be drawn in.

In effect, the American nuclear umbrella extends widely over the entire region,
whether formally or informally. As noted earlier, the distinction between regional and
global strategic concerns is increasingly blurred for the United States and the USSR.
If this complicates security issues for the "superpowers," it also renders security
policies for the Asian states more difficult, including those that pertain to then-
relations with the United States.

When the issue of Soviet withdrawal of SS-20s from Europe was under
negotiation, the Russians suggested at one point that missiles withdrawn from Europe
might be deployed in Asia. Japan and China immediately protested, insisting that no
American-Soviet agreement be reached that adversely affected the security interests
of Asian states. Of greater significance to American security policies, however, has
been the delicate issue of U.S. nuclear weapons in Asian ports and bases. Naturally,
this issue cannot be separated from broader questions of American strategy. After the
Korean and Vietnam wars, any American president would be extremely reluctant to
send large American ground forces into the Asian theater to fight. This position,
indeed, was clearly signaled by the so-called Guam Doctrine promulgated by Presi
dent Nixon in 1969. Asian allies were told that the primary responsibility for their
defense rested with them, but that if they were attacked by an external power, the
United States would honor its commitments, using air and naval power to the extent
necessary. The Guam Doctrine also indicated that the United States would not
intervene in civil wars, although the definition of what constituted a civil war was left
unclear.

The Guam Doctrine remains in effect at present, and American credibility with
an ally, a "nonaligned" state, and a potential foe rests upon the strength of American
air and naval forces and the uncertainty whether any conflict involving the United
States could be kept at the level of conventional warfare. Given the American
strategic doctrine prevailing in the region, from Washington's perspective—and from
that of various Asian governments as well—the nuclear option must be kept open at
this time, although doubts have accumulated as to the credibility of the threat to use
nuclear weapons, and the call for a new strategic policy is growing louder.

As has now been made clear, the antipathy to nuclear weapons and the alleged
threat of involvement of third parties in an American-Soviet nuclear war combine to
render American strategy vulnerable to strong political opposition from within allied
as well as "nonaligned" states. The issue has long been present in Japanese politics.

^ Fora detailed description of American military strength in thePacific-Asian region in 1984, seeAsian
Security—1984, pp. 32-34.
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with a precarious compromise reached. Japan supposedly abides by a "Three No's"
policy regarding nuclearweapons: no possession, no manufacturing, no presencein
Japanese territory. Successive Liberal Democratic party (LDP) governments, howev
er, have not asked whetherAmerican naval vessels entering Japanese ports possess
nuclearwarheads, "trusting"Americanauthorities to abideby thethreeprinciples.By
this transparent device, the issue is skirted except for periodic skirmishesin the Diet
and demonstrations at the ports.

Given the delicatenatureof the situationin Japan(andin Western Europe), the
decision of the Lange government in New Zealand to insist that American authorities
reveal whetherAmerican ships visiting NewZealand carrynuclearweapons, witha
pledge to prevent such ships from coming into port, posed a challenge that went far
beyondone country. Together with the oft-repeated calls for nuclear-free zones by
various Pacific-Asian countries, the New Zealand confrontation raises additional
questions about the future viability of current American strategy.

This matter, moreover, merges into a larger set of issues: what is to be expected
of American allies in Asia or elsewhere, and what is to be expected of the United
States? There is general agreement that the age of the Pax Americana is over in the
Pacific as elsewhere. At a time when multipolarism is being widely proclaimed, the
age of bipolarismhas finallyarrived. The SovietUnionhas achieveda rough strategic
equivalence with the United States. Moreover, American resources—economic and
political—are no longer equal to the task of carrying the high quotient of the security
burden previously borne. On this point, individuals who differ on the nature and
extent of the threat can agree. A growing number of Americans are prone to
paraphrase President Kennedy's famous inaugural statement by asserting, "Ask not
what the United States can do for you, but what you can do for the United States."

American public-opinion polls indicate that at the grassroots, "withdrawalist"
sentiment is strong, and likely to grow stronger. Such sentiment is not isolationist in
the traditional American sense of that term. That we benefit from participation in the
world economically and culturally is not disputed. But there is strong doubt about the
wisdom of an American military commitment unless (1)the state or region concerned
has a direct relation to U.S. national interests, (2) defense is possible without
disproportionate costs, (3) the indigenous climate is propitious, with the bulk of the
people and the government able and willing to contribute to their own defenses to the
fullest possible extent, and supportive of an American presence, and (4) the principle
of sharing the burdens is accepted, not merely with respect to the territorial bounda
ries of the single state but with regard to the region of which it is an integral part, and
upon the stability of which it depends.

U.S.-JAPAN RELATIONS

In this context, what are the issues confronting the United States in its security
relations with major Pacific-Asianstates and regions at present? It is perhaps ironic—
but also symbolic—that at a time when the U.S.-Japan Mutual Security Treaty is
more widely accepted in Japan than at any other time since the early i950s, reserva
tions about the fairness of our security ties with Japan have grown in the United
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States. In a period when the United States is spending 5 to 6 percent of its gross
nationalproduct(GNP) on defenseand accruing huge budgetary deficits, and when
hard-pressedEurope is allottingapproximately3 percentof GNPto security, Japan—
with the highest growth rate in the industrial world—has made a ritual of staying
within a self-imposed 1 percent limit, although that limit will be exceeded in all
probability in the years ahead.^

The restraints on Japanese "burden sharing" in the security realm are numerous.
One may begin with internal considerations: continuous budgetary deficits (only
defense and overseas economic assistance were increased in the fiscal 1985budget)
and the skepticismof a substantialnumberof Japanesecitizensthat they facea threat.
While antipathy toward the Soviet Union continues and a sense of threat from this
quarter has increased, it remains below the threshold that would induce genuine
sacrifice. And when the issue is posed in broader terms—namely, the responsibilityof
Japan for the security of the region with which it is intimately related—the reply is
strongly equivocal. Do our neighbors want us to play such a role? And what is the role
being assigned us? To the frustration of the United States, the legacy of the past
remains alive, affecting relations between Japan and South Korea as well as those
between Japan and most ASEAN states. These governments have repeatedly warned
against Japanese militarism or substituting Japanese for American power in East
Asia.®

In fact, the threatof Japanesemilitarismis minimal.TheAsiaof the 1980s isnot
the Asia of the 1930s; no vacuum of Asian power or Western colonialism exists to be
exploited. New generations of Japanese, moreover, dominate their society, products
of a different education, living under different institutions, harboring different val
ues. As testimony to these facts, Japanese military expenditures, if continued at
roughly the present rate, will fall far short of meetingJapan's current commitments
for air and sea surveillance at the end of the present defense program in 1987.

American criticism of current Japanese security policies is muted because
meaningful progress in the securityarena has recentlybeen made, notwithstanding
the deficiencies. At present, joint defense planning and joint military exercises have
been instituted. The Japanese commitment to conduct air and sea surveillance several
hundred miles to the south and a thousand miles to the east remains intact, with

implementation slowly under way.
Beyond these developments, there is perhaps a more significant occurrence: a

"soft regionalism" is emerging, with Japan as the vortex. The primary emphasis
within this regionalism is economic and political, not military—but it has im
plications for regional security. By means of government-sponsored or -supported
loans, Japan is advancing substantial funds for development to South Korea and

^ In additiontoAsianSecurity—1984, see InternationalInstitutefor StrategicStudies, StrategicSurvey—
1983-1984, pp. 99-102.

®Two essays of interest relating to Japan's relations with the ASEAN states are Jesus P. Estanislao,
"Japan's Strategic Need for Openness," and Franklin B. Weinstein, "Japan and SoutheastAsia," in
Robert A. Scalapino and Jusuf Wanandi, eds.. Economic, Political, and Security Issues in Southeast
Asia in the 1980s (Berkeley: Institute of East Asian Studies, University of California, 1983), pp.
177-194.
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China. Japanese trade and investment are generally expanding with these countries
and with Taiwan as well.

Thepolitical component hasalsobecome prominent. Nakasone hascultivated
high-level visits to and from both the ROK and the PRC, with political issues
discussed and, on occasion, with Japan serving as middleman and purveyor of
information, including messages for the United States. The military element, while
strictly subordinate, isnot wholly absent. Regional defense officials, including PRC
Minister ofDefense Chang Aiping, have visited Self-Defense Headquarters inTokyo,
andinformation isalso being exchanged between Japanese andSouth Korean defense
officials.

This "soft regionalism" fits with a prominent Japanese view ofhow Japan can
make the most appropriate contribution to Pacific-Asian security. The term "com
prehensive security" was coined earlier to convey the idea that the security of the
region rests heavily upon itseconomic development, hence political stability, and that
Japan could make its major contribution inthis realm. This will not completely satisfy
the hard-pressed Americans, especially since it can be easily interpreted as aimed
primarily at increasing Japan's share of the international market. Some Japanese—
Prime Minister Nakasone included—believe that Japan's inability to defend itself
adequately is a "national disgrace," and, in addition, see Article 9 of the Constitution
of 1947 (prohibiting Japan from having armed forces and outlawing war as an
instrument of Japanese foreign policy) as a form of discrimination against Japan
alone. But when allfactors are considered, the increase inJapan's burden-sharing in
the military field will probably increase only incrementally. Since the Japanese people
areoverwhelmingly satisfied with thestatus quo,onlysustained American pressure in
combination with an heightened perception of threat is likely to induce major
change.®

The more serious problems between theUnited States and Japan, however, lie
in the economic realm, as is well known. Japan's massive trade surplus with the
United States combined with thedifficulties of access to theJapanese market have
created growing resentment in the American business and labor communities. Reme
dial measures have been too little and too late. Hence, pressiu'es for protectionist
legislation have reached unprecedented levels, one among many evidences of re
newed American nationalism. In this as in most situations, however, responsibility
mustbe shared. Problems with the American economy including the massive debt,
theoverpriced dollar, the slow growth inlabor productivity, and the low savings ratio
contribute toa lowered American competitiveness internationally. The prospects are
for acontained but continuing tension. Inthe broader sense, asimilar challenge faces
both the United States and Japan: how to adjust quickly to the global industrial
revolution now sweeping over theworld. And this challenge cannotbeseparated from
considerations of security since it relates directly to the economic well-being of two
major nations.

' Larry A. Niksch, "Japanese Defense Policy: Suzuki's Shrinking Options."yonrna/ ofNortheast Asian
Studies, Vol. 1, no. 2 (June 1982),pp. 79-93.
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U.S.-PRC RELATIONS

U.S.-PRC security relations have been subject tomany twists and turns and toa
continuing debate inboth nations. The thaw inU.S.-PRC relations beginning inthe
early 1970s rested on strategic considerations. Although the United States had
signaled its receptivity to an improved relationship, the fundamental shift inpolicy
came from China Mao Zedong and his principal colleagues needed access to the
world after the inanities of the Cultural Revolution and the Soviet threat posed in
1969. TheUnited States was akeytothataccess aswell asbeing theonly countervail
ing force to the USSR.

As the 1970scame to a close, U.S.-PRC relations had reached a stage where
some Americans and Chinese entertained the idea of a strategic alliance agtdnst
"Soviet hegemonism." Indeed, Deng Xiaoping himself proposed a global alignment
directedto thisend, withadditionalexhortationsto theUnitedStatesandWestEurope
tostrengthen their defenses against Moscow. Within the United States the issue was
debated publicly and privately. Proponents argued that the United States could no
longer carry alone the burdens ofdefending the world against Soviet power and that
China, given military assistance, could provide a "second front," tying down a
substantial Soviet military force. Such an alliance would also provide the cement
necessary to make firm the new American-Chinese relationship, it was said, and to
preclude any reestablishment of a Sino-Soviet alliance.

Opponents argued that without American military support China was, in its
own interests, tying down considerable Soviet forces. Entering into a strategic
relationship would—in addition to raising further complications in U.S.-Soviet
relations—create apprehension among other Asian states, some of whom believed
that a militarily strong China would threaten them, not the SovietUnion.

As events turned out, the issue was restructured in Beijing. By the early 1980s,
PRCleadershadfashioned a foreign policyof"nonalignment." Aware thata strategic
alliance with the United States would be a high-cost, high-riskpolicy both militarily
andpolitically, Beijing spokesmen announced that China would eschew alignment
with either of the "superpowers," maintaining an independent foreign policy dedi
cated to global peace and development and associating China with the Third World. '̂

Inreality, however, thePRC's current policy isoneoftilted nonalignment, and
thetilt is toward Japan and theWest, especially theUnited States. Despite trenchant
criticism of American policies invarious partsof theworld andfrequent references to
the United States and the USSR as equal culprits in threatening world peace, the
present PRC leadership iscommitted to turning outward for science and technology,
restructuring the Chinese economy with greater emphasis on the market and de
centralized management, andelevating thetechnocratic-intellectual class. Thethrust

The articles in Richard H. Solomon, ed., TheChinaFactor—Sino-American Relations and theGlobal
Scene (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1981) present a number of perspectives.

" Forbrief, authoritative articles oncurrent Chinese foreign policy, seeHuan Xiang, "Where theWorld
Stands—Foreview," Beijing Review (January 14, 1985), pp. 15-16; Qian Junrui, "Economy Shows
Signs ofRecovery," ibid., pp. 16-17; Wu Xiuquan, "Relations with US, Soviets on Track," ibid., p. 17;
and ChenZhongjing, "South-South Ties Grow Stronger," ibid., p. 18.
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of this program, and the continuing distrust of the USSR, cause China to tilt toward
the advanced industrial world. And that tilt is also evidenced in low-level PRC-U.S.
strategic cooperation, although Chinese authorities want this considered a com
mercialrelation not a form of alignment. Nevertheless, agreement has beenreached
in principle forthesale of some defensive weapons such astube-launched, optically-
tracked, wire-guided (TOW) antitank missiles. Discussions regarding a transfer of
naval technology, including ASW, havealso takenplace. It has alsobeenannounced
thatU.S. naval ships would beallowed tocometosome Chinese portson"ceremonial
visits," although visits have been postponed over the nuclear weapons issue.

American authorities emphasize that strategic relations with China are being
approached with great caution. Although differences of opinion within the U.S.
government exist, a wary attitude prevails, partly because of uncertainties about
future Chinese leadership andpolicies, partly because of deep concern onthepartof
otherAsian countries. Thenextthree to five years arelikely tobea critical period for
the PRC, withthe most crucial tests for the domestic reform programs andpolitical
succession lying ahead. During this period, the PRC would not be likely to
undertake a massive military modernization program, irrespective of U.S. policy.
Meanwhile, Beijing has called for a halt to research, development, testing, and
installation of space weapons, thereby setting itself in opposition to the Reagan
administration's Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI)—a program which if im
plemented would reduce the utility of the PRC limited nuclear deterrent.

U.S.-PRCrelations werenotadvancedwhenDengXiaoping toldvisitors in the
fall of 1984 thatChina might have totake military action against Taiwan, mentioning
thepossibility ofa blockade. TheUnited States proclaims itsadherence totheAugust
17,1982, communique thatpledges toreduce military assistance toTaiwan gradually,
witha peaceful resolution of PRC-Taiwan relations being thequidproquoaccording
to the American but not the Chinese interpretation of the agreement. There are no
indications that theUnited States will abandon Taiwan militarily despite theabsence
of anyformal diplomatic tiesor a security treaty. Noris theUnited Stateslikely tobe
willing to playtheroleof facilitator in PRC-Taiwan negotiations, despite nudgings in
thisdirection from Beijing. Only amajor upheaval inTaiwan's internal politics might
cause some shift in current American policies.

Relations between the United States and the People's Republic of China are
sustained by the fact that neither nation currently threatens the other and both have a
significant number of common interests withrespect to Asia, notwithstanding a few
importantdifferences. In addition,as longastheChinesegovernment iscommitted to
economicreformalongthepresentlines, thepolicyof turningtoJapanandtheUnited

Articlesby PRC authorson the economicreformprogramcan be foundin ChineseEconomicStudies, a
quarterly published by M. E. Sharpe, Inc., devoted to translation of articles on theChinese economy.
Foranappraisal ofpolitical trends, seeThomas P. Bernstein, "China in 1984: TheYear ofHong Kong,"
Asian Survey (January 1985), pp. 33-50. See also Richard H. Solomon, ed.. The China Factor:
SinoAmericanRelationsand the Global Scene (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: lYentice-Hall, 1981).
One detailedanalysisof U.S. policiestowardTaiwan is presented by MartinL. Lassater, TheTaiwan
Issue in SinoAmerican Strategic Relations (Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press, 1984).
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States for assistance and interaction is natural. One can imagine negative scenarios,
such as a reversal of course on the domestic front. Certainly, this is a delicate period
for China, economically and politically. And whatever the future, Chinese foreign
policies will be marked by a very high quotient of nationalism, with a xenophobic
tinge. Yetwithin this context, China's interests will probably continue to be served
best by the current tilt.

U.S.-KOREA RELATIONS

The Korean peninsula remains one of the regionsof the world where the threat
of a majorconflagration cannotbedismissed as impossible. Oneandone-halfmillion
men. North and South, are permanently under arms. Incidents have been recurrent,
and despitesome recent, hopefuldevelopments, intercoursebetweenthe two Koreas
at this point continuesto be very limited. Whetherthe dialogueon economicmatters
and the renewed Red Cross talks will lead to a long-term reduction of tension and a
more peaceful future remains to be seen.^"^

North Korea's decision to shift from its past intransigence and to deal with
South Korea's Chun government appears related in part to internal economic difficul
ties and the decision to take a leaf out of China's book, turning outward for technol
ogy. A reduction of tensionwith the Southwouldfacilitate relations withJapan, and
possiblywith the UnitedStates. In any case, KimII Sung and his son, Kim Jong II,
seemunlikely to risk another frontal assaulton the Southgiven the opposition of all
the major states to a new Korean war and the credibility of the American security
pledge to the Republic of Korea. Americans and South Koreans responsible for
security point out that in the recent past the North has moved troops, including
commandos, closer to the demilitarized zone (DMZ); acquired new, sophisticated
weapons, includingHugheshelicopters (illegally, viaGermany) andMiG23s;andset
the stage for a camouflaged involvement in conflict by charging the South with
digging tunnels, infiltration,and other provocations.The Chinese, on the otherh^d,
insist that the North Koreans have "neither the will nor the means" to carry out another
invasion of the South.

The U.S.-South Korean strategy remains that of building up deterrence. Joint
land, sea, and air exercises known as Team Spirit are conducted yearly. Some 40,000
Americantroops are stationed in South Korea, constitutinga visible guaranteeof the
American commitment. These troops also serve to prevent incidents such as the
North-South DMZ fire-fightin December 1984from escalating into a major conflict.
There is no current disposition within American political circles to remove U.S.
troops from the ROK, despiteNorthKoreandemands, supportedby the SovietUnion
and, publicly,by China. Americanpolicy makersdo not want to risk a miscalculation
of American intentions on Pyongyang's part of the type that contributed to the tragic
Korean War.

Young Whan Kihl, "North Korea in 1984—'The Hermit Kingdom' Turns Outward!" Asian Survey
(January 1985), pp. 65-79.
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By 1990, South Korea will supposedly have acquired the militarycapacity to
defend itself against the North. Whether circumstances at that time will warrant a
review of U.S. force deployment remains to be seen. Developments in North-South
relationswill be one importantvariable. Meanwhile, U.S. supportof the ROKcould
be threatened only by serious upheavals of a political nature in the South, ones
resulting in extensive repression and a retreat from recent liberalization. Toward the
North, U.S. policies willbecautious, permitting some cross-contacts andcontinuing
to signal U.S. support for cross-recognition andothertypes of reciprocity involving
ROK-Communist state and DPRK-non-Communist state relations, but awaiting
clearer indications of basic DPRK policies, domestic and foreign.

THE U.S. AND SOUTHEAST ASIA

If a renewed Korean war seems very unlikelyunderpresentcircumstances, an
expanded war in Indochina also seems improbable. Vietnam's invasion of Kam
puchea, abettedby Sovietaid, sustainsthe HengSamringovernmentin PhnomPenh,
but as long as China provides supplies to the anti-Vietnam insurgents and Thailand
cooperates, the Vietnamese cannot end the conflict. To date, the United States has
beenunwilling to givemilitary assistance to eventhe non-Communist insurgents led
by Son Sann and Sihanouk, despite requests from various quarters. A fear of
rekindling fires of renewed involvement in Vietnam, a desire to keep the primary
responsibility with ASEAN, and doubts about the capacities and needs of the
non-Communist forces provide the principal reasons. The United States, however,
has increased military assistance to Thailand and has pledged support to Bangkok
under termsof the oldManilaPactshouldThailandbe seriously threatened. Moreov
er, it has now signaled flexibility on the question of military aid to the Son Sann-
Sihanouk forces, spurred byCongressional action. If theUnited States isstillnotfully
credible in this setting, the Chinese pledges to Thailand, matched by a huge PRC
armyonVietnam's northernfrontier, arecompletely credibletoHanoiandseemlikely
to deter the Vietnamese from any major escalation of the war. The Chinese,
however—having found thefirst"lesson"theysoughtto teachVietnam verycostly—
are probably not anxious to attempt a second lesson, especially with major Soviet
forces on their northern border.

SECURITY AND INTERNAL STABILITY

The current situation in the Korean peninsula and in Indochina illustrates how
military balances can preserve peace or keep conflicts limited, even when the
stakes—and the hostility—among contending forces are very high. In one of the
settings, the UnitedStatesplays a majorrole; in the other, the burdensfall primarily

See the essays by Khien Theeravit and KarlJackson in this volume; andthe essayby Douglas Pike,
"SoutheastAsia Today: Problems and Prospects" (paper prepared for a conference sponsored by the
Centerfor Strategic andInternational Studies,Georgetown University, Washington, D.C., December
4-5, 1984).
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on the PRC and the ASEAN states, especially Thailand—the states whose national
interests are most directlyaffected. In similarfashion, on a regionaland global scale
the United States and the USSR have contended for what each defines as a strategic
balance and, at great and continuing cost, have made a global "superpower" w^ a
remote if awesome prospect.

In other situations in Asia and elsewhere, however, security cannot be so easily
handled by conventional balance of power means. Indeed, the most numerous
conflicts of the future, as of the recent past, will be those that contain a mix of
domestic and international ingredients. Typicalis the case of a society in the throes of
turmoil, with dissidents turning to violence. At this point, external forces enter the
scene, sensing either a target of opportunity or a necessary point of resistance.
Whether the aid is given to the government, to the rebels, or to both, the conflicttakes
on international proportions.

As frontal conflict between major states has represented higher costs and risks,
the techniques of escalating politics to violence short of traditional war have been
refined: arms transfers, covert action, the use ofsurrogates, and undeclared wars—all
have been used repeatedly and are likely to continue to be employed.

The threat of states in turmoil to the security of others stems from the strong
possibility of externalinvolvement whenthat stateor regionis strategically important
and from the fact that when external involvement takes place, the risk of escalation,
with the involvement of others, grows. Obviously, the best course of action is to
resolve or reduce the internal causes of dissidence early, thereby lowering the threat or
extent of violence. Yetthis is a course often easier to prescribe than to execute, and, in
any case, the capacity of the United States—or other external states—to play a
constructive role in such a process is limited and almost always fraught with danger.

In general terms, those Asiansocietiesmostat risk presentlyare what mightbe
termed the soft authoritarian states where socieoeconomic change is taking place very
rapidly. The hard authoritarian states can surmount grave errors because they have
amplecoerciveresources to crackdownon dissidents andanorganizational structure
thatusuallyreachesintothe smallestunitsof theirsociety. Moreover, theirproclaimed
goals and their performanceare compatible.Theybothpreachand practiceone-party
dictatorship and "democratic centralism." Soft authoritarian leaders, on the other
hand, usually promise an evolution toward parliamentarism, competitive politics,
and broadened civil liberties—and often move part way in that direction, but with
retreats as well as advances. In some soft authoritarian states, moreover, the pace of
socioeconomicchangehas been sorapid that thegapbetweentraditionalpoliticsanda
modernizing society develops within a few decades. Yet structural changes are
complex, time-consuming undertakings, even in advancedsocieties. Indeed, as we
have noted, as this centurydraws to a close, no challengeis greaterfor a nationsuchas
the United States than that of making rapid structural changes, political as well as
economic, to meet the accelerating technological revolution.

In whatspecific Pacific-Asian statesis thelegitimacy oftheleadership or system
mostseriously challenged, withpotential repercussions fortheinternal stability of the
state? In Northeast Asia, two states—South Korea and Taiwan—give evidence of
political fragility. Untilrecently, the Republic of Korearepresented a classic caseof
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the growing gap between a relatively static polity and a dynamic socioeconomic
environment.Recurrenteffortshavebeenmadetowardthe transitionfrommilitaryto
civilian rule, from martial law to constitutionalism, from one-partyrule to competi
tive politics, and a new attempt, seemingly promising, is nowunderway. Can a new
order be successfullyinstitutionalized in the yearsimmediately ahead?Thechallenge
is not merely to the government but also to the opposition, some elements of which
prefer confrontationto solutionsinceconfrontationfrequently sustainsorganization.
In any case, for the ROK the years down to 1988, when presidential elections are
scheduled, promise to be difficult and complex in political terms.

In Taiwan, a strong leader is weakening because of advancing age and health
problems, with no clear succession in sight and with the process of "Taiwanization"
accelerating in the political realm. Some 85 percent of the citizenry are Taiwanese.
Hence, democratic rule would mostcertainlybringelements of this groupto power.
The current trend seems irreversible, but the Taiwanese fall into many political
categories as do the mainland refugees and their children. Can mainlanders and
Taiwanesework togetherunder the Kuomintangor someotherpoliticalrubric, or will
the politics of Taiwan be marked by escalating militancy and violence?^^

South Korea and Taiwan together with Singapore and Hong Kong have been
labeled the NICs (newly industrializing countries), symbolizing the extraordinarily
rapid development they have enjoyed. In recent decades the ASEAN countries other
thanSingapore havealsoparticipated in thebroadsocialtransformation thatgoeswith
accelerating change. They too face difficult political transitions. Currently, the
Philippines is in the throesof political crisis, withone byproduct the growing power
of the NationalPeople'sArmy(NPA), the armedwingof thePhilippines Communist
movement.^® At present, the NPA may control or have significant influence in 20
percent of the villages or barrios in the rural Philippines. There is undoubtedly an
underground organization in Manila and other major cities. Although there is no
evidence of externalassistance at thispoint, suchaid mightbe obtained if sought. In
the meantime, a shadow NPA government exists, collecting taxes, dispensing its
brand of justice, and fighting for power. The fact that Ferdinand Marcos has lost the
support of a sizable portion of his elite—and that his government therefore has
precarious legitimacy—is a major part of the problem. The deep economic malaise,
likely to continue for a protracted period, adds greatly to the difficulties. With its
bases at SubicBay and Clark Fieldof vital importance, the UnitedStatescannotavoid
concern.

In other ASEAN states the immediate problems are not so critical, but issues
similarto thosepresented in SouthKoreaare present: the movement frommilitary to
civilian rule, or somegreatersharing of power; thewidening of thepolitical process,
enabling opposition voices to be heard more clearly; and the extensionof political

An article dealing with important political developments in South Korea is Chae-Jin Lee, "South Korea
in 1984—Seeking Peace and Prosperity," Asian Survey (January 1985), pp. 80-89.
See James C. Hsiung, "Taiwan in 1984—Festivity, New Hope, andCaution," ibid., pp. 90-96.
See Carolina Hernandez, "Political Institution-Building in the Philippines: Past Record and Future
Prospects," in the second volume of this conference series.
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freedom. Everywhere in the ASEAN community, a newly emerging middle class is
playing an increasingpolitical role on behalf of these or similarcauses. The situation
is made more complex, however, by the pluralistic nature of most ASEAN societies,
with ethnic, religious, and regional cleavages still substantial and potentially danger
ous. Thus, a dominant party system with a military-civilian mix of leadership is likely
to prevail in a majority of these states in the near term at least.

The role that the United States can and should play in fostering political
openness in Asia continues to be hotly debated. Some advocate a firm, public posture
linking American assistance or support to progress in democratization. They assert
that the American people and Congress are not prepared to risk lives or expend monies
on repressive regimes and that the governments (and peoples) with whom we are
affiliated should be apprized of this fact. But critics of the hard-line policy argue that
such tactics are usually counterproductive, take little account of the important
differences between soft and hard authoritarian systems, and are perceived abroad as
new manifestations of ethnocentric imperialism—an insistence that all states aligned
with the United States can and should mold their political institutions after ours.

The advocates of private diplomacy supportive of human rights and political
openness assert that their approach produces more concrete results, acknowledges the
political facts of life in the world, and makes the necessary distinctions between the
evolutionary potentialities of soft versus hard authoritarian systems. Critics assert that
such tactics are too weak to produce the results needed.

Perhaps the most significant impact the United States can have on the issues
relating to domestic security is in the economic rather than the political field. At this
time, a number of Asian societies are seeking to move from heavy foreign borrowing
to greater reliance upon private investment and from import-substitution policies
requiring extensive capital investments to export-oriented production, with renewed
attention to agriculture and agribusiness. The trends are mixed, and restraints on
investment and free trade remain problems; but the basic trends seem favorable on
balance, and the United States can play a constructive role in meshing its policies and
commitments with these trends. One starts with the management of the American
economy. No single factor is likely to affect the future health of the Pacific Asian
economies more than this, and hence, few policies are as critical to Asian security—
and to that of the United States—as the proper management of the American
economy.

Beyond this, can we aid in the creation of some post-Bretton Woodsfinancial
order in the world and also of regional institutions that advance us beyond the
bilateralism of the present? It is not appropriate to attempt any duplication of the
European Economic Community, nor is it necessary to aim at a tightly structured
organization; but if North-South, as well as North-North and South-South issues of
trade, investment, and technological transfer are to be handled more com
prehensively, the present institutions and programs scarcely suffice. The rising
protectionist tides, not merely in the United Statesbut in manynations, shouldsignal
the urgency of the problem. And once again, innovations in international economic
institutions and policies can be considered investments in securityquite as much as in
economic growth.

78



Regionalism is still in an experimental stage in Asia. We have noted the
development ofasoft regionalism inNortheast Asia, without any formal institutional
base and not likely to acquire one in the foreseeable future. In Southeast Asia,
ASEAN has emerged within the past decade, its initial purpose being economic, but
its subsequent development thus far being more prominently in the political and
security fields." We are likely to see a fiuther "Asianization" process, inwhich the
countries ofthe region interact more closely with each other in various aspects. The
United States should welcome this, assuming the interaction is directed toward
constructive, peaceful goals. The old securitytieswith theUnitedStatesare intactin
some instances, gone oraltered inothers. For the most part, however, they remain
bilateral, with the heavier burden falling upon the United States. As noted earlier,
Americans are not apt to regard this as asatisfactory arrangement for much longer: the
warning signals are already flashing. Ultimately, the security ofthe Pacific-Asian area
has to be a widely shared responsibility and one that takes full account of the
economic, social, and political elements that must be present with the military
components if effective securityis to be achieved andmaintained. The UnitedStates
must work toward these ends, but itcaimot do soeffectively unless there isgreater
cooperation from many others.

19 Scalapino and Wanandi, eds., Economic, Political, and Security Issues, and Karl D. Jackson and M.
Hadi Soesastro, eds., ASEAN Security and Economic Development (Berkeley: Institute ofEast Asian
Studies, University of California, 1984).
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4. Japan and Pacific-Asian Security

Seizaburo Sato

PEACE AND PROSPERITY UNDER PAX AMERICANA

In post-Meiji Japan, the principal national security concern has been the threat from
without. The nation has remained little concemed over the possibility of internal
revolution orcoup d'etat. Certainly modem Japan was not wholly free ofdomestic
violence including riots, coups d'dtat, and revolutionary movements. In all cases,
however, these were suppressed or neutralized, being brought under control at an
early point. After World War II in particular, the combination ofdemocratization and
rapid economic development served to underwrite the legitimacy ofthe government
and reduce public grievances to the minimum. With human rights firmly established
and allclasses ofcitizens enjoying rapid material improvement, the political mood
was one of moderation, not extremism.

By the mid-1960s, the appeal ofMarxism among students and intellectuals,
relatively strong in the pre-1945 period, had greatly declined. On the right, the old
military establishment, which had periodically gotten out ofcontrol, had played akey
role in various coups, and had steadily increased its power in the 1930s, was
eliminated. Civilian control of the new Self-Defense Force (SDF) was firmly es
tablished, and a military coup is inconceivable, now or for the foreseeable fumre.
Apart from fundamental instimtional changes, public support for the political "right"
in any form is almost completely lacking.

The situation regarding Japan's extemal security was also extremely favorable
in the years between the end ofWorld War Uand the late 1960s. The United States,
then possessing acommanding military superiority, both globally and in the Pacific,
provided Japan with anear total security guarantee. Contrary to the situation in West
Europe, moreover, where the powerful Soviet ground forces posed aserious threat
immediately after 1945, the Soviet troops stationed in East Asia, including Siberia,
did not become tmly powerful until after the mid-1960s, and the USSR naval force in
particular was little more than a coast guard in those years.
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Consequently, aslongastheUnited States, withitsglobal nuclear deterrent and
its strong regional airandnaval forces, maintained its firm defense commitment, the
security of Japan—an insular nation—was adequately guaranteed militarily. In this
era, the United States needed military bases inJapan for the forward development of
her military forces in the Pacific-Asian region, but it was obviously not expecting
Japan to provide further military cooperation. The United States was also a very
powerful nation economically in these years and generously opened its domestic
market and industrial technology toJapan while atthe same time tolerating Japanese
protectionist policies asthe nation sought torebuild itswar ravaged economy. Thus,
Japan had unparalleled access tothe resources, markets, and technologies needed for
its economic development while itprotected its own "infant industries" assiduously.

Solong as its internal security constituted no problem and itsexternal security
was guaranteed by a Pax Americana, Japan found little need to build and maintain a
strong military force of its own. In addition, the memories of World War II were still
vivid in the minds ofneighboring peoples. A fear ofJapanese militarism persisted,
making any expansion of Japanese military strength hazardous to Japan's regional
position. Any government supportive of military strengthening, moreover, would
have to confront adverse public opinion at home. In the Japanese people, deeply
affected by their wartime experiences, pacifist sentiments were widespread. Con
sequently, theJapanese government kept itsmilitary forces atalow level during these
years and deliberately restricted consideration ofupgrading Japan's military capabili
tiesandextending thepossible useof theSelf-Defense Force. Forthesame reasons,
no significant effort was made to alter the so-called peace clause (Article 9) of the
Constitution.

A wide range ofissues, however, gradually entered thearena of public debate:
the defense-only strategy, the denial of Japan's right of collective defense, the
restraint on arms exports, and the ban on the overseas dispatch of Japan's Self-
Defense Force. In contrast to Europe, Japan was not required to arm itself with
tactical nuclear weapons as a means of stemming theSoviet advance, andtheUnited
States did not expect Japan's Self-Defense Force to join it injoint military action.
Hence, it was not conceivable that the SDF would someday be asked to be sent
overseas or request that Japanese arms be exported.^

For mostJapanesein theseyearstheprimaryconcernwaslesswhethertheU.S.
capacity or will were sufficiently strong and more whether they were indeed too
strong. There were misgivings thata powerful America might someday embark ona
dangerous adventurism in Asia, with the result that Japan would become involved
because of the American use of Japanese bases. More than a few Japanese in fact
thought the "worst scenario" was unfolding when the United States gotinvolved inthe
Vietnam conflict. To be sure, those who subscribed to the principle of unarmed
neutrality based ona pacifist philosophy, while opposed to themilitary alliance with
the United States, were nevertheless deeply convinced of the reliability of the U.S.
commitment to defend Japan.

' Yuko Satoh, "The Evolution ofJapanese Security Policy," in Robert O'Neill, ed., Security inEastAsia
(Aldershot, U.K.: Grover House, 1984),pp. 20-22.
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CHANGES SINCE THE END OF THE 1960S

Since the end of the 1960s, international relations have undergone important
political and strategic changes, both regionally and globally. The critical change
affecting all others, as has often been signalled, has been the decline inthe American
capacity and will tomaintain the international order. Inthe meantime, asone response
to such a development, concern in Japan regarding national security has grown.

For Japan, the major changes ofrecent years have been inthe economic sphere.
Asa result ofsustained, high growth commencing inthe 1950s, Japan has overtaken
the advanced Westem nationseconomically in variousways, and surpassed them in
certain fields ofproduction. In 1968, Japan's gross national product (GNP) became
greater than that ofWest Germany and ranked second in the non-Communist world
(after the United States). Itsforeign trade balance had also begun toregister agrowing
yearly surplus: the overall balance of payments turned black in 1967.

With these changes, however, trade friction mounted at ever more frequent
intervals between Japan and other nations, especially the United States, Japan's
largest trade partner. Meanwhile, the weakening ofthe American economy in relative
termswasfirst revealed in adramatic waywiththeabandonment ofdollar-gold parity
in 1971 and further indicated in the course of the 1973 oil crisis.

At that time, the United States and the Soviet Union had reached a rough
nuclear parity, while the conventional military forces of the USSR continued to
expand. The latter development, however, was not considered aparticular threat to
the West since the increases in development were primarily along the Sino-Soviet
borders. Moreover, Soviet military activities intheThird World were also atalow ebb
during the early and mid-1970s. As a result, the United States operated under the
premise that ddtente continued. Meanwhile, the Vietnam War had become stale
mated, with antiwar sentiment inAmerica steadily growing and military expenditures
reduced.

In East Asia, the conviction that detente was the wave of the future was
strengthened by the progressive rapprochement between the United States and China.
Thecombination of therelative decline of American power andnew uncertainties in
international relations raised inJapan thepossibility ofheightened economic difficul
ties. The oilcrisis of1973 inparticular served asapointed reminder tothe Japanese of
theirnation's economic vulnerability since itsdependency upon imported oilwas the
greatest among the world's advanced industrial nations.

Thus Japan's concern with national security first manifested itself in the form of
anxiety with respect to its economic security; the question ofmilitary security was
seldom discussed during the first half of the 1970s, and increases in military ex
penditures evoked little support. For instance, the plan advanced by Yasuhiro Naka-
sone, then director-general of the Defense Agency, to expand Japan's defense
capabilities based on the so-called autonomous defense concept met with severe
criticism within theLiberal Democratic party andthecurrent government, andwas
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subsequently rejected.^ The 1976 National Defense Program Outline approved bythe
government set forth the thesis that "in spite of the persistent existence of a number of
confrontational factors," the basic trend was still one of continuous progress toward
detente; hence, the type of defense capability that Japan should maintain, it was
asserted, should be based on the need to repel "a small-scale and limited conventional
aggression."

The Japanese government in this period decided to establish a ceiling for
defense expenditure at below 1 percent of GNP "for the time being," in line with the
outline. In fact, defense expenditure during the 1970s registered a considerable
nominal increase, reaching nearly 3.7 times the expendituresat the beginningof the
decade, but the ratio to the GNP never reached 1 percent.

By the latter 1970s, however, the relative decline of American power in
creasingly came into evidence, especially in East Asia. The withdrawal of American
forces from Vietnam and the subsequent collapseof the South Vietnamese govern
ment in April 1975 was followed two years later by a proposal of the Carter
administration to withdraw U.S. troops from the Republic of Korea.

These developments evoked two disparate responses. The fear of some that the
UnitedStateswasproneto adventurismfaded. Butat the sametime, misgivings about
the reliability of the U.S. military commitment were nurtured. In the Middle East, the
1978 Iranianrevolution also impactedadversely uponthe imageof American power
and influence—and in a region of vital importance to Japan and the West.

In contrast to successive U.S. retreats, the Soviet Union accelerated its activi
ties in the Third World. Soviet influences advanced in Ethiopia, South Yemen, and
Afghanistan amongotherplaces, affecting the East-West powerbalanceinEastArica
and the Middle East. In the Pacific-East Asian region, moreover, Soviet military
strengthshowedsteadymarkedincreases. In strategicweaponry, the USSRforce was
advanced by the deployments of SS-18s (submarines with intercontinental ballistic
missiles [ICBMs]) and SS-N-18s (nuclear-powered submarines with submarine-
launchedballisticmissiles [SLBMs]), and in addition by intermediate-range nuclear
forces (INF), with approximately one-third of Soviet SS-20s and an increasing
number ofBackfire Bombers deployed intheregion. TheINFs arecapable of striking
Guam and the Philippines, the U.S. forward military bases intended to counter the
USSR. There has also been an impressive expansion of the Soviet Union's Pacific
naval forces. Total Soviet naval expansion has exceeded 1,000,000 tons since 1970,
and the Pacific fleet is now the largest of Soviet fleets. The fleet has also been
qualitatively strengthened by the introduction of new warships such as Kiev-class
aircraft carriers, the Delta III—class SSBN (ballistic missile-equipped, nuclear-
powered submarines), and the Victor Ill-class SSN (nuclear-powered attack sub-

^J. W. M. Chapman, R. Drifte, and I. T. M. Co'w, Japan's QuestforComprehensive Security: Defense
Diplomacy and Dependence (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1982), chap. 4; HideoOtake, Nikonno
Boei to KokunaiSeiji [Japanesedefense policy and domesticpolitics] (Tokyo: SanichiShobo, 1983),
chap. 2.
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marines). Of particular significance is the fact that the further extension of the
SLBM's effective range has increased the strategic importance of the Northwest
Pacific region to the Soviets, and with it, the importance of the Japanese archipelago.
At present, the SS-N-18 mounted on a Delta Ill-class SSBN launched from the Sea of
Okhotsk is capable of hitting any part of the United States.^

Thus, as Japan enhances the defense of its own territory and the surrounding
waters, especially its air defense and antisubmarine warfare capabilities, the benefits
accrue not only to Japan, but also to the United States. The strengthening of Japan's
defense also strengthens the defense of the United States. The American requests for
increases in Japan's defense capability in recent years are not only because it wants
Japan to share more equitably in the defense burden but also because the heightened
strategic importance of the Northwest Pacific has brought the strategic interests of the
United States and Japan closer together.

It is erroneous to imply that Japan's security situation has uniformally de
teriorated since the late 1960s. In fact, a number of improvements in the international
environment have occurred, especially in the WestPacific-East Asian area. The most
important of these is the improvement in U.S.-China relations. American rapproche
ment with China began in 1971, closely connected with the Sino-Soviet confrontation
during the 1960s.

These developments produced a very favorable political-strategic atmosphere
for both Japan and the United States. Among other things, it improved the bargaining
position of the United States in relation to the USSR, at the same time reducing U.S.
military burdens in the region by removing one erstwhile opponent. For Japan,
U.S.-PRC rapprochement resolved the tension between the desire to have close ties
with China based on both emotional and national interest considerations and the

desire not to alienate the United States. It also eliminated a long-standing point of
contention between the party in power and the opposition parties.

As relations with China improved, both the United States and Japan came to
hold overly optimistic expectations during the 1970s regarding China's economic
importance and strategic value. Romanticism, however, soon gave way to calmer,
more rational evaluations, and by the beginning of the 1980s, the relations of both
nations with China had evolved to normalcy and stability despite the fact that some
issues of contention such as Taiwan remained.

It is difficult to predict the future changes of direction in Chinese foreign policy.
The prospects for limited improvement in Sino-Soviet relations now seem good.
Indeed, that has already occurred. There seems little likelihood, however, that China
will break its growing ties with Japan and the United States and retum to an alliance
with the Soviet Union.

Another significant improvement in the intemational environment lies in the
fact that in recent years both the Asian newly industrializing countries (NICs) and the

^ Cf. DefenseAgency, Nihonno Bdei [Defense white paper] (Tokyo: DefenseAgency), variousyears;
Department of Defense, Annual Report, various years; Do, SovietMilitary Power, various years; Boei
Hakusho Kenkyu kai, Seifuga Kakanakatta BoeiHakusho [Whatare unwrittenin government's defense
white paper?] (Tokyo: Koku Shimbun Sha, 1983).
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ASEAN states (the Philippines excepted) have demonstrated remarkable economic
growth, as is well known. This has taken place, moreover, despite various crises
adversely affecting the international environment. On balance, rapid economic de
velopment has supported political stability in the region. Further, as indicated by the
dynamism of ASEAN and the modest but sustained trend toward some type of Pacific
cooperation including both the advanced and developing nations of the area, a
growing network of economic ties is being created. In contrast, Asian socialism is
generally in crisis. China's leaders, recognizing the inadequacies—indeed, dis
astrous results—of many former economic policies, have undertaken a series of bold
reform measures. Initial results are favorable on balance, with high growth rates
ensuing. The immediate future, however, constitutes a very delicate period, with
major problems to be overcome, not the least of which is to find means of enabling
socialism and a market economy to coexist in this vast, overpopulated land. North
Korea is in considerable economic trouble, and it too is cautiously seeking changes in
an effort to reverse the pattern of falling behind the South. And Vietnam's economy is
in a shambles. The Asian Communist states, moreover, in striking contrast to the
non-Communist states, have hostile to "correct" relations with each other, with
confrontation more prominent than cooperation, as witness China-Vietnam and
Vietnam-Cambodia relations as well as the complex relations between the USSR and
China.

In sum, communism is no longer an attractive model, either economically or
politically. Ironically, however, the states and leaders supposedly dedicated to "pro
letarian internationalism" are far less united and cooperative than those commited to
some form of parliamentarism and pluralism.

Despite the increase in Soviet military power in Asia, including the USSR's
new base at Cam Rahn Bay in Vietnam, moreover, Pacific-Asian states remain in a
more favorable position with relation to a Soviet military threat than West Europe.
The countries of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) have perpetually
remained inferior in conventional force strength to the USSR, and efforts to offset this
with superior nuclear forces have now been confronted with augmented Soviet INF.
But in Asia, the Soviet Union, despite its military gains, has limited deployable
conventional force strength. Hence, these countries feel less threatened by the Soviet
Union's additional INF deployment than do the West European nations. This is one
important reason why the antinuclear movement has been relatively limited in Japan
despite Japan's being the only nation to have experienced nuclear bomb damage. The
WestEurope antinuclear movement has been much more potent, partly because of the
sense of threat. (An active Soviet campaign to influence Europeans has certainly been
an additional factor.)

After taking all of these positive factors into account, however, one cannot deny
that the uncertainties surrounding Pax Americana have been disturbing, especially
since Soviet actions have been scarcely reassuring. Since 1978, the Soviet Union has
placed one division of troops on several of the four islands close to Hokkaido and
periodically upgraded the military equipment there. As is well known, these islands
are claimed by Japan although in recent years the USSR has refused even to discuss
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the issue. Soviet air and naval activities near and occasionally within Japanese
territory have steadily accelerated, with large-scale naval maneuvers now taking
place. In the broader arena, the shooting down of the Korean Air Lines trans-Pacific
passenger plane in 1983 as well as the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan earlier added to
the deep popular mistrust of the USSR in Japan. These developments, it should be
noted, took place against a background of "tough" Soviet policies toward Japan
throughout the post-World War II era. It is not surprising that the concerns of the
Japanese people with respect to military security, and specifically the Soviet threat,
have greatly increased. Between 1975and 1981, the percentage of those who regarded
a Soviet invasion of Japan as a real danger, measured by public opinion polls, almost
doubled, jumping from 15percent to 28 percent. Popular support for the Self-Defense
Forces and the Mutual Security Treaty has increased to the point where even a
majority of Socialist and Communist party supporters favor these.

In response to such changes in the national and international environment, the
Japanese government has strengthened the military component of its security policies.
The defense budget has been given greater priority in the budget. Under conditions of
serious fiscal constraint, when expenditures for social security, education, public
works, and similar social policies have been curtailed, only defense and foreign
economic assistance expenditures have continued to grow, with the former advancing
annually between 3 and 4 percent. In 1985, with the salaries of military personnel
increased, the so-called 1 percent (of GNP) barrier was breached.

In 1981, Prime Minister 2^nko Suzuki announced that Japan must not only
defend the seas and skies in the immediate vicinity of Japan, but must also conduct
surveillance by sea for a thousand nautical miles and by air for several hundred miles.
This commitment was subsequently reiterated by his successor, Yasuhiro Nakasone.
Since the issue of surveillance and defense of sea lanes and airspace in these di
mensions was not anticipated in the National Defense Program Outline, these com
mitments, whatever the precise intentions, signalled an important change in Japan's
defense policies with significant implications for the future.

Beyond this, Japan has greatly increased its military cooperation with the United
States, and more generally, with the entire Western alliance. In 1978, the governments
of Japan and the United States adopted the "Guidelines for U.S.-Japan Defense
Cooperation" under the terms of which the American armed forces and the Japanese
SDF began mapping out joint operations. At approximately the same time, the air SDF
and the ground SDF began participating in jointexercises with U.S. forces. Before this
time, such exercises had only been conducted between the U.S. Navy and the Japan
maritime Self-Defense Force. In 1980, moreover, the latter force began to take part in
the multinational Pacific naval exercise called RIMPAC (Rim of the Pacific exercise).

Since the time of the Ohira administration (1978-1980), Japanese governmental
leaders have been unequivocal in enunciating Japan's status as a member of the

NHK Hoso Yoron Chosajo [NHK Institute For Survey Research], ed., Zusetsu Sengo Yoronshi
[Changing trends in public opinion since World War II], 2nd ed. (Tokyo: Nihon Hoso Shuppan Kyokai,
1982), pp. 168-171.
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Western alliance and in proclaiming the security of Japanandthe West as indivisible.
Thisarticulation ofpolicy, moreover, hasbeen accompanied bypositive implementa
tion. Japan has extended economic assistance to such nations as Turkey, Egypt,
Pakistan, and a number of Latin American states—nations where economic ties with
Japan were not particularly important but deemed strategically significant for the
security of the non-Communist world.

In the meantime, the attitude of the opposition parties in Japan has also
undergone aconsiderable change compared tothepast.Bythebeginning ofthe1970s,
theDemocratic Socialist party andtheKomeito (Clean Govemment party), both part
of the moderate opposition, hadshifted course,joiningthesupporters of theSDFand
the Japan-U.S. Mutual Security Treaty. The change within the Democratic Socialist
party was especially pronounced. By 1980, its own Special Committee on National
Security had been setup in both houses of theDiet, and even more actively than the
Liberal Democratic party, it voiced theviewthatthe1percent ceiling (ofON?)should
bereviewed. Finally, the Japan Socialist party, long committed tounarmed neutrality
as a central plankin party policy, hasrecently begun to reexamine its foreign policy
position. It has moved to the pointof de facto acceptance of Japan's SDF and the
mutualsecurity treatyby the curious logicof asserting that theyare"unconstitutional
but lawful."

IN SEARCH OF A COMPREHENSIVE SECURITY POLICY

It would be a mistake, however, to assume that a broad national consensus on
security policy hasbeen created or is forthcoming. There isa consensus within Japan
thatnational security policy hasboth a military and nonmilitary aspect, andthatthese
twoelements deserve atleastequal attention. It isalso generally agreed thattoprotect
Japanese security,the nationmust firstundertake itsown defense, then workto cement
the alliance with the United States while cooperating also with other nations, and
finally, where possible, seek to reduce tensions with those nations that could or do
constitute a threat. It is further agreed that all three of these activities are equally
important in securing Japanese security goals, and that by definition, therefore, an
effective security policy for Japan must be comprehensive.^

Whenit comesto theconcretequestion of whatshouldbethespecific allocation
of Japan's limited resources among economic development, political stability, and
expanded military capability, andhow Japan should strike a balance among self-help,
cooperation with friendly nations, and negotiations with adversaries, diverse and
often conflicting views prevail within Japan.

In the firstplace, regarding the area of cooperationwith theUnitedStates, there
are two oppositeviews, one that placesthe emphasis on the military and the otheron

' Cf.Prime Minister's Commission forPeace andSecurity, Kokusai Kokka Nihon noSogoAnzenSeisaku
[Japan's comprehensive security policy] 1984, and Prime Minister's Study Group for Comprehensive
National Security, Reporton Comprehensive NationalSecurity, 1980.
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the nonmilitary aspects (especially the economic). The difference between thetwo
stems from the way one interprets thenature ofwhat isconsidered the major threat.
Those whoconsiderthat the SovietUnion's growthof military capability is the main
threat and also that the principal counter-method can only be military power itself
(being unable either to control the Soviet Union by economic sanction orto tame itby
economic cooperation) would naturally emphasize the military aspects. Incontrast,
their opponents emphasize economic cooperation because they believe that economic
means can be effectively used to deal with the threat that comes from the Soviet
Union, orbecause they view asthe primary threat, rather than the Soviet Union, such
nonmilitary issues asthe disturbance ofthe existing order ofinternational finance and
trade, the decline ofthe growth capability ofthe Western nations' economies, the rise
ofprotectionism inthe West, and the growing uncertainties ofthe world's commodity
market with respect to raw materials supply. Those who consider the economic
aspects as the more important security consideration include men who think an
internationaldivision of labor is desirable within the Western camp, such as a scheme
under which the United States, the military titan, takes charge of the measures to meet
themilitary threat and Japan takes on the task of economic cooperation. Atpresent
there are as yet more people in Japan who think the country should make its
contributionto thecollectiveWestern securityprincipallyin theeconomicfield.Even
within the Japanese government, outside the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the
Defense Agency, such economic ministries asthe Ministry ofInternational Trade and
Industry (MITI) and the Economic Plaiming Agency lean toward this school of
thought. The expression "comprehensive security" isoften used in Japan primarily
because of this tendency to attach importance to thenonmilitary aspects of Japan's
national security.

However, it would be wrong in thiswriter's opinion todeal with thesubject of
national security as if military and economic means were mutually exclusive. It
should be noted that the substance to be used as the method of countering military
threat is not necessarily limited to military means alone. For instance, the loss of
political stability inadeveloping nation as aresult ofeconomic trouble can provide an
enticing opportunity for the Soviet Union tocome inand increase its infiuence, while
ontheotherhand themilitary strength ofthedeveloped Western nations canobviously
provide only alimited help in solving the developing nations' economic and political
problems. It is known to us that military threat often breeds, and aggravates,
economic hardship. Forinstance, if the present military balance in the Middle East
should tilt in favor of the Soviet Union, a serious threat to the sea line of conununica-
tion (SLOC) from the Middle East toJapan could result. This situation points to the
obvious wisdom that we ought to have a combined military and nonmilitary (eco
nomic) strategy to counter a military threat and there should also be a combined
nonmilitary (economic) and military strategy to deal with an economic problem.

It isalso my opinion that such a"burden-sharing" scheme aswould require the
United Statestotakeonthemilitary burden andJapantoassume theeconomic burden
is neither feasible nor desirable. Such division of labor would cast the Americans in
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theroleof Japan's mercenary, while for theJapanese it would beanactofrelegating
the matter of their own national defense to the discretion of the United States. The
militarystrengthof a nationdependsin the longrun on its economicresourcefulness,
and more importantly on its capability in scientific research and technological de
velopment. It is for this reason that I regard it as undesirablefor the United States to
specialize in strengthening itsmilitary capability, just asI object toJapan'sbecoming
a military big power.

Second, regarding the degree of cooperation between Japan and the United
States, opinion can again vary significantly depending on how one assesses the
alleged threats aswellasonhowoneevaluates thespecific security interests ofagiven
nation. It is obvious, however, that Japan and the United States (therefore the Westas
a whole) sharea common security interest withregard tothethreatposedbytheSoviet
Union.

However, it is also a fact that Japan's security interests will not overlap fully
with thoseof the UnitedStates. Whereasthe UnitedStateshas the mostconcernover,
as wellas the primary responsibility in maintaining, theglobal military balance with
the SovietUnion, Japan regards the militarybalancein the East Asia-WesternPacific
theater as most important. Therefore, while a Russian military incursion into the
Japanese archipelago may be regarded by the United Statesmerely as a "threatthat
cannotbe disregarded," such Russianactionis highlylikelyto becomea fatal turnof
events forJapan. Regarding howserious andimminent theSoviet threats actually are,
thereareanynumber of different assessments. Therefore, there aredivergent views
on how much of what typeof military strength Japan should possess andwhat type
and scope of U.S. military deployment are needed in East Asia, as well as what
method of cooperation is desirable in the so-called C^I (Command, Control, Com
munication, andIntelligence), in arms production, andin theresearch anddevelop
mentofmilitary technologies. In thisrespect theposition of theJapanese government
cannot be called adequately clear. The Nationed DefenseProgramOutline(NDPO),
formally adopted in 1976, acknowledges that the existing balance in the power
relationship between the United States and the Soviet Union and the U.S.-Japan
Security System have "continued to play a large role in preventing a full-scale
aggression of Japanby theSovietUnion" andfurther defines its aimas "repelling by
its own means as a principle" such attacks considered as "small-scale and limited
conventional aggressions," but "depends on the support of the United States" when
facedwith"large-scale aggressions." As longas U.S.-Japan relations aremaintained
in good order andtheU.S.-Japan Security System continues tofunction asexpected,
the Soviet Union is certainly unlikely to single out Japan and attempt an invasion.
However, in thecaseof a regional conflict suchas a head-on military clash withthe
United States (in the Middle East for instance), the chances of the Soviet Union's
launching an attack on Japan to strengthen its global strategic position will greatly
increase if andwhen theUnited States andtheJapanese armed forces deployed in the
EastAsia-Western Pacific region arejudged to be vulnerably thin. Consequently, it
must be concluded that the concept of Japan's self-defense embodied in the NDPO—
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single handedly meeting the Soviet Union's "limited and small-scale" aggression, but
depending onUnited States support incase ofalarge-scale invasion—is unrealistic in
a dual sense. First, Japan and the United States must agree tototal cooperation from
thebeginning todiscourage the Soviet Union from using anactofaggression; thetwo
must also effectively defend Japan in case such deterrent failed and actual invasion
didtake place. Second, once such war had commenced, the United States would be
unlikely tostage a large-scale counter-attack torescue Japan because itwould have to
prepare to counter the Soviet attack globally.

In the opinion of this writer the military cooperation between Japan andthe
United States must become more closely interlockedand integratedthan it is today.
Onboth the qualitative and quantitative level ofmilitary strength Japan issupposed to
maintain andonthelevelofdeployment theUnited States military forces areexpected
to makp. in this area, there should be adequate joint deliberation between the two
governments sothat the combined total oftheir military strength will have maximiun
effect indeterring such aninvasion. From this viewpoint, thepresent condition isvery
inefficient and demands a substantial improvement because at present the dnee
branches of Japan's Self-Defense Forces maintain mutually independent plans of
expansion and maintenance without an integrated overall plan and because the U.S.
forces stationed inJapan aswell astheSeventh Fleet canonly bedeployed atthesole
discretion oftheU.S. government. Another factor that would contribute toenhancing
thedeterrent capability would betoachieve better cooperation between Japan and the
United States in their activitiesfor C^I. In this context, fresh reviewsoughtto be made
onthe advisability ofjoint use ofthe Surveillance Satellite and the Over-the-Horizon
(OTH) Radar. Third, both nations should endeavor to develop a better system of
division of labor as well as of collaboration with respect to research in military
technologies and munitions development. At present, there is no joint effort in
military technology research between the two countries, and such principal munitions
as the F-15 and P3C are still being manufactured in Japan by Japanese licensees
despite the fact that they are being produced more efficiently in the United States.
Such wastes arehighly undesirable from the viewpoint ofthe optimum allocation of
human resources, materials, andpublic funds. BothJapanandtheUnited States ought
to expedite joint research, development, and production whenever and wherever
possible, and at the same time decide toletone side produce weapons and munitions
wherever the other side is found to be less efficient.®

It willnotbeaneasytasktoconstruct such aclosely-knit, cooperative relation
ship. While on the American side there is the lingering "superpower symptom" of
making unilateral decisions and forcing them onits allies, onthe Japanese side there
still is apersistent desire to"free-ride" onthe American commitment. For one thing,
the Japanese govemment's present interpretation of the Constitution that Japan is
barred from exercising the right of collective defense must be worked on, revised

^Ellen Frost, "US-Japan Security Relations inthe1980s and Beyond" (Mimeo; paper prepared for the
US-Japan Advisory Commission), 1984.
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and/or altered along with a number of other laws and Diet resolutions such as the one
that prohibits the military application of satellites. It goes without saying that such
revisions and alterations are politically very difficult to achieve. And, to touch once
again on the subject of the alliance relations, it should be remembered that the
temptation to "free-ride" becomes much greater as the knowledge of the conunon
interests becomes more wide-spread, while willingness to share the cost burden of
maintaining the alliance suffers as the contrasting difference of interests becomes
more widely known. This is one of the fundamental dilemmas of international
alliances, brought about because we still maintain in today's world a sovereign-state
system even as the already interdependent relations among nations continue to
deepen.
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5. China's Relations with Communist
Countries and Parties

Tatsumi Okabe

THEORETICAL AND HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

In considering the Communist role within a country as a security problem, two
different lines of thought have developed. One contends that there are special ties
among Communist parties and that these ties are used to intervene in the domestic
affairs of other countries and to subvert existing regimes. In contrast to the "myth of
internationalsolidarityamong Communists,"an opposing view contendsthat Com
munists are no more internationally united than are other political groups or non-
Communiststates. Accordingto this line of thought, seeminglyspecial tiesare within
the usual practices of the nation-state system. This essay will examine these two
different views by discussing China's relations with other Communist parties and
states. The examination starts by reviewing the theoretical background of "the myth
of intemational solidarity."

Marxism in its original form presupposeda single worldrevolutionrather than
separate revolutions in thevarious countries. Thisconviction wasbasedonthebelief
that the world was rapidly becominga single unit under capitalistdevelopment. The
world was believed to have become interdependent. The proletarian world revolution
was supposedto completeglobalunification. Aftertherevolution,therefore,all states
were to be organized as a "world republic." The nation-state system was to die
together with the capitalist mode of production. The structureof the nation-state, an
organizational model whichfirst appeared in Europe, was believedto correspond to
the capitalist economic system, but not to socialism. ^

Lenin used Marxism to develop his theory of imperialism. According to him,
under imperialism, wars relating to the redistribution of colonies would be repeated

^ Karl Marxand FriedrichEngels, "The CommunistManifesto,"in CollectedWorks ofMarxand Engels
(Japanese edition), vol. 4 (Tokyo: Otsuki Shoten, 1959-1981), p. 493.
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over and over again, because of the aggressive nature of the imperialist powers and
the uneven development of capitalism. This is the essence of the Leninist thesis of the
"inevitability of war."^ According to Lenin, the peopleof the world would have to
choose between a war-ridden "imperialist" world and a peaceful socialist world based
upon global federation.^ The choice was not between an "imperalist" regime and a
socialist regime in one country, but one between an "imperialist" international system
and a socialist international system. From the Leninist perspective, therefore, "im
perialism" was not only the last stage of capitalism, but also the last stage of the
nation-state system. The revolution envisaged by Lenin was a world revolution.

In accordance with this thesis, until Lenin's death in the early 1920s, the
Communist movement disregarded national boundaries. The issue of "noninterven
tion in the domestic affairs of other countries" did not exist for the Communists,

because national boundaries were no more than "reactionary" remnants of the capital
ist period. Lenin stated this in clear terms: "The victorious proletariat [of the first
revolutionary country]... will stand up against the capitalist world, attract oppressed
peoples of other countries to their side, stimulate uprisings against capitalists in these
countries, and act against the exploiting classes and their states even by resorting to
armed force, if necessary.'"^ This is the real meaning of "revolutionary war"^ and
"revolutionary diplomacy." The application of restraint on the "export of revolution,"
which is now a cliche for Communist leaders, did not exist in Leninist terminology at
that time; on the contrary, export was encouraged. This was based on the belief that
national distinctions and national boundaries would inevitably be eliminated with the
downfall of world capitalism. The term "proletarian internationalism" had a vitality
no longer existant today.

According to Lenin, "Proletarian internationalism demands that the interests of
proletarian struggles in one country should be subordinated to the interests of
worldwide proletarian struggles."^ Internationalism, therefore, meant a denial of
nation-states and nationalism. Let me call this original type of internationalism
"Internationalism I" in order to make a distinction between this and later revised

versions. The first revision occurred under Stalin's rule.

When the Bolsheviks came to power in Russia in 1917, they anticipated that
revolutions would occur shortly in western Europe. They thought that their tasks were
to trigger a world revolution and to maintain their power until the advent of that
revolution.^ Lenin believedthat "in a systemof states... it is impossible to imagine
that the Soviet Republic can coexist for a long period of time with imperialist
countries."®

^ NikolaiLenin, "Imperialism," in CollectedWorks ofLenin(Japanese edition),vol. 22 (Tokyo: Otsuki
Shoten, 1953-1969).

^ Lenin, "On the Sloganof the United States of Europe," in CollectedWorks, vol. 21, p. 352.
^ Ibid.
^ Lenin, "The MilitaryProgram of Proletarian Revolution," in ibid., vol. 23, p. 83.
^ Lenin, "The Original Draft of Thesis on National and Colonial Problems," in ibid., vol. 31, pp.

139-140.

^ Lenin, "Speech at a Meeting in Hamovnik District," in ibid., vol. 27, p. 569.
®Lenin,"Opening Speech at theEighthCongress of theRussian Communist Party(Bol.),"in ibid., vol.

29, p. 140.
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The world revolution did not occur, however. After Lenin's death, Stalin made a
180-degree ideological turn by calling for "socialist construction in one country" in
1925. This change in the basic premise of Leninism was realistic in view of the world
situation at the time, but the change was so radical that it was sharply criticized by
Trotsky, who stuck to ideological orthodoxy, proclaiming that the doctrine of social
ism in one country was a reactionary attempt to contain the advanced production
mode of socialism in the "reactionary" framework of the nation-state.^

The new theory caused basic changes in the Communist perception of inter
national relations. The nation-state system, which was supposed to vanish after the
anticipated world revolution, was now accepted for the indefinite future, and the
Russian Coimmunists had to adapt to it. The world revolution would have to be
replaced by separate individual revolutions in various countries. In other words.
Communism was "nationalized." These changes necessarily led to a revision of
"internationalism."

However, in order to maintain continuity from Leninist days, thus establishing
his legitimacy as Lenin's lawful successor, Stalin retained the rhetoric of the old
theory. Therefore, the call for world revolution and intemationalism continued.
World revolution and intemationalism as advocated by a nation-state trying to survive
in a hostile environment, however, had a quite different meaning from that advocated
by revolutionaries trying to replace the existing nation-state system with a socialist
world federation. These key concepts now became the means to protect and enhance
the national interests of the Soviet Union. This was symbolically shown by Stalin's
definition of an intemationalist as "one who is determined to support the Soviet Uiiion
without reservation, without dismption, andunconditionally."^^ Thisrevised typeof
intemationalism shall be called "Intemationalism II."

The guiding principle of Soviet relations with other Communist parties after the
revision was a strange mixture of rhetorical intemationalism, lip service to world
revolution, and Soviet nationalism. The mixture is reflected in the dichotomous use of
"state" and "party." Diplomatic relations with capitalist countries were conducted in
accordance with the mles of the nation-state system, including the principle of
nonintervention in the domestic affairs of other countries. But party-to-party rela
tions, which were supposed to be outside of official state-to-state relations, dealt with
support to revolutionary activities by Communist parties in other countries. The
Comintem, thus, became a convenient camouflage for Soviet foreign policy in its
capacity of being the central organization to promote world revolution. The di
chotomy, convenient for the Soviet Union, was not accepted by other countries
because the state and the party of the Soviet Union were and are inseparable. The
dichotomy has been regarded as no more than a dual strategy of Soviet foreign policy
and has remained one of the potential conflicts between Communist and non-
Communist countries. It was because of this situation that the Comintem was

^ Leon Trotsky, The ThirdInternational after Lenin (New York: PioneerPublishers, 1957), ch. 1.
Joseph Stalin, "International Situation and the Defense of the Soviet Union," in CollectedWorks ofStalin
(Japanese edition), vol. 10 (Tokyo: Otsuki Shoten, 1952-1953), p. 64.
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dissolved during World War II when the Soviet Union was an ally of Western
"capitalist" countries.

Internationalism II, however, had a strong impact within the international
Communist movement. The lingering appeal of Internationalism I has made many
foreign Communists adherents to Internationalism II without noticing thedifference
betweenthe two. The "myth of the international solidarity of Communists" wasbom
under these circumstances. Several factors contributed to the acceptance of Inter
nationalism II as genuine intemationalism. First, the Soviet Union was the only
fortress of socialism. Second, the SovietUnionhad highprestige and wasthe center
of the world Communist movement. Third, Stalin was the charismatic leader of the
global Communist movement.

The situationstarted to changewhen diverse socialist nation-states appeared,
but where similarconditionsexist (as in East Europeancountries) IntemationalismII
is still viable in some degree. The so-called Brezhnev Doctrine, which places the
interests of the "family of socialist nations" higher than the national interestsof the
various socialist countries, is a typical example as well as a logical conclusion of
Intemationalism II, although, seen from a differentperspective, it is no more than
"big-nation chauvinism" or "hegemonism" to use Chinese terminology.

CHINA'S EXPERIENCE

Chinesecommunism has been nationalistic from its beginning. This is one of
the maindifferences between Chinese communism andWestem, including Russian,
communism. The Chinese Communists wereattracted by communism because they
thought it would be the best means of national salvation. The degree of their
nationalist inclination canbe found in Li Dazhao's theory of a "proletarian nation."^^
Li thought thattheclass struggle relevant for China wasonebetween the"proletarian
nations" and "bourgeois nations" of the world. His definitions of "class," "pro
letariat," and "bourgeoisie" were very different from those of Marx or Lenin.

Although Li Dazhao believed in Intemationalism I, as was shown by his
support of the Socialist WorldFederation, his perception of the tasks China faced
was nationalist. It was the natural reaction of a Chinese Communist and, for that
matter, of Communists from all colonial and dependent countries.

Thepointis emphasized in recent campaigns forpatriotic education in China. SeeZhonggong Zhong-
yangXuanchuan Bu[Central Propaganda Department oftheCCP] andZhonggong Zhongyang Shujichu
Yanjiu Shi [Research Room of the Central Secretariat of the CCP], "Guanyu jiaqiang aiguozhuyi
xuanchuanjiaoyu de yijian" [Opinionon accelerating patrioticpropaganda education],Renmin ribao
[People's daily] (Beijing), July 16, 1983.
LiDazhao, "You jingjishang jieshiZhongguo jindai sixiang piandong deyuanyin" [Explaining changes
of China'smodemthoughts fromeconomic factors] inLiDazhaoxuanji[Selected works of Li Dazhao]
(Beijing: Renmin Chubanshe, 1959), p. 299. Also seeMaurice Meisner, Li Ta-chao and theOrigins of
Chinese Marxism (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1967), ch. 6.
Li Dazhao, "Lianzhizhuyi yu guojizuzhi" [Federalism and international organization] in Li Dazhao
xuanji, p. 134. Also see Meisner, op. cit., p. 186.
StuartSchram and H61ene d'Encausse, Marxism and Asia(London: Allen Lane, The Penguin Press,
1969), p. 36.
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Mao Zedong was even more nationalistic. During his revolutionary days, Mao
tried to be as independent from Moscow as possible, and came to power within the
Communist party by struggling against the "intemationalists," namely, the pro-Soviet
group led by Wang Ming. Mao denied Internationalism I when he said that "such a
world union of socialist countries can be successful only if every nation has the right
to enter or leave the union according to the will of its people, and with its sovereignty
intactandcertainly neverat the 'command'ofMoscow."^^ Although Maosubscribed
to InternationalismII to some extent during his revolutionarydays, the statementjust
cited indicates clearly that after coming to power, Mao and his party did not support
Internationalism II. China'ssevere criticism of theBrezhnev Doctrine^^ wasa logical
extension of Mao's statement.

Mao was successful in his efforts to obtain extensive independence from
Moscow because the Soviets could not afford to pay much attention to the fate of
obscure, native, self-claimed Communists in northwest China during the 1930s and
World War II. Soviet indifference to the Chinese Communists was demonstrated by
the signingof the German-Soviet Nonaggression Pact in 1939 and the Japan-Soviet
Neutrality Pact in 1941, both at theheightof China's anti-Japan, antifascist struggles.
After that time, the Chinese Conununists started using the slogan of "self-reliance."

When the Comintern was dissolved in 1943 to facilitate cooperation between
the Soviet Union and Allied nations in the West, Mao welcomed the dissolution and
said:

The intemal situation in each country and the relations between different countries are
more complicated than they have been in the past and are changing more rapidly
The Communist Intemational, which is far removed from the concrete struggle in each
country, was adaptedto the relatively simpleconditions of thepast, whenchanges took
place rather slowly, but now it is no longer a suitable instmment.

The statement was no less than a declaration of independence from Moscow and
meant a further departure of the CCP from Internationalism II.

This, however, does not mean that the later conflicts between the CCP and the
Soviet Unionwere alreadyinevitable.From theCCP's perspective,the SovietUnion
was the"mothercountry"of socialismandtheonly"livingmodel"of an"ideal" social
system toward which China should aim. Although the Chinese Conununists felt it
necessary to maintain their independence from Moscow, the Soviet Union was a
specialcountrywith whichto uniteand from whichto learn. Therefore,despitesome
unpleasant experiences with the SovietUnionbefore and after the establishment of
the People's Republic of China,^^ the Communist regime in China wanted to have

Mao's words to Edgar Snow. See Stuart Schram, The Political Thought of Mao Tse-tung (New York:
Praeger, 1963), p. 287.
Joint Editorial Staff of Renmin ribao, Hongqi [Red flag], and Jiefang junbao [Liberation army daily],
"Lieningzhuyi haishi shehui diguozhuyi" [Leninism or social imperialism], Renmm ribao, May 1,1970.
Schram, op. cit., p. 289.
For details of some examples, see Mao Zedong's later accounts inMao Zedong sixiang wansui (reprinted
edition), (Tokyo: Ogura Henshu Kikaku, 1974), p. 432. Also see Okabe Tatsumi, "The Cold War in
China," in Yonosuke Nagai and Akira Iriye, eds.. The Origins of the Cold War in Asia (Tokyo:Tokyo
University Press, 1977), pp. 224-251.
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complete ideological-political unity with the Soviets. The unity aimed at by the
Chinese, however, was to be based on equality between two nation-states. From the
Chineseviewpoint, there should neverbe any supemationalauthorityin international
relations, although the Soviet Union was to be respected as the eldest brother in the
socialist camp and a predecessor in socialist construction. The Chinese Communists
in power declared that they were internationalists, but their version of international
ism has long been different from InternationalismII. The internationalism they have
had in mind is friendship and unity between and among sovereign nation-states or
independent Communist parties that share common interests, common social sys
tems, and a common ideology. This version of internationalism is not different from
the non-Marxist, "bourgeois" internationalism of the West, which both In
ternationalisms I and II deny. Let us call the Chinese version of internationalism
"Internationalism III."

The Soviet Union, however, tried to apply Internationalism II to relations
within the socialist camp and called it "socialist internationalism." The camp, in the
Soviet eyes, was not a mere group of nation-states. Internationalism II was effective
in Eastern Europe, and it still is effective in varying degrees, as is shown by the
continuing validity of the Brezhnev Doctrine. Especially when Stalin's charisma—
and power—was unchallengeable, the superior-subordinate relations between the
Soviet Union and East European socialist nations were firmlyestablished. The case of
Yugoslavia was exceptional, but it is clear evidence that the Soviet Union wanted to
apply Internationalism 11 to relations with other socialist countries. Precisely on that
occasion China clarifiedits position with respect to Internationalism II. Liu Shaoqi,
on the eve of the Communist takeover in China, wrote a lengthyarticle to expresshis
party's support of the Cominform's expulsion of Yugoslavia. He did not support
InternationalismII, however, but emphasizedthe necessityof combiningpatriotism
with internationalism. This was no more than reiteration of Internationalism III.

Nevertheless, the difference between Soviet Internationalism 11 and Chinese
Internationalism HI did not surface for some time because Stalin's prestige was
absolute. Moreover, China wanted to learn from the Soviet Union and to rely on it
both economicallyandfor purposesof security. Chinawantedto sign the Sino-Soviet
Alliance Treaty despite "a series of struggles" with Stalin.^® This shows that the
Chinese Communist insistence on unity with the Soviet Union was motivated by
Chinese interests and not by Chinese endorsement of Internationalism H.

Internationalism 11 has always been difficult to impose on countries not under
the direct control of the Soviet Union. Yugoslavia, whose Communists came to power
on their own, was a case in point and China was another, although the latter
maintained unity with the Soviet Union until 1956and tried to do so during the rest of
the 1950s.

In 1956 when the Sino-Soviet conflict commenced, included among the issues
was the disagreement over the principles that should govern relations among socialist

Liu Shaoqi, "Lun guojizhuyi yu minzuzhuyi" [On internationalism and nationalism], Renmin ribao,
Nov. 7, 1948.

^ MaoZedong sixiang wansui, p. 432.
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countries. There are different views on the causes of the Sino-Soviet conflict, which
after 1956developedinto an all-out, many facetedconfrontation,but at the outset the
coreof theconflict was ideological.^^ ForCommunist regimes, ideology is themost
important source of legitimacy. "Correct and proper" policies based on "correct"
ideology were and are the source of all legitimate power. The "correctness" of
Communistideologyin the early 1950s restedon the"distinguished"achievements of
the Soviet Union and was symbolized by the high prestige of Stalin. This was one
importantreason whyChina, withoutsubscribing to Internationalism II, persistedin
close unity with the SovietUnion. For the Chinese, however, the legitimacy of the
Communist rule in the USSR was shattered by Khrushchev's "indiscreet" criticism of
Stalin at the Twentieth Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union in
February 1956. No other Communist parties including the Chinesewere consulted
beforehand,^^ although theseparties wereseverely affected. Thelegitimacy crisisled
to disturbances in some East European countries, notably in Hungary, and in China to
a lesser extent. Mao himself was affected by the successive waves of criticism against
the cult of personality.^^

To cope with this legitimacy crisis, the Chinese Communists published two
articles^"^ to show their more balanced evaluation of Stalin. In these articles, China
defended Stalin, not because they loved him, but because he was the symbol of the
"correctness" of their ideology. The impact of the criticism of Stalin on domestic
politics in China as well as in other socialistcountriesmadethe ChineseCommunists
realize anew the danger of intervention in their domestic affairs by another, bigger
socialist country, although the Soviet interventionin 1956was unintentional.There
fore, in the midst of the East European unrest in 1956, the Chinese government, in its
statement on Soviet dealings with the East European disturbances, declared that
relations among socialist countries like those with other states should be established
onthebasis of"thefive principles ofpeaceful coexistence."^^ These principles areno
more than a confirmation of the common rules of the nation-state system, such as
mutual respect for the sovereigntyand equalityof nations, andnoninterventionin the
domestic affairs of others. In the Soviet view of international relations, peaceful
coexistence refers to the principle governingrelationsbetweencountrieswith differ
ent social systems. Therefore, the Chinese statement on peaceful coexistence aniong
socialist countries contradicts the Soviet understanding. In December 1956, China

On this point see TatsumiOkabe, "Chugokugawa kara mita Chuso kankei" [Sino-Sovietrelations seen
from the Chinese side], in Kokusai Mondai [International affairs] (Tokyo), April, 1983.
Joint editorial staff of Renmin ribao and Hongqi, "Sugong lindao tong women fenqui de youlai he
fazhan" [Originsand developmentsof conflictsbetweenSovietleadershipand ns], Renminribao, Sept.
6, 1963.
Mao Zedong sixiang wansui, p. 162.

^ Editorial staff of Renmin ribao, "Guanyu wuchan jieji zhuangzheng de lishi jingyan" [On the historical
experiences of theproletarian dictatorship], April 5,1956,andidem, "Zailunwuchan jiejizhuan^eng
de lishijingyan" [Oncemoreon the historicalexperiencesof theproletariandictatorship],Renminribao,
Dec. 29, 1956.
The Government of the People's Republic of China, "Guanyu sulian zhengfu 1956nian 10 yue 30 ri
xuanyan de shengming" [Statementon the declarationof the Soviet government issued on Oct. 30,
1956], Nov. 1, 1956.
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went father by mentioning the "big-nation chauvinism"^^ of the SovietUnion. This
represented a new chapter in Communist polemics. Again, the implication was clear.
Internationalism II, with the Soviet Union as the commanding center, as seen from
China, was tantamount to big-nation chauvinism.

In 1958, China under the leadership of Mao Zedong tried to seek "China's own
road" to socialism by launching the Great Leap Forward and establishing the People's
Communes. These can be interpreted as China's efforts to establish its independent
source of legitimacy, but precisely for that reason these efforts were criticized by the
Soviet Union, which had been the old source of legitimacy. The Soviet verbal
intervention in China's domestic affairs in 1958 represented a frontal attack on the
legitimacy of Chinese Communist rule and accelerated the ideological schism be
tween China and the Soviet Union. China now wanted to become a new center of

ideological authority in order to cope with the Soviet threat to its legitimacy.
Two other problems in 1958 accelerated the Sino-Soviet conflict. The first was

the Soviet proposal to organize a Sino-Soviet joint fleet and to establish a joint
military radar surveillance system in China. This was perceived by China as a
violation of China's national sovereignty. The other was the Taiwan Straits crisis,
which needs no lengthy analysis here.^®

After 1958, Sino-Soviet relations rapidly deteriorated. During the process,
China voiced increasingly stronger assertions of independence from any international
authority and declared that there should never be a "paternalistic guiding party" in the
international Communist movement. The Chinese version of internationalism.
Internationalism III, based on national interests, was thus firmly established and
repeatedly proclaimed by the early 1960s.

Our historical review can be summarized as follows: (1)the type of Communist
internationalism that denies national interests and national boundaries (International
ism I) is a theoretical renmant from the days fo Marx and Lenin and survives today
only in words; (2) since 1925, Communist internationalism has been no more than a
nationalist weapon for the Soviet Union, which has allegedly been the center of the
world Communist movement (Internationalism II); (3) China, having been a periph
eral member of the movement, has tried to escape the yoke of Internationalism II and
has achieved independence; (4) the Chinese Communists view relations among

[Once more on the historical experiences of the proletarian dictatorship], Renmin ribao, Dec. 29, 1956
(see note 24).
Mainichi Shimbun (Tokyo), Jan. 26, 1972. This is a report of one of the earliest first-hand disclosures of
the problem by the Chinese.
There are many research reports on the problem including: Shinkichi Eto and Akria Ishii, "Mo takuto no
shini" [Real intentions of Mao Zedong], Child Koron [Central public argument], Tokyo, April 1975;
Mineo Nakajimi, "Chuso kankei no kanwa to hakyoku" [D6tenteand collapseof Sino-Soviet relations],
in his Chuso tairitsu to gendai [The Sino-Sovietconflictand the contemporaryera] (Tokyo: Chuo Koron
Sha, 1978);Allen S. Whiting, "New Light on Mao: Quemoy 1958:Mao's Miscalculations," The China
Quarterly, no. 62, June 1975.
This is one of the mainthemesof controversy betweenthe SovietUnionand China. Forexample, see
Joint EditorialStaffof Renmin ribao andHongqi, "Sugonglindaoshidangdaizuidade fenliezhuyizhe"
[The leadership of the Communist partyof the SovietUnionare the biggestdivisionists today],Feb. 4,
1964.
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socialist states as identical to relations among nation-states having different social
systems (Internationalism III), and fear intervention by stronger socialist states
(big-nationchauvinismor hegemonism). As we shall now see, the same principles
can logicallybe appliedto party-to-party relations, althoughotherpossibilities emsi.

PARTY-TO-PARTY RELATIONS

Party-to-party relations here refer to the relations between the CCP and Com
munistpartiesnot in powerinothercountries. Relations between theCCPandparties
in powerare not separable from state-to-state relations and will be discussed in the
next section.

Our task is to discover the attitudes of the Chinese Communist party to other
Conununist parties. Logically, it should be expected that China would treat other
partiesequally, respecting the independence of theseparties.Verbal homage hasbeen
paidto thisprinciple, butin substance, thishasnotnecessarily beenthecase.Chinese
experience in resisting Soviet internationalism cum big-nation chauvinism has not
hindered China from adopting InternationalismII with China as the center when that
served to enhance its national interests. Naturally, this type of action is seen by
smaller parties as big-nation chauvinism on the part of China. For these parties, the
ChineseConununistpartyseemsto assumea conunanding role similarto thatplayed
by the Soviet Union; and for the governments of the countries concerned, China
appears to engage in subversive interventions in their domestic affairs.

Chinese Internationalism II has come from three different motives. First, there
have been cases in which China cooperated with the Stalinist InternationalismII. One
case in point was China's criticism of the Japan Conununist party in 1950. At that
time, the Cominform criticized the JCP's strategy of a peaceful transition to socialism
under the American Occupation and called for intense struggle against "American
imperialism."^® The JCP, however, did notentirely accept this criticism. Then, the
People*s Daily of the CCP intervened to declare that the Chinese supported the
Cominform.^^ Two days later, the JCP CentralConunittee accepted the criticism. In
this case, China played an important role in changing the basic strategyof another
party. This was the typeof foreign conunand the Chinese Communists had rejected
during their revolutionary struggle. China, here, was apparently motivated by the
desire to support a unified policy within the international Communist movement
under Stalin's leadership. After this, the Chinese Conununistscoerced the JCP into
adopting a violentrevolutionary strategy in Japan. This strategy turned out to be a
total failure for the Conununists and was subsequently criticized as "ultra-leftist
adventurism." According to a later JCP account, Mao Zedong apologizedto the JCP
leader, Kenji Miyamoto, in 1959 for their "incorrect" intervention.^^

Observer,"On the Situationof Japan," For a LastingPeace, for People's Democracy,Bucharest, Jan. 6,
1950.

"Riben renmin jiefang de daolu" [The road to the liberationof the Japanese people], Renmin ribao
editorial, Jan. 17, 1950.
The JapanCommunist PartyCentralCommittee, Publication Bureau,Konnichi no Mo Takuto rosen to
Nihon Kyosanto [Mao Zedongline today and the Japan Communist Party] (Tokyo, 1968), p. 475.
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Second, after the Sino-Soviet conflict started, China wanted to establish a new
center of the international Communist movement. This was motivated by the Chinese
desire to consolidate Communist legitimacy at home. As stated before, Soviet
criticisms of Stalin in 1956 and of China's own road to socialism in 1958 had

jeopardized the legitimacy of the Communist regime in China. To restore legitimacy,
the Chinese Communists had to deny Soviet authority over the international Com
munist movement, and had to establish their own prestige among as many Communist
parties as possible. This resulted in promoting separatist activities in many Com
munist parties of the world. Some pro-Beijing factions split off from Communist
parties in their countries to form "pure" Communist parties. Most of these parties
were under the control or influence of the CCP and had ideological affinity with the
"commanding" party. Once again, the closeness between the CCP and a domestic
group caused the governments concerned to be worried about intervention from China
in their domestic affairs.

Third, after the onset of the Sino-Soviet conflict, China's security was
threatened by the lack of effective deterrent and defense capabilities. In order to
restrain a possible American invasion of China under this situation, Chinese leaders
decided to support worldwide, anti-American movements. According to Chinese
logic, if the United States was kept busy coping with such movements all over the
world, it would not be able to threaten China.^^ Therefore, violent struggles, not
necessarily by Communists, were encouraged. China's praise of "national liberation
movements" after 1958 had this motive among others. In the Chinese view, the
unstable situation also contributed to hindering any freeze of the global status quo by
the Soviet-American detente. For the Chinese, who never forgot the objective of
regaining Taiwan, the status quo in the area was always a target to be attacked.

Besides these three motives, there was another factor supportive of China's
Internationalism II—its urge to command other parties—namely, the remaining
influence of the "Middle Kingdom" mentality. Being a large, advanced country in
traditional times, China had been the center of the world order in its region. A sense of
superiority was thus fostered among the Chinese in their dealings with "uncivilized"
peripheral peoples. This psychology may have had some lingering influence on
China's relations with the smaller Communist parties of neighboring countries.
However, this factor, with a few exceptions, does not seem to have played a big role.
In a recent article, the present writer pointed out three different sources from whence
came the "foreign policy images" of the Chinese Communist leadership, namely,
those attitudes and perceptions shaping policies toward the outer world: historical,
ideological, andsituational.^"^ Thehistorical sourcerelevant hereisdivided intothree
subcategories. The first is the experience of the mini-state system of the Warring
States era and the period of the Three Kingdoms. The second is the experience of the

An example of this argument is the Renmin ribao editorial, "Quan shijie yiqie fandui Meidiguozhuyi de
liliang lianhe qilai" [Unite all forces in the world opposed to American imperialism], Jan. 21, 1964.
Tatsumi Okabe, "Chugoku no taigai seisaku to taigai imeji" [China's foreign policy and its foreign policy
images], in Tatsumi Okabe, ed., Chugoku gaikd—seisaku kettei no kdzo [China's diplomacy: the
structure of decision making] (Tokyo: Nihon Kokusai Mondai Kenkyujo, 1983).

101



tributary system, which fostered the Middle Kingdom mentality or the sense of
superiority. The third is the experience after the Opium War, which resulted in a sense
of humiliation and nationalism. Among the three subcategories, the third has had the
greatest influence in shaping contemporary Chinese foreign policy; the second sub-
category, the legacy of the tributary system, is not now playing a substantial role; the
Middle Kingdom mentality is important largely in those cases where peripheral
people have a sense of inferiority. In contrast, the third main category, the situational
factor, which is the accumulated result of learning from the day-to-day experiences of
involvement in the international system, is playing an increasingly decisive role in the
perceptions and policies of Chinese leadership.

China's commanding attitude toward other parties and its resulting intervention
in the domestic affairs of other countries have been related to the above underlying
factors. Its efforts at dictation, however, have not always been successful, and
successful directions have not necessarily led to successful intervention in the internal
politics of the country concerned. One example of an unsuccessful order was the case
of the Japanese Communist party in 1966 and thereafter.

In March of that year, the JCP delegation headed by Kenji Miyamoto visited
North Vietnam, China, and North Korea. The objective of the visit was to strengthen
international support for North Vietnam in its opposition to "American imperialism."
The delegation had talks with Zhou Enlai, Liu Shaoqi, and Deng Xiaoping in Beijing.
At that time, because of the severe conflict between China and the Soviet Union, the
Chinese Communists were opposed to any united action with the Soviet Union.
Therefore, on many issues, the views of Chinese and Japanese Communists differed.
Despite this, an agreement on a joint communique was reached. Before the issuance
of the communique, the delegation visited Mao Zedong in Shanghai to get his
approval. On that occasion, Mao rejected the communique because the wording,
especially with regard to attacks on Soviet "revisionism," was too mild. He also asked
the JCP to adopt a more militant policy, including a call for violent revolution. The
JCP delegation, having learned the lesson of 1950, did not accept Mao's advice, and
the talks broke off.^^ After this, the Chinese media started criticizing the JCP in
connection with the attack on the Liu-Deng faction during the Cultural Revolution.
The JCP did not bend to Chinese criticism, and relations between the two parties have
remained strained to this date.^^

The Chinese move seems to have been a part of China's regional strategy of
seeking to surround China with armed struggles by the Communists of neighboring
countries. The North Koreans were also asked to start armed struggles, it is
reported.The case of the Indonesian Conmiunist party (PKI) in 1965 may be
another example, although China's role in the abortive coup on September 30 of that

Masani Kojima, ed., Nicchuryoto kaidan shimatsu ki [Thewhole storyof talksbetween theJapanese and
Chinese parties] (Tokyo: Shin Nippon Shuppan Sha, 1980).
When CCP Secretary-General Hu Yaobangdelivered a speech to the Japanese Diet in November 1983,
JCP Diet members boycotted it. Later, the JCP newspaper published a review of CCP-JCP relations since
1966 to justify the boycott. "Chugoku hakenshugi no kako to genzai" [Past and present of Chinese
hegemonism], Akahata [Red flag] (Tokyo), March 15, 1984.
Shiso Undo Kenkytijo, ed., Nihon Kyosanto honbu [The headquarters of the Japan Communist Party]
(Tokyo: Zenbo Sha, 1967), p. 103.
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year is not clear. It iscertain that China was involved at least indirectly. It is widely
agreed that Chinagave support, including material aid, to establish a "fifth force,"
which was supposed to play an important role as an armed unit under Communist
control. It isnot certain, however, whether China "commanded" armed uprisings in
Indonesia. There are many different explanations about the domestic situation in
Indonesia before the coup, and about China's role in it.^®

Behind the strategy of urging armed struggles in neighboring countries were
such factors as security considerations in the face of the escalation of the war in
\fietnam, the desire to enlarge and strengthen pro-China parties in Asia in order to
oppose theSoviet Union both in ideology and inorganization, and a spillover of the
radical domestic politics of the Cultural Revolution. The last factor is important in
understanding theindiscriminate interventionist policy ofthat period. '̂ The situation
at that time, however, was exceptional. Mao's ideological and political obsession
together with the efforts ofhis subordinates toprotect themselves bybecoming more
"revolutionary" are factors inexplaining the foreign policies ofthis period. Extremist
policies backfired, causing the isolation ofChina ininternational society, and itwas a
reaction against such policies thattriggered themoderate policies of the 1970s, even
while Mao was still living.

If the example of the JCP in 1966 was an unsuccessful case of controlling
another party, the history ofthe Malayan Communist party isanexample ofsuccess
ful control by the CCP.

The MCP, from thetime ofitsestablishment, has been heavily influenced bythe
CCP. Most of its members have been ethnic Chinese, and the ethnic factor was
decisive inuniting the two parties inasuperior-subordinate relationship, significantly
different from the CCP's relation with other Communist parties inAsia. Although itis
notclear towhat extent the CCP was involved inthe decision tostart armed struggles
in 1948, the MCP was heavily influenced by the Maoist strategy while waging
guerrilla war in Malaya.'"' It is even said that directives from Beijing governed
fundamental changes in the revolutionary struggle.'"

Thedirect relationship between theinterests of thePeople's Republic ofChina
and the policies of the MCP was made manifest when China began to feel the
necessity of peaceful coexistence with the existing govemments andregimes in the
region. In 1952, China called for peace in Asia and the Pacific region and said,
"Present military conflicts inVietnam and Malaya arenot only greatly damaging the
lifeandproperty of thepeople, butarealso jeopardizing thepeace ofotherareas ofthe
region.'"*^ By saying this, China showed its support for peaceful settlements ofthe

Forexample, Antonie C. A. Dake, In the Spirit ofthe Red Banteng (The Hague: Mouton, 1973), and
David Mozingo, Chinese Policy towardIndonesia, 1949-1967 (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press
1976).
Melvin Guitov, China andSoutheast Asia: The Politics ofSurvival (Lexington, Mass.: Heath, 1971).
See Tatsumi Okabe, "Chugoku noTonanajia seisaku" [China's policy toward Southeast Asia], inOkabe,
Gendai Chugoku no taigaiseisaku [Contemporary China's foreign policy] (Tokyo: Tokyo University
Press, 1971), pp. 244ff.

•" J. R. Btimmel, Communism in Southeast Asia (London: Oxford University Press, 1959), p. 327.
"Yazhou ji taipingyang quyi heping huiyi choubei huiyi xuanyan" [Declaration of the preparatory
conference on peace in Asia and the Pacific region], Renmin ribao, June7, 1952.
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warsin Vietnam andMalaya. Thisattitude wasin sharpcontrast to China'sprevious
policy of encouraging wars of national liberation.'*^ The activities of the MCP
diminished in accordancewith the change of Chinese foreign-policyinterests. On the
eve of Balin talks in late 1955 between Chief Minister TVinku Abdul Rahman and the
MCP, rhina denied the "myth" that the MCP and China were closely linked and
expressed the hope that Malaya would become "an independent, democratic, and
peaceful country" byachieving agreement inthetalks. The talks were unsuccessful,
butwhen Malaya under theleadership ofRahman became independent while continu
ing to struggle against the MCP, the leaders congratulated the "new fruit" of the
Malayan people.'*'* The MCP also declared the termination of the armed struggle.

The correlationbetweenChina's foreign-policy interestsand the policiesof the
MCP again became clear in themid-1960s. At that time, theChinese foreign-policy
line had become very hard because of the Sino-Soviet conflict and the Cultural
Revolution. To respond to theshift in thePRC, theMCP renewed military action. In
June 1968, incommemorating thetwentieth anniversary ofarmedstruggle inMalaya,
the MCPdelcaredthat the only wayfor victory in Malayawas"to encircle citiesby
[controlling] rural villages and to seize power by armed force .'"*^

Thearmed struggle, however, came toa standstill inthelate1970s when China
recognized the necessity of a peaceful international environment for its moderniza
tion. When Prime MinisterZhao ZiyangvisitedSoutheastAsia in 1981, he promised
torespect theprinciple ofnonintervention intheinternal aflfairs ofother countries. He
said that CCP relations with the Communist parties of Southeast Asia were only
"moral and political.'"*® Although Southeast Asian governments were not satisfied
with this remark, it was a step forward from Deng Xiaoping's restrainedstatement
that China separated state-to-state relations and party-to-party relations, which he
expressed in Southeast Asia in 1978. Zhao's position, perhaps, is thefurthest that a
Chinese Communist leader can go with regard to relations with Southeast Asian
Communists.

Fromthisbriefdescription of relations between the MCP andChina, it can be
concluded that the case of the MCP was an exampleof successfulcontrolby China.
China's "success," however, did not providevictoryin the revolutionary struggle of
the MCP. On the contrary, the close contacts of the MCP with China and its
overwhelmingly Chinese ethnic composition have estranged theparty from theMalay
peasants, who arethemost numerous group among thepeoples ofMalaysia and who
aresupposed tobe"water" inwhich the"fish" (Communists guerrillas) should swim.
Effective control byChina is thus an important factor inexplaining thefailure of the
MCP struggle.

The case of the Thai Conununistparty is similarto thatof the MCP,thoughthe
connectionwith China is less complete. The party has been influenced mainlyby the

LiuShaoqi, "Zaiyazhou Aozhou gonghui huiyi shang dekaimuci" [Opening speech at the trade union
congress of Asia and Oceania], Renmin ribao, Nov. 22, 1949.
Zhao Enlai's congratulatory telegramof Aug. 30, 1957.
"Statementof the CentralConunitteeof the MalayanCommunistParty,"June 18,1968 (Renmin ribao,
June 19, 1968).

^ Yomiuri Shimbun (Tokyo), Aug. 13, 1981.
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Chinese, partly by the Vietnamese. The TCP policy line, as was the case with the
MCP,fluctuated in accordance withchangesof China's foreign policy. This suggests
that the TCP has been controlled by the CCP to a great extent.After the Sino-
Vietnamese war, the party was split into a pro-China mainstream faction and a
pro-Vietnamese or pro-Soviet faction."^® Later, younger students who had joined the
party's guerrilla activities after the 1976militarycoup becamedisillusionedand came
out of thejungle to surrenderto thegovernment. As in Malaysia,tooheavya reliance
on China has been a major factor in limiting the influence of the Thai Conununists.

The Burmese Communist party has also had close ties with the CCP, but control
by China has been less clear.Assistance from China has generally been limited,
although it has been a source of concern for the Burmese government. Communist
activities in Burma have not been closely correlated with the fluctuations of Chinese
foreign policy. One reason for this is that the People's Republic of China has had
generallyfriendly relationswith the incumbentgovernmentof Burma. As suggested
earlier, similarsituations are now emergingwith respectto otherCommunist parties
in Southeast Asia as the relations between Chinaand the governments in the region
have become friendly.

In sum, the more China is engaged in normal, friendly international relations,
the moreChina has had to abideby the commonrules and practicesof the nation-state
system. The three main factors supportive of Chinese Internationalism 11 noted earlier
have almost disappeared under the present PRC leadership. First, China has long
ceased to cooperate withSoviet InternationalismII. Second, the present leadershipis
trying to legitimatize its rule by modernization rather than by fostering pro-China
factions in other parties. Third, for modernization to be successful, China needs a
peacefulinternational environment; consequently, it has becomea status-quo power.
As long as the present leadership and present policies continue, China will not
intervene in the affairs of other parties.

STATE-TO-STATE RELATIONS

In analyzing relations between Communist countries, it is possible to distin
guish party-to-party relations from state-to-state relations in form. In substance,
however, the party and the state are virtually the same in these nations. In most cases,
whether or not there are party-to-party relations between two Communistparties in
power is merely a measure of the distance between the two nation-states. Therefore,
the two kinds of relations will be discussed together in this section.

According to the Chinese view, relations among socialist countries should be
governed by the Five Principles of Peaceful Coexistence, which, as noted, include
respect for the sovereignty of nations, the equality of states, and nonintervention in
domestic affairs of other countries. The meaning of these principles is becoming

Osamu Akagi, " 'Taikoku Kyosanto' no keisei to batten" [The formation and development of the
Communist Partyof Thailand], T6a[EastAsia](Tokyo), nos. 179,180,and182,May, June,andAug.,
1982. This paper uses new materials recently published in the Thai language.
See Far Eastern Economic Review (HongKong), Sept. 19, 1980,Feb. 5, 1982,and Aug. 11, 1983.
Gurtov, op. cit. (see note 39).
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increasingly ambiguous in this age of interdependence and mutual penetration, but
the significance of China's insistenceon theseprincipleslies in its refusal to recognize
a goveming role for any Communist international or supemational authority.
Although China's conflictswith the Soviet Union are multidimensional, most issues
are related to the problems of nationeil sovereignty and independence. Such Soviet
unilateral actions as withdrawing aid and experts and canceling contracts and agree
ments in 1960 were examples of Soviet big-nation chauvinism in Chinese eyes. In an
important review of the Sino-Soviet conflict published in 1963, the Chinese saiid:

The leadership of the Communist party of the Soviet Union seems to have thought that
they could cause the Communist party of China to abandon Marxism-Leninism and
proletarian intemationalism and force it to obey their will, meaning revisionism and
big-nationchauvinism,only by wieldingthe batonin theirhands, gangingup with their
followers, encircling and attacking, and applying great pressure both politically and
economically.But the CommunistParty of China and the Chinesepeople who have had
long trials and training can never be overthrown nor be crushed.

In practice, however, as in party-to-partyrelations, such an experience has not
hindered China from taking a similar big-nation chauvinistic attitude toward smaller
countries. In July 1978, China unilaterally stopped its economic and military aid to
Albania and withdrew its experts from that country. The decision came after the
so-called Gang of Four was purged and the ideological harmony between the two
countries that had existed during the Cultural Revolution was lost. Interestingly, the
general tone of the letter of protest by the Albanians to the Chinese resembles the
earlier Chinese complaint against the Soviet Union. The letter said:

Taking this hostilestep againstsocialistAlbania, you [theChineseCommunists] seekto
hit at, and damage, the economy and defense capacity of our country, to sabotage the
cause of the revolution and socialism in Albania.... [The Chinese action is] a reaction
ary act taken from great power positions, an act which is a repetition, in content and
form, of the savage and chauvinistic methods of Tito, Khmshchev, and Brezhnev that
China also once condemned.

The letter is replete withattacks on China's consistentbig-nationchauvinism, making
one wonder how friendship between the two could ever have been sustained.

A virtually identicalproblemoccurredin Sino-Vietnamese relationsatabout the
same period. According to the Vietnamese account, China wanted to apply pressure
on Vietnamin 1975after the war in Vietnamended. It rejectednewdemandsfor aid by
the Vietnamese and did not keep its promise about aid as agreed upon during the war.
The Vietnamese said: "Clearly, aid by the Chinese leadership is not 'unselfish' as they
usually boast, but is an instrument of big-nation expansionism and big-nation

See note 23. For the Soviet interpretation of the problem, see, for example, O. B. Borisov and B. T.
Koloskov, Sovietsko-Kitaiskie Otnosheniya, 1945-1977 [Soviet-Chinese relations, 1945-1977] (Mos
cow: MyisF, 1977).
Letter of the CC of the Party ofLabour and the GovernmentofAlbania to the CC of the CommunistParty
and the Government of China (Tirana: The « 8 Nentori » Publishing House, 1978).
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hegemonism. Beijing's aid is always no more than a ^carrot and stick.' In 1978,
Chinaunilaterally canceled all economic and technical aid andwithdrew all experts
and engineers working in Vietnam. This unilateral action followed the enforced mass
Chineseexodus from Vietnam and led to the Sino-Vietnamese war in early 1979.

Although it is not necessary to believe everything the Albanians and the
Vietnamese have said about China's unilateral cancellation of aid and other
"transgressions,"^^ the two instances cited above suggest that theChinese cannot be
exempted from the big-nation chauvinism they themselves have attacked. The
Chineseleaders, however, are different from their Sovietcounterparts in one point:
They have not openly declared that the sovereignty of some countries should be
limited in the manner of the Brezhnev Doctrine. On the contrary, China, being a
developingcountry itself, always proclaims that sovereigntyof nations shouldnever
be restricted. As a matter of fact, one of the most fundamental sources of conflict
between China and Vietnam is the difference of views on the independence of
Cambodia and Laos, especially the former. China contends that these two countries
should be truly independent and sovereign, while the Vietnamese emphasize the
"special relations" and "regional strategic alliance" among the Indochinese Three.
The Vietnamese argument as seenfromChinais no morethanthe revivalof the plan
for an Indochina Federation, which wasan important goalof theCommunist partyof
Indochinain the 1930s. It mustbe notedhere that the pro-Vietnamese partiesof Laos
and Cambodia are called the "People's Revolutionary" party, not the Communist
party. The name suggests that these two countries, in the eyes of the Vietnamese
Communists, are not capable of developing communism independently.^"^

China's big-nation chauvinism, therefore, is a matter of convenience rather
than one of principle. China's relations with both Albania and Vietnam were de
termined by China's political considerations. China had close relations with Albania
and assisted that countryearlier because it was the only country in EasternEurope
outside Yugoslavia that opposed the Soviet Union. When China's most important
international goal was to oppose the Soviet Union and to establish China's own
ideological legitimacy, Albania was a good friend. Albania was also important
becauseit wasopposedto Yugoslav "revisionism." Later, whenChina'spolicystarted
to change after 1976, Albania increasingly became a liability.China's pressure on that
country represented an effort to bring Albania into line with China's new foreign
policy, and when that country, because of its distance from China, successfully
resisted Chinese pressure, the PRC cut off economic relations in a big-nation,
chauvinistic way.

Foreign Ministry of the Socialist Republic of Vietnam, TheTruthabout VietNam-China Relations over
the Last 30 Years (Hanoi, 1979).
On Albania,Chinahas kept its silence. On Vietnam,the Chinesesideof the storycan be foundin three
articlesby XinhuaandRenmin ribao criticsof the Vietnamese WhitePaper, publishedinRenmin ribao,
Nov. 15, 21, and 26, 1979.
For this refer to the Comintern Program of 1928. The party of Mongolia is also the "People's
Revolutionary party,"while the Pol Potgroupin Cambodia calledtheirpartythe "Communist party"
before their dissolution in 1981, implying their independence from the Vietnamese.

107



In the Vietnamese case, China assisted Vietnam's fight for national liberation
during the two Indochinese wars. The Chinese Communists did this in their own
national interest as any nation-state in a similar situation might have done. In the
bipolar Cold Wardays, when China belonged to one of the two camps, the war in
Indochina was closely connected with China's security interests. In the 1960s when
the Sino-Soviet conflict was intensifying, Vietnam became an area of contest between
China and the Soviet Union. China concentrated its efforts on attracting Vietnam to its
side rather than in achievingan earlysettlementof the fight. In the 1970sChinatriedto
keep Vietnamweakerby advisingthe Vietnamese not to unite with the Southhastily
and by keeping close ties with anti-Vietnames Democratic Kampuchea. When the
Chinese felt that the Vietnamese were irreversibly tilted toward the Soviet Union,
they punished the Vietnamese and withdrew aid and experts from Vietnam.

China's relations with North Korea are different, although here too, the Chinese
have acted in their own national interest as in Vietnam. Like the Vietnamese, the

North Koreans have tried to strike a balance between China and the Soviet Union.

Owing to their much better geographic position, the Koreans have succeeded in
keepingthe balance, although in the past few years, they have tilted towardChina.
Because of their success in keeping the balance, neither China nor the Soviet Union
can applyunduepressureon NorthKorea. This allowsthe countryto enjoya relative
and limited independence between the two giants.

As our discussion shows, state-to-state relations among socialist countries as
perceived by China are not different firom the usual state-to-state relations among
non-Communist nation-states except for some international rhetoric attached to
relations with friendly socialist states, and on occasion. Third World countries.
China's internationalism is no more than a confirmation of solidarity and friendship
between sovereign states.

Thus, Chinese leaders view international relations today in basically the same
fashion as the leaders of other nation-states. As other states, depending upon their size
and the degree of their national capabilities, act as big nations vis-a-vis smaller
nations around them, so does China. It is the size and potential of China as a big nation
that counts. Since the Cultural Revolution, ideology has not played an important role
in China's foreign policy. As other states have acceptedthe rules of the nation-state
system in order to survive in it, China is now governed by them, too. In that sense,
China has become the same as nonsocialist nation-states.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

It has been asserted that relations between Communist parties and states are
special, and that the ties resulting from this fact constitute a strong weapon in the

ChungChin-Wee, "Chugoku-Soren to Chdsenhanto:Kita Chosento no kankeio chushinni" [China-
Soviet Union and the Koreanpeninsula:centeringon their relationswithNorthKorea],KokusaiMondai,
Aug. 1983.
On the role of ideology in Chinese foreign policy, see Tatsumi Okabe, "Chugokuno taigai seisaku to
taigai imeji" (see note 34).
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hands of Communists. Our analysis, however, challenges such a belief. A false
impression results from the persistent memory of Marxist-Leninist Internationalism I,
but the internationalist rhetoric used by contemporary Communist nation-states is
quite different from the early period. Today's Communist internationalism is no more
than an attempt to serve national foreign policies. The Chinese case is no exception.
The difference between the Soviet Union and China is that the Soviet Union is closer

to Intemationalism I because it still assumes a supemational authority over the
Communist bloc and Communist movement (Intemationalism II), while the PRC
calls for the intemational solidarity of sovereign and independent Communist nation-
states and parties (Intemationalism III). This makes the foreign-policy behavior of
China similar to that of non-Communistnation-states. Except for the very beginning
of the People's Republic and the Cultural Revolution, China's extemal behavior has
been fundamentally within the sphere usually permitted by the mles of the nation-
state system, although intemationalist rhetoric and big-nation behavior have some
times blurred the image.

Tosay that China abides by the mles of the nation-state system is not the same as
saying that one may place one's confidence in China's good intentions. As a nation-
state that is seeking to survive and develop in the nation-state system, China cannot
help but abide by the mles of the system.

In this respect, PRC foreign policies during the Cultural Revolution constitute a
useful lesson. At that time, as the revolutionaryupsurge in the domestic area spilled
over into foreign policy, China's behavior, more or less uncontrolled by the center,
violated the mles of the nation-state system.^^ The resulting impression of China
abroad was extremely adverse, contributing to a negative image of Chinese "revolu
tionary diplomacy." China's intemational position was severely damaged.^^ Tocite
one example, pro-Chinese votes in the United Nations with regard to Chinese
representation decreased during the Cultural Revolution from the 47-to-47 tie with the
Republic of China (Taiwan) in 1965. After the Cultural Revolution, Zhou Enlai had to
make great efforts to offset China's bad image. It was only after energetic efforts to
"restore diplomacy" wereundertakenthatChina wasadmittedto intemationalorgani
zations. This experience shows that mle-breaking does not pay a state wishing to
survive and develop in the intemational community.

The phrase "revolutionary diplomacy," no longer in vogue, has had three
different meanings.

First, it has represented support, mostly moral, for the "self-reliant" revolution
ary activities of Communists of other countries. This is not different, in nature, from
American support of opposition groups in a hostile country.

Second, it has indicated supportof forces tryingto change an unfavorablestatus
quo. China's support of "national liberation stmggles" is a case in point. Those forces

China'spolicytowardSoutheast AsiaduringtheCulturalRevolution is analyzed byGurtov, op. cit. (see
note 39).
Chinalaterpublisheda self-criticism on its attitudeto theoutsideworldduringtheCulturalRevolution.
SeeXuJunjiandWang Xingbin, "Geguode geming wenti bixuyoubenguo dedangherenmin jueding"
[Therevolutionary problem of eachcountry mustbe decided by the partyand people of thecountry],
Hongqi (Beijing), No. 21, 1980.
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supported are not necessarily Communist. Some of them may even be anti-
Communist. Such activities, again, are not different from those undertaken by other
nations, especially big nations. It is also a means of applying pressure to unfriendly
governments, but when relations with an incumbent government are improved, the
dual strategy of separating state-to-state relations and party-to-party relations be
comes difficult to pursue. The history of the Burmese Communist party and recent
situations in ASEAN countries demonstrate this.

Third, "revolutionary diplomacy" can be an action to break the mles of the
nation-state sytem as was the case during the Cultural Revolution. As mentioned
above, this may jeopardize the survival of the country. Revolutionary diplomacy in
the true internationalist sense (Internationalism I) is not compatible with the desire of
nations to retain their separate sovereignty. Internationalism II is also difficult to
implement without conditions that the Chinese lack, as we shall soon note. Con
sequently, China's relations with Communist parties and states, including superior-
subordinate relations, can be understood as normal practices of the nation-state
system. In the history of that system, many interventions and pressures by the strong
against the weak have occurred. China in its interparty as well as its interstate
relations has also practiced intervention. The conditions promoting China's interven
tion can be summarized as follows:

First, weakness is the most important condition to induce intervention. When a
Communist party or a Communist state is weak in ideology, organization, financial
abilities, or military power, the possibility of intervention and control increases. The
contrast between the results of Chinese actions relating to the JCP in 1966 and those
relating to the MCP illustrate this fact. As we have noted, successful control of a party
does not necessarily lead to the successful attainment of the revolutionary goal of that
party as was shown by the examples of the MCP and the JCP in 1950. On the contrary,
foreign domination of the party often leads to failure, partly because the commands
from abroad do not fit the local situation (this was the lesson Mao learned) and partly
because the "foreignness" of the party estranges important segments of the people (the
case of the MCP). In addition, the health of the society to which the party belongs is a
decisive factor. In the past, major successful cases of subversion and interveiition
occurred in weak states (for example. South Vietnam and Cambodia). Having
sanctuaries adjacent to such states, moreover, greatly increases the possibilities of
success.

Second, for intervention to be successful, it is necessary for the intervening
party to have high international prestige. The main reason why Stalinist International
ism II was misunderstood as Internationalism I lay in the prestige of the Soviet Union
and Stalin. The Soviet Union was regarded by most Communists in the world as the
only model embodying the ideals of Marx. Stalin, being the practitioner of the ideal,
enjoyed an authoritative role in the international Communist movement. Decades
later, Mao Zedong tried to replace him, achieving only limited success.

Third, when the world or a region is divided into hostile bipolar blocs, the
probability of intervention by the bloc leader to bloc members increases. On the
contrary, when the situation is multipolar (or polycentric), the possibility of success
ful intervention and control decreases. Again, this is a general principle applicable to
any bloc of nations; but it is especially valid for the Communist bloc because, under
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bipolar confrontation, the Communist inclination for a monolithic ideology and
organization tends to increase. Ina multipolar situation, however, a small party ora
small state can maintain asubstantial degree ofindependence bymanipulating bigger
powers. North Korea isacase inpoint, and theVietnamese were successful instriking
a balance before theirconfrontation with China forced them torely ononeof thetwo
big Communist powers.

In contemporary China, under the troika leadership of Deng Xiaoping, Hu
Yaobang, andZhaoZiyang, thesecond condition noted above does notexist, because
the post-Mao leaders are more pragmatic and donot have sufficientcharisma tojustify
intemationalist intervention. The third condition does not exist, either, because the
world is becoming increasingly multipolar. Moreover, China's own perception of
intemational relations accepts that fact. This became remarkably clearafter 1982. In
the past, the Chinese Communists applied the "principal enemy" theory in inter
national relations. According to this theory, one must first find out who is the
"principal enemy," the source ofall evil of the period. Inorder toachieve the goals
onepursues,it is thensupposedly necessary to organize a broadunitedfrontto isolate
the principal enemy, binding him hand and foot. Yet the Chinese leaders are now
giving up this theory and moving toward amore multilateral, issue-by-issue percep
tion ofintemational relations.®* The new perception fits inwith the requirements ofa
modernizing country existing in a peaceful but multidimensional, complicated in
temational environment.

Parallel with this are China's efforts to restore party-to-party relations with
some ofthe Communist parties with which itsevered relations during the high tide of
Sino-Soviet confrontation and the Cultural Revolution. In September 1982, Hu
Yaobang declared anew in his Twelfth Party Congress report that the relations
between Communist parties should be based on the four principles ofindependence,
equality, mutual respect, and nonintervention inthe intemal af^fairs ofother parties.
The four principles are included in the party constitution adopted at the Congress.

It is tme that with the radical reduction of ideological differences a common
concem over the fate of socialism may arise in China and in other Socialistcountries
including the Soviet Union, but it is unlikely that this concem will develop to the
extentof allowing an intemationalist authority to reappear. TheCommunist worldis
more pragmatic and multipolar now, and the difference between Soviet Intemational-
ism IIand Chinese Intemationalism III remains the greatest obstacle to restructuring a
monolithic unity of Communist states.

Among the three conditions that induce intervention, therefore, only the first
one still remains, and this will not vanish aslong asthe nation-state system continues.
It is not peculiar to China or to communism. In this sense, the ASEAN concept of
"national resilience" has a relevance wider than Southeast Asia.

^ng He, "Guoji xingshi de pianhua yu fazhan qushi" [Changes and the direction ofdevelopment ofthe
international situation], Shijie Zhishi [World knowledge] (Beijing), No. 11, 1983.

^ As for the ch^ges of the basic foreign-policy line that occurred in 1982, see note 21 and Tatsumi Okabe,
"Chugoku gaiko no shintenkai" [New development ofChinese diplomacy], inYoshikazu Miyazaki and
Tatsumi Okabe, eds., Chugoku no taigai keizai seisaku to kokusai kankei [China's foreign economic
policy andintemational relations] (Tokyo: Nicchu Keizai Kyokai, 1983).
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6. The Korean Peninsula and East
Asian Security

Byung-joon Ahn

KOREA AND EAST ASIA

Nowhere else inEast Asia isthe security situation more precarious than inthe Korean
peninsula. This fact was poignantly brought home by the bomb explosion in Burma
on October 9, 1983, which caused the death offour South Korean cabinet members
and thirteen other officials who accompanied South Korea's President Chun. This
incident has heightened tensions in the peninsula, where the geopolitical interests of
four powers, that is, China, the Soviet Union, Japan, and the United States, intersect.

The security of both North and South Korea is inextricably entangled wifli the
security of East Asia, where the four powers are the major actors. Significant
realignments have taken place in the four-power relationship since the 1970s, but
little change has occurred until recently in the North-South Korean relationship. Even
now, the two Korean states still confront each other militarily, economically, dip
lomatically, and politically.

In addressing security issues for Korea and East Asia, abroad generali^tion
can be about their interaction. Security inthe Korean peninsula isaffected by
four conditions: the global rivalry between the United States and the SovietUnion; die
regional balance ofpower among the four East Asian powers; the local confrontotion
between North and South Korea; and especially, the domestic politics unfolding m
these two countries.

Based on this generalization, three specific points can be made.
1. Any global or regional conflict is bound to affect Korean security adversely,

and any local conflict in Korea will also involve the global and regional powers. The
major powers are opting for abalance of power policy by trying to deny any single
state orcombination the right to exercise hegemony; as for the inhabitants of the
Korean peninsula, they are opposed to any single power controlling the entire
peninsula and therefore favor the status quo of two states in one nation.
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2. As realignments in big-power relationshipsdevelop independently, the two
Korean statesare engaged in military, economic, diplomatic, andpolitical competi
tion. Since the economic race has turned decisively in South Korea's favor, the
primarycompetition is now concentrated in the other areas. Should the military and
diplomatic balance not change drastically, the North-South confrontation is certain to
turn into a political competition for legitimacy, in which political stability and
institutionalization will be determining factors.

3. In deterring Soviet, North Korean, and Vietnamese threats to the territorial
integrity of Asian countries and also to the sea lanes of communication, there is no
alternative toor"quickfix"fora U.S. military presence coupled withaclosersecurity
cooperation among the United States, Japan, South Korea, and the ASEAN coun
tries. But such cooperation is more realistic and feasible through bilateralefforts or
some informal consultations than through attempts to build a multilateral or coalition,
because of many domestic and external constraints.

But multilateralism is possible in the economic realm and especially in the
newly emerging arena of Pacific cooperation. As for political development, each
country must find a viable way to stability based upon its own unique capacities and
development.

THE FOUR POWERS AND THE TWO KOREAS

In this era of instant communication and complex interdependence, the securityof
any country is subject to the global and regional balance of power. In East Asia, the
Soviet Union, North Korea, and Vietnam pose potential threats to security. As for
Korea, however, none of the four powers—China, the Soviet Union, the United
States, and Japan—wants to see any event happen that might threaten a direct
confrontationamong them;hence, they have to accept the territorialstatusquo on the
Korean peninsula. Beyond this common stake, their policies toward the two Korean
states diverge substantially: China and the Soviet Union compete in their support for
North Korea, while the United States and Japan divide their roles in supportof South
Korea.

Constraints

Before we examine contemporary features of global and regional relations, it is
necessary to explore the background of East Asian and Korean security. Four factors
constrain state behavior: history, geopolitics, economics, and politics. Any current
issue is more or less a product of these interrelated factors, but geopolitics and
domestic politics are generally more important than the other factors.

Historically, the Korean division was a by-product of both World World II and
the Cold War. The decision by the United States and the Soviet Union to occupy the
Korean peninsula at the end of WorldWar II paved the way for the division. After the
United States fought against the People's Republic of China during the Korean War,
the bipolarrelationshipbetweenthe Sino-Sovietandthe American-Japanese alliances
set the basic tone for East Asian and Korean affairs. The historical legacy of World
War n and the Korean War has remained since 1945.
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Geopolitically, East Asia is composed of two regions: the Northeast, where
rhina, Japan, theUnited States, and the Soviet Union interact inclose proximity; and
the Southeast, where the ASEANstates, currently alignedagainstVietnam, advocate
a zone of peace, freedom, and neutrality (ZOPFAN). The deepening Sino-Soviet
conflict in the 1960s madeit possible for the United States to shiftfroma policy of
confronting China and the Soviet Union as a monolithic bloc to oneof negotiating
with them separately. The rapid growth of Soviet military power in East Asia
prompted China toseek rapprochement with theUnited States. The latter, inturn, was
able to reach ddtente with both China and the USSR. The impact of this triangular
diplomacy on Japan was substantial: it enabled Japan to normalize its diplomatic
relations with China before the United States did. Thus, by the end of the 1970s, an
antihegemony strategic entente had emerged among the United States, Japan, and
China against the Soviet-Vietnamese alliance. Beginning in the 1980s, however,
China asserted a more independent and nationalistic stand by proclaiming its
nonalignment, identifying itselfwith the Third World, and criticizing both superpow
ers. While maintaining closer ties with Japan andthe United States, it also opened
negotiations with the Soviet Union.

Economically, theemergence of Japan asa superpower, thedynamic develop
ment ofthenewly industrializing countries (NICs) ofwhich South Korea isa model
case, and thesteady growth ofASEAN countries have contributed totherise ofAsia
andthePacific as a region equal in importance to Europe and theAtlantic. China's
entry into the Westem-market economic system has opened up new possibilitira for
economic cooperation. To counter the rising tide ofprotectionism and neomercantil-
ismintheUnited States, Japan, and Western Europe, many leaders intheAsia-Pacific
region are groping for viable forms of Pacific cooperation.

Politically, generational changes of leadership are underway in many Asian
countries, contributing to political instability. A succession crisis and the resdting
political instability inagiven country can easily spill over into the international arena
with security implications. Inboth North and South Korea, for example, the transfer
ofpower is the most important political issue for the leadership at present. Mean
while, the Reagan administration has committed itself to match Soviet power on a
global basis while being prepared to negotiate from strength on arms reduction.

TheNakasone cabinet is taking a more assertive andglobal viewonJapan'srole
inintemational politics. Chinese leadership under Deng Xiaoping and Hu Yaobang is
endeavoring toachieve modernization athome and amore independent foreign policy
abroad. The rapid changes in top Soviet leadership inrecent years have made more
difficult theRussian effort toproject acontinuity ofpolicy athome andastrong image
abroad, butGorbachev inherits the problems ofhis predecessors: the need torevital
ize a sagging economy and at the same time to keep Soviet military power atleast
equal to that of the United States.

The Global Balance of Power

Against this background, the two Korean states stmggle, seeking security,
economic development, and recognition. The shift from the ColdWar to detente made
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possible some relaxation in the ideological confrontation between the United States
and the Soviet Union with implications for Korea as well as other regions. But the
strategic confrontation among the four powers involved in Korea has remained
virtually unchanged. This situation has caused the two Korean political regimes to
intensify their competition in the military, economic, diplomatic, and political areas
as each has sought to enhance its legitimacy in relation to the other.

Globally, both the United States and the Soviet Union are trying to retain their
superiority or at least parity with the other side in military capabilities and strategic
position. After the Soviet Union attained nuclear superiority at least quantitatively
and occupied Afghanistan, the United States sought to check Sovietglobal ambitions
by accelerating weapons development and reiterating commitments to such vital areas
as Western Europe, the Persian Gulf, Central America, and Northeast Asia. As of
early 1985, negotiations relating to strategic weapons, space weapons, and related
issues have been resumed. Some type of agreementon arms control may eventually
result from these efforts. It seems likely, however, that Soviet efforts to separate
NATO from the United States, to increase its influence in the Middle East, to encircle
China, and to forment trouble for the United States in the Western Hemispherewill
continue.

Among the contingencies that might affect Korean security, one can conceive of
a conventional war in Europe, the Persian Gulf, or even Central America where the
Soviets would be involved. In such cases, the diversion of American naval units and
even some army units from the Western Pacific and Korea cannot be ruled out, even
though the Carter administrationofficiallydisavowedthe so-calledswing strategyin
1979. American forces, being thinly spread abroad, are apt to be shifted as the
occasion demands.

In this era, in which both issues and defenses are becoming globalized and such
mobile nuclear weapons as SS-20s are being deployed throughout the Eurasian
continent, one can argue that the strategicsignificance of the Koreanpeninsulacan be
downgraded. But because the military role of nuclear weapons other than to deter
one's opponent from using them is being questioned,^ the military role of con
ventional weapons and of a strategic locale is being enhanced. Under these circum
stances a geopolitical buffer like Korea, where three nuclear powers and one eco
nomic superpower have vital security interests, can easily become a volatile spot of
global rivalry especially if the United States is preparedto meet the Soviet challenge
wherever it occurs.

The Regional Balance of Power

Regionally, as noted, a more fluid four-power balance is now emerging as a
result of changesin the domesticandexternalpolitics in EastAsia. Amongtheseare
the altered Sino-American relationship after Chinabeganto seek greater flexibility

^Robert S. McNamara, "The Military Role of Nuclear Weapons: Perceptions and Misperceptions,"
Foreign Affairs, Fall 1983, pp. 59-80.
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between the United States and the USSR, the consequent trend toward normalization
in Sino-Soviet relations, a regional role being launched by Japan, and the renewed
Soviet-Americandialogue. Totheextent that noone powercandictate thebehaviorof
the others, a balance of power prevails in the current relationships.

But the precisestate of this balanceis predicatedupon the policy andcapabilit
ies each power seeks in Asia. Soviet East Asian policy is to deter a strategicnuclear
attackby theUnitedStateson thehomeland,tocontainChina, to weakenorneutralize
Japan, and to exercise greater control of the sea lanes in the Western Pacific.Lacking
viable politicalor economic weapons, the SovietUnion relies primarily on military
power to accomplishthese goals. The Sovietsaredeployingsome52 divisionson the
Sino-Soviet borders and in Sibera; they are now installing 135 SS-20 intermediate-
range ballistic missiles (IRBMs) targeted at China, Japan, and Korea.^ The Soviet
Pacific Fleet, with such new equipment as 50 Backfire bombers and the aircraft carrier
Minsk, are posing threats to the American Seventh Fleet and to the communication
lines between the Pacific and the Indian Ocean. By developing a foothold at Cam
Ranh Bay with its 10,000-foot runway and an airfield in Danang it has been able to
project its power into the Indian Ocean. At least 10 Soviet ships, including one
cruise-missile submarine, are patrolling the South China sea. In addition, 4 TU-95
Bear reconnaissance aircrafts are stationed at Cam Ranh for surveillance missions

over the American Subic base and other areas in the Pacific.^ These forces can be
mobilized to control the choke points near Japan and the Straits of Malacca.

Since 1981, the Soviets have responded positively to China's initiatives for
improving bilateral relations. After preliminary talks in October 1982, March and
September 1983, and, most importantly, December 1984, both sides have been
making serious efforts to achieve substantive results in economic, technologicalj and
cultural relations. Better state-to-state relations will presumably ensue, although no
progress has yet been made on the most thorny issues separating the two nations.

China's Asian policy can be explicitly stated as that of opposing any country
seeking to exercise hegemony in Asia and the Pacific. Beijingsucceeded in including
this clause in its peace treaty with Japan and also in the normalization agreement with
the United States in 1978, implying that the Soviet Union was the potential hegemon
ic power. Recently, however, Beijing has proclaimed a policy of not aligning China
with either "superpower" as Defense Minister Zhang Aiping told American Secretary
of Defense Caspar W. Weinberger when he visited Beijing in September 1983."^
Although Beijing sought some military hardware from Washington, it was not
interested in an anti-Soviet strategic alliance despite Weinberger's emphasis on
sharing important strategic concerns. Taking a leaf from earlier American efforts to
occupy a centrist position in triangular diplomacy, China seems to be taking advan
tage of the tense Soviet-Americanrelations that have prevailedrecently by trying to
maximize its national interests with both superpowers.

^ Research Institute for Peace and Security, Asian Security 1983 (Tokyo: Research Institute for Peace and
Security, 1983), pp. 54, 90; International Herald Tribune, December 21, 1983, p. 2.

^ Asia 1984 Yearbook(Hong Kong: Far Eastern Economic Review, 1984), p. 21.
^ International Herald Tribune, September 26, 1983.
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A combination of domestic and international factors has influenced the turn in

Sino-American relations from the prospects of a strategic entente to a more uncertain
relationship.^ Therenewed emphasis Beijing hasplaced on theliberation of Taiwan
and the restoration of sovereignty over Hong Kong since the Sino-American joint
communique issued on August 17, 1982, may reflect China's need to play upon
nationalist sentiments for domestic reasons. And Beijing's quest for at least limited
rapprochement with Moscow appears to be based on its calculation of China's
national interests, given the changed strategic picture. Soviet threats of invasion have
been reduced and Mao's crusade against "revisionism" has been eliminated.^ Now
Beijing is accusing both the Soviet Union and the United States of seeking hegemony
while increasingly seeking to identify itself with the Third World.

Thus far, however, the Soviet Union has not met the PRC's demands regarding
Vietnam, Afghanistan, and the Sino-Soviet border. But the United States has reached
agreements with the PRC on textile trade, military technology, and industrial
cooperation, making possible a steadily increasing cooperation between the two
countries. To build a "prolonged peaceful intemational environment" conducive to
the accomplishment of modernization at home, Beijing must continue its policy of
expanding economic and scientific relations with Japan, the United States, and
Western Europe.

A cornerstone of Japan's security policy is to strengthen its ties with the United
States against its one potential enemy, the Soviet Union. Since Japan relies heavily on
oil from the PersianGulf for its industries, it seeks to guarantee a secure supplyof oil
from the Middle East. In response to pressures from the United States, Japan is
committed to developing conventional forces to conduct air and sea surveillance, in
areas of one thousand nautical miles from its mainland. As part of its efforts to help
build stability in East Asia, Japan is also providing South Korea, Southeast Asia, and
China with credit and economic assistance in accordance with the principle of
"comprehensive security."

In pursuing these goals. Prime Minister Nakasone has called for a more
assertive role for Japan. Unlike the former premier, Suzuki, who initially agreed to
assume a division of role with Reagan in May 1981 and then disavowed any intention
to imply that Japan was participating in a military alliance with the United States after
he returned to Tokyo, Nakasone told Reagan in January 1983 that Japan would make
preparations to defend against Soviet deployment of Backfire bombers. At the
\\filliamsburg summit in June 1983, Nakasone endorsed NATO's plans for deploy
ment of American medium-range missiles in Europe, thereby suggesting Japan's
commitment to American policies of global security. For the first time, moreover, a
white paper prepared by the Japanese Defense Agency in 1983 acknowledged the
importance of joint American-Japanese military training and of defending the sea-

^ See, for example, Robert A. Scalapino, "Uncertainties in Future Sino-U.S. Relations," Orbis, Fall
1982, pp. 681-696.

^ AllenS. Whiting, "Assertive Nationalism in Chinese Foreign Policy,"Asian Survey^ vol. 23, no. 8
(August 1983); Donald S. Zagoria, "The Moscow-Beijing D6tente," Foreign Affairs^ Spring 1983,
pp. 853-873.
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lanesinthePacific.^ Indeed,sinceNovember 1982Japanhascarriedoutjointmilitary
exercises with the United States. In June 1982 Tokyo accepted a Washington proposal
to deploy F-16 fighters at Misawa for four years starting in 1985. When President
Reagan visited Japan in November 1983, Tokyo also agreed to transfer its military-
related technology to the United States. For the purpose of bolstering self-defense
efforts, Tokyo is envisioning a 6 or 7 percent increase in its annual defense ex
penditures in order to upgrade air-defense, antisubmarine, and electronic-warfare
capabilities. Constrained by the constitution, public opinion, and sizable budget
deficits, however, Tokyo will increase its defense expenditures and commitments
only gradually—falling considerably short of the desires of some American leaders.

American policy for East Asia is to assure that no single power or coalition of
powers controls the resources of the region. For this purpose, the United States is
conunitted to ensuring the security of Japan and South Korea, to developing a durable
strategic relationship with China if possible, and to maintaining the security of
essential sea-lanes. The American military presence in Japan, South Korea, and the
West Pacific is crucial to deterring Soviet, North Korean, and Vietnamese ex
pansionist proclivities. In performing these diverse roles the United States is aiming at
building a coalition of allies and friends in East Asia against the growing military
power of the Soviet Union and its allies.

In its strategy of putting more emphasis on allied nations, the United States
regards Japan as its most important partner in Asia. Despite serious strains over a
trade surplus in Japan's favor and Japan's reluctance to assume a greater burden in
sharing American defense efforts, Washington has made consistent efforts to improve
its relations with Tokyo. Reagan's choice of Japan as the first stop in his trip to Asia in
November 1983 attests to this concern. While in Tokyo, Reagan told the Japanese
Diet that the American friendship with Japan is "permanent"; he also stated that the
American-Japanese security treaty should provide "the bedrock" of the two nations'
defense relationship, calling upon Japan to share more of the burden of mutual
defense efforts.^

America's China policy remains that of fostering a low-level strategic relation
ship against the Soviet Union. For this purpose, the United States has agreed to sell
sophisticated weapons—including tube-launched, optically-tracked, wire-guided
(TOW) antitank missiles, the improved Hawk antiaircraft missiles, components of
early-warning radar systems, and other high-technology items—to China; it will also
havemilitary exchanges withChina.^ Prime Minister Zhao Ziyang visited Washing
ton in January 1984 and President Reagan returned the visit in April 1984. Despite
these signs of warmer relations, the Chinese are clearly reluctant to accept the
American idea of developing a strategic relationship even though they share some of
the American views on Soviet intentions. Moreover, the American government itself
is divided on the extent to which military equipment should be transferred to China,
and the general attitude is one of caution.

^ Japan Times, August 29, 1983, p. 1.
®International Herald Tribune, November 11, 1983, pp. 1-2.
^ Ibid., September 29 and 30, 1983.
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Meanwhile, to meet its security commitments, the United States currently
maintains the following military units in East Asia: one army division in Korea;
two-thirds ofa marine division in Okinawa; five combat air wings, including two in
Korea, two in Japan, and one in the Philippines; two carriers, one battleship, eight
submarines, and twenty-one surfacecombatants.

In these ways themajor powers arepursuing theirpolicies vis-i-vis friends and
adversaries primarily through bilateral ties rather than by multilateral linkages. The
result is a looser form of alignment than the traditional type ofalliance orcoalition.
Politically, the regional balance tends to be quadrilateral, but strategically, it is
bipolar. Perhaps such policies are more realistic and natural. Depending on the nature
ofthe challenge encountered, the major states can cooperate through parallel actions
rather than inan integrated manner. On the whole, however. United States, Japan, and
China have closer common orparallel interests than any of these states has with the
Soviet Union.

The Four Powers and the Two Koreas

Korea isno longer adirect issue inthe bilateral relations ofthe powers. Because
they cannot reach agreement onanultimate settlement, they have been forced toleave
it to the Korean states themselves. Only in this limited sense can one refer to
"Koreanization of the Korean question."

By and large, the major powers see Korea interms oftheir global and regional
perspectives. The United States and Japan, forexample, tend totreat South Korea as
being important to their bilateral relations in a positive sense. China and the Soviet
Union, on the other hand, see North Korea as an important area in their rivalry. The
United States hasmaintained a defense treaty with South Korea since thearmistice
wassignedin 1953. ChinaandtheSovietUnionhavemaintained defense treaties with
North Korea since 1961.

The Soviet Union's primary interest in Korea is geopolitical.'" Moscow does
not want Pyongyang to take any action that might involve the Soviet Union in a
head-on clash with the other powers, especially theUnited States. Nordoes it want
Pyongyang to take theChinese sideinanySino-Soviet conflict. Since 1973 Moscow
has not provided new weapons such as MiG-23s orT-72 tanks to Pyongyang, forcing
the latter to develop domestic production ofweapons; Moscow probably did this for
fearthatNorth Korea might be tempted to attack South Korea. It is unclear whether
this policy has been altered as aresult ofKim II Sung's visit to Moscow in May 1984
and the visit of Vice Foreign Minister M. S. Kapitsa toPyongyang inDecember of
that year.

Like the Soviet Union, China does not want North Korea to wage war against
SouthKorea; additionally, thePRCdoesnotwantNorth Korea to taketheSoviet side
in the Sino-Soviet rivalry." Since 1975 it has been Beijing's overriding concern to

Ralph N. Clough, "The Soviet Union and the Two Koreas," in Donald S. Zagoria, ed., SovietPolicy in
EastAsia (Nev/ Haven: Yale University Press, 1983), p. 175.

" Byung-joon Ahn, "Sino-Ameriean Relations and the Korean Peninsula," Korean Journal ofInter
nationalRelations, vol. 22 (1982), pp. 281-301.
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prevent another situation in Korea like that which occurred in 1950 or like the
commitment Chinawas forced to makelater to North Vietnam. North Korea is the
only country with which China has a formal defense agreement. For this reason
Beijing has consistently supported Pyongyang with military and economic assistance,
but it has also steadily counseled caution on Pyongyang's part.

Japan's official posture toward Korea isthat peace and stability on the Korean
peninsula are essential to peace and stability in East Asia including Japan. As part of
the American-Japanese security-treaty obligation, Japan is supposed to allow the
UnitedStatesto usebasesandfacilities on herterritory should anemergency arisein
Korea. While giving political and economic support to Seoul, Tokyo supports some
unofficial political ties and economic contacts with Pyongyang.

American policy toward Korea istodeter war onthe peninsula by honoring the
defenseconunitment madein 1953 andto maintain a balance ofpowerwiththeSoviet
FarEast. South Korea isthe only place onthe Asian continent where the United States
keeps ground troops; the strategic importance of Korea has been recognized by
Washington in terms ofJapanese security. In recent years Washington has strength
ened the firepower ofthe Second Division stationed between the demilitarized zone
(DMZ) and Seoul with more advanced equipment.

Inthis way, the Soviet Union, China, Japan, and the United States are seeking
their security interests inKorea. They all accept implicitly orexplicitly the Korean
status quo. North Korea isstill bent on overturning the status quo on its own terms,
notwithstanding its recent change of policy regarding negotiations with the Chun
government. Nevertheless, since the 1970s the four powers have shown in varying
degrees a de facto recognition orwhat may be called "cross-contact" with the two
Koreas. Thissituation caused thetworegimes in North andSouth Korea increasingly
to compete in their diplomatic and political relations with the four powers and with all
other countries, especially those of the ThirdWorld.

NORTH AND SOUTH KOREA:
COMPETITION FOR SURVIVAL AND LEGITIMACY

Since 1948 North and South Korea have been competing for survival and
legitimacy. The military competition seems to have reached an impasse because the
American troops inSouth Korea have compensated for North Korea's superiority. By
allaccounts, theeconomic competition isbeing won bySouth Korea. AsSouth Korea
has expanded its diplomatic infiuence in the Third World, North Korea has seemingly
resorted to nondiplomatic means including terrorism. In the final analysis, this
competition centers on the question ofwhich side enjoys greater political legitimacy.

Military Competition

A root causeof the North-South confrontation in North Korea is the senseof
insecurity existing on both sides and the military buildup along the DMZ where 1.4
million regular troops are facing each other. IfAmerican forces were excluded from
the comparison, the military balance would be definitely infavor ofNorth Korea.
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North Korea began its military buildup early in the 1960s. Since then Pyong
yang has invested farlarger portions ofitsgross national product (GN?) for military
purposes than has the South. The South started military modernization programs only
inthe 1970s, and even these efforts have been limited byotherpriorities ofU.S.globd
strategy and the exigencies of U.S. Congressional politics. Nevertheless, in recent
years ROK military expenditures have been substantial asthe effort tocatch upwith
theNorth continues. Andwhilethemilitary doctrine andforce structure of theNorth
are offense-oriented, whereas those of the South are defense-oriented, the U.S.
military presence compensates for this difference.

According to the latest estimate by the London-based Instituteof International
andStrategic Studies, North Korea maintains anarmed force of more than 784,500,
representing3.8 percent of the population, whileSouth Koreahas an armedforce of
622,000, 1.3 percent of the population. The North is deploying halfof its combat
forces near the DMZ.General RobertW. Sennewald,commanderof U.S. forces in
Korea,toldtheU.S. House of Representatives Armed Services Committee in March
1983 that North Korea has spent 25 percent of its GNP for the military in the past
decade, whereas South Korea has spent 6 percent. In the past three years the North
Koreans accelerated their program forthe production ofSoviet T-62-type tanks, the
acquisition of some 160 Chinese-built A-7 aircraft orcopies ofMiG-21s, anda naval
expansionto 500 combat vessels including 21 submarines and boats outfitted with
surface-to-surface missiles. Pyongyang's forces are capable ofattacking the South
without Chinese or Soviet help, whereas the support that can be rendered by the
United States to Seoul is perceived to be weakening.

North Korean armor, including tanks and artillery, is domestically produced.
The North is far stronger than the South in the number of armored divisions and
mechanized and motor divisions, which are equipped tobemost effective incarrying
out fast and mobile attacks on South Korea to breach the forward defense line between
the DMZ and Seoul. The North's artillery in particular is superior in numbers and
range.TheNorthis still increasing the number of its artillery units withheavier and
longer-range pieces, amounting tothree-fourths ofall the American artillery pieces,
existing throughout the world according toa speech by U.S. Assistant Secretary of
State Paul Wolfowitz.*'*

Another strength of North Korea is a commando-type force of at least100,000
men who canbe deployed rapidly by 100 high-speed landing ships, 250 A-2 trans
ports, or through underground tunnels to penetrate deeply intotheSouth. They can
destroy orconfuse command and communication networks; they can also carry out
terrorist acts as some of them did when they attempted to raid the Blue House (the
ROK president's residence) in 1968 and to assassinate the South Korean President in
Rangoon in October 1983.

International Institute for Strategic Studies, The Military Balance, 1983-1984 (London: The Inter-
national Institutefor Strategic Studies, 1983), pp. 93-94.
Korea Herald^ March 10, 1983.
Ibid., February 2, 1984.
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In addition to its army, Pyongyang's navy and air forces also aresuperior to
those of Seoul, at least in quantity, ^ongyang has 500 combat vessels, Seoul only
100; the former has 21 submarines and missile-equipped patrol boats, the latter only a
few American-made World WarIl-vintage destroyers. The former has 740 combat
aircraft, the latter only 450. Table 1shows the North's superiority inmanpower and
firepower.'̂

Table 1

South and North Korean Ground Forces, 1983

South Korea North Korea

Personnel 622,000 784,500
Artillery 2,800 4,000
Multiple rocket launchers 0 2,000
Tanks/assault guns 1,000 2,675
Armored personnel carriers 850
SOURCE; International Institute of Strategic Studies (IISS), Military Balance,
1983-1984.

Thus, asRichard L. Armitage, U.S. Assistant Secretary ofDefense, testified
before Congress, Pyongyang still has the advantage over Seoul in all capabilities as
follows: 2 to 1inmaneuver battalions, 2to 1inartillery, 3to 1intanks,2to 1infighter
aircraft, and 3to1innaval combatants.Itistrue that numerical comparisons can be
mklftflHing because in certain areas such as fighter aircraft South Korean equipment is
qualitatively superior. However, Pyongyang's forces are far larger than is necessary
purely for the defense of the North.

Pyongyang's military buildup accelerated just when the first series ofNorth-
South dialogues got underway in 1972-1973. Yet only inJanuary 1979 did this fact
come to light. The United States was so preoccupied with the Vietnam War during the
early 1970s that itcould scarcely pay attention to Korea. Besides, ittook more than
one year to make acareful assessment ofthe data by the intelligence community. Once
this was done. President Carter had nochoice but to suspend his plan for a phased
withdrawal of American ground troops.'̂

Outnumbered and outgunned inmanpower and firepower, Seoul undertook the
first force improvement plan in1975-1981 and iscurrently proceeding with its second
plan (1982-1986), which envisions acquisition ofartillery, armor, and antitank and

" Ibid., February 3, 1984; The Military Balance, 1983-1984, pp. 93-94.
Korea Herald^ March 11, 1983.
Cyrus Vance, Hard Choices, Critical Years in America's Foreign Policy (New York: Simon and
Schuster, 1983), p. 129.
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antisubmarine equipment.^® Purchase of 30 F-16 fighters will enhance Seoul's air
force substantially. But the lead time between foreign military sale contracts and
delivery is so long that it will be a considerable time before Seoul can catch up with
Pyongyang.

Therefore, it is essential for the United States to maintain its troops in South
Korea at the current level of 40,000. Their role is threefold. First, they are necessary
to deter war by the North and to honor the U.S. defense commitment to South Korea.
As Henry Kissinger pointed out, the reason for the U.S. commitment is the same in
both Europe and Korea because the removal of the American shield might tempt
aggression. In this sense the "team spirit" exercises between South Korea and the
United States are designed to demonstrate the credibility of that commitment.
Second, less understood but vitally important is their surveillance and intelligence
gathering role, which can be guaranteed only when ground forces are present. Since
the force balance in Korea favors the potential aggressor, the defender must be able to
detect the moves of the attacking force as early as possible, but South Korea does not
have these capabilities. Third, the U.S. military presence is a credible symbol that the
United States intends to remain an Asian power and to play its role in balancing Soviet
power in this region. For these reasons, defense secretary Weinberger, in his annual
report to the U.S. Congress inJanuary 1984, stressed the need to strengthen American
forces and to undertake joint American-South Korean exercises.

In the long run, Seoul will be capable of attaining a military balance with
Pyongyang on its own efforts. Until that time, the American role for deterring
aggression and preserving stability is required.

Economic Competition

In all aspects. South Korea has outstripped North Korea in its economic
competition. From the early 1960s, Seoul has regarded economic development as a
national task, while Pyongyang was giving top priority to building up its military
forces. Like any other planned economy, Pyongyang's economy did grow rapidly in
the 1950s as a result of mobilizing labor and available resources, especially in the
heavy industrial sector. In recent years, however, plagued by the problems universal
to command-type economies, it has fallen far behind Seoul's record. Apparently,
Pyongyang's seven-year plan ending in 1984has failed to reach its targets, for it has
not announced its achievements thus far. The abruptly convened Supreme People's
Congress in January 1984 endorsed a newly created Economic Policy Committee to
review Pyongyang's plans and to study ways of expanding its trade relations with
capitalist economies, notwithstanding its foreign debt of more than $2 billion.In
September 1984, a joint venture law was announced, with the hope that foreign

Choi Chang-yoon, "Korea: Security and Strategic Issues," Asian Survey, vol. 20, no. 11 (November
1980), pp. 1137-1138.
Henry Kissinger, Years of Upheaval (Boston: Little, Brown, 1982), p. 308.
Korea Herald, February 2, 1984.
Nodong Shinmun, January 30, 1984.
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investment would be attracted. Given the problems, however, the likelihood of
substantial foreign investment seems slim.

In contrast, the average annual growth rate of South Korea's economy in the
past twenty years has been more than 8.6 percent. In 1982Seoul's GNP reached $67.1
billion with exports of $21.5 billion and imports of $22.8 billion; its fifth five-year
plan (1982-1986) envisages a real growth rate of 7 or 8 percent per year. In 1983, the
South Korean economy grew by 9.5 percent, one of the highest rates in the world. It is
now in the process of being transformed into a high-technology stage with multiple
connections with other market economies.

As shown in Table 2, South Korea with a population twice and GNP four times
that of North Korea has already won the economic race, and the gap in this area is
going to widen in the years to come. When South Korea will join the bracket of
advanced industrial countries in the late 1980s, the gap will have become so large that
North Korea cannot possibly match South Korea's performance in socioeconomic
development. South Korea is now the seventh-largest U.S. trading partner and the
fourth-largest market for U.S. grain exports. In addition. South Korea has become an
active member of the Pacific Economic Cooperation Conference, which includes the

Table 2

Major Indicators of North and South Korea (1981)

South North

Sector Unit Korea (A) Korea (B) Comparison (A/B)

Population 10,000 3,872 1,809 2.1 : 1

Area km^ 99,016 122,370 1 : 1.2

GNP $ billion 62.2 13.6 4.6 : 1

Per capita $ 1,607 750 2.1 : 1

income

Exports $ billion 21.3 1.3 16 : 1

Electric million kw 10.8 5.1 2.1 : 1

generation
capacity

Crude steel million tons 12.47 3.98 3 : 1

production
Oil refining barrels/day 790,000 80,000 10 : 1

capacity
Shipbuilding million tons 4 0.32 12 : 1

capacity
Automobile unit 337,000 15,000 22.5 : 1

production
Cement output million tons 23.5 8.1 2.9 : 1

Fiber production million tons 1 0.12 8 : 1

SOURCE: The Board for National Unification, The Republic of Korea (1982).
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market economies of Japan, the United States, and the ASEAN countries, whereas
North Korea continues to support an autarkic economy, separated from advanced
technology, unable to operate on a scale that maximizes investment, and threatened
with obsolescence in many fields.

Diplomatic Competition

During the Cold War there was little room for the two Koreas to maneuver
diplomatically because they had to rely almost totally on their respective major power
allies. As the bipolar confrontation between the two superpowers gradually turned
into a four-power realignment in the 1970s, North and South Korea began to explore
new approaches to all four powers. In addition, during the second half of the 1970s,
North Korea made an effort to gain support in the Third World. But entering the
1980s, South Korea began to make progress in its competition with North Korea
throughout the Third World by using its economic strength. This intensification of
diplomatic competition may have prompted Pyongyang to adopt violent means.

In the "northern" triangular relationship among China, the Soviet Union, and
North Korea, the two Communist powers have lent their diplomatic support to North
Korea at least in official pronouncements. But the Soviet Union has been unwilling to
risk a direct clash with the United States on behalf of North Korean interests, as

evidenced by the cautious attitude shown during the Korean Warin 1950-1953 and the
Pueblo incident in 1968.^^ Nor did China approve of Kim 11 Sung's designs for
military action against South Korea in 1975 when he discussed this matter with the
Chinese in Beijing. After the Sino-Soviet conflict deepened in the 1970s, each of the
Communist giants tried to keep North Korea from tilting decisively toward the other
side. The competition between Beijing and Moscow enabled Pyongyang to play one
against the other and thereby to steer a neutral road in the Sino-Soviet dispute. But
rarely could Pyongyang take an equidistant course in so doing. In the 1980s,
therefore, Pyongyang retains closer relations with Beijing.

In the "southem" triangular relationship among the United States, Japan, and
South Korea, Washington and Tokyo have supported South Korea's foreign policy,
but their pluralistic political and social structures have made it possible for some
private groups in both countries to dissent from the official policy of their gov
ernments. In the 1980s, however, Washington and Tokyo have begun coordinating
their contingency planning for a possible crisis in Korea.

Pyongyang was able to join the nonalignment movement led by Tito and Castro
in 1975, from which Seoul was excluded. Encouraged by this diplomatic coup,
Pyongyang rejected the proposal by U.S. Secretary of State Henry Kissinger at the
thirtieth U.N. General Assembly that the two Koreas, the United States, and China
convene a meeting to explore ways of "crossrecognition" of the two Korean states by
the four powers (the United States, the PRC, Japan, and the Soviet Union). Pyong-

William Zimmerman, "The Korean and Vietnam Wars," and Donald S. Zagoria and Janet D. Zagoria,
"Crises on the Korean Peninsula," in Stephen S. Kaplan, ed.. Diplomacy of Power: Soviet Armed
Forces as a Political Instrument (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution, 1981), pp. 333, 357-411.

125



yang rejected this idea by calling it a scheme to perpetuate "two Koreas." Beijing and
Moscow have abided by Pyongyang's position. In July 1979Pyongyang rejected the
joint proposal made by presidents Park and Carter for a tripartite conference of Seoul,
Washington, and Pyongyang despite some indication that Beijing had endorsed this
formula. Pyongyang was to accept the concept of tripartite negotiations later, in 1983,
with certain provisos, but the idea was no longer acceptable in Seoul and Washington.
Since 1974, however, Pyongyang has consistently called upon both Washington and
Tokyo to have direct talks. Washington has thus far rejected any official contact with
Pyongyang unless Seoul is fully represented and unless either Beijing or Moscow
follows with a comparable action toward Seoul.

In the late 1970s, while a triangular cooperation among the United States,
Japan, and China was being formed against the Soviet-Vietnamese alliance, the
Soviets saw this as an anti-Soviet military alliance and sought to improve Soviet
relations with the North Koreans, accusing China ofcollusion with the United States.
Hoping to obtain some military and economic assistance from Moscow, Pyongyang
apparently responded with much expectation. According to Soviet claims, sixty
industrial enterprises were built in North Korea with Soviet aid. These plants account
for a high proportion of Pyongyang's industrial production: 60 percent of its electric
power, 30 percent of its steel, 45 percent of its petroleum products, 40 percents of its
iron ore, and 20 percent of its woven goods. Twelve more industrial projects have
been built with Soviethelp.^"^

As shown in Table 3, Moscow seems to have deliberately increased its imports
from Pyongyang from 1978 on. Perhaps to compensate for these favors Pyongyang
has allowed Soviet commercial and even naval ships to use port facilities at Najin. In
1980Kim II Sung met Brezhnev at Tito's funeral; in 1982Pyongyang's Vice President
Pak Song Choi went to Brezhnev's funeral. The climax to visitations came in the
spring of 1984, when Kim visited Moscow for the first time in more than two decades.

In the 1970s China gave its official endorsement to North Korean positions
while sharing some common perspectives with the United States. Beginning in 1981,
however, after Sino-American relations deteriorated over Washington's arms sale to
Taipei and concern grew in Beijing over Russian overtures to Pyongyang, China set
out to patch up its relations with North Korea by providing more military and
economic aid and even acquiescing in Kim II Sung's succession plan for his son Kim
Jong II. That these efforts paid offwas indicated by the exchange of visits between the
top leaders. Deng Xiaoping and Hu Yaobang made a secret visit to Pyongyang in
April 1982; about this time China provided forty A-47 fighters to North Korea and
resumed export ofonemillion tons ofoil.^^ InSeptember Kim IISung made a highly
publicized visit to Beijing.

The Sino-Soviet competition had increasingly affected not only North Korea
but also South Korea. Since June 3, 1973, when Seoul enunciated the policy of

Byung-joon Ahn, "Unification of Korea: Reality and Policy," Journal ofNortheast Asian Studies, vol.
1, no. 1 (March 1982), pp. 84-85.

^ AsianSecurity 1983^ p. 68.
Ahn, "Sino-American Relations and the Korean Peninsula," pp. 281-301.
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opening relations with nonhostile Communist states, South Korea hasexpanded her
contacts with bothChina andtheSoviet Union in humanitarian, athletic, scholarly,
and economic fields through direct and indirect channels. For example, Seoul's
volume of indirect trade with China increased from $100 million to $400 million in
the late 1970s. The Soviet Union has also allowed South Korean citizens to attend
international events in its territory since 1973.^^

Table 3

Soviet Trade with North Korea (in million dollars)

Year Total Exports Imports Balance

1970 373.8 230.6 143.2 87.4

1971 502.6 366.8 135.8 231.0

1972 458.4 303.5 154.9 148.6

1973 480.6 301.3 179.3 122.0

1974 461.6 261.3 200.3 61.0

1975 468.5 258.8 209.7 49.1
1976 375.8 218.4 157.4 61.0

1977 446.0 223.5 222.5 1.0
1978 552.5 257.9 294.6 -36.7

1979 749.8 358.9 390.9 -32.0

1980 880.6 443.2 437.4 5.8
1981 745.3 392.8 352.5 40.3

SOURCE: Japan External Trade Organization, Kita chosen minshushughi jinmin
kowakoku [The Democratic People's Republic of Korea], (Tokyo: JETRO, 1983),
p. 37.

In 1982, Moscow tookaction seemingly intended to show itsdispleasures over
Pyongyang's warming relations with Beijing. In October, Moscow had two Tass
representatives abruptly showup atKimpoAirportaskingforentryvisasto attendthe
Technical Conunittee of the Organization of Asia-Pacific News Agencies held in
Seoul; they even made a courtesycall on PresidentChun. At the end of October, the
Director of theArtPreservation Department of theSoviet Ministry of Culture visited
Seoul to attend an Asian regional conference on art and museum administration
sponsored by the South Korean government. In March 1983, Moscow again senttwo
high officials toaconference held inSeoul, this one onagriculture. These were clearly
attempts by Moscow to play a "South Korean card" against North Korea and China.

Byung-joon Ahn, "South Korea and the Communist Countries," Asian Survey, vol. 20, no. 11
(November 1980), pp. 1098-1107.
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Against this background, the forced landing ofa Chinese airplane hijacked by
Chinese dissidents in May 1983 provided Seoul with anexcellent opportunity fora
directcontact withChinese authorities. Unexpectedly, Beijing promptly sentateamof
thirty-three officials and crew, led by Shen Du, director general ofthe Chinese Civil
Aviation Administration (CCAA),to engagein face-to-face negotiations witha team
of South Korean officials led by Assistant Foreign Minister Kong Roh Myung. In a
memorandum signed by both sides and bearing the official names ofboth countries for
the first time, they agreed tocooperate further ifsimilar emergencies should occur in
the future, thus opening the way to the possibilities of more contact.

Butimmediately after the Chinese crew and the hijacked plane retumed home,
Beijing sent its foreign minister, Wu Xuequan, to Pyongyang to allay Kim II Sung's
worry about Beijing-Seoul contacts. While in Pyongyang, Wii reaffirmed Beijing's
support for Pyongyang's call for withdrawal ofU.S. troops. In June 1983, Beijing
welcomed Kim Jong II in his unpublicized visit to China. About this time Beijing
refused toissue entry visas toSouth Korean participants inU.N.-sponsored meetings
in China, such as theEconomic and Social Commission forAsia and thePacific and
the Industrial Development Organization. Yet Beijing concluded anagreement with
Tokyo on a new air route so that Japanese and Chinese planes could fly over the
so-called Korean flight information region through which Shen Du'smission flew in
May 1983.

AsforMoscow's approach to Seoul, theshooting down by Soviet fighters on
September 1, 1983, ofKAL (X)7, an unarmed South Korean civilian airplane carrying
269 crew and passengers, dashed chances ofbetter Soviet-South Korean relations and
also raised international tensions throughout the world. Soviet refusal to admit its
responsibility orexplain the incident, let alone compensate the victims, shocked the
South Koreans. Also distressful to Koreans was Moscow's refusal to allow South
Korean specialists to join Japanese and American officials in receiving wreckage of
the destroyed KAL plane in Sakhalin.

After Moscow had shown such gross insensitivity, Beijing condemned Mos
cow's shooting down ofthe plane (although atthe U.N. Security Council itabstained
from voting on a resolution to condemn the Soviet Union). Interestingly, it allowed
South Korean representatives to attend the United Nations Development Program
(UNDP) and the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAG) conferences held inChina
in August and September 1983. Moreover, Beijing permitted two South Korean
delegates to attend the InternationalTelecommunications Union conference sponsored
by the Chinese government in September. Later that month, when defense secretary
Weinberger met with Deng on September 28, 1983, Deng revealed Beijing's serious
interest ineasing tensions onthe Korean peninsula. This interest represented a major
shift inBeijing's attitude; only a few years earlier, inFebruary 1979, Deng had told
Carter that Beijing had little influence over Pyongyang. '̂ As afurther indication ofits
desire to reduce tensions, Beijing permitted many Korean residents to visit their

Washington Post, October20,1983; Jimmy Carter, Keeping Faith: Memoirs ofaPresident 09ew York:
Bantam, 1983) p. 206.
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relatives in South Korea, andShenHisentcondolences tohiscounterpart inSeoul for
the shooting down of KAL 007.^®

On the othersideof the coin, boththeUnited StatesandJapanlaunched "smile
diplomacy" toward Pyongyang in this same period. In March 1983 the U.S. State
Department announced new guidelines for American diplomats in some capitals so
that they could have informal contacts withNorth Korean diplomats; it also relaxed
rules on issuing visas to North Koreans who wanted to attend academic conferences in
theUnited States. Tokyo made similar gestures byadmitting a North Korean delega
tion to the twenty-third Asian-African Legal Consultative Conference held in May
1983.

These moves are being promoted on the ground that they can contribute to
breaking Pyongyang's self-imposed isolation andalsoarenecessary to match Seoul's
informal contacts with Beijing and Moscow. Testifying before the Asian-Pacific
Subcommittee of the U.S. House ofRepresentatives inJuly 1983, Allen S. Whiting,
for example, pointed out thattheSeoul-Beijing agreement on thehijacking incident
freed the Soviets to move further along theirprevious approaches to South Korea.
But the KAL incident in September 1983 has made it difficult for them to do so.

If this smilediplomacyleadsto its intendedgoals, oneshouldwelcomeit. But it
is essential that Tokyo and Washington not get ahead of Beijing and Moscow. If
contacts can be initiated jointly by Seoul, Washington, and Tokyo through close
consultation, the policy deserves serious consideration. Indeed, the late South Korean
foreign minister. Lee Bum Suk, made aspeech onwhat hecalled "northern policy" in
June 1983 in which he called for normalization of relations with China and the Soviet
Union. In December 1983 the new foreign minister. Lee Won Kyung, promised to
resume Seoul's unofficial contact with Moscow despite the KAL incident.^®

Throughout theturbulent years from 1980 to 1985, theUnited States andJapan
rendered active diplomatic andeconomic assistance toSouth Korea. InFebruary 1981
at President Reagan's invitation. President Chun became the first chief of state to visit
Reagan at the White House; Reagan also canceled Carter's plan for phased with
drawal of American troops.At the fifteenth annual Korean-American security
consultative meeting in Washington in April 1983, the United States agreed that the
security of South Korea is "vital" to the security of the United States. The Senate
passed a special resolution reaffirmingthe Americancommitmentin commemoration
ofthethirtieth anniversary ofthetreaty inOctober; thisresolution indicates bipartisan
support for the commitment. Reagan reaffirmed it when he visited Seoul in November
1983.^2

TobolsterAmerican forces inSouthKorea, Washington increased thefirepower
of the Second Division by deploying more advanced equipment andby assisting in

Far EasternEconomic Review, September 29, 1983, p. 11,
Korea Herald, July 23, 1983.
Ibid., June30, 1983; International HeraldTribune, December 28, 1983, p. 2.
Byung-joon Ahn, "North Korea in the Context of U.S.-Korean Relations," in Ronald Morse, ed..
Reflections ona Century ofU.S.-Korean Relations (New York: University PressofAmerica, 1983), pp.
257-263.

Korea Herald, November 15, 1983, p. 5.
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Seoul'sforce improvement plan. It provided Seoulwithforeign military salesof$160
million for 1981, $210 million for 1982, and $180 million for 1983; for 1984 $230
millionwas projected,with an equalamountenvisaged for 1985 on somewhat better
credit terms. When President Chun made his second visit to Washington in April
1985, President Reagan reaffirmed the U.S. security ties with South Korea, calling
them "the linchpin of peace in Northeast Asia."^^

Prime Minister Nakasone took a decisive action by making his first foreign trip
to Seoul in January 1983, immediately after assuming office. In the face of North
Korea's increasing military capability, Tokyo has taken the Korean situation more
seriously than before.Even though it refused officially to accept any linkage
betweensecurityandeconomiccooperation,Nakasone'sdecisionto settletheissueof
$4 billion credit for Seoul was taken primarily for security considerations. Since his
trip, Korean-Japanese relations have further improved. Tokyo collaborated with
Washington concerning the KAL incident and also applied sanctionsagainst Pyong
yang after the Rangoon incident, suspending the exchange of political leaders and
privatepersons withPyongyang aswellasenforcing economic strictures. Through its
contacts with Beijing, Tokyo has tried to convince Beijing to use its restraining
influence on Pyongyang. In fact, Nakasone and Hu Yaobang agreed on the im
portance of stability on the Korean penisula when they talked about the Korean
situation in November 1983. When Nakasone visited Beijing in March 1984,he had
another chance to present his views on Korea to the Chinese leaders. When President
Chun made his historic visit to Tokyo in September, Emperor Hirohito delivered an
expressionof "regret" for Japan's colonialrule overKoreain the past, andPresident
Chun accepted this as a formal apology and vowed to look toward the future. Thus,
Seoul has had the upper hand recently in diplomatic activities connected with the
United States, Japan, and China.

The most intensivediplomaticcompetitionhascenteredon theThirdWorld,but
here again. South Korea has made substantialprogress. In July 1981 PresidentChun
made state visits to the five ASEAN countries, and all five governments endorsed
Seoul's stand on reunification. In November 1981 the South Korean Olympic Com
mittee scored a diplomatic coup when Seoul was chosen as the site for the 1988
OlympicGames as well as the 1986 Asian Games. In 1985 Seoul will also host the
International Monetary Fund and WorldBank conventions. In August 1982President
Chun visited four African states: Gabon, Kenya, Nigeria, and Senegal. In October
1983 when Seoul hosted the Inter-Parliamentary Union convention, seventy-three
countries sent delegates, although neither the Soviet Union nor any of the East
European countries did because of the KAL incident. In pursuit of political and
economic interests in the Third World, President Chun left Seoul on October 8 for
another round of state vists to Burma, Sri Lanka, India, Australia, New Zealand, and

Ibid., May 14, 1983.
3"^ Byung-joon Ahn, *TheU.S. and Korean-Japanese Relations,"in GeraldL. Curtisand Sung-joo Han,

eds.. The U.S.-South Korean Alliance: Evolving Patterns in Security Relations (Lexington, Mass.:
Lexington Books, 1983), pp. 143-147.

33International Herald Tribune, November 25, 1983, p. 1; April 29, 1985, p. 4.

130



Brunei. But the incident on October 9, when, in an attempt to hamper South Korea's
growing inroads into the Third World as well as to induce political chaos in South
Korea the North Koreans detonated a bomb that killed seventeen South Korean

officials in Rangoon, stopped him from completing this journey.
Pyongyang's terrorist act actually backfired when Burma expelled the North

Korean embassy and withdrew its recognition of North Korea in November 1983after
an investigation on the bombing conclusively established North Korean respon
sibility.^^ Thisalsocaused the United States,Japan, andevenChinato beconcerned
about stability on the Korean peninsula and to take further measures to prevent
violence. President Reagan, on his visit to Japan and South Korea in November 1983,
discussed the North Korean problem with Prime Minister Nakasone and President
Chun; at that time he reaffirmed the U.S. commitment to the security of South Korea
by reiterating that the security of South Korea is "pivotal to the peace and stability of
the Northeast Asian region and in turn vital to the security of the United States.
According to Hu Yaobang, who also visited Japan late in November 1983, Kim II
Sung assured Deng Xiaoping and him twice that North Korea would never invade
South Korea. He added that China condenmed terrorism by any country; he went out
of his way to stress that tensions from any source should be avoided in Korea.

Some Third World countries followed the action ofBurma. Costa Rica, Western
Samoa, and the Comoros severed diplomatic relations with North Korea, and Thai
land rejected North Korea's request to open an embassy in Bangkok. Even the
Japanese Communist party attacked Pyongyang openly. Chuji Kuno and other leaders
of the Japan-North Korean Parliamentarian Friendship League were defeated in the
elections in December 1983. Since Pyongyang has inflicted isolation upon itself,
Seoul's diplomatic edge over Pyongyang's has increased as shown in Table 4.

Table 4

Number of Countries with which North Korea and South Korea Have

Diplomatic Relations (1984)

Middle Western Eastem United

Asia East Africa Oceana Europe Europe States Total

South 14 14 31 12 20 0 30 121

Korea

North 15 10 41 6 9 9 11 101

Korea

Both 8 5 26 5 9 0 10 63

Koreas

Ibid.y November 19 and 20, 1983, p. 1.
Korea Herald, November 15, 1983, p. 5.
International Herald Tribune, November 19 and 20, 1983.
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Against this background, Pyongyang suddenly called for a three-party con
ference ofthe United States, South Korea, and North Korea, thus engaging in another
round ofdiplomatic competition. Pyongyang initially sent this proposal to Beijing on
October 8, 1983, on the eve of the Rangoon incident; itwas conveyed by Beijing to
Washington onOctober 12. Pyongyang renewed the proposal onDecember 3 when
South Korean authorities sank an armed North Korean spy ship and captured two
agentsin the seaoff Pusan.Then, onJanuary11,1984,whenChinese PrimeMinister
Zhao Zhiyang was about to meet with President Reagan and to deliver the same
message inWashington, Pyongyang broadcast two letters containing this proposal to
the U.S. government and the "Seoul authorities." In these letters Pyongyang sug
gested "athree-party conference whereby South Korean authorities can participate in
aconference between us and the United States on an equal footing." This conference
was supposed to discuss replacing the armistice with a "peace agreement" with the
United States andadopting a "nonaggression declaration" between North andSouth
Korea; only after these two achievements are made, itwas said, can there bedialogues
between Seoul and Pyongyang. '̂ In so saying, Pyongyang made it clear that the
primary purpose ofsuch agathering was to force the United States to withdraw troops
from South Korea and then to talk with Seoul on unification issues. Given the riming
of thisproposal andtheopenwayinwhich it wasmade, it isreasonable toassume that
Pyongyang was also trying to cover up its responsibility for the Rangoon incident and
to regain the diplomatic offensive toward the United States.

Citing the fact that Pyongyang had not admitted its responsibility, let alone
apologized for the Rangoon massacre, Seoul replied that Pyongyang should first
apologize and then resume direct dialogues if it was really serious about easing
tensions. At the same time, Seoul expressed its willingness to attend a larger
international forum ofeither a four-party conference including China or asix-party
conference including Japan and the Soviet Union if itcould contribute to reducing
tensions.

Washington endorsed Seoul's stand on these points. President Reagan told
Premier Zhao on January 11, 1984, that afour-party conference ofthe United States,
South Korea, North Korea, and China was preferable to the tripartite idea.'"' Pyong
yang rejected this quadrilateral formula. Only then did Beijing support Pyongyang's
stand, however, without expressing its official attitude on the quadrilateral idea.

Unofficially, Beijing has not raled out the possibility ofattending a four-party
conference on Korea. Sharing the perspectives ofSeoul and Washington on Pyong
yang's behavior, Tokyo remains somewhat interested in exploring the idea of a
six-party conference including itselfand Moscow. But Beijing and Pyongyang are not
likely tobereceptive tothis. As long asPyongyang isopposed to the idea ofsuch a
larger intemational conference for fear that itwould lead to cross-recognitionofSeoul
by Beijing and Moscow, itcan hardly materialize. Nor is atripartite conference likely
to be held as long as Seoul rejects it. Hence, the exchange of these proposals
represents another aspect ofthe diplomatic struggle between Seoul and Pyongyang

Nodong Shinmun, January 11, 1984.
^ International Herald Tribune, January 13, 1984, p. 2.
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Nevertheless, cross-contact between the two Korean states and the four powers
is going to increase. Now that Beijing has agreed to cooperate with both Washington
and Tokyoto find ways of reducing tensions on the Korean peninsula, the exchange of
information and consultation between these capitals will also grow. Insofar as
informal and indirect channels are concerned, quadrilateral communications among
Washington, Seoul, Beijing, and Pyongyang seem to have already taken place.

Political Competition

Meanwhile, the North-South confrontation remains a struggle by both parties
for legitimacy. Each side's unification policy reflects that struggle. The political
competition is between a totalitarian system trying to adopt a dynastic succession and
an open, though authoritarian, system trying to institutionalize a constitutional
democracy. In the long run, this competition will also be settled in favor of the South.

Todate, the thrust of Pyongyang's unification policy has been to deny legitima
cy to the South Korean system, while Seoul's policy is to recognize the reality existing
on the peninsula and to induce Pyongyang to constructive dialogue through which the
peace and confidence necessary for an eventaul unification can be built. Two sets of
such dialogue did take place, one in 1972-1973 and another in 1979-1980, but both
were unilaterally suspended by Pyongyang when the domestic political situation in
the South turned stable."^^ The first series of talks was prompted by the external
changes dramatized in the sudden Sino-American rapprochement. The proposal for
talks was initiated by Seoul. North Korea's Kim put a halt to the dialogue after South
Korea's Park began to consolidate the yushin (revitalizing reform) system. The
second series, initiated by Pyongyang, was prompted by the internal changes wrought
by the assassination of President Park, but Kim abruptly suspended these talks, too,
after General Chun was elected president of the Republic of Korea in 1980.

Immediately after the inauguration of the Fifth Republic in March 1981,
President Chun proposed either an exchange of visits or a summit between himself
and Kim. In January 1982 he called for the drafting of a constitution under which a
reunited Korean state could be established. For this purpose he suggested that a
Council for Unification be formed by representatives from both sides and that liaison
offices in both capitals be established to handle matters of mutual interst. With these
proposals he expressed his willingness to discuss some of Pyongyang's positions
including the one on the "Democratic Confederal Republic of Koryo," which Kim
had proposed in 1980. In rejecting these suggestions and even the idea of exchanging
information on separated families through the Red Cross, Pyongyang insisted on two
conditions: withdrawal of U.S. troops and change of the government in Seoul.

In 1983 three developments illustrated the contrasts between the approaches of
the South and North to the issue of contacts. The first, in June, was the unanticipated
success of the Korea Broadcasting System in its campaign to reunite separated
families. Through the powerful medium of television, more than ten thousand
separate families within South Korea were united after separations of thirty-three

Ahn, "Unification of Korea," pp. 73-82.
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years. When they embraced in tearful yet happy scenes, the whole nation watched and
cried; the scenes were a most poignant human drama that moved people of every walk
of life in South Korea. Yet Pyongyang was, at least publicly, unmoved and even
claimed that the events were fabricated by Seoul."^^ The second example was the
Soviet shooting down of KAL 007. As the entire nation was grieving and angry about
this barbaric act, Pyongyang defended Moscow's action by endorsing the latter's
claim that the plane was on a spy mission for the United States. Pyongyang failed to
utter a word of regret or condolence. The third example was the explosion at Burma's
AungSanMausoleum. Pyongyang still claims that this incident wasperpetrated by
antigovemment dissidents in South Korea, notwithstanding Burma's conclusive
evidence proving North Korean responsibility.

These different reactions derive from the diverging political systems of North
and South. Both systems face the problem of ensuring a smooth succession of power
and retaining political stability. The most imminent problem confronting the North is
how to perpetuate the existing system through a dynastic succession. The problem
facing the South is to find a viable political order in a rapidly industrializing society in
the long run, and how to institute a seven-year, single-term presidency in the short
run.

In the autumn and winter of 1984, unexpected developments took place. The
North offered to provide relief supplies to the victims of serious floods in the South,
and unexpectedly, Seoul accepted them, indicating that it did not need the supplies,
but hoped this could lead to resumed South-North conmiunications. Shortly thereaf
ter, Pyongyang suggested a dialogue on economic, sports, and cultural matters. In
mid-October, the North agreed to a proposal to hold bilateral talks on trade and
economic cooperation, and the first meeting opened on November 15 at Panmunjom.
Both sides set forth proposals of a detailed and basically compatible nature. The
North, however, cancelled the meetings scheduled for December and January 1985,
using an incident at the DMZ and the joint ROK-United States military maneuvers as
excuses. Since May 1985the economic and Red Cross talks have been resumed, with
some results.

Reversing its previous position, the North has now agreed to discuss important
issues with the South, albeit in a halting and uncertain manner, watching political
developments in the South—and on other fronts as well. Nevertheless, the new turn
of events may reduce tensionson the peninsula, and abet crosscontactsbetweenthe
two Koreas and the major powers with which each has limited relations.

One of the continuing contrasts between North and South Korea is that relative
ly little change has taken place in North Korean leadership whereas there have been
frequent changes in the leaders of the South. As a result, the South Koreans have
accumulated a great deal of experience in coping with political crises. The North
Koreans have yet to overcome a major succession crisis when Kim II Sung leaves the
political scene, making the future shape of the North Korean system uncertain. If one
takes China's experience after Mao's death as an example, factional struggles alre

Nodong Shinmun, August 30, 1983.
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likely to follow the death of Kim II Sung. Should they polarize the differences
between a pro-Beijing and and pro-Moscow faction, both the Chinese and the Soviets
would be tempted to intervene in North Korean domestic politics. This could become
a source of instability on the Korean peninsula.

Some signs of factionalism were discernible at the Third Session of the Seventh
Supreme People's Assembly held in January 1984. There is a prima facie indication
that Kim II Sung promoted a faction of technocrats in the state machinery as his "outer
court" while keeping Kim Jong II and his lieutenants as his "inner court." For
example, Prime Minister Yi Chong-ok, an economic expert, was elevated to the
position of a vice chairman whereas Kang Song-san, another economic manager, was
appointed prime minister, and a number of other technocrats were assigned to
positions dealing with the budget, light industry, and agriculture. In December 1983
Foreign Minister Ho Dam was replaced by Kim Young-nam. These reshufflings may
have been designed to shift blame away from Kim Jong II, who was said to have
directed the Rangoon incident, and to put more emphasis on pragmatic economic
policies. In other words, Kim II Sung attempted to limit the damage done to his son by
coopting more technically oriented cadres into the central organ ofgovernment and at
the same time seeking to weather the severe economic crisis taking place under Jong
IPs administration.

The degree to which the two states are open to the outside world provides
another contrast. North Korea remains largely shut off from the outside world, but
South Korea is a highly open society, trading with more than 140 countries. Once the
North Korean system is subjected to an alternative source of information emanating
from outside, it will be difficult to sustain the cult of Kim's personality. The impact of
such information on this Orwellian system will be substantial in generating fun
damental changes.

As for South Korea, there is reason to believe that a system Chalmers Johnson
calls"softauthoritarianism'"^^ maytakeholdif thepromise ofthepresent government
to transfer power according to its constitutional procedure is delivered in 1988. The
rising middle class, consisting of white-collar workers, professionals, the bureauc
racy, the business community, and even the military, is groping for political stability
in order to assure national security and economic growth. Most of them aspire to do
away with the vicious cycles of attempts to institute constitutionalism followed by
military coups,which havecharacterized theKorean political scene thusfar."^ There
are also those who challenge the current system. Among them are a small number of
radicalized university students, religious leaders, alienated journalists, and politi
cians; of these, student radicalism has been the most intractable problem.

Given the presence of North Korean threats and the need to sustain a high rate of
economic growth in an increasingly competitive and revolutionary world, neither

Chalmers Johnson, "Political Institutions and Economic Performance" in the first volume of this
conference series.

Byung-joon Ahn, "Political Change and Institutionalization in South Korea," Korean Social Science
Journal (Seoul: Korean Social Science Research Council and Korean National Commission for
UNESCO), vol. 10 (1983), pp. 41-65.
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Western style democracy nor an unbridled dictatorship will be tolerated in South
Korea. And yet, a lessauthoritarian andmore stable political system may well take
root gradually in South Korean society. The more legitimacy is generated in the
South, the better chance it will have for continued, productivedialogues with the
North.

The Rangoon bombing may have been Pyongyang's deliberate attempt to
destabilize the South Korean political situation by using terrorism as a political
instrument short of war, as in Lebanon. Such an act may also be a desperateeffort by
Pyongyang to compensate for failures in its economic and diplomatic competition
withSeoul. Eventhough thisstrategy backfired thistime, it runs theriskof triggermg
an inadvertent war. As a result, the competition for survival and legitimacy will
continue for some time,'̂ ® renewed dialogue notwithstanding.No matter whatkind of
proposal either side may make, one thing is clear: one side cannot make the other
accept what it does notwish to accept; norcan it anylonger deny theexistence suid
legitimacy oftheother side. Inoneway oranother, therefore, both Koreas will have to
cometo termswithreality. It is in thisregard thatin recent years South Korea's policy
has accordedmorewithreality thanhasNorthKorea's, a factwhichNorthKoreamay
now have belatedly recognized.

CONCLUSION: QUEST FOR BALANCE AND COOPERATION

To assure East Asian and Korean security requires balance and cooperation
among the parties. In the mid-1980s a complex balance ofpower isemerging in this
region. Even though the global balance still depends on the strategic competition
between the United States and the Soviet Union, the regional balance in East Mia
concems Japan andChina aswell; allfour countries have important stakes inthelocal
balance on the Korean peninsula.

In theforty years afterWorld War 11 the geopolitical relationship inEastAsia
hasbeen realigned despite the Korean division. Onbalance, theSoviet Union poses
potential threats to the East Asian balance of power. This makes it possible for the
United States, Japan, and China toseek areas ofcooperation even ifa formal alliance
isunfeasible. Shortofa global conflict, waramong thesepowers isunlikely, butthere
isapossibility oflocal conflict ontheKorean peninsula, which might well disrupt the
present state ofbilateral relationships between thepowers. To that extent, therefore,
these powers have little choice but to accept the status quo in Korea.

After major power realignments loosened the Cold War constraints on the
Korean confrontation. North and South Korea engaged in intense military, econo
mic, diplomatic, and political competition. At least in quantity. North Korea is
superior toSouth Korea inthemilitary balance ifU.S. forces are not counted. Inthe
economic and diplomatic race the Southhas outperformed the North. The balance
sheet forpolitical competiton isnotyetin,and this iswhy both sides arestrugglingfor

Byung-joon Ahn, "Prospects for North-South Korean Relations," Journal ofNortheast Asian Studies,
vol. 2, no. 2 (June 1983), pp. 67-80.
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legitimacy. Although inthelongruntheSouth'squestfordemocracy maywellprevail
over the North's attemptto prolongautocracy, both sides have been underpressure
from both domestic and international sourcesto seek a political settlement. Hence,
the renewed dialogue.

North Korea may still seek to couple dialogue with efforts to seek a violent
change of thestatus quo.Revolution intheSouth haslong been aprimary objective of
KimIISung. Forthisreason North Koreahasrepeatedly resorted toirregular methods
including terrorism and support of an underground Communist movement. As a
result. NorthKoreacontinuesto pose a threatnot only to SouthKoreabut also to all
parties thatwantpeace andstability in EastAsia. To copewiththisproblem requires
well-coordinated efforts by SouthKorea, the United States, Japan, China, andeven
the Soviet Union. Of these countries it is particularly incumbent upon China to
exercise its restraining influence over North Korea because China seems to enjoy
more leverage than any other power in Pyongyang.

To keep peace and security in East Asia and Korea, several conditions have to
be met. First, the United States should perform the role of balancer or mediator by
maintaining steady and reliable commitments and capabilities and by displaying a
coherent leadership andstrategy in thisregion. Should there be security cooperation
among the United States, Japan, and China, such cooperation is feasible through
existing bilateral relationships and informal or parallel actions rather than united
action or alliances. Multilateralism is feasible in the area of Pacific economic
cooperation by combatting protectionism and enhancing interdependence. This state
of cooperation amounts to whatRobert Scalapino aptly calls "soft regionalism.'"^^

Second, it should be a paramount goal of the major powers to render their
services in deterring war on the Koreanpeninsula and in keeping the North-South
Korean confrontation nonviolent. Theycanalsocontribute tolessening tensions there
by expanding theirbilateral contacts with both North andSouth Korea, first building
confidenceand thenpromotingfour-or six-partyconferences.As for the North-South
Korean relationship, the major powers should encourage both sides to continue to
engagein constructivedialoguesthroughwhichproblemsof unification canbe served
according to the principle of self-determination.

Finally, as for internal politics in Asian countries, each country must be
responsible for finding a routetopeaceful political succession andthetypeofstability
that will be of benefit to all its people.

^ Robert A. Scalapino, "Prospects for Pacific Cooperation," apaper delivered atthe Second Conference
on Northeast AsianSeciuity, November 1-3, 1983,Seoul, Korea, p. 19.
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7. Postcolonial Rebellions: Lessons
from Southeast Asia

Karl D. Jackson

I. INTRODUCTION

Since 1945 Southeast Asia has rarely been at peace. In Indonesia, the Japanese
occupation and the anticolonial revolution spawnedpolitical instability that endured
until 1966, including most prominently movements to found an Islamic state, the
rebellion of the Outer Islands, and the rise and demise of the Indonesian Communist
party (PKI). In Malaysia the Communist party (MCP) was successfully suppressed
during the Emergency (1948-60), although remnants remain even today. Vietnam
witnessed the anticolonial struggle against the French followed by the Second
Indochina War, which featured elements of both civil and international conflict.
Cambodia endured five years of externally backed internal war (1970-75), followed
by the forty-four-month proletarian dictatorship of Pol Pot, the final Vietnamese
invasion of late 1978, and the ensuing anti-Vietnamese struggle. Thailand was
involved in the Second Indochina War and felt seriously challenged by four
insurgencies in the North, Northeast, South, and far South from 1965 until 1983.
Burma, from its inception, was beset by all manner of rebellions, both Communist
and non-Communist. Finally, the Philippines successfully repressed the Huks
(1946-54) only to give birth to the Moro National Liberational Front (MNLF) in the
1970s and the burgeoning Communist New People's Army (NPA) in the 1980s.

In spite of this cornucopia of misery, conunents in academia, the press.
Congress, and the executive branch sometimes seem immune to sophistication. In
response to crises as far flung as Kampuchea, Nicaragua, El Salvador, and
Afghanistan, serious debates still rage on questions long since settled by the
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experience of the pastseveral decades.^ Coluninists, Congressman, and academics
continue to make statements that are essentially ahistoric, as if we had not lived
through an entire era of insurgency and counterinsurgency. For instance, although
experienceshows"the economic"vs. "the military"approachto counterinsurgency to
have been a false dichotomy, arguments about how to assist threatened governments
retain a timeless myopic quality with commentators and politicians in the 1980s
blithelyassuringthe public that "only economicand socialjusticecan restorepeace,"
as if economicand socialprogramscouldexist withoutsubstantial militaryandpolice
powers to protect them. It should be obvious from experience that insurgency
problems usually involve finding the appropriate mixof military, economic, social,
and pohtical instruments. However, professors, pundits, and politicos still contend
that insurgentthreatscan be solvedwithout military aid, as if diplomatic initiatives
and social reform schemes had any real prospect of bearing fruit in militarily
untenable situations.

Likewise, contentious statements still abound conceming wholly indigenous
civil wars versus externallybacked internal wars. The debateover the importanceof
external support continues to litter the intellectual landscape in spite of the now
copiousevidencethatveryfew insurgencies cansustainthemselves in the longrunor
musterthepowertooverthrow a sittinggovernment withoutsubstantial foreign inputs
of money, materiel, and sometimes men.

Finally, arguments about sources of rebellion and methods of counter-
insurgency remainculturebound.American andotherWestern commentators remain
weddedto the universality of a democratic doctrineaboutdissentand insurgency in
spite of the obvious fact that Conununist practices in places such as Afghanistan,
Laos, and Kampuchea are diametrically diffierent but nonetheless reasonably
effective. Forexample, American editorial writers subscribe toademocratic article of
faith, that government repression of opposition groups leads to insurgency; this
culturalbiasreignssupremeinspiteofempiricalexceptions suchaspostrevolutionary
China, Pol Pot's Kampuchea (1975-78) and post-1975 Vietnam, where the
application of repression correlates highly with unquestioned control by the ruling
regime.Forinstance. Western counterinsurgency doctrine emphasizes political rather
than military means by advising concessions on civil liberties and widening access to
political power. In contrast. Communist practice emphasizes egalitarian political
symbolism but with no quarter given to opponents or potential opponents; once in
power, the vanguard of the revolution cannotand will not sharepoliticalpowerwith
non-Conununists. In Vietnam and Kampuchea revolutionary governments have
soughteither to harry their opponentsout of the land or to exterminatethem, and yet,
excessive coercion notwithstanding, rebellion has been notably absent.

The historical context of rebellion and revolution in the post-World War II era
in Southeast Asia provides a laboratory for us to sort out alternatives theories
conceming the roots of intemal dissent, the transformation of dissent into armed

^See "Mr. Kissinger and Unbalanced Bargain," New York Times, January 12, 1984.
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rebellion, andthestrategies used byCommunist and non-Communist govemments in
attempting to combat persistent rebellion.^

Partof themisunderstanding revolving around thesubjectderives fromafailure
to understand that there are different kinds of causes, namely preconditons and
initiating factors. In Scott's phrase, preconditions refer to "the creation of social
dynamite," whereas initiating factors refer to "its detonation."^ One ofthe problems
inanalyzing rebellion is that some authors concentrate onpreconditions while others
highlight initiating factors, whereas comprehending rebellions requires simultaneous
attention to both factors. In some instances the preconditionsseem to be presentbut
rebellion stubbornly refuses to blossom. In others, initiating factors abound but the
underlying preconditions are inadequate to support a revolution."^ Successful rebel
lions are rare because they demand the simultaneous appearance of both pre
conditions and initiating factors.

InSection II, wewillexplore preconditions forrebellion thatareoften mistaken
forbeing bothnecessary andsufficient causes. Declining percapita income, corrup
tion, and inequality, in and of themselves, are shown to be too commonplace to
account for the presence of successful revolutions or sustained rebellions, both of
which arerather infrequent sociopolitical phenomena. Ethnicity, ontheother hand, is
shown tobea more frequent motivation forpostwar rebellions. InSection HI wewill
move from sociology andeconomics to politics, andin doing so, from studying the
contentsof social tinder to examining traditional and modem politicalrelationships
capable of igniting the fire of rebellion by combining vital ignition factors with the
more commonplace preconditions for rebellion. Emphasis is placed upon the vital
importance ofextemal assistance and sanctuaries for sustained or successful rebel
lions. Section IVemphasizes thecurious inconsistencies between Westem and Soviet
counterinsurgency practices.

^ A bewildering array of political phenomena could be included in the study of dissent: democratic
parliamentary opposition; spontaneous riots; coups d'etat; and rebellions. I have chosen todeal only
with organized rebellions ofthe postcolonial variety inSoutheast Asia. This means that important forms
of dissent (e.g., the rise of the PKI in Indonesia) have been left out as well as the anticolonial
revolutions. Further, I haveintentionally concentrated ononlymajor, long-term organized rebellions,
omitting relatively minor instances such as the Muslim separatists inSouthern Thailand, Front Unifi6 de
laLutte Pour lesRaces Opprim^es (FULRO) inVietnam, and a host ofsmall rebellions inBurma. No
attempt will bemade toexpand the essay toinclude such massive non-Southeast Asian topics asthe
Chinese revolution.

^ James C. Scott,TheMoralEconomy ofthePeasant:Rebellion andSubsistence inSoutheastAsia,New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1976, p. 4.
For example, the paralysis ofthe Indonesian economy from 1960 to1966 might have been expected to
provide fertile ground for rebellion—declining GNP per capita, declining food production per capita,
deteriorating health standards, chronic mass malnutrition, and even a famine onJava. Yet when the
PKI, without sufficient preparation, sought to move from a mass-mobilization strategy to an armed
strike against the government, organizational effectiveness was lacking and hence the revolution failed.

In contrast, in Thailand in the 1960s and 1970s the initiating factors were provided by excessive
coercion bycorrupt local officials and bypolitical paralysis inthe main governing institution, thearmy,
from October 1973 through October 1976. Initiating factors that might have been expected toinfl^e
local populations or to supply recruits by the tens of thousands to the CPT were not sufficient to
compensate for the absence ofthe preconditions for rebellion among ethnic Thai ofthe central plmn.
While initiating factors were toanextent provided bylocal administrators and incidents ofviolence in
Bangkok, expanding well-being and the ethnic isolation of the CPT precluded the party's rapid and
sustained expansion.
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n. SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC PRECONDITIONS FOR REBELLION

The linchpin of Western counterinsurgency doctrine is that rebellions take place
because governments fail to deliver the goods economically, politically, or socially.
Governments are attacked because reasonable expectations of wide segments of the
population have not been met.^ Narrow, class-based, oligarchic elites that rule for
their own benefit and attempt to pass along the benefits of rulership to their offspring
are, in effect, asking for rebellion. In nations where poverty, inequality, corruption, or
nepotism are increasing, rebellion is not unexpected. According to these assumptions
one should expect rebellion when regimes deprive citizens of their customary forms
of political influence or when the prospects for earning an adequate living rapidly
decrease.

Although it is true that rebellions do not usually occur in paradise, the data on
postcolonial rebellions in Southeast Asia do not provide clear support for the hypoth
esis that increasing levels of poverty, corruption, and inequality at the national level
uniformly lead to armed unrest or revolution. Economic deterioration provides a set
of preconditions or a social context in which other, primarily political, factors
determine whether destitution leads to rebellion or merely to long-suffering accep
tance of shared poverty.

The following figure provides a rough illustration of the weak direct relation
ship between GNP per capita at the national level and the presence of rebellion.
Although GNP per capita is not a perfect indicator, it is the only one for which we have
adequate time series data extendingback to the 1950s.Furthermore, long-termtrends
in GNPper capita probablyreflectthe rural sectorto the extent that a largeproportion
of GNP derives from that sector in a particular country.^

^ Ted Gurr provides themost systematic exposition ofwhy men participate inarmed rebellion. One ofhis
important points is that the potential for collective violence rises dramatically with "the intensity and
scope of relative deprivation." For Gurr the most important factor, although by no means the only
factor, is a rising discrepancybetween what people expect and what they perceive themselves to be
capable of attaining. As definedby Gurr, relativedeprivation is a psychologicalquality that isdifficultto
operationalize until after a rebellion has occurred. In dealing with ongoing events in the Third World, we
usually lack data on perceptions and must rely on crude estimations of well-being such as GNP per
capita, and, if we are fortunate, income distribution data. See Ted Robert Gurr, WhyMen Rebel,
Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1970, pp. 8-154. See also two importantearlier works: Neil J.
Smelser, Theory of Collective Behavior. New York: The Free Press, 1963; and Chalmers Johnson,
Revolutionary Change, Boston: Little, Brown, 1966.

^ Growth ordecay ofreal GNP percapita isaninadequate statistic forjudging thesocioeconomic health of
a society.However, this statistic and similaraggregateeconomicstatisticshave been used repeatedlyto
"confirm" hypotheses about J-curves and relative deprivation. The obvious reason for using such a
crude indicator is that it is one of the few statistics on which we have relatively extensive time-series
data.

In addition, observers remain confident that direction of change in GNP per capita should correlate
relatively well with overall change in the economic structure except in cases where GNP per capita is
inflated by a single export product, such as oil, which does not reflect growth in the remainder of the
economy unless its proceeds are re-invested in the country. See Gurr, op. cit., pp. 56-66, 83-91, on
problems of operationalizing the concept of relative deprivation. Unfortunately for peasants in most
developing countries, we lack the type of data on perceptionsthat would be necessary to test Gurr's
hypotheses, and hence we are thrown back upon GNP per capita for lack of anything better.
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Figure 1*

Relationship Between Real GNP Per Capita and Rebellion in Southeast Asia
1945-1983

Stagnant or
decreasing real GNP Increasing real

per capita GNP per capita

Victorious Khmer Rouge (1970-75) Vietnamese Communist movement

rebellions (1958-75)

Sustained Khmer Rouge (1979-81) Khmer Rouge (1982-84)
rebellions KPNLF + Moulinaka KPNLF + Moulinaka (1982-84)

(1979-81) NPA (1969-79)

NPA (1980-84) MNLF (1972-79)

MNLF (1980-84) Karen National Liberation Army
Karen National Liberation (1975-84)

Army (1949-74) Shan Independence Army (1975-84)
Shan Independence Burmese Communist party (1975-84)

Army (1962-74) CPT (before 1981)
Burmese Communist party Huks (1946-50)

(1948-74) Malaysian CP (1948-56)
DI (1948-60)

Failed Anti-Khmer Rouge forces CPT (1982-84)

rebellions (1975-78) Huks (1951-54)

or no Absence of rebellion in Malaysian Communist party
rebellions Vietnam (1975-82) (1957-60)

PRRI (1958-61) Khmer Communists

DI (1961-62) (1960-70)

* See Appendix, p. 168.

Of the twenty-six rebellions (or phases of rebellions) there are only two clearcut
insurgentvictories, the KhmerRouge (1970-75), and NorthVietnamandthe Nation
al Liberation Front of South Vietnam (NLF), 1958-757 Poverty was increasing
rapidly in Cambodia between 1970 and 1975 because of the anarchic impact of
international intervention and civil war on the normally prosperous economy; howev
er, the preceding decade had been marked by increasing economic well-being. In
Sihanouk's Cambodia, unemployment of urban intellectuals was increasing, and

^ For purposes of analysis the victory of Communist forces in Laos is not differentiated from the
Vietnamese outcome.

For this essay the anticolonialrebellionssuch as the Indonesianrevolutionand the Vietnamesewar
against the French have not been included. To have included anticolonial rebellions would have
expanded our task beyond the scope of a short chapter and introducedconfounding variablessuch as
reunionagainst foreigners and the peculiar political circumstances created by the Second World War.
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there isspeculation that land concentration may have been on the rise, particularly in
Battambang province, but relative to the remainder of Southeast Asia, class dif
ferences were not apparent inthe countryside. Except inthe mind's eye ofthe Khmer
Rouge elite, before 1970 the economic preconditions for revolution were largely,
although notentirely, absent from the Cambodian countryside.®

InSouth Vietnam, GNP percapita was increasing inthe period 1958-75 when
insurgency and economic welfare flowered simultaneously. No one would deny the
economic problems of South Vietnam—tenancy, uneven income distribution,
illiteracy, and inflation; however, with substantial foreign inputs and significant
domestic reforms, the Republic ofVietnam's ability to deliver the economic goods
increased in the period 1958—75.® Although economic and social issues played
a part, especially in the generation of rebellion in the early years of the conflict,
the revolution in Vietnam certainly involved more than perceptions of relative
deprivation.

At the other end of die spectrum in Figure 1 are "failed rebellions" or the
absence of rebellion.'® What is curious, from the vantage point of economic de
terminism, is that failed rebellions are equally likely in situations ofincreasing and
decreasing GNP per capita. Real income was declining in Pol Pot's Kampuchea
(1975-78), but there was no significant organized internal rebellion. Similarly in
Vietnam after 1975 real income declined; however, with the exception ofFULRO
elements, there has been no sustained organized rebellion against the Communist
government. Finally, the Dar'ul Islam rebellion in Indonesia disintegrated in 1961—
62, aperiod marked by real decline inGNP per capita after along period ofincrease;
this particular combination ofeconomic trends might have been expected to increase
the attractiveness of Kartosoewirjo's movement. And the rise of the Pemerintah
Revolusioner Republik Indonesia (PRRI) occurred in aperiod ofslowly rising GNP
per capita, while its demise transpired atthe beginning ofalengthy period offalling
GNP per capita, ascending mortality rates, and descending food production percapita
(atleast compared with the late 1930s)." The economic preconditions for civil war
were present inIndonesia inthe late 1950s and early 1960s, but the PRRI spawned a
fairly anemic mass following in arebellion that never really took hold in its three-year
existence.

The largest set of rebellions in Southeast Asia involved those that were sus
tained for long time periods. Most ofthese, such asthe Huks, the Dar'ul Islam, and

See Charles H. Twining, "Democratic Kampuchea: The Economy," and Karl D. Jackson, "The
Ideology of Democratic Kampuchea: Motivations for Total Revolution," in Karl D. Jackson, ed..
Rendezvous with Death: Democratic Kampuchea 1975-78 (forthcoming).

' Charles Stuart Callison, Land-to-The-Tiller in the Mekong Delta, Berkeley: Center for South and
Southeast Asia Studies, 1983.
To avoid cluttering Figure 11 have left out several instances: the period ofpeace and slow growth in the
Philippines (1955-68), in which there were no significant insurgencies, and the period ofpeace and
prosperity in Malaysia when the Malaysia Communist party had ceased to be a serious threat.
Allen M. Sievers, The Mystical World ofIndonesia: Culture and Economic Development in Conflict,
Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1974.
James Mossman, Rebels inParadise: Indonesia's Civil War, London: Cape, 1961.
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theCommunist Party ofThailand, hadperiods ofsubstantial power and rapid growth
beforetheirultimatedemise.Severalexamples,suchastheNewPeople'sArmyinthe
Philippines ortheKhmer Rouge inCambodia, and various insurrections inBurmaare
currently inprogress. TWo-thirds ofthe examples ofsustained rebellion took place in
periods ofrising GNP per capita. The Communist Party ofThailand (CPT) rose and
flowered (1965-81) in the greatest period of sustained economic growth that the
kingdom ofThailand had ever witnessed and yet the CPT suffered a sudden demise
(1982-83). Obviously it isdifficult tocredit either therise orfall of theCPT toGNP
figures atthe national level. The Burmese insurgencies rose ina period ofprofound
economic stagnation, 1948-74, and continued in an age of rising income (1975-
84).'^Inthe Philippines, the seventies saw adoubling ofthe average real growth rate
(compared with the peaceful sixties) butnonetheless we find both the Moro National
Liberation Front(MLNF) andtheNPA. TheNPA during 1980-83presents positive
support for adirectly economic theory ofrebellion. The mnnber ofsupporters ofthe
NPA has been rising rapidly atthe same time that economic growth has stalled andreal
GNP percapita has declined. As encouraging as the correlation might be inthe case of
the NPA, rebellion is a more complicated matter because thefortunes of the MNLF
have been declining rapidly inthe very same time period from ahigh water of20,000
guerrillas in 1976-77 to approximately 6,000 in 1983.'̂ Economic preconditions,
though important, do not a revolution make.

Why isn't there a clear and direct correlation between national economic
well-being and the lack of rebellion? First, national data on GNP per capita Often
disguise pockets offestering poverty. For instance, in1978 when GNP per capita in
Bangkok was more than $1,000 per annum, it was estimated at only slightly more
than $200 per annum in the impoverished Northeast where the CPT was then
growing. Similarly, Midanao (home ofboth the MNLF and a substantial concentrat
ion of NPA) has for centuries been a poor stepchild of Manila when it came to
economic development. Second, rebellions are the work ofarmed minorities, usually
small minorities. GNP percapita isa statistic applicable tothe entire population ofa
country. For example, there are fifty-three million people inthe Philippines whereas
the NPA consisted of only 10,000-15,000 rebels (with at besttwenty times as many
inactive supporters). Hence, the direct correlation is low, almost by definition,
because GNP per capita affects the whole population whereas less than one-half of
one percentofthe population actively orinactively supports the NPA. Third, them isa

See David I. Steinberg, Burma: ASocialist Nation ofSoutheast Asia, Boulder, Colorado: Westview
Press, 1982, pp. 5-11, 59-63, 82-89; David I. Steinberg, Burma's Road Toward Development,
Boulder, Colorado: Westview Press, 1981; William Branigin, "Burmese Army in theSouth Battles
Wide-Ranging Array ofInsurgencies," The Washington Post, January 26, 1984, pp. A25, A32; and
JosefSilverstein, Burma: Military Rule andthe Politics ofStagnation, Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University
Press, 1977, pp. 110-119.
The average growth rate in real GNP per capita was 2percent per annum from 1960 to 1969 inthe
Philippines. From 1970 to 1979 the rate averaged 4 percent. In 1980-81 it was stagnant and turned
negative on a per capitabasis in 1983.

" TheMNLF and NPA arevery different movements. My only point here is that economic downturns
have no necessary stimulating impact upon peasant rebellions. Other factors must exist to ttansform
socialdynamite into an actualexplosion.
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high ratio of assertion to hard evidence in the study of rebellions. There are few
studiesof the actualimpactof povertyon rebellion at the locallevelwhereas Western
observers all too readily assume that rebellion must be a matter of poor peasants
versus rich peasants or poor villages versus rich villages. When we have data on
individuals oronwhole social units that we know were caught upina rebellion and
compare these with individuals orsocial units who opposed the rebellion, we may find
that the supposedly high correlation between rebellion and deprivation is, at best,
weak.Fourth, rebellions have rather long histories whereas GNP/capita is a much
more volatile index oftransient trends. Percapita income, along with virtually every
indicator ofeconomic well-being, declined sorapidly under Pol Pot that the country
was seriously depopulated, yetthere was virtually norebellion; incontrast, the years
1982—84 were probably years ofrising GNP/capita inrealterms incomparison tothe
disastrous years 1975-78 andthefamine following theVietnamese invasion; howev
er, the number of troops fielded against the Heng Samrin government increased
significantly during these relatively more bountiful years. Paraphrasing Trevor Rop
er's comment on the economic causes of civil war in England in the seventeenth
century, it is clear that the history of rebellions in postwar Southeast Asia is not a
simple matter of "which little piggies had roast beef and which little piggies had
none."

Corruption and Inequality

While many will admit that levels of GNP percapita are unlikely to relate
directly torebellion, amore sophisticated corollary ofeconomic determinism isfound
inthe perception that corruption and unequal distribution ofthe fruits ofasociety can,
inand ofthemselves, readily topple asitting regime. The assumption isthat although
shared poverty hasbeen tolerated forages, economic growth accentuates income and
social class differences and unless moderated by social legislation (progressive
taxation and labor intensive development projects, etc.), the poor will become
intensely aware of their inequality and rise up to strike down the oligarchs.

There are several flaws in this proposition. First, corruption is ubiquitous in
Southeast Asia, tarnishing Communist and non-Communist governments alike, and
the distribution of rebellion by no means fits the pattern of corruption in any
straightforward fashion. In reading the daily reports from Hanoi, Vientiane, and
Phnom Penh, one finds cadres repeatedly being criticized for corruption, and, as in
virtually every Southeast Asian society, one can safely assume that these public
campaigns against petty corruption represent only thetipoftheiceberg. Medium and
low-level corruption today in Vietnam is undoubtedly more frequent than in South
Vietnam under Thieu and Ky, and access tohighly valued state resources (consumer
goods, medical treatment, higher education, and foreign travel) is clearly derived
from one's position in the Communist party orin the army. Goods are inshort supply

KarlD. Jackson, TraditionalAuthority, Islam, andRebellion:AStitdyofIndonesianPoliticalBehavior,
Berkeley: University of California Press, 1980, pp. 129-144.
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and their availability is determined by political position. These practices probably
result in more socially restricted access to these fruits of society than existed under
prerevolutionary governments. Even though these practices have probably narrowed
access toashrinlfing pie,corruption andmaldistributionhave notledtorebellion. Just
ascorruption inVietnam after 1975 has notproved tobeasufficiently potent rallying
cry for large-scale opposition, stories of corruption in high places (whether true or
false) abound about thegovernments ofSoekamo, Suharto, Marcos, andNeWin,but
without direct discemible impact on the prospects for peasant rebellions. Under
Soekamo there were indeed rebellions, but corraption was not the major issue; and
although corraption under Suharto's New Order remains widespread, rebellion, with
the exception ofTimor, isabsent. Marcos and Ne Win both faced chronic rebellions
butnoone points topersonal corraptionasthe sole and sufficient explanation for these
rebellions.

Onereason why corraption, evenobvious levels of corraption, in bothCom
munistandnon-Communist societiesfails to igniterebellion, is thatculturesdiffer. At
least inIndonesia, Malaysia, Thailand, Burma, and thePhilippines vibrant forms of
traditional social structurestill exist, which view positivelythe social and economic
favoritism so often described as corraption bythe Western press.'"' In the far-flung
patron-client systems ofSoutheast Asia, unequal distribution ofthe fruits ofgrowth is
notnecessarily perceived asunjust. Solong asbenefits are distributed tosubordinate
oligarchs for subsequent redistribution downward through their independent net
works offollowers, the system may not beweakened significantly bythese extra-legal
exchanges. The greatest peril toregimes founded onpatron-client systems isnot what
Westerns callcorraption butthe probability that asa particular elite expands through
economic growth, corraption may not be sufficiently widespread to carry out its
redistributive andsocial-welfare functions. Ifpowerisconcentrated toexclude whole
networks of patrons and clients, such as after the declaration of martial law in the
Philippines, the ruling powers may create enduring elite antagonisms, which are
dangerous because ofthe capacity ofdeprived patrons for manpower mobilization.
The enduring cultural legitimacy ofpatron-client systems inmost ofSoutheast Asia
may be one reason why examples ofcorraption are more likely to excite the visiting
correspondent than they are to cause genuine anger among the general population.
Excitement about corraption is usually the province of the university-educated
whereas many peasants still perceive wealth asflowing almost naturally tothose with
political power. Entrepreneurs, who are often ethnically Chinese, have always in
sured their ability todo business by enriching political powerholders, thereby creating

" Many definitions of corruption are ethnocentric. For example, if a businessman in Southeast Asia
provides financial backing to a politician to insure that a law will not be applied to him. Western
observers classify this as corruption. However, if a Washington lobbyist expends funds tocreate a
loophole toinsure that alaw will not apply to an industry, this is merely interest-group politics, toboth
instances money has been used to create selective enforcement, to Washington legal niceties are
maintained by altering the law, whereas inthe Southeast Asian example the approach ismade directly to
the regulators without involvement in the legislative process. The methods are different, although the
practical outcome may be identical; however, one will be condemned as corruption while the othertends
to be shruggedoff as politics as usual.
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a system of informal taxation through which businessmen contribute to thewealth of
particular leaders and their followers.

Another assumption conceming unrest in the Third World is that rising eco
nomic and social inequalityleads to rebellion. But a substantialincrease in social and
economic inequality isprobably aninevitable partof theprocess of capital formation
that underpins economic growth. In the worldof rapideconomic growth, there is no
free lunch. Mostcapitalformation, of necessity, mustbe domestic capitalformation.
In peasant societies, the onset of rapid growthusually shifts wealthawayfrom the
poorest, leastefficient peasants,wholosetheirlandandbecomelaborers.Inaddition,
the gap in wealthbetween capitalcityandcountryside grows.Furthermore, thereis a
distressing tendencyfor scholars and journalistsof the West to have a blind eye for
progress at the villagelevel. Just because poverty remains apparent in the 1980s does
not mean that substantialprogresshas not been madein the eyesof villagersas a result
of the quickening pace of agricultural economic life. Just because tenancy and
landlessness are increasing does not mean that tenants and landless laborers are
necessarily more disadvantaged than ever before. Although this contradicts the
assumptions of many, a landless laborer may, in a risinglabormarket, be betteroff
thanhis marginallandholderfather. Likewise, it is not theexistenceof tenancybut the
terms of tenancy relative to other opportunities that determine the economic
equation. Finally, the gap betweenthe rich and the poor,between the city and the
countryside, are also evident in Chinese and Soviet development history. For in
stance, in the Soviet Union rapid capital formation by the state was engineered
through brutal collectivization, which subordinated all peasants, not just rich and
middle peasants, to the demands of rapid industrialization.

The importance of inequality to generating rebellions depends upon the basic
valueassumptionspresentin a particularculture. If a particularpoliticalculturehas as
its ideal equality of opportunity for all, scorns the concepts of an aristocracy, and
derogates inherited differences in social, economic, and political power and status,
then the existence of gross inequalitywill produceextensivepolitical alienation. If,
however, a culture has never accepted equality as an absolute ideal and has empha
sized that society is inherentlyhierarchic and that all men are created wnequal, lack of
equalityper se is notcause for widespreadpoliticalalienation. In sucha culturesocial
and economic inequality would not translate into a burning sense of social justice.

Much of traditional Southeast Asia, animated by the doctrines of Hinduism and
Theravada Buddhism, has never assumed that all men are created equal. Even within
the Islamic and Christian areas, especially at the rural level, a hierarchic world view
continues to predominate as it has since before Hinduism, Buddhism, Islam, and

See Richard Critchfield, Villages, New York: Anchor Press, 1981, pp. 162-185. With regard to rural
Java his work pointed out what academics were reluctant to accept: that the green revolution was
working, that it wasabsorbingmorelabor, andthat it wasbringinggreaterprosperityto villageJava. See
Ansil Ramsay, "Explaining Landlessness in Central Thailand," Journal of DevelopingAreas, April
1985,for empiricalevidencethat the numberof landlesslaborersis expandingbecausenewtechnologies
have increased the demand for agricultural labor and have raised the real wages of agricultural laborers.
For a formal exposition of the tendency of outsiders to misperceiveeconomic change among peasants,
see Samuel L. Popkin, The Rational Peasant, Berkeley: University of California Press, 1979.
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Christianity touched Southeast Asia's shores. This social view is now passing, but the
pace with which it expires is both slow and selective. Among urban intellectuals and
much of the ruling class, this hierarchic view has already begun to fade; however, in
the villages, the force of the traditional social ideal retains vitality. The economic
dualism of colonial society has to some extent been replaced by an ideological
dualism in which the demands for popular participation are strongly felt in the cities,
especially among the educated elite, whereas the countryside supplies the pre-
participatory backbone for authoritarian governments.

The urban intellectuals resonate familiar themes such as colonialism, feudal
ism, and economic dependency, and alienated middle class intellectuals have pro
vided the leadership cadres for the most important rebellions in the history of
Southeast Asia. However, these ideological themes are chiefly important to urban,
middle-class followers and to the international press which will convey the revolu
tion's image to the world. By and large it is only after peasants have been recruited
into the revolution and consciously taught a new set of beliefs that they reject
hierarchy in favor of equality and the patron-client system in favor of the new party
structure.

Religiosity and Ethnicity

Religious and ethnic group violence were two forces whose disintegrative
potential was greatly feared by the first generation of nationalist leaders. Much effort
during the first generation after independence was expended in devising overarching
symbols capable of attracting religiously and ethnically heterogeneous followings to
the same mass organizations. The symbol-wielding of Soekamo in Indonesia in the
1950s and the 1960s was aimed at knitting together into a single symbolic entity
groups with diverse ethnic and religious beliefs.

As indicated in Figure 2, fear of the disintegrative power of religion was
somewhat overstated; in Southeast Asia, at least, religion has not been nearly as
potent a source of rebellion as some might have predicted. Only two of the sustained
rebellions were primarily religious, the Dar'ul Islam in Indonesia and the Moro
National Liberation Front in the Philippines. In both instances. Islamic fundamental
ism and the desire to cast off rule by infidels were primary motivations. These
rebellions have been distinguished by their endurance and ferocity, but the Dar'ul
Islam has long since failed and the MNLF is presently fading from the scene. In
Burma, both the Karen and the Kachin rebellions are primarily ethnic in origin;
however, the declaration of Buddhism as the state religion in the 1960s undoubtedly
contributed to the alienation of large numbers of Christians within these groups.

See Paul Beraian's description of the way in which traditional means were used to bring individuals into
the Vietnamese revolution, a movement where they were subsequently transformed through intensive
political indoctrination into new believers in egalitarianism, atheism, and conununism (Paul Bemotan,
Revolutionary Organization, Lexington: D.C. Heath & Co., 1974; and Douglas Pike, Vietcong,
Cambridge, Massachusetts: M.I.T. Press, 1966.)
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Figure 2

Relationship Between Religion and Rebellion

Religious Appeal
High appeal Low appeal

Victorious Khmer Rouge (1970-75)
rebellions Vietnamese Conmiunists (1958-75)

Sustained DI (1948-60) Khmer Rouge (1975-83)
rebellions MNLF (1972-84) NPA (1969-83)

Karen National Liberation Huks (1946-50)
Army (1949-84) CPT (1965-81)

Malaysian CP (1948-56)
KPNLF + Moulinaka (1979-84)
Burmese Communist party (1949-84)
Shan Independence Army (1962-84)

Failed DI (1961-62) Anti-Khmer Rouge forces (1975-78)
rebellions PRRI (1958-61) Absence of rebellion in Vietnam

or no (1975-84)

rebellions Malaysian CP (1957-60)
Huks (1951-54)
CPT (1982-84)

Most sustained rebellions as well as the victorious insurgencies in Indochina
were either devoid of religious appeal or explicity atheistic. However, only two of the
nonreligiously based rebellions ultimately succeeded. The recruitment base of the
Indonesian and Malay Communist parties was probably constrained by their rejection
or perceived rejection of Islam. Likewise, the CRT, the Huks, and the fledgling
resistance in Vietnam after 1975 were incapable of mobilizing significant followings,
and perhaps the absence of religious symbolism accounts in part for their failure.

Why has religion not been a more apt instrument of revolution in modem
Southeast Asia? First, the nation states carved out by European colonialism were
multireligious. Islamic fundamentalism might appeal to Malays, but an Islamic
revolution would almost assuredly alienate the large Indian and Chinese minorities.
Therefore a truly nationwide political movement could not be based solely on Islamic
symbolism. The same proved tme in Indonesia where Islamic forces could not
dominate the island of Java because strictly orthodox Moslems were a minority
among more syncretic believers who intermingled Hindu and animist with Islamic
beliefs.

Second, Islamic rebellions characteristically are traditional, that is, they tend to
lack modem organizational stmctures capable of transforming ever larger numbers of
potential followers into tme revolutionaries. For example, the Dar'ul Islam rebellion
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was fought to establish an Islamic theocracy which would, presumably, have been
ruled under a strict interpretation of the Shariat Islam (Islamic law). Prayer five times
per day and strict monotheism, according to the rebellion's formal ideology, would
have been required of all persons professing to be Moslems. This would have placed
those believing in multiple spirits and deities in a profoundly uncomfortable position.
And yet, when I examined the religious beliefs of those who had fought for years to
establish an Islamic state, I discovered the movement was staffed by many who
professed distinctly unorthodox and syncretic beliefs. Nominal Moslems and outright
syncretists fought for the Islamic state, and the coalition opposing them was similarly
heterogeneous in its religious attitudes.^® One of the major differences between a
traditional and modem rebellion is that a modem rebellion creates more monolithic

adherence to a single set of ideals. Modem political organizations are held together by
rewards and common belief stmctures whereas traditional rebellions cohere less

permanently because they are held together by kinship, fictive kinship, and physical
coercion, all of which are much more vulnerable to the fortunes of war. In a modem
rebellion, such as the PRG in Vietnam or perhaps the NPA in the Philippines, the
death or surrender of a single leader does not result in all his followers abandoning the
rebellion. In contrast, religious rebellions are more vulnerable to rapid disintegration
because they are more traditional.

Both ethnic and religious characteristics supply potential means for attracting
recmits to rebellion. However, in recent Southeast Asian history, ethnic differences
have been distinctly more powerful for raising insurrections. Two-thirds of the
sustained rebellions have utilized ethnic appeals as a critical motivating attraction.
The appeal of the Malay and Thai Communist parties was restricted almost entirely to
minority ethnic groups.In both instances, these Communist movements appealed
successfully to minorities but were unable to organize the much larger Malay and Thai
ethnic groups.

Burma's postwar era supplies a plethora of complicated, ethnically bj^ed
rebellions. During the colonial period the highland minorities had been govemed
separately and indirectly. Further, the Karens and the Kachins played exceptional
roles, as Force 136 and Detachment 107, in the British effort to oust the Japanese from
Burma during World War II. Also, at independence, minority ethnic groups domi
nated the army in contrast to Burman dominance of the polity. Within weeks of
independence the new government faced multiple, ethnically based rebellions. At one
point in 1948 the rebellions controlled thirty-one majorcitiesand townsandreached
within striking distance of Rangoon. To this day various ethnically based rebel groups
along with the Burmese Communist party control approximately half of Burma's
territory and 10-20 percent of its population. The most important of the rebellions is
the KarenNational Liberation Army.^^ The eleven groups making up the Karenare

Jackson, Traditional Authority, Islam, and Rebellion, pp. 121-128.
Shee Peon Kim, "Insurgency in Southeast Asia," Problems of Communism,May-June 1983,pp. 45-55.
See David I. Steinberg, "Constitutional and Political Bases of the Minority Insurrections in Burma," in
Lim Joo-Jock and Vani S., eds., Armed Separatism in SoutheastAsia, Singapore: Institute of Southeast
Asian Studies, 1984).
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the largest minority in Burma, comprising approximately 10 percent ofthe popula
tion. Missionary activities resulted inextensive conversions to Christianity among the
Karen during the colonial era. Having been subjected to massacres by the Burman
majority during the Japanese occupation and fearing Burman domination, the Karens
have been inrebellion since 1948. The movement has steadfastly resisted successive
governments, military drives, and amnesty programs and continues to maintain
5,000-7,000 troops in the field.

TheShan rebellion inthenorthern andeastern regions ofBurma haditsroots in
resistance todomination byethnic Burmans.^^ Although the Shan, like the Burman
lowlanders, cultivate wet riceand practice Theravada Buddhism, theShan have been
inrebellion for more than twenty years. The Shans number approximately 1.5 million
and speak their own dialect, which isrelated to Thai. The rebellion was nurtured by
the Burmese government's decision not to recognize the Shan state's right to seces
sion from the Union ofBurma, a right they thought had been protected by the 1947
agreements negotiated among thevarious ethnic groups byAung Sanin 1947. When
the army took power for the second time in1962, this event propelled the Shan into
open rebellion. Although the Burmese army has mounted sustained operations
against the Shans during the past twenty years, the rebellion shows few signs of
waning. This isatleast in part because the Shans have found opium smuggling to be
an ideal means for financing their insurrection.

The Burmese Communist party (BCP) fields 15,000-20,000 soldiers. In
terestingly, itbegan as amovement to seize control ofthe Burman political apparatus.
However, when the Chinese cultural revolution spilled over into the Burmese Com
munist party, fratricide broke outandtheoriginal BCP, which hadbeen in rebellion
since 1948, was largely destroyed. Concurrently, some ofthe most important cadres
of the original BCP had been drawn into the Rangoon government to build the
Burmese Way toSocialism under Ne Win after the 1962 coup. From 1967 onward a
new group of Communist leaders rose to power within the BCP and began to base
their appeal on ethnicity rather than entirely on Marxist-Leninist ideology. The party
was increasingly restricted to the Sino-Burman border area, especially in the Shan
state, and assupport from the PRC dwindled after the death ofMao, opium became
the BCP's most important sourceof materiel. In effect, the BCPfrom the late 1960s
onward represents the retraditionalization ofaMarxist movement, probably because
itfound ethnicity to be a more apt organizing principle than the foreign ideology of
Marxism.

Figure 3 shows that ethnicity has not supplied a ready road to victory, even
though it has been the basis for most sustained rebellions inpostcolonial Southeast
Asia. Ten instances ofmajor sustained rebellions have emphasized ethno-linguistic
appeals as an important source ofrecruitment. The number ofinstances could easily
beswelled if theinquiry were expanded to include other rebellions such asFULRO in
Vietnam, the Ambonese rebellion in Indonesia, and the small-scale insurgency in
New Guinea, among others.

' Jon A. Wiant, "Insurgency in the Shan State," in Lim and Vani, op. cit.
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Figure 3

Relationship Between Ethnic Appeal and Rebellion*

Ethnic Appeal
LowHigh

Victorious Khmer Rouge (1970-75)

rebellions Vietnamese Communists (1958-75)

Sustained Malaysian CP (1948-56) DI (1948-60)

rebellions MNLF (1972-84) NPA (1969-84)

Khmer Rouge (1975-84) Huks (1946-50)

CPT (1965-81) BCP (1949-67)

KPNLF+Moulinaka

(1979-84)
Karen National Liberation

Army (1949-84)
Shan State Army (1962-84)
Kachin Independence Army

(1958-84)
Burmese Communist party

(1968-84)

Failed Malaysian CP (1957-60) DI (1961-62)

rebellions PRRI (1958-61) Huks (1951-54)

or no CPT (1982-83) Anti-Khmer Rouge forces (1975—78)

rebellions Anti-Conununist resistance in Vietnam

(1975-83)
PKI (1950-65)

*Itremains difficult todistinguish between rebellions that are based onethnic sentiments and those ttatare
based on nationalist appeals. Thus the Shans are ethno-nationalistic, and the Khmer Rouge, KPNLF, and
the Moulinaka alsoseek self-rule by Khmers rather than de facto ruleby the Vietnamese.

Asindicated, none ofthese rebellions has yetbeen successful. The multiethnic
nature of the states carved out by the colonial powers hasendured the trials of the
postwar era in Southeast Asia, and this is likely to continue. The multiethnic nature of
the postcolonial states in Southeast Asia seems to have precluded successful rebel
lions by the Karens, Kachins, and Shans in Burma, the Moros in the Philippines, or
any single ethnic group in Indonesia. No single minority group has yet been able to
generate the politico-military power necessary for victory against an established
central government. Ethnicity is an important precondition for rebellion, but it is
unlikely to be able to bring a revolutionary movement to victory unless it can
transcend primordial appeals and develop a wider constituency.
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IGNITION FACTORS AND REBELLION

Rebellions aremore complex thanincome distributions, corruption, andethnic
and religious groupings. If these preconditions were both necessary and sufficient
causes,virtually the entire ThirdWorld would beconstantly in flames because these
preconditions are commonplace. What transformscommon social tinder into the fire
of rebellion are ignition factors. While we look to economics and sociology for
preconditions, it is politics that provides the spark. To understand why rebellions
break outin some areas butnotinothers, we must look to leadership factors, local
grievances, ideology and organization, and toextemal support in money, men, and
materiel.

Leadership

The most important people in peasant rebellions are usually not peasants.
Peasantrebellions are led by nonpeasants, drawnfromthe ranksof the lowermiddle
and professional classes. Astute leadership is vital to any rebellion. Without a
leadership cadre there will benoideology, that is,nocompelling vision, beita return
to the millennarian past or a bold advance to a new social order; there can be no
political religion without high priests. Most rebellions are dependent upon charisma
tic personalities orupon personalities ofsufficient prestige to supply a rallying point
for an insurrection. Where would the Dar'ul Islam have been without Kartosoewirjo,
theHuks without Tame, theKhmer Rouge without Sihanouk (1970-75), theMoulina-
ka without Sihanouk (1979—84)?—probably nowhere. In Communist rebellions the
importance of individual leaders isoften less apparent; the ideology, organizational
paradigm, and concept of collective leadership can compensate for a paucity of
exciting leadership. One reason for the persistence ofCommunist revolts is that they
are lessdependent than traditional rebellions on particular leaders; for instance, the
NPA inthePhilippines marches onalthough most ofitsoriginal leaders areeitherdead
or in prison. Similarly the Malay and Thai Communist parties have been less
dependent upon the heroic stature of particular leaders.

Political observers often share a regrettable tendency to underestimate the
importance of the interpersonal straggle for power as a motivation for igniting a
rebellion. Political rebellions, after all, are straggles tochange who gets the most of
what isworth having in asociety. The most important initiating factor, that probably
sparks more rebellions than any other, is the competition for power among middle-
class or lower-middle-classelites. Mao wascorrect when he said that revolutionis not
adinner party, but what he failed tosay was that revolutions are, among other things,
straggles to decide who will eat at the high table.

The Indonesian civil war of 1956-61 was at least as much an essay on in
terpersonal political rivalry as it was a rebellion against corruption, communism,
irreligion, and the grotesque inefficiency of the Jakarta government. Without pre
conditions there would have been no rebellion, but without the desire of important
politicians and generals to oust Bung Kamo there likewise would have been no
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rebellion. When one looks beyond the economic, political, and religious pre
conditions (which had long existed and which, in several instances, still exist), the
striking thing isthat 10,000-15,000 loyal soldiers ofthe Indonesian army joined the
PRRI rebellion, notfordeeply felt economic orsociological causes, butbecause they
followed their conunanders who wanted power.

The on-again, off-again civil war extended from Colonel Zulkifli Lubis'
November 1956 attempt tooust the central govemment, through the whole series of
regional coups and countercoups, to the declaration of the PRRI on February 15,
1958, tothe successful reassertion ofcentral govemment authority through the use of
armed force. There were coups within coups which had more todowith the pursuit of
personal power by competing entourages than with perceived discontent, anti-
communism, ordevotion toIndonesian nationalism. Forexample, inMedan inNorth
Sumatra, Colonel Simbolon, ahero ofthe revolution against the Dutch and long-time
commander of the North Sumatra military district, carried out a bloodless coup on
December 22, 1956, only tobeousted byhis "loyal" second-in-command. Colonel
Gintings, five days later. Ayear later Gintings was deposed by his junior officers to
malfp way for Simbolon who was then redeposed by Gintings. As Willard Hanna
reported with masterful understatement, "The lines of loyalty within the Medan
command, originally a stronghold of insurrectionist sentiment, were confused,"^"*

The point here is not that rebellions and revolutions are devoid ofunderlying
economic preconditions orsubsequent ideological rationales, but that the dynamic of
interpersonal politics isoften the key to transforming discontent into actual rebelUon.
Leaders, charistmatic or otherwise, strike the first blow and ignite therebellion. In
postcolonial Southeast Asia the drive for personal power has often been a critical
factor influencing individual leaders to make historic decisions. No model ofrebel
lions that ignores personal desire for power, status, and wealth, particularly onthe
part of the leadership, can adequately explain rebellion and revolution.

Local Politics

The issuesfor whichmenare initially attracted to rebellion are oftenlocaland
parochial. When we ask why did village Xjoin arebellion, the answer often has little
to do with the rhetoric of the rebellion's leaders. Instead, issues for which peasants
will die are usually intensely local, and often these transpire from local incidents
which subsequently may even mobilize whole villages. Traditional authority and
patron-client networks are found throughout raral Southeast Asia, and these local
leadership factors, in combination with everpresent preconditions, are vital to the
ignition ofrebellion. Mistreatment orexecution ofaparticularly well-respected local
leader orreligious teacher intime ofsocial and economic strain can easily result inthe

Willard Hanna, "The Rebel Cause," Bung Kama'sIndonesia, New York: American Field Services
Staff, 1961, p.8.On the chaos ofthe civil war, see articles by Hanna inthe same volume, particularly
"The Economics of Incongruity" and "The Indecision ofthe Military." Foradditional material onthe
PRRIandotherIndonesian rebellions, seeH. FeithandD.Lev,"TheEndoftheIndonesian Rebellion,"
Pacific Affairs, Volume 36, No. 1 (1963).
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paramilitary mobilization of an initial core of several hundred fighters for a rebellion.
Whole groups, bound together by particular subleaders, can be committed to an
insurrection before the rebellion has either a name or a formal set of ideological
positions. Furthermore, individuals may join insurrections because of personal in
justices suffered by family members at the hands of government soldiers or
administrators.^^ Inanycase,theinitial impetus isoftenpersonal ratherthannational.
The stature of local rebel leaders and the countervailing stature of leaders supporting
the government or remaining neutral are vital especially for traditional rebellions
based either on religious or ethnic goals. Local, interpersonal politics, links of
personal loyalty spanning generations, and local events all assume great importance
to small group and individual decision-making regarding recruitment to rebellion.
The degree to which decisions of such great moment often turn on personal con
siderations is reflected in the confession to Indonesian military authorities given by a
village leader, Sjarif Abdullah, who mobilized several hundred men and led them in
the Dar'ul Islam rebellion against the government from 1948 to 1961.

In the beginning we fought against the oppressors for the sake of the Republic of
Indonesia proclaimed on August 17,1945. Our Hizbullah organization had become part
of a TNI fighting regiment. After the first clash we were still part of the TNI Battalion
No. 24, 4th Brigade, and we were still willing and able to fight to the death against the
colonial army for the sake of the Republic of Indonesia. We were full of loyalty to the
state and country.

Several grievous acts were committed by the TNI stationed in the regions of Garut
and Sumedang. Several Islamic leaders were kidnapped and executed without trial by
the TNI. Among these remember the cases of Kijaji (Kiyayi) Toha and his followers
from Sumedang, Saudara Endang, the leader of the Sabilillah of the subdistrict of
Limbangan, and Kijaji Sadja of Sukaradja and Garut.

After this our trust in the TNI and other Republican institutions became less and
we even had the improper suspicion that the TNI at that time was only a tool and mask of
the PKI. The facts indeed showed this, and because of this, the feeling of loyalty of
friends in Islam began growing in our hearts. Indeed the grievous occurrences men
tioned above were the cause of civil war that started in the subdistrictof Limbangan. The
anger of the Ummat Islam in the region of Limbangan, because ofthe loss of their bapak
[literally father or leader] who was very much loved by them [emphasis added], was at the
time a flood which could not be held back. With the help of the Sabilillah group of Oni
from Tasikmalaja they rose as one man and fought against the TNI.^^

The remainder of the confession does not mention any religious beliefs that
might have motivated SjarifAbdullah to join the Dar'ul Islam. Other than mentioning
anti-Dutch nationalism, the entire confession remains remarkably silent on the

See Kerkvliet, op. cit., for compelling evidence on this point; Steve Lohr, "Filipino Rebels Are Said to
Get Wider Support," New York Times, November 26, 1984, pp. 1, 6; and Frederick Z. Brown and Carl
Ford, The Situation in the Philippines, Staff Report, Committee on Foreign Relations, United States
Senate, October 1984.
The name Sjarif Abdullah is a pseudonym, although the story itself is genuine. Sjarif Abdullah, "Why I
Joined the Dar'ul Islam: The Way of Thinking of Sjarif Abdullah in the Past," in Karl D. Jackson,
Traditional Authority, Islam, and Rebellion, pp. 274-275.
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subjectof ideologyandreligiousvalues. Rather thanusinghisconfessionto articulate
an ideological or religious defense for his actions, Sjarif Abdullah described his
motivations in intensely personal terms. The death of a "bapak who was very mnch
loved" is the central point offered to explain his behavior and the actions of others.

Key traditional authority figures once-martyred become twice-powerful as
means for recruiting and sustaining local rebellion. Often the key to suppressing
rebellion is in providing local leaders with a graceful and respectful means of
surrendering—with amnesty and land or jobs as inducements for bringing diehard
followers down from the mountain tops or out of the jungle. Alternately, such
traditional rebellions tend to collapse with the capture or deaths of the few key leaders
who are the critical synapsesin the welter of interpersonalloyaltiesthat hold together
a particular rebel band or even an entire rebellion.

Ideology and Organization

The politics of rebellion involves more than leadership, be it local or national.
Obviously organizations, images, and ideologies, descending from the national level,
have impact on rural rebels. The function of ideology in a rebellion is to provide
leaders and subleaders with "frameworks of consciousness" through which they can
interpret their world and act on their discontents. A rebellion's ideologysuppliesthe
blueprint for the future, more just society to be created after the revolution, the ideal
state toward which the violence of revolution is dedicated. Every rebellion, be it
traditional or modem, must have a set of formal ideological guideposts; otherwise the
rebellion will dissolve into a series of armed movements that, for lack of a common
cause, will be perceived as little more than banditry.

Not all ideologies are equally effective. The victorious rebellions in the history
of postcolonialSoutheast Asia have all hewed to a Marxist-Leninist interpretationof
social, economic, and political development. However, it is important to keep this
finding in perspective. Not all Communist rebellions win; in fact the number of
Communist movements that have failed has been larger, namely, the Huks in the
Philippines, the PKI in Indonesia, the Communist party of Thailand, and the Com
munist insurgents in Malaysia.In Southeast Asia it is clear that Communist
ideology is not onmipotent.

There are two functions that must be served by the ideology of a truly successful
rebellion. The ideology must be inclusive rather than exclusive, manifesting a
willingness to bring an ever wider range of groups into the fold of the revolution. In
addition, a successful rebellion's ideology must be marketable in the international
arena, particularly among intellectuals and in the mass media.

One of the greatest inhibiting factors for Islamic rebellions in Southeast Asia
has been their tendency to abjure united-front tactics in favor of progressively more
restrictive definitions of the requirements of orthodox belief and practice. A sharply

See Gurr, op. cit., pp. 193-231.
See Shee Poon Kim, op. cit., and WilliamBranigin, "Thai CommunistPartyNearCollapse," Washing
ton Post, January 15, 1983.
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delimited definition of the ummat Islam (community of Islam) facilitates recruitment
and maintenance of an initial vital core for the rebellion, but exclusivity inhibits a
systematic approach to wider groupings that could transform the rebellion from a
small minority into a larger-scale undertaking. In contrast, one of the crucial assets of
the ideologies of the Vietnamese and Kampuchean Communist movements before
they came to power was their emphasis on united-front tactics. Even though both
rebellions aimed at revolutionizing their societies by ousting the old bureaucratic-
military elites and displacing them completely, both rebellions constantly reiterated
the theme that there was a place in the revolutionary future for middle peasants,
patriotic entrepreneurs, and virtually all political and bureaucratic functionaries.
Given the scope and intensity of the purge that followed the capture ofPhnom Penh on
April 17,1975, it is sobering to remember that the Khmer Rouge frequently spoke ofa
united-front approach. Many Cambodians, as well as much of the Western press,
accepted this Khmer Rouge propaganda as truth.

Intemally, we hold the great unity of the entire people irrespective of social classes,
political tendencies, religious beliefs and regardless of their past—except for the seven
traitors Lon Nol, Sirik Matak, Son Ngoc Thanh, Cheng Heng, In Tarn, Lon Boret, and
Sosthene Femandez.^^

Under the most favorable circumstances of the Cambodia revolution which has

reached its final stage of victory, the Cambodian nation and people, the NUFC,
RGNUC, and CPNLAF have decided to pardon low or high rankingfraternal govern
ment employeesfrom all the services, all categories ofofficers, servicemen, politicians
and personalities and all small or high-level members of all agencies of the traitors'
regime. Only the seven traitorous chieftains are to be punished by our Cambodian nation
and people, our NUFC, RGNU and CPNLAF for their extremely antinational, archfas-
cist and archdecadent crimes, [emphasis added]

The international propaganda function of an ideology is probably equal in
importance to its domestic function of rallying leaders to join the rebellion. To be
succcessful in gaining international support, the ideology must be egalitarian (no
matter how hierarchical and even regressive the revolutionary organization may, in
fact, be); it must condemn corruption in principle (no matter what the practice); it
must embrace tolerance and the cause of human rights (no matter how callous its
operatives may be); it must possess a formal constitution guaranteeing all freedoms
(regardless of the violations of these practices during the rebellion); and it must be the
embodiment of the unified nation (even if its ultimate aim is the subjugation of one
portion of the nation to rule by another). In short, an effective ideology must appeal to
the search for human perfection because by doing so, the loftiness of the movement's
goals can be used as a rationale for its shortcomings. A movement that projects an
ideology of egalitarianism, honesty, tolerance, constitutionalism, and nationalism
will be excused from even glaring transgressions because of the obviously far greater

Foreign Broadcast Information Service, Daily Report: Asia and Pacific (Springfield, Virginia: National
Technical Information Service), March 12, 1975, p. H3.
Foreign Broadcast Information Service, Daily Report: Asia and Pacific, March 7, 1975, p. H4.
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nobility of its vision of the future, especially when compared by intellectuals and
news reporters with the uninspiring administrative and military goals of the govern
ment under attack. In short, a correctly orchestrated ideology should have a dis^ct
advantage over an established goverment in the battle for international approval
fought in the foreign mass media.

Finally, the function of ideology during a rebellion is to provide a set of goals,
and these must be attractive to at least a substantial minority within the countryside.
Successful rebellions differ from elections because armed, disciplined minorities
rather than complacent majorities win the day. A successful rebellion's ideology will
typically promise to redistribute wealth, status, and political power to its active
supporters once victory is achieved. Even though the mass of soldiers fighting for the
rebellion may only dimly understand its complex ideology, they will readily perceive
their personal stake in such slogans as "land to the tiller."

In addition to a set of believable goals, a successful rebellion requires an
organizationto providerewards(usuallyrankandstatus),punishments (usuallydirect
coercion), and a culturally appropriate sense of belonging or group identity.The
purpose of the organization is to create a new authority structure that will be
compelling to large numbers of individuals by providing rewards, punishments, and a
psychological security in combination with traditional and modem sources of loyalty
such as traditional authority and ideology.

A primary function of any revolutionary organization is to supply rewards. In
South Vietnam, one of the fundamental attractions of the NLF was that it opened up
an avenue for social and economic advancement in the army and revolutionary
bureaucracy that was not available under the Saigon government because villagers
without advanced education could not become officers or hold significant rank in the
bureaucracy. Similarly, the Dar'ul Islam in West Java appealed in part to the barisan
sakit hati (the legion of the sick at heart) who felt that the fruits of the Indonesian
revolution against the Dutch had been denied to them. The Dar'ul Islam had both civil
and military structures which supplied status, and sometimes access to wealth, for
those who felt cheated after the anticolonial revolution had ended.

Coercion is the lifeblood of any rebellion. Regardless of the ideology of the
particular rebellion, direct violence will be applied to representatives of the central
government, those supporting the govemment, and even to those who attempt to
remain neutral. A commonplace of both insurgency and counterinsurgency is the
assassination of prominent local notables such as village headmen or subdistrict
representatives by the central govemment (for siding with the rebels) or by the rebels
(for siding with the central govemment). One of the villages I studied, situated in the
heartland of the Dar'ul Islam rebellion, had three headmen killed in a decade through
summary execution by either the Indonesian army or the rebels. Likewise, a favored

On the importance of the mass media's portrayal of events in a revolutionary war, see Peter Braestrup,
The Big Story, Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press, 1977.
See Berman, op. cit., pp. 79-117.
Jackson, Traditional Authority, Islam, and Rebellion, p. 271.
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Communist revolutionary tactic is immobilizing the village social structure by ex
ecuting not only the hamlet chief but also the most prominent traditional authority
figuresor patrons. In this way the traditionalbondsconnectingthehaveswiththe have
nots in a system of reciprocal duties and responsibilitiescan be immobilizedthereby
making available for horizontal recruitmentto the new revolutionaryauthority struc
ture individuals whose families for generations had been imbedded in the vertical,
patron-client structure of traditional village authority.

One of the most frequently neglectedfunctionsof an insurrectionary organiza
tion is providinga culturallyappropriatemeansfor satisfyingpersonalsecurityneeds.
Regardless of the formal ideology propounded by the movement's intelligensia,
revolutionary organizations in Southeast Asia continue to satisfy certain traditional
psychological needs for the rank and file. Although the particular needs satisfied will
vary with the political culture, successful revolutionary organizations in Southeast
Asia will (a) satisfy traditional longings for dependency, (b) integrate the individual
into a grouptherebyprovidinga newpersonalandpoliticalidentity, and (c)providean
institutional mechanism for avoiding conflict and enhancing at least a formal sense of
harmony.In all these instances, the satisfaction of personal psychological needs
provides an important motivation for joining and remaining part of a rebellion.
Beyond issues such as poverty, corruption, inequality, religion, and ethnicity, there
are personal psychological aspirations that can be satisfied by affiliation with a
rebellion. I suspect that for many individualssatisfactionof the need for dependency
and the establishmentof a more satisfying personal identity may be among the most
important reasons for joining a rebellion.

One of the most important functions of a revolutionary organization is
transforming raw individual recruits into dedicated fighters. In some instances in
SoutheastAsia, individualsjoin a rebellionas a resultof the decisionof theirpatrons;
in others, the decisiveforce may be the opportunityfor socialmobility;whilein other
instances, an individual may initially enter the ranks of the rebellion as a result of
being captured or kidnaped. One distinguishing characteristic of a successful rebel
lion is the degree of emphasisplaced on the tutorial functionby the organization. For
instance, the People's Liberation Armed Forces in Vietnam in the early 1960s
recruited from much the same social clay as the South Vietnamese army, but the
emphasis on transforming soldiers into true believers was much greater among the
Communist guerrilla forces. In contrast, the Dar'ul Islam, even with its ideology of
fundamentalist Islam, did not expend substantial organizational resources on in
doctrinating the rank and file to sharpen the intensity of their devotion to the cause.
Modem rebellions utilize significant resources to teach the rank and file the goals of
the revolution and by and large such movements have greater operational flexibility
and increased staying power as a result. Quality of instruction among the rank and file
may have as much, if not more, to do with sustaining rebellion than objective

Berman, op. cit., pp. 31-47.
See Lucian W. Pye, Politics, Personality and Nation Building: Burma's Search for Identity, New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1962.
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economic or political conditions within the particular country. For instance, the
KhmerRouge mounted themostradical collectivization program everwitnessed, but
they did so in a rural society that had previously been wealthy by Southeast Asian
standards and where few class distinctions had existed in the countryside. There was
relatively sparse social tinder available, but this did not prevent the Khmer Rouge
fromrevolutionizing the society. Socialperceptions are formed through a learning
process and may serve as a basis for social action even if these perceptions are at
variancewithreality.Thereforeorganization, ideology, andlocalandnational leader
ship factors are critical to transforming discontent into rebellion and sustaining it.

External Assistance and Sanctuaries

In the late 1960s it was debated whether the forces fighting against South
Vietnamwerehomegrownor importedanddirectedfromtheNorth.Thiscontroversy
has now been laid to rest by the victorous Northerners who have detailed the
substantial and explicit role played by the North in initiating and sustaining the
rebellion in the South from its infancy as a guerrilla movement to its final victory as a
heavily armed conventional army.^^

In similarfashion, PAVN playedan absolutely vital role in shieldingthe Khmer
Rouge, in its infancy, from thearmy of LonNol. Weapons, money, and men flowed
into themovementin 1970-72despitethedeep-seated anti-Vietnamese sentiments of
the Khmer Rouge leadership. Regardless of theprotestations of Radio Phnom Penh,
the revolution that created Democratic Kampuchea had significantexternal backing.

PolPot's regime ranksas oneof history's mostbrutal andleastsuccessful; few
regimes in history have given more plentiful reasons for being deserted by their
people. Political slaughter, starvation, epidemics, and total social reorganization
accounted for the deathsof up to 20percentof thetotalpopulation. WhenPolPotwas
driven from Phnom Penh, the Khmer Rouge should have disappeared; however, with
sanctuaries in the Cardamon Mountains and along the Thai border, and with sub
stantialassistance in moneyand materiel fromChina, theKhmerRougecontinues to
thwart the Vietnamese occupation army of 180,000 men. Similarly, the Khmer
anti-Communist political factions thathadbeenentirely anemic during 1975-78 have
grown to substantial numbers since beginning to receive outside assistance.^®

Ontherelatively favorable economic andsocial conditions inCambodian villages before 1970, seeMay
Ebihara,"Khmer," inP.M. Lebar,et al., eds., EthnicGroupsofMainlandSoutheastAsia^ NewHaven:
Human Relations Area Files Press, 1964;and David J. Steinberg, Cambodia: Its People, Its Society, Its
Culture, New Haven: Human Relations Area Files Press, 1959.
Vietnam: The Anti-U.S. Resistance Warfor National Salvation, 1954-1975: Military Events, Hanoi:
Quandoi (JointPublications Research Service [JPRS] 80968, June3,1982), andLt. Gen.Tran Van Tra,
Vietnam: Historyof theB-2 Theater:Concluding the Thirty-Years War, Ho Chi MinhCity: KetThuc
Cuoc Chien Tranh, 30 Nam, 1982 (JPRS 82783, February 2, 1983).
Vietnam's occupation has stirred Khmer nationalism, andethnic antipathy toward theVietnamese has
beengiven a great stimulant. However, therising strength oftheKhmer Rouge in1983-84 indicates the
potency ofoutside resources. With a plethora ofChinese aidtheKhmer Rouge arethemost attractive
resistance organization because they, unlike the KPNLF andMoulinaka, canoffer a serious Khmer
recruit the food, weapons, and other resources necessary to do the job.
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On the other side of the coin, the Communist party of Thailand lost its
sanctuaries in Laos and Cambodia after 1978 andrapidlylost its supportfromChina
when Beijing chose to give higher priority to govemment-to-govemment relations
with Bangkok.^^ The results began to show in 1979, and the disintegration of the
pro-Chinese CPT was nearly complete by mid-1983."^ According to one captured
CPT administrative official, the reason why the insurgency failed was simple.
"Without Chinese assistance their own resources were insufficient to the task" and the
guerrillas were forced to extract resources from the villagers thereby blunting the
Robin Hood image thatall guerrillas seek."^^ Similarly, the severance of external aid
from Libyato the Moro National Liberation Frontafter the Tripoli Accord of 1976
coincided with the beginning of a sharp downturn in the fortunes of the MNLF.

This is not to say that outside assistance always works. Reliance on China for
external assistance alienated the Malay and Thai majority ethnic groups from their
respective Communist parties. Likewise, American covert assistance to the ill-fated
PRRI rebellion shows that effective external assistance should not be limited to a
single large injection. To be effective, assistance should be moderate in amount and
spread out over time to allow the rebellion to grow naturally. Large injections of
assistance only become relevant when therebels begin to attack thedefending army
directly in large formations requiring conventional weapons and tactics. Finally,
outside assistance will only be effective if there is a committed andcompetent hard
core of leaders to manage the rebellion and recruit a mass following. Materiel and
sanctuaries cannot substitute for therarest commodity of all, competent leadership.

Figure 4 shows the strong relationship between external assistance and a
successful or sustained rebellion. This relationship is considerably stronger than is
found in any of the previous figures.

All rebellions receiving substantial outside aid were either victorious or were
able to sustain themselves in the fight. No rebellion receiving substantial outside
assistance failed unless this pipeline was severed, as in the cases of the CPT, the
MNLF, and the Malaysian CP at theend of World War II. Even rebellions drawing
their lifebloodfrom ethnic animositysuch as the Shans, the Karens, and the Kachins
have received support either from outside powers or from their successful smuggling
and manipulationof the opium trade.The British (during WWII) and Thailand (at
several points in the past) have supported the Karens. The PRC has supported the
Burmese Communist party and also, intermittantly and on a smaller scale, the
Kachins. Interestingly, as funding from China dwindled in the late 1970s, the BCP
and segments of the Shan State army turned increasingly to opium as the most
expeditious means of acquiring hard currency and supplies.

William R. Heaton, "China and Southeast Asian Communist Movements: The Decline of Dual Track
Diplomacy,"Asian Surveyy VolumeXXII, No. 8 (August 1982).

^ See Branigan, "Thai Conununist Party," and Shee Poon Kim, op. cit.
Charles Murray, "Thailand: The Domino That Didn't Fall," The AtlantiCy November 1984.
SeeSteinberg, "Constitutional and Political Bases of Minority Insurrections," pp. 38-44; Wiant, op.
cit.y pp. 16-18,24—24a; andJosefSilverstein, Burma:Military Rule and thePolitics ofStagnationy
Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell UniversityPress, 1977, pp. 184-187.
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Figure 4

Relationship Between External Assistance and Rebellion in Southeast Asia

External Assistance

High Low/None

Victorious Khmer Rouge (1970-75)
rebellions South Vietnam (1959-75)

Sustained Khmer Rouge (1979-83) NPA (1969-84)

rebellions KPNLF+Moulinaka DI (1948-60)
(1979-84) Malaysian CP (1948-56)

CPT (1965-78) Huks (1946-50)

MNLF (1972-78) MNLF (1978-84)

Malaysian CP (1944-45)
Shans (1944-45) (1962-78)
Karens (1944-45)
Kachins (1944-45) (1962-78)
Burmese Conununist party

(1948-78)

Failed Khmer Rouge (before 1970)
rebellions Anti-Khmer Rouge forces (1975-78)
or no Absence of rebellion in Vietnam

rebellions (1975-84)
DI (1961-62)
CPT (1982-84)
Malaysian CP (1957-60)
Huks (1951-54)
PRRI (1958-61)
PKI (1965-66)

Movements receiving little or no foreign assistance eventually wither and die.
This was true ofthe Dar'ul Islam, the Huks, and the Malay Communist party although
all three sustained themselves for considerable periods without external aid. The
MNLF has lost its foreign resources and has entered a period of marked decline. In
fact, only the New People's Army, which receives virtuallyno foreign support, is a
healthy and rapidly growing concern. The NPA, at present, is a truly indigenous
movement devoid of external resources; however, the historical track record of
movements with neither sanctuaries nor external resources should lead us to hedge
any bets about the ultimatesuccess of the NPA. Bereft of external support, the most
likely, but by no means certain outcome, is that the NPA will sustain itself for an
extended period but will fail to reach the critical mass required by a victorious
revolution. Obviously, this assessment would change radically if the NPA began
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receiving substantial outside assistance, particularly in the form of cash and heavy
weapons. The historical experience withother movements in recentSoutheastAsian
history makes outright victory by the NPAunlikely unless there were a sudden and
complete collapse of morale within the armed forces of the Philippines which
delivered to the insurgents the weaponry necessary to humble Metro Manila.

Figure 4 seems to settle the controversy. Substantial foreign support is a vital
ingredient to revolutionary success or to indefinitely sustaining a rebellion. While
foreign support exists, the game can go on—perhaps even without impressive
domestic resources—but when foreign support is cut off or withdrawn, insurgencies
wither or die. The historical record in Southeast Asia seems clear on the vital nature of

external support, even if politicos and pundits discussing conflicts in other regions
deny or discount it. No single variable considered in this essay is as powerful a
predicator of outcomes as external assistance. Without it, success is probably im
possible; with it, failure can almost always be postponed, and these propositions
remain true almost regardlessof GNP, corruption, inequality, or brand of ideological
appeal.

GOVERNMENTAL CONTROL STRATEGIES: WESTERN AND
SOVIET COUNTERINSURGENCY IN ASIA

In our description of preconditions and ignition factors causing rebellions, we
have implicitly accepted a Western or democratic view of dissent and conflict
resolution. However, the most difficult insurgency problems in Asia today are found
in Afghanistan and Kampuchea, and the methods for dealing with dissent and
rebellion defy standard Western wisdom. Western counterinsurgency doctrine and
practice emphasize the political, social, and economic roots of the conflict while
portraying military operations as a necessary but inherently inadequate means for
winningsuch conflicts;if an insurgencyexists, this means that governmenthas failed
and that it must alter its economic, social, and political programs to undercut the
grievancesbeing exploitedby the insurgents. Therefore, legitimatedissent shouldbe
encouragedas part of a counterinsurgencycampaignbecausefree electionswill allow
the government to increase its political authority. Military coercionand repressionof
counterelitesmust bekept to an absoluteminimumbecauseit is assumedthatcoercion
will only create more opposition. Likewise, although it may be necessary to isolate
the general population from the guerrillas by organizing fortified villages. Western
counterinsurgency doctrine assumes that this inherently disruptive policy should be
cushioned, wherever possible, to avoid further alienation of the peasant population.
In addition. Western doctrine assumes that external support for insurgents is impor
tant, but not nearly as critical as the internal problems which feed the insurgency; if
internal grievances did not exist, the activities of external troublemakers could not
take root. Therefore, the solution of internal social, economic, and political problems
must be given first priority. Finally, Western counterinsurgency doctrine reflects a
tug-of-war between those who desire at least a semi-open society and security
officials who emphasize the need for more stringent control to deal with the military
exigencies. The contradictory inclinations of the capital-city-centered civilian elite
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and the military elite fighting the war in the countryside often result in choosing a
middle course—^justenough coercion to erode support within the urban elite but not
enough military power to produce a clear-cut victory.

Soviet theories are more difficult to summarize because counterrevolution is not

supposed to exist. There is a literature on contradiction, on consolidating the revolu
tionary situation, and on eliminating bandits and feudal elements; however, there
appears to be a shortage of articles on counterinsurgency doctrine in Soviet journals.
When we analyze Soviet and Vietnamese practices in Afghanistan and Kampuchea, it
is clear that these flow from a different set of underlying assumptions concerning
internal war even though both the socialist powers and the West have now confronted
similar problems, sometimes in the same countries.

The first characteristic, of Soviet activity in Afghanistan and Vietnamese
designs in Kampuchea, is that both campaigns are targeted on the long run. Im
mediate goals are minimal: controlling the main cities and roads without attempting to
control large portions of the interior; sealing the borders wherever possible; and
maintaining the regime in power by force of arms. In contrast with the American
effort in Vietnam, in 1983 there were only 105,000 Soviet troops in Afghanistan, and
the total Soviet effort probably consumes less than 1 percent of the total defense
budget of the USSR. The more moderate effort, of course, produces less dramatic
results in the short term, and Soviet rule at present extends only to the maximum range
of their weapons. The Soviet assumption seems to be that as long as one can keep a
Communist government physically in place at a fairly low cost, one can tolerate
hostile control of the vast majority of the interior. The premise is that the guerrfllas
will eventually become tired and acquiesce in Afghan/Soviet rule. Paradoxically, the
Soviets seem to accept the adage of guerrilla warfare, "If you don't lose, you win."
However, they insist that this maxim applies to the counterinsurgents rather than to the
guerrillas. According to the Soviets, time is on their side, not the rebels', because they
can hold the towns indefinitely regardless of what happens in the countryside."^^

Second, the Soviets in Afghanistan have been using an almost entirely military
approach with little emphasis on civic action or on winning the hearts and minds of the
tribesmen."^ Until recently there have beenfew attempts to penetrate thevillages by
implanting a new civil authority, and little attention has been given to propaganda.
Reliance on military might, regardless of its political cost, is indicated by Soviet
utilization of weapons such as yellow rain and "blue X," which are designed to clear
areas by killing everyone rather than by convincing the population of the advantages
of affiliation with the Babrak Karmal government. Most of all, there has been no
willingness to widen the political authority of the regime in order to undercut the
nearly universal appeal of the rebels. The Soviets seem to assume that no party work is

See William Borders, "Afghanistan's Five-YearOrdeal: Grim Outlines of a Ferocious War," New York
Times, December 17, 1984, pp. 1, 6.

^ An important exceptionto thisgeneralization is thedegreeof emphasis beinggivento thecreationof an
entirely new, Soviet-raised elite through the long-term education of thousands of Afghans inside the
Soviet Union.
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possible until military control has been established and that soldiers, helicopters, and
tanks are more relevant than ballot boxes and civic action projects.

Third, the Soviets accept the creation of large number of refugees as a fact of
life that follows all revolutions. Hence, masses of refugees are not viewed as cause for
alarm but only as an indication that a social and political revolution is in progress. The
exodus of 1.5 million refugees from post-1975 Indochina and of approximately one
quarter of the total population (4.3 out of 17 million) from Afghanistan is not
perceived by Soviet commentators as indicative of policy failure. In fact, creating
refugees may be an intentional strategy being followed among the Hmong in Laos and
hostile tribes in Afghanistan. Rather than just separating the guerrillas (or in Mao's
phrase, the fish) from the general population (or the water), the Soviets may have
concluded that it is easier "to empty the fishbowl and capture its contents.Western
counterinsurgency strategies attempt to separate the "fish" from the "water" but
through costly pacification programs which are often ineffective. In Afghanistan, at
least, it seems that Soviet policies emphasize terror, reprisal, and scorched-earth
policies as the most efficient means for either driving the rural population away or
exterminating all who might provide manpower or assistance to the Mujahedeen.
Interestingly the same tactics seem to have been used by the Soviet army in its
successful pacification of the southern republics of the USSR in the 1920s and
1930s.4^

Finally, the Soviets emphasize the overwhelming importance of external assis
tance in the generation of rebellion. According to Soviet scholars, the Afghan
problem does not result from the inappropriate policies of the governments since
Daud or from the stimulus given to Afghan nationalism by Soviet troops, but from the
intervention of Pakistan and Iran in the internal affairs of Afghanistan. The Soviet
premise is that there would be no insurgency at all if sanctuaries were closed and
foreign military suppliesbecame unavailable. There is virtuallyno recognitionof the
ways in which political legitimacy creates a fertile ground for external support of
internal war."^®

The Vietnamese experience in Kampuchea is similar but not identical to that of
the Soviets in Afghanistan. Vietnam seems to be prepared for the long haul; it shows
few signs of a willingness to compromise politically even though the Vietnamese

After four years of fighting, this monolithically military approach may be changing. The Soviets in 1983
were negotiating local truces with several tribal groups opposing them, and the Karmal regime
mobilized an impressive group of national notables in the National Fatherland Front. These moves are
almost certainly tactical and do not presage a willingness to share power with the non-Communist
opposition or to alter policies, both of which would be necessary to bring about a meaningful political
settlement. See Rajendra Sareen, "The Kabul Miscalculation," Far Eastern Economic Review, Decem
ber 29, 1983, pp. 26-27.

^ Claude Malhuret, "Report from Afghanistan," Volume 62(2), Winter, 1983/84, p.427.
Ibid., pp. 426-435; Jonathan Broder, "Survivors Say SovietsMassacred Civiliansin Afghan Villages,"
The Washington Post, July 17, 1984, p. A14.
Althoughpart of the Soviet motivationfor adoptingthis explanationis propaganda,the frequencyand
consistency with which the Soviets use it, both in public and private, indicate a genuine belief on then-
part in the accuracy of this analysis.
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people are six years into a long war. Vietnamese forces control the roads and the
towns, but administration has only begun to penetrate the villages. The assumption is
that the guerrillas will eventually tire of the game if Vietnam only stays the course. In
addition, Vietnam and the PRK government, like their Soviet counterparts in Afghan
istan, show no inclination to widen the political base by making concessions to odier
Khmer factions. No matter what the costs, it seems very difficult for ruling Com
munist parties to contemplate sharing control of the dictatorship of the proletariat with
anyone once the formal government apparatus in the capital city has been seized.
Vietnam also accepts the refugee problem as an inevitable cost of creating a social and
political revolution. Finally, the SRV explains the anti-Heng Samrin rebellion as
resulting only from the meddling of China and ASEAN. Indeed, the political solu
tions contemplated by Vietnam are designed to seal the border, not to make significant
concessions to Khmer nationalism.

What explains the radical dissimilarity between Western and socialist-bloc
approaches to dissent and counterinsurgency? First, both theories cannot be equally
valid because they take almost diametrically opposite positions. Second, lack of
quick success in counterinsurgency operations has characterized both sides, indicat
ing that neither possesses a monopoly on insight. The Soviet/Vietnamese emphasis on
the importance of external intervention is exaggerated, but it may be nearer to the
truth than the corresponding deemphasis in Western doctrine. Furthermore, Soviet
recognition of the necessity of preparing for a long war is probably more appropriate
than the impatience characterizing the American approach. However, the essentially
apolitical, almost entirely military nature of Soviet prescriptions for curing internal
war would seem to doom the Soviets (or their surrogates) to the role of permanent
occupying forces amidst sullen and hostile populations. This may be an acceptable
outcome when viewed through the prism of the Brezhnev doctrine, but this cannot
alter the fact that said policies are costly. Finally, the denial of the relevance of
political legitimacy, combined with an insistence upon monopolization of rule by the
Communist party, would seem to relegate the Soviet Union to an endless string of
Hungarian, Czechoslovakian, Polish, Afghan, and Kampuchean crises in which
indigenous regimes cannot face their own people without outside military interven
tion from the socialist mother country.

CONCLUSION

This essay represents a plea for complexity, for empiricism, and for the
importance of politics. Rebellions are complicated social, economic, and political
movements that have remained resistant to simplistic truisms. Rebellions do not take
place simply because peasant incomes are going down or because the long-run terms
of exchange are moving against the clients and in favor of patrons. Such factors,
where they can be proven to exist, may indeed be important, but they are neither
necessary nor sufficient explanations in and of themselves. Such basic alterations in
the fabric of peasant life may raise the social strain throughout the countryside, but
they do not explain why a very small portion of the peasantry actually joins and
maintains a revolt. To comprehend why a minority chooses to revolt rather thaii to
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suffer in silence requires that we consider the whole process, both the long-term
preconditions and ignition factors. This means we must look not only at readily
quantifiable social and economic indices but also at more qualitative facets such as
national leadership, local alliances, local political grievances, inclusiveness of
ideological appeals, capacity to create a new, more effective authority structure, and
the ability to procure sufficient external backing to make possible the final assault
upon the army and police forces of the central government. It is only through
considering these ignition factors that we can begin to understand the process by
which social unrest is transformed into organized, violent political rebellion.

A major problem in diagnosing causes of insurgency is that each analyst
(myself included) tends to study only one rebellion, or at best, several rebellions
within a singlecountry. It is only witha substantialnumberof cases that wecan begin
to sort out whether a factor (e.g., short-term decline in GNP per capita) actually
explains as much as previously assumed. Only with multiple cases, from different
countries, can factors that are idiosyncratic to a particular political culture be filtered
out allowing us to understand general processes in diverse nations and historic
circumstances.

Finally, with all deference to my colleagues in economics, sociology, and
military science, guerrilla wars are political and we need to put politics back into the
equation and place it where it belongs—up front and center—even if we cannot
quantify it. Even in deteriorating economic conditions rebellion will not break out if
the government appears to be overwhelmingly powerful, if there is good political
leadership at the national level, if the forces of order do not bludgeon the local
population into revolt, if the govemment has an inclusive ideology and an outgoing
organization, and if govemment diplomacy can prevent the influx of money and
materiel to rebels from across the border. Politically competent govemments can
transcend factors that otherwise predispose a country to chronic rebellion. Why some
rebellions cmmble while others endure probably is better explained by the effective
ness of a govemment and army in treating political factors than by specific military
tactics or programs for alleviating long-term socioeconomic conditions.Because
this assertion contradicts the assumptions of both sides of the current debate on
insurgency, it behooves us to study multiple movements rather than single instances
and to study them in all their political complexity rather than being satisfied by
simplistic explanations having scant relationship to reality.

I cover counterinsurgency aspects of rebellion in "Post-Colonial Rebellion and Counter-Insurgency in
Southeast Asia," in ChandranJeshurun, ed. ArmedCommunistand Separatist MovementsinSoutheast
Asia, Singapore: Institute of Southeast Asian Studies, 1985.
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APPENDIX

Khmer Rouge refers to the movement led by Pol Pot, which first became apparent in the
late 1960s, took power as a result of the civil war of 1970-75, ruled 1975-78, and was
deposed by the Vietnamese army in January 1979. The years of sharply declining real income
levels were 1970-81, the civil war, the Pol Pot period, and the post-Pol Pot famine.

KPNLF, the Kampuchean People's National Liberation Front, is the non-Communist
resistance group led by Son Sann.

The Moulinaka is Prince Sihanouk's non-Conununist resistance group.
The NPAis the Communist New People's Army in the Philippines. It was bom in a decade

of relative prosperity, 1969-79, but grew most rapidly when the economy fell on hard times,
1980-83.

The MNLF is the Moro National Liberation Front in the southem Philippines. It arose in
an era of national prosperity and declined in military capability as the national economy
began to falter.

The Karen National Liberation Army is the fighting organization of the Karen rebellion
which broke out in 1949 and continues until today.

Shan State of Northeast Burma serves as the home of both the Shan Independence Army
and the BCP, the Burmese Communist Party.

Anti-Khmer Rouge forces consisted of small groups inside Cambodia or on the Thai
border which engaged in low-level and sporadic resistance when Pol Pot's regime ruled in
Cambodia.

The Permerintah Revolusioner Republik Indonesia, PRRI, was the rebellion of the Outer
Islands against the Indonesian central govemment during 1958-61.

The Huk rebellion existed on Luzon in the Philippines from 1946 until 1954.
The CPT is the Thai Communist party which has been in rebellion since 1965, but which

has suffered a severe decline since 1982.

DI refers to the Indonesian Dar'ul Islam rebellion to found an Islamic state which fought
against the central govemment in West Java, 1948-62.

The Malaysian Communist party continues to exist but in a much weaker and isolated form
than when it fought against the British colonial govemment in the 1950s.

I have not included East Timor in this figure because it was not primarily a rebellion aimed
at displacing the govemment in Jakarta. Instead, Fretilin grew out of the decolonization
process and is really comparable to the earlier secessionist rebellion in the South Moluccas.

The GNP data were calculated from World Bank sources. The figures were calculated in
constant units in order to control for inflation. Stagnant GNP is defined as less than 1 percent
per capita per annum growth in real terms.

Knowledgeable informants would probably count only one genuine guerrilla victory, the
Khmer Rouge over Lon Nol. In contrast, the capture of Saigon in 1957 featured a regular
army, equipped with a thousand Soviet-supplied tanks, rather than the triumph of guerrillas
with hand weapons. Guerrillas indigenous to South Vietman ceased being the major
offensive threat to the GYN after 1968. The Northem victory of 1975is included in Figure 2
because the insurgency in the South was a real factor in the earlier stages of the war, and
without its cmcial early contribution the outcome would have been in doubt.
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8. ASEAN and the Major Powers:
Today and Tomorrow

Likhit Dhiravegin

I. INTRODUCTION

ASEAN's relationship with the major powers has become a topic of academic
conferences, mass media coverage, and policy discussions of the Asian region. This
has been especially true since 1978, a date that can be taken as the starting point for the
dynamism of ASEAN as an organization with an increasing role in regional and
international politics. Most notable has been the U.N. resolution initiated by ASEAN
on the question of Cambodia. For the past years, ASEAN has scored "victories"
regarding that resolution with substantial support from the U.N. members. ASEAN
has also been able to establish its image as an effective organization based on regional
cooperation, the only one in Asia with completely indigenous membership. In the
course of these developments, it has demonstrated its right to be taken seriously.

ASEAN has now been in existence for almost two decades. Its development has
been generally smooth, but periods of reduced progress or even stagnation have
ensued. Like any other organization based on the cooperation of sovereign states,
divergent interests and inherent conflicts have at times slowed down its development.
Nevertheless, the past four years have been a period of dynamic growth in its
activities, especially in its political role in the region. It has become a political force
that the major powers cannot ignore. Thus, an understanding of the relationship
between ASEAN and the major powers is now a sine qua non for an understanding of
politics of the Asian region. But the problems encountered by the political analyst in
undertaking this task are massive because of the many variables in the form of issues,
actors, and timing. It is relatively easy to talk about Japan and ASEAN, or China and
ASEAN, or the Indochina issue and ASEAN during a certain time span. To encom
pass the six nations now comprising ASEAN in their various relations—economic,
political, security, and cultural—with the major states is a herculean task.

Our attempt, therefore, is to present a "macro-view of a micro-nature," imply
ing by this seeming paradox that we will seek to provide the large picture of
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ASEAN-major power relations while limiting the number of specific factors and
actors to be analyzed in detail.

This essay will focus on the political factor, and the countries or actors to be
discussed will include ASEAN as a group and as individual countries versus the
United States, the Soviet Union, the People's Republic of China, and Japan; other
units such as Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos willbe includedaspartsof theanalysisas
we proceed. This is not to say that the units left out (such as Australia) are not
significant. They arerelevant butthey should bediscussed in a more lengthy study.

This contribution is divided into six parts. Following the introductionwill be
theframework, providing a global perspective ofpolitics in theregion (Section II). A
discussion of the positions and the degree of relationships—positive, negative, or
neutral—of ASEAN and the affected countries will be presented. The purpose is to
telescope the various factors and actors into a pattern, outlining the forest to make
possible a subsequent investigation of the trees. Section III will discuss the rela
tionships between ASEAN andthemajorpowers. It willfocus on ASEAN's percep
tion of the three states and its policies toward them. The major states' perceptionof
ASEAN and their differentpolicies toward the organization will also be discussed.
Section IV will deal with the individual ASEAN countries' perception of the major
powers, andtheroots of thedifferent perceptions. Implications of these differences
will be analyzed. Section V will be an analysis of ASEAN as an organization, its
strengths and weaknesses. An attempt will be made to point out the areas where
conflictsand troublescould erupt, havinga negativeimpacton the organization. The
conclusion will present an overall evaluation and a prognosis.

II. ASEAN IN GLOBAL PERSPECTIVE^

ASEAN, in the web of regional politics among the major powers, can best be
put intoperspective by envisioning the main actors—the United States, the Soviet
Union, and the People's Republic of China—in a "triangular alignment." The
triangular alignment reflects the situation that the three powers have been the main
actors inpolitics in theregion orat least areina position toaffect regional or global
politics. Atthe time of writing the relationship between the U.S. and the PRC is on
balance positive, while thatbetween theU.S. and theUSSR and between thePRC and
theUSSR isprimarily negative. Tobesure,thisisastatic picture. Tomake thepicture
dynamic, onecantake intoaccount thedifferent nature oftherelationships atdifferent
periods. For instance, the period of early 1979 would see a "good" relationship
between the U.S. and the PRC. Two plus signs might accurately describe the
situation. Since then the relationship has "cooled" somewhat; perhaps one plus sign
best describes the current situation. The relationship between the PRC and the
USSR before 1960 can be rated with two plus signs, whereas at the present time

^The discussion in this partwas adapted from a paper I presented at theWoodrow Wilson School of
PublicandInternationalAffairs,PrincetonUniversity, April14,1979, andprintedas LikhitDhiravegin,
"The Super Powers and Southeast Asia: A Global Perspective," The Journal of Political Science
(Bangkok), vol. 7, no. 2 (January-April, 1981)
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the relationship can appropriately be described by two minus signs, although
change toward reduced tension appears en route, and one minus sign might soon be
appropriate.

We can add to the triangular alignment other countries playing a part in the
regional political arena. We can envision Japan between the U.S. and the PRC and
Vietnam and its "client" states on the other side between the U.S. and the USSR.

ASEAN can be in the middle, because ASEAN in this study is the focus. From this
arrangement, we can examine the political environment in which ASEAN as a group
must maneuver.

ASEAN has a strong positive relationship (economic and political) with Japan
(two plus signs), while the relationship with Vietnam and to some extent its "client"
states—Laos^ and Kampuchea (the Heng Samrin regime)-—is not friendly (two
minus signs). With thePRC and theU.S., ASEANrelationshavebeen good(oneplus
sign), but for those with the USSR the minus sign is appropriate. This approximate
evaluation of relationships between ASEAN and the actors in regional politics
provide a rough picture of the pattern of relationship among the affected countries, a
global perspective to be used as a background for further analysis.

To explain the nature of relationships described, we can first look at the U.S.
and the PRC. The post-Vietnam War era and the emergence of a new political
situation in Asia, especially the Sino-Vietnamese policy differences and conflicts of
interest, and the threat of the SovietUnion to fill the politicalvacuumleft by the U.S.
disengagement from Southeast Asia, accelerated the improvement of Sino-U.S.
relations, building upon the foundations laid by the Nixon visit in 1972. The new
realities brought the PRC and the U.S. into a marriage of convenience. Political
expediency transformed the hitherto hostile relationship into an increasingly cordial
friendship ( + ), ideological and systemic differences notwithstanding. Between the
U.S. and the USSR, on the other hand, the relationship has been deteriorating in
recent years. The efforts to keep detente alive and to reduce arms rivalry have been
unsuccessful, and the relationship between the two parties must be described as
unfriendly ( —), whatever changes may now be en route.

The honeymoon between the two socialist comrades, the PRC and the USSR,
ended in early 1960 when the latter terminated its aid for the reconstruction of the new
giant socialist state. Relations between the two states then sharply deteriorated. Such
terms as "hegemony" and "social imperialism" were used by the PRC in describing
Soviet leadership and policies. Sporadic border clashes between Chinese and Russian
forces came to a climax in the 1969 Ussuri River clash. Even today, despite the
resumption of negotiations, huge armed forces on both sides are lined up at the border
in a state of alertness. The Sino-Soviet conflict is reflected in the support given by the
USSR to Vietnam, which since late 1978 has become an overt enemy of the PRC,

^ Thailand hasbeen pursuing a policy ofreconciliation with Laos. There have been attempts toconclude
bilateral agreements with the Laotion government. Because of the cultural and historical ties between
the two countries, there seems to be a chance for the development of a cordial relationship. Laos needs a
large quantity of Thai productsand foodstuffs. A sign of a possible improvementof the relationshipmay
be seen in the visit by the Laotion interior minister, General Sisavat Keobunphan, in January 1984.
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starting with the Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia. The pro-Beijing regime of Pol
Pot was toppled, and there followed the punitivemilitaryoperationlaunchedby the
PRC against Vietnam in 1979.Hence the relationshipbetween the two socialist states
can be described as unfriendly ( or —).

The U.S. and Japan have had a good relationshipsincethe end of WorldWarII.
After the end of the U.S. Occupation, Japan depended on Washington to provide a
nuclear umbrella. The U.S.-Japan security treaty continues to symbolize defense
cooperation.In the regionalscene, Japanrepresentsa democracy whichisexpectedto
aid in the containment of the USSR, preventing the Soviets from moving south. Trade
between the U.S. and Japan, however, has been the main feature of the relationship,
and here, problemshavearisenbecauseof hugeJapanesesurpluses.Nevertheless,the
overall relationship may be described as friendly ( + + or +).

The PRC and Japan establisheddiplomaticrelations in 1972immediatelyafter
the Nixon visit. Since then there has been economic cooperation between the two
Asian neighbors. Closer relations culminated in the treaty of friendship signed in
1978.^ At present, the relationship between these two countries, which historically
had been bitter enemies, is cordial and mutually complementary to each other's
political interests ( + ).

The USSR and Vietnam and its client states—Laos and the Heng Samrin
regime in Phnom Penh—are militarily and economically close and politically very
interdependent (+ + +). The speculated U.S. $3 milliona daygivenby theUSSRin
the form of military hardware and economic aid, in return for the facilities at Cam
Ranh Bay and Danang and the overt political supportgiven by the USSR to Vietnam
at the U.N. and elsewhere on the Kampuchean issue, reflect a closely cooperative
relationship. The treaty of friendship signed between the two countries contains a
clause that amounts to a military alliance. Article VI of the treaty of November 1978
provides that "if one of the sides becomesthe objectof attackor of a threatof attack,
the contracting parties will quickly move to mutual consultations with the goals of
removing the threat and the takingof appropriateeffectivemeasuresfor the preserva
tion of the peace and security of their countries.'"^

The relationship between the U.S. and Vietnam, which has been described as
minimal and hostile ( ) dates back to the Vietnam War.The bitter memories and
the feeling of humiliation on the part of the U.S. still linger on. The reconciliatory
gesture made by Vietnam to the U.S. met with a cold reply, and the emerging
Sino-Vietnamese conflict drove the Vietnamese leadership toward the Soviet Union.
Presently, there are no signs to indicate a desire on the part of the two countries to
negotiate.

^ For a discussionof the Sino-Japanesepeacetreaty, see HongN. Kim, "The FukudaGovemmentand the
Politics of the Sino-Japanese Peace Treaty,"Asian Survey, vol. XIX, no. 3 (March 1979). See also
PeggyL. Falkenheim, "TheImpact of thePeaceandFriendship Treaty onSoviet-Japanese Relations,"
Asian Survey, vol. XIX, no. 12 (December 1979).

^ Dhiravegin, "TheSuperPowers,"pp. 98-99. LauTeikSoon,"Uncertain Prospects forJapan-ASEAN
Relations," Asia Pacific Community, no. 4, (Spring/Summer 1979), p. 15.
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One can also describe the relationship between the PRC and Vietnam as very
unfriendly ( ). The relationship between Japan and the USSR can also be
described as strongly unfriendly ( ), although various proposals for economic
cooperation between the two countries have long been broached. Given the historical
hostility, the unsettled dispute over the Kurile Islands, and the fact that the USSR has
been a security threat to Japan, it is inevitable that the two countries distrust each
other. Japan's attitude toward Vietnam has varied. Immediately after Hanoi's victory
in 1975, Japan extended economic aid for reconstruction after the war. Japan also
embarked on a joint venture with Vietnam for off-shore oil exploration. But after the
Vietnamese invasion of Kampuchea and the overthrow of the Pol Pot regime, Japan
reluctantly joined ASEAN, the U.S., and the PRC in calling for withdrawal of foreign
troops from Kampuchea. Japan sided with ASEAN probably out of political con
siderations. At the same time Japan hopes to mediate between ASEAN and Vietnam
on the issue of Cambodia. The relationship between Japan and Vietnam is thus fluid.
It may be described as ambivalent (0).

We may list ASEAN's relationships as follows: ASEAN and PRC ( + ),
ASEAN and the U.S. ( + ), ASEAN and the USSR (-), ASEAN and Japan ( + ),
ASEAN and Vietnam ( ).

III. ASEAN AND THE MAJOR POWERS

ASEAN's perception of and attitude toward the countries who have been actors
in regional politics is generally inimical to the socialist states and friendly to countries
with an open-market economy. The economy of ASEAN can be broadly classified as
open with an authoritarian or semiauthoritarian polity. In the final analysis, ASEAN is
anti-Communist. In fact, the creation of ASEAN was in a sense an attempt to bring
about collective security among the states involved against the Communist threat,
with the concern initially being the People's Republic of China. Over time, however,
with changing circumstances, the socialist states of the region came into sharper
conflict, leading to a shift in alliances and alignments. We witness the ironical
situation where two former enemies, the PRC and the U.S., now stand on the same

side with regard to the Cambodia issue, while two erstwhile socialist comrades, the
PRC and Vietnam, have become foes. ASEAN has also found its image undergoing a
change especially in certain quarters. Initially, the PRC and the USSR viewed
ASEAN as a re-creation of SEATO, with the U.S. pulling the strings behind the
scene. But because of political developments, the PRC, up to then an enemy of
ASEAN, has sided with ASEAN on the Cambodia issues and cultivated ASEAN
generally.

Japan sees ASEAN as a viable regional cooperation organization with in
digenous roots. This is because Japan, as an economic power whose main interest is in
trade and in the acquisition of raw materials, sees ASEAN as a market and a source of
raw materials; but of equal importance is the fact that if ASEAN becomes a viable
entity and contributes toward stability in the region, it can serve to contain the
Communists, defying the domino theory.
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The U.S., on the other hand, sees ASEAN as a group of countries of similar
political systems with a distinctive anti-Communist outlook, and thus has given it
support. TlieU.S. alsoseesASEANas a developmentin linewiththe NixonorGtiam
Doctrine of 1969, with its key theme that indigenous forces should bear the primary
responsibility for the preservation of "freedom and democracy" against the Com
munists with the U.S. providing material and moral support, and if essential, using its
sea and air power.

ASEAN as a collective body has the following salient features. It is a new
entity, a collectivebody initiallyof fivecountries—Indonesia, Malaysia, Singapore,
the Philippines, and Thailand. In January 1984, Bruneijoined, becoming the sixth
member state. ASEAN is an organization of economic cooperation and cultural
exchange. It has a common anti-Communist political ideology, not in the sense of
struggling against existing Communist states, but in its aversion to a Communist
movement taking over state power. ASEAN would like to stay free of entanglements
in thepowerstruggle amongthemajorpowers andfreefrompolitical conflicts thatdo
not concern its members. This policy is summarized in the 1971 declaration in Kuala
Lumpur known asZOPFAN (Zone ofPeace, Freedom and Neutrality).^ There isalso
a policy of"national resilience,"^ meaning the ability toturn the individual countries
into viable economic units with equitable income distribution largely by each state's
individual efforts in order to thwart the Communist threat, especially the insurgency
movementsthen supportedby the PRC. ASEANat presentseeksto presentan image
of unityandsolidarity; its conunongoalispeaceandstability in theregion,andanend
to the Cambodia problem.

ASEAN and the United States

As a generalization, one can say that the U.S. supports ASEAN as a groupand
also as individual countries. Since ASEAN is anti-Communist, the U.S. and ASEAN
have a commonpolitical interest. The U.S. is seen as a major power, whichcan be
relied on for the supply of military needs. In the event of a crisis, ASEANas a group
would certainly appeal for assistance from the U.S. government. Two ASEAN
members, Thailand and the Philippines, can still rely on the Manila Pact. Although
SEATO has closed its headquarters, the Manila Pact is still binding, as has been
clearly expressed by U.S. authorities. In the Philippines, SubicBay is still the naval
base of the U.S. Seventh Fleet, with Clark Airfield providing quarters for U.S. fighter
bombers. And the U.S. still supplies Thailand with annual military aid.

Despitepartial disengagementfrom the regionafter the VietnamWar, the U.S.
cannot afford to abandon the region, if only for its own security. However, the new

^ See Edward Janner Sinaga, "ASEAN: Economic, Political and Defense Problems: Progress and
Prospects in Regional Cooperation with Reference to the Role of Major Powers in Southeast Asia,"
Ph.D. dissertation. Graduate School of Arts and Sciences, George Washington University, 1974, pp.
249-259. Russel H. Fifield, National and Regional Interests in ASEAN:Competition and Cooperation
in International Politics (Occasional Paper No. 57), (Singapore: Institute of Southeast Asian Studies,
1979), pp. 13-17.

®Sinaga, "ASEAN.. .Problems," pp. 249-254.
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situation hascalled fora newalignment. TheU.S.hopes to maintain stability inAsia
and contain the Communists, especially the Soviet Union, by having the People's
Republic of China(withits animosity againsttheUSSR),Japan,andASEAN serveas
a counterbalance to the Soviet Union and Vietnam. At the moment one sees a

four-pronged "alliance" consisting oftheU.S., thePRC,Japan,^ andASEAN against
the Soviet Union and its ally, Vietnam.

Thus, despite a close relationship between ASEAN and the U.S., ASEAN does
not wish to appear too close to the U.S. Indeed, ASEAN was put on the defensive
when it was accused of being a new SEATOin disguise. As a result, ASEAN steers
clear of statements that have the appearance of deriving fromU.S. policy. ASEAN
has been trying to present an image of an independent organization with its own
policy. However, given a political situation that would require an alliance, it is
inevitable that ASEAN would become an ally of the U.S.

ASEAN and the Soviet Union

The USSR is geographicallyremote from ASEAN. Unless its presence can be
made to be felt by its naval forces, it is a countrysituatedon the periphery. For this
reason, the People's Republic of China could be seen as posing a greater threat for
ASEAN in the future. But ASEAN's attitude toward the USSR has changed since
Vietnam's invasion of Cambodia, when Hanoi overthrew the Pol Pot regime and
installed Heng Samrin as head of a puppet government. The invasion, which took
place immediately after the Soviet Union and Vietnam had concluded a treaty of
alliance, was seen as a Russo-Vietnamese scheme to get a strongholdin Southeast
Asia. Indeed, the invasion of Kampuchea by Vietnam is a twin of the invasion of
Afghanistan by the Soviet Union, although the two events were not directly con
nected.® The Soviet Union now has access to the facilities at Cam Ranh Bay, thus
enabling the USSR to connect with its fleet in the Indian Ocean and giving it a
"backdoor" to the PacificOcean. Thebuildupof CamRanhBayas a navalbasefor the
Soviet Union is a destabilizingfactorfor the regionand mayraise the tensionbetween
the U.S. and the USSR. ASEAN has begun to feel the threat posed by the Soviet
Union's expansionpolicy. The Russian-Vietnamese alliancecan be seen as a plan to
counterbalance the four-pronged "alliance" of the U.S., Japan, the PRC, and
ASEAN.

The Soviet Union views ASEAN as a group of capitalist countries allied with
the U.S. and Japan, having an expedient relationshipwith the PRC in order to contain
Soviet influence, although, at times, the USSR has changed its attitude toward

^The visit by Premier Zhao Ziyang tothe United States inJanuary 1984 has been viewed as progress in
China-U.S.-Japan relations. An editorial in Yomiuri commented: "Friendly cooperative relations
between the U.S. andChina andJapan andChina are indispensable for Asian peace andsecurity. We
hopethatZhao'sU.S. visitwillproduce many constructive results considering thatthedeterioration of
U.S.-Soviet relations heightened global tension." Yomiuri, January 9, 1984.

®Cf. Likhit Dhiravegin, "Kam Patiroop Lae Kam Patiwat" [Reform and Revolution], The Journal of
Political Science, vol. 8, no. 1 (January-April 1982), pp. 157-158.
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ASEAN because of the latter's regional self-awareness and independent policy.^ In
viewof ASEAN'sperformance, theaccusation of ASEAN beingSEATO in disguise
is now hardly tenable. Recently, for example, the Russianambassador to Thailand,
afterpayinghis respects to ASEAN as an independent organization, accused theU.S.
oftrying toturn ASEAN into a military alliance,^® taking the line ofASEAN being a
U.S. creation. In fact, the Soviet Union, after changing its attitude toward ASEAN,
has attempted to win ASEAN to its side by diplomatic means.

Before giving support to Vietnam, the Soviet Union must have weighed the
pros andcons. Ononesideof thescalewasASEAN,whichtheSovietUniondecided
to trade off for its more promising ally, Vietnam. This choice was realistic because,
for the time being at least, it would be difficult for the Soviet Union to compete with
the PRC to win ASEAN to its side. To ASEAN, the Russians, unlike the Americans
and the Chinese, are strangers, greatly alien to the region. The Russians are also
different from other Europeans with whom ASEAN has been familiar, such as the
British, the French, the Dutch, and the Spanish. Despite the Soviets' attempt to
compete with the PRC in the region, it is difficult for them to step into the Chinese
backyard, historically an area constitutingChina's sphereof influence.The presence
of a large number of overseas Chinese, many of whom have been holding high
positions in the indigenous government bureaucracy, also sometimes serves as a
positive factor for the PRC, although the overseas Chinese constitute a liability as
well, raising fears of Chinese dominance.

Since ASEAN considers the USSR an outsider with whom it has to deal but

wishesto keep at arm's lengthandthe PRC is a majorpoweranda potentialproblemin
the long run, ASEANhopes that the presentSino-Sovietrift will continue. As long as
the two giant socialist states confront each other without the confrontationerupting
into warfare, Asia—and ASEAN—will benefit.

ASEAN and the People's Republic of China

The People's Republic of China, ironically, was one of the major factors that
motivated the Southeast Asian countries to form ASEAN as a collective body to
reinforce, if not to serve as a substitute for, support from the West against commu
nism. The aggressive policy of the PRC during the zenith of Mao and the material as
well as verbal support given to the insurgency movements in Asia through the
party-to-party relations were of deep concern. The policy of supporting Asian
insurgency movements stemmed from the PRC's ideological commitment and the
belief in "wars of national liberation," which were to take place one by one, a thesis
not dissimilar to the domino theory. But of equal importance was the fact that in this

^ Cf. Justus M. van der Kroef, Communism in Southeast Asia (London: Macmillan, 1981), p. 243.
Yuri Kuznetsov, the Soviet Ambassador to Bangkok, charged that the U.S. is trying to turn ASEAN into
a military alliance. Bangkok Post, September 22, 1983.
In 1978,Soviet DeputyForeign MinisterFirubyin visited the region. For a discussion, see Lau Teik
Soon, "Uncertain lYospects," pp. 12-13.
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earlier period, the PRC saw the U.S. as its enemy,entrenched in Asia with its military
bases in variousplaces, from Korea, Japan, and thePhilippinesto Thailand. Moreov
er, the Asian countries allied with the U.S. had been strongly opposed to conmiunism,
especially to Communist China. To have leverage against these countries, the PRC
gave support to various Communist movements, providing arms, military training,
and an opportunity to direct radio broadcasts at their targets. Although the insurgency
movements were unsuccessful, they drained off the material and manpower of these
countries. They also created a sense of insecurity and psychological strain for the
governments of the Asian countries. The PRC has supported the insurgency move
ments of four ASEAN countries (excepting the fifth, Singapore). The closest link
between the Communist party of China and the Communist parties in Asia was that
with the Communist party in Indonesia (PKI). But the PKTs failure in the coup of
1965 brought about its destruction by the army, and since then its remnants have gone
underground.^^

The improvement of Sino-U.S. relations was given concrete impetus by the
Nixon visit to China in February 1972.The subsequentdiplomaticvictories scoredby
the PRC against the Republic of China on Taiwanled to a shift of PRC policy.With its
entry into the U.S. and its improved relations with other Asian countries, the PRC has
greatly scaled down its support for the insurgency movements. Thailand is a clear-cut
example; support for the Communist party of Thailand by the Chinese Communist
party has been drastically reduced. Most notable was the closing of the clandestine
radio broadcasting station, an act that played a significant role in improving the
relations between the two countries.

What brought ASEAN and the PRC closer, however, was the Sino-Vietnam
conflict and the problem of Cambodia. The deteriorating relations between Vietnam
and the PRC triggered the intervention of the Soviets, who superseded the Chinese,
becoming the sole ally of Vietnam. The Chinese viewed with distaste the close
Russian-Vietnamese relationship and Vietnam's occupation of Cambodia, regarding
it as a plot to extend Vietnam's influence in Indochina and Soviet influence in
Southeast Asia. ASEAN's view on the situation was similar to that of the Chinese.

Thus, the PRC's and ASEAN's interpretations of the present situation have generally
concurred. For this reason the PRC accepted ASEAN as an "ally" conveniently
placed to confront Vietnamese and Soviet expansion. Likewise, ASEAN takes the
relationship with the PRC on the issue of Cambodia as a convenient alliance.
Meanwhile, the need of the PRC to have "friends" to contain Vietnam and its ally,
the Soviet Union, necessitated a softening of policy regarding the Chinese Commu
nist party's support for insurgency movements. The reduction of support was not
clearly made in public statements, but was real, especially for Thailand, as already
mentioned.

The PRC allegedly was involved in the abortive coup of 1965 in which half a milion people were killed
and the PKI was crushed. After the coup, relations between the PRC and Indonesia deteriorated. In 1967,
Indonesia suspended diplomatic relations with the PRC.
ASEAN Forecast, vol. 3, no. 11 (November 1983), p. 136.
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The PRC has repeatedly emphasized that it supports ASEAN as a regional
organization, and it has cooperated with ASEAN on the issue of Cambodia,
although somedifferences exist. It has pledged its support if Thailand, which is a
frontline state of ASEAN, were to be frontally attacked by Vietnam. ASEAN, on its
part,hasmaintained itspresent relations with thePRC because oftheconcurrence of
interest. There is still doubt about the PRC's policy,however.The pressing question is
whether the present policy of the PRC and its wooing of ASEAN is only a tactical
change resulting from the emergence of a new situation with the ultimate aim of
increasing Chinese influence or control remaining intact in theminds of theChinese
leaders. Is the ultimate aim the communization of the area and thereby the creation of
stateslooking to China politically andfor purposes of security? Although the policy
question is legitimate, it is also a reflection of the inordinate fears of the ASEAN
leaders. After all, one could argue, the Communist movement would stand little
chance if the domesticsituation, especiallythequestionsof equityof incomedistribu
tion and political participation in an open system, were efficiently handled.

ASEAN and Japan

As mentionedearlier, Japan has taken a great interestin ASEANbecauseof its
role as a market and because of its raw materials and energy (especially, oil and
natural gasfromIndonesia.) Asa resultof itspositive attitude toward ASEAN, Japan
has been greatly involved with the ASEAN countries in trade, investment, aid,
technological cooperation, and cultural exchange. Indeed, of the four powers
critically involved with ASEAN, Japan has the greatest influence on the economic
development of ASEAN and its future. ASEAN greatly needs Japan's assistance to
achieve economic modernization. Trade between Japan and ASEAN is substantial,
and Japanese investments in the ASEAN countries are extensive. It is not the
purpose of this presentation to discuss the economic transactions between ASEAN
and Japan in detail. Suffice it to state that neither Japan nor ASEAN can afford a
breach in their economic relations because any cleavage would disrupt the develop
ment underway.

But the relationship between ASEAN andJapanhasnot beenentirely smooth.
Therehavebeengrowing complaints about Japan's insensitivity to ASEAN's needs
and Japan's failure torectify thetrade imbalance that a majority ofASEAN countries
suffer. Anti-Japanese feelings erupted intodemonstrations against Prime Minister
Tanaka during hisvisitto ASEAN countries in 1974, starting in Bangkok, spreading
to other ASEAN countries, and leading to riots in Indonesia. This episode served as a

Thishasbeenrepeatedly statedby theChinese authorities. Thispolicy wasconfirmed bythecounselor
ofthe embassy ofthe People's Republic ofChina inThailand, Zhang Qing, inatalk atthe Thai-Chinese
Friendship Association, November25, 1983.
See,forexample, Sueo Sekiguchi, ed., ASEAN-Japan Relations: Investment (Singapore: Institute of
Southeast Asian Studies, 1983), and Narongchai Akrasanee, td., ASEAN-Japan Relations: Trade and
Development (Singapore: Institute of Southeast Asian Studies), 1983.
Akrasanee, ASEAN-Japan Relations.
Ibid.
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warning that an assymetrical relationship and an unwillingness to redress grievances
(such as the nontariff barriers imposed by Japan on imports from ASEAN) can lead to
resentment and demonstrations. Since the 1974 events, Japan and the ASEAN
countries have been trying to sort out their differences, and the ASEAN community
has hoped that Japan would achieve a better understanding of ASEAN needs. With
some gains on this matter, anti-Japanese sentiments have been reduced. However, ill
feelings are merely dormant and can still be activated given the requisite political and
economic catalysts.

ASEAN was relatively complacent about Japan's role in the economic arena
until the changing situation produced a demand on Japan to increase its political role.
It was argued (in American circles) that as a power with enormous economic
leverage, Japan should assume a political role in the maintenance of stability in the
region. The response from the Japanese leadership was epitomized by Prime
Minister Fukuda who made a statement in Manila in August 1977 during his ASEAN
tour. He made these points: (1) Japan will not become a major military power; (2)
Japan will cooperate with ASEAN countries to help them attain solidarity and
resilience (including the pledge of U.S. $1 billion assistance to ASEAN industrial
projects); and (3) Japan will endeavor to help create a Southeast Asia in which
ASEAN and the Indochinese countries co-exist peacefully.

The Fukuda Doctrine was positively received, but complaints about Japan's
slow action and its failure to rectify some basic problems such as the trade imbalance
are still heard. Japan has also been criticized for its policy of not helping to alleviate
the refugee problem. Although Japan contributed a large sum for relief purposes, it
has not been willing to receive Indochinese refugees, except a tiny number, for
settlement in Japan. On the positive side. Prime Minister Yasuhiro Nakasone has been
supporting the political stand of ASEAN on the issue of Cambodia, that is, the
demand for the withdrawal of all foreign forces from that country.

ASEAN-Japan relations have thus been fairly smooth since 1974 and this trend
is likely to continue. However, public outcry against Japan's domination in the
economy of the region and the intrusion of Japanese culture^^ in theformof cartoon

This statement was made by Dr. Tom Yano, Center for Southeast Asian Studies, Kyoto University, at the
seminar Japanese Studies in ASEAN: A Survey of Strengths and Weaknesses, organized by the
Japanese Studies Center, Thammasat University, Pattaya, January 14-15, 1984. Cf. Narongchai
Alirasanee and Likhit Dhiravegin, "Trade and Development inThai-Japanese Relations," inAkrasanee,
ed., ASEAN-Japan Relations, pp. 157-159.
The Japanese responded to this demand; see, for example, "Japan Prepared to Play Intemational Roles,
Govemment Says," Yomiuri, April 24, 1981; and "Japan's Political Role in Asia Stressed by Suzuki,"
Asahi Evening News, September 4, 1981. A similar policy has been pursued by other Japanese leaders
including the present prime minister, Yasuhiro Nakasone.
Koji Watanabe, "Japan and Southeast Asia: ]9S0," Asia Pacific Community, no. 10 (Fall, 1980), pp.
88-89.

See speech by Prime Minister Yasuhiro Nakasone at the dinner in his honor given by Prime Minister
Prem Tinasulanonda, Bangkok, May 2, 1983, in which he said: "Japan has consistently maintained that
a comprehensive political settlement of the Cambodian problem, based upon the withdrawal of foreign
forces from Cambodia and the self-determination of the Cambodian people, is the indispensable first
step toward peace and stability in this region" (Press Release, Japan Information Service, Bangkok).
Toro Yano, Center for Southeast Asian Studies, Kyoto University. Special lecture given at the Faculty of
Political Science, Thammasat University, January 13, 1984.

179



movies, large numbers of Japanese residents, and Japanese-type bars, serve to warn
Japan of possible anti-Japanese resentment and to wam the host governmentsof the
danger of losing economic independence. Yet ASEAN has only limited choices.
There is need for technological know-how and grants as well as capital inflow from
Japan to assist in the process of industrialization of Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philip
pines, and Thailand. These countries are anxious to join the club of newly in
dustrialized countries (NICs) applying the pattem of Singapore; thus it is necessary
for them to maintain the present relationship. In sum, ASEAN needs Japan.

Japan, on her part, views ASEAN as an important grouping from a political as
well as an economic standpoint. ASEAN constitutes a vast area with a population of
more than 250 million and rich resources. If ASEAN is successful in its economic

development and the political changes that follow underwrite national resilience, it
can play an importantrole in maintainingstabilitythroughoutSoutheastAsia, thereby
containing conununism. Like the PRC, which would like to see the present stable
situation in theregion continue sothat it can proceed with itsfour modemizations,^"^
Japan also desires a stable Asia, to support its economic programs. If the equilibrium
in the region is upset by internal strugglesor war, as in Cambodia, it is detrimentalfor
every country concerned, including Japan—perhaps more so for Japan because of its
status as a rich, industrial power with great dependence on trade. Thus, the peace and
prosperityof ASEANis to the advantageof Japan, and there is every reason to expect
Japan to continue its support for ASEAN. The significanceJapan attaches to ASEAN
can be seen from the ASEAN tours that each new Japanese prime minister takes, a
ritual which has been now practiced for almost a decade.

IV. INDIVIDUAL ASEAN COUNTRIES AND THE MAJOR POWERS

Anydiscussionof ASEAN as a unit must focus upon generalizations.This has a
certain validity because wherever possible, ASEAN is pledged to speak with a single
voice, and when this is not possible, an effort is made to shelve the matter or obscure
any differences with vague language.Yet it is well known that on some issues there
are significant differences, among them issues pertaining to relations with the major
powers.

Disagreements are natural, given the different historical experiences, different
geopolitics, and different stages of development characterizing the individual
ASEAN countries. The Philippines and Thailand have a favorable attitude toward the
United States because of their long history of friendly relations, whereas Indonesia,
because of a background of pursuing the principle of equidistance, is more careful in
expressing its feelings or making commitments. Singapore and Malaysia, menabers

ASEAN will need Japan for its industrialization policy. It also needs Japanese investment, aid, and
technology for its domestic development. The only alternative in Asia is probably South Korea.
However, South Korea is still not comparable to Japan in its economic capacity.
Charles W. Freeman, Jr., Deputy Chief of Mission, American Embassy, Beijing, special lecture given at
the Institute of Southeast Asian Studies, Chulalongkom University, Bangkok, November 10, 1983.
Hans H. Indorf, "Some Speculaton on a Second Blueprint for ASEAN," Contemporary SoutheastAsia,
vol. 3, no. 2 (September 1981), p. 144.
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of the FivePowerDefenseAgreement(theother threebeingGreatBritain, Australia,
and New Zealand), are indirectly related to the U.S., which has separate agreements
with Australia and New Zealand. But generally speaking, they consider the U.S. a
strong assettoASEAN. TheU.S. isnota threateconomically orpolitically because of
its open-market economy and its democratic political system.

The U.S. is counted on for more investment in the ASEAN countries. Malaysia
has recently expressed sucha desire.The U.S., moreover, is stilla primesource of
military aid. Thailand has recently asked for U.S. cooperation in the purchase of
modemjets to strengthen its air force. The U.S. is thusseenas a powerwithwhich
most of the individual countries in ASEAN hope to maintain a close relationship for
reasons thatencompass security, economic development, andpolitical compatibility.

Japan's relations with the individual ASEAN countries is most discemible in
trade, investment, aid, and technological cooperation, as we have emphasized. All
five countries welcome Japan's economic role, although there has been resentment
over the persistent problem of tradeimbalance in favor of Japan bycertainmembers,
as noted earlier. Indeed, Japan's success in economic development has become an
inspiration for the ASEAN countries to suchan extent thatMalaysia has advocated a
LookEastpolicy. Although thispolicy canbeinterpreted asanefforttotumtoAsia,it
is significant that Japan along with South Korea has been cited as a model.The
prime minister of Singapore also would like his countrymen to follow Japanese
working habits and ethics. It has been facetiously said that Singapore wants "to
Fuji-xerox" Japan in economic production.In Thailand, there has been much
discussion about quality control (QC) circles, to name only a few cases.

But the ASEAN countries have one common feeling: while Japan seeks the
image ofanAsian state,it behaves inmany ways likeaWestem power. Perhaps thisis
an inaccurate perception. SinceJapanis a world economic power, it mustbalance its
global and regional interests.Yet despite the public statements made by Japanese
leaders, the commitment of Japan to playa moreactivepolitical role in the regionhas
left muchto be desired. Japan lacksreal commitment for ASEAN other than to seek
maximum trade opportunities. One ASEAN observer summarized his opinions by
quoting a scholarwholikened Japanese foreign policy to a bamboo thicket, "full and
attractive in appearance, resilientin allkindsof weather, but lacking in realsubstance
and crowding out all around it that are reached by its roots.The feeling is that

Paul Wedel, "Mahathir Wants to Pull in More U.S. Investment," Bangkok Post, January 11, 1984.
GeneralArthitKamlang-ek, SupremeCommander of the Armed ForcesandCommander of the Army,
expressed hope that the U.S. Congress would approve thesaleof advanced F16 fighter planes to the
Royal Thai Air Force. Bangkok Post, January 13, 1984.
A Malaysian scholar who participated in the seminar Japanese Studies in ASEAN: A Survey of
Strengths and Weaknesses expressed the view thata Japanese studies center would be established in
Malaysia in the near future. He volunteered to organize thenext seminar in Malaysia adding that the
primeminister whoadvocated the"LookEast"policy would bepleased to have Malaysia serve ashost.
Thisview wasexpressed byDr. Narongchai Akrasanee, at theThai-Japanese dialogue, Bangkok, 1983.
This view was expressedby Dr. Somsukdi Xuto, former ministerof the Office of the PrimeMinister,
Bangkok, 1982.
LeePohPing,"TheIndochinese Situation andtheBigPowers inSoutheast Asia: TheMalaysia View,"
Asian Survey, vol. XXII, no. 6 (June 1982), p. 522.
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attractive Japanese promises are often unfulfilled; nonetheless, because of its eco
nomic prowess, Japan has the capacity to continue to prosper despite a changing
strategic situation in the region.

With the exception of Thailand, which, generally speaking, was spared fighting
and Japanese atrocities during World War II, there is still fear of Japanese military
expansion in the ASEAN region. The question whether Japan will rearm has become
a matter of concern for the ASEAN countries especially the Philippines becauseof its
geographic proximity and its bitter war-time experiences. Thus, when the U.S. urged
Japan to increase its defense budget, the ASEAN members viewed the request with
mixed feelings. On the one hand, a militarily strong Japan may serve as a further
balance against the Soviet Union and the People's Republic of China. But on the other
hand, a militarily strong Japan may lead to the revival of an aggressive policy.Despite
Japan's claim that its defense budget is only 0.9 percent of its gross national product
(GNP), the absoluteamountis biggerthanthe totalnational budgetof Thailand.^^ To
be sure, present expenditures are not sufficient to turn Japan into a military power, but
if the trendof increasing military spending continues, it will causeapprehension.^"^

Because of its image as "Japan, Incorporated" and because of its wartime
military operations, Japan has been moving cautiously in playing a strategic and
political role in the region. The Fukuda pledge is certainly aimed at assuring ASEAN
that Japan will not become a threat nor a destabilizing factor as a military power. In
addition, Japan has tried to shy away even from the role of economic leader for
ASEAN, despite suggestions from one ASEAN member that such is the case.^^

Given all of the complex factors, one can generalize that Japan and the
individual ASEAN countries have been getting along reasonably well although
elements of distrust can be clearly detected. In many respects, one can say that Japan
and the ASEAN countries have been engaged in a love-hate relationship.

The relationship between the individual ASEAN countries and the Soviet
Union does not differ greatly from that of ASEAN as a group. Such variations in
relations with the Soviet Union as exist reflect specific circumstances, including
attitudes toward, and relations with, the PRC and the U.S. Thailand, having es
tablished a close relation with both China and the U.S., and being deeply concerned
about the Vietnamese presence on its borders, tilts strongly away from Moscow.
Since the resumption of diplomatic relations with the PRC, both M. R. Kukrit Pramoj
and General Prem Tinsulanonda have paid official visits to Beijing as prime ministers,
along with numerous other groups—scholars, athletes, and dance troupes. No such

Ibid.

Approximately US$10 billion.
The riseof Nakasoneat firstcaused concernamongJapanobserversbecauseof Nakasone'sreputationas
a rightist. He favored a bigger defense budget, which is in line with the present U.S. administration
policy.
BoonchuRojanasathien, the formerdeputyprimeministerof Thailand, forexample, askedJapan to take
the lead by saying: "We know, for example, that COMECON is led by the Soviet Union, and the Western
democraciesare led by the United States. It is around great powers that other smallercountriesrally. In
this case, I would suggest that Japan has to fill the role of leader in the ASEAN region." Japan and
Thailand: New Dimensions of Dialogue, keynote address, pp. 6-7.
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cordiality has been extended to Moscow, although General Kriangsuk Chomanand
when he was prime minister paid visits to both Beijing and Moscow in aneffort to
balance relations. At present, however, the Soviet press takes a strongly critical
attitude toward "rulingcircles" in Bangkok.

The Philippines has correct formal relations with the USSR with which it
established diplomatic relations a few years ago. However, its tieswiththePRCand
particularly with the U.S. are much closer, and the latter relationship inhibits great
warmth in the Philippine-USSR connection.

Singaporehas moremeaningful economicrelationswith the SovietUnionthan
most other ASEAN members. At least one joint venture was setup, and there is an
office ofthe Narodny Bank inSingapore. Repairs toSoviet merchant ships have taken
place there. But ideologically and politically the two countries are far apart.

Malaysia and Indonesia probably offer the best opportunities for increased
Soviet influence, primarily because both states view the PRC with greater apprehen
sion than do other ASEAN members. Thus, they are prepared to view with some
sympathy anymajor state thatis prepared toactasa restraint onChina. Nonetheless,
current Soviet relations with these two states are minimal.

The attitudes of individual ASEAN countries toward the People's Republic of
China arethe most controversial, although thefull range of differences hasnotbeen
brought to thesurface. This issue must bediscussed bytaking into account Vietnam
and the Cambodian issue.

The ASEAN member exposed to the most danger from Vietnam and the
Sino-Vietnam conflict isThailand. Being a frontline state having a common border
withCambodia andLaos,Thailand is vulnerable toattack by Vietnamese forces now
occupying Cambodia. Violations of Thai sovereignty by Vietnamese troops in hot
pursuit oftheKhmer Rouge have occurred atvarious times. Thailand views Vietnam,
backed by the USSR, as an expansionist country and a direct threat to Thailand's
security. As abalance against this threat, the PRC isseen asthe most effective power
todiscourage the Vietnamese from further aggression. The PRC's pledge tocome to
Thailand's assistance in the event ofan attack by Vietnam has served not only as a
moral support, but asa genuine deterrent. The PRC has tied down a large number of
regular Vietnamese armed forces along its borders where more than one million
Chinesetroopsare stationed. AlthoughThailandis awarethat the PRChas a different
political-economic system and in the long run may pose a danger to Thailand's
security, for the time being the PRC is counted as a "friend." Thailand is also aware
that the PRC is forced by the Sino-Soviet rift and the Sino-Vietnamese conflict to
pursue a policy of wooing Thailand, inducing it among other acts to reduce its
assistance to theinsurgency movement. Singapore, as themostvocal member on the
Cambodia issue, holds acommon view with Thailand. Thailand and Singapore agree
that the strategy adopted by ASEAN iscorrect, at least for the present, even though,
for domestic political reasons, Singapore does not have diplomatic relations with
the PRC.

The cases of Malaysia and Indonesia are different. Because of the 1965
unsuccessful coup inwhich thePKI played a leading role and which allegedly had the
support of thePRC, because of the 1969 racial disturbances inMalaysia, andbecause
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of the important economic role of the overseas Chinese in both countries (and their
sizable number inMalaysia), Indonesia and Malaysia view the PRC as a long-term
threatto themandtoASEAN. Because of itsgeographic proximity andbecause some
residents ofChinese origin have been suspected ofserving as a fifth column for the
PRC, the PRC is viewed as agrater threat than the distant Soviet Union. Hence the
present policy of ASEAN toward Vietnam is not the best strategy in the view of
certain Indonesian and Malaysian leaders. It is felt that a strong and viable Vietnam
might serve as a buffer against the PRC, thus becoming a factor working for the
advantage ofASEAN including Thailand. This view is not shared by Thailand and
Singapore. Although this difference between Thailand-Singapore and Indonesia-
Malaysia has not been made fully public, itis commonly heard in private talks. The
point is how long this difference can continue to be hidden under the facade of unity
and solidarity. The time may come when Indonesia may say to Thailand that itcannot
continue to adhere to the present policy, although this isnot likely to be the case for the
forseeable future.^®

The Philippines isyet adifferent case. Itisan island nation far from the Asian
continent and deeply preoccupied with its intemal problems, especially the insurgen
cies. Unlike the other four ASEAN members, who have adopted a stand on the
present policy, the Philippines has remained somewhat aloof. However, the Philip
pines has endorsed the ASEAN political stand toward Vietnam and Cambodia, and it
has also maintained friendly relations with China.

But apart from the frontline argument pursued by Thailand, another dimension
must be taken into account in regard to the Cambodian situation. The fact that
180,(XX) Vietnamese troops have tooccupy Cambodia shows that the puppet regime
ofHeng Samrin cannot survive on its own. Apuppet regime has been set up through
the armed invasion of an extemal power. In a sense, this represents a new form of
revolution, an alternative to theMaoist model whereby indigenous forces take over
the countryside and gradually surround and capture the cities, the center ofpower. In
thiscase, anoutside force—another state— strikes forthecapital andthen implants a
rival indigenous element that takes power under its protection. The Afghanistan
situation is another example. If this strategy, forwarded bythe Vietnamese and the
Russians, is allowed to develop unchallenged, it can beused elsewhere, including
Thailand.^^ What is to prevent a foreign force from "liberating" several provinces,
setting up a rival government, and causing this government to sign a security
agreement with it? Thus, Vietnam's occupation ofCambodia isnot merely acase ofa

^ Dr. Lie Tek Tjeng ofthe Indonesian Institute ofScience expressed concern that the present policy of
ASEAN, which Indonesia and Malaysia had tofollow because ofthe need topresent animage ofunity,
may run into difficulties ifIndonesia one day adopts adifferent line ofthinking. Thailand should not take
itfor granted that itcan always expect Indonesia toadhere tothe present policy. Discussions with Dr. Lie
TekTjeng, Jakarta, September 23, 1983.

" The Philippine ambassador toSeoul, Korea, said that bilaterally the Philippines had no problems with
theSoviet Union, thePRC, andVietnam, butasamemberofASEAN orwith ASEAN asagroup, itwas
different. In fact, said the ambassador, only Thailand had a problem with Vietnam because of its
proximity. Discussions with Ambassador N. Jimanez, Seoul, Korea, October 23, 1983.
Of. Dhiravegin, "Kam Patiroop," see note8.
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conflictbetweentwosocialistcomrades; ithassignificant implications forthesecurity
of Thailand and the region as a whole. In holding these views, Thailand and
Singapore differ from Indonesia and Malaysia where the focus is on "the China
problem."

Understandingthe situation, Vietnam has defended its campaign in Cambodia
as a responseto the threat from the PRC.^^ The latter, in turn, viewsthe Vietnamese
actions as expansionism, and Vietnam as the Cuba of the Orient."^® The parties that
can bring about a settlement of the problem are the PRC and Vietnam,"^^ while the
U.S., the USSR, Japan, and ASEAN can play supporting roles. For the past four
years ASEAN has been preoccupied with the Vietnam issue. In addition to the
internalcomplexities resulting, ASEAN has recently facedproblems in its relations
withAustralia, because of the refusalof thenewAustralian government tocosponsor
the ASEAN-proposed U.N. resolution on Cambodia.Thus while the Cambodia
issueand the Sino-Vietnam conflict havebrought ASEAN closer together in many
ways and have caused the PRC's policy to shift toward that of ASEAN, these
problems have also taken their toll and served to destabilize the region in some
respects. The refugee problems arising from the Communistvictory in Vietnamand
the Cambodian situation havebecome a time bomb for Thailand. Almost everyone
would agree on the desirability of finding a solution,but none is in sight. There is a
danger that the Cambodian issue, which has fostered ASEAN solidarity, will even
tually become counterproductive because of the different perceptions and inter
pretations of the member states.

V. ASEAN: STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES

As in any regional organization there are conflicting interests between the
individualmembers and the unit as a whole. Balancingsuchconflictsis a delicateart,
but ASEAN has survived for almost twodecades. Given themagnitude of problems
among the member countries, moreover, it has done reasonablywell. A discussionof
strengthsand weaknesses, and an analysisof their implicationsfor ASEAN's future is
now in order.

Strengths of ASEAN

In existence since 1967, ASEAN is today a factor in both regional and in
ternational politics. It must be taken into account by all of the major powers. An
evaluation of its success at this point would be premature, but no one can doubt that it
has played an important role in the past decade, providing impetus for collective
decisionmaking and helping to shape the policies of the major states also.

Zhang Qing, see note 14.
Dhiravegin, "The Super Powers," p. 98.
Discussions with the counselor of the India Embassy, Bangkok, December 15, 1983.
In 1983,the new Australiangovernmentrefused to cosponsorthe ASEANresolutionat the U.N. on the
Cambodian issue.Thishasled to verbalexchanges between ASEAN members, notably Singapore, and
Australia. The situation calmed down after the visit of the Australian prime minister to the region.
ASEAN and Australia now have reconciled their differences. Bangkok Post, January 18, 1984.
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ASEAN as an Entity

In recent years, ASEAN has been active in proposing aCambodian resolution at
the U.N. As an organization, ithas also become the focus ofdiplomatic discussions
and academic research. Cooperation in such areas as economic policy, culttiral
exchange, a common political stand, and the ASEAN declaration of making the
region a"zone of peace, freedom, and neturality" (ZOPFAN) has been frequently
voiced. Apart from cooperation in various undertakings at the government level,
there have been scores of nongovernmental examples of cooperation involving
ASEAN members. Insum, ASEAN hasbecome anentity. This achievement canbe
attributed tothe emphasis upon unity and solidarity cultivated by all ASEAN mem
berswhich inturn reflects thedesire ofthemembers todeal with others asabloc—for
example, in relations with the European Economic Community. At the same time,
ASEAN allows room formaneuver forindividual countries where interests differ.

An ASEAN Identity

Related to the achievement of an ASEAN entityis thegradual realization of an
ASEAN identity. Among the ASEAN members, this sense ofASEAN identity isnot
usually expressed nor is it consciously noticed. But it is apparent, especially when
ASEAN members participate in international seminars. When the issue ofregional
interests comes up, ASEAN members usually express a common viewpoint in
support ofeach other. Besides, the ASEAN members commonly hold smaller semi
nars among themselves after the adjournment of intemational seminars. Although
there has not as yet developed a full ASEAN identity, the feeling ofbeing a fellow
ASEAN isemerging; this sense ofidentity will likely become stronger as ASEAN
develops a closer relationship among its units and becomes more successful.

There have been talks about adopting an ASEAN language as a medium of
communication. Although one would anticipate problems insuch an effort, the very
fact that talks along this line have taken place suggests that the ASEAN leaders ejq)ect
the organization to develop agrater degree ofintegration than exists at present. The
absence ofavisa requirement for ASEAN nationals who travel inASEAN countries is
one development, psychologically promoting such an identity. At the Jakarta airport,
there is a checkpoint at the immigration desk marked "ASEAN."

ASEAN as an Alternative Model of Development

The past decade has seen the ASEAN nations' impressive economic growth,
which took place even during the oil crisis. The Westem capitalist countries suffered

Indorf, "SomeSpeculations," see note25.

186



economic setbacks after the oil crisis, and the socialist states did not achieve the

growth they had projected, but ASEAN as a whole did well. Some scholars started to
talk about an alternative model, "the Asian way" or "the ASEAN way of doing
things" (see tables 1 and 2). Although it is too early to say whether ASEAN will be
able to continue its present level of performance, the record provides reason for
optimism. ASEAN has grown more confident of its economic-political system,
giving ASEAN members the belief that its present system may be the most appropri
ate pattern of development. The alternative pursued has freed ASEAN from the
feeling of having to choose between a capitalist model in the U.S. mold and a socialist
model of economic development of the Soviet or Chinese type. ASEAN is a hybrid
pursuing a semiauthoritarian political system and an open market economy but with
governmental support.

Table 1

Demographic and Economic Statistics for Selected Asian Countries

GNP (1981) Annual

Area growth
Population (1,000 (US$ per capita 1977-81

(millions) km^) billion) (US$) (percent)

South Korea 39.33 98 66.8 1,720 6.5

Taiwan 18.30 36 45.0 3,587 8.6

Hong Kong 5.23 1 28.1 5,390 10.9

subtotal (62.86) (135) (139.9)

Indonesia 154.66 2,027 77.7 520 8.2®

Philippines 50.74 300 39.7 790 6.2®

Thailand 48.49 514 36.9 770 7.3

Malaysia 14.14 330 25.8 1,820 7.8®

Singapore 2.57 0.6 12.8 5,220 8.7''
(ASEAN total) (270.50) (3,172) (192.9)

Japan 118.45 378 1,139.3 9,684 4.9

China 1,020.67 9,597 328.0 321

® 1977-1980

1976-1980

SOURCE: Japan 1983: An International Comparison (Tokyo: Keizai Koho Center,
1983), pp. 1 and 9.
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ASEAN as an Example of Regional Cooperation

ASEAN is the outcome of initiatives by its indigenous peoples. Its forerunner
ASA was also conceived by the natives of the region. No "outsider" participated in the
creation of ASEAN. A diplomat of one of the ASEAN states said half-jokingly:"For
better or for worse, ASEAN was bom in my house.The membership of the sixth
state, Brunei, in January 1984, has strengthenedthe organizationby making it clear
that membership is not closed.

One important aspect of ASEAN as a viableorganizationis the effort made by
its leaders to bury, at least for the present, historical conflictsand traditional policy
differences. Prior concepts of national interests are moderated by a new sense of
regionalinterests. In this respect, observers of ASEANfromits inception havegiven
credit to the leaders of the organization who have been trying to preserve it through
genuine consultation and consensus building.

ASEAN's Common Political Front

Althoughthe Cambodianissue can be considereda destabilizing factor for the
region, as noted, it has to date helped unify ASEAN and enabled it to present a
common political front against the Vietnamese military presence in Cambodia.
ASEAN called for the withdrawal of foreign troops stationed in Cambodia, and it
supports Democratic Kampuchea as the legitimate govemment to represent Cambo
dia at the U.N. For four consecutive years, the ASEAN-sponsoredresolutionhas been
approved overwhelmingly in the world organization. In the last General Assembly
meeting, the SovietUnion and its allies appeared to launchonly a pro formaprotest
against the seatingof Democratic Kampuchea. Despitethe weak statusof the rival
coalitiongovemment of PrinceSihanouk, Son Sann, and Khieu Samphan, the Heng
Samrinregimehas been unableto establishits legitimacy in viewof the presence of
Vietnamese armed forces in the country. It is not certain how long this diplomatic and
political game will continue in favor of ASEAN, but ASEAN has presented its
resolution as a common policy to the U.N. members, preventing Vietnam and the
Soviet Union from achieving their goal.

Weaknesses of ASEAN

Despite its impressive performance, there are areas where the picture is less
positive.

Historical Conflicts among theASEAN Countries^^

Like many countries situated near each other, the most salient conflict among
ASEAN members has related to territory. Part of the territorial conflicts stemmed

^ Discussions with Dr. Thanat Khoman, former minister of foreign affairs and deputy prime minister of
Thailand, 1983.
See Sinaga, "ASEAN.. .Problems," chapterone; Indorf, "Some Speculations," pp. 145-146.
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from the colonial legacy. The most serious conflict was that between Indonesia and
Malaysia. President Sukarno's confrontasi policy against Malaysia raised concern
among all of the countries in the region. Further, a strained relationship arose between
Indonesia and Singapore when the latter, in accordance with a judgment by its Court
of Justice, executed two Indonesians found guilty of espionage. There has also been
the conflict between Malaysia and the Philippines over Sabah. The separatist move
ment in the four provinces in the south of Thailand where most residents are Muslim
Thai of Malay origin is believed to have received support from elements who now
reside in Malaysia. Although territorial conflicts havebeen temporarily set aside,"^^
they may again flare up in the future. This type of controversy requires great caution
on the part of leadership since it invariably touches on deeply felt nationalist passions.
And these passions are not dead. One scholar believes that the next summit, sched
uled to take place in Manila, has not been held because the issue ofSabah still remains
an obstacle.

Problems of Diversity

The historicalexperiencesof theASEANcountries, whichvaryfromcountryto
country,haveled to differentinterpretationsof politicalsituations.Theexperiencesof
the ASEAN countries, except Thailand, with Japan during WorldWarII have led to an
apprehensionof a resurgenceof Japanesemilitarism, as previouslyindicated. This is
especially true of the Philippines. Because of the atrocities of the Japanese soldiers
during the occupationperiod, and becauseof Japan's geographicproximity, there is a
fear of Japanese encroachment, especially if Japanagainbecomes a military power.
The coup stagedby the PKI in 1965,of whichthe PRC was allegedly supportive,and
the 1969 racial conflict in Malaysiafollowing the election, haveservedas a warning
of the potential dangers stemming fromany interventionist foreign policyon thepart
of the PRC and from racial tensions involvingresidentsof Chineseorigin in the two
countries. Both countries have thus been careful in their relations with the PRC. The

fear that the PRC may exploit the ethnic Chinese for political purposes has made
Indonesianand Malaysianleaders along with those of Singapore cautiouswhen they
have been approached by the PRC to develop a closer relationship. Diplomatic
relations between Indonesia and the PRC, in fact, have been suspended since 1967.
The PRC's reactionto the issue of Vietnamese of Chineseoriginwho wereexpelled
by Hanoi served as a warning to the ASEAN countries that the PRC still considers
residents of their countries of Chinese origin as being under PRC protection. In fact,
some suspect that Vietnam moved against its Chinese population partly to expose
PRC policies with respect to overseas Chinese. Unlike the Chinese in Thailand and
the Philippines, the Chinese in Indonesia and Malaysia have generally not been
assimilated into the mainstream of the society. The Bumiputra (sons of the soil, i.e.,
Malay) policy of Malaysia illustrates the fact that there is a distinction between the

^ Sinaga, "ASEAN.. .Problems.'
Lie Tek Tjeng, see note 36.
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Bumiputra and other ethnic groups. These different historical experiences have led to
a different interpretation of the current political situation, notably in the perception of
the PRC as a threat to the region in the long run. As mentioned earlier, Indonesia and
Malaysia hold the view that a viable Vietnam will serve as a buffer and a balance
against the expansion of Chinese influence,a view not shared by Thailand and
Singapore.

Geographic location, especially proximity to the troubled areas, has also
brought differences in interpretation. Since the threat against Thailand by the ele
ments involved in the Cambodia conflict is not directly relevant to Philippine security
and since the country is preoccupied with its own domestic problems, the Philippines
has remained aloof. On the other hand, Thailand, as a frontline state bordering
Cambodia, has been exposed to spillovers of the war and to a direct invasion by
Vietnam. Malaysia and Singapore have reasons to be concerned if something happens
to Thailand because of its geographic location. Indonesia, because of its insular
nature and its size, has less reason to worry. These differences have led to different
time perspectives. While Thailand is concerned with the short-run security on its
border and the immediate threat from Vietnam, Indonesia and Malaysia think in terms
of the long-run threat from China.

Ejfects of Changes

ASEAN as an organization would certainly be affected by any change of regime
in its member countries to one inimical to the existing socioeconomic system.
Although such a drastic change is unlikely, the possibility cannot be overlooked. If it
took place, the whole structure of ASEAN might be adversely affected, and its goals
made irrelevant. One can hardly visualize a Communist Thailand, for example,
continuing to work smoothly with the remaining ASEAN members.

Another factor that might affect ASEAN negatively is a change of leadership in
the ASEAN countries. The present generation of ASEAN leaders has been working
closely together for a common goal. They have shared certain values, especially the
need for an ASEAN with an image of unity. They have been willing to set aside
national and personal differences to preserve the organization. However, a new
generation a decade or so from now may not share the sentiments of the older
generation and may set perceived national interests above regional interests. If this
came about, ASEAN as an organization would lose vitality. The current ASEAN

The different line of policy was obvious especially regarding the approach to the question ofCambodia.
Indonesia and Malaysia adopted a moderate line as opposed to a hardline attitude toward Vietnam. This
can be seen from the Kuantan Declaration made jointly by the Indonesian president and the Malaysian
prime minister in March 1980. Both leaders expressed the view that Vietnam should be free from the
influence of either the Soviet Union or the PRC; further, that Western countries should help Vietnam
reconstruct its economy, and ASEAN should recognize Vietnamese security concerns at the same time
that ASEAN emphasized the need to alleviate pressure upon Thailand. In April the Thai prime minister
visited Jakarta, voicing his uneasiness regarding the Kuantan Declaration. In view of this, Indonesia
decided to play it down in order to preserve ASEAN unity. Lau Teik Soon, "ASEAN and the Cambodian
Problem," Asian Survey, vol. XXII, no. 6 (June 1982), pp. 552-553.
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leaders are hoping that the effective operation of ASEAN will underwrite its appeal to
the next generation of leaders."^^

Changes in Global Politics

The ASEAN countries' relationship has been cemented by a common political
stand and a shared concern on the issue of security, notably the Cambodian issue,
reinforced by the shift in regional and global politics, that is, the Sino-Soviet rift, the
Sino-U.S. normalization of diplomatic relations, the Sino-Vietnamese conflict, and
the Russian-Vietnamese alliance, all of which have created a sense of insecurity and a
need for ASEAN to adjust to new situations. This would indicate that ASEAN's
viability results in considerable part from the need to react to a changing environment,
regional and global, hence making it a product of external circumstances rather than
internal growth. What if the situation changes? For example, if the Cambodian
problem is solved, will ASEAN continue to function dynamicallyas an organization
of regional cooperation? What if the powers now in conflict (the Soviet Union and the
PRC, Vietnam and the PRC) reconcile their differences?^® How would ASEAN
react?^^ Would ASEAN continue to be able to maintain its national resilience and
uphold the ZOPFAN ideal for the ASEAN region if the socialist states of the area
reduce tension among themselves?

Different Levels of Economic Success

The ASEAN members, with the exception of Singapore, are presently more or
less on the same level of economic development. They are what could be called a
middle-level group in the developmental sequence. Among the five, only Singapore
is one of the newly industrializing countries. If other members of ASEAN, for
example Malaysia and Thailand, were to follow Singapore while the Philippines and
Indonesia lagged behind, the two groups would surely start to speak in different
languages. Their interests would increasingly diverge, priorities would differ, per
ceptions of issues would vary.^^ This would probably affect therelationships among

This concern was voiced by Prime Minister Lee Kuan Yewwho warned that the newly emerging leaders
of ASEAN may not have the same commitment to regional cooperation as their seniors. The Nation
Review, October 6, 1983. But Dr. Sarasin Viraphol, director of policy and planning of the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs of Thailand, is still optimistic. He believes that ASEAN will not change drastically and
that the new generation of leaders will pursue similar policies. Discussions with Dr. Sarasin Viraphol,
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, November 23, 1983.
Whenever the Soviet Union and China or Vietnam and China show signs of compromise, concern is
expressed among the ASEAN members. There have been some signs that the Soviet Union and the PRC
have reduced tension between them despite the conditions set by the PRC for the Soviet Union to (1)
withdraw its troops from Afghanistan, (2) cease supporting Vietnam's occupation of Cambodia, and (3)
withdraw troops from Outer Mongolia and along the Chinese border. See footnote 41. See also "Closer
to Compromise?" Far Eastern Economic Review (December 15, 1983).
As already mentioned, basically ASEAN is anti-Communist. ASEAN does not want to see the
Conununist states establish cordial relations with one another. If the present conflicts among the socialist
states continue, the situation is seen as working for the benefit of ASEAN.
Already there are signs of incompatibility between Singapore and other ASEAN members because of the
different levels of economic development, notably industrialization; see Robert L. Rau, *The Role of
Singapore in ASEAN," Contemporary Southeast Asia, vol. 3, no. 2 (September 1981), pp. 107-109.
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the ASEAN countries individually and ASEAN as a group. Asymmetrical levels of
development among theASEAN countries could easily lead toasynunetrical relations
and hence conflicts of interest. This possibility must be kept in mind. Complaints
made bysome Thai officials andbusinessmen against Singapore's "holier than thou"
attitude arerelated to Singapore's economic success andhence itsdifferent behavior.

ASEAN and the Prospects for a Larger Organization

ASEAN's strength could bediluted if it were drawn into a bigger organization.
What aretheprospects for some type of comprehensive grouping? There have been
several attempts to persuade individual ASEAN countries of the merits of a Pacific
structure. TheRussian proposal fora collective security agreement forAsia is a case
inpoint.But more relevant is the idea ofa Pacific Community earlier proposed by
Japan.^"^ Despite the argument that ASEAN would stand togain from joining such an
organization—which would include the U.S., Canada, Japan, China, Korea,
ASEAN, and others—itis feared that giventhe levelof economic development and
the size of theorganization, ASEAN would become just a small part of this Pacific
Community cooperation scheme. Moreover, some suspect that the Pacific Communi
tyidea isascheme toserve Japan's interests.Thus certain ASEAN members believe
that joining such an organization might not greatly benefit ASEAN, its positive
aspects notwithstanding. However, there is fiexiblity onthis matter, and discussions
continue.

VI. CONCLUSION

The growth ofASEAN reflects the reaction ofkey Southeast Asian states tothe
international political situation and, most especially, to regional developments. The
evolution of ASEAN has been shaped by its relations with the majorpowers, who
have been increasingly involved inregional politics. ASEAN emerged and achieved
cohesion in the context of the Sino-Soviet rift, the Cambodian problem, the Sino-
Vietnam conflict, U.S.-Soviet rivalry, the political and diplomatic maneuvers of the
PRC, the U.S., the Soviet Union, and Vietnam. Despite efforts made by some
elements to drive a wedge into ASEAN to destroy its solidarity,ASEAN has
survived its initial tests.

EstrellaD. Solidumand Natalis M. Morales, "A Comparative Study of Collective SecurityPlans for
Southeast Asia," Asia Pacific Community, no. 18 (Fail 1982); Sinaga, "ASEAN.. .Problems," pp.
153-156.

JCIE, The Pacific Community Concept (Tokyo: Japan Center for International Exchange, 1980);
Rhondda M. Nicholas, "ASEAN and the PacificCommunityDebate: Much Ado AboutSomething?"
Asian Survey, vol. XXI, no. 12 (December 1981); Russell H. Fifield, "ASEAN and the Pacific
Community," Asia Pacific Community, no. 11 (Winter 1981); Surachai Sirikrai, "Japan-ASEAN Rela
tions: The Pacific Basin Cooperation" (Research Center, Faculty of Political Science, Thammasat
University, 1983).
Sirikrai, "Japan-ASEAN Relations."
It hasbeenargued thatVietnam and its allywould try to deal with theASEAN countries separately
instead of asa group. Thiswould inevitably leadtodifferences among theASEAN members. However,
it hasbeen a normal practice for theASEAN leaders toconsult with oneanother. Even when theThai
prime minister planned tovisit thePeople's Republic ofChina, heconsulted with hisASEAN friends on
the agenda regarding ASEAN.
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The success of the ASEAN countries economically has led to their increasing
self-confidence. National resiliency has become more than a phase. There is now "an
ASEANway of doingthings." Butas ASEANhasgrownlargerandmorepowerfulas
a group in terms of politicalbargainingwith the major powers, ASEANhas to guard
against certain inherent problems stemmingfrom within itself and its environment.
The ASEAN leaders will seek to reinforce the areas that can be considered strengths
for the organization, but it will also be important to take note of the weaknesses that
have been discussed.

The new configuration of power in East Asia has created a balance allowing
ASEAN to concentrate on its internal development, thereby strengthening its national
resilience through economic growth, a more equitable income distribution, and a
more open political system in which various forms of participation can take place.
Indeed, at this juncture when the Sino-Soviet rift, the Sino-Vietnamese conflict, and
Sino-U.S. relations have worked for the benefit of ASEAN, a golden opportunity
exists to develop the individualASEANcountries so that ASEANas an organization
canbecome stronger. If suchaneffortbecomes successful, ASEAN asa group andits
members as individual countries will be better able to cope with problems arising
from new power configurations.

In conclusion, ASEAN has to acquire strength by using resources based on its
determination to maintain national resilience and to make the region a "zone ofpeace,
freedom and neutrality." But to realize these goals, ASEAN also has to create
prosperity, and this achievement within each member nation hinges primarily upon
efforts from within each state rather than as a result of utilizing the struggles among
the major powers in the region or in the international scene. ASEAN has to cease
being a dependent variable; at this stage, it has to use its inner strength for growth and
development rather than merely react to international and regional politics.
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9. Religious, Ethnic, and Ideological
Dissension in the ASEAN States

Juwono Sudarsono

INTRODUCTION

Ourdiscussion centers uponthe group known as theAssociation of Southeast Asian
Nations (ASEAN). In the sections that follow, we shall explore the historical and
structural background oftheASEAN states, with anemphasis upon theelements that
have been conducive to dissension; the symbolic and organizational expressions of
conflicts; interstate and regional issues promoting dissidence; and the patterns of
governmental response. Since these subjects are often intertwined, we shall not
necessarily deal with them in sequence.

Dissent overreligious, ethnic,or ideological issues reflects in varying degree a
questioning ofthe authority and legitimacy ofthe government ofthe state concerned.
Social scientists continueto disputethe best meansof understanding the phenomena
of militant dissidence or insurgency. Some would regard religious, ethnic, and
ideological conflict as a natural condition rather than a deviation from the normal
pattern of political life. Yet the nation-state remains the predominant source of
governance inthecontemporary world andinorder toplay itsrole effectively, itmust
have a substantial degree of acceptance by the citizenry as the legal (legitimate)
sourceof authority. Hence, dissidence, whileit canbe accepted within bounds, must
not be allowed to threaten the social order.

Therecanbe noclear-cutseparation among the religious, ethnic, andideologi
calcomponents ofdissent inASEAN states, because inalmost allinstances afusion is
present, with theparticular mix unique to each situation. Similarly, thesymbolic or
organizational expression of dissent hasvaried greatly, depending upon thespecific
issues confronted and the particular strategy adopted.

It is also important to realize thatthegovernmental response to dissension may
not represent the concerted view of the entire governmental structure, but rather
reflecta reaction, relativelyspontaneous,takenby onlya segmentof thegovernment.
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It is easy to overestimate the coordination, or the consistency with which gov
ernments approach the problems of dissidence. Clear objectives, precisely delin
eated, are rarely present.

Because of the many variables, and the imprecise nature of the interactions
involved, the following discourse must be considered tentative, and the concluding
section on future prospects subject to revision.

THAILAND

The Southern Prohlem

Since Thailand acquired its southern provinces from Malaya in 1909, Thailand's
Muslim-populated southern border provinces have frequently voiced dissent over
policies of the central government in Bangkok. The people of the neighboring states
of Kelantan in Malaysia and Narathiwat in Thailand speak the same language,
practice the same religion, and dress in almost the same manner. Family ties and the
cross-border influx of Malaysian Muslims into Thailand often cement the ethnic and
religious bonds between peoples nominally of two nationalities.

The rise of Muslim dissension in southern Thailand is directly related to the
history of the formation of the modem Thai and Malaya (later Malaysian) states. The
traditional roles of Muslim royalty and noblemen in Thailand's Pattani and SatUn
provinces gradually diminished as the modem Thai bureaucracy took form in die
1930s. With the expansion of the scope and control of the modem bureaucracy
emanating from Bangkok, the political influence and role of the Muslims diminished,
although Islamic identity continued to be featured in educational, legal, and cultural
institutions. The choice of Malay as the main language of communication in south
Thailand later provided impetus for religious and political expression.^

With the advent of political ideologies from the West serving as a counterpoint
to the assertion of state power on the part of the modemizing Thai bureaucracy, the
stage was set for clashes between two conflicting concepts of political modemization.

In later years, Muslim nationalism in southem Thailand adopted the political
symbols of modem nationalism from Malaya and even Indonesia. The Barisan
Revolusi Nasional (BRN) was founded as a Muslim-Malay organization of the
southem Thai provinces advocating separation from the Buddhist state of Thailand
and calling for the union of Malay and Indonesia into a pan-Malay organization.

By 1967 the Pattani United Liberation Organization (PULO) was founded in
Thailand, followed four years later by the Barisan Nasional Pembebasan Pattani
(BNPP). Despite its strong ethnic identification with pan-Malayism, the BNPP
gradually became more localist in orientation, with the "liberation" of southem
Thailand as its goal. It also openly declared that its aim was to challenge the Thai
govemment's legitimacy in the region by asserting BNPP's authority through armed

^ Astri Suhrke, "Loyalists and Separatists:The Muslims in Southem Thailand," Asian Survey^ March
1977.
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insurrection and by establishing links with the Islamic Secretariat, the Arab League,
and the Palestine Liberation Organization.^

Underneath the political and religious contention over national identity and
sovereignty, the root cause of the problems in southern Thailand may perhaps be
understoodin perspectivethroughan analysisof the underlying socialstructureof the
area. The Muslim populationof the southernstatesconstitutesabout 3 percentof the
totalThaipopulation, whichis 96percentBuddhist. In thesouthernmost provinces of
Pattani, Yala, Narathiwat, and Satul, however, 50 percent of the population of the
combined provincesare Muslim. Except in Satul, the Muslimsin these provincesare
culturallyand ethnicallydistinct from otherThais, speakinga Malaydialectcommon
to the language spoken in the West Malaysia state of Kelantan.

From the beginning, the problem of Thailand's southern provinces was the
existence of a varied mix of ethnic, religious, and ideological symbols. The Thai
Muslims have resisted political integration and cultural assimilation into the Thai
state. The strong identification of Islam with Malay ethnicity has clashed with the
prioritiesof Thai citizenship and the Buddhistreligionenshrined in the Thai monar
chy and its state bureaucracy.

Throughout1960-1970, therewereperiodic tensions between Thaiofficialdom
and Muslims who wanted to retain their cultural identity through Islamic schools and
other institutions of education. The limited participation of Thai Muslims in the Thai
bureaucracy and the fact that Thai educational facilities were often restricted to
Muslimstrusted by their Thai superiors in Bangkokfrustrated Muslims schooledin
the concept of the organic unity between religion and state.^

After 1976,however,theThaigovernmentaccepteda higherpercentageofThai
Muslimsin the localbureaucracyin the southemprovinces. In addition, opportunities
were created for more Thai Muslims to study in Malaysia and Indonesia, a reflection
of the impactof ASEANin the affairs of isolated local governments. Despitethese
improvements, intractable problems remained, which overshadowed the degree of
progress in politicalaccomodation betweenthe central government in Bangkok and
Thai Muslims.

The structure of the economy in the four provinces of southem Thailand made
accomodationdifficult.Suspicion, fear, anddistmst remainon bothsides. Despitethe
increase in the number of Thai Muslims working for the local Thai bureaucracy,
certain economic issues have not been resolved. Most people in the four provinces
make their living from agriculture, fishing, and small holdings in the form of fmit,
rubber, and coconut plantations. Becauseof the seasonalnatureof these occupations,
a high degree of underemployment prevails. In contrast, Thai-Chinese generally
operate the modem commercial economy, while the Thai majority command the
small businesses centered in the provincial capitals. Faced with such economic and
institutionaldisadvantages, the Thai Muslims have little tmst in a systemthat in their
eyes is permanently stacked against them.

^ Asiaweek^ July 22, 1983.
^ John L. S. Girling, Thailand:Society and Politics (Cornell University Press, 1980),pp. 265-266.
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The impact of modem education, brought about by the Bangkok leadership's
conunitment to modemization, has resulted in a further erosion of the influence of
local Muslim religious leaders on political socialization and ideological commitment.

Lacking the organizational ability to overcome the policies of the Thai state,
many younger Muslims in the four provinces have realized that their economic and
educational handicaps can only be overcome if they work harder within the system,
even at the price of accepting the Thai language as the official medium of the
bureaucracies.

Under these circumstances, the combined expressions of ethnicity, religion,
and politics have led to varying strategiesand stylesof dissension. Though up-to-date
data are hard to collect, scholars and joumalists generally agree that Thai Muslim
dissension has been channeled through three main organizations: Barisan Revolusi
Nasional, the Pattani United Liberation Organization, and Barisan Nasional Pembe-
basan Pattani,

BRN was formed about twenty years ago and defines its goals as the "libera
tion" of all 1.2 million Muslims in Pattani, Narathiwat, Yala, and Satun provinces.
BRN's small armed units total 1,500 men spread over Bannang Sata and Saba Yoi
district and Sisakom, a district of Narathiwat province. There is no firm evidence of
BRN involvement in urban terrorism, but Thai police believe that in a series of bomb
attacks in Yala and Songkhla provinces between November 1979 and March 1980
BRN's members killed 12 people and wounded more than 100. BRN's radicalism has
disturbed Thai authorities because of the possibility that a loose allince between BRN
and the Communist party of Malay (CPM) may serve to legitimize Communist
propaganda and marshal wider support from the Malay population, a noticeable trend
in the mid-1980s.

PULO is generally regarded as the more effective of the various Thai Muslim
dissensionmovements in southernThailand. First formed in 1967 and led by Bira, a
political scientist who left Pattani 22 years ago to study in India, PULO is believed to
have six active field commanders. PULO's leadership until 1982-1983 maintained
contacts in Malaysia, Saudia Arabia, and Syria, which drew the attention of the world
media. Despite (or because of) assistancefrom Arabgovernmentstotalingmillionsof
dollars, PULO has not been a successful political organization. Indeed, PULO's
international support and credibility suffers from its involvement in a series of bandit
acts throughout 1979-1980. In 1977a PULO armed unit under a Syrian-trained leader
attacked the district police station in Bacho, the first time such an act had been
committed in Narathiwat province.

The oldest Thai Muslim movement is the BNPP, which a Thai government
official claimed in 1978 to have the active support of the Parti Islam (PI) in the
Malaysian state of Kelantan. BNPP traces its root to 1947, and until 1977 was led by
the grandson of the former sultan of Pattani, who fled to Malaysia when the end of the
absolute monarchy in Thailand signaled his own downfall in 1932. After 1978
BNPP's leadership consisted of a 15-man committee headed by men in their late

Far Eastern Economic Review^ June 20, 1980.
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forties and early fifties who had studied inthe Middle East. BNPP had torely on XYZ,
a former gang leader, to command its armed insurrection against the Thai gov
ernment; he returned aftera longself-exile andis currently believed to beactive in Pa
Na Re, adistrict inPattani province. His return was supposedly aimed atreviving the
Muslims' flagging fortunes and at presenting the image of a more united Muslim
front.

BNPP suffered its worst setback when in the 1978state elections in Kelantan the
defeat oftheParti Islam reduced themoral and political support forthefront. With the
death ofBNPP's long-time leader in 1977, many of the organization's leaders broke
away to work in the lumber industry in Sabah or settled down in the border district of
Tanah Merah, Malaysia, and accepted Malaysian citizenship.^

The Thai government's reaction to the Thai Muslims (or"the southern prob
lem" as it ispopularly known inThailand) has varied with the times. Many govern
ment and media circles agree that the separatist movements have little support, but the
seeds ofdiscontent remain. Major obstacles toaneffective policy countering Malay
separatism are the generally low regard Thai Buddhists have for the less-educated
Muslims, a communication gap between Muslims and Buddhists arising from ethnic
andreligious perceptions, andcivil-rights abuses byThai military and civil officials.
Many Thai Muslims believe thatalthough Marshal Phibul Songgram's nationalistic
policies inthe 1930s may have been abandoned after World War II, they were revived
in the 1950s and again in the mid-1970s.

Successive Thai governments have followed anunspoken doctrine ofassimila
tion and integration, often pursued with vigor but with little sensitivity inthe lower
echelons of officialdom. The problems of integration show in a number of ways.
Traditional Muslim elders believe that the Education Ministry's curriculum is de
signed to deflect younger Muslims from traditionally held values. For their part. Thai
government officials maintain thattheMuslims mustmoveaway from thetraditional
extensive emphasis on the Koran if Muslim schools are to be raised to the standards of
modem education. Many state-run schools donot teach Malay, and atleast 70percent
ofthe instmctors are Buddhists, perhaps amajor reason why Muslim bandits justify
arson, murder, and kidnapping by invoking the Islamic religion.

Someattempts at accomodation havebeenmadeby Thaigovemment authori
ties, with varying degrees of success. Because many Thai Muslim intent on a
civil-service career donothave theeducation ofBuddhist Thai, thegovemment hasin
thepastfour years dispensed with central entrance examinations forcertain cases, and
has reserved a number of university places for them. But there is a long way togo
before stmctural andpolitical problems relating to political advancement andeduca
tional opportunity are solved. In the meantime, several govemment-supported pro
grams of resettlement, which encourage landless Thai Buddhist farmers to move to
the south from the country's northeast region, have been perceived by hard-core
Muslim nationalists as "intemal colonization."

'Ibid.
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Despite a tendency to rule out the prospect of a general uprising reaching
revolutionary proportions, Thai officials agree that a widespread awakening of
political Islam in the aftermath of the Iranian revolution has taken place in southern
Thailand.The mainworryfor the immediate future, however, is the probable effects
of Islamic fundamentalism on the international politics of oil. In 1980, a Thai
parliamentary commission investigating the causes of dissension in the southern
provinces pointed to the weakness of the bureaucracy and the disturbing linkage
between senior officials and influential local elites who command the region's
extensive deposits of minerals, rubber, and timber. Corruption (spurred by cross-
border smuggling), prostitution, and protection rackets involving Thai officials
aggravate theThaiMuslim's grievances. Some progress was made aftertheOctober
1981 appointment ofapopular general ascommander oftheFourth Army Region, but
the effects of his policies may have been dissipated since his mid-1983 move to
Bangkok.

Overall, despite some welcome flexibility andincreased toleration of theThai
authorities, thereisa widespread beliefthatgovernment officiousness andcorruption,
more than Thai Muslim dissension, constitute "the problem of the South."

The Challenge of Thai Communism

History andgeography havedictated much ofCommunist strategy inThailand.
Unlike the situation in many other Southeast Asian nations, the Communist move
ment in Thailand was not a truly indigenousmovementat its outset, since it emerged
within the Chinese Communist party in the 1920s.

The leadership of the Communist partyof Thailand (CPT) remained largelyin
the hands of ethnic Chinese even after the establishment of the People's Republic of
China. Since the 1950s about 2,000 Thai Communist cadres reportedly have had
training in China, not a large number considering the estimated 14,000 armed CPT
members throughout thecountry attheheightofCommunist strength. Another ethnic
factor of uncertain significance has been the existence of approximately 35,000
Vietnamese in Thailand's northeast provinces, culturally different and viewed with
suspicion by the Thai, especially since many were reportedly affiliated politically
with Hanoi. Because of these ethnic factors, the CPT has faced serious problems in
appealing to theThaipeople. In addition, theevent of thecoldwarinAsiaresulted in
the Thai nation allying itselfwith the Western powers through the South-East Asia
Treaty Organization in 1954.

For about fifteen years, until 1966, the CPT movement sufferedfrom varying
degrees of government repression. In addition, the ethnic and regional diversity of
Thailand made it difficult for the CPT to coordinate ideological training designed to
maketheruralpopulation awareof theireconomic andpolitical plightunder "bureau
cratic capitalism" and "United States imperialism." But the difficulty of adapting
Maoist principles to the political and geographical realities of Thailand made the
leadership realize thatParty work would have tobebased onmultifacted strategies.

Influenced by theMaoistdoctrine of encircling thecities fromthecountryside,
the CPT established links with the depressed areas of northeast Thailand, making
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little headway among influential academics and city-based professionals. As in the
south, the varying ideologies, ethnicities, languages, andculturesproducean inclina
tion on the part of minorities to preserve their separate identities. Increasingly,
however, the modem ideologyof communismhasaddedgrievancesrootedin bureau
cratic neglect, corruption, and ethnic discrimination. These stmctural problems,
compounded by the perennial problem of administrative control and penetration,
have strengthened regional dissension in Thailand's northeast and in the north.^

Poverty, alienation, and administrative inefficiencydid not by themselves result
in the people of northeast Thailand responding to the calls of communism. Indeed, the
very nature of the deprivations suffered led to a fundamental problem, which the CPT
had to face from an early point. In the northeastern provinces, the CPT concentrated
on political propaganda and cadre training, which emphasized the opportunity of
transforming oneself from a condition of abject poverty and humiliation to one of
power and strength. At the same time, the CPT, applying coercive and persuasive
means, gathered a following from regional diversities, ranging from the Mekong
River area bordering on Laos to the northeastern regions toward the border with
Cambodia. In building support, the CPT placed heavy emphasison local grievances.
The propagation of Communist ideology had a distinctively Thai flavor by con
centrating on political education rather than on a military approach that would
challenge the power center in Bangkok. The spread of CPT influence in the northeast-
em provinces rested upon a strategy of seeking to transform the village-based
population in four stages: (1) establishmentof a Party organization, (2) local struggle,
(3) the creation of liberated villages, and (4) the consolidation of state power in the
villages through provincial Party officials who would control local government. By
emphasizing the need to gain the acceptance of the local village communities, the
CPT sought to establish itself as a mobile political apparatus, able to identify with
problems of poverty and corruption, without having to rely heavily on those coercive
measures that would result in an immediate govemment reaction and antagonize the
people they hoped to marshal to create a wider political base.

The ethnic factor in political mobilization has been particularly relevant to the
CPT's work in the northem provinces. Essentially playing upon cultural differences
betweenThai from the lowlands and the Meos, the CPT and its China-affiliated Party
cadres at one point successfully gained the sympathy, even the armed assistance, of
many Meo tribal groups.^

Yet could a network of local grievances and ethnic issues—somewhat in
compatible in themselves—be built into a national movement? Could broader region
al issues be created that would provide the basis for insurrection and the necessary
militancy to sustain an indigenous Thai Communist movement? Many outside
observerscame to feel that the key resistanceto the centralgovemmentgeneratedby
the CPT was an incohesive amalgam of ethnic antagonism and local grievances.

The Thai Communist tacticsof buildingsupportfrom thegrassrootsup, derived
from studies of Maoist strategy, had a degree of success until the early 1970s. Like

®Girling, op. cit., pp. 262-264.
^ R. Zimmerman, "Insurgency in Thailand," Problems ofCommunism, May-June, 1976, pp. 18-39.
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their Chinese mentors, the CPT leaders talked of the need to consummate a national
democraticrevolutionbefore achievinga socialistrevolution, therebygoingthrough
the "managed bourgeois" stage, preserving thepeasants' desires for land and other
concerns at the local level. Marxian principles of organization, however, were
frequently hampered by the deeply rooted traditionalist nature of Thai rural society
with its base in patron-client relations and intensive localism.

Given the vicissitudes of rural work, CPT fortunes have been determined more
by the shifts in thought andpolicy on thepartof theurban Marxists (including most
CPT leaders), centered in Bangkok. It is difficult to determine the degree to which
urban Marxism in Thailand has effected a genuine union with the rural guerrilla
movement flying Communist banners, despite the fact that Thaiculture, urban and
rural, is relatively homogeneous.

Whatever the problems of coordination, there has been a correlation between
governmental security policies and the degree of success achieved in Communist
mobilization efforts, in Thailand as elsewhere. The CPT strategy of encircling the
citiesthrough its three-phase program hasbeensteadily confronted withthedifficulty
of sustaining momentum at precisely the points at which rural- and urban-based
activities were supposed to mesh.®

In the 1960s and 1970s, the CPT relied heavily upon rural organizational and
mobilization programs, seeing Thailand as an overwhelmingly agrarian society. A
recentassessment by theParty'sPolitburo, however, points totheneedto redefine the
Party'sstrategy andtactics (thereby affecting policies, organization, andevenideolo
gy) in the light of changing domestic and extemal circumstances. Gradually, it has
beenrealized thatThailand is rapidly becoming a capitalist society, withitsattendant
inner contradictions. This development, as the current CPT leaders view it, favors an
emphasis on urban-centered united front work, with linkages outward to the rural-
basedrevolutionary movement. In theprocess of tryingto makethischange,howev
er, the Thai Communists were suddenly confronted witha majornew difficulty. The
Vietnamese invasion and occupation of Cambodia forcefully raised to the fore the
powerful forces of Thai nationalism and ethnicity, with the call for unity to face a
common enemy. The call of the CPTfor Thai to join an international revolutionary
movement could have very limited appeal, especially under conditions where the
Chinese and Vietnamese Communists were literally at each other's throats. One
might argue, of course, that through the unification of the Thai people against
Vietnam, together withthe rapid development of the economic modernization pro
gram, the Thai national democratic revolution was being brought into existence,
thereby providing the basis for a second socialist stage. But this was theory; in
practice, the Communist movement faced recurrent weaknesses anddivisions under
the impetus of the new events.

®Kanok Wongtrangan, "TheRevolutionary Strategy of theCommunist Party of Thailand: Change
Persistence," in Lim Joo-Jock and Vani S., eds., ArmedCommunist Movements in SoutheastAsia
(Singapore: Institute ofSoutheast Asian Studies, 1984). See also Yuangrat Wedel, The Thai Radicals
and the Communist Party (Singapore: MaruzenAsia for ISEAS, 1983) pp. 39—40.
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Whatever its strategic dilemma, the CPT's primary problems relate to the issue
of how to unify an organizationbased on parochialinterests, hence, havingdifferent
tactics and programaticpriorities. As notedearlier,in the1960s andearly 1970s a rural
struggle away from the Bangkok area was feasible, both because the government's
degree of control weakened as it was extended outward and because the Party had
been able to integrate its central ideologicalthemes with the aspirationsof ethnic and
peasant groups in the northeast. Moreover, CPT units were often assisted by Com
munists in China and Indochina.

In the mid-1970s, in the wake of the student uprisings in Bangkok, the CPT
gained intellectual favor among some "progressive" students and with labor and
farmer unions, despite the problems faced by an individual or organization depicted
as a part of a Communist-directed united front. These events promoted heightened
CPT emphasis on "foreign domination" (American military bases, Japanese multi
nationals, and the increased pervasivenessof Western popularculture through urban
media). Paradoxically, these fronts were ultimately regarded by the Communists with
suspicion because the economic and social status of front members frequently
rendered them incapable of sustaining the life style of deprivationsundergoneby the
hard-core CPT members. The return of many Thai students from CPT-controlled base
areas at a later point underscores the CPT's lack of success, both in being able to
"reeducate" the students to the life of a guerrilla and in giving them a sense of
importance within the movement. By 1983, CPT units were surrendering to Thai
authorities, forcing another reappraisal of strategy upon Conununist leaders.

Government Reaction and Prospects

The pattern of government reaction to the problems of the southern Thai
Muslims and the challenge of the Communist movement can be divided into two
periods: before and after 1976. The fall of 1976marks a shift in government policy
from one of repression to one that assumes that both Muslim and Communist
dissension emerged from social, economic, and political conditions within Thai
society.

Although there were reform-minded governments before 1976 (particularly
during the democraticphase between 1973 and 1976),the emphasison repressionand
reliance on American counterinsurgency reflected the cold-war mentality that pre
vailed in the security forces and their leadership. At times, as the literature published
by the CPT shows, the reliance on American assistance only strengthened the
credibility of the CPT's claims that Thailand's governments were serving the interests
of foreigners.

After 1976, particularly during the period of General Kriangsak Chomanad's
prime ministership, greater efforts were made to instill an understanding in the Thai
public that the problem of the southern provinces and of the Communist insurgencies
could only be satisfactorily met by appreciating socioeconomic and cultural per
spectives different from those of the majority of Thai.

The question remains, however, whether the government can keep the focus on
a new approach, marshal the necessary support for its policies, and overcome the
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diversity of priorities among contending factions and political groups to meet the
challenge. In the southern provinces, Thai authorities have recently adopted more
realistic policies in their effort to undermine support forboth Muslim separatists and
Communist insurgents. The situation in the southis mademorecomplex, however,
because it requires cooperation between the Thai and Malaysian security forces.

The situation on the bordercomprises simultaneously religious, ethnic, ideo
logical, andmilitary issues, making itdifficult toestablish clear terms ofreference for
bothgovernments. From theThaipoint ofview, theproblem was partly solved bythe
agreement in 1977 thatsecurity forces from both sides have theright ofhotpursuit up
to 20 kilometers within the other state's territory. The agreement also paved the way
for the establishment of a ministerial-level General Border Committee which meets
regularly twice a year. Combined operations on both sides of the frontier, initially
hampered by mutual distrust, have gained strength for two years as the defense
budgets of the two countries have been substantially increased.^

Despite widespread agreement that cooperation between Thai andMalaysian
forces has improved, the Thai authorities stress that such cooperation constitutes a
minor partofthegovernment's TaiRom Yen campaign ofwinning overtheloyalties of
severalThaivillages,whichharbored guerrillas of theConununistpartyofMalaya.
Inthepast. Thai authorities have complained that they have nothadthefull support of
Malaysian security forces in intelligence gathering. The Thai have also taken the
Malaysian security forces to taskfornotsuppressing CPM guerrillas dislodged from
Thai territory. In addition, the Thai suspectMalaysians of not takingeffective steps
against sanctuary-seeking Muslim secessionists.

Theadoption byThaimilitary of a more flexible approach to theprocessing of
detainees (aimed at encouraging more surrenders) has in turn annoyed their Malay
siancounterparts as being too lenient. Clearly, the differing priorities on the partof
bothsecurity services havesoured relations between thetwogovernments fromtime
to time.

In sum, the problems facing Thailand since 1977 have been five-fold: the
150,000-180,000 Vietnameseforcesstill in Cambodiaasof 1985,havinginvadedthe
country to install the Heng Samrin government in January 1979; the some 200,000
refugees from Indochina; the 7,000-8,000-member Communist party of Thailand
andits People's Liberation Army ofThailand (asof 1984); thesouthern ThaiMuslim
whocontinuetheirquest for autonomy as described above;andthe Communist party
of Malaya. At thispoint,however, the government ofThailand hasdissidence under
control via policies that combine socioeconomic measures and relatively liberal
treatment of repentant dissidents withstrong military measures when that is consid
erednecessary. Butthegovernment hasbeenpowerfully aided by thedisarray within
Conununist ranks that followed the Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia and the virtual
end of external assistance to the CPT.

' Far Eastern Economic Review, Yearbook, 1982.
Asiaweek, July 22, 1983.
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MALAYSIA

National Integration versus Guerrilla Communism

The geography and history of present-day Malaysia explain in large part the
differing outlook and policies of the governments in Kuala Lumpur and in Bangkok
pertaining to the border areas between them. Whereas Thailand was mostly preoccu
pied with its northern and northeastern provinces up to the 1975opening of diplomatic
relations with the People's Republic of China, the Malaysian government was
concerned with Thailand Malaysian guerrilla communism as an immediate internal
security problem.

.The Malaysians have always regarded the Communist party of Malaya as their
top security problem, not least because historically the CPM is identified with one
single communal group within Malaysia's plural society. Guerrilla communism in
Malaysia constituted a direct threat to Malaysia's identity, an identity dependent upon
the alliance among the nation's three main communities (53 percentMalay, 36 percent
Chinese, and 9 percent Indian).

Although frontier talks between Britain and Thailand were held soon after
World War II, after a Communist insurrection instigated by the Soviet Union was
launched in 1947, to the irritation of successive Malayan prime ministers, the Thai
government for more than thirty years referred to the Communist guerrilla challenge
in its southern provinces as its "backdoor problem." Even after twelve years from the
time the Malayan Emergency was declared (1948-1960), the Malayan government
found it difficult to convince the politicians in Bangkok, and Thai commanders in the
provinces, that Communist guerrilla activities involving both CPT and CPM elements
necessitated joint military intelligence and maneuvers. Only after 1965, when agree
ment was reached on the stationing of Malayan units in Thai territory, were serious
joint operations conducted against armed resistance by both the CPT and the CPM.

CPM activities became increasingly violent with the adoption in 1968of a Party
declaration calling upon members to wage a military united-front campaign designed
to reject all forms of participation in the prevailing Malaysian political system. In the
years that followed, the CPM embarked on an intensified armed struggle based on
Maoist teachings on guerrilla warfare and encouraged by the success of the Viet Cong
in South Vietnam.

Reflecting the need to enlist support from Malays as well as Indians if the
CPM's credibility as a cross-commmunal force was to be established, the CPM
sought recruits from the rural areas and plantations distant from the urban-based
middle class. The desire to foment a national democratic revolution has led to several

attempts to combine Marxist ideology, Islam, and ethnicity in front organizations—
the Pary Persaudaraan Islam (PAPERI), the Barisan Tani Malaysia (BTM), and the
Malay Nationalist Revolutionary Party (MNRP).

" Zakaiidi Haji Ahmad and Zakaria Hamid, "Violence at the Periphery: A Brief Survey of Armed
Communism in Malaysia," in Armed Communist Movements, passim.
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There has been concern that the CPM throughout the mid-1970s gained some
recruitsthrough persuasive manipulation on the compatibility of Islamandcommun
ism, perhaps reflecting worry over the CPM's failure to lureMalay recruits into its
overwhelmingly Chinese leadership during the period of the emergency. This policy
has had to be confronted with the attempt to maintain CPM commitment to the
Chinese variant of seizing state power through the establishment of base areas.
However, the CPM continues to be overwhelmingly composed of ethnic Chinese and
wedded to the Maoist technique of seizing power through the establishment of base
areas. Nevertheless, as in the case of Thailand, the Communist movement in
Malaysia challenged the government to find effective ways of protecting the Malay
population without increasing discriminatory policies against theChinese andIndian
minorities.

In the mid-1970s, as the guerrilla war in Indochina reached its climax, armed
units of the CPM attacked urban targets. One attack partly destroyed the monument
commemorating the forces involved in the emergency period. Toward the latterhalf
of the 1970s,as border agreementsbetweenMalaysiaandThailandwere reachedand
the Malaysian security forcesreceivedlarge increases in theirbudget, theCPMwere
steadily forced into retreat.

In October 1976, a combined Thai-Malaysian military operation in the Betong
area destroyed base areasof the CPM's insurgent units. Thejoint operations, which
lasted almost two years, were fairly successful despite misgivings on the part of
economicplannersonbothsidesof theborder. Continuedjointoperations byThaiand
Malaysian unitshavedepended primarily on therelationship between field conunand-
ers on theThai and Malaysiansides;the mostsuccessfulperiodwas between1981 and
1983.1^

Sources made available by Malaysian security forces revealed that throughout
the 1975-1982 period 250 CPM camps were uncovered, 163 CPM guerrillas were
killed, and 112 surrendered. CPM units were spread over the states of Kedah,
Kelantan, Perak, and Pahang, with CPM assault units active in the first three.

Recent reports suggest that the CPM mainstreamguerrilla units were at odds
withtheCPTcounterparts over theallocation of food, baseareas,andrecruits. Seiiior
Malaysian government officials in 1982 suggested to their Thai civilian and military
colleagues a more concertedapproach to eliminate the conunonenemy, the CPM. It
was felt that the aging of the postwar CPM leadership would require their replacement
by recruits of Thai origin,particularly ethnic Malays whomaybe moredisposed to
join an internationalist movement suchas theCPMratherthanto concernthemselves
withtheparochial problem of Muslimautonomy. Malaysian officials alsobelievethat
almost half of the three CPM groupings are ethnic Chinese or Malays bom in
Thailand; the rest are Malaysian Chinese, with a limited number of Malays and
Malaysian Indians.

The CPMgroupengagedinarmedresistanceis believedto be dividedintothree
factions: The first, the CPM mainstream, comprises the old 10th and 12th regiments

Asiaweeky July 15, 1983.
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with anoverall strength ofabout 2,300 guerrillas; it isbased mainly inthefarwest of
the Waeng district, near the junction of the Narathiwat, Yala, and Perak borders.
These units were still believed in 1984 tobeledbyRashid Moydin, who isnow inhis
seventies.

The CPM Marxist-Leninist faction consists of the former section within the
12th Regiment thatbroke away in 1974; itusually operates inthewestern sector ofthe
Betong Salient. It is believed to number about 530 guerrillas under Ah Lin.

The third faction, the CPM-RF (Revolutionary Faction) with only about 150
guerrillas operates in plantations eastof Sadao. It is reported to have some contacts
with the CPT, though it isunlikely that any sustained cooperation can bemaintained,
given the need to compete for scarce recruits, base areas, and food. The CPM-RF's
main feature is its domination by Muslim leadership under Abdullah Laheen.'̂

The Thai and Malaysian authorities have had their share of differences on the
mostappropriate means to overcome the guerrillas in theirrespective territories as
well asinareas that cross frontiers. The Thai argue that large-scale operations expose
troops to booby traps. The Malaysians hold that large-scale sweeps result in panic
among CPM units, who arethen demoralized after a region orbase camp isoverrun.

In addition to counterinsurgency measures, the Malaysian authorities have
developedeconomicandsocialprojectsin an effort to bolstertheirfirstlineof defense
against theappeals ofcommunism. Although many believe thattheneteffect of these
measures will only be discernible in the long run, many projects have been con
centrated onthe infrastructure toprovide immediate benefits tothe population atlarge
and also to destroy the traditional routes of CPM guerrillas.

The largest of the joint Malaysian-Thai projects is the development of the
650-square-mile Sungai Golok Basin, which is being completed with Australian-
government assistance. Ferry service between the Thai border town of Batak Bai and
the Malaysian town of Pengkalan Kubor and the provision of piped water from
southern Thailand tothe state ofPerils have enhanced the prospects ofweaning away
the less committed elements of the CPM.

On the propaganda front, the CPM has fared ever more poorly since its heyday
inthe period between 1948 and 1954, when itwas able torely onaninformal network
throughout the Malay peninsula. Currently, with factionalism dissipating strength and
consistency, the CPM mainstream continues to get support from the radio station
Voice of the Malayan People, which was earlier based in Hengyang, in southern
central China. TheCPMMarxist-Leninst faction operated itsownradiostation from
southern Thailand in 1976, rivaling CPM mainstream-faction broadcasts. But the
CPM mainstream continues to make its appeal; in June 1981 the Voice ofthe Malayan
Revolution was relocated to southern Thailand and renamed Suara Demokrasi.

Constitutional Dissension

What have been the responses of the Malaysian government? T.ikp its pred
ecessors, the National Front government of Dr. Mahathir Mohammad has had to

" Far Eastern Economic Review, June20, 1982.
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contend with ethnicity, religion, and language as central and enduring features of
Malaysian politics. Following itsfresh mandate inthe 1982 general elections, the new
government sought toimprint aclean and efficient image through aseries ofchanges
within the cabinet, providing opportunities for young Malay leaders torise within the
national and state bureaucracies.

During the late1970s and early 1980s, however, the Malaysian govemment has
had to face a growing challenge from militant Islam, which has sought todepict the
govemment as not being authentically Islamic. Although this attack is not a new
phenomenon, the Iranian revolution appealed to younger and militant groups not
readily accommodated or coopted within the constitutional process.

At the United Malays National Organization (UMNO) general assembly in
1982, Mahathir sought to deflect criticism on this issue by appealing to his party's
rankand file nottobemisguided byusing Islam asapolitical weapon. Steps were also
taken to set up an Islamic bank, which would use accumulated capital to invest in
Islam-related projects. In addition, the deputy prime minister initiated plans to
establish joint ventures between Malay- and Chinese-based holding companies, in
order to promote a favorable climate for political-economic accomodation. At the
samp, time, theMalayan Chinese Association, theChinese component oftheNational
Front govemment, initsmeeting attheendof 1982 also pressured thegovemment to
increase its support for the improvement of Chinese education and the teaching of
Mandarin.

The govemment's response to Malay andChinese pressures for government-
supported programs produced yet another effort toaddress the perennial problem of
reducing the differential between Malay political supremacy and Chinese economic
control. Mahathir launched a new "Look-East" policy, which sought to promote an
improved work ethic among allMalaysians (especially Malays), urging anemulation
of Japan and South Korea.

Whether the govemment will be ableto sustain such a strategy remains to be
seen. Unfortunately, policy errors andscandals overtook the Islamic bank venture,
creating serious problems for the Mahathir govemment. The MCA (Malaysian
ChineseAssociation), an important elementin the govemment coalition, moreover,
has been plagued with recurrent factionalism, with a permanent split threatened. The
Parti Islam(Pas), moreover, has mounted a moresubstantial challenge to the govem
ment than in the recent past, insisting that the UMNO-dominated National Front
govemment is basically secular and must be replaced, with a tmly Islamic state
established.

Notwithstanding these recent difficulties, thepresent govemment canprobably
retain support ffom a majority of Malaysian voters, continuing the National Front
policies of seeking to balance ethnic-oriented policies (with some tilt toward the
Malay) to maintain racial harmony and political stability. For the present at last, the
govemment has been successful in coopting key younger, radical forces within
Malaysian society, thereby undercutting the more chauvinistic Malay and Chinese
organizations while still pursuing relatively moderate policies.''*

"Malaysia," Far Eastern Economic Review, Yearbook, 1984.
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Internationally, meanwhile, the Malaysian government has established good
relations withmany Middle Eastem countries andhasallowed theopening ofanoffice
representing the Palestine Liberation Organization. It has also cosponsored (with
MiddleEastem support) an Islamic University, In meetings of commonwealth coun
tries thegovernment has provided scholarships to students from neighboring Islamic
nations such as Bangladesh and Bmnei.

Mahathir's emphasis on administrative efficiency and performance has not
endeared him to the old guard in Malaysia. The conflict over the role of Malaysia's
head of state and the sultans in peninsular Malaysia is indicative of the underlying
cleavage between a coalition govemment in a hurry to make changes and a society
still dominated by the values derived from the old ethnic, religious, and linguistic
policies.

THE PHILIPPINES

Muslim Grievances

As inThailand,onecentralproblemleadingto dissension in thePhilippines has
been the failureto integrate a substantial numberof Muslims intoan essentially alien
state dominated by precepts of another religion. Further parallels with the Thai
Muslim situation include the heavyconcentrationof the minorityin a region distant
from the capitalcity and the political heartland and the difficulty in establishing an
effectivelocal administration firm enough to implement national goals, yet sensitive
to local issues. Finally, the problem of accommodating grievances has been ex
acerbated in caseswheretraditional perceptions ofidentity, landownership rights,and
security are challenged by the national government's determination to resettle outsid
ers in these regions.

Although interpretations differ about the causes of recent armed dissension,
most observersagree that the Moro NationalLiberationFront (MNLF) initiallygrew
out of grievances arising from perceptions of threats to their cultural, economic, and
political identity. In addition to the difficulties in assessing which of these griev
ances constitute primary causes and which are secondary causes, the combination of
ethnic, religious, and ideologicalfactorscomplicatesany analysisof FilipinoMuslim
grievances. Despite the differing interpretations, however, one thing seems clear—
again reflecting some similarities with the situation in southernThailand: the griev
ances, initially based on religious and ethnic grounds, have been manipulated by
ambitiouspoliticians, localbandits, displacedpeople trappedand thus drawninto the
conflict, and disparate groups of young, sometimes idealistic intellectuals, who have
been treated with a heavy hand by policy and the military.

Initially, before martial law was proclaimed by the Marcos govemment in late
1972, the focus of the Muslimgrievanceswason landresettlementby outsidersand its
attendant impact on Muslim identity and regional autonomy. In the mid 1970s, the

Robert Pringle, Indonesia and the Philippines (Columbia University Press, 1980), pp. 30-31.
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aimof theMNLF wastoestablish a system of Islamic lawintheBangsa Moro district
so that the indigenous population would begoverned by the laws ofIslam, with all
vestiges of "Filipino colonialism" removed.

Within theoverall support provided bythe populace under the bannerofIslamic
resurgence, however, issues ofethnicity and kinship have caused persistent difficul
ties in organization and internal dissension. Linguistically, for example, only the
Maranoaos inLanao and thepeople ofManguindanaon from Cotabato canunderstand
one another; the Tausag language has closer links toCebuano than tothe languages of
the regions in its vicinity.

Along with these differences, problems of leadership and organization have
arisen, which hamper the MNLF insecuring domestic and intemational support. The
MNLFis divided intothreefactions: theoriginalMNLFledby NurMisuari(fromthe
Tausag/Samal group), based in Tripoli; the Cairo-based splinter group led by Hasihim
Salamat, a native of Manguindanaon; and the more recently formed Bangsa Moro
Liberation Organization (BMLO) led by Rashid Lucman and Macapanton Abbas.
Thecurrent estimate ofoverall strength ofallthree factions is30,000armed guerillas.

Within these constraints, thegeneral pattern ofconflict between theMNLFand
the Marcos government has oscillated between the two extremes of(1) acceptance of
central government dominance while pushing for greater autonomy and self-
government in recognized "internal matters" and (2) the conduct ofall-out guerrilla
and general war onbehalfofaseparate Moro state. The dominant Islamic component
in theconflict has alsoresultedin bothsidesfocusing on the intemational dimension.

The MNLF straggle for regional autonomy and secession has had the tacit and
often overt support of senior officials in the eastern state of Sabah, from which
assaults against Filipino govemment forces have been launched. The mutual recrim
inations emanating from Manila and Kuala Lumpur have impaired diplomatic rela
tionsbetween the twocountries, further complicated by Philippine territorial claims
to portions of Sabah, despite President Marcos' pledge during the 1977 summit
meeting ofthe ASEAN heads ofgovernments that he would not press these clmms.

Onawider front, theMNLF, which atone point had considerable financial and
training support from Libya, found this support curtailed. It is widely believed that
someof thefinancial assistance for theMNLF fromLibyawassiphoned offin transit
and that subsequently the donor govemment drastically curtailed its support.

The high point of intemational involvement relating to the MNLF was the
agreement reached in Tripoli among Nur Misuari, the Philippine govemment, and the
govemment of Libya. Under pressure from the Islamic Conference Organization,
which had regional meetings in 1974, the Tripoli agreement ofDecember 23, 1976,
called for a cessation of hostilities and the immediate implementation of autonomy
"within the realm of the sovereignty and territorial integrity of theRepublic of the
Philippines."'® Despite plebiscites and referendums in the thirteen designated prov
inces in April 1977, subsequent distrust and mutual antagonism resulted in an

Sharon Siddique, "Contemporary Islamic Developments in ASEAN," in Southeast Asian Affairs 1980
(Heinemann Asia, 1980), pp. 78-92.
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impasse. With the Islamic revival following the Iranian revolution, the conference of
foreign ministers of the Islamic countries stiffened its attitude, pledging moral and
material support for the MNLF.

Thus, after the 1979 elections, which the Marcos government won with a
considerable majority in the southern provinces, the reconciliation reached in Tripoli
could not be extended long enough to accommodate strains that began to resurface in
the 1980s. Despite the Muslim appeal of October 1983 in Manila, in which prominent
Filipino Muslim politicians called upon the MNLF to participate in yet another round
of reconciliation efforts in the wake of the Aquino assassination, the MNLF did not
respond.

Communism in the Philippines

As in many countries where the population is widely dispersed and divided by
linguistic and subcultural variations—a characteristic of island nations in
particular—the Communist movement in the Philippines, despite successes in the
immediate post-1945 era, has suffered historically from poor communications, lim
ited mass support, and factional disputes. It has also faced the dilemma of choosing a
proper strategy—whether to seek power through a united front policy, working with
democratic forces, or to place primary emphasis on an armed struggle.

The older faction of the Party, the PKP, called for armed struggle in the 1950s,
but its insurrection met with strong reaction from the Philippines government, which
had suceeded in infiltrating the PKP through intelligence operations assisted by the
American military. The government also launched antiguerrilla campaigns, followed
by amnesty for those who renounced continued armed resistance.

With the armed struggle defeated, attempts were made, beginning in 1964, to
reconstruct the Party organization and rejuvenate its top leadership, with an emphasis
on working within the constitutional process, concentrating upon arousing public
consciousness of the American economic, military, and cultural preeminence in the
country.

The mid-1960s coincided with the global attention being given to the third
Indochina war and the interest in revisionist and neo-Marxian theories of under-

development and imperialism that sprang up in many Philippine universities. By late
1968, a new generation of Communist leaders had decided on the military Mao
Zedong line of revolutionary warfare, although it was realized by the young ideo
logues that armed warfare without political guidance would have limited effect as a
long-term political strategy.

The desire for a party with armed units and an army based on political
indoctrination was achieved in March 1969, with the creation of the New People's
Army (NPA).^^ Structurally, the NPA was a dispersed set of units. It was led or
supported by urban-based intellectuals and professionals who educated the NPA rank

Mindanao Journaly October 12, 1983.
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and file to win the hearts and minds of the Filipino people; great emphasis was placed
on political education andon training theunitstoavoidextortion organgsterism. The
compositeleadership,combining men with field experience in guerrillawarfareand
urban-based intellectuals committed to rectifying the society's ills, constitutes a
radical break with the previousrelianceon peasant-based recruitment and a wholly
rural armed resistance derived from the experiences of the Communist party of China
under Mao.

The NPAhas gradually spread its operations to various parts of the Philippines.
At an early point, it concentrated on Mindanao, especially in the region of Davas.
Operations in Samar also got underway. Luzon is now the site of growing NPA
activities. Some observers have estimated that by the end of 1984, the NPA had
10,000 to 15,000 full-time members, a larger number of sympathizers, and control or
influence in 20 percent of Filipino barrios.

Until the early and middle 1970s, Philippine communism was divided into two
camps: The older PKP preferred the strategy of accepting the Marcos government's
anmestyin late 1974andrendering somesupportto the government's effort to effect
social programs such as land reform, the revitalization of trade unions, and better
living conditionsfor the workingclass whileopposingarmedstruggle. However, this
strategy worked to the PKP's disadvantage, becausethe Marcosgovernment, despite
nominal efforts to include the PKP leadership in its local govemment, appeared to feel
confident enough to disregard the PKP leadership's recommendations.

In the other camp, the Communist party of the Philippines (CPP) saw the
introduction of martial law in September 1972 as justification for increased insurrec
tion, although it was careful to maintain its front organizations in Manila as an integral
part of its overall political objective. In fact, the establishment of the National
Democratic Front (NDF) constituted an important element in the Party's efforts to
raise popular consciousness of the shortfalls of the Marcos govemment.

By combining a shrewd legal opposition strategy with restrained but effective
armed skirmishes in the countryside, the CPP-NPA dual approach also enabled the
Party to decentralize its activities, giving local leaders autonomy to develop local
resources and to engage the Philippine armed forces as necessary. The Marcos
govemment's preoccupationwith Muslim grievances in the southem Philippinesalso
helped the CPP to extend its support of political education in the archipelago's
important islands of Luzon and Mindanao. Lacking benefit of a border contiguous
with a Communist country, its present strategy of combining extensive, long-term
education, legal political activities, and armed resistance seems likely to continue
throughout the 1980s. Despite the growing political and constitutional crisis within
the present political system, the CPP and NPAdo not seem to be in a hurry to renew
large-scale armed action. The lessons of the PKP's early experience during the 1950s
have not been lost on the current leadership.

SINGAPORE

For obvious geographical reasons, political developments in Singapore have
historically been linked to the political, economic, and social trends in the Malayan
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peninsula. Concerning dissension directed against central governmental authority,
however, Singapore alone among the ASEAN states currently faces the future with
optimism, thanks largely to its relatively homogenous political (if not yet cultural)
style, its small territory, its effective government (in both manipulative and adminis
trative senses), and its favorable geopolitical setting.

Since its inception in 1955, the republic has emphasized integration rather than
assimilation, based on a Singapore "national identity" of a multiracial and multi-
religious polity that promotes its constituent ethnic-racial communities. A major
feature of the Singapore government's effectiveness is the provision of low-cost
public housing, which also serves as a policy deliberately intended physically to
integrate its Chinese, Indian, and Malay communities by eliminating segregrated
ethnic housing enclaves.

The Singapore government's policies in education, particularly in the promo
tion of the Chinese language, have faced some problems. The encouragement to
speak Mandarin has created some apprehension among the Malays and Indians that
this policy may be part of a quiet campaign to develop Mandarin as the linguafranca
of the island republic. But this fear was mitigated in 1982-1983 when the Singapore
government increased budgetary allocations to improve standards in the teaching of
the English language through large-scale recruitment of expatriates from the United
Kingdom and Australia.

The Internal Security Act has enabled the Lee Kuan Yew government to control
political life at almost every level of society. Lee Kuan Yew is experienced in party
manuevering and intrafactional tactics because of his period of accomodation and
confrontation with Communist party-affiliated organizations in the early 1960s. The
PAP (People's Action party) leadership under Lee Kuan Yew effectively exposed the
nature of Communist-front organizations and especially their links with the Com
munist party of Malaya. On the legal front, challenges have continued involving
Chinese schools, trade unions, and public enterprises.

After the separation of Singapore from Malaysia in 1965, the CPM sought to
build up its organization within the legal opposition through student organizations at
Nanyang University. Throughout the mid-1960s, continued conflict between the PAP
government and the Communist party leadership in Malaya was reflected in issues as
diverse as policies regarding the curriculum in the universities, the labor movement,
and cultural problems.

Effective measures against Communist-inspired agitation, complemented by
the provision ofbasic amenities to the Singapore population at large, finally forced the
CPM to retreat to the Malayan peninsula in the mid-1960s. In effect, the uses of
Communist organizational tactics and weapons in the service of the development of a
non-Communist model helped to build political confidence in the multiethnic, multi
racial, and multilingual policies that constitute Singapore's version of how to apply
political arithmetic to stay in power, policies also adopted by its nearest neighbor.

Siddique, op. cit., p. 85. See also Koh Tai Ann, "The Singapore Experience: Cultural Development in a
Global Village," in Southeast Asian Affairs 1980, p.294.
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Coupled with the fact that more than 60 percent of the population have their own
housing and theexistence of a mobile, if still hierarchical, structure of political and
socialadvancement, continuedgrowthin the economic sectorand a smoothpolitical
succession should keep the appeal of radical politics and communism mininial,
according to many political analysts.

Singapore's political future remains tiedtothepolitical style ofitscurrent prime
minister. Though now in hisearlysixties, theprime minister is in goodhealth andis
determined to see that the second-generation leaders whom he has nurturedsince the
early 1970s preserve honest, effective, and responsive government. There is a
paradox: theyounger leaders, though possessing highdegrees ofprofessionalism, can
only fully test their political acumen when the current prime minister leaves the
political scene.

INDONESIA

Islam and State Identity

Indonesia's political problems have their roots in the character of Indonesian
society before independence was proclaimed in 1945. Throughout the 1950s, the
parliamentary system adopted by first-generation politicians who had their higher
education in Holland, Batavia (Jakarta), and Bandung allowed for the participation of
Islamic forces in constitutional and political decisions, although most of the key
leaders identified with secular parties.

Underthe commonpullof nascentnationalism, political Islamworked together
with assorted nationalist and left-wing organizations to forge a united-front strategy
following the Comintern-directed disastrous strategy of a Communist revolt in
1948-1950. However, the more militant Islamic elements, adopting armed struggle,
aimed at the establishment of Islamic states in West Java, North Sumatra, and the
South Celebes.^®

President Sukarno tried to blend the nationalists. Communists, and Islamic
political forces intoa coalition thatowedultimate allegiance to his leadership andto
hisversion ofpolitical unity. Butthedisparate groupings were tooindependent tohold
together, a factthatcontributed to theeasewith which theIndonesian army gradually
took effective control over the national and provincial bureaucracies. Following the
attempted coup by the Communist party in September-October 1965, the pre
eminence of the army (and later, the armed forces as a whole) was consolidated,
extending beyond the national and provincial bureaucracies.

The foundation for the army's role in Indonesian politics was established during
the Second Army Seminar in August 1966, five months after PresidentSukarno's
political authority hadgiven way toLieutenant-General Suharto's gradual consolida
tion of the instrumentsof government, a process that continuedup to 1968.A prime
area of concern was the new leadership's perception of the threat of political Islam,
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which was seen as posing along-term ideological as well as organizational challenge
to the precepts of Indonesia's officer corps. The officer corps had almost all its
formative experience under President Sukarno, who identified Indonesia with a
cross-communal and cross-religious state, not with an Islamic theocratic state. '̂

Thereafter, the gradual creation of state identity under this central premise,
exemplified by the army and armed-forces seminars ofthe mid-1960s, culminated in a
series ofmeasures that restricted legal and constitutional political activities to persons
and organizations considered compatible with the Pancasila state. Political Islam, of
differing varieties, was gradually removed from bureaucratic patronage; its political
activities thereupon lost their financial base.

Under the pressures ofPancasila, which served as counterpoint to militant
Islam and anationwide organization designed to consolidate the military's coercive
powers, the leaders ofthe Islamic political parties had to accept the new mles ofthe
game established and defined by the Indonesian armed forces. Since the mid-1970s,
Golkar, the ruling government's functional group which serves as the armed forces'
political arm, was assigned the task of developing conceptually and operationally a
unique political system in accordance with Indonesia's own cultural traditions.

By the mid-1970s the government simplified political life by encouraging the
formation of three political forces; Golkar, the United Development party (compris
ing aloose coalition ofthe Islamic parties), and the United Development party, which
consisted ofthe old Nationalist party and residual organizations not based on Islam.
However, the government made certain that the leaders of these organizations were
politicians whose credentials were in tune with the mainstream political guidelines
established by the armed-forces leadership and the president's political advisers from
the armed establishment.

Throughout the 1970s, buoyed by rising oil prices, the Suharto administration
was able to provide ameasure ofstability unprecedented in the political history of the
nation. There were sporadic challenges from Islamic militants, but these arose mainly
outside the constitutional system. They reflected frustration arising from the rapid
social and cultural changes that undermined political Islam's efficacy as a viable
political force in the government's claims to success in development. Indeed, in the
general elections of 1977 and 1982, during which the Islamic parties were allowed
considerable leeway in the campaign period, there was spontaneous support for the
United Development party not so much because ofany conviction that it could govern
the country better, but because ofthe Suharto government's periodic embarrassment
overaseries of incidents involving corruption, mismanagement, and incompetence in
the management ofthe public and private sectors. To date, dissension is limited to
subsidiary issues: the rales governing school uniforms prescribed by the education
ministry versus Muslim attire, the definition and nature of interreligious tolerance in
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matters relating to prayers and attendance of religious celebrations, the proper use of
dakwah, and the adoption ofbasic courses in school and university curricula.

Since 1978, the government has initiated new measures to consolidate its
symbolic and organizational grip on the country through the obligatory undertaking of
Pancasila courses for all members ofthe Indonesia civil service, ranking members of
the Indonesian armed forces, and even leaders oflarge business enterprises. These
courses, which are important for career advancement and civil-service employment,
were inktuted to solidify the commitment of the state's apparatus to Pancasila as the
ideological basis for the Indonesian state. Thereafter, President Suharto, in his
address to the nation in August 1983, stressed that the process of socializing Pancasila
should extend to all social organizations, signaling the start of a more difficult
political work to be led by the ruling Golkar organization.

By subtie uses of coercion and cooptation, the government has to date limited
the Islamic parties' room to maneuver in almost the same way that the ruling National
Front in Malaysia has captured the moderate Islamic center. One cause of the success
ofthese policies is the territorial experience that many tanking army officers had in the
political field during their formative years as field officers and later as staffofficials in
the late Sukarno and throughout the Suharto eras. Avoiding heavy-handed and
repressive military measures against the Islamic parties (which seem unlikely for
many years to come), the present pattern of conflict management even in the lean
years of the mid-1980s is likely tocontinue.

Left-Wing Containment

Under President Sukarno the armed forces' leadership had to contend with two
main strains ofleft-wing revolutionaries: the old Nationalist party (particularly its
radical faction, with its blending ofnationalism and Marxism) and the Indonesian
Communist party (PKI) under the leadership of D. N. Aidit.

The PKI had been rebuilt during the early 1950s following the disaster of the
Zhdanov line inthe late 1940s, which had resulted in the defeat ofarmed resistance in
many Southeast Asian nations. The revitalized party focused on a united-front
strategy within the common framework adopted by its sister organizations in neigh
boring countries, seeking to create anational-democratic alliance with the general
aim of enhancing the consciousness of the Indonesian masses with the central theme
liberation from foreign and domestic bourgeois capitalism.

For both strategic and tactical purposes. President Sukarno had used the PKI's
relatively well developed mass organization to offset the increasing role of the
Indonesian army, which had gradually worked itself into the constitutional process
following the nationalist wave of the late 1950s, which resulted in the takeover of
foreign firms by many ranking officers. As both the army and the PKI jockeyed for
position in anticipation of the post-Sukamo era, the army began the formation of
Golkar in October 1964, ayear before the PKI's attempt to seize power in Jakarta.

The PKI under Aidit had emphasized Party-building based on the formation of
mass organizations, often in alliance with other revolutionary forces. In early 1963
Aidit launched the PKI's cultural offensive as part of a general strategy toward
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creating and ripening a revolutionary situation. But as the events of October 1965
showed, the PKI was unable tosynchronize its core and subsidiary organizations ina
manner to match thearmy's formidable strength. The mass-based organizations had
large memberships but could not muster much resistance.

Thereafter, thePKI tried briefly toregroup, offering some resistance incentral
and east Java in 1967-1968, but itwas quickly suppressed largely because the army
skillfully applied its special-warfare techniques ofinfiltration and intelligence gather
ing. Subsequently, the PKI broke up into a number of emigre groups centered in
Beijing, Moscow, Tirana, and East European cities. Both the Beijing- and Moscow-
oriented PKI saw fault inPKI-Aidit's strategy, defining it as "right-wing opportun
ism" and "left-wing infantilism." Having failed, the PKI under Aidit's leadership was
variously takento taskforits"ideological muddleheadedness" and"excessive revolu
tionary zeal." While the Beijing faction called for protracted armed stmggle toward
rebuilding a new PKI based onMarx-Lenin-Mao Zedong thought, the PKI's Moscow
faction encouraged a more Soviet-oriented line following the PKI's failed effort to
launch armed guerrilla operation's in east and central Java during 1967-1968.^^

Since that time, there has been no evidenceof armed Communistactivitiesin
Java orinany other ofIndonesia's important islands. Itwould appear that the PKI's
failure to regroup is the result of a number of factors, not the leastof which is the
geographical configuration ofthe archipelagic state. Java, like Luzon, has no bridges
to a neighboring state that might provide aid to Communist guerrillas; and, though
mountainous insome areas, itposes little difficulty for army units specially trained in
political and guerrilla warfare. On a more subjective note, the PKI apparently
overestimated its cadre-building programs of the early 1960s, when it sought to
maintain its revolutionary 61an in the face ofnationalist and revolutionary symbol-
wielding from other left-wing organizations under Sukarno's guided democracy.

Forthemoment, therefore, the question of ideological dissension seems tobe
under control. The Suharto government's moderate course in economic development
in the past 18 years has yielded some benefits to its essentially urban-based political
foundation. The larger question to be posed iswhether in the difficult years ofthe
mid-1980s—marked by the effects ofdeclining oil prices—the political stability of
the 1970s can be sustained. The present government has instituted "national prepared
ness programs" in a numberof governmentbureaucracies, a measureof the serious
ness with which the govemment takes the possibility of a radical challenge under
conditions of relative deprivation. For the moment, however, given Indonesia's
natural resources and its relatively favorable credit standing among multilateral
agencies and foreign banks, the outlook seems quite good. But another round of
government-related scandals in the oil-, gas-, or food-procurement agencies aswell
as incipient problems ofunemployment andmaldistribution ofincomecouldfavorthe
exiled PKI's call for a new stage in protracted armed warfare or, more possibly,
a challenge from Islamic militants, a challenge already signaled by various terror
ist acts.

Seethecontributions ofDorodjatun Kuntjoro-Jakti and Donald Weatherbee onIndonesian communism
in Armed Communist Movements.
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CONCLUSIONS

Onthebasis ofouranalysis, one could construct adescending order ofprobable
intensity ofdissension inthe ASEAN states, based onanumber ofvariables. Overall,
Singapore would seem tostand out as the single nation capable ofdealing effectively
with religious, ethnic, orideological dissension. Its favorable geographical location,
its strong historical position as a center ofcommerce and industry, and its efficient
administration make it unlikely that any formof organized dissent—much less an
armed one—can be sustained for a long time. In addition, the government, though
pervasive and attimes oversensitive to potential security issues, has been responsive
inproviding material benefits to most ofits citizens. Its slogan ofsocialismthat works
has so farbeenbasedon thestrong tenetthatthegovernment thatdelivers faces least
dissension.

Thailand, despite its vulnerability to the conditions in Indochina, remains a
uniquely self-confident nation inoverall terms. It has had and will inall probability
continue to have its southern problem and the incipient danger of activism from a
resurgent Communist party of Thailand, particularly if the Cambodian problem is
satisfactorily resolved and accepted by the intemational community. But there is an
asset in the fact that the Thai civilian and military leadership are more sensitive to
understanding the causes ofgrievances expressed inboth urban and rural areas, atthe
center as well as in theperipheries. There remains theperennial problem of bureau
craticinertia, butinThailand thecultural context of politics is lessserious thanin the
other states of Southeast Asia.

Malaysia, Indonesia, and the Philippines have agreater potential for challenges
to the prevailing political structure and dissension over specific issues. Malaysia's
geographical configuration—a lengthy peninsula with narrow external land access—
and itssmall total population may beconsidered advantageous from the standpoint of
stability, although the religious and ethnic balance within the state, particularly inthe
urban sectors, may pose continuing problems of extremism from both Islamic and
Chinese chauvinists. Therulesof procedure created by theUMNO govemment have
so far survived a number of political andeconomic crises, but nobody seems to be
certain about the success of the New Economic Policy and its subsequent mod
ifications. If intra-elite andintra-ethnic accommodations survive yetanother political
succession in the post-Mahathir era, then continuity and stability seem assured.

For the moment, the armedforcesconstitute the only viablegovernmentalforce
in Indonesia. The policies emanating from Jakarta will largely reflect thedrive for
intra-elite accommodation with the army serving as the fulcrum of political life. The
Suharto government's success in controlling Islamic extremism and left-wing
ideologies has been assisted bythe prudent course followed inthe management ofthe
economy over thepast 16 years. Ironically, thepresent phase of economic austerity
may prove to be both the administration's vulnerable point and also a source of
political strength. Only ina period ofenforced economic retrenchment, itseems, can
the govemment force the Indonesian middle class to scale down its more ambitious
projects. The question is whether an awareness of the economic necessities can be
communicatedin such a way and with sufficient intensityto forestallfuture recourse
to radical religious, ethnic, or ideological movements promising salvation.
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As in Indonesia, geography remains a complicating factor in enabling any
government inthe Philippines tocope with economic growth, political unity, equity,
and other requirements ofeffective governance. More than most ASEAN states, the
Philippines possesses the human talent and innovativeness to overcome its current
political, economic, andsocial problems. If itspresent inter-elite factionalism canbe
reduced and confidence inthe government be restored, even the perennial problem of
political succession need not immobilize the system nor contribute to public apathy.
The danger is that prolonged factionalism between powerful contending groups
within and outside government may result not only inarmed rebellion from Muslim
and Communist groups encompassing large sectors of the rural Philippines, but
equally threatening, in a revolt ofurban-based forces eager for a radical change that
will end the chaos arising from the absence of effective governance.
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10. Indochina and Security in
Southeast Asia

Khien Theeravit

INDOCHINA'S PROBLEMS: AN OVERVIEW

When theCommunists wontheirhard-earnedvictoriesin Cambodia,SouthVietnam,
andLaos in 1975, theIndochinese well-wishers expected that peace would prevail in
the areas: after all, the Communists got what they wanted. From then on, the
well-wishers hoped, the new rulers would divert their energies to their national
reconstruction.

Itwas logical, but itdid not happen. The Communists ended their fighting only
with the United States and its allies, but not with their own allies and comrades. In
Cambodia, power stmggles among the new ruling elites were fiercely waged inthe
aftermath of the Communist rule. That struggleresulted in one of the darkest erasof
Cambodian history. Elsewhere inIndochina, "enemies" of the regimes within their
countries were identified and victimized in accordancewith the new revolutionary
ethics. Peace for the people was as remote as ever.

Inthe confusion ofpolitical reorientation, conflicts between the ruling parties of
Vietnamand Cambodiareached a climax in 1978, when, one week before the end of
the year, the Vietnamese armed forces invaded Cambodia. In the initial stage,
Vietnam deployed 120,000 troops tosubjugate Cambodia, followed by 3,000 under
Heng Sanuin's command.' The Vietnamese were able toinstall Heng Samrin asthe
newleaderin PhnomPenhonJanuary7,1979. Amonthlater,600,000 Chinesetroops
crossed the Sino-Vietnamese border in a month-long punitive attack on the Viet-

' Heng Samrin's govemment-in-exile was set up inVietnam by Vietnam onDecember 3,1978, under the
name "United Front of National Salvation of Kampuchea." The Viemamese source identifies Heng
Samrin as a former military commander of the Communist party of Cambodia, but the Democratic
Kampuchean source identifies him as aformer liaison officer ofthe Communist party ofCambodia who
was incharge ofthe Party's relations with the Lao Dong party ofVietnam; he isaccused ofbeing one of
the Vietnamese-planted agents.
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namese northern provinces (February 17-March 16, 1979). Soon after the Chinese
troops' withdrawal, theVietnamese reinforced theirtroops occupying Cambodia and
carried outlarge-scale search-and-destroy operations innearly allthecountry, includ
ing areasadjacentto Thailand. As a result, nearly one million Cambodians whofled
from theVietnamese invadersto thejunglesdiedfrommalariaandotherdiseases.The
death toll caused by the Vietnamese invasion was heavy.

Six years later, in early 1985, the country is fragmented; an acceptable leader
has yet to be found. The Vietnamese-installed government in Phnom Penh is still
weak, unpopular, andalmost totally dependent onVietnam. Ithastobekeptinpower
by 180,000 Vietnamese troops and cadres. The areas it controls, especially the
countryside, are far fromsecure. Its 30,000troops can hardly match theDemocratic
Kampuchean (DK) forces. Moreover, it is notrecognized bythemajority of states in
the international community.

Ontheother hand, theDemocratic Kampuchean forces arefarfrom collapsing.
They were paralyzed by the Vietnamese invasion at the initial stage, and a malaria
epidemic in 1979 further crippled theregime's fighting capability. But the oldregime
hasbeen recuperating steadily: bymid-1980 thescattered fighters were regrouped and
restructured. In March 1982 the DK forces passed a crucial test by inflicting heavy
losses of lives and tanks on the enemy and by successfully expelling the attacking
forces from Phnom Malai.^ They survived the Vietnamese dry-season offensive of
March—April 1983—although this time the DK base at Phnom Chat suffered heavy
damage by Vietnamese bombardment. After the end of the dry season, the Viet
namese troops had to withdraw from the embattled areas.

For three years the Democratic Kampuchean regime was able to hold its key
bases on the Cambodia-Thailand border. In thedry-season offensive of early 1985,
however, the Vietnamese, using tanks and other sophisticated military equipment,
overran thevarious baseareas. Yet various reports suggest thatguerrilla activity inthe
interior of Cambodia has intensified. The number of DK fighters has grown from
30,000to 40,000. Theregime hasbeenableto retain the loyalty of a sizable number
of committed fighters, and these fighters—men, women, children—maintain good
morale. These determined fighting forces have presented continual problems for the
Vietnamese occupation forces.

There are other non-Communist resistance forces fighting against the Viet
namese occupation along theThai-Cambodian border. TheKhmer People's National
Liberation Front (KPNLF) under SonSann's leadership issaid tohave 9,000 fighters,
the number having doubled in the past four years. The SihanoukistMoulinakahas
armed a few thousand men. These two groups have held no secure bases but have
expanded their areas of operation in the rainy season to areas which had often been
overrun by theVietnamese troops during thedryseason. They were badly battered in
the early 1985 offensive but are reportedly shifting alsoto guerrilla tactics. However,
the fighting capacity of these non-Communist forces is far inferior to that of the
Communist DK forces.

• Nation Review (Bangkok), March 16, 1982, p. 1.
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Since the formation of the coalition of the three major resistance forces in
June-July 1982 (the agreement was signed in Kuala Lumpur on June 22 and the
formation of the coalition government of Democratic Kampuchea became effective
July 11), they have gained strength moderately both in military capabilities and in
diplomatic support. It is notyetknownhowmanyCambodians withintheareasunder
the control of the Vietnam-dominated People's Republic of Kampuchea (PRK)
support the resistance movements. The resistance is termed a "loose coalition." Its
weak point has been that it lacks sufficient coordination or cooperation to fight in
unison againstthe continuing Vietnamese attacks. Eachresistance force has tried its
best to preserveits individualmilitarypower. Therehavebeensignsthat theDKforce
is more capable in building its communication network in the villages nominally
controlled by the PRK. Khieu Samphan's DemocraticKampucheahas an extremely
poor image internationally and is highly unpopular among people of high social
status, but it has gained considerable support from the poor peasants. It remains the
strongestamongthe Cambodiancontendingforces, andis theonlymilitaryforcewith
which the Vietnamese occupation must seriously reckon.^

The resistance forces seem to be aware of their military weakness vis-a-vis the
Vietnamese occupationforces. Theyseldomtakethe initiativetoengageinbattlewith
the enemy, even in the rainy season. Instead, they concentrate their energies on
political work and recruiting new fighters. As noted, however, small-scaleguerrilla
operations appear to be increasing. Heavy fighting breaks out only during the dry
season, when the Vietnamese forces take the initiative. This situation may continue
for a long time.

Meanwhile, the Vietnamese occupation forces seem to be confronted with some
of the problems familiar to the Americans in South Vietnamin the early 1960s and
early 1970s: the unpopulargovernmentin PhnomPenh, the unwillingness of the PRK
military to fight against the resistance forces, and the increasingincidentsof sabotage
or resistance in sensitive areas such as Siem Riep and Battambang. Periodically, the
authorities have declared even the area around Phnom Penh unsafe.

As of early 1985, a political solution acceptable to all parties in the conflict had
not been found. The war in Cambodia, especially in the areas adjacent to the Thai
border, and more recently, within Thailand itself, has not only created tensions in the
Southeast Asian region but has also intensified great-power rivalries and the military
buildup in the area. This situation is the greatest threat to Southeast Asian regional
security. In the past, fighting near the Thai border during the dry season involved
cross-border shelling and the exodus of refugees into Thailand. Some Thai were
killed in various separate incidents. Recently, the hostility between the Thai and the
Vietnamese forces facing each other on each side of the border has flared into more

^ The estimates of the strengths of the contending forces in Cambodia are drawn from various sources.
Some put them differently: for example, the estimate of the Nation Review, June 16, 1983: DK
(Democratic Kampuchea) 45,000, KPNLF(Kampuchean People'sNationalLiberationFront)10,000,
Moulinaka (Sihanoukists) 5,000, PRK (People's Republic of Kampuchea) 30,000, SRV (Socialist
RepublicofVietnam) 180,000; inAugust1983 theestimateofa Vietnamese authoritative source,whose
identityshouldnotbe revealedhere:DK 33,000, KPNLF9,000, Moulinaka 3,000, PRK35,000,SRV
170,000.
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serious fighting, with Vietnamese units on Thai territory. The Vietnamese accuse the
Thai of giving sanctuaryto the Vietnameseresistanceforcesand claim the right of hot
pursuit, while the Thai, seeing the Vietnamese as international criminals who have
come to threaten Thailand, have vowed to respond to the invading forces in kind.
Today, six years after the Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia, peace is still remote.
What are the problems that make the Cambodian crisis so difficult to settle? Wenow
seek to analyze the security interests of the main actors in the Indochina scene, the
ways they perceive and pursue their interests, the consequences, the security im
plications, and the prospects for ending the war in Cambodia and building peace for
the region.

THE SOURCES OF INSTABILITY

The United States has its sphere of influence. So has the Soviet Union. Vietnam
has attempted to build its sphere of influence, too. The Westdid not cry out against
Vietnam's influence in Laos because Vietnam deployed its military influence in that
country in a way not greatly different from the way the Soviet Union took over eastern
Europe immediatelyafter WorldWarII. But objectionshavebeen raised to the Soviet
invasion of Afghanistan as well as the Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia because
their militaryoperationsconstituteoutright aggressionand perhapsalso becausetheir
missions have not been accomplished. The Vietnamese may not like the Russians, as
various Vietnam-watchers have observed, but they behave like the Russians: they too
want to create satellite states. Perhaps Vietnamese actions are natural because the
Vietnamese political structure is modeled after the Soviet Union's as is Vietnam's
international behavior. The Soviet Union and Vietnam are allies by political orienta
tion and share similar problems.

The Security Interest of the Democratic Republic of Vietnam

As proclaimed Marxist-Leninists, the Vietnamese leaders formulate policy
with regard to security requirements by seeking to unify all activities—economic,
political, military—into an integral whole. In the 1930s, when the Vietnamese
Communists worked against French colonial mle under Comintern leadership, they
sought to create an Indochinese federation. The concept at the time might have been
influenced by the spirit of Communist intemationalism. But since 1960 the in
ternational character of the Communist movement has been largely destroyed by
splits in the Communist camp. In addition, in the course of the first and second
Indochina wars, the spirit of Communist intemationalism in Indochinadid not survive
the tests to which it was put: the dominant power of the Vietnamese Lao Dong party
invited distrust and suspicionfrom Laotian andCambodianCommunists;nationalism
proved triumphant. When this was realized in Hanoi and the negativereactionsfrom
Indochina's neighbors were perceived, the term "Indochinese federation" was drop
ped by the Vietnamese Communists.

The idea of an Indochinese federation, however, never died. American military
power during the second Indochina war overawed the Communists in Laos and
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Cambodia and setthestage forVietnamese influence. After the Communist victories
in 1975, the Vietnamese sought to create a "special relationship" among the three
Indochinese states. Hanoi claimed that Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos have historical
reasons to share a common destiny. Inherentin this concept is the perception of an
external threat, a sense of socialist solidarity, and a desire to integrate economic
development across national boundaries. The Vietnamese believe that the three
Indochinese states must share the same economic lifeline. In political and security
respects, the three states must form acommon policy and strategy against internal and
external threats. Thisconcept, if put intopractice, would amount to imperialism by
Vietnam. Laos and Cambodia would have to limit their sovereign rights under
Vietnamese tutelage.

To some Vietnam-watchers, the Le Duan Doctrine is as justifiable as the
Brezhnev Doctrine. Vietnam can feel secure only if Laos and Cambodia are friendly
to it."^ Ho Chi Minh city is only 50 kilometers from the Vietnamese-Cambodian
border.^ But advocatesof the concept of a "special relationship" ignore the political
implications of self-proclaimed rights to expand one's inner security zone beyond
one's ownterritory. Thepresent situations in Afghanistan andCambodia arecasesin
point: touseforce tooverthrow anunfriendly government and prop upa friendly one
is an exercise of the law of the jungle.

This concept of "special relationship" implies, therefore, a denial of an in
dependent, neutral government inCambodia (and Laos). Hence, anindependent man
like Norodom Sihanouk is not acceptable to Vietnamas a leader of Cambodia. Any
United Nations resolution seeking to resolve the Cambodian conflict would be
accusedof interfering in the internal affairsof Cambodia. Evidently, the Vietnamese
military operation inCambodia is seen asaninternal matter within theframework of
the Vietnamese-sponsored "special relationship."

Postwar Vietnam faced no major threat until its invasion of Cambodia. How
doesoneexplain,then, thepsychological rootsof theaggressive behavior ofVietnam
against its neighbors? The Vietnamese are proud of their past national glories: they
saythatthey have defeated theChinese, theFrench, and theAmericans, allofwhom
werefirst-class powers. TheVietnamese aresupremely confident about theirdestiny.
Given that history, moreover, they expected moreenemies; hence, an Indochinese
collective defense strategy was devised against an anticipated external threat. Tliis
appears tobelogical, butdoes notexplain theentire story. Inthe first place, ifa nation
is confident, it has no reason to force an alliance upon others. Second, if China is
perceived as a potential threat, Vietnam needs to mobilize more than the two small
Indochinese states to meet it. Finally,Vietnamesetroops weredispatchedtoLaos long
before the Sino-Vietnamese split, andtheeffort tocontrolthe Laotianand Cambodian
Communist movements through Vietnamese party cadres started even earlier. It

SeePhilippe Devillers, "AnAnalysis ofVietnamese Objectives inIndochina," inKhien Theeravit
MacAlisterBrown, eds., Indochinaand ProblemsofSecurityand StabilityinSoutheastAsia(Bangkok:
Chulalongkom University Press, 1981) pp. 89-104.

^ Nguyen Quang Tao, director of the Vietnamese Institute of International Relations, spoke at the
international conference in Bangkok in June 1980. In ibid., p. 109.
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seems that Hanoi viewed the China threat as an obstruction to, rather than a reason for,
Hanoi's scheme for establishing a special relationship with the other Indochinese
states.

Demographic and economic factors may have played some role in shaping
Hanoi's policy toward Laos and Cambodia. Vietnam is highly populated compared
with these two states,^ and thenatural resources ofCambodia and Laos are relatively
extensive and unexploited. Indeed, Vietnam's economic development potential
would be much greater if some form of close economic cooperation could be
established with its Indochinese neighbors.

Prince Norodom Sihanouk is suspiciousabout Vietnam'seconomicobjectives
inCambodia. Inan interview withTheNationReview hesaid: "We usedtoexporta lot
of rice. Wehave abundant supplyof fish. Whyshouldthe Vietnamese go?They lack
everything. They settle in our land. They fish in our lakes and rivers. The Great Lake,
the Tonle Sap, is full of Vietnamese fishermen."^

Is the economic factor an incentive for Vietnam to dominate Indochinese states?

If so, it is ironic that the Marxiststate of Vietnam is playingthe role supposed to be
performed by Marxism's ideological opponents (Marx condemned capitalism as a
driving force for imperialism). Samir Amin, a political economist working for the
United Nations Institute for Training and Research, went further, linking Vietnam's
invasionof Cambodia with Vietnam's economic dependency on the Soviet Union.®
He suggested that the Vietnamese invasion and occupation of Cambodia was related
to the Soviet economic assistance to Vietnam. As an advocate of socialism, Amin
soughtto redeemgenuinesocialismby acknowledging past wrongdoings. Otherwise,
he asserted, socialism would never survive. Through individuals like Amin, Marxist
writing, once directed against capitalism, now turns its fire on socialism. In this
sense, the Chinese-devised term "social imperialism" has a legitimate foundation and
may be appropriately applied to any socialist country that seeks to exploit another
country. Vietnam belongs to this category.

In its attempts to establish a "special relationship" with Laos and Cambodia,
Vietnam has run into trouble only in the latter. Contrary to the situation in Laos, in
Cambodia Vietnam's Lao Dong party encountered strong resistance from the Pol Pot
leadership. The situation originated in the beginning of the 1970s when the Com
munist movements in Indochina coordinated their military strategies against the
United States and its allies. Hanoi found it difficult to work with Pol Pot because he

was too nationalistic. Hanoi missed the chance to impose its military domination over
Cambodia in the same manner as it did in Laos because Phnom Penh was "liberated"

before Saigon. There was not sufficient justification then for Vietnam to send its

^ In 1982 the land areas of Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos were 127,207 sq. mi., 69,900 sq. mi., and
91,428 sq. mi.; the populations, 56.6 millions, 6.1 millions, and3.7 millions; the population density,
413.65 sq. mi., 126.89per sq. mi., and 40.69 per sq. mi., respectively.

' Nation Review, June 30, 1982, p. 4, There arereports that between 1979 and 1983, 300,000-500,000
Vietnamese migrantshavebeen settledin Cambodia. SeeNationReview, February 28, 1983 andJune
26, 1983;Far Eastern EconomicReview, November 10, 1983, p. 47.

®See Samir Amin, "The Lesson of Kampuchea, III," Indian and World Events, April 16-30, 1983,
pp. 5, 7.
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forces to "help" Cambodia after a successful unification of Vietnam. In Laos,
however, Vietnamese military assistance was "wanted" after the liberation of Saigon.
About 40,000-50,000 Vietnamese military men and "technicians" were dispatched
to that country to hasten the process of communization. The Vietnamesehave since
retained the same level of military presence in Laos.

In an effort to impose its special relationship with Cambodiaby force, Vietnam
has capitalizedon the existinganti-Pol Pot and anti-Chinese sentiments to justify its
actions. The Cambodian Pol Pot regime was widely condenmed as "genocidal." The
Vietnamese leadership proclaimed its championship of humanitarianism in an attempt
to justify its overthrow of the "genocidal" government to the internationalcommuni
ty. By alsousingthe"Chinesethreat"tojustify itsmilitaryintervention in Cambodia,
the Vietnamese leadership hopes to gain support from those ASEAN members who
espouse the much-publicized idea of the "Chinese threat."

The fear of the "Chinese threat" has not been clearly articulated by the Viet
namese, but Cambodia is said to have been made a Chinese colony before it was
"liberated" by Hanoi. PhilippeDevillers, a proponentof the Vietnamese theoryof the
"Chinese threat," puts it as follows: "Peking could have used Cambodia not only to
isolate and threaten (or even attack) Vietnam from the Southwest, but also as a
springboard for directing or inspiring actions against Thailand and Malaysia, where
Chinese Communist parties are already operating with about the same strength the
Khmer Rouge had in 1970."^

These arguments are weak. First, when the Pol Pot govemment was pushed out
of Phnom Penh in January 1979, there were some 600 Chinese experts and technicians
leaving for home. This number, by any standard, was much smaller than the number
of Chinese received by Hanoi before the Sino-Vietnameseconflict. Chinese experts
did not make Vietnam a Chinese colony. Laos is not called a Vietnamese colony now
when it hosts 40,000-50,000 Vietnamese troops, cadres, experts, and technicians.
Second, the argument is not logical. China shares a long border with Vietnam. If
China wants to threaten Vietnam, it can strike across the border as it did in February-
March 1979. It does not make sense for China to aim at the control of Cambodia so it

can attack Vietnam from the southwest. If one assumes that the "Chinese threat" is

coming from the north, then the Vietnamese response to the perceived threat should
logically be to prepare to counter the Chinese attack along the Sino-Vietnamese
border. It is illogical for Vietnam to invade a smaller neighbor in the southwest.

In conclusion: Vietnam aspired to establish "special relationships" with Laos
and Cambodia. It was more desirable if the goal could be realized peacefully, as in
Laos, but Vietnam never ruled out the use of force, should that become necessary.
Force was used in Cambodia because the Pol Pot govemment was hostile to Vietnam
and the Soviet Union, and because the image of the Pol Pot govemment was
sufficiently poor to justify the hope of foreign acceptance. Additionally, Vietnam used
the "Chinese threat" as a diplomatic ploy to justify the Vietnamese invasion of
Cambodia and to split ASEAN.

^ Devillers, p. 101.
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As of early 1985, the Vietnamese foreign-policy objectives in Indochina have
not been attained; it appears that they are too ambitious. Traditional animosities
betweentheKhmersandtheVietnamese andCambodian nationalism are toostrongto
permit Vietnam to achieve its objective without a struggle. The ties with Laos have
beensecured onlybecauseof Vietnamese military presence. Thatin itselfis testimony
to an uncertainfuture. Indeed, the present cordialrelationshipbetweenthe two ruling
partiesexistson a verynarrowbase. The ties mightbe loosenedbythedemiseof a few
leadersof eitherparty. The presenceof the Vietnamese soldiers in Laos mayproveto
be a growing obstacle to Laotian-Vietnamese friendly relations on a broader basis.
Moreover, many Vietnamese themselves, especially the South Vietnamese, are op
posed to the Vietnamese policy in Cambodia.

The consequencesof the presentlyadoptedpolicyare far-reaching. First, Hanoi
has to allocate huge resources for military purposes. In early 1985, it maintained 1.2
million men in active service. In 1982 the military expenditure amounted to 50
percent of the national budget—if Soviet military aid was included. Second,
because of the military expenditure, coupled with external economic sanctions,
Vietnam's economy is in shambles. The economic life of Vietnam has to depend
largely on foreign loans and foreign aid. The World Bank estimates that the Viet
namese gross national product (GNP) per capita in 1982 was U.S.$170. Nguyen Co
Thach, the Vietnamese foreign minister, admitted that his country was among the
poorest in the world. According to Jan MacDowall, in 1983Vietnam had U.S.$4,500
million in foreign debts, two-thirds owed to Communist countries. In the past,
Vietnam has had a poor record of paying debts on schedule. Third, Vietnam's
security heavily depends on the Soviet Union. Vietnam had to conclude a treaty of
alliance with the Soviet Union before invading Cambodia and to allow the Soviet
Union to use Vietnam's military facilities. Finally, Vietnam's security situation has
deteriorated rather than improved since the invasion of Cambodia. The exodus of
refugeesis a symptom of the insecuresituation,whichhasbeencausedbyeconomic,
political, and a combination of manyfactors. Resistance forces have beenoperating
sporadically in South Vietnam. Most damaging of all is the Chinese threat—a
genuine and continuing threat since the Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia.

Although the Chinese threat has become real and although disillusionment
among the Vietnamese is widespread, the Vietnamese Communist system is not in
dangerof collapse. Unlikenon-Communist systems,Conununist governments main
tain control through intensive organization down to the hamlet and block levels and
use a large police-military force to keep order. Moreover, many dissidents and
politically conscious elements in Vietnamhave fled the country. Most of those who
remain behind are not actively rebellious and do not constitute a threat to the
system—though they may not representa positivefactor to theregimeor contributeto
national reconstruction. TheChinese threat,expressed in suchactions as thepunitive

This was revealed by Vietnamese refugees and Vietnamese army deserters from the war zones, in
Cambodia.

Indochina Chronology, vol. V, no. 1 (January-March 1983), pp. 14-15.
Nation Review, June 28, 1983, p. 5.
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attackon Vietnam in February-March 1979, is alsolimited because Chinais awareof
Soviet guarantees and ofthepossible adverse effects ofa full-fledged attack upon its
relations with ASEAN;besides, the Chinese fear the powerof nationalismmore than
the Vietnamese. At any rate, it would notbe easy for the Chinese to overthrow the
Vietnamese government. With theVietnamese armed forces scattered through allof
the Indochinese states, the Chinese would have to subjugate the three states to topple
the Vietnamese regime. ASEAN would not tolerate such a military operation, any
more than they are prepared to tolerate Vietnam's military operations in Cambodia
today.

The Russian Interest

LikeCuba, Vietnam is remotefromtheSovietUnion.Culturally, bothcountries
are equally distant. The current close association between Vietnam and the Soviet
Union can be traced back to their ideologicallinks in the 1930swhenthe SovietUnion
stillhadthedesign ofcommunizing theworld. Since thentheSoviet Union hasnever
stopped supporting the Communists in Indochina. When the Indochinese Com
munists waged their wars against France, the United States, and China, Soviet
assistance was given onideological grounds aswell asbecause oftheconvergence of
national interests: Vietnam's enemies—France, the United States, and China—were,
andstillare, theSoviets'opponents. Todate, theSovietUnion remains theonlyvictor
among the external powers involved in the Indochinese conflicts. It is interesting,
therefore, toanalyze thenational interests of theSoviets intheareaandhowtheyhave
pursued and maintained those interests.

The primary interest of the Soviet Union in Indochina has been fashioned in
accordance with Sovietglobal strategy and the international environment of South
east Asia. For 55 years sincethe formation of the Indochinese Communist partyin
1930, theprimary foreign-policy objective of theSoviet Union hasbeentoprotect its
own national security. In pursuing this objective, the Soviets haveoftenappealed to
thespirit ofCommunist internationalism, butinreality theideological factor hasbeen
consistently subordinated to the Soviet national interest.

The strength of the successful Communist movements, however, lay in their
ability to blend internationalism and nationalism. By employing this tactic, local
Communists were able to camouflage to some extent their dependence upon the
Soviets.Ironically, socialistinternationalism andnationalism wereoftentheproducts
of actions of Sovietopponents or theold establishment associated withcolonialism.
The Soviets uncovered or created the revolutionary forces, organized them, ^d
pushed them to powerunder the bannerof the Communist revolution.

Between 1930 and 1945 the Communist revolution in Indochina was part of the
world-wide international Conununist movement, with its revolutionary headquarters
in Moscow. Colonialism was an attractive target. The Indochinese Communist
leaders were able to capitalize on the existing nationalism for their revolutionary
cause. All Communist revolutionary activities in Indochina were coordinated as one
operational theater without consideration of national divisions.
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After World War II, between 1946 and 1975, France and the United States
belonged to the established order and therefore were Soviet opponents. They came to
Indochina to defend the existing systems for their national interest, but lost the wars at
a cost of tens of thousands of lives. The Soviets won these wars without sending a
single combat soldier. As a consequence, Soviet credibility was enhanced and its
influence expanded.

By humiliating France and the United States, the Vietnamese military must
have been rated high in the minds of the Soviet military strategists—as Israel is being
rated high by American security strategists. At last, the Soviet Union had found a
credible ally in a strategic part of Southeast Asia.

However, well before the Soviet allies in Indochina won their victories against
the West, the Sino-Soviet rivalry for influence in Indochina had started. Throughout
the waryears, Vietnam skillfullykeptwar supplies flowing frombothpowerful allies
by beingneutralin theSino-Soviet conflict.AfterthewarVietnam couldnotmaintain
this neutral stance. First, during the war years, Soviet military supplies to Vietnam
were mostly modem weapons whereas the Chinese supplied light arms. Modem
heavyweapons required training andadvisors morethanlightarms. Asa resultof the
associationduring the war, the Sovietshad better access to Vietnam'spolicy-making
apparatus than the Chinese. Second, compared withtheSoviet, theChinese willand
capacity to influence Vietnam's policies were relatively weak. Third and most
important, the Vietnamese foreign-policy objectives in Laos and Cambodia were
incompatible with those of the Chinese.

The Cambodiansituationgave the Soviet Unionan additionaledge over China.
MoscowviewedthePolPotgovemmentas a Chinesesurrogate.Its forcesstormedthe
Soviet embassy when it seized Phnom Penh, and the new govemment refused to
establish diplomatic relations with the SovietUnion. Before that, the SovietUnion
stillkept a footholdin Cambodiaby maintaining an embassy in PhnomPenh;theLon
Nolgovemment (theUnited Statessurrogate) was, in theeyeoftheSovietleadership,
better than the Chinesesurrogate. Nodoubt, it was in the Sovietinterestto see the Pol
Pot govemment overthrown.

On this issue the Russians and the Vietnamese had a convergent interest. The
Soviet Union had neither the means nor a justification to take military action against
the Pol Pot govemment; only the Vietnamese could do this. Both parties musthave
been aware that if they went all out to overthrow the Pol Pot regime, their already
worsening relations with China would be aggravated. But the Soviet Union had
nothingto lose and everything to gain. It couldregaina foothold in PhnomPenhand
could embrace Vietnam firmly in the Soviet camp. If the Kremlin leaders had any
doubts about the possibility of turmoil in the area, they probably welcomed the
prospects. The Moscow security strategists mighthave seen it as an opportunity to
ease the Soviet tension with China on the Soviet border areas by diverting Chinese
energy to the South. These considerations are consistent with the Soviet strategy to
isolate China.

It should not be assumed, however, that the Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia
was initiated in Moscow, or even that it was a conspiracy between Hanoi and Moscow.
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There is no evidence for that. Circumstantial evidence suggests that Hanoi decided to
overthrowthe Pol Pot regime in August 1978.WhenPham Van DongvisitedASEAN
capitals a month later, in September,he meant to neutralizeASEANor, if possible, to
secure support from ASEANfor Hanoi's contemplatedmilitaryoperations in Cambo
dia. Apparently, the Vietnamese leadership initiated the decision with a clear im-
derstanding that the invasion of Cambodia would receive Soviet blessing. A trip to
Moscow by the Vietnamese top Party leaders in early November was to conclude the
decision-making process. For fear of China, Vietnam would never have dared to
overthrow the Pol Pot government without Soviet support. The Kremlin leaders must
have consulted about the situation in Cambodia and evidently endorsed the Viet
namese initiative. The Soviet-Vietnamese treaty of alliance (officially termed
"Soviet-Vietnamese Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation") was signed in Moscdw
on November 3, 1978. That cleared the way for the invasion.

In supporting Vietnam, the Soviet leadership might have been reluctant on two
points. First, the Soviet Union would not like to see the Sino-Vietnamese tension
explode into a large-scale war. The Soviet Union also aimed at improving relations
with ASEAN as a long-term global strategy. The Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia
may have created anti-Vietnamese/Soviet sentiments among ASEAN members
stronger than Moscow expected. However, if the Soviets could not kill two birds with
one stone, they could be content with the isolation of China rather than the improve
ment of relations with ASEAN.

So far, the Soviet Union has gained footholds and influence in Indochina
through Hanoi. In recent years, the Soviet Union has been able to expand its activities
and influence into Laos and the People's Republic of Kampuchea. Now the Soviet
Union sends its military, economic, and technical assistance directly to Laos and
Cambodia. The Vietnamese may or may not be happy with the increasing activities of
the Soviets, acting independently from Vietnam, in those two countries. But the
Soviet assistance to Laos and Cambodia is not necessarily incompatible with the
Vietnamese interests because Vietnam has limited resources to offer to its client

states. Moreover, the economic conditions of those two countries, as well as of
Vietnam, are in disarray. External assistance is needed to sustain the lives of the
people, as well as the life of socialism. So long as Vietnam's national survival has to
depend on Soviet assistance, the Soviet Union may carry out its independent di
plomacy in Laos and Cambodia.

How much Soviet influence can contribute to Soviet security is difficult to
assess. The military structures of the three Indochinese states are increasingly
oriented toward the Soviet system. The Soviet Union maintains 7,000 advisors and
technicians in Vietnam, 700 in the PRK, and 2,(X)0-3,000 in Laos. The Soviet Union
has access to the naval facilities in Danang and Cam Ranh Bay in Vietnam, and Riem
in Cambodia. Port facilities in Kampuchea and Vietnam are open to Soviet ships. In
wartime, air bases in Indochina, many of them built by the Americans, could be made
available to the USSR. These military facilities have enhanced the Soviet military
posture in Southeast Asia. The Soviet Union has started using TU-16 Badgers and
TU-95 Bears stationed at Cam Ranh Bay for surveillance missions in the Asia-Pacific
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region. It seems that the Soviet Union may be in a position to project its power beyond
the Indochinese states. Any political settlement concerning the future of Southeast
Asia (such as neutrality or a peace zone) would require Soviet participation.

National Interest, Socialist Internationalism, and Colonialism

Socialist internationalism in practice is dead. During three years and nine
months in power, the Pol Pot govemment aspired to build Cambodia by strong appeals
to the nationalist sentiments of the people. The Pol Pot govemment failed because its
inward-looking nationalism was confronted by a Vietnameseexpansionist national
ism. The Vietnamese formula for building a special relationship in Indochina is
basically on behalf of the Vietnamese national interest. The prolonged border war
between Cambodia and Vietnam before the Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia was

also a manifestation of national interest supposed to have been repudiated by
professed Communists. In reality nationalism, not intemationalism, dominates
communism.

A Cambodian defector, Dy Lamthol, has given a vivid account of the Viet
namese control mechanisms in the PRK. Aged 33 when he defected to Thailand in
May 1982, he had served, before his defection, as chairman of the Department of
America and Western Europe, Cambodian Ministry of Foreign Affairs. He con
currently served as special secretary to Hun Sen, the Kampuchean foreign minister.
According to Dy Lamthol, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs was divided into seven
departments. There were 17 Vietnamese advisors in all departmentsof the ministry,
two of whom were personal advisors to Hun Sen (one was the Vietnamese ambassador
to Kampuchea, Ngo Din; the other was identified as Mr. Cau). In addition, the
Vietnamese dispatched a special unit called B68 to oversee all advisors working in
Kampuchea. Hun Sen regularly held top-level meetings of Cambodian officials to
brief them on policy and to make certain that the policies set forth by Hanoi were
followed. Dy Lamthol said that when he was sent to participate in a conference or to
negotiate with a foreigndelegation, he had to follow the line set in a writtenpaper, in
English or French, prepared by a Vietnamese advisor.

Vietnamese control in the Laotian foreign policy-making structure is not so
clear. We know that Kaysone Promvihane, secretary general of the Lao People's
Revolutionary party, has a family connection with Vietnam. Top party leaders may
agree or disagree with the present policy ofclose association between Vietnam and the
Soviet Union, but they have to play the political game in accordance with the
prevailing power balance. Kaysone and his associates may have made foreign-policy
decisions by their free will, but indications are that they have no choice but to follow
the Soviet-Vietnamese lines of foreign policy. Vietnam maintains 40,000-50,000
troops in Laos to guarantee the continuance of Laotian-Vietnamese solidarity. In
addition, the Vietnamese now maintain about 6,000 advisors, experts, and tech-

See details in TheNation Review, October 8, 1982, p. \\Matichon (Thai daily newspaper), October 8,
1982, pp. 1, 12.
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nicians in Laos. No doubt many of them are party cadres working for Vietnamese, not
Laotian, interests. In every Laotian government agency, there are Soviet and Viet
namese advisors. In the economic agencies Soviet and Vietnamese advisors are more
or less equally represented. In high-level technology areas, such as communication
and intelligence-gathering activities, there are moreSovietadvisorsthan Vietnamese.
But in education, Vietnamese advisors are heavily represented.

Whether Laos can develop its own foreign policy remains to be seen. Since the
Communists gained control in Laos at the end of 1975, its foreign policieson major
issues are identical with those of Vietnam and the Soviet Union. In this period, two
problems have undermined the improvement of Thai-Laotian relations. The firsthas
been theappearance ofLaotiandissidentgroupsoperating frominsideThailandalong
the Thai-Laotian border. Although the Thai government has no policy of supporting
them, it has no policy of controlling them either. Second are the border incidents,
causedby the legacyof Frenchcolonialrule, whichleft somepartsof the boundaries
undemarcated. These two problems could be settled peacefullyif political relations
between Thailand and Laos were amicable. When relations worsened, Thailand
imposed restrictions on the transitof goods fromThailand's portsto Laos.Relations
between Thailand and Laos would be better if Laos were independent from Vietnam
and the Soviet Union. On the other hand, Vietnam and the Soviet Union could hardly
maintaintheirpresentpositionin Laosif Laosweretohaveharmonious relations with
Thailand.

The deterioration of relations between Laos and China was certainly not caused
by ideological factors, because bothcountries areCommunist. China'sassistance to
Laotian Communists contributed significantly to the Communist victory in Laos.
Sino-Laotian relations were cordial until Sino-Vietnamese relations deteriorated. The
deterioration proves thatLaos' relations with its neighbors have beeninfluenced by
Vietnam'sforeignpolicy. The nationalinterestof Laos has beengreatlydamaged by
the severing of relations with China. Vietnam cannot make up the economic loss
sufferedbyLaoswhenChinadiscontinued itsaidafterLaostookVietnam's sideinthe
Sino-Vietnamese quarrel. By siding with Vietnam, Laos is actually threatened by
China: various Laotian resistance forces (Laos Socialist party, Laos Salvation Move
ment, Laos United Liberation Front) have been receiving support from China. China
doesnothavea majorinterestinoverthrowing theLaotiangovernment; likeThailand,
China would be satisfied if Laos would dissociate itself from Vietnam's aggressive
policy in the area.

It appears, therefore, that the national interests of bothCambodia andLaosare
incompatible withthose ofVietnam. Yet atpresent, theforeign policies oftheregimes
in Phnom Penh and Vientiane are dictated by Vietnam. An image of united strength
for Vietnam's international posture may exist, but in reality, Vietnamese policy has
generated conflicts and tension in Indochina and with Indochina's neighboring
countries. Laos and Cambodia can only expect insecurity.The Vietnamesescheme of
a "specialrelationship" in Indochina couldneverhavebeenputintopractice haditnot
been supported by the SovietUnion. Indeed, neitherVietnam's militarystmcturenor
its aggressive policy could be sustained without massive Soviet support.
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EXTERNAL OPPOSITION TO THE

VIETNAMESE SECURITY PROGRAM

The Vietnameseschemefor a specialrelationshipamongIndochinesestateshas
met with serious resistance not only from within but also from countries outside the
area. Becauseof their special interests in Southeast Asia, theseoutsidepowershave
playedandwillcontinue to playa significant rolein shaping thefuture of Indochina.
Hence, it is essential for us to analyze how Vietnamviews these countries, what the
interests of these countries are, and to what extent Vietnam and these countries may be
able to reconcile their differences.

People's Republic of China

China is a major problem for Hanoi. Arguing that Hanoi has adopted an
expansionist policy, Chinacites the Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia to support its
argument. Hanoi on the other hand contendsthat it has invadedCambodia because
there was a Chinese threat and that it cannot withdraw the occupation force because
the Chinese threat still exists. In fact, the roots of Sino-Vietnamese differences are
deeper than these simple arguments.

Vietnamacknowledges that China supportedVietnamthroughoutthe first and
secondIndochinawars, and it has noargumentwiththe figureoftenquotedby Beijing
that the total amount of aid China gave to Vietnam between 1950and 1978was more
than U.S.$20 billion, but Hanoi asserts that the Chinese provided such support for
their own interests. And according to Vietnamese spokesmen, the Chinese never
hesitated to sell out Vietnamwhen they had a chance:Hanoi now believesthat China
urgedit tocompromise withtheWest to secure theGeneva accord (1954) andtheParis
agreement (1973) because these agreements served Chinese interests and that the
Chinese never wished to see Vietnam unified. This is now the Vietnamese official
view. It is not clear,however,how manyVietnameseand their leadersagreewith these
interpretations.

The Vietnamese also view the Chinese as expansionists. Incidents in history are
often cited to show how the heroic Vietnamese successfully expelled Chinese inva
sion forces. The Chinese takeover of the Paracels (Hoang Sa Islands) firom South
Vietnam on January 19, 1974,wasa majorsourceof Sino-Vietnamese conflict. China
and Vietnam have also contested their claims over additional areas of the South China

Sea, especially theSpratlies, which havebeenoccupied partly by Vietnam, partlyby
the Philippines, and partly by Taiwan. China is seen by Vietnam as a nation that
threatensVietnam'ssovereign rightsandits rightof navigation. In a practical sense, it
is not clear which acts constitute the most serious Chinese threat in the Vietnamese

perception. Supportthat the Chinesehave givento Indochinese resistance forces are
certainly a part of the problem. What else the Chinesewouldhave to do, or refrain
from doing, to satisfyVietnamese demands is not clear. Would Vietnam be satisfied
with the status quo in regard to contesting claims to the South China Sea?

The Chinese leadership played positive roles in bringing about the Geneva
accord of 1954 and the Paris agreement of 1973. Both agreements indicated the
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principle of independent status for Cambodia and Laos. The current positionof the
Chinese with regard to Cambodia is clear. Beijing calls for a Vietnamese withdrawal
from that country and for the Cambodian people to settle their own affairs. What is
relatively vague is the extent of China's determination to oppose hegemonism in
Indochina and the policies directed toward this end that it will follow. Apart from the
Cambodian issue, indications are that today's heavy Vietnamese presence in Laos
may not be acceptable to China. The 1973 Paris agreement was hailed by Chinese
official circles as being a success for Chairman Mao's strategy to defeat both the
United States and the USSR in Indochina. The implication was that the accord would
bring peace to Indochina and that both the Americans and the Soviets would have no
justification for remaining in the area. Later events proved that the Chinese un
derstood their former enemies (the Americans) better than their former allies (the
Vietnamese and the Soviets). The Americans withdrew, but the Soviets remained with
increasing strength. That strength has been tumed against Chinese interests: it has
threatened not only Chinese security but also the Chinese-aspired independent status
of Cambodia and Laos. Almost certainly, the Chinese will continue to object strongly
to the heavy Soviet presence in Indochina.

As already stated, the Chinese responded to the Vietnamese invasion of Cambo
dia by staging an attack across China's southern border in February-March 1979.
Since then, China has rendered military and economic aid to Democratic Kampuchea
and other resistance forces. So far, China has been the only country that has openly
declared its determination to provide supplies to strengthen the Indochinese resist^ce
forces.

The Sino-Vietnamese conflict is linked with the Sino-Soviet conflict. Tension

would be eased if Sino-Soviet relations were to improve. But it is wishful thinking to
assert that the Soviet Union is willing to reduce its influence in Indochina. It is also
unlikely that the Soviet Union will put pressure on Vietnam to withdraw from
Cambodia. These factors have created and will continue to create tension in the area.

Sino-Vietnamese territorial disputes may last indefinitely, but so long as the Cambo
dian problem remains, the territorial issue will be considered secondary by both China
and Vietnam.

Thailand and ASEAN

In pursuing its interests in Indochina, Vietnam has confronted opposition from
its southern neighbors as well as its northern neighbor. While China is the strongest
military power in Asia, ASEAN is considered one of the strongest political forces in
the region. These two collaborators. Communist and non-Communist, have dif
ferences in their societal goals and interests, but their interests in Indochina have
converged since the Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia.

When the Communists gained control over the Indochinese states, ASEAN
countries were prepared to accept peaceful coexistence with their Indochinese Com
munist neighbors. Except for political ultrarightist rule in Thailand (October 1976-
October 1977) and ultraleftist rule in Democratic Kampuchea (April 1975-December
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1978), the countries of Indochina and ASEAN strove to normalize their foreign
relations. For a brief time, the political atmosphere in the area seemed peaceful and
stable. But when the Vietnamese dramatically thrust their armed forces into Cambo
dia, the ASEANforeign ministers gatheredin Thailand to formulate a jointpolicyon
the Cambodian problem. They demanded an immediate cease-fire in Cambodia and
the withdrawalof foreign forces. Thereafter, ASEAN has been campaigningagainst
Vietnamese military presence in Cambodia through the United Nations. ASEAN has
also tried to put pressure on donor countries to cease giving aid to Vietnam. In the
international political arena ASEAN has won every battle, with full support from
China.

In formulating policies and strategies against Vietnam's military presence in
Cambodia, Thailand has been playing a leading role because of its geographical
position as ASEAN's front-linestatevis-a-vis Indochina. Thailandnaturallymonitors
the situation in Indochinawith specialattention. The other ASEANmembers recog
nize Thailand's leading role; Thailand has relatively few conflicts of interest with
other ASEAN members. However, important roles are played by various ASEAN
members. Each country has contributed in some form to the success of the ASEAN
policy with regard to the Cambodian conflict. Lee Kuan Yew, the prime minister of
Singapore, invitedthe Khmer leaders—Sihanouk,Son Sann, and KhieuSamphan—
to meet in Singapore in 1981 to pave the way for the formation of a coalition
government to fight against the Vietnamese occupation. In June 1982, the Malaysian
government hosted a meeting to bring the three Khmer leaders together again to
formally establish a coalition government. Malaysia, Indonesia, and Singapore
performed remarkably well diplomatically, as members of the nonaligned movement,
in gaining support from the Third Worldcountries for the ASEAN-sponsored United
Nations resolutionon Cambodia, calling for a Vietnamese withdrawal.Malaysiaand
Indonesia have been most effective in persuadingthe Islamic nations. The diplomats
of Singaporeand the Philippineshave beenequally skillfulin lobbyingfriendlystates
to support the resolution. As a result, the resolution, annually voted upon in the
United Nations General Assembly, has gained increasing support from United Na
tions members. The demonstration of ASEAN unity has discouraged Vietnamfrom
singling out Thailand as its enemy—at least publicly.

There has been speculation in academic andjournalist circles that ASEAN may
be split over the Cambodian issue because there are different perceptions among
ASEAN members. The speculation refers in particular to Indonesia and Malaysia,
which traditionally perceive China, rather than Vietnam, as a greater potential threat
to them. This may be logically true. Malaysia and Indonesia have had bitter experi
ences with a portion of their Chinese communities and the Chinese-led Communist
movements in their countries; part of the problem relates to the overseas-Chinese of
the People's Republicof China. Ethnic cleavagesand diverse historicalexperiences
have been popularly depicted as potential sources of ASEAN differences. Such
themes are sometimes played up out of proportion—mostly by the mass media.
Consequently, the Vietnamese are encouraged to devise strategies to split ASEAN.
For example, in rejecting the United Nations-sponsored proposals, especially that
advocating an international conference in Cambodia, Vietnam proposed a regional
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conference on Cambodia implying, unofficially, that the meeting could be held at
Kuala Lumpur or Jakarta if ASEAN chose such a site; in rejecting any United Nations
peace-keeping forces in Cambodia, Vietnam proposed a Thai-Cambodian safety zone
with neutral observers, implying that Malaysia and Indonesia were eligible for
observer status. This proposal was a diplomatic ploy because Vietnam was sure that it
would not be acceptable to ASEAN. So far, Vietnam has not been able to exploit the
existing conditions to its advantage, and the possible divisions among the ASEAN
countries that have been speculated on have not materialized.

Rather, ASEAN unity on the Cambodian issue has been demonstrated in all
joint meetings of ASEAN policy-making bodies. In the meeting rooms, ASEAN
policies toward Indochina are discussed and formulated on the basis of political
realities and ASEAN national interests; sensitive ethnic issues have not been reflected
in the ASEAN policies. As stated. Thai interests have been well recognized.

What are the Thai national interests in Indochina? Thailand shares its border

with Laos (1,750 km) and Cambodia (798 km) and has unwillingly hosted more than
one million Indochinese refugees in the past ten years. Its interests are to maintain the
independence of Cambodia and Laos and to see peace preserved in all of Indochina.
An independent Cambodia and an independent Laos signify for Thailand buffer states
between Thailand and Vietnam. The weak states by themselves pose no threat to
Thailand. Without Vietnamese troops in the two countries, there would be no border
clashes with the Vietnamese, which have taken place occasionally since the Viet
namese occupation of Cambodia. But with Vietnamese control over Laos and Cambo
dia, the way is paved for Vietnam to be in a better position to support the Communist
movement in Thailand. Without peace in Indochina, more refugees will flee into
Thailand; there will be cross-border fighting between rival forces, cross-border
shellings, and hence instability on the Thai side of the border.

Merely by its geographical proximity Thailand has provided an invaluable asset
to Vietnamese resistance forces. Thailand maintains a policy of no military interven
tion, but it has given political and moral support to resistance forces; foreign supplies,
military or nonmilitary, are allowed to reach the resistance; occasionally the Thai
army at the border returns fire; more recently, it has been forced to attack Vietnamese
forces within its territory. Thailand's diplomatic efforts, however, conducted jointly
with other ASEAN members, have so far produced no tangible results; as noted,
Vietnam has ignored all United Nation resolutions about Cambodia. The cessation of
foreign aid by most Western donor countries has undoubtedly hurt Vietnam badly^ but
as yet, it will not compromise on the Cambodian issue.

Vietnam has been frustrated by Thailand's hostile attitude and has accused
Thailand of giving sanctuary and support to the Khmer rebels. But there are limits to
what Vietnam can do to Thailand. It does not want to escalate the conflict with

Thailand greatly because it is overextended militarily, and isolated politically. Viet
nam occasionally hinted that it might exercise the right of hot pursuit into Thai
territory, but that has not deterred Thai policy. The Thai believe that Vietnam forfeited
its right to talk about principles of international law. Besides, the Thai are confident
that, whatever the scale of fighting on Thai soil, they can defeat the Vietnamese.
Vietnamese incursions into Thailand have produced no gains for Vietnam, while
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Thailand has obtained international support. The greatest damage done to Thailand
pertains totherefugee problem. During thedryseason (December through April), the
Vietnamese mountlarge-scale military operations against the resistance forces adja
cent to the Thai border. Large numbers of Khmer refugees are driven into Thailand
along with some Khmer soldiers. Most of these refugees have been under the
protection of the non-Communist resistance forces, sincethe Communist resistance
tendsto keep its people within Cambodia. The 1985 Vietnamese offensive, as noted
earlier, wasespecially largeandsustained, provoking clashes with Thaiforces andthe
exodus of large numbers of refugees, someof whom have beenmoved further into
Thailand, at least temporarily.

Other Major Forces: The United States, Japan, Australia,
and the United Nations

After the Vietnamese victory in South Vietnam, China stopped giving Vietnam
military aid and reduced its economic aid. Economic aid from Japan and the Western
powers (Australia, Canada, and theEuropeanEconomicCommunity) startedflowing
into Vietnam. For three years before the invasion of Cambodia, the amount of aid
Vietnam received from the West may have exceeded that being given by the Soviet
Union in the same period. Vietnamhighly valued this aid, and its economic planning
was dependent on it. Vietnam also expected war reparations (officially called
"reconstmction funds") from the United States. Had Western aid continued to flow
into Vietnam, the economy of Vietnamcould have recovered and stability could have
been restored to Vietnam and the region as a whole. But aid from Westem countries
stopped after Vietnam invaded Cambodia.

American interest in Indochina at present is related to American interest in
ASEAN: no hostile power should dominate ASEAN and no outside power should
threaten interests vital to American friends and allies. Vietnamese expansion in
Indochina has Soviet support and threatens the interests of the United States and its
allies. However, the United States has played only an indirect role in opposing
Vietnam and the Soviet Union in Indochina. The limits have been mainly a product of
the "Vietnam syndrome" and the negative image of Pol Pot's DK govemment among
the American public. This image has discouraged more extensive American involve
ment in Cambodian affairs. But the United States cannot be a mere bystander in view
of the active Soviet support of Vietnam. As a result, the United States has adopted a
policy of following the ASEAN lead. It has played a supporting role in the following
ways: (1) the United States has helped strengthen Thailand's security by increasing
arms supplies to the Thai military (mainly on credit under the Foreign Military Sales
program); (2) the United States has used its influenceto limit Vietnameseaccess to aid
from non-Soviet bloc and intemational financial institutions; (3) the United States
has shelved plans for normalization of relations with Vietnam and for the con
troversial "reconstruction funds."

Even this limited role has been condenmed by the Vietnamese official organs as
"U.S. imperialism in collusion with the Chinese reactionaries and their lackeys."
Other than rendering assistance to refugee relief efforts, the United States has given
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no material help to the Indochinese resistance forces, though rumors often circulated
among the media, such as the Far Eastern Economic Review, that the United States
has financed the Son Sann forces. In the spring of 1985, Secretary of State George
Shultz announced that while assistance to the non-Communist Khmer resistance

would be limited to humanitarian supplies for the present, the United States would not
rule out military assistance at some future point.

The Japanese interest in Indochina also is related to its interest in ASEAN,
which is basically commercial and strategic. The Southeast Asian sea lane is vital to
Japanese security. It is Japan's transit point to Middle East oil. Japan must ensure that
its floating oil pipeline is controlled by friendly nations. Japan's commitment to
ASEAN economic development promotes its interest in ASEAN security. Since this
has been firmly established, however, Japan's interest in Indochina is secondary.

During the aftermath of the Communist victories in Indochina, Japan led other
powers in rendering economic assistance to Vietnam. Japan concluded agreements
pledging economic aid to Vietnam in the amount of ¥16,000 million (approximately
U.S.$800 million) within four years. Another ¥20,000 million loan was pledged.
At the time of the Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia, the amounts transmitted
to Vietnam for grant aid had amounted to ¥14,000 million and for the loan
¥10,000 million. Since then, the Japanese government has withheld aid and has
imposed economic sanctions against Vietnam in accordance with the ASEAN
reconmiendation.

Australia, Canada, France, and the European Economic Community imposed
economic sanctions similar to those put into effect by Japan. At the end of 1981,
however, France resumed its economic aid to Vietnam in the modest amount of 200
million francs (U.S.$40 million). The Australian Labor government, which replaced
the Liberal government in March 1983, consideredresumingeconomicaid to Viet
nam. ASEAN resisted, and Canberra yielded to ASEAN's pressure. Other countries
have been receptive to ASEAN sentiments and have pledged to withhold their aid to
Vietnam until it withdraws from Cambodia. These actions are most costly for
Vietnam: it has been deprived of economic aid in the total amount of U.S.$1,500
million yearly, including international financial institutional aid. Otherwise, Vietnam
would have been the world's leading aid-recipient country.

The United Nations, established to resolve international conflicts, has been
unable to solve the Cambodia problem because of the veto power of the Soviet Union.
On January 15, 1979, the Security Council voted 13 to 2 in favor of the seven
nonaligned nations' motion to condenm Vietnam for its invasion of Cambodia, but the
USSR used its veto. The voting pattern was repeated on March 16, 1979, when an
ASEAN-sponsored motion was put forward; this motion called for the withdrawal of
foreign forces from Cambodia and Vietnam after the latter was invaded by China. At
the United Nations General Assembly annual meeting, two issues were put forward
by voting: the question of a legitimate Cambodian government to be represented at the
United Nations and the withdrawal of the Vietnamese troops from Cambodia. In
every session on both issues the votes were cast with wide margins in favor of
retaining the Democratic Kampuchean government seat in the United Nations and
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calling for the withdrawal of the Vietnamese troops from Cambodia.^"* Other mech
anisms were employed by the United Nations to pressure Vietnam: a United Nations
special conference on refugees held in New York on November 5, 1979; a United
Nations-sponsored ministerial conference on Cambodian refugees on June 26-27,
1980; and a United Nations-sponsored international conference on Cambodia held in
New Yorkon July 13-17,1981. All these were opposed and ignored by Vietnam, with
Soviet support.

Vietnam is a member of the United Nations. It has enjoyed the benefits of
membershipthrough the United Nationsspecial organizations,but it has consistently
refused to accept the authority of the United Nations in dealing with the Cambodian
conflict, arguing that it is an internal matter. Because any enforcement measure would
have to be adoptedby the SecurityCouncil, which is subject to the Sovietveto, all the
United Nations can do is to confirmthe principle of self-determination by adopting
one resolution after another.

THE CAMBODIAN SITUATION AND ITS IMPLICATIONS FOR

SOUTHEAST ASIAN SECURITY

The Vietnamese invasionand occupationof Cambodiais a classicexampleof a
conventional war between two countries. If a conquest by one party is completed,
neighboring countries and the world community will sooner or later recognize
whatever rules are imposed on the subjugated country by the victor.This was the case
in Uganda, whenthe Amingovernmentwasoverthrown byTanzanian invasionforces
in 1979, andin Grenada, whentheAustin government wasoverthrown by American
invasionforcesinOctober1983. However, if theconquest is incomplete, theinvasion
force will have a difficult time legitimizing its regime. Two cases in point are
Afghanistan, invaded and occupied by the Soviet Union since 1979, and Cambodia,
hereunderstudy. In bothcases, theresistance forces, not strong enough to engage in
direct combat with the invasion forces, resort to guerrilla warfare. In Cambodia, the
Khmer Rouge resistance force is the strongest among the native factions. Without
foreign intervention, the DK forces would return to power in a matter of months.

The irony for Vietnam and the Soviet Union is that hitherto they were the
principal proponents of wars of national liberation. Until the Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan, Moscow championed national liberation wars by supporting rebel
forces, training themin the use of guerrilla tactics. Thepresent Vietnamese govern
ment is a result of this Soviet policy: it struggled to power by relying mainly on
guerrilla warfare tactics, fighting against a government allegedly under the yokeof

Therecord of votesis as follows: in 1979, 71 votedfor retention of theDKgovernment, 35against; 91
votedfor withdrawal of foreign troops, 21 against; in 1980, 74 for DKgovernment, 35 against; 97 for
withdrawal, 23 against; in 1981, 77 forDKgovernment, 37against; 100 forwithdrawal, 25against; in
1982,90 for DK government,26 against; 105 for withdrawal,23 against. In 1983there wasdebatebut
no vote on acceptingthe DK government; 105voted for withdrawal of foreign troops, 23 against. In
1984theU.N. GeneralAssembly acceptedtheDKgovernment withoutvoting;110 votedfor withdrawal
of foreign troops, 22 against.
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foreign powers (France and United States). Why, then, is Hanoi convinced that it and
its sponsored regimes in Phnom Penh and Vientiane can control the Indochinese
peoples who have refused to be ruled by "puppet" regimes and foreign powers?
Apparently Vietnamdid not regard itself as a foreign country when it expanded into
Laos and Cambodia or thought that the geographical factor shielded it from being
perceived as a foreign power; perhaps it considered itself invincible.

Hanoi has followed the classic expansionist pattern. When it failed to com
pletely conquer Cambodia, it blamed outside supporters of that country. To rally
support from the internationalcommunity, especially in the Kremlin and, to a Ifesser
extent, from its own people, Hanoi has attempted to describe itself as the victim of an
international conspiracy "led by Beijing and Washington and supported by ruling
circles within ASEAN."

The superiorityof the Vietnamesewith regardto colonialcontrol techniqueshas
yet to be demonstrated. Comparedwith the SovietUnion andthe UnitedStates, Hanoi
has had little experience in dealing with satellites, allies, or colonies. Its strategies
differ greatly from those of the United States and are similar to those of the Soviet
Union, The Soviet-Vietnamese model gives priority to the military approach with
little consideration to civic action. It does nothing to appease the people of Cambodia
with ballot boxes or to broaden the political base of the puppet govemment. The
question of human rights is irrelevant, and economic development is made wholly
dependenton politicaldevelopment. This approach is a challenge to theWest. Should
Hanoi succeed in establishing permanent control over Laos andCambodia, it signifies
that coercion and organization work better than humanitarianism.

The fact cannot be ignored that Vietnameserule in Laos and Cambodia operates
under certain advantages. Other than the geographicalproximity already mentioned,
the similar skin color of the Indochinese people may provoke less nationalism than the
color of the white people once did in this area. Moreover, the maintenance of the
Vietnamese troops in Laos and Cambodia is no financial drain for Vietnam. In
Cambodia, in particular, the Vietnamese troops have made a fortune out of the
plentifulfishsupplyin Tonle Sap. In addition,potentialrebelsareeitherput in jail,
sent to "education camps," or pushed out of Vietnamese-controlled territories. There
are few dissidents left to cause trouble to their governments. Finally, open hostility at
home is not tolerated. Unlike the American govemment, Hanoi does not have to fight
a war both at home and abroad. It has one policy, and a unity ofpurpose in carrying out
that policy.

On the other hand, there have been symptoms of failure. First, the flight of the
Indochinese people from the Vietnamese-controlled areas, although weakening the
revolutionary potential from within, deprives Vietnam of benefiting from qualified
human resources. Second, desertions from Vietnamese armed forces and the Phnom

In July 1983, the Vietnamese authorityat Seam Reap issueda proclamation restrictingfishing in Tonle
Sap by the natives. There was an organizedprotestfromthe localpeople.An organizeddemonstration
wassuppressedresultingin approximately 90casualties.SeeTheNationReview, July20,1983, pp. 1,2.
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Penhregimehaveoccurred. Third,militaryclashesbetweentheVietnamese andthe
Khmers under Heng Samrin's command at Sisophon in August 1982 have been
reported. Finally, distrustof Vietnamese among officials of thePhnomPenhregime
has been widespread.^® Even Vietnamese sympathizers who visited Phnom Penh
admitted that most Khmers were imbued with resentment against the Vietnamese.
The Vietnamesemay not be able to interact with indigenousgovernmentsany better
than the Americans, who also had difficult times in dealing with their client regimes in
Indochina in 1960-1975.

Conflicts and tensions within Indochina have far-reaching implications for
Southeast Asian security. Much has been said about the negative side of this matter,
but the situation in some respects has created positive conditions for security in
ASEAN countries.

First, the Communists have overrun Indochina, but communism has lost
ground elsewhere in Southeast Asia. The Communists are fighting among them
selves. Theyhavebeenunableto fulfill theirpromiseof improving the people'sliving
conditions: the exodus of refugees, especially of those bony bodies reflecting half-
starved people, were revealing. Vivid messages were conveyed to the people in
ASEANthroughthe television screen. Thailand,thefirst hostof theKhmerrefugees,
has been psychologically most affected. Anti-Communist slogans are no longer
needed.

Second, the Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia, and the conflicts and tensions
among Asian Communists, have united ASEAN. The Vietnamese threatcreated a
sense of urgency among ASEAN leaders to consult with each other and map joint
strategies to meet the possible Vietnamese challenge. Quarrels among the Com
munists helped ASEAN leaders gain confidence in their own political systems, as
compared with the Communist system. A spirit of ASEAN unity has gradually
developed through meetings atvarious levelstoformulate policies relating toCambo
dia. If sometimes a decision took unusually long because the consultative system was
working clumsily, the long-term result is that the ASEAN governments have been
givenopportunities to consultamong themselves. Throughthesepractices theyhave
gained experience and confidence in themselves as individual countries and as a
collective body. This has been conducive to cooperation in other areas, especially
economic and cultural—areas originally set up as primary objectives. Additionally,
the ASEAN countries have earned the respect of external powers with interests in
Southeast Asia. This may have a far-reaching implication: subversion and in
terference in internal affairs of ASEAN may be reduced—interference from a friend

InJuly1983,647Vietnamese deserters were detained inthespecial camps atSiKew(Koraj province) in
Thailand; see Nation Review, July 5, 1983, p. 6. In August 1982, Moulinaka forces at Nong Chan
received 300 desertersfrom the Phnom Penharmy; seeNationReview, August 16, 1982.In June 1983,
Son Sann claimed that between June 5 and 10, 1983, his headquarters received 1,439 Kampuchean
deserters from the Vietnamese control zones in Oddar Meanchay, Seam Reap, and Battambang; see
Nation Review, June 15, 1983, p. 6.
Nation Review, August 16, 1982, p. 1.
Ibid., October 27, 1982, p. 5.
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or ally can sometimes be as destructive as interference from a foe. There is now a
better prospect for ASEAN security.

Third, the threat from domestic and external communism has been greatly
diminished. It is not within the scope of this essay to discuss the reasons in detail, but
here they are in brief: (1) The Communist movements in Thailand, Malaysia,
Indonesia, and the Philippines have lost confidence in the Communist ideology in the
aftermath of the intra-Communist wars in Indochina. (2) All Communist movements
in ASEAN have been ideologically linked with the Beijing brand of communism.
When Beijing turned to seek cooperation with ASEAN governments to oppose
Vietnam, it chose to trade off its interest by cutting its support to the Communist
movements: the radio stations "Voice of the People of Thailand" and "Voice of the
People of Malaysia," both situated in southern China, were closed. (3) The Com
munist movements in Thailand, because of a strong tie with Beijing, no longer enjoy
the right to use Laos and Cambodia as sanctuaries. Moreover, communications by
land between Yunnan and Thailand were cut as soon as the Sino-Vietnamese split
became open. (4) The ideological crisis in Beijing was a final blow to all Southeast
Asian Communist movements; how could they continue to advance the Maoist brand
of communism when Maoism had been already rejected at its home?

All these factors have constituted both ideological and practical crises for the
Communist movements in Southeast Asia. As a result, Bangkok, Kuala Lumpur, and
Jakarta have each employed a different approach to resolve their Communist prob
lem, but they have all been successful. In Thailand, the Communist fighters shrank
from 20,000 in 1976 to 2,000 in early 1984 and are still fading. They no longer present
a major threat to the nation's security.

Finally, the nature of the Communist threat to ASEAN security has been
transformed from one based on ideological strength to one based on force of arms.
Wars and tensions in Indochina brought a Soviet military presence in the air and on the
sea. In the longer run, this may have adverse political and military implications for the
Southeast Asian region as a whole.

PROBLEMS AND IDEAL SOLUTION

The present security structure in Indochina is abnormal and not conducive to
peace in Southeast Asia. What is likely to develop from now on depends upon several
major factors. Foremost are the psychological makeup and military power of the
fighting forces involved directly in the conflict, the Khmers and the Vietnamese;
second, the development of political and social conditions in Cambodia and Vietnam;
third, the changes in the Khmer political forces (Moulinaka, KPNLF, DK, PRK) and
their policies and in the policies of the countries involved in the conflict (Vietnam,
USSR, China, Thailand); last, the manner in which the leaders of the Khmer
resistance forces and the outside powers articulate and pursue their interests. When
these factors are assessed, optimism is difficult to sustain.

The future of Cambodia looks dim. As of 1985, political and armed conflicts in
Cambodia have reached a stalemate. All Cambodian factions know that they no
longer have the capacity to settle their own problems. Hanoi does not know how to
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secure peace with hegemony over Cambodia, but it has learned how to live with
violence. Other external powers tend to think only of their national interests. It seems
that the interests of the ruling groups of the countries involved are greatly divergent,
and their interests in seeking peace have little relevancy to humanitarian concerns.
Under these circumstances, we must expect prolonged military conflict and political
tensions in Indochina.

A political solution to the Cambodian problem may not be worked out until the
next generation of leaders assumes power in Cambodia and Vietnam. By then, the
new leaders in Hanoi may conclude that there is no chance for Vietnam to win the war
in Cambodia and that it would be in the interest of Vietnam to revise its foreign policy.
However, this will happen only if the present foreign policy continues to have a
negative impact on Vietnam's national development and to receive strong opposition
abroad.

The immediate question is Who will move first to change the current destructive
course? But even if someone should conceive a way out, he may discover that he is not
free to make the first move. Hanoi might have to get approval from Moscow, Phnom
Penh, and Vientiane. Bangkok might have to consult ASEAN, China, and the
Sihanoukists, the KPNLF, and the DK. Similarly, Beijing might have to consult
ASEAN and the resistance forces in the war zones. Given the fact that friends or allies

of Vietnam, Thailand, and China have divergent interests, it seems impossible to find
a solution acceptable to all.

Cambodia may end up being partitioned among the various Khmer factions.
Some factions may come under Vietnamese influence, others under Thai influence.
The Mekong River could become a dividing line between the Vietnamese sphere of
influence on the eastern bank and the Thai sphere on the western. This is a dismal
picture for Cambodia. In the politics of violence, Cambodia as a national entity might
be saved only if the war is widened to include either Thailand or China, though greater
bloodshed would surely result.

There is an alternative: to restructure the Southeast Asian security system in
accordance with the spirit of ZOPFAN (Zone of Peace, Freedom, and Neutrality)
announced in Kuala Lumpur by ASEAN in 1971. The Cambodian issue could be a
motivating force to work toward that goal. Practical steps can be devised at an
appropriate time. At this point we can see conditions favorable to an establishment of
a new security structure in Southeast Asia. Basic to this scheme are the security
interests of all countries in the area and of some external major powers. Their
minimum security requirements would be met through the distribution of the avail
able "security commodities."

The first condition is recognition that nationalism in Southeast Asia is a strong
political force and that any attempt to impose a single country's brand of international
ism will be resisted. Where these two forces have clashed, internationalism has

become hegemonism. Consequently, the Southeast Asian peoples will reject the new
formula of international relations devised by Hanoi—as previously they rejected the
imperial system. Instead, conventional international principles ofequality and peace
ful coexistence should be applied.
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Thesecond requirennient, it thusfollows, is thatCambodia's territorial integrity
and national independence be restored. Because of the abnormal conditions that have
sofarevolved, Cambodia mustaccept someexternally imposed conditions: itmustbe
neutral and toleratesome external influences. Wemust start with the only common
interest of the various factions in Cambodia: national independence.

Vietnam'sinterests come third in orderof priority. By givingup someinterests
presently pursued (by force, and illegally) in Cambodia, Vietnam must be com
pensatedby having comparable interests met. The formation of an independent and
neutral government could mean a cessation of support to anti-Vietnamese Khmer
factions, thereby meeting a Vietnamese demand. The resumption of foreign aid to
Vietnamby the non-Sovietbloc would be another major benefit. The Chinese threat,
if it is real, could be met by expanding ASEAN to cover all Indochinese states. This
wouldbe particularly attractiveto Vietnam becauseit hasattempted, withno success,
to sabotage China-ASEAN relations. Psychologically, Hanoi wouldgainby having a
closer association with ASEAN.

Beijing must receive something, too. ASEAN with Vietnam as a member
would not be and should not be hostile to China. Indonesia and Singapore would
establish diplomatic relations with China in due course. Moreover, China's relations
with the Indochinese statescould be changedfromthe presentnegative patternto a
constructive one. With peaceful southernneighbors, Chinacould expect the Soviet
Union to have no reason to maintain a military presence in the southern flank of
China.

Bangkokwouldbenefitfromthisplanbytherestoration ofpeaceandstability in
its border areas, repatriation of refugees to their homelands, and the avoidance of the
further influx of refugees. Moreover, Cambodia once again would become a natural
buffer state between Thailand and Vietnam. However, Thailand would have to find
means to prevent its soil being used by Laotian and Cambodian antigovemment
elements.

Recognizing that a prolonged conflict in Indochina would force the United
States,China, ASEAN, andJapan todevelop closer ties, theSoviet Union alsomight
wishtoseeka newAsian-Pacific security arrangement. Since theSovieteconomy has
been deteriorating and the Japanese military potential growing, Moscow might be
interested in working out a moratorium in the arms race with the United States. It
might agree to remove its military presence from Vietnam and endorse ZOPFAN
together with the Cambodian resolution advanced here, if the United States would
agree to pull out of SubicBay NavyBaseand ClarkAir Base, and if Japan wouldslow
down its rearmament.

Onthe surface,theUnitedStatesis theonlyloserin thisprocess of exchange of
interests. Butin reality, Washington hasnothing to lose. American wisdom inurging
Japan to rearmis questionable, at least fromthe perspective of Asian security if not
fromtheperspective of American globalstrategy. TheAmerican military basesin the
Philippines have been, and will be, a destabilizing factor in the Philippine political
system. Sooner or later, the United States will have to give up those bases. The Asian
peoplehaveno reason to endorse a U.S. policy that usesAsian territories as part of
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American global strategy against the Soviet Union. But ifthe U.S. presence in the
Asia-Pacific region is in the common interest, then peace and stability within the
framework of ZOPFAN would be able to satisfy Washington.

Unfortunately, this proposed solution may be Utopian. Itrequires the wisdom
and skillofadiversity ofpolitical leaders willing to take along-range view ofnational
interests and to make the necessary compromises for that purpose. But the politics of
the present are being played ona futile win-lose basis.
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11. South Asian Security Problems

Leo E. Rose and Walter K. Andersen

Thestates ofSouthAsiahavenocommon threatperception.' Asaconsequence, their
security policies toward each otherand toward powers outside the subcontinent are
quite different. This lack of a security consensus has been shaped by competing
symbols of group identity among thebillion people ofSouth Asia, bythedisparity in
size,population, andwealth between IndiaanditsSouth Asian neighbors, andbythe
differential location of the South Asian states within the subcontinent.

The major, though by no means sole, perceived security threat to India's
neighbors is India.^ India is primarily concerned with insulating the subcontinent
from external intrusion. Insulation would assure New Delhi the regional preeminence
that its policymakers perceiveas an essential prerequisite for the great powerstatus

^Arecent analysis ofdifferent threat perceptions pointed outbytheprominent Pakistani president ofits
Institute ofRegional Studies, Lt.Gen.(retd.) A. 1.Akram, "South Asian Threat Perception,"
Studies (Islamabad), I, No. 3 (Summer 1983) pp. 3-13. AnIndian perspective of thesame question in
N. Mitra, "IndiaanditsNeighbors," QuarterlyJournaloftheInstitutefor Defence Studies andAnalysis
XIV, No. 3 (January-March 1982), pp. 399-421.

^Good general discussions of the foreign policies of India's neighbors are (1) Pakistan: S. M. Burke,
Pakistan's Foreign Policy: AnHistoricalAnalysis (London: Oxford University Press, 1973) andamore
recent analysis that focuses on security issues in Hasan-Askari Rizvi, "Pakistan's Defense Policy,"
Pakistan Horizon XXXVI, No. 1 (First Quarter 1983), pp. 32-56; (2) Sri Lanka: S. U. Kodikara,
"Ceylon's Foreign Policy: Global Compulsions andRegional Responsibilities," inForeign Policies in
South Asia, eds. S. P. Varma and K. P. Misra (Delhi: Orient Longmans, 1975)and his more recent
"Continuity andChange inSriLanka's Foreign Policy," Asmn Survey XX, No.9(September 1980), pp.
879-890; (3) Bangladesh: S. S. Bindra, Indo-Bangladeshi Relations (New Delhi, Deep and Deep
Publications, 1982); andIshtioq Hossain, "National Security Problems of a SmallState: Bangladesh,"
Regional Studies (Islamabad) I, No. 4 (Autunm 1983), pp. 14-23; (4)Nepal: Leo E. Rose, Nepal:
Strategy for Survival (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1971) and "Nepali Reflections,"
Seminar (New Delhi) No.274(June 1982); (5) Bhutan: LeoE. Rose, The Politics ofBhutan (Ithaca:
Cornell University Press, 1977); (6) The Maldives: Urmila Phadnis and Ela Dutt Luithui, 'The
Maldives Enter World Politics," Asian Affairs VIII, No. 3 (January-February 1981), pp. 174ff; (7)
Afghanistan: Bhabani Sen Gupta, The Afghan Syndrome: How toLive with Soviet Power (Delhi: Vikas
Publishing House, 1982) andG. B.Bhargava, South Asian SecurityafterAfghanistan (Lexington: D.C.
Heath and Company, 1983); (8)Sikkim: P. R. Rao, India andSikkim (New Delhi: Sterling Publishers,
1972).
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that Indian elites seek for their country.^ Acquiring regional preeminence has been
complicated by the efforts of some neighbors to enlist external support in order to
strengthen their bargaining position vis-a-vis India. The close proximity oftwo huge
outside powers—China andthe Soviet Union—has further complicated theIndian
goal of reducing extemal influence in South Asia, as have the periodical surges in
U.S.-Soviet tensions, which have occasionally spilled over into South Asia.

South Asia demographically contains anintricate array oflanguages, religions,
and social organizations. India alone has 14 official languages, 80principal dialects,
550 subdialects, six major religions, and immense ethnic diversity. Language and
religion are major symbols of identity in the subcontinent, and they compete with
each other for the loyalty of its people, as well as with narrower loyalties of caste,
kinship, and locality, and with the broader loyalty to the developing states. These
symbols areused both to broaden group identity and to undermine existing political
units. Evocation ofIslamic unity inBritish India, for example, led tothe development
of a powerful mass movement demanding the creation of Pakistan, causing the
formation of two successor states instead of one in 1947. The unresolveddemands of
the Bengali Muslim linguistic-cultural group of East Pakistan ultimately led to the
secession of Bangladesh in 1971.

Almost every South Asian state contains dissident cultural groups.'* Dissidence
canhave a direct impact onneighboring states, complicating interstate relations and
sustaining suspicions regarding the involvement of neighboring states in domestic
affairs. The mass migration ofBengali-speakers, mostly Hindus, from East Pakistan
in 1971 was a major factor inthe Indo-Pakistani tensions that eventually resulted ina
war between the two states. Adecade later, the migration ofsome 3million refugees
from Afghanistan to Pakistan has similarly exacerbated Pak-Afghan relations. The
growing disenchantment of Sri Lanka's Tamil-speaking minority has aroused the
sympathy of India's 50 million Tamils. While New Delhi resisted the demands of
some Indian Tamils forintervention inSriLanka, such forebearance might weaken in
the face ofamass migration toIndia ofSriLankan Tamils. Indo-Bangladeshi relations
would similarly deteriorate sharply if the Hindu minority of Bangladesh (about 10
percent of its93million people) were tomigrate inlargenumbers toIndiaasaresultof
pressures against Hindus in Muslim-majority Bangladesh. In this case, Hindus,
particularly in north India, would probably exertpressure on New Delhi to take a
tougher line toward Bangladesh. The continuing migration ofBangladeshi peasants,
largely Muslim, to the northeastem region of India is a major factor in arousing
nativist sentiment against outsiders there. This problem will escalate unless the
economic situation in Bangladesh improves.

^See, for instance, the contributions ofseveral Indian scholars regarding the subject in S. P. Varma and
K. S. Misra, eds. Foreign Policies inSouth Asia (Delhi: Orient Longmans, 1975). Very good general
discussions offundamental principles underlying Indian foreign policy are J. Bandyopadhyaya, The
Making ofIndian Foreign Policy (Delhi: Allied Publishers, 1980) and Shashi Tharoor, ReasonsofState:
PoliticalDevelopmentandIndia'sForeign Policy underIndiraGandhi I966-I977(New Delhi: Vikas
1982).
An excellent theoretical discussion ofthe problem ofethnicity inSouth Asia inPaul Brass, Language,
Religion andPolitics in North India (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1974).
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Powers outside the subcontinenthave occasionallyexploiteddissidenceamong
South Asia's cultural groups to advance their own interests. China, for instance,
supported tribal insurgencies in northeastern India with arms and training until the
mid-1970s, partly to dissuade Indian from assisting Tibetan dissidents. Pakistan is
concernedthat the Soviet Union mightexert pressureon Islamabadto come to terms
with its client regime inKabul by assisting dissidents. Indian commentators frequent
ly talk ofa"foreign hand" supporting various dissident groups, now most active in the
northeastern state of Assam and the northwestem state of Pubjab.

Cultural variations among the political elites inthe South Asian states have also
influenced foreign policy. The Muslim elite of Pakistan has stressed ties with the
Islamic states of Southwest Asia rather than with South Asia, a propensity that
became more obvious aftertheloss ofEastPakistan in 1971. Some Pakistani analysts
nowevenreferto Pakistan as morea Southwest Asian statethana South Asian one.
Pakistan's efforts toproject itself there, however, have been complicated by events in
Iran and Afghanistan. Bangladesh's Muslim elite since 1975 has also preferred
developing closer ties with Southwest Asia. The high-caste Hindu elite in Nepal has
identified with India's Sanskritic culmre andthegeostrategic world ofSouth Asia. Sri
Lanka'sSinhala Buddhist eliteon the otherhandseeksto cultivate Southeast Asiaas
analtemative toIndia, butthe results sofarhave not been assuccessful asthe efforts
of Pakistan and Bangladesh, both recipients of considerable economic assistence
fromSouthwest Asia. India'seliteseesitselfandIndiaasthesuccessors ofthelegacy
ofthe great Hindu states in the period before the eleventh-century Muslim invasions
of thesubcontinent. There is among them a strong nationalist undercurrent that aims
at reviving India's role as a major Asian power.

A second factor contributing to the lack of a security consensus is the vast
difference inthe size, wealth, and population ofIndia and its South Asian neighbors.
Thesmaller SouthAsian statesareallconcerned withtheIndian potential todominate
them. India, the core country of South Asia, constitutes 72 percent of its area, 77
percent of its population, 78 percent of its GNP, and by far the most advanced
industrial and technological base, including an indigenous armament industry that is
the largest among third-world non-Communist states in value, volume, diversity of
manufacture, and research and development facilities.^ Indian defense plants now
turn out an extensive range of conventional weapons—small arms, field and anti
aircraft radar/recoilless guns, howitzers, mortars, support electronics; antitank, anti
aircraft and naval missiles, armored tanks and personnel carriers; trainer, piston,
transport, subsonic, supersonic, and helicopter aircraft; antisubmarine warfare frig
ates, fast patrol and missile boats, seaward defense gunboats; and avariety ofother
specialized missiles and ordnances.® The other South Asian states, including Pak
istan, lag far behind Indian on arms production and must rely on arms imports for a

^Astatistical comparison ofeconomic differences among the South Asian states in Ruth Leger Sivard,
World Military andSocial Expenditures, Washington, D.C., Table III, pp. 38-41.

®Onkar Marwah discusses India's growing indigenous arms industry in his "National S^urity md
Military Policy in India," in Lawrence Ziring ed.. The Subcontinent in World Politics, revised edition
(New York: Praeger, 1982), pp. 67-94.
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broad range of their defensive requirements. Indian arms expenditures are about
two-and-one-half times as much as all its South Asian neighbors combined ($5.5
billion to slightly more than $2 billion for the others, according to 1982-83 es
timates).^ Bythe 1980s, India had acquired the world's fourth-largest standing army,
fifth-largest air force, and eighth-largest navy. Indian officials maintain that its
relatively large defense expenditures are needed because of both regional (i.e.,
Pakistan) and extraregional (e.g., China) threats. Indian political elites have also
apparently accepted the proposition that a powerful military is a necessary factor in
the great-power statusthat Indiaseeks.Thebottomlineregarding India'sSouthAsian
neighbors, however, is that none of them could on its own withstand a direct Indian
attack.

New Delhi fears that its neighbors, particularlyPakistan, will align themselves
withpowerful outside powers and thusgive these extraregional statesa competetive
voicein SouthAsianaffairsas wellas potentially threaten Indiamilitarily. In thecase
of Pakistan,Indiananalysts expressapprehensions regarding a potential China-U.S.
Pakistan axis and some even note a possible alignment among the oil-rich Islamic
states of Southwest Asia, Pakistan, and the United States.^ They also speak of the
possibility of outside powers (usually theUnited StatesandChina) acquiring basesin
Pakistan, Sri Lanka, and Bangladesh. (New Delhi would be most concemed if the
SovietUnion acquired bases in Pakistan, and it is a long-time Indian worry, though
the prospects for that do not now seem likely.) India has traditionally insisted on
bilateralism as the principle governing relations with each South Asian state to
prevent outside powers from acquiring a voice in subcontinental affairs. Indeed, this
issue is one of the major stumbling blocks in India's relations with its neighbors.

India's neighbors for their part have devised various strategies to deal with
India's relative economic and military superiority. At theeconomic level, theyhave
tended to look outside the subcontinent for trading partners for two fundamental
reasons: to limit Indian influence and to protect their nascent industries from Indian
competition. As it is, India traditionallyhas had a large favorable trade balance with
its SouthAsianneighbors. At present, intraregional tradeis a verysmallfraction—
about5 percent—of total trade. Bilateral Indo-Pakistani trade in 1980, forexample,
amounted to only $40 million of their overall trade turnover of over $8 billion for
Pakistan and $20 billion forIndia.^ In the case ofBangladesh, only 4 percent of its
imports and7.5 percent of its exports areregional. Nepal andBhutan areexceptions,
buteventhosetwolandlocked states havetriedto diversify theirtradepatterns. This
situationcan be traced in part to a lack of complementarity, but the low levelsof trade
are also due to a lack of political effort to exploit a real potential for cooperation.

At the militarylevel, only Pakistanhas the meansto forgea credibledeterrentto
India. A prominent Pakistani analyst recently summarized thecasefor therelatively

^TTieAf///too'(London: The International Institute for Strategic Studies, 1983), p. 115.
®Forexample, see Amit Gupta, "Pakistan's Acquisition of Arms," IDSAJournal (New Delhi) XIV,

No. 3 (January-March 1983), pp. 422-443.
^For economic statistics on trade among South Asian states, see Samina Ahmed, "South Asian Regional

Cooperation," Regional Affairs (Islamabad) I, No. 3 (Summer 1983), pp. 92.
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high percentage of GNP allocated to defense (the highest among any South Asian
state and about twice that of India).

The threat to the national integrity of a state (in a direct military sense) is from the
neighbor [i.e., India]. The potential enemy is the neighbor, only the neighbor, and
always the neighbor, provided there isaclash ofinterests strong enough and vital enough
tomake thewaging ofwaranditsattendant destruction acceptable. Moreover, thethreat
is seen in terms not of intention but of capability. Intentions can change overnight;
capability takes years to build. Intention can change with a change of government;
capabilities do not change easily. Thus, if a neighbor with a clash of interests has the
capability to attack us, we must have the capability of defending ourselves.

In the early 1970s, Pakistan's defense expenditures averaged more th^ 6
percentofGNP and alittle more than 5percent inthe latter halfofthe seventies. This
compares with anIndian expenditure of between 2.5 percent and 3 percent of GNP
during the same period. The other states, whose armed forces' missions are almost
exclusively limited to law and order, are much lower. For Bangladesh,it has
averaged about 1.5percent during thepastseveral years, forNepal about .9 percent,
for Sri Lanka about .8 percent, and infinitesimal amounts for Bhutan and the
Maldives.

However, not even Pakistan can expect to match India on the battlefield.
Experience has also demonstrated that outside powers (the United States in 1965 and
1971 and China in the 1960s and 1970s) will not back Pakistan militarily in an
Indo-Pakistaniwar.TherelativelylargePakistaniarmsexpenditures are intendedas a
deterrent against an Indian attack. Besides presenting a conventional strategic de
terrent, Pakistanis are also thinking of a nucleardeterrent. Pakistanis, according to
Stephen Cohen, "are virtually unanimous in their perception of a military nuclear
threat [fromIndia].He notes that Pakistanis assumethat India alreadypossesses
several nuclear weapons andthatsuch weapons aredirected primarily against it and
not China. Thus, if Pakistan is a potential target, a modestPakistaninuclearprogram
is anotherdeterrence strategy. Indeed,a Pakistani nuclearweapon wouldalsoserveas
a deterrent to Indian superiority in conventional weapons—hence, Islamabad's
pursuit offissile material through both the reprocessing and enrichment routes, which
leaves open the option of developing nuclear weapons.Besides a military deter-

Akram, op. cit., p. 9.
" ACDA: World Military Expenditures andArms Transfers 1971-1980 (Washington, D.C., 1982), p. 62.
'""Ibid.^p. 52.

TheBangladeshi defense budget increased from 13percent to 32percent of revenues after thecoup
deposing Sheikh Mujibur Rahman, inpart because of the resulting deterioration inIndo-Bangladeshi
relations in the post-Mujib era. See Hossain, op. cit., pp. 16ff.
Stephen P. Cohen, "Pakistan: Coping with Regional Dominance, Multiple Crises, and Great-Power
Confrontations," inRaju 0. C. Thomas ed., The Great-Power Triangle andAsian Security (Lexington:
D.C. Heath, 1983), p. 53.
For a concisestatementof IndiaandPakistaninuclearcapabilities,seeU.S. CongressSenateConunittee
on Foreign Relations, Analysis ofSix Issues about Nuclear Capabilities ofIndia, Iraq, Libya and
Pakistan, prepared for the Subconunittee on Arms Control, Oceans, International Operations and
Environment byEnvironment and Natural Resources Policy Division, Congressional Research Service,
Library of Congress, 97thCongress, 1st sess., January 1982.
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rence, Pakistan has also moved vigorously in the 1970s to strengthen its diplomatic
links with a variety of states in the expectation that India will avoid taking aggressive
steps that could undermine Indian interests in good relations with such important
states as the oil-rich Islamic states of Southwest Asia, or the United States and China.

(India has also cultivated better relations with these same states, in part to reduce the
chances of their backing Pakistan in its bilateral disputes with India.) In addition,
Pakistan has floated a number of regional disarmament proposals that would reduce
the potential for either an Indian nuclear or conventional attack. India has just as
vigorously opposed such disarmanent efforts because such regional schemes might
weaken India vis-a-vis other security threats from outside South Asia (e.g., China).

The smaller South Asian states, unlike Pakistan, are too weak to even consider
the option of a military deterrent. Therefore, they have concentrated on diversifying
ties with outside powers—much the same states that Pakistan has cultivated and for
much the same reason. Bhutan has been more cautious, in large part because of its
economic dependence on India and because of India's long-standing strategic doc
trine that defines its northern borders with China as India's strategic frontier in the
Himalayas.

Finally, regional fears about being dragged into a renewed East-West confronta
tion along the periphery of South Asia seems to have contributed to political support
for increased regional interaction in an area which up to now has been virtually devoid
ofregional institutions. Such cooperation is most directly demonstrated in the support
for the seven-nation South Asia Regional Cooperation (SARC) forum, formally
established in 1983 after three years of negotiations, to work out regional solutions to
common economic and technological problems. Initially Pakistan and India were
hesitant about participating. Pakistan was apprehensive that India would dominate it,
and India that its neighbors might gang up against it on political questions. While the
participants have been careful to avoid divisive or political issues, one factor con
tributing to the support of SARC appears to be a common recognition that increased
cooperation reduces chances of South Asia being drawn into East-West controversies.
All South Asian states recognize that the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan has brought
the new cold war to the door steps of South Asia, though they differ about how to
respond to the Soviet action.

Location has also played a major role in threat perceptions. The historical
legacy of invasion and conquest, particularly from Central Asia through the passes of
the mountains along the northwest frontiers of the subcontinent, has made the South
Asian states sensitive about the subcontinent's land frontiers with western and Central

Asia. Western imperialism by sea in the sixteenth to nineteenth centuries was an
aberration that is unlikely to be repeated under contemporary geopolitical circum
stances. India has expressed concern about the buildup of superpower navies in the
Indian Ocean, but the most difficult political and security problems remain the

Probably, the best recent study of SARC is in Ahmad, op. cit., pp. 84-101.
For a discussion of the importance of location, especially the critical northwest of the subcontinent, on
foreign-policy perceptions of India, see Leo E. Rose, "India and Its Neighbors: Regional Foreign and
Security Politics," in Ziring, op. cit.^ pp. 35-66.

251



vulnerable land frontiers of the Northwest. The other South Asian states are less

alarmed by the naval buildup of the United States. The Pakistanis perceive it as a
counterweight to the Soviet Union and India; the others view it as a counterweight to
India.

The northwestern frontier of the subcontinent—most of it controlled by Paki
stan and Afghanistan—has been the scene of the difficult security problems in the
subcontinent. Until recently, however, the principal security threat for India, Paki
stan, and Afghanistan has come from within South Asia rather than from outside (i.e.,
India versus Pakistan, and Afghanistan versus Pakistan). Nonetheless, all three states
were aware of the potential of a Soviet threat to Afghanistan and Pakistan. But as long
as Iran and Afghanistan maintained their sovereignty under moderate regimes and
various international deterrents were operative, the opportunities for intervention by
the Soviet Union were seen as limited and manageable. Consequently, Afghanistan,
Pakistan, and India could devise strategic and security policies to advance their
respective goals vis-a-vis each other rather than the more distant but potentially more
serious problem of Soviet power in Central Asia. But developments in 1978-80, in
particular the direct Soviet militaryintervention in Afghanistanand the collapseof the
Shah's regime in Iran, forced both Pakistan and India to reconsider their priorities.
Pakistan for the first time faced potential major security threats on both its eastern ^d
western borders. The USSR for the first time posed a major problem for Indian
security interests in South Asia because the Soviet military presence in Afghanistan
was a catalyst for a revived American interest in a security relationship with Pakistan.

In contrast to the Northwest, the central Himalayas in 1947 were considered
virtually impenetrable by external forces. The government of India assumed the
security role of the departing British Raj in the three Himalayan kingdoms (Nepal,
Sikkim, and Bhutan) and New Delhi arranged for treaties with them in 1949-50 in
response to the initial Chinese moves to absorb Tibet. These Himalayan states,
however, were not to pose security problems for India until after the complete Chinese
absorption of Tibet in the wake of the 1956-59 Tibetan rebellion. The situationalong
the Himalayan frontier was further complicated by the Sino-Indian border dispute
which involved in varying degrees the three mountain kingdoms. This problem
became even more complex after the 1962 Sino-Indian War and the subsequent
Sino-Pakistani collusion in their separate but related border disputes with India. It was
only after India's victory in the third Indo-Pakistani war in December 1971, during
which China failed to provide any real assistance to the Pakistanis, that New Delhi's
concern over the dangers of such collusion gradually diminished.

In the 1950s, the frontier region to the northeast was seen in India more as an
internal political than an external security problem. The northeastern region possesses
a number of tribal groups somewhat removed from the Indian cultural mainstream
who have sustained insurgencies against the central government in New Delhi.
Burma poses no real problem regarding this situation except as a sanctuary. Burmese
central authority, virtually nonexistent in much of the area bordering India, is unable
to prevent the insurgents from passing back and forth across the border almost at will.
As relations with China plummeted in the late 1950s, Indian began to worry about
external interference in the region.
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Still another internal problem in the northeast is the growing antagonism of the
"native" population, particularly in the state of Assam, toward illegal migrants from
Bangladesh. The "sons-of-the-soil" fear that unless this migration is checked, they
will soon become a minority in their own land. Already, one area formerly with a
tribal majority, Tripura, is now two-thirds Bengali-speaking. This fear has led to
increasingly strident demands, often accompanied by violence, to push the Bengali-
speaking population out, or at least to disenfranchise it. Bangaldesh denies the
existence of an emigration problem. Bangladesh, almost totally surrounded by India,
is extremely sensitive to the possibility of Indian pressure on this and other bilateral
problems.

The southern sea frontier of the subcontinent faces no realistic external security
threat, despite the buildup of superpower military forces in the Indian Ocean since
1979. Sri Lanka, with its historical memory of invasions from the sea, not sur
prisingly took the leading role in the Indian Ocean Zone of Peace (lOZP) resolutions
at the United Nations and within the nonaligned movement. However, its enthusiasm
regarding IZOP has become muted recently with the growing strength of the Indian
navy and air force. Sri Lanka, like several other Indian Ocean littoral states, does not
relish being left alone in the Indian Ocean with the Indian navy, the most powerful
littoral-state navy. Sri Lanka, in addition, is apprehensive that India may use military
intervention on behalf of the increasingly disgruntled Tamil minority.

SOUTH ASIA AND ITS FRONTIERS

The Northwest

The post-independence elites of India and Pakistan inherited the basic British
security views regarding the strategically important northwestern sector of South
Asia, although they applied the historical lessons of the Raj differently. For both India
and Pakistan, a stable and neutral Afghanistan was perceived as a necessary buffer to
outside intrusion from Central Asia. Indeed, both opposed any outside power de
veloping links with its regional adversary, and thus weakening its position in this
strategically important region.

In the case of India, the protection of its interests in the Northwest was
complicated by the fact that all of the highly strategic frontier regions in the North
west, with the exception of the Kashmir Valley and Ladakh, are part of Pakistan and
Afghanistan and thus, in India's view, in uncertain and potentially unreliable hands.
India's fears of Pakistan as a conduit to such outside influence were realized by
Pakistan's security alignments with the United States in the 1950s (i.e., the 1954
Mutual Defense Assistance Treaty and followed soon after by Pakistani membership
in U.S.-sponsored SEATO and the Baghdad Pact/CENTO) and then with the closer
Sino-Pakistani relationship in the late 1960s that aroused Indian fears of Sino-
Pakistani collusion on their respective frontiers with India. New Delhi was also

For an Indian view of the Assamese problem, see Mahesh Joshi, Assam: The Indian Conflict (New
Delhi: Prachi Prakashan, 1981).
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concerned by the warming of Soviet-Pakistani ties in the late 1960s, which resulted in
a significant sale of Soviet arms to Pakistan and a Soviet request, albeit rejected, for a
naval base. Pakistan for its part perceived such outside ties as necessary balances to its
much larger and more powerful eastern neighbor.

The Northwest was a contentious region for both India and Pakistan even before
their independence in August 1947. Both claimed the princely state of Kashmir, which
borders on both, and fought a war over it which left the state divided between them
when the fighting came to an end on January 1, 1959, through a United Nations
ceasefire resolution. The dispute, however, has never been formally resolved, and
both sides continue to claim the whole state as legitimately theirs. The subcontinent
found itself engulfed in other Indo-Pakistaniconflictsin April 1965,September 1965,
and December 1971. A perpetual concern with military preparedness led to an arms
race between them, which in turn provided foreign powers with a critical role in the
affairs of the region. Pakistan, as alreadynoted, joined American-sponsored military
alliances through which it acquired more than a billion dollars worth of atms,
equipment, and training. India diverted a large sum to the acquisition of arms and
military technology from diverse sources after 1963, especially from the Soviet
Union. In a sense, the cold war was injected into the subcontinent through such arms
relationships, thus permitting the intrusion of outside powers aligned with a regional
adversary—the very situation both India and Pakistan wanted to avoid.

The question of Kashmir took on particular saliency to India with the marked
deterioration in Sino-lndian relations in the late 1950s, culminating in a war in 1962
stemming from the Chinese occupation of the disputed Aksai Chin area contiguous to
Sinkiang, Tibet, and Kashmir, which India claimed (and continues to claim). Paki
stan, upset by Western arms support to India during the 1962 Sino-lndian war and
perceiving the strategic value of closer ties with China, altered its policies toward
China in a way considered dangerous by India, For New Delhi, there now appei^ed
the possibility of a two-front war, which would have affected India's entire frontier,
and in particular its critically important northwest sector in Kashmir. This possibility
added new emphasis to the strategic importance of those sections of Kashmir under
Indian control and made any political settlement with Pakistan more unlikely. No
Indian government would agree to a settlement that obligated it to withdraw from the
Kashmir Valley and Ladakh because such a withdrawal would leave India virtually
unprotected in the highly volatile northwestern frontier region that protects the
political heartland of the country. The continuation of the dispute with Pakistan and
China, therefore, was a more acceptable option. Pakistan was just as unlikely to
withdraw from its part of Muslim-majority Kashmir since such a step would call
into question the country's legitimacy as the Muslim state of South Asia. Similarly,
China, which occupied Aksai Chin in the 1950sto build a strategically important road
linking Tibet with Sinkiang, had no intention then (or has now) of pulling out, par
ticularly because this road has strategic importance in the continuing Sino-Soviet
confrontation.

An analysis of the roots of the deterioration of Sino-lndian relations in George N. Patterson, Peking
versus Delhi (London: Frederick A. Praeger, 1963).
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New Delhi's Soviet policy since the 1950s has been conditioned by India's
strategic weakness in the Northwest.^® Indiahasconsistently acted to prevent close
Pak-Soviet relations, which would pose a greater problem for New Delhi than a
Pakistan allied with either the United States or China. Forestalling such a develop
ment was (and remains) a major factor determining India's decision to forge close ties
with the Soviet Union. India moved vigorously in this direction in the mid-1960s
when Moscow and China assumed increasingly nonpartisan positions on Indo-
Pakistani relations. New Delhi was extremely alarmed by Moscow's decision in 1968
to compete with China in replacing the United States as the principal source of arms to
Pakistan. In 1969, India even agreed to sign a Soviet-proposed Treaty of Peace and
Friendship to obtain an agreement from it to terminate arms aid to Pakistan—finally
signed in August 1971. The low-key public Indian reaction to the Soviet's 1979
occupation of Afghanistan has probably been conditioned in part by the fear that
Pakistan might exercise the "Soviet option," which Moscow has clearly indicated is
still available to Islamabad. Indeed, India's "special relationship" with the Soviet
Union has the continuing advantage of complicating any expansionist Soviet ambi
tions into South Asia by linking Moscow to New Delhi on regional affairs. For this
reason. New Delhi will proceed with caution on its present policy of establishing
greater balance in its foreign-policy relationships.

The Pakistani response to the Soviet Union was conditioned by the dual threat it
perceived on its eastern and western frontiers. On the west, Afghanistan refused to
accept the 1400 kilometer long Durand Line boundary as legitimate, claiming all the
North-West Frontier Province and part of Baluchistan. Afghanistan even voted
against Pakistan's application to join the United Nations. India for its part provided
Afghanistan with limited arms assistance and gave financial support to Kabul-based
dissidents from Pakistan to keep Pakistan off guard and place it in a two-front
situation. Following Pakistan's alignment with the West, the USSR also backed
Afghanistan's claims against Pakistan. Soviet concerns regarding the region were
further heightened by the closer ties forged between Pakistan and China in the wake of
the 1962 Sino-Indian war. The Soviet response to these Pakistani moves, however,
was ambiguous. These developments, ironically, provided the USSR a strong in
centive to wean Pakistan away from the United States and the Chinese, a decision that
forced India to outbid Pakistan for Soviet support.

For Pakistan, China replaced the United States in 1963 as the major external
support in its disputes with India and a point of pressure upon Moscow to moderate its
support of Afghanistan's expansionist ambitions and India's regional security poli
cies. However, Beijing's failure directly to assist the Pakistanis in 1965 (and later in
1971) persuaded many in Pakistan that China is not an effective counterforce to
India—or to the USSR. The American decision in 1965 to impose an arms embargo
on Pakistan, at a time when it was almost totally dependent on American arms
imports, clearly underscored the American unwillingness to assist Pakistan vis-a-vis
India, at least in circumstances in which it was Islamabad that was taking the initiative

' An excellent discussionof Indo-Soviet relations in RobertC. Horn, Soviet-IndianRelations: Issues and
Influence (New York: Praeger, 1982).
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in a military confrontation. Washington had concluded the security agreements with
Pakistan as part of the containment policy against the USSR and China, and not
against India. Pakistan, however, saw them as a way of recruiting a powerful outside
balancer against India. China was never perceived as a major threat and the USSR was
viewed as only a potentially serious threat. In the wake of the stalemated 1965 war
arbitrated by the USSR, Pakistan exploited to the fullest the opportunity to play off
China, the United States, and the USSR on both its northwestern frontier with
Afghanistan and the western and eastern borders with India. This policy had some
successes in the late 1960s, but met with a disastrous end in 1971 when none of these
balancers directly backed Pakistan against India or even asserted sufficient pressure
on India to forestall the fighting. Indeed, the USSR, although initially opposed to a
war, actively supported India diplomatically and with arms assistance after the war
broke out.

The 1971war was a watershed event for the northwestern policies of both India
and Pakistan. India became far more self-confident regarding its power on the
subcontinent. Not only did the Indians recognize that they could handily blunt any
military threat from within the subcontinent, but they saw that the major outside
powers were unwilling to intervene directly against it. This refusal to intervene was
interpreted as a justification of India's policy of maintaining a powerful military
establishment, and some Indians even argued that it further demonstrated the neces
sity for developing nuclear weapons.India's desire for acceptance of its pre
eminence in South Asia seemed finally within its grasp. In 1972, Pakistan agreed at
Simla to resolve all regional problems on a bilateral basis. The new "line of control"
that replaced the line in Kashmir was viewed in India for all intents as an international
boundary, and Indian Kashmiri political forces moved even more actively into the
Indian political mainstream. India, Afghanistan, Pakistan, and Iran were considering
various ways to encourage greater economic cooperation. Even the security threat to
Pakistan's western border, which was one cause for Pakistan's search for outside
balancers, seemed to be diminishing as the regime of Afghan Prime Minister Safdar
Daoud Khan (1973-78) moved to reduce Pak-Afghan tensions in the year before his
overthrow by pro-Soviet "Marxist" military officers. As a sign of Indian self-
confidence, New Delhi initiated moves that led to a resumption of diplomatic
relations with China and Pakistan.

When the Janata party took control of the government of India in March 1977,
efforts to expand and improve relations with Pakistan moved into higher gear. The
new Pakistani military government of General Zia-ul Haq welcomed India's "good
neighbor" policy. The first serious attempt to negotiate an economic relationship that
would be more comprehensive than the customary occasional short-term ad hoc
agreements was started. Cultural and intellectual exchange programs were initiated,
and the terms under which the residents of one country could visit the other were

For a summary of the Indian argument favoring the acquisition of nuclear arms, see Marvah, op. cit., pp.
91-92. A more detailed defense of such acquisition in Krishna Kant, "Should India Go Nuclear?" /jDSA,
XIV, No. 3 (January-March 1982), pp. 307-328.
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liberalized. Simultaneously, American-Pakistani relations plummeted, primarilybe
cause of the American concerns regarding Pakistan's nuclear program. The United
States in 1978 pressured France to drop an agreement to sell a nuclearreprocessing
facility to Pakistan. Islamabad pulled out of CENTO in March 1979. In April,
the United States cut off aid under the Symington Amendment to Section 677
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, and the American Embassy was burned in
November.

The pre-1971 Indian policy of backing Afghan claims against Pakistan and
supporting, even if only at a low level, Pakistani dissidents was now plainly counter
productive. Domestic turmoil in the Northwest would guarantee its becoming an
arena of competitive involvement by other powers with important interests at stake—
the USSR, China, and the United States—as events in Afghanistan in 1979 were
dramatically to demonstrate. Such involvement would create an explosive situation
that would undermine India's fundamental policy of insulating South Asia from
powerful outside states. But this presumed a Pakistan unable to challenge India
militarily (either aloneor with an outside balancer), and that assumptionwasheld up
to close scrutiny in the wake of the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in December 1979
and countering moves by the United States.

The Soviet occupation of Afghanistan in December 1979 and Indira Gandhi's
reassumption of the prime ministership about three weeks later added new com
plications to the Indo-Pakistani rapprochement process, but did not halt it. However,
India's initial justification of the Soviet invasion during the January 1980 United
Nations debate on the subject shocked all other South Asian states (and others as well,
including many in India's foreign-policy establishment), even though India did pull
back somewhat by abstaining on the United Nations vote condenming the Soviet
Union. In the view of its South Asianneighbors, Indiahas failedin its self-proclaimed
role as the preeminent power on the subcontinent and since then has failed to do
anything concrete to counter intervention of an outside power.

Prime Minister Indira Gandhi initially argued that quiet diplomacy would be
more effective in achieving a Soviet withdrawal. In fact, Indian efforts at quiet
diplomacy have led nowhere. The Soviets, having blundered into Afghanistan,
appear reluctant to leave because they cannot be assured of a pro-Soviet regime there
once their troops leave. Indeed, even though Afghanistan is a South Asian state whose
fate impinges on Indian security, the USSR has not bothered to consult India either on
the intervention or on its subsequent steps there. Clearly, India will have to try-
something more than quiet diplomacy to get the Soviets to pay attention to India's
concerns. Otherwise, it risks being taken for granted by the USSR. India's recent
moves to improve relations with the United States and China may in part be intended
to gain some leverage with the USSR. However, even these moves do not seem to
havemadeMoscowmoresensitive to Indianconcernsregarding Afghanistan, though
the Soviet Union has sought to mollify India with generous arms offers, including
Moscow's most sophisticated aircraft, and offers to help India expand its nuclear-
powered generating capacity.

Pakistan now for the first time finds itself faced by the prospect of a real
two-front threat, with a superpower on the other side of the Durand Line. Few
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Pakistanis believe that the Soviet objective is limited to pacifying Afghanistan,
fearing thattheUSSRwillsoontumonPakistan, perhaps incollaboration withIndia.
However, India would only under the direst circumstances go along with any such
scenario since that would give the Soviets a role in Pakistan. India has consistently
tried to prevent that development. The USSR for its part is not likely directly to
confront Pakistan militarily, but might, when circumstances permitted, support
dissidents in Baluchistan and the North-West Frontier Province to exert pressure on
Pakistan. There also exists the possibility of Afghan and Soviet military units
engagingin "hot pursuit"againstAfghanfreedomfighters. Indeed, therehavealready
been frequent Afghanintrusions intoPakistaniair space.Thepresenceof aboutthree
millionAfghanrefugees, whichthe Kabulregimeand Moscow claimare supporting
the freedom fighters, further fuels Pakistaniapprehensions regarding the possibility
of "hot pursuit," which would probably be intended to get Pakistan to block any
cross-border assistance to the freedom fighters.

This difficult situation, however, has not sent Pakistan rushing out in search of a
military alliance. Experience had taught it the unreliability of such arrangements.
Rather, Islamabad has astutely forged a policy that includes the acquisition of
sophisticated weapons from the United States under a strictly limited security
relationship as a deterrent(to both the USSR and India), the pursuitof a diplomatic
dialogue with the USSR (on the Afghan issue) and India (on a nonaggressionpact),
and strengthening ties with the Islamic states of the Middle East.

India reacted sharply to the 1981 American/Pakistaniagreementwhichcalls for
$3.2 billion in military and economic assistanceduring a five-yearperiod, as it did to
the separateAmerican decisionto sell40F-16fighter bombers toPakistan. NewDelhi
officially charged that the United States was introducing (again) an arms race to the
subcontinent, a rather thin argument considering the Indian decision in the late 1970s,
before the development of the Afghan crisis, to modernize its own military forpes.
New Delhi also charges that American arms assistance to Pakistan constitutes the
primary threat to its securityand to the peace and stabilityin the subcontinent,which
overlooks the fact that the introduction of troops into South Asia by the Soviet Union
has completelydisruptedthe superpowerequilibriumin all of southernAsia. What in
fact seems to disturb India most is the possibility of interlocking security arrange
ments that Pakistan might work out with the Islamic states of the Middle East on the
one hand and with the United States and China on the other. One scenario is that such

security alignments will induce Pakistan to become less willing to negotiate its
bilateral differences with India. Still another, and more alarmist, scenario is that

Pakistan would again be encouraged to launch an attack on Kashmir, expecting
international demands for a ceasefire, and thus internationalize the Kashmir question.
Since Pakistan tried and failed to do this in 1965 when conditions were far more

favorable to Islamabad, it would seem far-fetched to expect Pakistan to launch a war
that could be its last one. Some Indian analysts argue that Pakistan is developing a
nuclear-weaponscapability in order to blackmail Indian to achieve the same objec
tive.

But India is in a dilemma regarding the Pakistan response to the Soviet invasion
of Afghanistan. Indian interests would be most damaged shouldIslamabad accommo
date itself to Moscow's desires. That could bring a superpower to India's own
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borders, perhaps including Sovietmilitary facilities on Pakistani soil. At the same
time, Indiaopposes closersecurity relations between Pakistan andtheUnited States.
Yet, the American military support to Pakistan is one major reason that the feared
Pakistani-Soviet accommodation has not occurred. There are prominent Pakistanis
who argue even now that such an accommodation with the USSR is necessary to
effectively meet themajor threat—India. What New Delhi apparently would prefer is
a Pakistani willingness toentrustPakistani security toIndia.Butsofar, Indiahasdone
little to inspire confidence that it would vigorously defend Pakistani interests in the
face of Soviet threats or moderate its own demands on Pakistan. In any case, few
Pakistanis would be willing to accept the erosion of sovereignty that such a move
would involve.

Yet, despite theoccasional "cloudsof war"rhetoric thatIndianpoliticians use,
there havebeen someencouraging signsof SouthAsiancooperation sincethe Soviet
incursions—and in fact may have been a result at least in part of the Sovietaction.
Indians recognize that the Soviet military presence in Afghanistan was a major
catalyst for the American reaction. The Indo-Pakistani nonaggression talks, which
gotoff toa shaky startin 1982, resulted in theestablishment ofajointcommission in
March 1983, setting up for the first time a permanent institutional mechanism to
increasebilateral exchanges. The South Asia RegionalCooperationmechanismwas
established in August1983 to lay thegroundwork for regional cooperation on a range
of economic, cultural, and technological efforts. Already, scholars and others from
acrossthe subcontinent areengagedin a greaterinterchange of viewsthanat anytime
since 1947. However,India in late 1983began to stepup its criticismof allegedoutside
involvement in South Asian affairs. This rhetoric appears to be Indian pressure on its
neighbors, especially Pakistan, not to go much further in theirsecurity relationship
with the United States. These demands for strict bilateralism in regional affairs are
unacceptable to mostof India's SouthAsianneighbors. SinceRajivGeuidhi became
prime minister in late 1984, India has again begun to consider the possibility of
regional approaches to South Asian problems.

Pakistan for its part is negotiating with the Soviet-client Karmal regime in
Kabul under the good offices of the United Nations, though the talks seem to have
reachedan impasseover such questions as a timetable for Soviettroop withdrawal,
the type and composition of a regime in Kabul once Societtroops are out, and the
future political role of the resistance. Soviet spokesmen constantly state that their
troops will leave once "intervention" ceases, which overlooks the fact that the
rebellion stems from domestic causes. Pakistan is of course aware of the domestic
rootsof therebellionwhichprobablymakesit reluctantto signanyagreementwiththe
USSRthatwouldpermitthereturnofSoviettroopstodefendaclientregime,whichis
why the question of a successor regime is important. In addition, mostof the some
three million Afghan refugees in Pakistan would probably not return home if there
were a Sovietclient regimein place. Pakistanis admitthat theUSSRhas a legitimate
interest in a stable friendly regime in Kabul, but they also recognize that short of
Soviet troops in place the only way to get one is to put togethera governmentof all
majorcontending factions. So far, theUSSRhasnotbeenwilling toconsider a regime
includingthe major resistanceelements, apparently becausesucha regimewouldnot
be pliable.
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The USSR is willing to live with the present level of resistancein Afghanistan.
Even in the unlikelyeventof a sharpescalation, it wouldprobably not movedirectly
against Pakistan. Such a step would run the risk of drawing in the United States
directly and certainly would antagonize India. More likely would be assistance to
dissidents in Baluchistan and the North-West Frontier Province. However, the Sowets

hope to be able to weardownthe Afghanresistanceso thatKarmal(or anotherpliable
client) can survive. They want a Mongolia, but are not likely to get one becausethere
is nostable political consensus in Afghanistan regarding domestic andforeign-policy
issues. Consequently, the USSR is likely to maintaintroops in Afghanistanfor some
time. Thus, India and Pakistan over the long haul will have to devise policies to deal
with the presenceof a superpower (theUSSR)in the criticalnorthwestern areaof the
subcontinent. There are contradictory trends in both countries over how to handle this
development. Indeed, a majorbilateralproblembetweenthemwillbe howto handle
the situation.

The Himalayan Frontier

The Chineseoccupationof Tibet in 1950pushedback India's northem strategic
front to the Himalayancrest, whichnowforms the4000kilometerboundaryof China
with India and the three (now two) Himalayan kingdoms of Nepal, Bhutan, and
Sikkim.^^ India as a consequence became more active in its efforts to insure that
China would not be in a position to undermine the security of these states or
undermineIndian influencein thisbuffer area. NewDelhiadoptedthe approachof the
British Raj regarding them. One of the central principles guiding British policy was
that the Himalayan kingdoms must accept India's "advice" on security and foreign
relations issues in exchange for varying degrees of autonomy. (Nepal and Bhutan
were able to retain virtuallycompleteautonomy,Sikkimmuchless). India workedout
treaty arrangements in 1949-50 with all three that were essentially modeled after
earlier British treaties.

The responsesof the Himalayanstatesto India's frontierpolicysince 1950have
varied over time. Nepal initially accepted the conceptof a "special relationship"with
India, but in the late 1950s began a long-term effort to modify its dependent status.
Bhutan's case is almost the reverse. Bhutan initially sought to avoid any direct
involvement in the Indian security system by maintaining its traditional isolationist
policy, but since 1960 has closely integrated both its economic development and
defensepolicieswith thoseof India. Sikkimhad no real options becauseits adminis
trative structure after 1949 was closely supervised by Indian officials and its defense
was made the responsibility of the Indian army under the Indo-Sikkimese Treaty.

Nepal with its 1100 kilometerlong border with Tibet is a vital part of India's
securitysystem.Thecrestof the Himalayas runsalongNepal'snorthemborders.The

Arepresentative Indian viewregarding itsrelations withtheHimalayan states inS. D. Muni,"Indiaand
the Himalayan Kingdoms: Security Interests and Diplomacy (1947-75)," preparedfor the series on
IndianForeignPolicyandContemporary Diplomacy,Schoolof International Studies,Jawaharlal Nehru
University, New Delhi, 1977.
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Treaty of Peace and Friendship concluded with Nepal in July 1950was arranged in the
wake of the Chinese occupation of Tibet. Article 2 of that Treatystates that both India
and Nepal would "inform each other of any serious friction or misunderstanding with
any neighboring state likely to cause any breach in the friendly relations subsisting
with each other." The "secret" letter exchanged along with the treaty further stipu
lated: "Neither Government shall tolerate any threat to the security of the other by a
foreign aggressor. To deal with any such threat, the two governments shall consult
with each other and devise effective measures.

Indian apprehensions regarding Nepal's domestic stability as a result of its
archaic administrative structure led Prime Minister Nehru to intervene directly in
Nepalese domestic affairs in 1950-51, which resulted in a dominant Indian influence
over Nepal's internal politics and external relations. This intervention was not
welcomed by a large part of the Nepali elite. After the death of King Tribhuvan (who
had been a beneficiary of India's intervention) in 1955, his successor—King
Mahendra—moved to reduce Indian influence domestically and to diminish Nepali
dependence on India by strengthening relations with China. Nepali statesmen were
laying the groundwork for a move to get Indian and Chinese recognition of its neutral
status, a running irritation with India, which is not about to accept such a proposition.

The relative cooling in Indo-Nepali relations in the late 1950soccurred just as
Sino-Indian relations were rapidly deteriorating. The Sino-Indian border war of 1962
brought into sharp focus the importance of Nepal (as well as the other two Himalayan
kingdoms), though India did not invoke the 1950 treaty. Indian apprehensions
regarding Nepal's balance-of-power maneuvers forced New Delhi to reconsider its
policies toward Kathmandu. A more conciliatory tactic was attempted. New Delhi
reined in the antiroyalist politicians, many of whom had operated from contiguous
Indian states since the royal edict banning party politics in 1961, and acceded in the
late 1960sto Nepal's request to withdraw both its Military Liaison Mission attached to
the Nepal army headquarters in Kathmandu and its communications operations on the
Nepal-Tibet border. (The actual removal of both came in 1970.) But New Delhi never
agreed to proposals for the amendment or abrogation of the 1950 treaty.

King Birendra, who came to the throne in early 1972, has intensified Kathman-
du's efforts to gain New Delhi's acceptance of Nepal's neutral status, with as little
success of his predecessors. His major diplomatic vehicle has been the proposal that
Nepal be recognized as a "zone of peace" and thus presumably remove Nepal as a part
of the Indian security system on the Himalayan frontier. India opposes the concept
because New Delhi rightly recognizes that its acceptance would constitute a major
blow to the thrust of the 1950 treaty (i.e., Nepali acceptance of India's security
interests in Nepal). The major world powers (with the exception of China's low-key
acceptance) have refused to give official support to the "zone of peace" notion,
usually expressing diplomatic interest, but essentially leaving the question to be
worked out first by regional states, a formula which avoids offending India gra
tuitously.

Kapileshwar Labh, "India and Nepal's Zone of Peace Proposal," Foreign AffairsReports (New Delhi),
October 1978, p. 171.
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Nepal's efforts to use China as a balancer had had only limited success—and for
obvious reasons. There is no way China can replace India as Nepal's predominant
trading partner. Nepal's trade and transportation routes lead south. Indian ocean ports
are a relatively short distance away. The Himalayan mountains and the long distances
to the economic heartland of China probably rule out any chance of a significant
expansion in Sino-Nepalese trade. There is an economic symbiosis between India and
Nepal that does not exist between Nepal and China. For example, India and Nepal are
on the verge of developing Nepal's river resources for electricity and irrigation, and
there is an enormous potential in both areas and eager customers in India. Nepal's
exports, both legal and illegal, find ready markets in India. In addition, Nepal is not
nearly as significant a security concern to China as it is to India. For this reason, India
is willing to pay a greater cost (e.g., economic assistance) to make sure that it
maintains the predominant influence.China has never been willing to make a
security commitment to Nepal.

Since the late 1970s, the Chinese have even encouraged the Nepalis to come to
terms with India as part of Beijing's general effort to wean the Indians away from the
USSR. China, having concluded in the mid-1970s that India would not assume the
role of a Soviet surrogate in South Asia, decided that amicable relations between India
and its neighbors would reduce India's perceived need for Soviet security support,
and that would suit Chinese interests.

India's inherently dominant position regarding Nepal gives it a number of
instruments to exert pressure on Kathmandu. Among the most effective are economic
measures. A wide variety of tactics can be employed—delaying Indian exports to
Nepal through procedural complications, restricting access to Indian markets for
Nepali products, and failing to provide transport and storage facilities for Nepali
imports and exports in transit through India. New Delhi can also extend support, if
only veiled, to opposition forces, many of whose leaders have taken refuge in India.
Ofcourse, there is the ultimate weapon of force. Nepal's elite must ponder on the fact
that no country moved beyond vocal criticism when Sikkim was absorbed by India in
1975. Sikkim, however, was a unique case in that it was always more dependent,
somewhat more politically unstable, and most importantly, astride the shortest route
between Tibet and the plains of north India. Nonetheless the two remaining Hima
layan kingdoms were jolted by annexation, and reminded ofwhat could lie in store for
them if New Delhi were to conclude that developments within their borders or their
external policies constituted a serious threat to Indian security interests.

Bhutan is not just a smaller version of Nepal. Its elite are Buddhist, and quite
different from the Sanskritized Hindu elite of Nepal. The country possesses a
coherent political leadership determined to manage domestic and foreign policies in
ways that limit the prospects of domestic unrest of Indian antagonism. On both
scores, Bhutan has been quite successful.

Initially, Bhutan pursued its long-standing isolationist foreign policy to limit
Indian influence (as it had earlier tried to limit British influence), but this stand was

A comprehensivediscussion of the foreignrole in Nepal's developmentinForeignAidand Development
in Nepal (Proceedings of a Seminar—October 4-5, 1983) Kadimandu, Integrated Systems, 1983).
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modified in the wake of the Chinese annexation of neighboring Tibet with its
culturally andreligiously relatedpopulation. Official Chinese maps showing partsof
Bhutan as Chinese were disquieting, as was the Chinese construction of a road
complex parallel to the Bhutaneseborder with Tibet, whichraised the possibilityof
Chinese military intervention.

The Chinese for their part argued that Bhutan (and large parts of the Indian
northeast) were historically linked politically to China and would now be so were it
not for a combination of Chinese weakness in the nineteenth century and British
imperialist policy. At least in the case of India, China has continued to claim that the
Northeast Frontier Agency (now the state of Arunachal Pradesh) is Chinese, but
Beijing's public campaign on this has declined considerably since the early 1960s.
Indeed, as early as 1959, Foreign Minister Zhou Enlai proposed to India that the two
countries work out a compromise in which China would accept India sovereignty
south of the MacMahon Line (the contested border in the eastern frontier region) if
India accepted Chinese control of the Aksai Chin region along India's northwestern
border with China. This has remained the fundamental Chinese bargainingposition.
India has officially rejected the compromise out of hand, but there seems to be
growing support in India for some version of it, by which the Chinese would make
adjustments in Ladakh, where it seized some territory during the 1962 war. Such a
compromise would, however, arouse considerable political debate in India, where
many insist that Aksai Chin is Indian. Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi's overwhelming
parlimentary victory in late 1984, in the wake of his mother's assassination, gives him
considerable freedom of political maneuver on this question, but he may not yet feel
confident enough in his new position to reorient Indian policy. In the interim, the
Chinese and the Indians continue to maintain their twice-yearly dialogue on the
border and other issues.

China itself has approached Bhutan to work out a negotiated settlement of their
border, but India until recently had always demanded that Beijing deal with New
Delhi on this question, and China has refused to use an intermediary on an issue it
considers bilateral. The 1949 Indo-Bhutanese Treaty gave India the right to "advise"
the Bhutan government on external relations, though this right was of little utility as
long as Bhutan continued its modified isolationist policy (i.e., restrict relations to
India). Bhutan also agreed to major Indian involvement in developing Bhutan's
economy, road system (which also serves Indian security needs), and the training and
arming of its military.

By the mid-1960s, Bhutan began to perceive the need for moving gradually
away from its modified isolationist stance. The very development process that India
had encouraged and financed created new international contacts, as well as a desire in
Bhutan to handle its own overseas affairs more directly. The first steps in this direction
were its application, with Indian backing first assured, for membership in the United
Nations and its various affiliated organizations (up to then, its only diplomatic post

See discussionsof Sino-IndianborderproblemsinJ. P. Dalvi,HimalayanBlunder(Bombay: Thacker,
1969); B. M. Kaul, The Untold Story (Bombay: Allied, 1967), and Neville Maxwell, India's China War
(New York: Pantheon, 1970).
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was New Delhi), as well as a modest diversification of foreign economic assistance.
Bhutan also took advantage of a warming in Sino-Indian relations to make at least a
nod toward future relations with China. At the time of the coronation of King Jigme
Singye Wangchuk in 1974, a Chinese official was publicly received for the first time
since 1908. India has agreed to Bhutanese-Chinese bilateral talks, held in April 1983,
for the purpose of delineating their border. In 1980, Bhutan established diplomatic
relations with Bangladesh, and in 1983 launched a national airline. In 1985, Bhutan
had diplomatic relations with several West European states.

Bhutan has also demonstrated a measure of independence from India in its
foreign policy. Indeed, the Bhutanese have argued that Indian "advice" stipulated by
Article 2 of the 1949 treaty is not necessarily binding. Bhutan, for example, has smce
the 1979 Havana Nonaligned summit voted differently from India on the contentious
Cambodia issue (as have all of India's South Asian neighbors). Nonetheless, the
Bhutanese elite seems determined to manage change in ways that are not perceived in
India as threatening to its security interests. New Delhi in turn sees its interest served
by the maintenance of the status quo in its relationship with Bhutan.

The Northeastern Frontier

The northeastern frontiers of South Asia, unlike its northwestern borders, are
almost all part of India, with the exception of the relatively short stretch of border
between Bangladesh and Burma at its extreme southeastem segment. Bangladesh
otherwise is imbedded in Indian territory. The Northeast is also different in that it is
relatively free of the competitive strategic interests of powerful outside states. For
these reasons. New Delhi's handling of this frontier area is considerably less troub
led by international considerations than the northwestern or even the Himalayan
frontiers.

Nonetheless, there are serious problems. One of the major difficulties is the
presence of tribal guerrilla movements. The Northeast is a mosaic of ethnic groups,
many of whom have little in common with the Sanskritic culture of the "pMns"
Indians that dominate the political, economic, and social systems. Some of these
tribal groups contain elements who have only partly accommodated themselves to the
Indian political system. The second problem is the steady stream of illegal migrants,
mainly from Bangladesh, one of the world's poorest and most densely packed
countries, eastward to areas which are relatively lightly populated and which offer
economic opportunities to the Bangaldeshi peasantry. But such migration has also
triggered countering "sons-of-the-soil" movements in Assam and most of the hill
states. The Assamese are now only a slight majority in their own state and they fear
being submerged politically and culturally by "outsiders." Most of these "outsiders"
speak Bengali, but there are also considerable numbers of Marwari businessmen,
Nepali and Behari plantation laborers, and others. The Assamese look with apprehen
sion at Tripura, a small state to the south which had a substantial tribal majority in the
1971 census, but now is two-thirds Bengali-speaking. The migration problem has also
affected other northeastern states as well and the tribal populations there have also
reacted violently to the occupation of traditional lands by "outsiders." Over the long

264



run, this could create major problems for India because such discontent could
mobilize additional support for the various tribal guerrilla movements.

At independence, the region of Indiaeast of East Pakistan (nowBangladesh)
wasa singlepolitical unitwitha Sanskritized Assamese population in theBrahmapu
tra Valley, and a myriadof tribalcommunities in the surrounding hillsandmountains.
NewDelhigradually conceded tribal demands forseparate states, inparttoreduce the
opportunities of outsideintereference in the region.The Chinese,startingin theearly
1960s, provided arms and training to tribal dissidents partly in response to Indian
support of dissident Tibetans and partly to tie up Indian troops. Chinese assistance
terminatedin the mid-1970s when the policy ceasedto advanceits securityinterests.
Pakistan for its part had also provided support to tribal dissidents, but such assistance
largelyceasedafter Bangladesh becameindependent in late 1971. Evenat the height
of Chinese and Pakistani assistance, the Indian army never came close to losing
control of the situation, though the guerilla movements managed to tie down a sizable
number of Indian military and paramilitary units (and still do). The Indian task is
eased by the inability of the tribal groups, who have little in common culturally and
politically, to cooperate.

The borders with Burma and Bangladesh pose a problem as the tribal dissidents
cross over to sanctuaries in Burma (and Bangladesh) to get arms and to seek
safehavens. Rangoon does offer what help it can to India and even shuts its eyes to
Indian "hot pursuit." But the Burmese government is unable to stem the cross-border
flow of dissidents in part because Rangoon's writ barely extends to much of the tribal
belt that covers northern Burma. And both the Burmese and the Bangladesh gov
ernments have to contend with their own tribal rebellions.

The porous Indo-Burmese border is at present an irritation to India, but would
be a real security threat only if Chinese influencespread to the cross-border territory.
For this reason, India closely watches the continuing rebellion of the pro-Chinese
Burmese Communist party (BCP), which exercises a tenuous control over a fringe
area on the China-Burma border. China's support of the BCP has varied considerably,
and it is now on the down side. But in the late 1960s during the Chinese cultural
revolution, the Burmese (and the Indians) were alarmed that the BCP, backed by
direct Chinese assistance, might attempt to dominate Burma. At the time. President
Ne Win of Burma made a hurried trip to New Delhi to solicit assurances of Indian
support and received a positive response.However, this scenario now seems rather
remote. Burmese-Chinese relations have improved significantly since then as part of
the Chinese effort to reduce opportunities for increased Soviet influence. As a result,
the Chinese support for the BPC is presently minimal. But should the Chinese at some
future date again assert pressure, Rangoon would probably try to reactivate the tacit
Indo-Burmese agreements of the 1960s.

Bangladesh for its part does not represent a traditional security threat to India.
The somewhat anti-Indian orientation of the succession of military regimes since
1975 is at most an irritant. Bangladesh's five army divisions and its minuscule air

' Leo Rose, "India and Its Neighbors," op. cit., pp. 54-55.
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force andnavy represent no military threat. They areintended to maintain domestic
law andorder. Norare thereanypowerful neighbors whichcoulduseBangladesh to
threatenIndia. The chancesof anycountryseekinga base in Bangladeshareminimal,
despite considerable speculation about thisamong Indian analysts. Bangladesh after
all is too remote from areas of strategic importance. Any Bangladeshi regime that
attempted to workoutsucha security arrangement withanoutside powerwould soon
find itself subject to the potent pressures that India could exert, most notably
regulating theflow ofwater(Indiacontrols allupstream rivers) onwhichthecountry's
farming and transportaitonsystemdepends. But India is not likelyto have to resort to
such extreme measures.

Rather, Bangladeshis a problembecauseof thepovertyandoverpopulationthat
have triggereda substantialmigrationto India. Stabilityand economicdevelopment
are the only effectiveways to stemthis tide. Bothare problematicfor Bangladesh.As
long as this remains the case, millionsof Bangladeshi peasantswill continueto look
longinglyat the greenerpastureson the other sideof the border, and there is no way
India (or Bangladesh) could halt this human flow, despite the Indian government's
decision to build an expensive wire fence around Bangladesh. The proposal is theater
directed at the Assamese nativists because the terrain makes it almost impossible to
closely supervise the 4000 kilometerIndo-Bangladeshiborder. The root cause of the
migration is the economic situation in Bangladesh, and some improvement of the
Bangladeshi economy offers the only hope of stemming the tide of refugees. The
country has 93 million people in 88,000 square kilometers and the population is
growing at 3 percentper year. These statisticsunderscorehowdifficultit willbe, even
under the best of circumstances (good harvests and lots of foreign assistance), for the
economy to keep aheadof populationgrowth. But until somethingis done significant
ly to improvethe lot of the millionsof Bangladeshipeasants, the humanavalancheof
refugees will continue to move toward India's northeastern region.

The only long-term solution for Bangladesh is closer cooperative efforts with
India. Better control of the abundant water resources of the Northeast would permit
significantly increased crop yields. Development of the enormous upstream
hydroelectricpotentialcould supply the energy for industrialdevelopment, and joint
efforts to mesh transportation systems could provide access to markets. In 1985, India
began to talk for the first time of a multilateral approach to the complicated water
issue. Whether the politicians in the two states have the foresight to move in this
direction is still an open question. Bangladesh as a "basket case" is not only a human
tragedy for the Bangladeshis, but is also a contributing cause for development of
really massive social unrest in India's northeastern regions.

The Indian Ocean Frontier

All the littoral South Asian states have looked more closely at their ocean
frontiers in the wake of greater superpower strategic interest in the Indian Ocean and
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the subsequent escalation of military/naval forces in the region.The littoral South
Asian states have become more attentive to Indian Ocean disarmanent issues in the

past decade, though the Indians and their neighbors differ somewhat on their respec
tive approaches to such issues. India wants to limit—and remove if possible—the
military presences of non-Indian Ocean states in general and of the superpowers in
particular. This is somewhat of a shift in Indian policy from the early 1970s when
India tended to look at the USSR as a balancer to the United States. The change on
India's part is probably due to India's greater post-1971 self-confidence regarding its
militarycapabilities, and to its recognitionthat theSoyietmilitarybuildupisa catalyst
ofanenhanced American naval presence. India's Soiitti Asian neighbors, incontrast,
not only want to limit the potentialfor East-Westconfrontationin their region, but also
seek to limit the potential military threat from India. Consequently, they support
disarmamentproposals that would reduce the size of all navies in the Indian Ocean
and that would ban the nuclear weapons of any power. In addition, superpower rivalry
on the Indian Ocean has made Indian policy toward its southern island neighbors of
Sri Lanka and the Maldives increasingly important.

Regarding New Delhi's relations with Sri Lanka and the Maldives, India has
sought, as it has withall its SouthAsianneighbors, to restricttheir involvement with
outside powers. The two island republics, like India's other SouthAsian neighbors,
havegenerally encouraged a substantial foreignpresence toprovidegreaterflexibility
in the conductof its relationswithlargerneighbors: Indiain thecaseof SriLanka, and
Sri Lanka in the case of the Maldives. However, both island republics have been
careful not to let this foreign involvement includea security relationship that would
antagonize India.

Sri Lanka's traditionally close ties with China are a matter of concern to the
government of India, as is the recent warming of ties betweenthe UnitedStatesand
Sri Lanka. Colombo's relations with Beijing have been rooted in economic ties, with
the rubber/rice exchange its major component, though the motivating factor is
acquiring an important friend outside South Asia. Sri Lanka, however, has been
careful not to let this relationshipassumeany securitydimension. Sri Lanka's links to
the United States also rest on an economic foundation (though again the political
dimension is important) and have recently grown more significant as a result of
President J. R. Jayewardene's effort to encourage investmentand trade with the West
(and elsewhere) as a way of stimulatinghis country's sluggisheconomy and widening
foreign political contacts as much as possible. As part of this effort, Japan and the
ASEAN states have also become major sources of trade, investment, and assistance.
The Sri Lankan govemment has even advocated Sri Lankan membership in ASEAN
to take advantageof theeconomicandpoliticalopportunities offeredby thatdynamic
association, but the ASEAN states do not seem anxious to expand their association to

Acomprehensive IndianviewofIndianOceansecurity concerns inK. Subrahmanyan, 'Indian Ocean,"
IDSA XIV, No. 3 (January-March1982),pp. 329-357. For a Sri Lankanview, see Justice Siriwardene,
"Sri Lanka and the Indian Ocean," in Indian Ocean Power Rivalry, ed. T. T. Poulose (Delhi: Young
Asia, 1974).
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South Asia. They do not want to get embroiled in the problems of South Asia; there is
little economic incentive presently for including Sri Lanka in ASEAN; there is no
conunon threat perception that might propel the two sides closer to each other. India
for its part would be very concerned by this kind of institutionalized linkage of a
neighbor with an outside grouping whose foreign policies differ from India's on
several important questions (e.g., relations with Vietnam).

New Delhi at present is more concerned that President Jayewardene's policies
might result in closer Sri Lankan security ties with the West. Indian analysts have
speculated about possible American access to Trincomalee Bay, one of the best
anchorages in the Indian Ocean and one used extensively by Great Britain in World
WarII, as well as the constructionof oil depots there for the use of the U.S. Navy. Sri
Lanka, however, is not likely to permit either because Colombois well aware that any
such agreement would be considered threatening by India and that any gains would be
offset by Indian hostility. Sri Lanka in 1981 did lift its ban on the visits of warshipsto
Trincomalee, but the access to the harbor facilities there is open to all navies. Indeed,
Sri Lanka welcomes the port visits of any navy in order to collect harbor, bunker, and
victualing fees. India does not seem overly bothered by this essentially economic
arrangement.

Sri Lanka for its part is concerned that domestic communal problems will lead
to Indian interference in Sri Lankan affairs. Indeed, the most important—and most
insoluble—problem in Indo-Sri Lankan relations is the presence of a disgruntled
Tamil-language minority in Sri Lanka (about 20 percent of the population).Partial
efforts were made to resolve the problem through bilateral agreements in 1964and
1974, providing for the repatriation of a part of the Tamilpopulation to India and the
granting of Sri Lankancitizenship to the remainder. But this agreementonly covered
the "Indian Tamils" (about one-half the Tamil-languagepopulation which came from
India in the late nineteenthcentury to work on the tea and rubber plantations), and not
the Sri LankanTamils, whoconstitutea majorityin thenorthernandeastemprovinces
and who consider these areas of the island their ancestral homeland. Indeed, Tamil
kingdoms existed in those areas before the British united the island under their
control. This memory of a separate past is a contributing factor to the growing Tamil
nationalism. Still another factor is the Sinhala-languagemajority's largely successful
political efforts to eliminate the Tamils' relatively privileged position in the bureau
cracy, in education, and in business. The majority group has even on occasion tried to
restrict the use of the Tamil language.

The past effort to limit Tamilinfluence has received the enthusiastic backing of
the island's influential Buddhist clergy. The reactive development of Tamilnational
ism, involving a call for autonomy by moderate Tamil politicians and for in
dependence by a growing minority of the Tamils, has formed the backdrop for the
increasingly violent communal riots since 1983 and the growing militancyof Tamil
groups committed to independence.

Mitra, op. cit.y pp. 415-416.
The Tamil-Sinhala controversy is discussed in Robert N. Kearney, "Language and the Rise of Tamil
Separatism in Sri Lanka," Asian Survey XVm, No. 5 (May 1978).
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President Jayewardene has probably done more than any prime minister to
bring about a reconciliation between the two communities, but his government since
coming to power in 1977 has not been able substantially to stem the increasing
animosity at the popular level. The two leading regional Tamil political parties in
India, which had until recently adopted a rather low-key approach to Sri Lankan
communal problems, have begun to outdo each other in their espousal of the Sri
Lankan Tamils' grievances. In the wake of violent riots in mid-1983, the IndianTamil
political parties demanded that Prime Minister Indira Gandhi's government intervene
in Sri Lankan affairs on behalf of the Tamil minority. Sri Lanka for its part began to
spend more money on its security forces so that they could better handle the Tamil
separatists in Sri Lanka and prevent the smugglingof arms and dissident activitists
from India into Sri Lanka. A flurry of high-level visits between New Delhi and
Colombotook placein the wakeof the mid-1983 riots, and themajorgoalofeachside
seems to have been the reduction of apprehensions of the other regarding its respec
tive handling of the Tamil-Sinhala problem. Indira Gandhi apparently wanted to
assure Jayewardene that India desired only a reconciliation between the two com
munities, and her government even publicly advised visiting Sri Lankan Tamil
politicians to negotiate with the government of SriLanka. President Jayewardene for
his part sought to assure the Indians that his government wantedto negotiate those
issues of greatest concern to the Tamil minority—a devolutionof power that would
permit greater self-government in Tamil-majority areas. The Tamil politicians, after
initially rejecting a compromise, have been persuaded by Prime Minister Rajiv
Gandhi to participate in negotiations brokeredby the Indiangovernment. Two talks
were held in the capitalof Bhutan in mid-1985,but the twosideshaveyet to arriveat a
compromise that providesenough autonomyto satisfy the Tamils or sufficientpower
for Colombo to be satisfied that the unity of the island will not be undermined. A
successful resolution of the talks is still problematic not only because the two
communities are so distrustful of each other, but also because no Sri Lankan govern
mentmaybe able to give the Tamils what they wantwithoutlosingthe supportof the
Sinhala majority whose support it must retain to stay in power.

The other question of mutual concern to the two governmentsare IndianOcean
disarmanent issues. Sri Lanka under the more leftist government of Mrs. Bandar-
anaike in the early 1970shad taken a line on Indian Ocean disarmanent issues very
similar to that of India. It was Sri Lanka which introduced the Indian Ocean Zone of

Peace (lOZP) concept to the 1971 Nonaligned meeting in Lusaka, which submitted
the lOZP proposal to the United Nations the next year, and a Sri Lankan has chaired
the UN's ad hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean since its formation. Yet, there were

always differences between Sri Lanka and India. For example, Sri Lanka, like
Pakistan, has called on the littoral states to renounce nuclear weapons, a step India
cannot take and still retain a nuclear option vis-a-vis China. Indeed, as some Indian
analysts have noted, India may need a nuclear weaponto deter low-level threats from
the superpowers. Still another difference between the two countries is the restrained
Sri Lanka reaction to the American decision to construct military facilities on Diego
Garcia and to American naval maneuvers in the Indian Ocean. Although Sri Lanka
publicly supports a United Nations-sponsored conference on the Indian Ocean, it has
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refused to take a hard-line approach to the question as long as the United States and the
West have problems with such a conference as presently conceived. Some Sri Laidcan
politicians, journalists and scholars even question whether it is in Sri Lanka's interest
to be "left alone" in the Indian Ocean with the Indian navy, by far the largest navy of
any littoral state.

In general, the foreign policy of the present government in Colombo seeks a
more balanced "equidistance" relationship with India, China, the USSR, the United
States, ASEAN, and the more moderate WestAsian states, in contrast to the previous
regime's policy of leaning toward the socialist bloc. But, in fact, this "new" approach
constitutes the reemergence of the long-range objective of broadening the range of
foreign contacts adopted by Sri Lanka in the early 1950s rather than a dramatic
innovation. India may not be totally pleased by this reassertion of a balance-of-power
approach in Sri Lankan foreign relationships, but New Delhi seems relatively satis
fied that Sri Lanka will not take any steps (e.g., granting naval facilities) that would
constitute a security threat to India, and that outside powers will try not to antagonize
India by seeking such facilities. There was grumbling in New Delhi when the Press
Trust of India reported alleged Sri Lankan efforts to work out security relationships
with a number of countries (e.g., the United States, Pakistan, the United Kingdom) in
the wake of the mid-1983 communal rioting. The press reports apparently lacked a
firm basis in fact, but the Indian reaction underscored New Delhi's concern to keep
outside powers away from its Indian Ocean frontiers.

The importance of the Maldives to its neighbors and other powers is due tp its
strategic location in the Indian Ocean and to the presence of the now closed British air
base on Gan. (Britain completely withdrew from Gan in 1976as part of its "east of
Suez" policy.) The USSR made an attempt to rent Gan from the Maldives fdr $1
milliona year ostensiblyfor rest-and-recreation facilitiesfor its IndianOceanfishing
fleet. Mahe declined the offer and is not likely to be any more receptive to another
bidder with a potential military stake on Gan.

The Maldives has adopted an "open to all" development policy. India, Paki
stan, Sri Lanka, the USSR, the United Kingdom, China, Japan, and several ASEAN
and West Asian states have made contributions. This assistance has enabled the

Maldives to reduce somewhat its economic dependence on Sri Lanka, though Sri
Lanka still is a major source of food in a rice/fish barter arrangement. India (and Sri
Lanka as well) may not be overly pleased by the Maldives' open courting of fellow
Islamic states in WestAsia and North Africa, but such efforts represent no threat to
either as long as the objective is economic and not some sort of political affiliation
with them. Although Libya in particular has made a major investment on the islands,
the people of the Maldives do not seem inclined to become an Islamic fundamentalist
outpost off the coast of South Asia.

CONCLUSION

The major security problems in South Asia as elsewhere among Indian Ocean
regions have their roots in regional instability. The proximity of the Soviet Union and
China to South Asia guarantees their interest in events on the subcontinent, and their
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exploitation ofregional instability ifinvolvement isperceived asadvancing important
foreign-policy objectives. The proximity of South Asia to the oil-rich Persian Gulf
region provides a Western interest in South Asian events as well. The Soviet Union
intervened in Afghanistan in large part because of the growing domestic rebellion
against the Marxist regime there, and the Pakistanis welcomed a limited security
relationship withtheUnitedStatesbecauseof itsfearsregarding IndiaandtheSoviets
inAfghanistan. Indiaresponded, asit hasbefore tosuchsituations, bygetting tougher
toward its neighbors as a warning against stepping overintolerable limits of foreign
involvement.

After the 1971 Bangladesh War, India appeared on the vergeof beingconsid
ered regionally and internationally as the preeminent power in South Asia. No
regional power could challenge it militarily. The major outside powers (most im
portantly the United States and China) had refused to intervene on behalf of Pakistan
in its wars with India. Detente between the United States and the USSR reduced
superpower interest in the affairs of South Asia. (This was more true with the United
States than with the USSR, which still looked on India as a major Asian counter
weight to China.) Indians seemed more self-confident about themselves and about
their country's potential.

Developments in and around South Asia in the late 1970s and early 1980s,
however, revived old problems and also raised new ones. The Soviet intervention in
Afghanistan, whatever itsoriginal purpose, wasconsidered a threatening move bythe
UnitedStates, whichreestablished a limitedsecurityrelationship withPakistanas an
additional elementin theprotectionof the important PersianGulfregion. Atthesame
time, both superpowers moved to build up their naval forces in the Indian Ocean and
also searched for facilities for their warships. Theseeventsagaindemonstrated that
India cannot insulate the subcontinent from outside influence if powerful countries
decide that important interests are at stake.

The recent round of superpower confrontation has affected South Asia some
what differently from earlier episodes. None of the South Asian actors this time is
formally linked toanoutside security system, undoubtedly because theyallknow that
external powers will not intervene in strictly South Asian conflicts. This alone has
madeIndia'sneighbors careful not to involve outside powers in ways (e.g., granting
basing rights) that New Delhi would consider dangerous. Even Pakistan has consid
ereditnecessary simultaneously toreject anykind offormal security relationship with
the United States and to carryon nonaggression talks withIndia. Secondly, Soviet
arms in SouthAsiaare in manywaysimcompatible withIndianregional interests for
the first time in well over a decade. This development could over time erode the
foundationsof the "special relationship" forged betweenthe two countries in the late
1960s and early 1970s. This problem is presently masked somewhat by the Indian
government's greater worry now about the security threat from American arms to
Pakistan than about the Soviet threat to Pakistan. Butan external power has again
moved its troops into the key northwest gateway of the subcontinent, and India will
eventually have to formulate plans to get them out or at least to insulate the rest of the
subcontinent from them. Even withoutthe supplyof American arms to Pakistan,the
Soviet presence in Afghanistan would be a threat because of theleverage theUSSR

271



possesses in luring Pakistan to itself. The last thing India wants is a pro-Soviet
Pakistanon its borders. Still anotherpotentialIndo-Soviet problemis divergentviews
on regional stability. TheUSSR hasa long-term interest ina measure ofSouth Asian
instability (e.g., tense Indo-Pakistani relations, domestic instability in Pakistan) to
protect its gains in Afghanistan, while Indiadesires stability asa wayof reducing the
chances for outside interference in subcontinental affairs. Already, all of India's
neighbors talkopenly(andmanyinIndiaas well)aboutthispotential dangerfromthe
USSR, and have blamed the Soviets for supporting subversive elements.

On all counts noted above, the distant United States represents much less a
threat than the closer USSR. There are no American troops or bases on South Asian
soil, and the security relationship is limited to supplying weapons. The United States,
like India, perceives regional stability as necessary to restrain foreign involvement
(especially the USSR) in the subcontinent. Another advantagethat the United States
has over the USSR is American possession of the technology, markets, and financial
resources that all South Asian states desperately need for their economic develop
ment. The one resource which the USSR has in abundance is arms, and Moscow has
offered New Delhi a series of lucrative arms deals during the past few years in an
effort to retain the "special relationship." In the long run, the emerging new elites in
India (and elsewhere) are likely to come to terms more realistically with the potential
Soviet threat. The new elites tend to be more Western-oriented, less ideological
(certainly less socialist) than were their predecessors, and less inclined to think that
the USSR is a "natural" friend. India may maintain a good relationship with the
USSR, but it will be for pragmatic and not romantic ideological reasons. Another
factor inclining India to pragmatism is that socialism as an organizing economic
principle is under attack by intellectuals and politicians in all South Asian states, and
that erodes elite perceptions of the USSR.

One of the casualties of the limited superpower confrontation in South Asia has
been India's comparatively liberal policy toward its neighbors of the mid-1970s. The
response of the other countries to this tougher mood has been predictable: concern
with avoiding actions that unnecessarily irritate India combined with a determination
to pursue their own interests in critical regional and international issues. Prime
Minister Indira Gandhi had adopted a somewhat more conciliatory approach in the
two years before her assassination in October 1984than during her first year in office
in 1980, partly because India's initial fears regarding the consequences of superpower
confrontation did not materialize, and partly because all South Asian states have
prudently avoided antagonizing India unnecessarily. India is more self-confident
about itself and its capabilities. One significant sign of this greater self-confidence is
its support for the South Asia Regional Cooperationforum, which representsone of
the mosthopeful recent initiativesfor buildingtrust in SouthAsia—an ingredientthat
up to now has been in short supply. Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi, who led his
Congress party to an overwhelming victory in the December 1984 elections, also
seems to be more self-assured than was his mother. He is less inclined to be suspicious
regardingthe motives of other leaders. He is less burdened by India's politicalpast.
Indeed, he represents a new generation of Indian elites—more self-confident, less
ideological, and more certain that India can resolve its own problems. He has moved
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in ratherbold ways to reducebilaterial tensions: resuming India-Pakisteui normaliza
tion talks stalled in mid-1984 becauseof Indiansuspicions of Pakistani assistance to
Sikh militants demanding an independent Punjab; extending a water-sharing agree
ment with Bangladesh; brokering peace talks between the government of Sri Lanka
and several Tamil groups advocating a separate Tamil state on the island.

Nonetheless, India's responses to its neighbors have varied (and will continue
to vary) between accommodation and belligerency, depending on circumstances. In
late 1983, Indian rhetoric toward Pakistan began to approach the harsher tones of
1980, apparently sparked by the decision of the United States to sell the Harpoon
missile to Pakistan, a decision which in India's view had no logical connection with
the threat from the Soviets in Afghanistan and might presage closer security ties
between the United States and Pakistan. In addition, Pakistan provides a convenient
scapegoat for any signs of dissidence among Sikhs in Indian Pubjab. Sikh discontent
was underscored by the fact that two of the prime minister's Sikh bodyguards killed
Indira Gandhi, touching off bloody anti-Sikh riots in Delhi and elsewhere. The
situation in Punjab calmed down considerably when the moderate leaders of the Akali
Dal, a Skih political party, agreed in July to a peace accord. Punjab state elections, in
fact a referendum on the accord, in September 1985gave the Akali Dal a large victory.
However, any revival of discontent would exacerbate Indo-Pakistani relations be
cause of Indian conviction that Islamabad is prepared to help Sikh militants. The
escalation of belligerent rhetoric between India and Pakistan in 1984 underscores the
still fragile nature of rapprochement between the two largest South Asian states. In
addition, the communal problem of Sri Lanka is a long-term one and is likely to cause
problems in Colombo's relations with New Delhi for some time, as is the likely
continued migration of Bangladesh's desperately poor peasants to India.
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