INFORMATION TO USERS

This was produced from a copy of a document sent to us for microfilming, While the
most advanced technological means to photograph and reproduce this document
have been used, the quality is heavily dependent uuon the quality of the material
submitted.

The following explanation of techniques is provided to help you understand
markings or notations which may appear on this reproduction.

1

. The sign or ‘“target” for pagesapparently lacking from the document

photographed is “Missing Page(s)”’. If it was possible to obtain the missing
page(s) or section, they are spliced into the film along with adjacent pages.
This may have necessitated cutting through an image and duplicating
adjacent pages to assure you of complete continuity.

. When an image on the film is obliterated with a round black mark it is an

indication that the film inspector noticed either blurred copy because of
movement during exposure, or duplicate copy. Unless we meant to delete
copyrighted materials that should not have been filmed, you will find a
good image of the page in the adjacent frame,

. When a map, drawing or chart, etc., is part of the material being photo-

graphed the photographer has followed a definite method in “‘sectioning”
the material. It is customary to begin filming at the upper left hand corner
of a large sheet and io continue from left to right in equal sections with
small overlaps. If necessary, sectioning is continued again—beginning
below the first row and continuing on until complete.

. For any illustrations that cannot be reproduced satisfactorily b

xerograrhy, photographic prints can be purchased at additional cost and
tipped into your xerographic copy. Requests can be made to our
Dissertations Customer Services Department.

. Some pages in any document may have indistinct print. In all cases we

have filmed the best available copy.

Universi
Microfilms
International

300 N. ZEEB ROAD, ANN ARBOR, MI 48106
18 BEDFORD ROW, LONDON WC1R 4E£J, ENGLAND



801693k
SUTHIWART-NARUEPUT, SMAIROB

A STRATEGY FOR SURVIVAL OF THAILAND: REAPPRAISAL AND
READJUSTMENT IN HER ALLIANCES (1969-1976)

The University of Oklahoma PH.D. 1980

University
Microfilms

International s~z Road, Ann Arbor, M 48106 18 Bedford Row, London WCIR 4EJ, England



THE UNIVERSITY OF OKLAHCMA
GRADUATE COLLEGE

A STRATEGY FOR SURVIVAL OF THAILAND: REAPPRAISAL
AND READJUSTMENT IN HER ALLIANCES (1969-1976)

A DISSERTATION
SUBMITTED TO THE GRADUATE FACULTY
in partial fulfillment of the reguirements for the
degree of
DOCTOR CF PHILOSOPHY

BY
SMAIROB SUTHIWART~-NARUEPUT

Norman, Cklahona



A STRATEGY FOR SURVIVAL OF THAITAND: REAPPRAISAL
AND READJUSTMENT IN HER ALLIANCES (1965-1976)

i/ M
gi=rp aulll

A(égfcm((‘ i’mt;

//LJL_ _u/l //1M17 .)
= ST

G/* L{/\-u — ‘ L LeR2E N
DISSERTATION COMMITTEE




ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I would like to express first of all
my great appreciation to the director of this
study, Dr. Donald B, Secrest for his valuable
help in this study with its completion,

My gratitude is also extended to Drs,
Oliver E. Benson, Richard Gorton, Stephen
Sloan and Paul A, Tharp, Jr., who served as
members of the dissertation committee,

Finally, I would like to extend my thanks
to my wife, Poonsuk, for her patience in typing

this dissertation.

iii



TABLE OF CONTENTS

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS + ¢ ¢« o ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o o
INTRODUCT ION L] L 4 [ ) L L] L] [ ] [ ) . L L 4 [ L L [ ]

Sources of Information ,
Description of Chapters.,

[ )
L]
»
. O
L
L]
L ]
[

Chapter

I, THAI POLICY OF ALLIANCE: THE BACKGROUND.

Relation with the West., . « ¢« ¢ &
Difficulties and Adjustments. . .
Thai Diplomatic Alignment in
world wa.r II. [ ] [ ] [ L] [ ] L] [ - [ ]
Pridi and His Idea of Regional
Cooperation ¢« o« ¢ o o o ¢ o ¢ o
Pibun Administration and the
United States [ L J * * [ ] [ J L [ ] L]
The Southeast Asia Treaty
Organization, « « ¢ ¢ o o ¢ ¢ o
The Sarit Thanarat Administration
(1958‘1963) e o0 6 ¢ o e e o e o
The Crisis in lLaos and SEATO's
Inaction .
Cnly the United States
The 1962 American Pledgzes
The Thanom Kittikachorn
Administration (1963-1971). . .
Summar?]r L J [ [ J [ * * [ L L d o L J [ L]

IT., DECLINE OF AMERICAN PROFILE IN SOUTHEAST ASIA

Southeast Asia and the
Nixon Doetrine, « o e ¢ o o o
The United States as a Pacific
Power and Cost-consciousness
Impact of Nixon Doctrine on
SEATC's Disintegration
The Nixon Doctrine in Action

The Military Government under the 1968

Congtitution (1969=1971). ¢ o ¢ o o o o o

iv

12
14
19
21
23
%1

49
57
59

59

T2



Page

Thai-Amexrican Relations
Thailand and Its Idea of Regionalism
Thailand and the Sino=-Soviet
Competition
The Return to Absolute
Military Rule (1971-1973) e @ o e s e ¢ o @ 88
Insurgency
Thai-American Relations
Thai Views on U,S, Withdrawal
Thai=Chinese Relations
Thailand and ASEAN
conCIU-Sionocoocccoocooccvoco 103

III. NEWLY EMERGING MAJOR POWERS IN SOUTHEAST ASIA:
A BRIEF ANALYSIS OF THE NEW BALANCE OF POWER. 106

Background: I1he Major Powers
and Southeast ASiQ. o ¢ ¢ e o ¢ o o o o o o 106
The United Stgtes [\ ] ® L J [ ] ® L J * [ ] L L J ® - ® [ ] 108
U.S. Interer .s in the Indian Ocean
The United States and Japan
U.S. and Indonesia
The Soviet UnioNe o o o ¢ o o o ¢ o o o o o o 116
Soviet Naval Activities in the
Indian Ocean
Communist China on Soviet
Naval Activities
The Collective Security Idea
The Soviet Union and Southern Asia
The People's Republic of Chinds + o« « o o o » 126
The Chines» “ajor Concern of Southeast
Aria
Japan * » [ ] L] [ L ] L J * * L ] L [ ] L ] L] [ L J L] L J L) [ ) 136
India L] ] [ ) [ ) [ ] * [ ] * ] L[]  J [ ] * * L J L J L J L] [ L] 1 4‘0
India and the Indian Ocean
Naval Rivalries
Conclusion: Weighing the Balance of
Power in Scutheast ASi2 v v o ¢ o o o o o o 146

IV. THE IMPORTANCE OF ASEAN . 4 4 o o 2 ¢ ¢ o o o @ 150

Background and Go2lS. o ¢« « ¢ o o ¢ ¢ ¢ o o 150
How It Relates to ASA
Formatiorn and Aims
Zeconomic Cooperation Programs Carried
Out by ASEA-I\I. e [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] € [ ] L] [ ) o o * [ ] L ”* 156
ASEAN Cooperation in International
and Regional Tradeo L [ E L L 4 L J * L L] [ ] L] L 166
ASEAN Defenz2: A New Strategy. . . . 170

v



ASEAN Cooperation in
Counterinsurgency
Intelligence Cooperation
ASEAN Armed Forces Cooperation
The Last Alternative . . « ¢ o 0 o 0 s o o @
The United States and ASEAN
The Kuala ILumpur Declaration

V. THE CIVILIAN GOVERNMENTS AND THEIR POLICY OF
ALLIANCES L] [ ) [ ] L] L4 L] L4 [ o v [ ] L4 L4 [ ] [ 4 [ 4 [ o L] [ ]

The Unelected Civilian Government. . . e e o
The Sanya Administration (1973- 1975)
The U,S, Forces in Thailand
Thai-Soviet Relations
Accomodation with China
The Japanese Trade
India: Keeping Watch
Thai-North Korean Relations
North Vietnam and the U.S.
Forces in Thailand
Involvement with Cambodian Conflict
Crisis in TLaos
Malaysia's Guarantee of Non-interference
and More Cooperation
Indonesia: the ASEAN Prospects
Philippines: Moving Closer
Singapore: A Buffer Zone
The Elected Civilian Governments . . . .
The Kukrit Administration (1975-1976)
Relations with ASEAN
The Demise of SEATO
Bstablishing Diplomatic Relations
with China
The Vietnamese
Laos
Thai, Lao, Cambodian Involvements and
the Sino=Soviet Rivalry
Controversies over the U,S, Withdrawal
The Seni Administration (April-Cctober 1976)
Relations with Cambodia
Relations with Laos
Relations with Vietnam
Thai-Malaysian Border Incident
The End of the Civilian Govermment's Democracy
Analysis and Conclusion. . . e o o o
Kintner's Thai Foreign Policy Options
Neutrality

vi

Page

177

190
190

214

249



Page

The American Factor

The Hanoi-Moscow Link

Hanoi's Objectives

Insurgency

Attitudes of Thai Foreign Policy Makers
A Proposed Objective

VI. CONCLUSION L ] L J [ ] [ ] [ J L] [ ] L J L L 4 * L [ 4 L L L L] [ J L] 269
BIBLIOGRAPHY. * [ ) L] [ ) [ ] [ ] » L] L] L] L ] [ 4 [ J [ ] [ ] L [ ] L] L] e o 274

vii



A STRATEGY FOR SURVIVAL OF THAILAND: REAPPRAISAL
AND READJUSTMENT IN HER ALLIANCES (1969-1976)

INTRODUCTION

Every Asian Third World nation has been confronted
with many new problems arising from the rapidly changing
relationships between the major powers. This was especially
true for Thailand during the time period under considera-
tion in this study, 1969-1576, The Sino-Soviet border
clashes of 1969 brought their relations to a new nadir
and led to intensified competiticn in Southeast Asia and
elsewhere between these powers., During the same period,
the role of the United States in Asia was being drastically
revised: Dboth the gradual de-escalation in Vietnam and
the announcement of the Nixon Doctrine seemed to indicate
a significantly lowered American posture in the area,

In perhaps the most far-reaching of all the changes, there
emerged a rapprochement between the U.S., and China, dra-
matically altering a twentiy-year hostile relationship.
Along with this came an apparent warming--especially in
the areas of strategic arms limitations and trade-~-in
C.S.-Soviet relations as well., Predating the period under
consideration but accelerating during it was the fact of

1



Japan's increasing role as an aspiring regional power,
Moreover, the regional organizational thrust of some of
the Asian states working together--i,e,, the emergence
of the Association of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN)--
gives this new polarity a fifth dimension and a distinc-
tively Asian character.

Thailand is situated in the heart of the Southeast
Asian mainland, and historically has been effected by the
interests and rivalries of the great powers, However,
Thailand was the only country in this area to retain its
independence during the period of Westerr colonization,
This capacity to remain independent is usually attributed
by historians to the agility of the nation's leaders and
dipluomats,

In the contemporary period, Thailand has acutely
felt the pressures of almost continuous conflict in the
Indochina area, Considered to be a strong anti-Communist
bulwark in Southeast Asia by American policy-makers, Thai-
land in turn sought security through alliance ties with
the United States and other interested nations, However,
by the late 1960's it was apparent that the American secu-
rity effort in itself was insufficient, and that it would
have to be replaced or supplemented by other means,

Since 19€9, shifts in American policies have largely
determined the tone of Thailand's search for security.

Thajiland called for greater co-operation within Southeast



Asia, and less reliance on non-Asian countries to enable
countries in the region to fill the vacuum created by
reduced U,S. involvement in the area, Thailand reiterated
her willingness to hold talks with Peking to ensure peace
and security in Asia, and sought more extensive relations
with the Soviet Union and East European countries in the
mid-seventies,

The purposes of this study are to examine the ways
which Thailand has responded to external developments from
1969 to 1976, and to determine whether they conform tc the
historical pattern of Thai security policy. According
to scholars,1 the Siamese have been highiy pragmatic people
strongly influenced by events rather than by ideology,
general theories or speculation. The Thais bend like the
bamboo with the wind. When Thailand has been faced with
more than one potentially hostile power, she has either
played one against anocther, or selected the strongest one
for her ally. For the time period under consideration,
what potentially hostile power(s) did Thailand face?

What country was (has been) the strongest one? How has

1See Russell H., Fifield, The Diplomacy of Southeast
Asia: 1945-1958 (New York: Harper & Brothers, 19583
P. nsor, Thailand (New York: Praeger, 1963
Pe 125, Donald E. Tuechterlein, Thailand and the Stru
for Southeast Asia (Ithaca, New York: OCormell Universify
Press, 1965), P. 23; Astri Suhrkl, "Smaller-nation Diplomacy:
Thailand's Current Dilemmas,™ Asian Survey XI (May 1971):
429-430 and Charles =, Morrison, Strategies of Survival:
The Foreign Policy Dilemmas of Smailer Asian States (New York:
St. Martin's Press, 1979), D. 109,




"power" been defined by Thai leaders?

The main time period under consideration in this
study is one which greatly complicates the task for the
foreign policy analyst interested in causation., Is foreign
policy basically a national response to external or systemic
factors, or is it more a product of domestic and decision-
making process factors? For Thailand during this period,
both sets of factors were subject To basic changes.,

Externally, as noted above, systemic changes were
rapid and drastic ranging from those on Thailand's border
to Indochina to Asia-wide to global, all with important
significance for Thailand, Domestically, several types
of government existed during the same period: Military
Rule (1971-1973), Unelected Civilian Government (1973~
1975), and Elected Civilian Governments {(1975-1976). Cut
0L this interplay ¢f extsrnal and Internzl change came
changes in Thai foreign policy. A basic purpose of this
study is to shed some light on the relative impact of these
various factors for Thailand during this period.

Existing scholarly analysis is most helpful in
identifying and classifying the variables at the systemic,
nation-state, and decision-making levels that shape foreign-

olic .2 However, no consensus exists among scholars as
?

2See Richard C. Snyder, H, W, Bruck, and Burton
Sapin, Decision~Making as an Approach to the Study cf
International Folitics (rPrinceton: roreign Folicy
Analysis Project, 1954); James N, Rosenau, "Pre-theories
and Theories of Foreign Policy," in R, Barzy Farrell ed.,




t0 how these variables rank in importance, for small states
(and for Thailand in particular), except for the general
point that systemic and key national decision-makers are
key factors.3 Fortunately, it is these same factors that
have been most amenable to analysis in this study. ILacking,
due to practical considerations and inadequacy of materials,
is any systematic and complete analysis of the foreign
policy decision-making machinery and process within the

Thai political system,

Sources of Information

Primary research material for the study of Thai
foreign policy is relatively meager compared to that
available for the study of more modern, open countries
like the United States., The primary sources available
yield descriptive understanding of the official policy
viewpoints of the top leadership and at times of oppo-
sition viewpoints, but are inadegquate for a deeper under-
standing of the policy process or for causative analiysis,

The primary source for information about the policies

Approaches to Comparative and International Politiecs

anston, 1liinois: Noxthnwestern University Press, 1966),
Pp. 27-92; John Spanier, Games Nations Play: Analyzing
International Polities, 3rd. ed. (New York: Holt, Rinehart
and Winston/Fraeger, 1978).

3See Rosenau, "Pre-theories and Theories of Foreign
Policy," pp. 27-92; Robert Rothstein, Alliances and Small
Powers (New York: Columbia University rress, 1968) and
Astri Sunrki, "Smaller-nation Diplomzcy: Thailand Current
Dilemmas," pp. 429-444,




of the official decision-makers in the Ezecutive Branch

Qas the Foreign Affairs Bulletin (Thailand), Additional

information was also obtained from Executive speeches,
letters, and news reports as included in public documents,
not all of which were available during the time period
under discussion in this research., These documents were

the Ministry of Foreign Affairs News, the ASEAN News Bulletin,

and the Collected Statements of Foreign Minister Thanat

Khoman,

Regarding the views of legisliative leaders, Thai-
land was under parliamentary systems from 1969 to 1971,
and during 1975-1976, Some members of Parliament were
assigned to foreign affairs committees, but their views
were not documented by the governments, The writer there-

fore obtained their views from newspapers and magazines,

Description of Chapters

Chapter 1 is a review of Thailand's previous policy
toward alignment and of scholarly interpretations of that
policy, especially during Warld War II and at the beginning
of the 1960's during which Thailand needed United States!
protection, Chapter 2 is devoted to the amalysis of Thai-
land®s policy cf alignment with the United States from
1969 to 1973, The emerging balance of power in Southeast
Asia is examined in Chapter 3 in an effort to determine
a rational direction for Thai foreign policy a2lignment.
Chapter 4 is an analysis of how ASEAN may best be used
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by Thailand to promote Thai security. In Chapter 5, Thai
alliance policies are evaluated and analyzed under
the guidelines of scholarly interpretations of these
policies, the rational direction dictated by the newly
emerging balance of power, and the potential benefit of
ASEAN for Thailand as characterized in Chapters 1, 3 and
4 respectively. The concluding chapter is an attempt to
draw together all of the salient points, including a compa-
rison of Thailand's alignment policies under its two basic

types of government, military and civilian,



CHAPTER I
THAI POLICY OF ALLIANCE: THE BACKGROUND

The oldest recorded Thai state--the kingdom of Nan-
chao in South China--was completely destroyed in 1253 by
Kublai Khan's Mongols after some 300 years of successful
resistance to Chinese imperial assaults and several hundred
additional years of vassalage to the Chinese empire., 1In
response to the overwhelming thirteenth-century Mongol
onslaught, the Thai engaged in a mass migration inte South-
east Asia and created a new kingdom based upon the capture
of the Khmer (ancient Cambodian) imperial garrison at
Sukhotai in what is now north-central Thailand,

Sukhotai produced an outstanding leader in King
Ramkamhang the Gr:=at who, by combining statesmanship with
military skill, built his Xingdom into the most powerful
state in the Indochina peninsula, King Ramkamhang was
a brilliant diplomat who concluded an agreement of fraternity
in 1287 with many powerful independent Thai leaders in
the north, The agreement of fraternity enabled Sukotai
to extend its borders far to the south and east without
having to worry about the northern states. The Sukhotai

kingdom began to disintegrate afier the death of Ramkamhang.

8



The fall of the kingdom led to its conquest by a
lesser Thai principality, Utong. Subsequently, the capital
was moved to Ayudhya and a major modernization and expansion
of the kingdom was undertaken by the new ruler, King Rama
Tibodi I. The kingdom of Ayudhya, which eventually was
kncuwm internationally as Siam, developed into a great
civilization by the end of the fifteenth century.

The dominance of Ayudhya ended when General Taksin
united the Siamese provinces under his rule and had himself
proclaimed King, After moving his capital to Tonburi,
across the Chao Pya from the present capital of Bangkok,
Taksin invaded Cambodia in 1771 and forced the King to
accept Siamese suzerainty, which continued for nearly a
hundred years.

In 1781 King Taksin wzs deposed on grounds of mental
incapacity and was executed. 1In his place the nobles
chose General Chakri, the hero of the battle of Chiengmai,
who ascended the throne in 1782. Chakri moved the capital
$o Bangkok and took the title of Rama I,

Relations with the West

During the eighteen-forties, the British and Americans
tried to open up Siam to large western irade and to con-
clude comprehensive treaties, but Rama III steadfastly
refused, When Rama IV, King Mongkut, ascended the throne
in 1851, relations with the West were at a critical junc-

ture, Britain had galined ~ontrol of the Malay States up
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to the area under Siamese influence, There was now a
serious possibility that the British might use force to
accomplish their objectives in Siam.

With the vast changes being wrought in Southeast
Asia by the new power of the West, Mongkut became intensely
interested in international relations., When he came to
power in 1851, he was convinced that Siam would have to
accommodate itself to the West or be subdued by it. D.G.E.
Hall1 paid him the supreme compliment, stating that Siam
owed to Mongkut more than anyone slse the fact that she
preserved her independence when by the end of the nineteenth
century all of the other states of Southeast Asia had
come under European control,

The treaty of Friendship and Commerce of 1855 with

Great Britain was a turning point in Siamese history, not

her internal life., The treaty necessitated profound changes
in the internal administration of the country and in the
implementation of justice, The major concessions limited
Siam to an ad volorem duty of three per cent on goods
imported by British merchants; permitted opium to be im-
ported duty free, subject to some restrictions; limited
export duties to an agreed schedule; gave British subjects
the right to rent or own land near the capital; granted

1 o
) As quoted in Nue:hterlein, Thailand and the Struggle
for Southeast Asja. p. 13.
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British subjects extraterritorial rights-that is, the
right to trial under British rather than Siamese law for
violation of crimirnal and civil codes; and, recognized the
right of the British consul in Bangkok to handle cases
involving British subjects. These latter two provisions
became the most serious threat to Siamese independence
during succeeding decades and were the source of much
subsequent resentment of Western influence in Siam,

The year after the conclusion of the British treaty,
Siam negotizated similar treaties with the United States
and France. The American envoy, Mr., Townsend Harris, had
been commissioned to go to Japan to negotiate a treaty
with the emperor for trade and commerce, Harris stated
in his diary that the Siamese wanted a commitment from
the United States to act as arbitzr on Siam's behalf in
case it became involved in trouble with Great Britain.2

Although Monkut recognized clearly that Siam must
accommodate itself to British power, he was not willing
to trust the British. Thus he sought guarantees from
other powers to help insure Siam's independence durirng
this critical period. It was a policy based on a sober
2ssessment of Siam's weakness in the face of pressure
from a powerful nation.

When the French negotiated with Siam in 1856 for

a treaty of trade and commerce, their eanvoy was also

[n]
“Nuechterlein, Thailand and the Struggle for South-
east Asia, op. 14-15.
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approached with a plea for protection from the British,
The French representative came away from the negotiation
with the impression that the Siamese would have welcomed
French assistance to counterbalance British influence.

If fear of British encroachment dominated Siamese
foreigr policy in the eighteen-fifties, the intervention
of the French in Cambodia and Laos beginning in the eighteen-
sixties became Siam's principal worry during the latter
part of the century.

Difficulties and Adjustments

Siam faced difficulties in foreign affairs during
this period. The British completed the annexation of Burma
in 1886 and were steadily extending their influence in
the Malay States., Despite their fear of the British, the
Siamese were able to negotiate most differences in an
amicable manner. The French, however, used any pretext
to exterd their control over all territories that had at
any time been part of Cambodia or Laos., After France
completed the subjugation of Vietnam in the eighteen-eighties,
Siam began to worry about its owan hold on the Laotian
states and sent a strong army to Luang Przbang to put
down a local uprising.

When in 1893 Prance laid claim to all Siamese terri-
tory east of the Mekong River, Britain did not reject this
claim but only raised with the French the question of

Siamese rights in the area, In desperation Siem pleaded
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with Great Britain to intercede and to ask France to mo-
derate its demands, Britain did indeed become alarmed as
the Siamese situation appeared to be drifting toward war;
it sent several warships to the Gulf of Siam to demonstrate
its interest in the dispute. In 18S( Britain and France
reached an agreement that gave France all territory east
of the Mekong, in upper Burma, and in Laos; and both nations
then agreed to guarantee the independence of Siam in the
Chao Pya Valley.3 Without active British support, Siam's
position was hopeless,

It has become something of & cliche to observe
that Siamese independence survived because the British
and the French needed a buffer between them and because
no bilateral agreement was achieved on how to divide the
Kingdom, There is partial truth in that interpretation,
but it ignores some central points. In addition to the
loss of significant parts of the Siamese fterriftory and
her sovereignty in this period of the nineteenth century,
the Bangkok monarchy of King Mongkut proved to be both
stable and perceptive in meeting the foreign threat,

"Bending with the wind," a characteristic of the
Thal stressed by area scholars, is very evident in the
history of Thailand., For example, in the period preceding
World War I, although King Wachirawut (Rama VI), who had
ascended the throne in 1910, was sympathetic to Britain

3Nuechterlein, fhailand and the Struggle for Southeast
Asia, p. 20,
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as a result of his long years of schooling in that country,
the army officers tended to bpe sympathetic to Germany
because many of them, including several royal princes,
had received their military training there, Furthermore,
the Siamese elite was opposed to both the British and

the French because of their treatment of Siam during the
eighteen-nineties, The Germans, on the other hand, had
never infringed on Siamese sovereignty, had been good
traders, and had assisted Siam with its internal develop-
ment, notably in railroad construction, However, when

it was clear in 1917 that the Allies would win, Siam de-
clared war on Germany on the pretext of its unrestricted
submarine warfare,

The international status of Siam after the war had
improved enormously from what it had been a decade earlier,
and the stage was now set for negotiations with the Euro-
pean powers to terminate the extra-territorial and "special
privileges" provisions of those treaties concluded in the
eighteen-fifties and sixties. Also, Siam gained the right
both to be represented as an equal at the Paris Peace
Conference and to participate as a charter member of the

League of Nations.

Thai Diplomatic Alignment in World War II

By 1940, as Britain and France, Thailand'z mos®
powerful opponents became involved in the Buropean war,

Japan moved t: 2xploit their weakened position in Southeast
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4gia and thus became a new factor for Thailand's security.
The problem for the Thai government was to preserve the
nation's neutrality; and, failing this, the next task was
to reach an accommodation with whatever power presented

the greatest danger, Since Thailand became convinced that
the Allies were in no position to help her, it moved very
swiftly to cooperate with the Japanese, Japan's ultimatum
of December 7, 1941, stated that it did not regard Thailand
as an enemy nation but wished to cooperate with it. The
Japanese offered the Thai government three alternatives:

it could allow the Japanese to use its territory for moving
troops and supplies into Burma and Malaya, in return for
which Japan promised not to interfere in Thailand's internal
administration; Thailand and Japan could form a defensive
military alliance, under which Thailand would assist the
Japanese war effort in return for a guarantee of assistance
in case Thailand was attacked by 2 third party; or, Thailand
could join Japan in the war against the Allies in return
for which Japan would agree %o the return to Thailand of
all territories in the Malay Penirsula ceded to Britain in
1909.

On January 25, 1942, Thailand declared war on Great
Britain and the United States. The reason given for this
action was that the participation of British and American
fliers in btombing attacks against civilian as well as

military targets ir Thailand constituted an act of aggression.
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In December, 1943, after Thailand yielded to the
Japanese, the Thail minister in Washington, Seni Pramot,
took it upon himself to inform the State Department that
he believed his country to be under Japanese coercion,

He asked for assistane to form a2 "Free Thai" movement from
among Thai students and officials then in the United States,
in order to work for the liberation of his country, James
V. Martin, Jr.4 gstates that the anti-Japanese, Pro-western
policy of the Thai Minister in Washington was to affect
profoundly the policy of the United States toward Thailand
throughout the war and during the negotiations at its end,
At the time the Free Thai movement was being organized in
the Tnited States, efforts were also being made within
Thailand to organize an underground movement to assist

the allies, The leader of this movement was Pridi Panom-
yong, one ol the organizers of the 1932 revolution, Pridi
resigned his cabinet post when the Pibun government decided
to capitulate to Japan in December 1941, and was then ap-
pointed hegent in the absence of the young King, who was

in Switzerland completing his education.

The contribution of the Free Thai and the Thai
underground to the Allied war effort was significant: it
enabled British and American forces to penetrate Thailand,

to obtain information on Japanese capabilities and troop

4James V. Martin,Jdr,, "Thai-American Relations
in World War II," The Jourral of Asian Studies XXII
(August 1963): 460,
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movements, and to rescue several hundred American and
British fliers who had been forced down over Thal terri-
tory. More important, the Free Thai movement, with the
support of the United States Office cf Strategic Services,
supplied well-trained guerrilla warfare officers to the
underground. They in turn recruited a Thai force of some
50,000 men who were prepared to attack the Japanese when-
ever the Allied headquarters gave the command.

As it became increasingly clear that Japan would
eventually be defeated by the Allied forces and that Thai-
land might then be treated as an enemy nation rather than
as an enemy occupied nation, the probdlem for Prime Minister
Pibun was how to extricate Thailand from this situation
with a minimum of damage, On August 16, one day after the
Japanese surrendered to General MacArther, Pridi Panom=-
yong issued a preclamatior. as Regent of Thailand, This
document, approved unanimously on the same day by the
National Assembly, declared that the will of the Thai
people did net approve of the declaration of war and of
acts adverse to the United Nations; and, that the Regent
(acting for the King) proclaimed on behalf of the Thai
People that the declaration of war on the United States
of America and Great Britain was null and void and not
binding on the Thai people as far as the United Nations
were concerred. Subsequently, Pridi asked Seni Pramot

in Washington to become Prime Minister, Seni seemed well
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guited for the job during this critical period because
of his British education and his leadership of the Free
Thai movement, The United States accepted the Thai govern-
ment's position that it had been coerced by Japan into
joining in an aggressive alliance. A statement by Secretary
of State Byrnes, issued on August 20, 1945, said that
"the American Government has always believed that the
declaration (of war) did not represent the will of the
Thai people." The statement concluded by asserting that
the United States "regarded Thailand not as an enemy but
as a country to be liberated from the enemy," and that
it looked "to the resumption by Thailand of its former
place in the community of nations as a free, sovereign,
and independent country."5 The British, however, were
not willing to give uncorditional support ror Thai inde=-
pendence after the wa:c.6 With this divergence in policy
between the principal Allied nations, the Thai government
relied principally on the United States tc help it obtain
better terms from Britain,

As was true regarding Thailand's success in main-
taining its independence during the nineteenth century,
the emergence of Thailand from World War II practically

unscathed was the result of a combination of astute

S"American-Thai Relations: Statement by the Secre-
tary of State," U.S., Department of State Bulletin, XIII,

dugust 19, 1945, p. 261,

6Martin, Jr., p. 466,
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diplomacy, based on a realistic view of Thailand's relation
to the great powers, and luck, in the form of the country's
geographical position.

Thailand emerged from World War II with a new sense
of realism about its international position, Fortunately
for the Thais, United States postwar policy in Southeast
Asia favored the emergence of free and independent nations

rather then the restitution of colonial empires.

Pridi and His Idea of Regional Cooveration

Following the collapse of Japan, Thai foreign policy
was largely determined by Pridi Panomyong, who had emerged
from the war as a national hero because of his leadership
of the Thai underground, which had been so active on be-
half of the Allies., Pridi had very definite ideas about
the role that Thailand should play in Southeast Asian
affairs, While maintaining good official relations with
the victoricus Allies, particularly with the United States,
Pridi also was ambitious for Thailand to become the leader
of independent nations in this strategic area of Asia,

He foresaw that nationalist forces in Burma, Indonesia
and Indochina would one day force the weakened colonial
powers to recognize the futility of trying to rule these
areas in the prewar manner, and that it was only a matter
of time until the powers were forced to grant them inde-
pendence, Pridi believed that Thailand's long history of

independence and political stability and its sueccess in
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dealing with European powers made it a naturzl leader among
thesé emergent nations, It was an ambitious vision, but
Pridi was an extraordinary person who seemed to have un-
limited faith in his ability to lead Thailand and Southeast
Asia in the new postwar era,

The dilemma in Pridi's policy became apparent in
Indochina, where French efforts to work out an agreement
with Viet-Minh forces failed in 1946, and guerrilla warfare
ensued, Pridi sought to mediate this conflict while nego-
tiating with France in May 1947 over Thailand's border
with Indochina, Pridi proposed that the two countries
sponsor a Southeast Asian Union, which would include laos,
Cambodia, and Vietnam as free and independent states, If
the plan succeeded, Pridi envisioned that other states
in the area would join, and that a united Southeast Asia
eventually could become an important factor in international
affairs, In 1947, however, the French were more interested
in crushing the Viet-Minh revolution than in recognizing
its independence, and rejected the plan.

Pridi then followed more vigorously a policy of
support for the nationalist movements in neighboring
countries: while maintaining correct relations with France,
his government gave increasing aid to the rebel forces in
Indochina, After World War II, some 50,000 Vietnamese
refugees had settled in the northeastern area of Thailand,

and then the Thai government did little to prevent them
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from infiltrating recruits and supplies into Indochina,
After the Dutch launched military operations against the
Indonesian nationalists in 1947, Pridi organized a South-
east Asia League in Bangkok, It included 2 number of his
followers as well as exiled leaders from neighboring coun-
tries who wanted to expel the colonial powers from their
homelands, By the autumn of 1947 Pridi was moving toward
an anticolonialist policy in an effort to align Thailand

with the emerging states of Southeast Asia,

Pibun Administration and the United States

Pridi was ousted by an army coup d' €tat in November

1947 and went into exile., The Coup Group, which favored
the return of Pibun to power, tried to justify its action
by accusing Pridi of plotting a rebellion in which he
planned to depose the Xing, establish a republic, and
Place himself at the head of the state.7 The coup leaders
did not immediately place Pibun in control of the government
because of his wartime record of collaboration with the
Japanese, When Pibun formed his government in lpril 1948,
he was sympathetic %o the nationalist groups fighting

for independence in his neighboring countries, But when
the Chinese Communists captured control ¢f the Chine main-
land in 1949, he decided to join the West, especially the

United States, in resisting the Communist threats. In

7Nuechterlein, Thailand and the Struggle for South-
eagt Asia, p. 95.
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1950, Thailand signed agreements on Economic and Technical
Cooperation and on Military Assistance with the United
States, Thailand staunchly supported the United Nations
action in Korea. It sent 4,000 officers and men, twenty
nurses, one transport ship, three airplanes, two corvettes
and 40,000 tons of rice to aid the Korean people.8

It openly condemned before the United Nations the
Viet=Minh invasions of laos and Cambodia, In 1954, it
brought the matter to the attention of the Security Council,
It also submitted a draft resolution calling on the Peace
Cbservation Commission to send a sub-committee to Thailand
to observe the situation and to make necessary recommenda-
tions and reports to the Council. Unfortunately, Thailand's
request was rejected by the Soviet Union.9

From the early 1950's, Communist threats increasingly
came closer to Thailand as North Vietnam became Communist,
Later on, Laos was divided into Communist and Non-Communist
portions., Communist insurgency began in Thailand and
Problems occurred among the overseas Chinese and the North
Vietnamese refugees in the northeast, Realizing the need
for a cooperative approach to the prnblem of national
survival, in August 1954, Thailand suggested the establish-

ment of a regional defense organization, but the idea was

Srhailand Official Year Book: 1968 (Bangkok:
Government House Printing OXiice, 1068), pp. 115-116,

9£££§-, Pp. 115-116,
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rejected.1o A month later, Thailand entered into the
American sponsored Southeast Asia Collective Defense
Treaty (SEATO).11

Therefore, since 1950, Thailand has mainly based
its own security upon the United States., It was convinced
that an American military presence in Southeast Asia was
most important in containing the revolutionary wars spon-
sored by Peking and Hanoil, It rejected the policy of
neutralism and was determined to stop the expanding power
of the Asian Communists. It believed that without the
help of the United States and other non-Communist nations,
Southeast Asia would be left alone to fight the Communists
who would gradually take over South Vietnam, Cambodia,

Laos, Burma and finally Thailand.12

The Southeast Asia Treaty Organization

Thailand's motivation for entering the American-
sponsored SEATO was its desire to commit the United States
to come to its aid in czse of external =ggression, It
did not want to be left in a lonely and helpless position
like the time it faced Japanese occupation in 1941,

During the first two years of SEATO (1954-56), the

1OWerner Levi, The Challenge of World Politics in
South and Southeast AsIa (Englewood Cliiis, N.d.: rrentice-
4‘..Aa 9 nc., I} po [

"Richard A. Butwell, Southeast isia Today and

Tomorrow: Problems of Political Development (New 2orK:
Praeger, 1959), D. 8.

12Daniel Wit, Thailand, Another Vietnam? (New York:
Charles Scribner's Soms, 1968), pp. 9=11,
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Pibun government gave complete support to the organization.
From February 23-25, 1955, the first meeting of the SEATO
Council of Ministers was held in Bangkok. The day tefore
the meeting, Pibun declared that Communist China had massed
20,000 "Free Thai" troops in Yunnan and that Thailand was
in great danger of attack. At the meeting, the representa-
tives of Thailand, Pakistan, and the Philippines urged

that the SEATO Allies establish a joint mobile striking
force and unified military command, and that American
troops be stationed within the Treaty area., But John
Foster Dulles, the U.S, Secretary of State, rejected the
idea, stating that the use of mobile American air and

naval power with local ground forces was enough. He
believed that the safety of Southeast Asia also depended
on related fronts in Japan, South Korea and Formeosa, The
army of twenty divisions in South Korea aund the 300,000
men of the Nationalist Chinese, which the United States
helped to maintain, could contribute to the defense of
SEATC, Besides those, Dulles convinced them that the
United States also maintained "a navy of 400 ships and
350,000 men; Army forces totaling five divisions and

about 300,000 men; and an Air Force of 30 squadrons" in
the Western Pacific.13 The point was made again by Dulles

at the second meeting of the SEATO Council in Karachi

-320
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during March 6-9, 1956, 4

Though Pibun's government was rather preoccupied
within the country, it was watchful of the conflicts in
its neighboring countries and tried to bring SEATO into
action., In July 1955, when the Pathet Lao forces clashed
with the Laotian government forces, Thailand brought the
situation to the attention SEATO, Thailand's action
caused annoyance to the Laotian government which considered
the matter a domestic affair that could be settled through
the truce machinery of the Geneva accords, Britain, France,
and India also believed that the International Control
Commission in Laos was competent to deal with the matter.,
Thus Thailand's attempt failed to arouse SEATO into public
action.15

Pibun's efforts in SZATO, however, benefitied him
personally, He finally gained trust from the Great Powers
who were critical about his collaboration with the Japanese
during the war, During his state visit to the United
States and Britain in the spring of 1955, he was welcomed
with respect and honor.

A¥ the same time, Prince Wan Waithayakon, Minister

0f Poreign Affairs, represented Thailand in the Asian-

14"Commu.nique Issued by Asia Treaty Allies," The
New York Times, March 9, 1956, p. 4.

'5George Modelski, ed., SEATO: Six Studies (Van-
couver: The University of Britisn Columbia, 1962),. p. 8.
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African Conference held at Bandung from April 18«24,

Prince Wan had the opportunity to discuss with the Chinese

Premier, Chou En-lai, relations between their two countries.

Adhering to the new policy of peaceful co-existence, Chen

En-lail was friendly, reasonable, and conciliatory. Despite

the lack of diplomatic relations between Thailarnd and

China, the Chinese Premier invited a Thai delegation to

visit China, He assured it that China would not resort

to aggression or direct threats against Thailand, He

rejected the idea that the autonomous region in Yunnan

was a threat to Thailand, The region was established

as only an autonomous minority area of China and not for

the purposes of infiltration or subversion into Thailand,

He assured the delegation that Pridi was in Peking as a

political exile and not in Yumman to organize the local

Thai against Thailand, He also stated that China was

ready to negotiate the question of citizenship for the

Chinese minority in Thailand.16
The Bandung Conference had a great effect on SEATO

as well as on Thailand's attitudes toward SEATC, Actually,

the Conference was organized by the neutral Asian nations

to oppose military alliances such as SEATC and to find an

alternative *to maintaining peace in Asia, S3SEATO was

accv~ad of dividing South and Southeast Asia into two

bloes: one pro-Western and one neutralist., Thailancd

16George McTurnan Xahin, The Asian~African Conference
(Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press, 1956), pp. 13=15,
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was criticized for siding so closely with the West, causing

displeasure to its neutral Asian neighbors, Chou En-lai's

friendliness at Bandung eased Thailand's fears of Communist

China. But the prospects of a "rapprochement" between

Communist China and the United States caused much concern

to the Thai government, The government was annoyed that

the United States did not consult with the STATO Council

vefore commencing discussions with Peking, Thailand now

felt uncertain about being in SEATO, This was because its

SEATO policy was based largely on an anti-Chinese attitude;

and its security policy was partly dependent upon the

United States, It expected the United States to be strongly

opposed to the Communist Chinese regime, The change by

both the Chinese and the United States would leave Thailand

"sut on a limb."r7
The government now changed its policy toward the

Chinese minority in Thailand, It lessened restrictions

on the overseas Chinese and allowed merchants to trade

with mainland China., The overseas Chinese had more contacts

with Peking and could voice their pro-~Peking policy.

Many groups of Thai leftists visited Peking., ILater on,

the Thai goverament became more flexible in its decision

to recognize the Peking government. In 1956, it declared

that its decision to recognize Communist China would depend

17N’uech’cerlein, Thailand and the Struggle for South-
east Asia, pp., 124-126,
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upon the decision of the United Nations to admit China
into the organization (although Thailand voted against
admission during this period).18

The new trend in Pibun's policy coincided with his
policy of democratic reforms, The reforms were launched
because Pibun was quite impressed by the democratic insti-
tutions and practices which he observed during ais world
tour., Another reason for the reforms was his desire to
strengthen his position in the government. 3By gaining
wider popular support, he could reduce the power of two
of his great competitors: Phao Sriyanon, the Police Chief,
and Sarit Thanarat, Commander-in-Chief of the Army.

He started his reforms by organizing press conferences
where news reporters could gquestion him and members of
his government., Press censorship was lifted and the Press
Act was revised, Political parties were allowed to organize
and Pibun promised that there would be free general elections
in 1957, He encouraged freedom of speech and "Hyde Park"
devating centers were set up.19

These reforms resulted in increased criticism in
the press and, at the "Hyde Park" meetings, of SEATO and
of the United States, Several political parties, including

leftist parties, were soon formed. The leftist political

81vid,, pp. 126-128.

qQ
1'Daerell Berrigan, "Thailand: Pibun Tries Pracha-
thipatai," The Reporter 14 (June 14, 1956): 30-33,
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parties gained much support from the northeast region,
Their party platform included neutralism, recognition of
Communist China, opposition to SEATO, and anti-Americanism,
The Thai press and many public speakers complained that
the United States was providing more economic aid to non-
SEATO members than to the members; that there were too
many American economic and military advisors in Thailand;
and, that the United States interfered in Thai internal
affairs, They charged that Thailand's membership in SEATO
was the cause of poor relations with China as well as for
being branded as the “"puppet" of the United States.

During 1956-1957, the government's support of SEATO
seemed to decrease while there was an increase of strong
domestic criticism of SEATO, the United States, and the
Pidbun government as well. However, the government remained
basically loyal to SEATC,

By February 1956, when Pibun realized that his
democratic system did not work out as well as he had hoped,
he began to put limits to the new system. In February
1957, general elections were held. The result was nov
pleasing to Pibun's regime, which received very little
public support. The government was charged with cheating
in the elections and thus was faced with much opposition,
A few days before the third meeting of the SEATC Council
of Ministers in Canberra, the new Pibun government claimed

“hat it had received a report from the SEATO committee
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Experts concerning a plot to overthrow the government,
(This report is still unverified.) The report was, in
a way, used to justify the government decree proclaiming
a state of emergency. This action to suppress the oppo-
sition groups included the banning of public meetings,
arrests of several editors who were critical of the regime,
and the Army's seizure of strategic positions throughout
Bangkok, At the third meeting, during March 11-13, 1957,
the SEATO members, especially Thailand, placed greater stress
on Communist subversion and ways tc counter it, These
developments encouraged the government to take stricter
action against the opposition.zo
At the meeting, the Council also approved the appoint-
ment of a Secretary-General and 2 Deputy Secretary-General
for SEATC. Omn July 1, 1957, Mr. Pote Sarasin, the Thai
ambassador %o the United States, was appointed the first
Secretary-General., Pote's immediate duty was to administer
the organization and coordinate and supervise the work of
the specialized counter-subversion, cultural and economic
agencies.21
Despite Thailand's growing annoyance with the United
States and SEATO, the United States increased its zaid to

zoFrank C. Darling, Thailand and the United States
(Washington, D.C.: Public AfTalirs Press, 1965), PP. 158-160.

21wphai Chief Defends Nations SEATO Role,* The New
York Times, September 23, 1957, p. 3.
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Thailand, It reduced the financizl obligations of the
Asian members in SEATO and accepted more of the costs,
It expanded nonmilitary activities and provided more scho=-
larships for the purpose of cultivating knowledge of SEATO.
It also agreed to support the establishment of a graduate
engineering school in Bangkok,

These activities were undertaken to bolster the
declining power of Pibun's anti-Communist government,
But Pibun still faced the opposition parties which were
trying desperately to overthrow him, TFinally, on September
17, 1957, Sarit seized the government in a bloodless coup,

causing Pibun to go into exile in Cambodia,

The Sarit Thanarat Administration (1958-1963)

The new government comtinued its pro-Western policy.
On cctober 2, Sarit announced to the press that Thailand
saw the usefulness of SEATO and would coantinue its mem-
bership in SEATC, ©Pote Sarasin resigned from his position
as SEATC Secretary-General to become a temporary premier
of Thailand for three months, while William Worth was
assigned as acting Secretary-General of SEATO.22

In December 1957, national elections were held and
most of Sarit's candidates won in the elections., Having

health problems, Sarit appointed his assistant Commander-

in-Chief, Lieutenant General Thanom Xittikachorn, as the

®21F1ignt of the Thunderbird," Time 70 (September
30, 1957): 29.
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new Premier, Thanom accepted the position although he
admitted that he was not prepared for it. He asked the
wise and respected Prince Wan and two other statesmen and
scholars to serve as Vice-Premiers.23 He announced that
Thailand would follow an independent foreign policy in
close cooperation with the West and the SEATC alliance.24
The Thanom government faced unrest in Thailand,
He had to cope with growing official corruption and with
the press which was becoming more irresponsible and open
to Communist infiltration. In October 1958, Sarit returned
from the United States after a health treatment to stage
a coup against the government which he had set up. He
liquidated the National Assembly and unseated the Premier,
He banned all political parties and suspended the consti-
tution, although promising to draw up a new one, He
banned several Communist-inspired publications and cdeclared
martial law, Sarit then set up a revolutionary reginme
t0o rule by arbitrary methods. He pledged to adhere %o
all of Thailand's international obligations, especially
SEAT0.2° After that, there was no public criticism of
SEATO. SEATC was no longer a public issue until the crisis

in Laos arose in 1959, in which Thailand was directly

) 2 mprusted Hand," Time 71 (January 13, 1958):
3.

24par1ing, Thailand and the United States, p. 184.

o8 25"Coup de Repos, ' Time 72 (November 3, 1958):
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involved.

The Crisis in Laos and SEATO's Inaction

The conflict in Laos was considered to be the high=-
light of Thailand's political role in SEATO, The continual
fighting between the non-Communist Laotian government and
the Communist Pathet Lao was the nature of the conflict
in Laos, After World War II, when Ho Chi Minh began his
moves to drive the French out of Indochina, Laocs took part.
In 1951, Ho sent the North Vietnamese army to assist the
Laotian guerrillas known as the Pathet Lao, headed by
Prince Souphanouvong. Since then, the North Vietnamese
have continued their presence in Laos, During 1953-=1954,
they helped the Pathet Lao to establish strong bases in
the northern provinces of Sam Neua and Phong Saly.26
The Pathet Lao owed its successes to the North Vietnamese
who had sponsored and supported them, providing them with
guidance, training, material and weapons, and military
manpower.27

The conflict intensified into many crises during
1959-1962, In 1960, the two-sided civil war became a
three-gided conflict when the rightist faction of Prince

Boon Oum and General Phoumi Hosavan set up a revolutionary

26Butwe11, Southeast Agia Today and Tomorrow:
Problems of Political Development, pp. H0-51.

27Paul F, Langer, "laos: Preparing for a Settlement
in Vietnam," Asian Survey IX (January 1969): 69.
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government in Suvannakhet and mounted a campaign to over=-
throw the Vientianne government, The struggle for power
among the three factions was more complicated because of
the foreign influence behind eacr faction. DNorth Vietnam
backed Prince Souphanouvong's Pathet Laoj; the Soviet Union
backea Prince Souvamma Phouma's neutral faction; and, the
United States and Thailand supported the right-wing Prince
Boon Oum and General Phoumi Hosavan.28
At various stages of the crises ih Laos, SZATO's
assistance was called for., But political circumstances
as well as disagreement among the SIEATO members had
prevented SEATO from taking any strong and effective action,
This caused disappointment and frustration to the Thai
government which had put high reliance on the assistance
of SEATO and the United States,
Thailand had several reasons for being disturbed
by the situation in Laos, Laos shared its northern border
with Communist China, its eastern border with North
Vietnam, and a 1,000 mile common border with Thailand,
Laos thus could verve as an obvious route for Communist
infiltration toward Thailand., Thailand was determined to
keep Laos free from hostile powers and to maintain it as
a buffer area between the Communist and non-Communist region.,
It was not in favor of having a neutral government in Laos,

Such a government would be friendly to Peking, Moscow and

28Butwell, Southeast Asia Today and Tomorrow:

Problems of Political Development, p. 82,
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Hanoi, all of which were considered hostile to Thailand,
Besides the security interest, the Thai government
had "fraternal feelings" for the Lao People, which justi-
fied its special interest in lLaos, These feelings were
clearly expressed by Prime Minister Sarit in the following
speech:
The relationship between the kingdoms of Thailand
and Laos has special characteristics that distin-
guish it from the simple neighborliness which would
Tollow from a long common border. For the people
are one nation; they have the same language,
religion, customs and physique so that there is
nothing to distinguish which is Thai and which
is Laos. Moreover, the people who have their
homes near the border between the two countries
have family ties and relatives who live on both
banks of the Mekong, and they must come and go
all the time, Because of this special situation,
everything that happens in the kingdom of Laos
cannot help but affect Thailand.29
For these reasons, the Thai government advocated
that SEATO take a forward policy in dealing with the crisis
in Laos. But the other members had divergent views on
how to solve the problem of subversion and aggression
in laos. The members' interpretation of Article IV of
the Treaty was one source of disagreement, According to
Article IV, paragraphs 2 and 3%, SEATO could act only when
there was unanimous agreement among the member-nations
and only if the Laotian government consented to such action,

These requirements were never fully met throughout the

29Quoted in David A. Wilson, "Bangkok's Dim View
to the East," Asian Survey I (June 1961): 13,
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various crises in Laos.3o

A divergence of interests in Laos was another reason
for disunity among the members., Although Great Britain
had no material or strategic interest in Laos, it was
interested in the Laotian crisis because of its responsi-
bilities as co-chairman of the Geneva Conference of 1954,
France had major interests in Laos in the economic, strategic
and cultural fields, It still maintained its military
base at Seno and supported Laos in the fields of health
and culture.31

According to the Geneva Agreements of 1954, France
was authorized to maintain its military advisers to train
the Royal Laotian Army, while the United States was respon-
sible for paying for the military equipment and supplies,
The United States began to play an active role in Laos
after the Geneva Conference, When conflicts between the
different factions of Laos began, President Eisenhower
declared that "we cannot let Laos fall to the Communists
even if we have to fight."32 His administration and the
following administrations had hopes of making Laos a

"bulwark against Communism,"

30nonald E. Nuechterlein, "Thailand and SEATO:
A Ten-year Appraisal," Asian Survey IV (December 1964): 1175,

3151s0uk Na Champassak, Storm Over Laos (New York:
Praeger, 1961), p. 105,

321f You Wonder What U.S, is Doing in Laos," U.S.
News and World Report, January 5, 1970, p. 29.
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By supplying more economic and military aid, the
United States' influence in laos increased. This distressed
France which was losing its influence., The difference of
interests between the United States and France led to
different interpretations of the situation in Laos. The
French sometimes believed that the Laotian government
exaggerated about the Communist threat in order to get
greater American aid. France and Great Britain thus
prefered a neutral Laotian government to a pro-American
government,

The first occasion on which the Sarit government
brought the Laotian problem to the attention of SEATC
was at the beginning of 1959, In January, the Viet-Minh
forces entered southern Laos and occupied several villages,
When they refused to leave, the Poui Sananikone government
appealed to the United Nations tc obtain the withdrawal
of the Viet-Minh forces, OCn this occasion, the Thai
government requested SEATC tc look into the situation,
but no action was taken by SEATO,

In July, the Pathet Lao forces attacked the province
of Sam Neua, Later on in August, they were assisted by
the Viet-Minh forces. The Laotian government then regquested
the United Nations to send an emergency force to assist
Laos. The United States issued a warning to the communist
powers that further support of the invading force would

raise the question of the need for greatly increased free
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world support for the Laotian government.33

By this time, the Thai government realized that
the Communists had endei their peaceful coexistence policy.
It wanted SEATO to take military action in Laos. It sent
a friendly military mission to observe the situation in
Laos and commissioned army units for duty there., At
Thailand's request, SEATO Council Revnresentatives met
three times in September, At the Bangkok meeting of
SEATO military advisers on September 22, SEATO Secretary-
General Pote Sarasin stated that SEATO would be ready to
consider sending armed assistance to Laos if the Laotian
government requested it., But the Laotian government did
not make the reguest because it wanted to mark time pending
the result of the United Nations' initiative, or a worsening
of the situation. *

At the United Nations, the SEATO members, especizlly
Britain, France and the United States, were successful in
obtaining a Security Council resolution calling for the
appointment of a committee of inquiry to go to lLaos to
study the situation, In November, Dag Hammarskjold,
the Secretary-General of the United Nations, visited L=zos.

After he consulted with Premier Poui Sananikone, the latter

33“United States Supports Laos Against Communist
Attack," U.S. Department of State Bulletin, X1LI, September
21, 1959, p. 414,

34Norman Je Padelford, "SEATO and Peace in Southeast
Asia," Current History 38 (February 1960): 98=-99,
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announced that Laos would remain neutral and would not
allow the country to become a base for any foreign power
bloc, This announcement also served as notice that Laos
would not welcome SEATO's armed aid.35

However, the crisis in 1959 ended in a satisfactory
way., The action of the United Nations and SEATO brought
reace to Laos again and the Viet-Minh quickly retreated.

The internal political situation in Laos was disturbed
again when the army, which was dissatisfied with Sanani-
kone's act to reshuffle his cabinet, staged a coup on
December 30, and Sananikone was replaced by a government
of Prince Somsanit, General Phoumi Nosavan, who staged the
coup, became the Minister of Defense, The Sarit government
was pleased with the new government, which was pro-Western
and anti-Communist, General Phoumi received much support
from Sarit, who was his cousin,

Peace
a parachute battalion commander named Captain Kong Lae
staged a coup in August 1960, EKong Lze wanted Laos to
have a neutral government which would cooperate with the
Pathet Lao. He believed that such a government could
avoid a civil war and restore peace.36

Somsanit's government was replaced with a neutralist

35Padelford, p. 100.

36See Arthur J. Dommen, Conflict in Laos (New York:
Praeger, 1964), pp. 144~148,
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government headed by Prince Souvanna Phouma, General
Phoumi Nosavan did not Jjoin the new government, but instead
retreated to establish a military headquarters in Southern
Laos from which he started a compaign to retzke the capital.
During that time, the pro-Communist elements in Laos began
to broadcast anti-Western and pro-Communist propaganda,
Because of this crisis, Thailand became alarmed that
the Pathet lLao was gaining control over the government.
Thailand urged that SEATO support Generzl Phoumi in his
plar to oust the Vientianne government. The philippines
and Pakistan shared Thailand's view that SEATO should
take action to prevent laos from being taken over by the
Communists,
But SEATO did not take action because of the oppo-
sition of Britain and France. These two countries did
not want SEATO to intervene because:

1., There had not been any substantive evidence of
overt armed attack in Laos,

2., They believed that a return of a pro-Western
government would provoke a strong Soviet reaction which
might lead to larger war in Southeast Asia,

3, SEATO should not intervene unless the Souvanna
Phouma government requested it.

The situation in Laos was a dilemma for the SEATO
members, especially the United States, In Washington,
there were two conflicting ideas concerning the matter:
1), that the best long-term solution to the Laotian

Problems was the establishment of a non-Communist neutral
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government headed by Prince Souvanna Phouma; and Z), that
the only way to prevent the Communist Pathet Lao from
infiltrating the Laotian government was through the
establishment of a strongly pro-Western and anti-Communist
government headed by General Phoumi.37

The United States decided to support both sides
while seeking an agreement with Souvanna Phouma and General
Phoumi to cooperate with each other in keeping the Commu-
nists out of Laos, But the attempt failed because Kong
Lae prevented any reconciliation between the two leaders,
Later on, Phoumi established a revolutionary government
with Prince Boon Oum as the President,

Because of SEATO's inaction, the Thai press started
to question the role of SEATO in Laos, Secretary-General
Pote Sarasin explained that the Laotian crisis was only
a local conflict and SEATO would not interfere in the
internal affairs of Laos, SEATC members also favored a
neutral policy for Laos, But Thailand still believed that
if SEATO remained inactive, the situation in laos would
deteriorate and would become more dangerous to Thailand.
Sarit frequently expressed his concern about the situation
in Laos, He declared:

THEF e al

1I the situation in Laos or elsewhere develops

to the point where it is obvious that it will
inevitably become a danger to the nation, I shall
have to fight in defense of it; and in fighting

37Nuechterlein, "Thailand and SEATO: A Ten-year
Appraisal," po. 1176-1177.
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against such Communist danger, I hope to receive

the assistance and cooperation of friendly nations

of the free world, because fighting against the

Communists is a fight for the welfare of the whole

free world., However, even if we have to fight

alone without help from anyone, it is something

that we have to do even if the couggry is plunged

into danger and we die in the end.

Furthermore, Thailand refused to recognize the
Vientiane government, but openly expressed a strong pre-
ference for the revolutionary government, Since the August
coup, Thailand had closed its border with Laos in order
to put blockade on Laotian foreign commerce. It continued
to express displeasure with SEATO and with the United
States, which kept on providing financial and political
support to the Vientiane government,

The concern of Thailand, SEATC, and ‘the United States
ahout Laos was temporarily solved by General Phoumi's
successiul counter-coup against the Vientiane government
in December 1960, 4 pro-Western government was established
with Prince Boon Cum as the Prime Minister., Prince Souvanna
Phouma escaped to Cambodia to set up a government in exile
there, while Kong Lae's forces joined up with the Pathet
Lao, The three~sided conflict became more complicated
when the Soviet Union started to airlift arms to both the

Pathet Lao and Kong Lae's neutralist forces, and continued

to recognize the Souvanna Phouma government in exile.39

38Q‘uoted in Darrell Berrigan, "Thailand is on the Spot,"
The Reporter 24 (January 19, 1961): 29,

39Sisouk, Storm Over Laos, p. 169.
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Only the United States

From the beginning of 1961, the Pathet Lao and
Kong Lae's forces, assisted by the Soviet Union and North
Vietrnam, began an offensive in central and southern laocs.
They were able to defeat Phoumi's forces there., Even though
Phoumi's forces were well-equipped with American arms and
material, they were inferior to the Communist forces,

At the SEATO Council meeting on January 4, the
Council called for the pacific settlement of the Laotian
problem and reaffirmed the members' determination to fulfill
their obligations under SEATO, However, when the Laotian
government proposed that SEATO send an observation team
to study the extent of Communist intervention in lLaos,
France and Britain opposed the proposal.40

In March, the military situation in Laos worsened.
The Communists had almost defeated Phoumi's forces, Thai-
land was worried and appealed to SEATO to intervene to
prevent the fall of the Boon Oum government. The United
States was firm in this situation. On March 23, Fresident
Kennedy warned the Soviet Union that it would take action
if the Communists did not stop their attacks, But SEATO
was not as firm because of the differences of opinion
among the members. Thailand, the Philippines, and Pakistan
wanted military intervention, France disagreed because it

wanted a return of Souvanna Phouma's government, Great

%01, 2, Singh, "Thai Foreign Policy: The Current
Phase," Asian Survey 3 (November 1963): 536-537.
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Britain would rather wait for the Soviet Union's reply
to its ceasefire proposal, and favored armed intervention
only as a last recourse., Thailand had come to the conclusion
that only the United States could preserve the Boon Oum
government in ILaos, But the United States, wanting to
preserve the unity of SEATO, settled for a mild warning
to the Communists., After the Council meeting, at the end
of March, SEATO declared only that it might teke action
unless the Pathet Lao agreed on a cease-fire,

Thailand agreed with the British proposal to seek
the Soviet Union's cooperation in ending the war, But
it was afraid that the negotiations would lead to a coalition
government which would include Souvanna Phouma and the
Pathet Lao faction. Thailand would accept a neutral
government only if it were not a pro-Communist one, It
believed that Souvanna Phouma would be a weak Prime Minister
who relied too much on Communist support.

During April, the Communists pushed closer to the
Mekong River at Takhek and by April 20, they were only
ten miles from the town. The Sarit government declared
that Thailand's armed forces were ready to go into action
if Takhek were attacked. If the attack were coansidered
a direct threat to Thailand's security, the goverunment
would take military action no matter what other SEATO
members were prepared to do. In this crisis, Thailand

believed that it could only look to the United States for
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military action in Laos,

At the time, the United States was involved in
the crisis in Cuba; thus it was not ready to risk a large
war in Laos. Also, it was uncertain whether it was suitable
to use force in solving the problem, it preferred to
negotiate with the Soviet Union in order to avoid a colli-
sion between the great powers,

The United States' decision was a hard fact for
Thailand to accept. Thailand concluded that "if the
United States would not be firm in resisting Communist
pressure in Laos, what certainty was there that it would
be firm when and if Thailand were faced with a similar
threat of indirect aggression?41

In May 1961, Vice-President Lyndon B, Johnson visited
Thailand to reassure it of the United Satates' determination
to protect Thailand, and to offer more economic and mi-
litary aid. But Johnson's visit could not entirely erase
the "disillusionment" felt in Thailand. The Thai government
reacted strongly to show its disappointment. It started
to consider a change to a neutral foreign policy. It
considered adopting a policy of "Thaism™ or improving
relations with the Soviet Union to counter-balance Commu-
nist China's influence. It even considered quitting SEATO,

On SEATO Day (September 8, 1961), Prime Minister

41Nuechterlein, "Phailand and SEATO: A Ten=-year
Appraisal," p. 1179.
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Sarit charged that SEATO had become weak because of the

lack of unanimity among the members. Thus he proposed

that the organization be reformed. Because the interests

of certain members were not similar to those of the majority,
Sarit would like to replace the SEATC unanimity clause

with majority rule, He also sought to give wider powers

to the Secretary-General, Sarit declared that he would

like SEATC to be refashioned,

in such a way as to inject into it a new sense

of purposefulness and dedication to make it an
organization composed of members who completely
share the same thought and interests, the same
hopes and aspirations, whose fundamental goal is
to safeguard and maintain peace and welfare in
Southeast Asia and who are ready to make common
sacrifices to build up & bastion against impending
danger.

The 1962 American Pledges
Thailand's confidence in the United States was
restored by two events, The first one was a joint declara-
tion of the Thai Foreign Minister Thanat Khoman and
Secretary of State Dean Rusk on March 6, 1962, which was
an American guarantee of Thailand's security. The state-
ment declared:

The Foreign Minister and the Secretary of State
reviewed the close association of Thailand and

the United States in the Southeast Asia Collec-

tive Defense Treaty and agreed that such association
is an effective deterrent to direct Communist ag-
gression against Thailand, They agreed that the
Treaty provides the basis for the signatories

A
’Z"Sarit Criticizes SEATO," Bangkok Post, September
8! 1961, P- 10
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collectively to assist Thailand in case of Communist

armed attack against that country.

The Secretary of State assured the Foreign Minister

that in the event of such aggression, the United

States intends to give full effect to its obliga-

tion under the Treaty to act to meet the common

danger in accordance with its constitutional pro-
cesses, The Secretary of State reaffirmed thet

this obligation of the United States does not depend

upon the prior agreement of all other parties to

the Treaty, since this Treaty obligation is indi-

vidual as well as collective.43

The American pledge brought renewed confidence and
good will between the two countries, The Thai government
was full of praise for the United States and Prime Minister
Sarit hailed the United States as a true friend.

Another event which helped restore Thailand's
confidence in the United States was its action in the
crisis in May 1962, The Pathet Lao assisted by the North
Vietnamese forces captured the town of Nam Tz in north-
western Laos. General Phouni's forces were routed South-
ward across the Mekong into Thai territory at Chiang Xham,
This situation convinced the Thai government that the
Communists had broken the cease-fire and were not likely
to negotiate a political settlement, Thus Thailand called
for United States assistance., In response, President
Xennedy sent 5,000 marine, army, and air force personnel

to be stationed at Udon Thani in northeastern Thailand,

only forty miles from the Laotian capital, Shortly there-

43"Secretary Rusk, Thai Foreign Minister Discuss
Matters of Mutual Concern," U.S. Department of State
Bulletin, XLVI, March 26, 1962, pp. 498-499,
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after, Great Britain, Australia and New Zealand also dis-
patched military units to assist in the defense of Thailand,

The Pathet Lao offensive was stopped within a few
weeks, The American de.ermination to protect Thailand's
borders had stopped the Communist occupation of the territory
along the Mekong River, and had forced them to negotiate
instead.

The Geneva Conference of 1962 ended with the setting-
up of a coalition government in Laos, The government was
headed by Prince Souvanna Phouma and it included the neu-
tralist, rightist as well as Communist factions. Though
Thailand was not pleased with the solution, it signed the
Geneva Agreements of July 23, 1962, This was becauss it
was finally convinced that Prince Souvanna Phouma was the
only Laotian leader who could bring peace to Laos.44

At the Geneva Conference, Laos presented its state-
ment of neutrality which declared that it would not "recog-
nize the protection of any alliance or military coalition."45
Since then, the United States and other SEATO allies
have had a limited role in Laos,

On December 8, 1963, Sarit died after a short illness.
Though Sarit was known as an absclute dictator, he was
often praised as a leader with a strong sense of respon-

8ibility toward his country and people. He was able to

44Nuech‘berlein, "Thailand and SEATO: A Ten-year
Appraisal,™ p. 1180,

45Selec‘ced Arreements and Treaties Affecting Southeast
Asia (Bangkok: SEATO Headquarters, 1970), p. 62.
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stabilize Thailand's disorganized government and declining
economy, and suppressed official corruption. He took
harsh measures against Communist infiltration., When
Communist guerrillas increased their campaign of subver-
sion in the poor northeast provinces of Thailand, Sarit
launched a $300 million program of economic, medical and
educational development that undercut the Communist threat
there, He created national unity through the enhancement
of traditional values as represented by Buddhism and the
monarchy.

In the "domino" view of Southeast Asia, Thailand,
under the Sarit regime, always stood firm, surrounded by
wavering neighbvors in Laos, Cambodia, Vietnam and Burma.46

Sarit's determination to solve the Laotian problems moti-

vated Thailand to take a strong political role in SEATO.

The Thanom Kittikachorn Administration (1963-1971)

Sarit was succeeded as Prime Minister by General
Thanom Kittikachorn who was Sarit's senior Deputy Prime
Minister, Minister of Defense, and Deputly Supreme Commander
of the Armed Forces. General Prapat Charusathizn, a
powerful figure, remained Minister of the Interior,

Thanat Khoman, the able and outspoken Foreign Minister of
Sarit's regime, retained his position. Prince Wan con-

tinued his position as Deputy Prime Minister., Another

46uneath of Man," Time 82 (December 20, 1963): 18,
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important man in the new government was Pote Sarasin, who
had resigned his position as SEATO Secretary~General to
become Minister of National Development, The Thanom
government adopted the policies of the previous govern-
ment in both domestic and foreign affairs, Thanom announced
that his government would continue to be friends of the
West and to combat Communism.47

The new Premier assumed office at a {time when
Thailand was surrounded by political conflicts. In Viet=-
nam, the Diem government was overthrown and the Viet Cong
took the opportunity of the resulting confusion to launch
more attacks in the Mekong Delta. 1In Laos, the civil war
between the different factions threatened to occur again.
Burma continued its fight with the dissident groups, and
Cambodia moved into closer relations with Peking, Malay-
sia and the Philippines were quarreling with each other
and with Indonesia over right to the North Borneo terri-
tories.48

During the Thanom administraticn, the Communist
threat to Thailand's security was intensified., After
1963, the Pathet Lao and the North Vietnamese increasingly
infiltrated into northeastern Thailand, in order %o create
separatism among the eight million Thais of Lao ethnic

origin., However, the extent to which it was in fact

47Donald Z. Nuechterlein, "Thailand After Sarit,"
Asian Survey 4 (May 1964): 846-847.

4

8Ibid., p. 842,



51

Communist inspired and/or Communist led and the numbers

of participants involved have been subjects of a great

deal of controversy and disagreement. In some of the areas

with a2 large Lao population there were insurgents, often

miscalled Communists, who were more accurately separatists--

i,e., they sought to detach northeastern Thailand from

Thai rule and either form a new state or join the Laotian

nation.49 In 1965, Peking established many subversive

groups, such as a United Patriotic Front of Thailand and

a Thai Independence Movement, It also supported the Malayan

Chinese terrorists in the southern provinces of Theiland.

At the end of 1965, Communist China's Foreign Minister,

Chen Yi, announced that Thailand was the new target of

Communis®t guerrilla warfare, This announcement was re-

garded by the Thai government as a declaration of war.so
Hanoi and Peking also sponsored the Thailand

Patriotic Front which aimed at the overthrow of the Thanom

government and at cancelling all Thai-U.S. agreements on

military, economic and technical aid., And for severzl

years, Communis®t China had been building a highway from

Yunnan Province, southwest across northern Laos and toward

the Mekong River which is only twenty miles from the border

49Robert ¥, Zimmerman, "Insurgency irn Thailand,"
Problems of Communism 25 (May-June 1976): 18=20,

50

Daniel Wit, Thailand: Another Vietnam?, pp., 3-8,
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of Thailand.51
As the Vietnam War increased in intensity, Thailand
was more concerned about its own security. “he North
Vietnamese had long influenced the Communist insurgents
in Thailand., During the 1920's, Ho Chi Minh was an active
political organizer of Vietnamese communities in Thailand
to support his revolutionary movement in French Indochina,
these efforts becoming part of the beginnings of the In=
dochinese Communist Party which was formed in 1930. During
19%1-33, the Indochinese party even moved its headquarters
temporarily to Northeast Thailand to escape severe repression
by the French colonial authorivies in Indochina, Since
1951, the Thai-Lao insurgent leaders had been trained in
North Vietnam for political activity in the northeast,
The North Vietnamese government trovided leadership and
logistical support to the Thai insurgents; and, the Soviet
Union and the Pathet Lao supplied them with small quantities
of military a2id., With about 70,000 Vietnamese in the
northeast, North Vietnam might not find it difficult
to create their insurgent organizations there.52
Realizing the intention of North Vietnam to commu-
nize South Vietnam and later Thailand, the Thai government

forcefully supported the enlarged war effort of the United

5'1bid., p. 6,

52Melvin Gurtov, Southeast Asia Tomcrrow: Problems
and Prospects for United STafes Policy (Baltimore: The
ohns HopKins rTess, s PD. -1
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States in the defense of South Vietnam, Two significant
aspects of the Thai government's contribution to the Viet-
nam War were as follows:

1, In 1964, the Thai government, under the "contin-
gency plan," granted to the United States the use of its

53 in northeastern Thailand and a large naval

six air bases
base at Sattahip. TFrom these bases, American aircraft
were able to bomb targets in Vietnam and lLaos, By the
end of 1967, 40,000 Americans wer2 stationed in Thailand.
2., From 1966 on, Thailand provided combat
troops to assist in the Vietnam War., The first Thai mili-
tary force, called "The Queen's Cobra Regiment," was sent
to Saigon in 1966, In October, the Thai government
announced that it was willing to increase the size of its
forces to 12,000 men if the United States would provide
the training and eq_uipment.54
AS in the case of the Laotian conflict, the Thai
government wanted SEATO's military intervention in the
Vietnam War., And similarly, SEATO could not take a direct
formal role in Vietnam because of the lack of unanimiiy

among its members., South Vietnam was the only Protocol

state which had never renounced the protection of SEATO

53The air bases are situated at Ubon, Udon, Nakhon
Ratchasima, Nakhon Phanom, Utapao, and Takhli,

54Frank C. Darling, "Thailand: Stability and Escala-
tion," Asian Survey VIII (February 1968): 124-125,
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contained in the Protocol to the Manila Pact,

At the tenth meeting of the SEATO Council of Ministers
in Manila in 1964, all aspects of the armed attack on
Vietnam were seriously considered. The Council reaffirmed
in its communique its belief that the defeat of the commu-
nist campaign was necessary not only for the security of
South Vietnam, but also for that of Southeast Asia, Thus
it was agreed that:

e o o o the members of SEATC should remain prepared

if necessary, to take further concrete steps within

their respective capabilities of fu%;illment of
their obligations under the Treaty.

France disassociated itself from the communigue
because it had a different position on Vietnam problems.
It wanted the problems to be settled on the basis of the
1954 and 1962 Geneva Agreements., In solving them, it
preferred a political solution in the form of neutrali-
zation of South Vietnam. But the other members considered
that such a step would be only a device for turning South
Vietnam over to the Communist.56 At the next meetings
of the SEATO Council, in London in 1965 and Canberra
in 1966, France refused to take part in the meetings,

but was represented by an observer.57

55Dean Rusk,; "The Situation in the Western Pacific,"
SEATO Record 3 {October 1964): 20-21,

”~

56

Ibidd’ p. 210
a7
?inThe Position of France," SEATO Record 4 (June
1965): 20,
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It was not until 1966 that the United States govern-
ment declared that, "it is this fundamental SEATO obliga-

n38 npe United

tion that has guided our actions in Vietnam,
States position in Vietnam was overwhelmingly supported

by most of the SEATO members, Australia and New Zealand
sent more combat troops to South Vietnam, and Thailand
allowed the United States to use its territory for American
airbases.

France and Pakistan were the two opponents of SEATO's
position on Vietnam., PFrance was absent from the SEATC
ministerial meeting held in Washington, D.C., in April of
1967, It boycotted the meeting because it opposed Secre-
tary Dean Rusk's statement which linked SEATO with the
Vietnam war; and, it did not want to create the impression
that it was in any way even remotely associated with the
Vietnam War, It also considered that SEATO members'
"initiatives" in the war violated the Organization's rule
of unanimity.59

Like Prance, Pakistan emphasized its support for
a return to the 1954 Geneva Agreements as a basis for
settlement in Vietnam, Since that meeting, Pakistan

continued to attend the annual meetings in an observer

status, while France stopped attending the meetings in

SQuoted in Roger E. Hull and John C. Novogrod, Law
and Vietnam (New York: Cceana Publications, Inc., 19687, p. 136.

59Henry Tanner, "France Explains Boycott of SEATO,"
The New York Times, API’il 19’ 1967’ Pe. 5.
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any capacity.

Thailand's representative at the meeting, Foreign
Minister Thanat Khoman, expressed displeasure with the
refusal of France and Pakistan to aid the Allied Military
cause materially. He criticized the members which derived
benefits from the alliance without accepting obligations
and responsibilities, Australian representatives shared
2 similar view with Thanat.

In 1968, Thailand was disturbed by the United States
policy toward withdrawal from the Vietnam War. In response
to the U.S, withdrawal, Thanat called for greater co-
operation in Southeast Asia, There should be less reliance
on non=-Asizn countries to enable countries in the region
to fill the vacuum that would be created by a2 U.S. with-
drawal from the area, Thanat reiterated his willingness
to hold talks with Peking to ensure peace and security
in Asia. He also gave the "green light" to a proposed
trade mission to the Soviet Union and east European coun=-
tries, and for the establishment of an embassy in Yugoslaviz.

Thanat's Soviet initiative might have been a straw
in the wind. If in the seventies the U,S. would withdraw
from its commitments from the area, the USSR might become
available to aid Thailand in resisting what appeared to
be a China-based threat., This type of thinking was reflected
in a September 9, 1968 article in Siam Rath, which urged

that:
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(We should use) our heads to think where our national

interest and our hope of survival lie, to what

extent we can rely on our allies, how much we have

to stand on our own two feet, and how free we are to

dictate our foreign policy.60

The next stage in the relations between Thailand and
the major powers (other than the U.S.), or between Thailand
and the ASEAN countries, will probably depend to a large

extent on the actions of the U.S. in Asia,

Sumnary

In the nineteenth century, Thailand was the only
Southeast Asian country to retain its independence, partly
because of XKing Mongkut's ability to make the necessary
accommodations with the European colonialist powers and
partly because of Thailand's good fortune that the British
and French preferred an independent buffer between their
respective colonial empires to a long, common boundary.
Again, Thai policy in World Wars I and II can be cited
as proof of the correctness of the image of Thailand as
a bamboo bending with the prevailing wind.

However, a new pattern--the appearance of different
ways to respond to the external factors by different types
of Thail governments--is evident after this period. After
World War II, Civilian Prime Minister Pridi tried to es-
tablish regional cooperation between Southeast Asian states

as free and independent states, although the French rejected

60See: Kenneth Youngz "Thailand's Recle in Southeast

Asia," Current History 56 (February 1969): 97,
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the plan, When Field Marshal Pibun came to power, he
rejected this policy of neutralism and entered the American-
sponsored SEATO,

The successive military governments of Pibun, Sarit
and Thanom benefited from the competitive great power
environment of the 1950s and 1960s to fashion and maintzin
an alliance with the United States., The Thai leaders hoped
the alliance would check what they regarded as hostile in-
fluences on Laos and Cambodia so that these countries would
remain as buffer states, of little threat to Thai security
and susceptible to Thai access and influence, Even in
its heyday, the American alliance did not fully meet all
Thai expectations and hopes, During the Laotian crises,
Thailand had to accept a coalition government in Laos
vinich included elements hostile to the Thai government
rather than a right-wing gcvernment closely linked to
Thailand., In the Vietnam War, the Thai advocated stronger
American military action against Hanoi, The alliance
was for meny vears highly rewarding to successive Thai
military governments, The change of imerican policy to-
ward Southeast Asia in 1968, would similarly determined

the tone of Thailand's foreign policy during the 1970's,



CHAPTER 11

DECLINE OF AMERICAN PROFILE IN SOUTHEAST ASIA

Southeast Asia and the Nixon Doctrine

The disappointment with the intervention in Vietnanm,
the political crisis it had created within the United
States, and the deterioration of relations with other
nations which had resulted from the Vietnam war, led to
a revision of the foreign policy principles as announced
by Presidents Truman, Eisenhower, Kennedy and Johnson,

In the course of a tour of Asian countries, which President
Richard M. Nixon undertook between July 25 and August 1,
1969, the new look was stated and explained in presidential
speeches and informal remarks,

In a press conference held on the island of Guam
on July 25, 1969, the President said among other things:

If the U.S.A. Just continued on the road

of responding to requests for assistance, of assuming

the primary responsibility for defending these

countries when they had internmational or external
problems, t?ey were never going to take care of

themselves,

In an exchange of formal greetings in Bangkok, on

235 1Keesing's Contemporary Archives, (Londoun, 1969),
09.
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July 28, President Nixon explained that the nations of
Asia can and must increasingly shoulder the responsibility
for achieving peace and progress. He went on:

The challenge to our wisdom is to support the

Asian countries' efforts to defend and develop

themselves, without attempting to take from them

the responsibilities which should be theirs. For

if domination by the aggressor can destroy the

freedom of a nation, too much dependence on_a

protector can eventually erode its dignity.2

Gradually the general lines of a foreign policy
doctrine emerged which was to be applied not only to Asia,
where it was originally announced, but to all parts of the
world where the United States had assumed responsibilities.
Its central idea is to limit American intervention,
Whereas the United States would keep its treaty commitments
for the maintenance of international security, it would
in the future refrain from militarily intervening in the
case of internal disturbances., Assistance in such situations
would be limited to material help if requested excluding
the kind of support which would involve the commitment of
American manpower. This new attitude became soon to be
called the doctrine of Guam or the Nixon Doctrine,

The overarching principle of the Doctrine is that,
in contrast with past American practice, interests will

determine commitments. "We are not involved in the world

because we have commitments; we have commitments because

2"Bangkok, Thailand: ZExchange of Greetings, Phan Fah
Bridge Pavililion, July 28," U,S. Department of State
Bulletin, IXI, August 25, 1969, p. 154,
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we are involved., OQur interests must shape our commitments,
rather than the other way around."3 On Guam, Nixon laid
down three policy principles:

-First, the United States will keep all of its
treaty commitments,

-Second, we shall provide a shield if a nuclear
power threatens the freedom of a nation allied

with us or of a nation whose survival we consider
vital to our security.

~Third, in cases involving other types of aggression,
we shall furnish military and economic assistance
when requested in accordance with our treaty commit-
ments, But we shall look toc the nation directly
threatened to assume the primary responsibility

of providing the man-power for its defense,4

The first point to note is that the Doctrine exzluded
any reconsideration of existing commitments, such as those
arising from the Vietnam War, the U.S.-Taiwan Mutual Defense
Treaty, the SEATC pact, or that portion of the 1962 Rusk-

Thanat communique5

which appeared to promise U,S. involve-
ment in Thailand to combat "subversion" as well as "aggres-
sion." Such commitments clearly do determine U.,S., interests.

The Doetrine's relevance hence was narrowed Lo the

3U.S. Poreign Policy for the 1970's: Building for Peace
(Washington, D.C.: GPO, February 25, 1971), cited here-
after as Nixon Repert 1971.

4Speech of November 13, 1969; text in William P.
Rogers, United States Foreign Policy 1969-1970 (Washington,
D.C.: G¥0, Mareh 1971), . 324,

5The Doctrine excluded any reconsideration of the
SEATO pact but the Doctrine, of course, had an impact on
its disintegration. See "Impact of Nixon Doctrine on
SEATO's Disintegration in this chapter, and "The Demise
of SEATO" in Chapter V infra,
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question of future commitments, But a careful reading of
the President's foreign policy reports does not afford

a basis for confidence that the criteria governing U.S.
interests in Asia changed much., The United States
remained committed to "averting greal power dominance over
Asia;" U,S. intereste were still said to be "important,"
"basic," "substantial," and "deep" in Asia's security.6
"Interests," in short, were assumed rather than defined,
implying anew that military and or political commitments

to protect those interests would be forthcoming. The
spasmodic reactions to Asian crises that in past years

have characterized U.,S. policy and determined U.S. interests
seem destined to continue under President Nixon.,

The other side of the Nixon Doctrine, which the
administration also stressed, was Asian self<help, In the
president's phrase, "Asian hands must shape the Asian
future." More specifically, pro-American Asian regines
were to be strengthened militarily so that in the suppres-
gion of the "insurgencies" they could shoulder a major
part of the burden borne up to that time by the U.3., At
the same time, the United States would stand by with its
nuclear arsenal and tactical support, honoring its commit-
ments and be vigilant against external aggression,

While the primary thrust of the doctrine was military,

6See the East Asia sections of the Nixon Report 1971
and the Nixon Report 1972 (U,S. Foreign Pollcy for tne
O's: The Emerging Structure o eace, (Washington,
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the economic side was not ignored. Here the president
stressed interregional cooperation-"Asian initiatives in
an Asian framework'"-abetted by "multinational" corporations
and organizations, At the same time, however, it was
acknowledged that in both military and economic matters,
"Japan's partnership with us will be a key to tne success
of the Nixon Doctrine in Asj.a."'7

President Nixon has long been an outspoken advocate
of regional security cooperation "as a counterforce to

8 Nixon conceived of an all-Asian

the designs of China,"
multilateral appeal for U.S. assistance or intervention
as the most desirable future way "to insure that a U.S.
response will be forthcoming if needed, ., . ."9 Although
regional cooperation was increasing on the economic side,
security cooperation had not markedly advainced, In the
absence of further progress in regional security, the

Administration's policy seemed to make Indcnesia the focal

point of a regional consensus favorable to U.S. policies,

The United States as a Pacific Power and Cost-Consciousness
The Nizon Doctrine was fundamentally a cost-conscious

policy, aimed at maintaining a major U.S, role in Asia

7"Japan and the Nixon Doctrine," The New York Times,
November 4, 1969, p. 4.

8Richard M, Nixon, "Asia After Vietnam," Foreign
Affairs XLVI (Cctober :967): 124, ’

9Ibid., p. 114.



64

at less cost in both dollars and American lives. DPresident
Nixon believed that the Un’ted States had a destiny to be

10 Consequently, the U.S, couldnot withdraw

a Pacific power,
from Asia without undoing all that long-term involvement,

capped by the Vietnam War, The United States was obliged

"to fashion the sinews of a Pacific community"-one in

which military and economic strength are coordinated,

China could be counterposed with "a concert of Asian strengths,"
Japan can play "an increasing role, " and *the United States would

i

exercise discreet leadership. One key benefit of a

substantial withdrawal of manpower from Asia would be
that this could permit reduction of the defense budget

and provide a substantial check on the "dollar drain",

Impzct of Nixon Doctrine on SEATO's Disintegration
By July 1969, when the Nixon Doctrine was made
public at Guam, it had become apparent that an American
reevaluation concerning United States Asian commitments
had culminated in President Nixon's decision to shif+%
primary responsibility for the defense of South Vietnam
and other Southeast Asian nations from United States
military forces to those indigenous forces of nations

"which might be threatened by Communis®t aggression."

101pid., p. 112,

Y1vi4., p. 124,
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While the President contended that Southeast Asian nations
welcomed this shift,12 SEATC's Secretary-General Vargas
warned that any restraint on American involvement in Asian
security affairs or American deference to an all«Asian
security arrangement inevitably would constitute credibi-
1ity problems for American bilateral defense arrangements
in Asia. It would also force Southeast Asian nations to
contemplate accommodation with Communist insurgency move-
ments in their region.13 This analysis coincided with
Robert Osgocd's analysis on the nature of Asian alliance
systems:

e o« o there is little prospect of the emergence

in the next decade or twe of regional or subregional

balances of power and systems of order-~or disorder--

based on indigenous alliances amcng the underdeveloped

states. Regional organizations like ASEAN ., ., .

may provide useful international political experience

to new states and somewhat dampen intraregional

tensions, but they cannot perform peace-keeping

or collective security functions zand they show

little promise of acting as significant constraints

against external aggression. ., . 4

Despite the expressed reservations of those who
feared that Urited States political retrenchment and
military withdrawal would result in the United States

relinguishing effective influence over Asian affairs and/or

120pursuit of Peace in Vietnam," November 3, 1969
address of President Nixon, reprinted in U.S. Depariment
of gtate Bulletin, ILXI, November 24, 1969, p. 440,

VSnpsiats Balance of Power," SEATOC Record 8 (April
1969): 13,

14Robert E. Osgood, Alliances and American Foreign
Policy (Baltimore: John Hopkins Press, 1968), p. 107.
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the means to deal with unwanted contingencies in that
region, the American initiative toward a "winding down"

of commitments in Southeast Asia accelerated from 1969
onward., A clear tendency inherent in that "winding down"
process constantly emerged: that future United States
policy toward SEATO and toward Southeast Asia as a whole
would be basically reactive in nature, contingent upon

the "changing conditions" now present in the area.15 Yet,
cther than a few vague references to "the end of the cold
war" or to the retention of Asian treaties by the United
States on a "nonbinding" basis, there seemed to have been
little effort made by American policy officials to redefine
specifically the SEATO commitment or the future American
role in the organization within the context of the Nixon
Doctrine or related United States policy statements,
Without significant efforts for clarification by the Nixon
Administration, members of Congress and other interested
parties increasingly questioned the need for maintaining
SEATO at all.

Uncertainty about SEATO's purpose pervaded other
members of the alliance., With the election of Labor
governments in both Australia and New Zealand in late 1972,
Prime Ministers Whitlam and Xirk both expressed their

reservations over SEATO's ability to maintain a "balance

15See February 15, 1973 News Conference of Secretary

of State Willizm Rogers in U.S. Department of State Bulletin,
IXVIII, March 5, 1973, p. 254,
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of power" in Southeast Asia, Only strong warnings by the
U.S. State Department to Canberra and Wellington, coupled
with Thai-Filipino unhappiness over further dissolution
of SEATO after Pakistani, French, and British objections
toward it became more manifest, prevented Australia and

16 yntil SEATO's

New Zealand from leaving the organization.
eventual demise in late 1975,17 both the Australian and
New Zealand governments continued to regard the organization

critically.18

The Nixon Doctrine in Action
The troop withdrawals, base reduction, China
diplomacy, and self-help rhetoric notwithstanding, the
Nixon Doctrine in action, especially on the Southeast
Asia mainland, appears not to be a great departure from
past U.S. policy.
The most careful unclassified study of the air

war, the Cornell study,19 estimates that during 1971,

16Robert Trumbell, "Leaders Decide New Zealand and
Australia Stay in SEATC," The New Ycr!: Times, January 22, 1973,
Pe 7. Also see Keith SincIajir, "New Zealand's Metamor-
phosis,"™ and Peter King, "Whither Whitlam?" International
Journal 39 (Summer 1974): 412-440.

17See, "The Demise of SEATO" in Chapter V infra.

18Whi’clam cancelled an Australian commitment to
participate on October 1973 SEATO naval maneuvers by
recalling the four warships slated to be present at the
exercises. Wolfganz Pollak, "Vhat Does SEATO Stand for Today,"
Aussen Politik 26 (March-April 1975): 254,

1

9Center for International Studies, Cornell University,
The Air War in Indochina, November 1971, a2s summarized by
The lndochina Resource uenter (Washington, D.C.).
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about 270,000 tons of bombs were dropped on South Vietnam
(down from about 1 million tons in 1968), over 400,000 tons
on Laos (more than double the 1968 level), and about 90,000
tons on Cambodia (Zero in 1668), The amount drcpped on
North Vietnam under "protective reaction" was drastically
reduced from over 150,000 tons in 1968. The changed pattern
of U.S. air attacks~less in North and South Vietnam, more
in laos and Cambodia-was also reflected in the deployment
of U.S. air power. U.S. bases in South Vietnam were being
closed or transfered to the Vietnamese, whose strength

in aircraft and personnel was going up. U.S. air strength
was moving almost entirely to Thailand and carriers in

the South China Sea (B-52s would continue operating from
Guam and Okinawa as well as Thailand),

The extensive bombing in Indochina was perfectly
compatible with the Nixon Doctrine and Vietnamization.
Bombing was less costly, firancially and politically,
than continued ground force involvement, which was then
left to the Indochinese allies, Bombing could not "win"
the war-a lesson learned from Johnson's ROLLING THUNDER
Campaign-but it could punish the other side from continuing
it (thus, "protective reaction"); it could also prevent the
opponent from winning by keeping him off bDalance, disrupting
new offensives and diminishing his ability to keep his
forces well supplied. The fact that inecreasing numbers

cf persons in Indochina were killed or left homeless
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because of the bombing,20

and the high likelihood that
the Vietnamese Comrunists and their allies in Laos and
Cambodia would not (any more than before) be persuaded
by bombing to accept U.S. peace terms, did not appear
to enter into Nixon's calculations.

In Laos, the Nixon Administration's innovations in
the bombing program included increased attacks in the
Southeastern (Ho Chi Minh Trails) sector, heavy bombing
in northern Laos using B-5238 for the first time, the
use of hilicopter gunships in combat, and a shift of the
tactical command of air operations to Air Force headquarters
in Thailand.

The intense bombing in the Laotian panhandle,
without precedent in modern warfare, was supplemented
toward the end of 1970 by the use of helicopter gunships
in direct support of lao ground soldiers21 (although
engaged in combat, the U.S. helicopter personnel were
officially said not to be combat troops). So much con-
centrated air power evidently increased pressure on
Washington from the Air Force and CIA to take prior
approval of Laos air operations out of the hands of the
American Embassy in Vientiane., During 1971 it was reported

that USAF tactical headquaters in Udorn, Thailand, had

20See George Mct, Kahin, "One-Third of a Nation
Uprooted," New Republic, August 7-14, 1971, pp. 19-21,

21wy,5. Is Now Flying Copter Missioms For Laos
Troops," The lNew York Times, January 20, 1971, p. 1
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assumed that responsibility--a major policy shift that
promised increased bombing.
CIA and Thai involvement in Laos, which had its
parallel in Special Forces and South Vietnamese operations
in Cambodia, pointed up the weakness of Congressionally
imposed financial restrictions on covert and proxy warfare
under the Nixon Doctrine, The Department of Defense
Appropriations Act of January 1971 included an amendment--
the so-called Fulbright amendment--that was specifically
designed to prohibit U.S. funding of Thai or South Vietnamese
intervention in Ilaos or Cambodia.22
As for Thailand, the Thai government officials
publicly and privately expressed concern that the Nixon
Doctrine would mean sharp cutbacks in U.S. military
assistance, upon which Thailand had relied since 1950.
But, while the total value of U,S, military aid to Thailand
had apparently declined since 1969, it remained substantial;
and, Secretary Laird had reportedly assured Bangkok that
it could continue to count on U.3. support for the next

decade.23 In fact, for Thailand the Nixon Doctrine seemed

22The amendment states that no military funds shall

be used to support "Vietnamese or other free world forces
in actions designed to provide military support and
assistance to the CGovernment of Cambodia or Laos" except
as required to ensure U.S. withdrawal from Vietnam or

to aid in the release of prisoners of war.

23"U.S. Policy Made in Favour of Thailand," Foreign
Affairs Bulietin (Thailand) XI (January-March 1971)T 4 4’73‘.
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only to mean a streamlining of U,S, assistance rather
than a reassessment of the program or the commitment that
underlied i<,

Nevertheless, the form that the Nixon Doctrine and
"gelf-reliance" had taken in Thailand, because it did not
represent a significant change from previous Administrations,
left ample room for skepiicism, Since the bombing of
Indochina was the key part of the Administration's
Indochina policy, the U.,S. presence in Thailand was likely
to continue for a2 long time to come, as witness the 1972-73
restoration of U.S. force levels to 50,000 after having
been reduced to 32,000 in 1971, This circumstance was
bound not only to exacerbvate political temsions in Thailand,
generated by opponents of the military government as well
as by leftist forces. It was also bound to inhibit
Thailand's avowed interest in improving relations with
China, whose leaders were very unlikely to respond to
direct and third-country Thai overtures while U,S. Thai-
based aircraft were bombing their Indochina allies and
while Thai troops operated in laos.

In 1972 the United Stated added A37B Skyraider
jets to the Thai air force's counter-insurgency arsenal.
Although the Thai Situation was different from Vietnanm,
and although Thai officials and their U.S. advisors were
determined that there should not be another Vietnam in

Thailand, the U.S. assistance program ran the risk of
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helping a military regime with substantial firepower at
its disposal to repeat the "military solution" that had

failed in Vietnan.

The Military Government under the 1968 Constitution
(1969-1971)

In 1968, the Thanom Government was not an elected
one, and there was as yet no parliamentary means whereby
it could be turned out of office. The constitution pro-
claimed in June, 1968, provided for the election of only
one house of the national legislature, with the executive
in no way tezchnically responsible to the Parliament, The
United Thai People's party, which made the strongest single
party showing in the February, 1969, voting (the first
national election in more than a decade) was not really
a ruling party., It was a partially successful device
designed primarily to legitimatize the military regime,
The Democratic party, which swept all the seats in the
capital area in the February balloting, had started to
seek changes in the constitution and had secured support
from some other opposition and independent elements, The
Democrats wanted to make the Cabinet responsible to the
legislature.24
Many observers of the Thai political scene predicted

the replacement of the pro-liberalization Thanom Kittikachorn

24"Prachatipat Rong Plien Ratamanoon" (“"Democrats
asked for changes in the Constitution"), Siam Rath,
September 15, 1969, p. 1.
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government by another coup, led by strongman General Prapat,

in the event that the legislature got out of control and

tried to unseat the government or threatened its budget,

This was certainly the old Thai way of doing things. But

1969 was not 1947 or 1958, and Vietnam had provided a

rather painful illustration of what happened when a regime

lost the support of the people, This was one reason why

Prime Minister Thanom pushed s¢ hard for the 1968 consti-

tution and the ensuing elections, despite the objection

of General Prapa‘c.25
The main props oi state authority in Thailand were

likely to remain the country’s popular monarch and royal

family, and Buddhiswm, the nation's religious faith,

To these traditional elements a consensual base might be

added if Thailand could continue on her moderately liberaliz-

ing course., The army and civil service had been the

backbone of Thai politics for more than a generation, and

the time was probably ripe for the partnership's expansion

to include more members of the new (and by no means wholly

Chinese) business elite as well as the mass of the population

through their elected representatives., Insurgents, especially

those aided materially from abroad, could congquer popular

as well as unpopular governments, but the feat was more

difficult, Thailand might well be the place where communism

251bid., p. 16.
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was finally defeated in Southeast isia,

Thaji-American Relations

The 1lifting of martial law for the election campaign
provided the opportunity for candidates and journalists
to raise critical guestions about the Thai-American alliance.,
Opposition party candidates in particular campaigned against
the government's "total reliance on the United States"
and the "unseemly conduct" of American troops in Thailand,
Military aid was upsetting the social balance in Thailand
because it went to a very few people. Field marshals,
air marshals, and admirals placed themselves in position
to accept directions from their American benefactor. Thus,
when Washington proposed to build air fields, and to man
them with Americans and subsequently to fly bombers from
the fields for the Vietnamese war, the military could not
resist. Thailand also accepted American troops without
2 time-limit, and permitted the United States to use
these bases for bombing neighbors not hostile to Thailand.

Unlike the open welcome of the American soldiers
in 1961 to prevent Communist insurgency from Laos, subsequent
military operations were kept officially secret., When
these operations became known, the permission for American use of
Thai bases fell not to the military but to the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs. The very size of the aid was corroding the in-
tegrity of the chains, Highly placed recipients, like

the late Prime Minister Sarit Thanarat, opened accounts
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at Swiss banks and bought luxurious mansions for their
mistresses instead of passing funds along to the more
integral parts of their chain of dependents.26

In fact, the fundamental objective of Thai-American
co-operation was to achieve peace, security and stability
in Southeast Asia, To attain such an objective, Thailand
did not need to lure the United States into committing
itself in Southeast Asia, Although the U,S. moved toward
a "low-profile" policy, as a worid power with worldwide
responsibility it has, and undoubtedly will always have,
interests in ensuring peace and stability in Southeast
Asia as in other parts of the world.

Like in the previous years, Thailand's foreign
affairs in 1969 were dominated by Thai-US relations., In
February, with Thailand already deeply committed to the
U.S. cause in Vietnam and the Nixon administration yet
to give a clearcut policy on the war, Thai Foreign Minister
Thanat Khoman said the U.S., would be asked to withdraw
military forces from Thai bases after the war, Thailand
would rely on its own forces to combat communist guerilla
activities, he said, and would ask outside help only in

n
<

the event of largescale conflictd. It should be noted

26Lucien M. Hanks, "American Aid Is Damaging Thai
Society," Trans-action 5 (October 1968): 31,

27"Prospects of a New Pax Asjiana, Delivered by Foreign
Minister Thanat Khoman at the East-West Center, Hawaii,"
on March 9, 1969 printed in Foreign Affairs Bulletin (Thailand)
IX (Januaery-March 1969): 14,




76

that the Thai atiitude toward what is generally known
as a communist "peoples war" or "war of national liberations",
is that the local people are best equipped to deal with
it rather than outsiders. The local people know the
mentality of each other, the terrain, and other minor
problems; and, communist guerrilla warfare or wars of
national liberation, in order to be successful, had to
depend almost entirely on support from the local people.
Thailand, therefore, needed outside help only in the event
of the need to cope with conventional warfare.

But in June, as President Hixon announced withdrawal
of 25,000 U.S. troops from Vietnam following his Midway
meeting with President Nguyen Van Thieu, Thanat appeared
considerably more flexible, declaring America could seek
permission to keep troops in Thailand after the Vietnam
withdrawal.28

Senator Fulbright's opposition to expanded military
aid to Thailand on the grounds that such aid would lead
to "another Vietnam" greatly annoyed the Bangkok government;
nonetheless, Fulbright's was an opposition voice. Defense
Secretary Melvin Laird's August 21, 1969, statement that
the Nixon administration did not feel bound by the 1965
contingency plan was a different matter., Laird was the

President's top civilian defense adviser, not a congressional

2B"Foreign Minister on Government's Fereign Polic
Foreign Affairs Bulletin (Thailand) IX (April-June 1969)
80.

y,"




17

critic., The Nixon administration appeared to be wavering
on the subject of the President's public statement in
Bangkok in July that "the United States will stand
proudly" against those who "might threaten” Thailand "from
abroad or within." During his mid=-1969 trip to Southeast
Asia, President Nixon had promised the Thai increased
military assistance. But Thanat wondered whether the
President would honor his promise in view of congressional
fears that such help would lead the United States into
"another Vietnam." On August 22, Thanat called for talks
on the withdrawal of United States forces from Thailand.29
The talks began on September 1,

Most pointedly Thanat suggested "an immediate
evacuation so there is no opportunity for United States
forces to be used to fight subversive activities launched
by the Communists against Thailand."3o The Americans and
the Thai subsequently and quickly agreed that there would
be no withdrawal of United States combat forces from Thailand
that would in any way diminish the war effort in Vietnam,

Thanat's call for talks on the withdrawal of United

States forces from Thailand was partly designed to remind

29The New York Times dispatch in the Herald-Tribune
(Paris), August 30-31, 1964,

30 “T

alks on U.S. Troops Withdrawal from Thailand,"
Foge%gn Affairs Bulletin (Thailand) IX (July=-September
1969): 83,
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the United States that the Thai--not colonized in the

heyday of European colonialism--were masters in their

own house and controlled their own foreign policy. In

August, 1969, that control seemed to be diminishing,

Secretary Laird seemed to be saying that the Nixon

administration was not bound by the commitments of its

predecessors, and could change the terms of the Thai-United

States defense relationship unilaterzally. The Thai were

not so independent as they had thought they were, and

the Thanom government and its articulate foreign minister,

Thanat, were not pleased.31
According to Thanat, however, the communist side

was deprived of a very important propaganda item (namely

that Thailand had been unable to cope with its own defence

and had had to rely on foreign forces) since the Thais

had declared their willingnesses to see American forces

withdrawn from Thailand. The declaration also served

the interests of both the United States and Thailand.

This was the reason why Thailand suggested to the United

States Government that it enter into discussions to redeploy

and to withdraw those forces in conformity with the require-

ments of the war in Vietnam, although Thailand had no desire

of hastening the withdrawal of those forces, If and when

such forces would become unnecessary, then such forces

31"American Ton Tahan" ("The U.,S. Withdrawal"),
Siam Rath, August 24, 1969, p. 3.
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might be withdrawn.32

President Nixon's September 17, 1969, anncuncement
of a further withdrawal of 35,000 United States forces
from Vietnam (making a total withdrawal of 60,000) was
not communicated beforehand to the Thanom government,

The Bangkok response was a sharp reminder that Thailand
was a United States ally and that allies ordinarily consult
with one another on such matters.33 It was apparently

felt in Bangkok that the wvery brevity of the bombing halt
was suggestive of a certain indecisiveness in the United
States approach to Vietnam and, inferentially, towards

the rest of Southeast Asia.34 Shortly thereafter, Thanat
reacted positively by calling for U.S.-Southeast Asia
co-operation for mutual benefits as appeared in his

speech at the Economic Club of Detroit:

Southeast Asia has actually had much less
substantial assistance from the United States in
the field of economic development either on a2
bilateral basis or through intermational organiza-

tions or institutions such as the United Nations
or the World Bank., A far greater amount of

32Extemporaneous Remarks by Dr, Thanat Khoman,
Minister of Foreign Affairs of Thailand, at An Informal
Meeting with Visiting Members of the United States Senate
and House of Representatives, Bangkok, November 7,169 as
printed in Collected Statements of Foreign Minister
Thanat Khoman, o (October T969-iovember 1970, bangkok:
Ministry of Foreign Affairs), pp. 23-25.

33nxan Tang Pratet" ("Foreign Relations"), Siam Rath
Weekly Review, September 20, 1969, p, 10.

341vid., p. 7.
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assistance might be available once military
expenditure in connection with the Vietnam War
could be drastically reduced or totally devoted
to more constructive uses,

At this juncture, it is convenient to note
that the old concept of aid or assistance with
strings attached has become obsolete., With the
march of time, it is no longer fashionable to
talk about aid or even about trade-and-aid. A
more acceptable concept has emerged which may
perhapg with accuracy be termed "mutual co-opera-
tion, 55
Thanat also deliberated the term "co-operation

for mutual benefits."™ There are benefits to be derived
by all concerned, donor and recipient countries alike.
There are benefits accruing to both sides, Those
transactions are grant aid, credit assistance, technical
aésistance, investment and trade. Some mutuality of
benefits is self-evident, but for some transactions the
donor country may be expected to derive long-term benefit
from the economic growth and resulting stability of the

recipient country either directly or as a potential market,

Thailand and Its Idea of Regionalism
According to Thanat, when the U.S. erunciated what
is known as the Nixon Doctrine, the Thai approved of it
and intended to work with President Nixon for the successful
implementation of that policy. While welcoming co-operation

for mutual benefits with the U.S. as well as other well-

35Speech by Foreign Minister Thanat Khoman, "Mutual
U.S.-Southeast Asia Co-operation in the Post-Vietnam Period,"
Detroit, Octcber €, 19693 as printed in Collected Statements
of Foreign Minister Thanat Khoman, pp. 17-18,




81

wishing outside powers, the countries of Southeast Asia
should first and foremost rely on themselves, on their
own strength and resources to promote peace and stability
as well as the economic progress and prosperity of their
respective peoples. In their efforts of national recon-
struction and economic development, the Southeast Asian
nations looked to their close neighbours for meaningful
apd productive co-operation., 1In all such co-operative
endeavours, Thailand had not been found lacking in
determination or initiative to promote closer partnership
among like-minded developing countries.36
Cther than a regional co-operation of the most
comprehensive nature, which is called ASEAN, a wider but
more loosely organized regional association is the Asian
and Pacific Council (ASPAC) which came into being after
the historic Meeting of Ministers in Seoul, the Republic
of Korea, in 1966, Like ASEAN, it is also concerned with
economic co-operation for the peace, progress and prosperity
of its member nations. However, ASPAC has a wider range
of membership from the Republic of Korea, Japan, the
Republic of China, the Philippines, the Republic of
Vietnam, Laos, Thailand, and Malaysia down to Australia
and New Zealand, Unlike ASEAN, whose members are of the
same or a similar stage of economic development, ASPAC

has a mixture of three advanced and other less developed

567 pid. , DP. 19=20.
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countries,

Apart from the above regional co-operative efforts,
Thailand participates in various other regional activities
such as the Mekong River Project, the South East Asian
Ministers of Education Council (SEAMEC), the Colombo Plan,
the Ministerial Conference for the Economic Development
of Southeast Asia, and the Asian Development Bank, However
ASEAN is the only organization which will be considered
in this study.

In early June 1971, Thanom paid an official three-day
vigit to Malaysia. He told Malaysian Prime Minister Tun
Abdul Razak that Thailand could not accept Malaysia's
proposal for the neutralization of Southeast Asia because
of China's support for insurgency against Thailand.37
However, this view was criticized by Democratic Party
parliamentary member Pichai Rattakul who labelled it as
"nonsense" while describing Malaysia's proposal as "sound

and logical."38

Also Thanom and the army commander,
General Prapa® Charusathein, did not welcome President
Nixon's attempt to shift much of the burden for defending

Asia to Asians., On the other hand, Thanat and others of

>Twprime Minister Field Marshal Thanom Kittikachorn's
Cfficial Visit to Malaysia," Foreien Affairs Bulletin

(Thailand) XI (April-June 1977): 87,

38"Pichai Sanutsanun Kwam Pen Klang Kong Malaysia®
("Pichai Agrees with Malaysia's Proposal for Neutralization
of Southeast isia"), Ban Muang, Sune 9, 1971, p. 3.
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the ruling group had long favored closer relaiions among
the various Southeast Asian lands. Thailand, a founding
member of ASEAN in 1967 as well as of the predecessor ASA
in 1961 and SEATO in 1954, might be expected to seek to
strengthen ties with such countries as Indonesia and the
Philippines after the war in Vietnam in an effort to bring
new stability to troubled Southeast Asia, Thanat did not
favor the regional military pact proposed by Malaysian
Prime Minister Tunku Abdul Rahman, The Thai foreign minister
told correspondents in Bangkok in Septembexr 19£9 that
any future security grouping for the area must be primarily
political, economic and social in character, not military.39
The Thai government continued to reshape its foreign
relations to meet the new realities., 1In speeches through-
out the year, Thai government spokesmen reiterated two
common themes which had been expressed rather perfunctorily
in previous years but which appeared to be taken increas-
ingly seriously: "we must depend on ourselves," and "we

n40  pyag

must build Southeast Asian regional alliances.
foreign policy in this year included a revival of
nationalism which %took the form of an overt but non-militant

anti-Americanism,

39"Foreign Minister on Government's Foreign Policy,"
foreign Affairs Bulletin (Thailand) IX (July-September
969): 85,

40

Ibid., p. 86.
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Thailand and the Sino-Soviet Competition

Thanat has on more than one occasion said he would
be willing to have "serious talks" with Chinese and other
Acian Ccmmunist leaders on matters affecting the peace
and security of the area. 3Beginning late in 1970, considerable
discussion in the Thai government was reported about the
desirability and feasibility of improving relations with
China.*’

In April, 1971, after President Nixon's end to the
embargo on trade between the U,S. and China, Thanat said
that Thailand would not automatically follow the U,S. in
ending its own trade ban but would adopt a cautious attitude
before coming to any decisions regarding China, As the
U.S, move began to be discussed in earnest, Thanom made
a statement to the press in mid-May claiming there would
be no change in Thailand's foreign policy as long as he
remained head of Thailand's government, Thanat also
stressed that there would not be any foreign policy changes,

But because of Thanat's previous admission that
he was seeking "a dialogue" with Peking, a great deal
of confusion developed., This led to a battle of words
between the Thal press and Thanat after the foreign minister
was quoted as saying that several Thai newspapers nad

accepted bribes from an unspecified foreign embassy in

41"Ninister of Foreign Affairs on China Policy,"
Fogeign Affairs Bulletin (Thailand) IX (January-March
1669): 17,
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Bangkok., It later led to the arrest of three Thai

newspaper editors who were charged with defamation of

Thanat, In response, 21l news involving Thanat was declared
"black" by Thai newspapers. The controversy was not resolved
until early September when Thanom appealed for a compromise
and the court case against the three editors was dropped.

In early July, Thanom informed his cabinet ministers
that he opposed any commercial or other contact with China
until Peking halted its support for communist insurgency
in Thailand, Deputy Prime Minister Prapat also made it
known that he opposed any sort of ties with China because
of the opportunities he claimed would be opened for sub-
version among the Chinese minority in Thailand.42

By early August it was reported that the Thai govern=-
inent was developing a "two China" policy of its own by
not opposing admission of China into the United Nations
but also voting to retain Taiwan in the international
body. But by the end of the month Deputy Foreign Minister
Sa-nga Kittikachorn had told =2 press conference that
Thailand would either vote for China's entry or abstain.
This was followed by Prapat expressing his personral view
that Thailand should support China's admission,

Then, on September 10, the NSC (National Security

4Z"Nayobai Tangpratet Thai" ("Thai Foreign Policy
Review"), Siam Rath, January 5, 1972, p. 8.
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Council) decided Thailand would vote "yes" for Peking,
But Thailand, the NSC said, would alsoc vote to retain
Taiwan in the UN. According to Thanat, the admission of
China was advantageous to Thailand because it would present
an opportunity to establish a dizlogue with Peking--without
the necessity of establishing formal diplomatic relations.
But before leaving for the UN General Assembly session,
Thanat, on September 15, told newsmen that Thailand would
recognize China after its UN entry.43

This potential for increased flexibility toward
the Communist World was further illustration of Thailand's
pragmatic approach to the shifting relations among the major
powers in the Southeast Asia region., It was not necessarily
a sign of neutralist sentiment or readiness to accommodate
to China~-phrases that have often been used by foreign
observers who have tended to overlook the essentially
nonideological, hardheaded Thai interpretation of events
on the basis of Thailand's national interest, It should
also be noted that past expcrience 2lsc indicated that
the Thai government had sometimes held out the possibility
of improved relations, especially with the Soviet Union,
as a means of inviting a strong American commitment to
Thailand.

Although the Soviet Union had been accused at

various times of providing the Communist insurgents with

431vid., p. 10,
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arms--an accusation based on the capture of Soviet-made
weapons--the strongly anti-Soviet stance of the Communist
Party of Thailand (CPT) and the Soviet unwillingness to
support the Thai Communists improved prospects for more
formalized Thai-Soviet ties, A thirty-man Thai trade
mission visited the Soviet Union and six other Zast
European countries in May and June of 1969.44 The mission
returned with a number of contracts. During the first
half of 1970, trade agreements were concluded with Bulgaria
and Rumania, followed by more intensive discussions with
Soviet officials that led to the trade agreement on
December 25, 1970.45 Thai-Soviet agreement was also reached
on May 6, 1971 %o permit Aeroflot, the Soviet national
airline, to have stopover privileges in Bangkok.46
Thailand's partial opening of the door to China
as announced by Thanat, and the negotiations that 1led,
late in 1970, to the start of such official trade relations
with the Soviet Union, could thus cut two ways: they
might evidence Thailand's traditional sensitivity to the

growing power and nearness of China at a time when the

44"Thai Trade Mission Returned from the Soviet
Union, " Foreign Affairs Bulletin (Thailand) IX (April-
June 1969): 9,

45"Thai-Soviet Trade Agreement Signed," TForeign
Affairs Bulletin (Thailand) XI (January-March 13771): 77.

46"Thai-Soviet Agreement on the Permission for the
Soviet Airline to have Stopover in Bangkok Signed,"
Poreign Affairs Bulletin {Thailand) XI (April-June 1971):
74,
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Laos situation remained uncertain, Soviet responsibilities
continued to be important in North Vietnam and Laos, and
the American presence in Asia might be reduced; or, they
might also be intended to influence the United States
against any significant reductions in either the American

aid programs to Thailand or the American security commitment.

The Return to Absolute Military Rule (1971-1973)

During the previous years, the Thai ruling elite
made a significant move in coping with the vagaries of
the early post-Vietnam era by placing the Administration
of its domestic affairs on a more stable and efficient
basis, To the dismay of many observers, the Bangkok
authorities interpreted the reduction of American military
and economic support as justification for a lesser need
to emulate Western styles of democracy and‘a far greater
need to manage intermal affairs in a2 more traditional
manner, Like political leaders in Cambodia, South Vietnam
and South Korea, the Thai leaders made a concrete move
in this direction by abolishing the modest institutions
of representative government which they had established
in part to placate Western critics of authoritarian
military rule. On November 17, 1971, they sent a few
tanks and several hundred ‘troops to selected spots in
Bangkok and calmly announced that the constitution had

been terminated and that Parliament was dissolved, They
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proclaimed martial law and abolished the Cabinet, An
0fficial announcement of the Revolutionary party stated
that this action:

« o o has been necessitated by the deteriorating

situation within and outside the country and,

in particular, the increasingly grave threat to

the security of the nation and to the throne,

The seriousness of the situation could not be dealt

with effectively in ways other than the seizure of

power and the adoption of appropriate revolutionary

measures, 4

As in the past, the Thai government announced that
this change in the political system involved no alteration
in the nation's foreign policy.

Shortly thereafter, other reasons for the "“coup"
were cited by top government leaders. They voiced
inereasing fears caused by the Communist insurgency in the
north, student demonstrations at universities in Bangkok,
parliamentary obstruction in the elected legislature,
adverse economic conditions resulting in a serious trade
imbalance, the admission of the People's Republic of China
to the United Nations, and the uncertain political orientation
of the 3,000,000 Chinese residing in the country. The
Thai leaders likewise cited the rising crime rate and
the unorthodox social styles of Thai young people seeking
to imitate the youth culture of the West,

The Thai military elite took the unprecedented

action of forming a National Executive Council (NEC)

4 . . . b
'7Permanent Mission of Thailand to the United Nationms,
Press Release No. 45, November 18, 1971,
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rather than appointing a new Cabinet to administer the
policies of the government., The NEC consisted of Field
Marshal Thanom Kittikkachorn who had served as Prime Minister
since 1963 and assumed the role of Chairman of the new
"revolutionary council." General Prapat Charusathien
became the Deputy Chairman of the NEC and continued to
control the ministry of Defense and the Ministry of
Interior. Air Marshal Dawee Chullasaph retained authority
over communications, agriculture, and development, while
General Krit Sivara accepted the position of Secretary
General of the NEC, 1In effect, these four military
leaders assumed total control of the Thai government,

The only civilian on the NEC was Pote Sarasin, a former
Prime Minister and a leading administrator of economic,
trade, and industrial affairs, Thanat Khoman, the former
Foreign Minister, was removed from this top-level policy-
making body. In another unprecedented action, the NEC

did not appoint successor to Thanat's important post at
the Ministry of Foreign Affair:,

While many Thai and foreign critics lamented this
action by the Thai ruling regime, the abolition of modest
constitutional government in November, 1971, reaffirmed
the reality of pelitical power in the Kingdom. T2 spite
of rapid economic modernization and close diplomatic
relations with Western democracies, the base of Thai

politics continued to be military power. The democratic
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facade erected by the 1968 constitution made it appear

that a wider base of representative government was possibly
being established., Yet the end of military tolerance

with this representative facade caused it to be promptly
removed., No other organized political force in the

country could oppose this action.

The return to absolute military rule likewise
reasserted the fact that the primary rationale of the Thai
government was the protection of what it considered to
be the national interest. The failure of elected
representative in the Parliament to comport themselves
in accordance with the welfare of the entire nation,
rather than their own local constituency, was one of the
prime reasons cited by the military leaders for the
dissolution of Parliament and the reimposition of martial
law, In the opinion of the ruling military leadership the
reduction of American aid and military spending had created
an urgent requirement for a tighter budget and new sources
of income, not the generous and reckless spending of govern-
ment funds for "pork barrel" projects throughout the Kingdom
as sought by elected representatives in both the pro-government

and opposition political parties,

Insurgency
The Thai wanted 2 modest number of United States
forces to remain in their country after the war ended in

Vietnam~-=-but not to fight lccal insurrectionists in the
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northern and northeastern parts of the nation, Premier
Thanom had stated specifically that the Thai would not
ask the United States to commit forces to an "insurgent

war."48

But the Thai saw no reason to believe that the
Communist Vietnamese would desist from aggressive behavior
in the future any more than they had in the past.

When abolishing the trappings of constitutional
government, the Thai military leaders articulated their
fear of the Communist insurgency in the north, Actually,
they had been increasingly concerned about the three
insugencies operating within their national boundaries.

The insurgency in the Southern provinces along the
Thai-Malaysian border involved the least number of insurgents
(estimated at about 1,500 men); yet, it was the most
complex dissident area because it contained three separate
insurgent groups. The Malayan Communist party used Thai
border Territory primarily as a sanctuary and staging
base. These Chinese Communist insurgents directed their
gurrilla warfare activities largely at the Malaysian
government, not toward Thailand, They were a nuisance to
the Thai government, but not a serious threat. More dangerous
was a Thai-Muslim separatist movement which directed its
violence at Thai military forces in an effort to obtain

the secession of the four Malay-populated provinces and

48"The Pact with Thailand: Picking Words Carefully,
Diplomats Try to Calm," National Cbserver, August 25, 1969,
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to join the Malaysian federation. This dissident organi-
zation exploited Malay racial =nd religious grievances
and received considerable financial support from criminal
elements in this prosperous region.49
The insurgency in the depressed northeastern
provinces has been active since the mid-1950's, The estimated
2,000 dissidents in this region received only intermittent
material support (via Taos) from Communist China and North
Vietnam, and they also possessed a variety of Chinese,
Russian, and American weapons,
The insurgency in the north, cited by the Thai
military leaders as a major reason for the November, 1571
coup, received widespread publicity due to increasing
attacks by insurgent forces. The dissident group in this
area consisted largely of Meo tribesmen led by Thai and
Thai-Chinese Communists trained at special camps in North

Vietnam by Chinese Communists.so

Increasing insurgent
activity was abetted by the migration of Meo tribespeople
from areas of military operations in Burma and Laos to
lowland sections in northern Thailand which had been

occupied by landless Thai-lao villagers moving from

49For more detailed discussions of insurgence in
Thailand see, for examples; Jeffrey Race, "Thailand i973:
'We Certainly have been Ravage by Something!'" Current
History XIV (February 1974): 192-203; Zimmerman,
TInsurgency in Thailand," pp. 18-39,

5OFrank C. Darling, "Thailand: De-escalation and
Uncertainty," Asian Survey IX (February 1969): 116,
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poverty-stricken regions in the northeast. The insurgency
in this vulnerable region was the internal rebellion in
Thailand most directly supported by Communist China,
Approximately 50 percent of the insurgents had Chinese
weapons.51

In March, 1972, the Thai government launched the
largest military operation in the nation's history against
the insurgents in this northern "tri-border" area. TFor
several weeks, some 12,000 Thai army troops sought to
destroy the insurgent forces estimated at a few hundred
men, This operation yielded few concrete results., The
guerrilla leaders had been warned in advance of the
government dragnet and only a few prisoners were captured
by Thai government forces, The withdrawal of army troops
from this sensitive region shortly thereafter again left
the area open to renewed insurgent activity. Yet the
Thai military leaders and some American military advisers
were pleased with the operation in spite of its meager

results.52

It proved that Thai military forces could

operate on a large scale and maintain sustained military
action over a very difficult terrain., It marked the end
of nearly total official indifference to remote insurgent

bases, It indicated to the people of the northern lowlands

51"Insurgency in Thailand,™ The New York Tinmes,
March 18, 1972, p. 8.

52

Ibid., pv. 10,
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that the central government was increasingly concerned

with their security and welfare,

Thai-American Relations

In the realm of foreign policy, the Thai government
showed its greatest uncertainty and fear since the beginning
of the Nixon doctrine. Much confusion was generated in
Bangkok by the rapid withdrawal of American military
forces from South Vietnam and the American detente with
the People's Republic of China, TFor a time the Thai
leaders undertook several actions indicating their
aporehension, Until resigning from the Cabinet, Foreign
Minister Thanat Khoman was engaging in indirect exploratory
talks with Peking regarding the possibility of terminating
Chinese support to the insurgents in Thailand in exchange
for the removal of American air bases from Thai soil.55

Thai views on U.S, withdrawal. At the end of 1972,

the newly-appointed Deputy Foreign Minister, Chatchai
Choonhavan, indicated that talks had btegun with the Aimericans
on the phasing down of their swollen presence in Thailand
and that Thai preparations for such a withdrawal were

already underwa.y.54

In mid-May 1972, Thanom said that Thailand would

73Bangkok Post, Supplement, May 5, 1971.

54"Nayobai Tangpratet Thai" ("Thai Foreign Policy
Review"), Siam Rath, January 3, 1973, p. 29,
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continue *to make available military facilities to the
U.S. so long as there were violations of ceasefire and

55

peace agreements in Indochina. Thanat, as a private
citizen, on the other hand, wrote a trenchant article

in the Thai-language Social Science Review on the
"Problems of Foreign Troops in Thailand and Thai Foreign
Policy," which basically called for the removal of the

troops and the hastening of detente policies.56

Thanat,
perhaps, therefore deserves credit for being in the
leading van,

However, only a few weeks before Chatchai's
references to American withdrawal, the most powerful man
in Thailand, Field Marshal Prapat Charusatien, had talked
about the Americans being free to stay on their bases
even until the end of the year. Thanat had argued that
the U.5, would be departing anyway, so why not take the
initiative?57(Thanat seemed to reaffirm his remarks before
the visiting members of the U.S., Senate and House of
Representatives in Bangkok at the end of 19639, He argued

that if the Thais declared their willingness to see American

551vid., p. 30.

56Thanat Khoman, "Panha Tahan Tangdao Hai Pratet
Thai Lae Nayobai Tangpratet Thai" ("Problems of Foreign
Troops in Thailand and Thai Foreign Policy"), Sangkom 3at
?aritat;iSocial Science Review) X (July-September 1972):
4‘280

>T1vid., p. 15.
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forces withdrawn from Thailand, the communist side would
be deprived of a very wvaluable propaganda item.)58 Prapat's
reported remarke suggested a disinclination to take this
point, Chatchai stipulated that Thai "policy is the
same as that of American Congressmen who want their troops
recalled."59
All of this implied that the Thai leaders were
convinced at the time that President Nixon would be unable
to stay the course in Indochira., The Thais wanted to be
ahead of the game, OSeveral days after the August 15 bombing
halt in Cambodia, Thai and U.S. officials began discussing
the question of phasing out the 40,000 U.,S. forces in
Thajiland. Agreement on the first withdrawal was reached
quickly: some 3,500 men and 100 planes left Thailand
shortly afterwards, mainly from the Nam Phong air base in
the northeast. The U,S, said it planned to cut down its
troops to about 20,000 by the end of the year and to reduce

P

the number of B-52s stationed in the country by 10 percent.oo

Thai-Chinese Relations
In April 1972, Chairman Thanom declared that Thailand

would "wait and see'" rather than rush into "contacts"

58See note 32, p. 79, supra

59"Nayobai Tangpratet Thai" ("Thai Foreign Policy
Review"), Sizm Rath, January 3, 1973, p. 30.

01vpi4., . 32.
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(not even "relations") with China.6I

Radio Peking initially
analyzed the 1971 coup as an effort "to strengthen fascist
dictatorship" in Thailand, and the Chinese continued to
denounce the "frantic reactionary policies" of the
"Thanom=-Prapat clique" which sStrengthened fascist rule
at home and intensified the suppression of the people,
while externally actively serving as a U.S. accomplice

in invading Indochina,62 At this point the cquestion of
relations with China was put into "deep freeze." Also,
Thailand had no foreign minister at the time, and foreign
policy initiatives in any direction seemed out of the
question,

However, in late March, Cabinet approved Peking's
request to establish satellite communications between the
two countries (Bangkok-Shanghai). At the same time,
Deputy Prime Minister Prapat said Thailand would maintain
correect and cordial relations with Taiwan, but would not
automatically support it in problems that it may have with
other countries or in general international affairs., 1In
early April, Taiwan's Ambassador to Thailand handed a

"protest memorandum' to Thanom over Thailand's reported

plan to relegate the status of its embassy in Taipei.

61"Chairman of the National Zxecutive Council on
Thai Foreign Policy Toward China," Foreign Affairs Bulletin
(Thailand) XII (April-June 1972): &7,

62Quoted in Frances Starner, "Uneasy Future," Far
zastern Econonic Review, May 6, 1972, p. 18.
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He, in turn, was told not to interfere in Thailand's internal
affairs.63
In August, Prasit Kanchanawat, the former Minister
of Commerce, accompanied a Thai table tennis team to China,64
and seemed to have gained a reduction in Chinese radio
attacks against Thai leaders, The year saw perceptible
progress in Thai-China dialogue, In early Nocvember 1972,
a Thai economic mission to the Canton Trade Fair visited
Peking, It was told by the Chinese Vice-Premier, 1i
Hsiennien, that Thailand should not feel compelled to
hurriedly establish diplomatic relations with China, The
Chinese Vice-Premier also warned the Thai to think carefully
on the U.3. bases question, He apparently prefered an
American presence, rather than a vacuum towards which

the Russians might thrust.65

Thanat argued that the Russians
had no capacity to do this, and that the Chinese should
only feel that way about U.S, bases in Japan-=-where the

Russian threat was a real one.66 Thanat also saw hnistorical

63"Nayobai Tang Pratet Thai" ("Thai Foreign Folicy
Review"), Siam Rath, January 3, 1973, pp. 31=32,

64“Thai Table Tennis Team in the People's Repudblic
of China," Foreign Affairs Bulletin (Thailand) XII (July-
September 13972): 45,

°5"Thai Economic Mission in the People's Republic
of China," Foreign Affairs Bulletin (Thailand) XII (Qctober-
December 1972): 49,

66Thanat Khoman, "Nayobai Tangpratet Thai' ("Thai
Foreign Policy"), Sangkom Sat Paritat (Social Science
Review) XI (January-March 1975): O.
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Thai-Vietnamese rivalry in Indochina as the “creation of
Western historians and Jjournalists.," If they saw that
the hated Americans had left, Hanoi would be more reasonzble
with Bangkok.67
In late February 1973, China invited Thailand to
send a second pingpong team to Peking in September, In
late March, the former Thai Foreign Minister, Thanat
Khoman, urged Thailand to speed up the establishment of
relations with Peking. ZEarly in June, the Government
ordered a Taiwan intelligence unit operating from Thailand's
northern border into China to cease activities with the
objective of improving relations with China. HNumbering
1,400 men, the spy force had been formed from remnants
of old KMT regulars and allowed by Thailand to stay on
its northern border.68
In late June, Thailand invited a Chinese pingpong
team to Bangkok for the first time, The team was
accompanied by Chen Jui-sheng, the Director of Southeast
Asian Affairs of the Foreign Ministry of China. Chen
met Thai Deputy Foreign Minister Chatchai and exchanged
wide~ranging views., The subjects discussed and the
results achieved were not officially announced, but it

was generally assumed that priority was given to asserted

71vid., p. 10.

08"Nayobai Tangpratet Thai" ("Thai Foreign Policy
Review"), Siam Rath, January 2, 1974, pp. 15=16,
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Chinese support for hilltribe rebels in Thailand's North
and to the opening of trade relations., Chatchai also
asked China to persuade North Vietnam to stop supporting
local insurgency in Thailand.69 According to Chatchai,
"substantial progress" was being made in unofficial talks,
Thanom praised the success of pingpong diplomacy.

By the end of June, the Government had begun to
scale down visits and exchanges of govermment officials
with Taiwan, the first step towards relegating the status
of its diplomatic mission in Taipei, At the same time,
Thai sports authorities said Thailand would support® China's
entry to the 1974 Asian Games in Iran,

In mid-July, the Cabinet approved the proposal to
amend Revolutionary Party Crder No. 53, which had prohibited
trade with China since the late 1950s., The lifting of
the trade barrier was announced just before Thailand's
vadminton team left for Peking., The team carried a
message from Thanom urging China to help restore permanent
peace in the region, The team was alsc accompanied by
two high-level officials of the Foreign Affairs Ministry
as well as the Finance Ministry's adviser, Dr. Amnuay
Virawan. T2lephone and cable links between China and
Thailand were established in mid-August. The first phone

call was made from Bangkok to interview the pingpong team's

*91bid., p. 16.
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leader.7o

Thailand and ASEAN

In early January 1372, Singapore's Prime Minister
Lee Xuan Yew visited Thailand in an eight-day official
visit., Thanom and Lee agreed that U,S. assistance to
Southeast Asia, after an Indochina settlement, would be
necessary to maintain the peace and security of the region,
Close consultation between ASEAN countries on the future
of the region's security was also u.rged.'71 This joint
agreement was opposed by former Thai foreign minister,
Thanat Khoman, who, as a private citizen, begzn his active
campaign against the maintenance of U.S. forces on Thai
soil after the Vietnam peace settlement.72

Thereafter Thanat was appointed as a "Special
Znvoy of the National Executive Council of Thailand" to
participate in the annual meeting of foreign ministers
of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations a2t Xuzala
Lumpur, At this conference, the former Thai Foreign
linister signed a "declaration" on behalf of the government
stating that "the neutralization of Southeast Asia is a
desirable objective" and that the region should te recognized

“as a zone of Peace, Freedom, and Neutrality, free from

70

Muthe Visit of the Prime Minister of Singapore to
Thailand," Foreign Affairs Bulletin (Thailand) XII (January-
March 1972)% 15,

T2

Ibid., p. 20.

"Thanat Kan Tahan Nai ASEAE" ("Thanat Opposes
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any form or manner of interference by outside Powers."73

During 1972, the Thai government wivthdrew ail of
its troops from South Vietnam., It also took initial
steps toward some replacement of American support by

seeking closer trading ties with Japan and EEC.74

Conclusion

The Thai government began the early probings of
another period of "readjustment" in the friendly but
mutable relations that it had maintained with the United
States since the beginning of the cold war. Once again,
the Thai leaders were responding to the intermittent need
of shifting their policies in accordance with the changing
actions of the major non-Communist world power concerned

with global interests and responsibilities.

)

or Thailand the Nixon Doctrine seemed only to

mean a streamlining of U,.S. assistance rather than a2
reassessment of the program or the commitment that underlied
it. The Thai were profoundly concerned about the probable

extent of United States disengagement and withdrawal from

Military Part in ASEAN"), 3an lMuang, January 6, 1972, p. 3.

73“The Kuala Lumpur Declaration,™ Foreign Affairs
Bulletin (Thailand) XII (January-Marchj: 42, See discussions
of the "Declaration" in Chapter IV and V infra,

74"Thailand and EEC Signed an Agreement to Exempt
Import Duties for Cotton Fabric Imported from Thailand into
the EEC Countries," Foreign Affairs Bulletin (Thailand)
XII (October-December 1972): 23,
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Southeast Asia, and the unpredictability of United States
policies, Thai felt that SEATO and collective military
security were weakened and less secure, While they applauded
the Nixon Doctrine's endorsement of Asian self-reliance=--a
principle long practiced by the Thai--they were worried that
American congressional and public opinion would render
meaningless the Nixon Doctrine's pledge to maintain United
States commitments to its allies in mainland Asia. The
United States withdrawal from Vietnam and the restrictions
on military support for Cambodia and confirmed Thai fears
that American disengagement presaged a dangerous "vacuum
of power" in Asia, 1In the Thai view, either the Soviets
or the Chinese would fill the vaccum unless "a regional
counterpoise” or "political defense® could be ocrganized
in time.

Thanat was against the U.S. bases because he saw
the Americans as being primarily interested in a
face-saving retreat, unwilling to fight insurgencies where
they had to be fought--on the ground. And it was a type
or war that the local people were best equipped vo deal
with, In his view, not only was the transfer of U,S.
forces from Vietnam to Thailand at variance with the
Nixon Doctrine, but the U.S, build-up was also likely to
be counter~productive. North Vietnamese hostility would
be incurred, but the involvement of U.S. ground troops

was not guaranteed if that hostility enhanced insurgency.
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At worst, Thailand could become another Vietnam because
of the U.S. presence--but for the Thais, not for the
Americans,

Thanat regarded detente and the U.S. presence as
an either-or situation, while the military leaders
thought that, to some extent, they could have both. The
military leaders certainly took a far less sanguine view
both of history and of the ultimate intentions of the
Vietnamese. Hanoi, unlike Peking, made the ending of the
U.S. presence a precondition for dialogue.

iAfter the 1871 coup, Thanat was dismissed but
Thailand still took steps toward some replacement of
American support by seeking closer trading ties with Japan,
EEC, and signing a "declaration" of ASEAN stating that
"the neutralization of Southeast Asia is a2 desirable
objective,"

The coup slowed, but did not reverse, the general
movement in Thai foreign policy away from a one-sided
dependency on the American alliance., The aim of the Thai
government was not primarily to disengage from the alliance,
but to dispense with some parts of it (military) in order
tc strengthen other parts, i.e., diplomatic, economic.,

As to the insurgency, Thailand would deal with it
largely on its own. It seemed likely that they would be
able to establish gcod relations with China and ask China
to persuade Horth Vietnam to stop supporting local insurgency

in Thailand.



CHAPTER III

NEWLY EMERGING MAJCR POWERS IN SCUTHEAST ASTA:
A BRIFE ANALYSIS OF THE NEW BALANCE CF POWEZR

Background: The Major Powers

and Southeast Asia

The configuration of power in the 1970's in the
world has been marked by the emergence of a multipolar
structure with Washington, Moscow, Peking, Tokyo and
Western Zurope as its poles. Geographically speaking, the
People's Republic of China and Japan are two major powers
with which the countries in South Fast Asia collectively
or individually, are most concerned., Historically,
however, the United States too has been and still is a
major Pacific power with interests in the economic,
political and defense areas in the region.

In Zbigniew Brezinski's words, "What we have now,
and are likely to have for some time, is a combination
of a bipolar power world with a multiple state interplay.
In effect, two overlapping triangles, one still essentizlly
competitive in nature and one basically cooperative. The

largely competitive triangle involves America-China-Fussizg

106
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the cooperative one America—Europe--Japan."1 The United
States agreed with China, for example, in the Nixon-

Chou Shanghai communigue of February 1972, that they oppose
any attempt by a state to achieve predominance in Asia,
and oppose colluslion by either power with a third country
againgst the other. 1In June 1968, three of the four
Security Council members witn nuclear weapons (the United
States, USSR, and Britain) subscribed to a resolution
that promises protection to any non-nuclear weapon state
against attack or threat of attack by a nuclear weapon
state, commonly presumed to mean China., And the United
States probably played balance-of-power politics during
the India-Pakistan conflict over Bangladesh in 1971 by
opposing India and backing Pakistan, mainly because the
Nixon Administration viewed any increase in Indian power
as an exvension of that of the Soviet Union.

In the Asian context, the current "balance of power"
situation is essentially as follows: The United States
is trying to balance the Soviet Union with China, and
China with Japan, The Soviet Union tries to balance
China with Japan, Japan is trying to balance China with
the Soviet Union., China is trying to balance the Soviet

Union with the United States.

1Zbigniew Brezinski, "The Balance o
Foreign Policy 7 (Summer 1972): 15,

H

Power Delusion,"
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The United States

In accordance with the Nixon Doctrine, the United
States since 1969 has been gradually withdrawing its troops
from Asia, or to be more exact from Indochina, South
Korea, Taiwan, Japan, Thailand, and the Philippines,

As mentioned in Chapter II, Vietnam is the major
case in which the Nixon Doctrine has been translated
into reality. Vietnamization from the United States'
viewpoint was successful, in the sense that the United
States withdrew all its troops in accordance with the
Paris peace agreement of January 1973. In Cambodia too,
the United States, based upon a compromise between
President Nixon and the United States Congress, halted
all its bombing activities in support of the Khmer troops
in its fighting against the invasion of the Xhmer Rouge
and Khmer insurgents as of August 15, 1973.2

However the Pacific has been still the center of
American power, Increasingly, it will be the key to
overall U.,S. strategic plans and, hence, to whatever
broad political-military equilibrium is achieved in the
Pacific-Asian area, The US mid-Pacific bases will be
the front-line defense both for the American continexnt
and for all Pacific allies., The United States will

increasingly deemphasize fixed bwses in populous areas

L)

“The compromise was reached in a situation where
President NixXon was under pressure due to the Watergate
affair,



109

within East Asia in favor of mobile bases in the form of
ships and aircraft operating primarily out of the Central
Pacific.

The Subic Bay Naval Base in the Philippines is
the largest naval support base in the Pacific, The
operating costs are $86.3% million a year.3 U.5. Air Force
installations in the Philippines are Clark Air Base and
three other locations--John Hay Air Rase, Wallace Air
Station at Poro Point and Camp O' Donnel, north of Clark
base, Before the Vietnam War, there were 13,800 U.S.
troops in the Philippines and the peak figure since has
been 27,000, There are currently about 16,000 U,S.
military personnel stationed in the Phiiippines--
9,500 Air Force, 5,000 Navy, 1,500 Marine Corps and a
small number of Army personnel.4

Regarding patterns in U.S. military assistance to
the nations of Southeast Asia, the war in Vietnam, which
cost the American taxpayers around $22 billion each year
and American combat deaths amounting "to an average of
278 weekly during 1968"5 as troops levels rose steadily

for five years (to a peak of 549,500 persons), and all

°See Korea and the Philippines: November 1972,
A Staff Report of the Committee on rforeign Relations,
United States Senate February 18, 1973, p. 40,

41vid., p. 40.

JSee Richard Nixon, U.S, Foreizn Policy for-the
1970's: Gaining a Durable reace, A Report to ‘the Congress,
May 3, 1973’ Pc 430
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the repercussions and domestic turbulence it created
in the United States, resulted in a kind of neo-isolationist
tendency on the part of the American public with regard
to involvement abroad, This is reflected in the fact
that foreign aid (except for aid to Israel) has become
rather unpopular in the United States Congress ever since
the Vietnam War. "The Vietnam War," said President Nixon
in his May 1973 annual foreign policy report to Congress
in which he reviewed U.S. involvement, "dominated our
attention and was sapping our self-confidence," "At
home we faced pressures that threatened to swing America
from over-extension in the world to heedless withdrawal
from it.“6

In his testimony during hearings on his nomination
.for Secretary of State before the Senate Foreign Relations
Committe, Dr. Henry Xissinger stated that American foreign
policy towards the Southeast Asian countries would be

marked by "economic aid on a declining scale," aiming

only at "earrying out the residual moral and other

obligations."7

Having said that the United States is in
a transitional period, Xissinger indicated that"., , .We
have no national interest in a predominant American

position in this area and we will not seek to achieve

61vid., p. 43.

Tonited States Senate, "Nomination of Henry A,
Kissinger," Hearings before the Committee on Foreign
Relations, Part 1, September 7, 1975, Washington, D.C.,
P. 67,
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U.S. Interests in the Indian Ccean

The 1974 military budget presented by the White
House to the Congress included a request for $29 million
dollars to build the first permanent U.S. naval base in
the Indian Ocean, In a confidential memo to the Congres-
sional leaders, the State Department said:

In our judgment, an adequate U,S., presence in the

Indian Ocean provides a clear signal to the Soviets

of our resolve to insure a credible military

capability there . . . The opening of the Suez

Canal will obviously increase the Soviet ability

e o o to show force to influence egents where

major U.S. interests are at stake.

America sought to build this naval base on the
island of Diego Garcia, a part of the Chagos archipelago,
located some 1,200 miles south of the tip of India in the
Indian Ccean, The American government showed interest
in this area in the sixties, when the British made it
known that they intended to phase out their military
presence in the Indian Ocean, In 1966 the United States
and the United Xingdom signed a 50-year agreement whereby
the British-owned island was leased to the United States,

rent free, for joint defense purposes., The United States

now has only a minor communications facility on the island.

81vid., p. 67.

9As quoted in Warren Unna, "Diego Garciz," The
New Republic, March 9, 1974, p. 7.
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But reports of an increasing Soviet presence in the Indian
Ocean, and the possibility of the Russians securing a naval
base on India's east coast, have spurred the demand for a
matching presence on the part of America., During the
"global alert" called by President Nixon in Cctober 1973,
with a2 view to challenging a potential Soviet military
intervention in the Middle East conflict, a U.S, aircraft
carrier task group was sent to the Indian Ccean, When
the alert was over, it was revealed by the Defense
Secretary that the U.S., Navy would not be called back
and that it would continue to patrol the area from that
time on. This has provided the navy with the opportunity
to seek a permanent base in the Indian Ocean because
maintaining ships in this area with logistic support coming
from the Subic Bay in the Philippines is considered im-
practical,

It was expected that were Congress to approve the
appropriation, and already there were indications that
it would, Diego Garcia would be turned into a2 base that
would have a harbor to receive nuclear submarines, and
runways to permit all types of U.S. planes to land there,
It would also have fuel and storage facilities for both
ships and planes, In addition there would be living
facilities, which would be able to accommodate an
American force of 500 to 600 men,

Some Congressmen were of the opinion that Diego
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Garcia was bound to become one of America's major naval
vases abroad, and that the 329 million appropriation was
only an initial investment, This was exactly what the
littoral states in the area feared. 1India has been
highly vocal in demanding that both the Soviet Union and
the United States keep out of the Indian Ccean. She has
been joined by Malaysia, Indonesia, Ausvralia, New Zealand
and Sri Lanka (Ceylon), whose representative introduced

a resolution in the United Nations in 1971 that asked that
the Indian Ocean be declared a "Zone of Peace.," The
superpowers have ignored all protests.

This leads one to conclude that the "MNew Balance.
of Power" as conceived by Nixon and Kissinger, on the one
hand allows for extension of U.S. commitments beyond the
level at which they stood at the time of the ceasefire
in Vietnam, and that on the other hand accommodation
and adjustment are instituted only when the interests of
Russia or China come into direct collision with those of
the United States, Infterestingly enough, even though
Japan has emerged as one of the major economic powers
of the world, and her geographical location is a
compelling reason for involvement in Southeast Asia affairs,
she appears to be playing little or no role in the power
plays of the United States, Russia, and China in this

region,
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The United States and Japan

The U.S. policy makers seldom fail to mention that
an effective balance-of-power system today demands the
participation of Japan. 3But Japan is not a nuclear power,
Even as a close ally she was neither consulted nor informed
about U.S. intentions to normalize reltions with China
in 1971, Ironically, Japan continues to refuse to build
sufficient armed strength to shoulder the burden of her
own defense or the defense of the Southeast Asian region.

The American bilaterzl security pact with Japan,
which came into force in April 1952, still remains the
bulwark of protection for Japan zgainst any attack from
outside., Under the provisions of this treaty American
forces remain on Japanese soil, These armed forces can
also be deployed in any manner seen fit by the United
States to keep peace in Fast isia and Southern Asia,
There was speculaticn in the sixties that the Japanese
people would call for major revisions in the treaty
when it came up for review, In 1960 and then in 1970, the
treaty was revised; but the revisions were minor., The
major provisions of the treaty remain intact, It is,
however, now stipulated that there will be prior
consultation between the two governments before American
forces stationed on Japanese soil are used for "peacekeeping"
operations abrcad. But otherwise the United States still

remains Japan's shield =z2gainst any potential aggressor,
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Thus, militarily speaking, if there is such a thing as a
balance of power in Southeast Aisia, it is tripartite in

its dimensions, The U.S., has' nothing to sain by encouraging
Japanese rearmament, conventional or nuclear, which could
revive fears of Japanese domination. But the only chance

of preventing it may be to provide Japan ccoperation and

support for the power she has-economic power,

U.S. and Indonesia

Indonesia, with nearly half the population of
Southeast Asia and vast resources, made a remarkable
political turn-about beginning in 1965 when its new leaders
decided that Sukarno's pro-Peking and pro-Hanoi policy
was a great threat to the national interests of Indonesia.
They then brought their country back into the United Nations,
settled the confrontation with Malaysia, and worked out
an agreement with the Free World powers to build up
Indonesia economically. This shift in Indonesia's policy
was a significant change in the regional balance of power
in Southeast Asia and constituted a major gain for the
United States and the non-communist nations of Asia,

Continued existence of Mutual Defense Pacts bears
testimony to the fact that U.S. does not consider detente
with China and Russia by itself an adequate source of
guarantee for the security interests of Southeast Asia
states, Moreover, Washington probably would not discourage

other Asian states from relying on America for security
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purposes., In this regard it is noteworthy that the growing
presence of the Soviet Union in the Indian Ocean and other
border areas has prompted the United States to strive
for closer ties with Indonesia, and to establish a naval
base in the Indian Ocean,

In conclusion, the United States' interests in
the Southeast Asian region revolve around the maintenance
of stability in the broadest sense of the word in the region,
and in the prevention of dominance of the region by a
single major power, Considering her considerable
economic, political and defense interests in the region,
within the framework of her global strategy and interests,
the United States will continue to be a major power in the

Pacific area.

The Soviet Union

The basic interests of the Soviet Union in the
Southeast Asian region must be viewed in terms oI its
global strategy and ideology. The Soviet Union iz competing
with and confronting Communist China. This open ccnflict
is significant to note here, because it has become the
overriding consideration in the global strategy of both
the Soviet Union and Communist China, and this applies

to their respective policies towards Southeast Asia,

Soviet Naval Activities in the Indian Ocean
The increasing activities of the Soviet Navy in the

Indian Ocean, based on the Russian Far Zastern naval base
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of Vladivostok and passing through the Malacca Straits,
are of long-range concern to the Southeast Asian nations,
especially if the Soviets are permitted to dominate the
strategic Ocean. The area of the Indian Ocean is 28.4
million square miles, as great as Africa and Asia combined.
The countries in Southeast Asia are strategically located
between the Indian and Pacific Oceans, which together
cover almost fifty percent of the surface of the globe,
Once the Suez Canal is reopened, the size of the 3Soviet
presence in the Indian Ocean will be immediately increased,
since the large Soviet fleet in the Mediteranean Sea can
easily enhance Soviet naval power in the Indian Ocean.

The Soviet naval threat to the Indian Ocean area
is severalfold, The first possibility is direct naval
action by the Soviet fleet in the Indian Ocean area for
whatever purpose, but this is not likely to happen in any
foreseeable circumstances, The second possibility is
harassment below the threshcld of direct action. Examples
of this are blockade, interference, hijacking, small
scale warfare, sabotage, and so on, The third possibility
is the extension of Soviet political influence at the expense
of Western influence. The fourth is internal subversion
affecting the littoral states, The fifth involves the
reopening of the Suez Canal, which would immediately increase
the dimensions of the Soviet presence. In particular, the

Soviet Union's present capability of disrupting oil and
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raw material supplies to the Western World, Australasia,
Japan, and the the littoral states should not be taken
lightly.

Communist China on Soviet Naval Activities
Communist China, which does not have a strong naval
power to send to the Indian Ocean, has condemned Soviet
activities in the Indian Ccean., In a lengthy article

in the Peking Review entitled "Soviet Revisionist

Social-Imperialism: Every Inch a Hegemonic Sea Power,"
the Chinese view is formulated as follows:

The new %sars are engaged in arms expansion and

war preparations both on and under the seas,

setting up nuclear weapons and various military
installation and clamouring that Soviet nuclear
submarine equipped with guided missiles are the
mistress of the seas. They conduct military
exercises on the seas, carry out espionage activities
and sea-borne reconnaisances on a global scale,

seek and demand bases overseas, and try fto gain
control over the waterways oi other countries,’

Purther the article said:

e+ o « On the guestion of maritime rights and the
right of territorial seas, they push power politics.
They bully the sovereign and medium-sized countries
at will and ignore their sovereign rights by
accusing countries which have set the limits of
their territorial waters beyond 12 nauti?al miies
of having "violated" the law of nations.

This view reflects the intense conflict between

the Soviet Union and the People's Republic of China, which

10"ee Peking Review, No. 41, Cctober 12, 1973, p. 14

Ibid., p. 14,
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as stated earlier is the underlying factor in the current
policies of these two major powers in the Southeast Asian
and related regions, including in the Indian Ccean area,
The increased visibility of the Soviet navy and
merchant fleet,particularly with the granting by
Singapore in 1970 of berthing facilities for Soviet use,
is at least in part intended to present a strategic and
psychological (as well as economic) counter-weight to
the United States and the West, Toward this end the USSR
has also sought to raise its trade turnover with states
in the region and has been playing an increasingly active
role in the Economic Commission for Asia and the Far

East, 12

The Collective Security Idea
Not long after the Sino-~Soviet border clashes, the
form of proposal for an Asian collective security system
was first put forth by Leonid Brezhnev on 7 June 1969,
in his address to the Moscow International Meeting cf
Communist and workers' Parties, This idea has been

reiterated frequently by various Soviet leaders and

12See, for example, Frances Starner, "Selling Security
Soviet-Style," Far Fastern EFconomic Review, 8 April 1972,
Pp. 72-74, The Soviet have been far mcre interested in
the UN-related ECAFE, where their vote is equal to any
other, than in the Asian Development Bank (which they
have not joined), where voting weight is based on
financial contributions, See, M, Lavrichenko, "Colonialist
Plans and the Asian Development Bank," International
Affairs 2 (February 1972): 86-89.
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commentators but has been elaborated upon only marginally.13

In August 1973, Brezhnev revived the idea during a speech
at the presentation of an award to the Soviet Republic
of Kazakhstan, north of Sinkiang. His remarks coincided
with developments in Peking, where Chinese leaders were
preparing for the tenth Congress of the Chinese Communist
Party. Brezhnev declared that an isian collective security
system would require time and effort, "but we are convinced
that the nations of Asia will achieve it."14 The revival
of the "Asian collective security" idea occurred following
stepped up public promotion in the Soviet press for such
an arrangement, 3rezhnev labsled Peking's policy as
"outright anti-Sovietism and subversive activity against
the socialist stateg, "5

'Another mention of the "collective security" idea
occurred during Mr. Brezhnev's visit to India on the eve
of his departure from New Delhi to Moscow on November 29,
1973, Pointing out that "the greater part of our state

lies in Asia," Brezhnev said that "the establishment of

13A useful analysis of the proposal and Asian reactions
t0 it can be found in Alexander O. Ghebhardt, "The Soviet
System of Collective Security in Asia," Asian Survey 13
(December 1973): 1075-1091; and V. Kudryavtsev, "rroblems
of Collective Security in Asia," Internatiocnal Affairs
12 (December 1973): 94-98.

14See Pravda, August 15, 1973.
51via,
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relations of peace, security and cooperation in Asia, a

continent populated by over half of mankind, would

be a step of world-historic importance."16 He believed

that it was an "opportune time" to deal with Asian security.

"In a2 word, we are calling for an active, broad and

constructive discussion," said Brezhnev, In his opinion,

*"The opportunity has arrived and the present situation

in Asia has created adequate prerequisites, Asia can and

must become a continent of peace.“17
The concept itself remains vague. It is more of

an idea rather than a concept.,”” *"Given lasting peace,"”

said Brezhnev in New Delhi, "the Asian countries will

be able for the first time, to concentrate on solving

the economic and social problems they face."18

"That

is why," he added, "it seems opporitune to hold a thorough

and comprehensive discussion of the idea of collective

security in Asia, which would help trace a common

approach, acceptable to all states concerned."19
Mr. Brezhnev seemed to be calling for an Asian

conference on collective security with the above remarks,

161piq.

TIvid.
181v14.
19

Ibid.
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but he did not specifically say so; and, no Asian government
so far has been invited to such a coaference.

Generally speaking, the "collective security" idea
is interpreted in Asia as a Soviet effort to isolate
Communist China, its main rival in Asia and in the
communist world. "An Asian security agreement would divert
attention from the very real, long-standing issue of border
alignments between the Soviet Union and China," wrote the

Japan Times., "It would tend to isolate China from the

rest of Asia and diminish its influence as an ideological
rival to Moscow."

So far no Southeast Asian state has shown itself
anxious to support the Russians on the proposal, The

armed forces'daily in Jarkarta, Angkatan Bersendjata

(14 October 1969), summed up the perception of many in

the region when it stated: "We in Indonesia believe that
regional cooperation for prosperity is better than a
defense system, We think that no Southeast Asian country
is eager to join the Soviet defense system., The invitation
is unwelcome," Although this collective security approach
would seem vo fit in well with the calls of the Association
of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) for the neutralization
of the region, to be guaranteed by the major powers, Moscow
was unresponsive Yo and generally skeptical of the latter

idea,

Despite Moscow's denials, Soviet actions imply that
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the Asian collective security idea as well as Soviet efforts
in the individual countries of the area are primarily
directed against the Chinese, Moscow is certainly nov
interested in an ASEAN-sponsored neutralization that

could well be either a smokescreen for continued U.S,
control and influence (Soviet doubts about ASEAN have

been specially related to supposed U.S. influence in the
organization), or a vacuum from which the USSR is excluded
but the CPR, because of its location and ambitions, is

not, Moscow's vigorous attempts to establish a heightened
presence in individual states and in the region as a whole
are indeed intended to make it natural and necessary that
the USSR be included in any future security system or
agreement, The Soviets have approached this goal through
state interests and policy rather than through ideological
analysis, local Communist Parties, or guerrilla movements.
Moreover, this Soviet goal has in action been defined in
terms of opposition to China, Mcscow's greatest perceived
Threat. All the states of the region are seeking to widen
their foreign policy options. 7Yet not one of these states,
not even those persuaded of the danger of Chinese subversion
or aggression, is interested in becoming a battleground
for Sino-Soviet competition, The headline of a dispatch
from Rangoon could be applied eaually well to 2ll countiries
of the region: "Big-Power Duel Worries Burma: Rangoon

Fears Involvement in Soviet-Chinese Rivalry.“zo Nevertheless,

Tilman Durdin in The New York Times, February 9, 1972.
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an increase in Sino-Soviet competition in Southeast Aisia
seems likely as the United States reduces its military
presence and as the Soviet Union seeks to fill that vacuum

and contain an increasingly assertive China.

The Soviet Union and Southern Asia

Although Moscow did have high hopes of establishing
a bridgehead in Indochina through its support of the Hanoi
government's congquest of South Vietnam, recent trends in
that area cannot be entirely to Moscow's satisfaction,
Hanoi, while intent on maintaining good relations with
Moscow, has refused to echo Moscow's call for an anti-
Chinese collective security pact, has gone out of its way
to improve its relations with its ASEAN neighbors, and,
most important of all, has demostrated great interest in
a rapprochement with the United States, Hanoi is evidently
attaching first priority to rebuilding its war-ravaged
economy, and it wants to attract American and Western
capital to aid in this effort. Hanoi has also sought
to defuse the territorial conflict it has with China over
the Spratly and Paracel Islands, Thus, the Vietnamese
communists are seeking to maneuver beiween Peking, Washington,
and Moscow rather than fo tilt one-sidedly toward the
Russians, The Laotian communists are likely to follow
the same path., In Cambodia, the new communist government
seems much closer to Pexing than to any other foreign power.

Elsewhere in Southeast Asia, despite Moscow's recent
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efforts to improve its diplomatic and economic position
in order to contain China, the Soviets have not achieved
major successes anywhere., The ASEAN countries are, to
be sure, interested in cultivating Moscow in order to
take out a low=-cost insurance policy against Chinese
hostility. But nowhere in the region does Moscow have
substantial influence. Moreover, in Australia znd New
Zealand, the new conservative governments, alarmed at
the rapid expansion of the Soviet Pacific Fleet, have
both moved closer to Peking,

Until the stunning and unexpected defeat of Indira
Gandhi in the Indian elections in March 1977, the biggest
Soviet success story in the Far East had been in New Delhi,
But the new Indian Prime Minister, Morarji Desai, has
already indicated that, although he does not intend to
abolish the Soviet-Indian Friendship Treaty of 1971, he
is determined to improve relations with the United States.
Indian relations with China were already showing some
improvement even before the defeat of Indira Gandhi,
and this trend may now accelerate, Thus, Soviet fortunes
in India have been dealt a sharp setback,

Elsewhere on the Indian subcontinent, Soviet
relations with Pakistan have been strained ever since
Moscow openly supported India against Pakistan in the
Bangladesh war of 1971, And the new Bangladesh government

that came to power in 1976 has moved away from its earlier
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pro-Indian and pro-Soviet orientation to improve relations

with Pakistan and China,

The People's Republic of China

Although ideology clearly influences Chinese
communist leaders' perceptions of the world and of how
to deal with, and 2lthough many economic and other
interests shape particular Chinese policies, *the primary
factors determining Peking's most important decisions
on overall foreign policy strategy are related above all
to their military-security concerns, viewed in a broad
geopelitical context., The major shifts in China's overall
foreign policy can best be understood, therefore, in terms
of changes in the Peking leaders' perception of external
threats and in their strategic decisions on how best to
cope with such threats,

In the late 1960, for example, the crucial factor
influencing Chinese policy was the deterioration of
Sino=-Soviet relations to the point of possible military
conflict, a development that led Peking 's leaders to
conclude-apparently during 1968-1369-that the Russians
now posed a greater and more immediate danger tc China's
security than the Americans did, The Chinese leaders’
opening to the United States and their normalization of
relations with Japan, as well as impeortant adjustments
they made in policies toward both llortheast and Southeast

Asia, followed logically from that conclusion.
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More than is generally recognized, moreover,
military-security factors were the critical ones at key
stages in the development of the Sino-Soviet conflict
from the late 1950s on, DMuch of the writing on the
Sino-Soviet conflict, especially in the 1960s, focused
on the ideological differences between Peking and Moscow,
There is no doubt that ideological-as well as cultural,
economic, and many other-factors must be taken fully into
account in any comprehensive analysis of how the Sino=-Soviet
dispute evolved over the years. OCn balance, however, the
evidence we now have suggests that the most important
Sino-Soviet differences were precipitated by conflict
over military-security issues.

There were three crucial turning points in the
Sino-Soviet conflict, each of which qualitatively changed
relationships between the two countries, The first was
during 1957-1959, These years witnessed a divergence
of broad Soviet and Chinese strategies toward the United
States. Moscow moved toward a coexistence policy (or what
would now be called détente) vis-a-vis Nashington, and
Peking feared that this would seriously compromise
important Chinese national interests-in the Taiwan areaz
and eleswhere-which the Chinese leaders at that time believed
to require a conirontation policy toward the United States,
The crisis resulting from Peking's bombardment of the

Chirese lNationalist-held island of Quemoy in 1958 made
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clear to the Chinese communists the limits of the assistance

the Russians were prepared to give them under the Sino-

Soviet alliance; and, it also heightened Soviet anxieties

that the Chinese could involve the USSR in military

conflicts that Moscow wished to stay out of., In this

same period, disputes over naval issues further highlighted

Sino-Soviet differences on basic military-security questions.

Finally, in 1959, soon after the disagreements over the

offshore island crisis and naval issues, Moscow ended

its aid to China's nuclear weapons development program-

clearly a major blow to Peking., The net effect of these

developments was to convince Chinese leaders that the

Sino=Soviet alliance was of limited utility to them--

and to create doubts about the alliance in Moscow as well,

(Peking's 1960 ideclogical offensive against Moscow, it

should be noted,; followed rather preceded these developments),
The second major turning point was in 1362-1963,

and again vasic differences focused on nuclear issues,

When the Russians moved toward agreement with the Americens

on a limited nuclear test-ban treaty, the Chinese requested

t.21

Moscow not Yo go through with i The Russians, however,

21See for example, the August 15, 1963, "Statement

vy the Spokesman of the Chinese Goverrment: A Comment on
the Soviet Government's Statement of August 3," in

Peking Review 6 (August 16, 1963): 15, This statement
sald that tne Chinese had sent three memorandums to the
Soviet government before the signing of the test-ban treaty
and declared that Peking had "hoped tne Soviet Government
would not infringe on China's sovereign right and act for
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chose to do so anyway, and the Chinese regarded this as

an act of Soviet-American collusion aimed primarily at
them, ZFrom Peking's perspective, the signing of the
agreement was probably a "point of no return" symbolizing
the end, for all practical purposes, oi the Sino=-Soviet
pact as an operative military alliance. (Again, Peking's
intensification of ideological debate with Moscow followed
rather than preceded a major falling-out on concrete policy
issues., In 1963-1964, the Chinese brought many previous
policy disagreements touching upon concrete national
interests into the open).

The third major turning point converted the long-
developing rift between Peking and Moscow from a political
conflict into a military confrontation. ¥rom the Chinese
perspective, the combination of the Soviet military
build-up around China from 1965 on, Moscow's intervention
in Czechoslovakia in 1968, and the Sino=-Soviet border
clashes in 1969 raised the possibility that Moscow might

be considering =2 military attack on China.22 Moreover,

China in assuming an obligation to refrain from manufacturing
nuclear weapons . . . #e hoped that after such earnest
counsel from us, the Soviet leaders would rein in before
reaching the precipice and would not render matters
irretrievable."

22There is little doubt that the Russians took
actions designed To exert pressure on China and eventuzlly to
pose the threat of possidle attack, and that the Chinese
were genuinely feariul of attack at that time., As early
as September 1968, Peking charged Moscow with "military
provocations over China's air space," asserting that
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Peking's leaders probably felt that even if Moscow was

not planning to attack, it was nevertheless pursuing a
hostile policy of military-backed pressure on China (similar,
in Chinese eyes, to American policy during the Dulles

era). Their conclusion, clearly, was that China's priority
immediate foreign policy objective should be to do every-
thing possible to deter any Soviet attack and to try to
build new counterweight to check the growth of Soviet
influence=first of all in Zast Asia, but worldwide as

well, The decisicns to open relatioxns with the United
States (which was seen as a nation whose power had peaked
and begun to wane) and to normalize relations with Japan
(which was seen as a prime target of Soviet efforts to
encircle China in both a political and a broad strategic
sense)23 were accompanied by significant shifts in Chinese

policy toward both Northeast Asia and Southeast Asia.

these were "in support of atrocities of aggression against
Czechoslovakia," See Peking Review, September 20, 1968,
P. 41, Soviet nuclear and other threats during 1968 are
discussed in The New York Times, Ceptember 18, 1968, and
Harold C. Hinton, The Bear =2t the Gate (Washington, D.C.:
American Enterprise Institute and HZoover Institution,
1971), pp. 29-30.

23For a brief period during 1970-1971, Peking's
vropaganda sitrongly attacked Japanese "militarism," and
Chinese leaders at that time may well have actually feared
that a decline in the U.S. position in isiz might stimulate
Tokyo to rearm on a large scale and move toward assuming
a regional military role. Treking quickly dropped this
line when openings to the United States and Japan were
in the offing.
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Peking's primary immediate preoccupation in both
of these areas now.was competition with Mosceow for
influence, rather than competition with Washington. The
Chinese position regarding Japanese-American security ties
changed fundamentally; instead of denouncing the U.S.,-Japan
security treaty, the Chinese now endorsed it.24 With
respect to Korea, Peking, in order to outdo Moscow, increased
its political support of Pyongyang against Seoul and
Washington, although it apparently continued at the same
time to exercise a restraining hand on Kim II Sung to

2
discourage him from military adventurism.‘5 In Southeast

24As early as the beginning of 1973, Chou En=-lai
reportedly told a visiting Japanese official: '"in as much
as Japan constitutes a nation, weapons of self-defense
are essential to it." See the interview with Takeo
Ximura, Japan's former Minister of Construction, upon
his return from a visit to China, in Aszahi Shimbum
(Tokyo), January 27, 1973, In late 1973, roreign
Minister Chi P'eng-fei reportedly declared that "it is
guite natural for Japan to maintain the security treaty
with the United States while it lacks sufficient self-
defense capacity.," See Kyodo News Service, December 17,
1973, By 1975, Chou En-lai was saying: "Japan and the
United States should develop even more intimate ties,"
See "Quarterly Chronicle and Documentation," The China
Quarterly (London) 62 (June 1975): 373=-374, ~Privately,
ChineSe leaders now assert that U.S.,=-Japan ties are more
important than China-Japan ties.

25When Kim visited Peking in April 1975, the Chinese

declared that they viewed his regime as the "sole legal
sovereign state" of Korea and strongly backed his demands
for a withdrawal of U.S., forces from South Korea. By

this time, the Chinese were no longer telling diplomats

of countries other than the United States, as they had
earlier, that they were tolerant of U.,S. forces in South
XKorea, However, the Chinese firmly stiressed (when Xim

was in Peking) the need for "peaceful" reunification, znd
their statements were notably less militant than Kim's,
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Asia, Chinese fear of increased Soviet influence (and, to
a lesser extent, of increased North Vietnamese influence
as well)-especially in the Indochina area-led Peking %o
do all it could to outbid the Russians in a struggle for
influence, but its efforts have had only mixed results.
During 1975, although Cambodia adopted a definitedly
pro-Peking stance, new strzins developed in relations
between Peking and Hanoi (which tilted 8lightly toward
Moscow), and Laos tried to balance its relations with
both the major communist powers and Vietnam.26 Elsewhere,
in non-communist Southeast Asia, China deemphasized (without
abandoning) the revolutionary component in its policies,
instead stressing normalized state-to-state relations
with Malaysia, the Philippines, and Thailand.27 Beyond
establishing diplomatic ties, it alsc made clear that
under existing circumstances-i.e., the potential threat
that it now sees the Soviet Union as posing in the area-
it tacitly approves of continuirg security relationships

between noncommunist Southeast Asian nations and the

See the speeches and communigue in Peking Review, April
25, and May 1975,

26 . . . . .
The strains in Sino-Vietnamese relations were
doubtless exacerbated by Chinese seilzure of the Paracel
Islands, which liorth Vietnam also claimed.

2

“7Peking, while endorsing antisubversion statements,
did not, however, stop its public encouragement of Southeast
Asian communist parties or the radio broadcasts originating
in China directed to them, and this continued to disturb
noncommunist Southeast Asian governments,
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United States.28

The Chinese Major Concern of Southeast Asia

Asia, and especially Southeast Asia, has been the
major area of violent and ceaseless conflicts since the
end of World War II. Tor the past thirty years, the
sound of fireaims has abated in the region hardly a
day. But even should violent fighting stop or sizably
diminish, the area will remain a center of the highes?
diplomatic interest, It is an area rich in resources,
easily accessible, and considerably fragmented. These
"Balkans of 4sia" are often seen as a natural power vaccuum,
ard seem to attract interference and intervention on the
part of major powers near and far.

0f all the major powers, it is China that may be
in the best strategic position to play a lasting role in
Southeast Asia. This is due first, to her geographic
proximity; second, to her traditional consideration of
Southeast Asia as 2 historical sphere of influence; and
lastly, to her special assets in the region such as the
overseas Chinese communities and the natiocnal communist
parties., Therefore, when one considers the new balance
of power in Southeast 4isia, it is imperative to study

China's perspective in relation to the arez and in terms

Bsee "Quarterly Chronicle and Documentation," Zhe
China Quarterly 63 (September 1975): 597-600; Ibid.,
63 (December 1975): 809-312,
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of China's foreign policy capabilities,

For Southeast Asia, the preoccupation of China
with her northern neighvor is in a way relieving, for China
presumably will not have too much time or freedom of action

for exerting pressures on the Southeast Asian nations,

oy
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£
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In other words, the Soviet Union, rather th
Asia, is the top priority on China's list of concerns,
Geographically speaking, the Soviet Union is too remote
to be a direct threat to Southeast Asia's security in
terms of overt military aggression, whereas China, due
to its proximity, is a concern of all of the Southeast
Asian countries, particularly due to the long history of
"wars of national liberation" supported or encouraged by
China, Moreover, the approximately fifteen million
overseas Chinese throughout Southeast Asia have been
a major concern of the Southeast Asian nations, due to
their dominant role in the economics of practically 211
of the Southeast Asian countries.29
The history of Communist activities in the Southeast
Asian countries has been closely associated with the
Chinese Communist movement, especially since the
Sino-Soviet rift became widely known during the Xhrushchev

era, During the colonial era prior to World War II, however,

29For an interesting and rather informative discussion
on the overseas Chinese in Southeast Asia, see Louis
Xraas, "The Wealth and Power of the Cverseas Chinese,"
Fortune Magazine, March 1971, pp. 78-82.
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when communist China had not come into being, the local
communist parties in Southeast isia had close ties with
the Soviet Union the world headquarters of the communist
movement,

During the Vietnam war, the competition between the
Soviet Union and China was skillfully exploited by the
North Vietnamese in securing aid, economic as well as
military, from both sides. In Indonesia, the communist
movement has gone underground, and, according to government
sources, its activities are only sporadic and not well-
coordinated, Prior to the abortive 1965 coup, the leadership
of the Indonesian Communist movement was divided between
the pro-Soviet and pro-Chinese factions, but with a
predominantly pro-Chinese orientation,

n jlalaysia, the communist movement has bteen pro=-

-

hinese, Some forty percent of the Malaysian population

Q

")

are of Chinese e%tnnic affiliatiorn, 1In Singapore, some

75 percent of the population are of Chinese crigin, but
the Singapore government under Prime Minister Iee Xuan
Yew has been trying <o create a Singaporean identity,
rather than a Chinese one. In Thailand, where 3 million
out of the 40 million pcpulation are of Chirese origin,
the underground Communist movement has close ties with
the Chinese Communists, The communist guerrilla
activivies in the northeast and northern part of Thailand

constitute a major security problem to Thailand, and the



proximity of Thailand to Communist China makes it a more
sericus problem, compared to communist activities in
other Southeast Asian countries, such as Indonesiz anrd the
Philippines. In the Philippines, the Communist movement
in the northern part of the country is usually described
as Maoist, The communist activity along the Serawak
border is Peking-oriented and continues to pose a security
problem for both Malaysia and Indonesia along the borders
of both countries.

In brief, the local communist and overseas Chinese
problems compel these countries in Southeast Asia to
consider Communist China as a major concern, more so than

the Soviet Union,

Japan

Japan's major interest in Southeast Asia, as is
generally known, is trade, Japan's primary need from
these countries is their razw materials to feed aer
gigantic industry. The finished products made out
of these raw materials are then exported to the Southeast
Asian countries. The nature of these relations reminds
the Southeast Asian leaders of the colonial relations
between the former Southeast Asian colonies and their
Western colonial masters., Numerous criticisms have been
voiced by Southeast Asian leaders on this subject,

In simplified form, the criticism basically

contends that Japan is unfairly taking advantage of the
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current overall economic conditions of Southeast isia

by taking away the raw materials of Southeast Asia to be
manufactured in Japan and to sell them back to Southeast
Asia, rather than investing in manufacturing industries

in Southeast Asia, using the abundant raw materials and
labor available there, thereby contributing to the industrial
development of the countries of the region., This criticism
is beginning to be heeded by the Japanese, but only to

a limited extent, Seventy percent of Japan's imports

8till consist of industrial raw materials, and only

thirty percent of manufactured goods (mainly from other
developed countries),

For comparative purposes, Southeast Asian countries!
trade with Japan and the other major powers are as follows,
In 1970, Japan's trade with Southeast Asia totalled
$3,859 million, which is 10 percent of Japan's total trade
and 25.5 percent of Southeast Asia's total trade., Southeast
Asia's total “rade with CZommwmuist Thina for the same yvear
totalled only $270 million, which is 6.4 percent of
China's total trade and 1.8 percent of Southeast Asia's
total trade.

Southeast Asia's trade with the Soviet Union for
1970 totalled %141 million, which is 0.6 percent of the
Soviet Union's total trade and 0.9 percent of Southeast
4sia's total trade. TFor the same period, Southeast Asia's

trade with the United States totalled $2,570 million,
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which is 3,1 percent of total United States trade and
17 percent of Southeast Asia's total trade.Bo
These statistics clearly indicate the importance
of Southeast Asia-Japan trade relations, Japan being the
largest trading partner of the Southeast Asian countries,
and Southeast Asia as a whole being the second largest
trading partner of Japan, after the United States.31
Today Japan is the main trading partner of every
Sotheast Asian nation, Her total trade with this vart
of the world approaches the level of commerce with
Western Burope and exceeds the trade with Northeastern
Asia, In 1973, for the first time in a decade, Japanese
exports to Southeast Asia exceeded sales to the United
States, During recent years, trade with Japan has accounted
for the following percentages of Southeast Asian countries'
imports: Thailand, 32.2 percent; the Philippines, 31
percent; Indonesia, 20.9 percent; Singapore, 11.1 percent;

Malaysia, 7.8 percent: and, the whole area, 22.8 percent.32

3OSource: International Monetary Fund: Direction
of Trade, Annual 1966-1970,

31The White Paper on Foreign Trade, Ministry of
International Trade and Industry, %oﬁio, 1972, stated that
for 1970, the regional distribution of Japan's exports
which consisted of 30.7 percent to the U.S., 25,4 percent
to Southeast Asia, . . . and Japan's sources of imports

which consisted of 29.4 percent from the U.S., 16 percent
from Southeast Asia, . . .

32Ri_chard L. Walker, Prospects in the Pacific
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Japan remains the only great power lacking the
military clout to complement or support her economic and
financial capabilities, Presumably her natiornal defense
against hypothetical foes is assured by the controversial
but still effective U.,S.-Japanese mutual security pact,
which was revised in 1960 and automatically extended in
1970, Toward mainland China, Eisaku Sato's successor as
prime minister, Kakuei Tanaka moved to normalize Sino-
Japanese relations, at the inevitable exXpense of the
Nationalist Chinese government on Taiwan., Although
territorial questions have prevented the consummation of
a peace treaty with the Soviet Union, Japan has been
dealing effectively with the Russians, again in the
economic Sphere, particularly with respect to joint
development of Siberian resources, a project of not
inconsiderable interest to the United States,

Under the circumstances, Japan would like to think
that, for all of their ideological differences and
tensions, Russia, the United S<tates, and particularly
China (which is closest to Southeast Asia geographically
and culturally), share the Japanese desire for balance in
the area, from reasons oif self-interest and survival, not
altruism.

In January 1974, Premier Tanaka took whet turned

(Washington, D.C.: Heldref Publications, 1972), pp. 82-83,
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out to be a memorable trip to Manila, Eangkok, Singapore,
and Jakarta. Ee was well received by the governments and
establishments but denounced by some other elements.
Students staged demonstrations in Marila and Bangkok (where
they had organized a brief boycott of Japanese goods in
late 1972), and a serious riot in Jakarta. In the latter
case, however, the students were obviously venting their
general frustrations on a variety of targets, including
their own government and overseas Chinsese merchants,
Wholly owned Japanese firms were the objects of a great
deal of hostility during the Tanaka visit, but this was
much less true of enterprises owned jointly by Japanese

and local firms. Tanaka and many of his thoughtful
country-men were shaken by these expressions of resentment,
There was a general feeling that Japan and Japanese business-
men must try to adopt & lower posture in Southeast Asia

and conduct their activities in ways less offensive to
local feeling, but of course not withdraw from the

region., What would =actually be done was not clear.

India

In addition to Japan and Communist China, India
is the only other major power in Asia, If Asia's destiny
is to be decided increasingly by sisians, as it must Ye,
then these three nations especially will dominate its
future,

Strategically, of course, this focus on the Asian
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trio oversimplifies the multipolar complexities of the
Asia-Pacific region. Certainly the United States and the
USSR are major participants, and lesser subregional roles
are played by many others., The Soviet Union, indeed,

with over half of its territory east of the Urals, can

even claim to be an "Asian"™ nation, Moreover Japan, for
2ll her spectacular industrial achievement, has yet to
translate her economic power once again into military
strength., As for China and India they are still only on
the threshold of their industrial revolutions, a century

or <2 behind present-day Japan and other advanced industrial
nations in income level at their recent rates of growth. Indeed,
two-thirds of their people still live in farm villages

not for above traditional levels of poverty.

Nevertheless, the size a2nd resources of the two
continental giants-together they comprise a third of the
human race~as well as the human capacities manifest in
their long cultural heritage, suggest that they will play
a decisive role in Asia's future, from the Yellow Sea to
the Persian Gulf, This is true of Japan, too, as long
as she possesses the bulk of Asia's industrial capacity
within her island chain, Several smaller nation-states
of the region may continue to lead in providing some of
the better things of 1life at an early stage of development-
political freedom, education, economic welfzre., 3But the

power balance is likely to be dominated increasingly by
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the three because of their strategic location, the weight
of their resources, and their human potential, Among
the three, India has been the only one not yet to characterize
formulate her role in Asian politics,

The observer of a century ago could hardly anticipate
that the Indians, of all peoples, with their traditions
of caste, personal despotism, and Mogul militarism--
"the most rigidly hierarchical system in the world"--would
be living today in a comparatively open volitical order,
more democratic at least than most neighboring regimes,
free of army rule, and with a development of private
capitalism within a mixed economy such as the Chinese
only found possible when they migrated overseas., 4as to
foreign policy, some have gone as for as characterizing
the Indian policy of nonalignment itself 2s an exercise
in the balance-of-power politics.33

The new Dpolicy of detéhte between the United States
and China and between the United States and the Soviet
union might perhaps have brought about a new equation
in Southeast Asia in which India would not have figured.
However, a whole chain of %otally unrelated happenings
on the Indian subcontinent during 1971 have introduced
an additional dimension to the international polities of

the region and have propelled India into what may bve

2
3%See Ton That Thien, India and South Zast Asia
1947-1960, ILibrairie Drcz, Geneva, 1963,
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characterized as an emerging balance of power in Scuth and
Southeast Asia, The 14-day war with Fakistan in December,
1971, leading to a spectacular Indian victory and the

end of the traumaz and tragedy for the 75 million people

of the new nation of Bangladesh, should be listed as a

new factor limiting the U.S5. military capabilities in

¥he 19708 compelling her to accept a new balance of power
in Asia side by side with such faetors as the growing
presence of Russian naval power in the Indian and Pacific
Cceans, the parity between the Soviet Union and the United
States in strategic nuclear weaponry, and the development

of missiles in Chira,

India and the Indian Ocean Naval Rivalries

The United States sent an aircraft carrier and five
destroyers to the Indian Ccean in Cctober 1973, at the
neight of the Arab-Israeli conflict. ® The USS-Hancock,
which had been in the Fhilippine Sea, sailed through the
Straits of Malacca into the Indian Ocean., This move was
Presumably intended to remind the Soviet Union of th
American presence in the Indian Ocean and to put pressure
on it not Vo involve itself in the Middie Eastern crisis.

In November 1973, the Soviet Union sent two warships

through the Straits of Malacca to strengthen the Russizn

fleet in the Indian Ocean, PFor members of the ASEAN, the

34See "U.S. Aircraft Carrier Sent to Indian Ccean,"
Bangkok Post, October 30, 1973, ». 4.
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use of the Straits of Malacca by warships of both superpowers
beconmes a soﬁrce of concern, particularly because the
littoral states wish to assert their adherence to the
twelve-mile 1limit and the principle of "innocent passage"
in the Straits,

The Indian Government has advocated the maintenance

oo

of "a zone of peace in the Indian Ccean, in accordance

with a 1971 United Nation Resolution., TForeign Minister
Sardar Swaran Singh of India said that he would "sound
a note cf warning that the responses to the UN resolution
from most of the big naval countries like the United Stafes,
France, Britain and the Soviet Unicn were not encouraging.
There was an attempt to complicate the issue with the free-
dom of the high seas etc.36
Concerning the rivalries of big powers in the
Indian Ocean, the Indian Foreign Minister stated: "our
Tear is that any large scale and loud presence of the
navy of one big power is bound to result in the piesence
w7

of the navies of other big naval powers, "This type

of rivalry," he said further, "may create problems for

35See "Indian Ocean As Zone of Feace--Swaran Sing's
Appeal," in India Yews, published by the Embassy of India,
Washington, D.C., hovember 23, 1973,

6 f . o - . .

5 See "Big Power Rivalry in Indian Ccean--fears
of Littoral States--Foreign Minister," India Iews,
November 2, 1973,

3T1niq,
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littoral countries, the overwhelming majority of whonm
are desirous of keeping the Indian Ocean area as a region
of tranquility."38

A complex set ¢f relationships exists among the
powers having interests in the Indian Ocean, India and
the Soviet Union are aligned in the Indo=-Soviet Treaty of
Friendship and Cooperation, which was basically established
for reasons of mutual concern about Communist China, The
United States is aligned with some of the countries in
Southeast isia and on the best of terms with 21l of the
ASTAN nations, but does not have a warm friendship with
India; on the other hand she is engaged in rapprecchement
with both the Soviet Union and Communist China.

Indian cooperation would be helpful to the Soviet
Union in structuring any anti-Chinese policy apart from
the mere logistical advantages of access to the Southeast
Asian region., Moscow has been trying to break the
Washington~-Peking-Tokyo triangle, II it does not succeed,
India's importance to the Soviet Union in stabilizing the
Washington-Pekinrg~Tokyo balance of power in Asia would
even be greater. It would appear, therefore, that despite
India's reluctance to play a major role in Southeast Asia,
she will be involved in the region, even if indirectly,

as a balancer of power.
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Conclusion: Weighing the Balance of Power

in Southeast Asia

Although it is generally known that the international
arena has changed from bipolarity to the new multipolarity,
it should be noted that only the two superpowers (the
United States and the Soviet Union) are likely to
remain capable of sending forces and supplies to distant
parts of the globe.39 Both Japan and Western Europe are
military dependents of the United States., Neither, despite
huge economic power, behaves on the strategic-diplomatic
~hessboard as if it intended to play a world role under
the American nuclear umbrella, China is still mainly
an Asian regional power, more concerned with breaking out
of encirclement than with active external involvement,

Basic distinctions, emphasized by Inis L. Claude,

sr., 40

should be made between balance of power as a
situation, a policy, and = gystem. In Southeast Asia, we
are not seeing a balance of equals (that is, under a
situation). Japan lacks the military capability but far
exceeds China and the USSR in economic penetration., But
we seem to witness that the United States, the Soviet,

China and Japan try to promote their separate interests

39See Stanley Boffman, "Weighing the Balance of
Power," Foreign Affairs 50 (July 1972): 618-626,

4OInis L, Claude, Jr., Power and International
Relations (New York: Random House, 1962), PPes 13-20.
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while preserving stability {that is, bvalance of power as

a policy). However these major powers have not yet

established or accepted specific rules, mechanics or proce-
dures for collective action to preserve a balance against
efforts by a major power or lesser powers to disrupt it
(that is, a system). The continuation of intense fighting
in Vietnam and Cambodia despite the Paris Accords showed

nc rules or procedures for enforcing a multilateral

balance of power,

The basic Asian policies of the major powers,
will be examined next in order to determine their relative
power in Asia, _

Although the Soviet Union has established diplomatic
relations with all of the ASEAN countries, exchanging
high-level diplomatic visits and modestly increasing trade
volume with some, the results have on balance been meager
and the USSR remains but a marginal factor in the foreign
policy calculations of these countries, Because of the
Sino-Soviet rivaly, improved relations with the Soviet
Union are welcomed by ASEAN countries for balancing purposes
against China, It is the passive weigh®t rather than the
active influence of the Soviet Union that is being sought.

While the USSR has become India's principal arms
supplier and sided openly with it in its war against
Pakistan, Iandia can hardly be counted a genuine zally of

the Soviet Union, Bescause of its larger political interests
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in the nonaligned Third World and its unwillingness to

cut itself off from other non-Communist sources of external
assistance, India clearly prefers to maintain a certain
distance from the Soviet Union and to avoid the appearance
of general alignment with it, Thus, the Indian policy

of nonalignment itself has been characterized as an
exercise in the balance-of=-power politiecs.

Shifts in Peking's foreign policy strategy have
been fundamental in transforming the nature of the inter-
national balance in the region, China deemphasized the
revolutionary component in its policies, by normalizing
state-to-state relations with Malaysia, the Philippines,
and Thailand, The potential threat is the Soviet Union,
so Chira tacitly aprroves of continuing security relationships
between noncommunist Southeast Asian countries and the
United States.

The United States can conduct a dialogue with both
the Soviet and China, can seek to resolve outstanding
issues tThrough negotiations, and in a host of other ways
represents a centrist as well as central force in the
American-Soviet-Chinese triangle., And the U,S. currently
stands in precisely the position that both of the other
parties would ultimately like tc achieve,

At the beginning of the 1970's, it seemed uniikely
that Japan would play a major security role in Southeast

Asiaj; but its ability to influence political decisions
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through use of its vast economic resources have made Japan
a key factor for all the Southeast 4sia states, Japan's
willingness to play a major economic role has made the
next U.S, role there a multilateral one, rather than the
rear-unilateral position it had assumed during the 13960's.
This sharing of the burden in Southeast Asia among friends
is a key element in the Nixon Doctrine, and such sharing
makes it more likely that the American people will be
willing to support a continued, although reduced, U.S.
role in Southeast isia, Finally, the shift in Indonesia's
policy in 1965 constituted a major gain for the United
States in Asia,

While the United States, the Soviet, China and
Japan play balance-of-power politics in Southeast Asia,
it is the United States which is the most influential
power over this region. As Hoffman puts it:

It is the United States which, in effect, protects

the weakest of the Three (China) from a Soviet

strike; it is the United States which tries to

hold the balance between Russia and China; , . . it

is the United States which tries to retain
preponderance in the arenz of interdependence.41

41Hoffman, D. 642,



CHAPTER IV

THE IMPCRTANCE CF ASEAN

Background and Goals

The Association of South Fast Asian Nations (A3SEAN)
was formally established in Bangkok on 8 August, 1967,
It is a regional organization with five charter members:
Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore and
Theiland., It is devoted to joint endeavours in the

economic, social and cultural, and technical fields,

How It Relates to ASA

Since the ASEAN was directly connected with 454,
consideration of the latter is necessary. The first
endeavour to achieve regional economic cooperation has
been a very modest one., In July 1961, the Association
of Southeast Asian States (ASA) was formed by the Bangkok
Declaration, with the Federation of Malay States, the
Philippines and Thailand as i%s founding members. The
main purpose of the Association was real econcmic
cooperation in Southeast Asia.1

It was also clearly stipulated a2t the veryoutset

1See AS4/DCC/1, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 3angkok,
October 1961,

150
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that the Association was in no way connected with any
outside power or power bloc and was directed against no
other country. It was essentially a free asscciation of
countries of Southeast Asia having as its objectives the
promotion, through joint endeavour, of the well-being and
the economic, social and cultural progress of the region.2

In the early part of 1966, before the end of the
confrontation between Indonesia and Malaysia, ASA was
again reactivated in Bangkok where, after a lapse of
nearly three years, the first ASA Standing Committee was
held, Subseqguently 2 Joint Working Party was convened to
prepare the agenda for the Third ASA Ministerial Meeting
in Bangkok in August 1966.3

Meanwhile, a new ASZAN had come into being encompassing
also the three members of ASA, Thus, the Foreign Ministers
of ASA held a Fourth Meeting in August 1967 to determine
its future status and relations with the larger Association,
They agreed in principle that in order tc avoid duplication
of activities and to ensure the optimum utilization of their
financial and human resources, ASA programmes and projects
could be adopted by ASEAN. In February 1968, the First
Meeting of the Heads of Secretariat of ASTAN recommended

the complete take=over of all ASA projects by ASEAN, This

Ibid.

3See "ASi," Ministry of Foreign Affairs News, Bangkok,
December 1566, pp. 6-7.




152

recommendation was azdopted by the ASEAN Standing Committee,
with the result that for all practical purposes ASA projects
which were still pending or yet to be completed became
ASEAN projects. The direct effect of this take-over seemed
to represent a virtual merger of ASA with ASEAN, 1In any
event, the ASA members of ASEAN did not think its useful

to maintain two separate national secretariates, one for
ASA and znother for ASZAN, While operational projects of
ASA, such as the ASA express train between Bangkok and
Kuala Lumpur, continued to function with the possibility

of merging into the ASEAN project by extending its line

to Singapore and beyonrd, other ASA projects invariably

were either changed to ASZAN or were being studied by

the ASZAN Standing Committee at its various id Foc

Committees.4

Formation and Aims

The formation of the larger association for economic
cooperation was made possible by the termination of the
confrontation between Indonesia and Malaysia, and the
vreceding resumption of diplomatic relations between the
Philippines and Malaysiz., With the good offices ¢f Thai=-
land and some other countries within the region, an
agreement was concluded in Bangkok between Indonesia and

Malaysia bringing to an end to the ccenfrontation in the

4 S rs o : .
"See ASEAN/Doc/1, Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
Bangkok, August 1967.
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first half of 1966, By August 1967, Indonesia and Singapore
together with the three ASA countries were able to hold
their consultations at the ministerial level in Bangkok

and Bangsaen with the view to forming regional economic
cocoperation among their nations., Cut of this meeting of

the Ministers of the Five Southeast Asian Countries, ASEAN
5

was born.

The Foreign Ministers of the ASEAN countries (Indo-
nesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore, and Thailand)
gathered in Bangkok on August 8, 1967, and signed a declaration
called the .2SEAN Declaration, containing aims and purposes
essentizlly similar to those of ASA, It states the following
objectives:

1., To accelerate economic growth, social progress,
and cultural development in tThe region through
joint endeavors in the spirit of eguality and
partnership in order to strengthen the founda-
tion for a prosperous and peaceful community
of Southeast Asian nations;

2. To promote regional peace and stability through
abiding respect for justice and of law in the
relationship among countries of the region and
adherence to the principles of the United Nations
Charter;

3. To promote active collaboration and mutual
assistance on matters of common interest in
the economic, social, cultural, technical,
scientific and administrative fields;

4. To provide assistance to each other in the form
0f training and research facilities in the
educational, professional, technical and
administrative spheres;

5. To collaborate more effectively for ithe greater
utilization of their agriculture and industries,
the expansion of their trade, the improvement

Srrs A . o .
Ministry c¢f Foreign Arfairs, Regional Zconomic
Cooperation 4Sa=ASEAN and ASPsC, Bangkok, January 1968,
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of their transportation and communication
facilities and the raising of the living standards
of their peoples;

6, To promote Southeast Asian studies;

7. To maintain close and beneficial cooperation
with existing international and regional
organizations with similar aims and purposes,
and explore z2ll avenues for egen closer
cooperation among themselves,

The five ASZEAN countries stated in the ASEAN
Declaration that "mutual interests and common problems"7
among the Southeast Asian countries were zmong the considera-
tions that prompted them to "strengthen further the existing
bonds of regionzl solidarity and Cooperation."8

Furthermore, the preamble to the goals of ASEAN
stated that "in the spirit of equality and partnership"
the five Southeast Asian countries had established "a
firm foundation for common action to promote regional
cooperation in Southeast Asia" in order to "contribute

o]
towards peace, progress and prosperity in the region."”

The declaration stresses that, "in an increasingly
interdependent world, the cherished ideals of peace,

freedom, social justice and economic well-being are best

attained by fostering good understanding, good neighborliness

6See text of ASEAN Declaration in ASEAN, Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, Bangkok, May 1973, pp. 4-0.

T1vid.
81piq,
Ibig,
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and meaningful cooperation among the countries of the

region already bound together by ties of history and

culture."10

Although security was not the formal goal of ASZAN,
security in the broadest sense of the word appeared to be
one of the major considerations for the Southeast Asian
leaders as reflected in the Declaration, which states
that:

. « » Tthe countries of Southeast Asia share a
primary responsibility for strengthening the economic
and social stability of the region and ensuring

their peaceful and progressive national development,
and that they are determined to ensure their
stability and security from external interference

in any form or manifestation in order to preserve
thelr national Identitles 1in accordance Y}th the
ideals and aspirations of their peoples.

The leaders of Southeast Asia, rezlizing their
stage of development, believe that the security of the
region does not depend entirely upon its militery strength
or number of modern weapons available, but rather that

"stability and security" are conditions gine cua non for

the strengthening of the economic aznd social stability

of the region;" and, that a strong economy would in turn
centribute to the region's stability and security, TFor
2t this point, "external interference in any form or
menifestation'" would probably not be in the form of overt

agressicn or conventional warfare, but rather in the form

O1pi4,

11,4

Itid, Emphesis added.



156

of subversion and local insurgencies, as has been demonstrated
in Indonesia and !Malaysia along the Sarawak border, in
Malaysia and Thailand along the Malaysia-Thai border, =nd
in North and Northeast Thailand.

With regard to foreign bases, the ASEALN Declaration

states in its preamble that "all foreign bases are
12

temporary in nature," and that they "remain only with the

expressed concurrence of the countries concerned."13 This
statement obviously took into account the fact thai, at
the time of the establishment of ASEAN, Thailand and the
Philippines had American bases which were indeed there at

the "expressed concurrence" of the two countries.

Beconomic Cooperation Programs Carried Out by ASEAN

The most thorough study thus far of ASEAN economic
cooperation has been done by a United Nations Study Team
composed of some forty-one international experts14 led
by Professor Gunal Kansu of Turkey. The team was
established as a result of an offer made by the United
Nations Zconomic Commission for Asia and the pary Sast
(ECAFE) to ASEAN to provide help in identifying opportunities

c er economic cooperation within ASEAN, The tean
for clos nom c ati th ASHAL The t

'25ee ASEAN Declaration. EImphasis added.

31bid.
14The forty-one experts include Indonesian, an inter=~

national staff member of the United lNations, one Filipino
but no other Southeast iasian,
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conducted a2 study on the spot in the ASZAN countries from
March 1970 to April 1972 and produced scme twenty-two
reports and fourteen ASEAY Industrial Studies, as well

as a final report summarizing the comprehensive studies
and reports. The following is based on the Study Team's
Report.15

Cooperation in the field of tourism among the
ASEAN countries has a great potential., already ASEAN
has established a fourteen-day free visa to travel in
any of the ASEAN countries for citizens of the five
countries., The year 1971 saw the beginning of a "Visit
ASTAN Year," whereby tourists were given an attractive
travel rate to ASEAN as "one destination region," A
five year plan (1974=-1979) for a marketing plan in the
field of tourism was established, commencing in Fiscal
Year 1974-75, with a budget of $300,000 for that year
and an increase of 10 percent every year thereafter for
the period of the four year marketing plan,

An ASEAN Hotel Management Executive Training Center
was recommended by the Permanent Committee on Tourism for
the executive level echelon of hotel and catering staff
in 1972, and this was approved by the Ministerial
conference in April 1973,

The Dutch Government has offered some 200,000

1 s .
5Repor‘t of a United Nations Team, Economic Cooperation
for ASEAN (London: Metcalfe Cooper % Hepburn Ltd, rrinters,
12)
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guilders to ASEAN in October 1972 for the use of the ASEAN
Permanent Committee on Tourism for sales promotion activities
in Europe. This is an indication of the interest of
foreign governments in ASEAN's tourism projects,

Various other activities are under way in the field
of tourism cooperation among the ASEAN countries,

The Regional Transport Survey estimated that tourism
is expected to show steady growth over the next twenty
vears from some $180 million in receipts in 1969 to about
$1.2 billion in 1990.16

Besides tourism, other areas of ASZEAN cooperation
that have achieved tangible results include agreements
on civil aviation that have been signed by the five ASEAN
countries under the title of the Multilateral Agreement
on Traffic Rights for lNon-Scheduled COperation, which was
signed by the ASEAN Foreign Ministers at the Fourth
Ministerial Meeting in March 1971 in order to increase the
frequency of non-scheduled flights among the ASTAN countries,
in addition to the scheduled ones, Also in the field of
Communication/Air Traffic Services, the A3ZAN Foreign
Ministers signed in 2April 1972 an Agreement for the
Facilitation of Search for Aircraft in Distress and Rescue

of Survivors of Airecraft iccidents (SiR).

1°Southeast isia Regionzl Transport Survey, by
Arthur D, L1ttle Inc, and -3soclated Consultants, Book 1,
Chapter II on "Zconomic Potential of the Region," Asian
Development Bank, 1972, p. 23. Southeast Asian countries
in the Transport Survey always include Laos, Xhmer and
Vietnam besides the five ASEAN countries.,
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In the field of telecommunication, the five capitals
of the ASTAY countries now have a direct teliephone link
with each other, which certainly facilitates cuick
communication not only among the leaders cf ASEAN but
among the businessmen and citvizens in the region as well,

All of the ASEAN nations already have earth satellite
stations, with regional as well as international circuits,
Exchange of officials and information as well as scholarships
in the field of telecommunication has been carried on

among the ASEAN members, Cooperation in the field of
satellite communication has also been in progress,

Microwave systems in the region have been completed,.

In the field of transportation, the Regional
Transport Survey has produced numerous transport projects,
either within an ASEAYN country or lirnking two or more
ASTAY nations, such as the establishment or expansion or
upgrading of international airports, which are too numerous
to mention here.17

There is no doubt that transvortation and telecommu-
nications constitute a basic and vital part of the whole
economy of the region, and that is why the :umerous
transportation and telecommunication projects recommended

by the Regional Transport Survey for the Southeast isian

region, looking ahead to twenty years from now, constitute

)
7On completed transportation and telecommunications
projects, see ASEAN innual Report 1972/73, pp. 56-61,
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important recommindations that could have a vital and
favorable impact on the economy of the regiorn if successfully
implemented.

In the field of mass media, the ASZAN Permanent
Committee on Mass Media has carried out radio exchange
programs among ASEAN members since January 1971 on a
monthly basis., Film Festivals as means of promoting
closer relations and better understanding have been held
in three different ASEAN countries, namely the first
ASEAN Film Festival in Manila in December 1971, the
second in Bangkok in November 1972, and the third in Xuala
Lunpur in the second half of 1973, The Film Festivals
are rotated among the ASEAN countries annually. Exchange
of film artists and joint film productions have been
encouraged within ASEAN, Seminars relating to mass
communication, literature, arts, physical education, spors
coaching, and exhibitions of works of art have been
encouraged among the ASEAN members., An ASZEAN song contest
vas held and was won by Singapore in 1573, ASEAN thus
has a song of its own to be sung at openings and closing
of ASEAN confereces,

Cther activities in the Mass Media section includes
the effort to enlarge the role of the mass media in the
ASEAN countries in the field of naticnal and regional
development, An ASBAN Journal has been published znd the

establishment of an ASEAN Mass Media Association has been
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explored.

In the socio-cultural area, it should be mentioned
that the Socio=-Culturzl Activities Permanent Committee of
ASTAN was established in January 1972 located in Manile,
The creation of this Permanent Committee thus separates
the socio=-cultural activities from the Mass Media and
Other Activities Permanent Committee, This committee
deals with such problems as population control, family
planning, control of drug addiction and drug traffic,
educational matters, student and youth activities, and
joint operations against natural disasters.

The 1972/73 Annual Report contains a number of
recommendations for the advancement of regional cooperation
in the socio=cultural field, among others: the establishment
of an ASZAN Museum, the ASEAN Field School in Archaeology,
the ASEAN Seminar on Southeast Asian Literature, the
Seminar Workshop in Environmental Problems, the ASZAN
Institute for Archival Scisnce, and the ASEAN Folklore
Festival, The Permanent Committee on Socio=-Cultural Activities
is empowered to coordinate trzining and other activities
in the various fields of theatre arts., ASIAN also mcokes
use of facilities in the socio~-cultural field that belong
to international bodies such as UNZSCO and ECATE for an
asian Handicraft Development Center that is to be set usv,

In the field of sports, games and tournaments, the

Permanent Committee is preparing for an ASEAN Universiade



162

and an ASZEAN University Students Sports Federation, 4
Youth ZXchange Program has been planned fo involve
participants in community development projects, social
welfare activities or culturzl programs, The possibility
for greafer regional cooperztion in community development
has been explored, Other activities, such as seminars
and exchange of informztion on the socio-cultural zctivities
anong the ASEAN countries, have been encouraged,18
In the field of science and technology, the
Permanent Committee on Science and Technology located in
Jakarta has developed various programs, including the
exchange of information on scientific and technological
matter among scholars in the ASEAN region, joint research and
development on topics of common interest, establishment
of regional Science Information Center, and other similar
activities, Xor example, Thailand hosted the second
meeting of the heads of the Scientific Documentation and
Infermation Services of ASEAN countries in Bangkok in
November 1972.0 Malaysia hosted the meeting of the
ASEAN experts on Food Protein in Xuala Lumpur in November
1972, Indonesia hosted the meeting of exXperts on soybean
processing and utilization in Bandung in September 1972.

The Philippines hosted the meeting of experts on corrosion

18)SEAN annual Report 1972/73, pp. 8-13.

Q
195es 452X Annual Report 1972/75, pp. 7 and 58.
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of metals in humid tropiczl weather in Manila in March

1973. Regional seminars and workshops will be held once

a year on a rotating basis among the ASEAN countries,

The Permanent Committee on Science & Technolcgy has recommended
the publication of an ASEAN News Bulletin, Exchange of

visits among the Scientists of ASEAN are being encouraged.zo

In the field of shippings.

The Permanent Committee
on Shipping of ASEAN, in its meeting in Jakarta in September
1972, recommended that 2ll members work closely in the
fields of bulk shipping, search and rescue operations,

and ravigational safety. Zxchange of information and

data on the problems of shipping faced by each ASEAN
country has been encouraged by more contacts among the
national Shipowners associations., A Project Team of
Comparative Study of ASEAN Shipping Technicians, 0fficials,
EXperts including the Federation of ASEAN Shipowners
association (PASA), and the Federation of ASEiN Shippers
Council (F4SC), has also been established.

In 1976, ASZEAN shipping bodies discussed concrete
solutions after years of futile denunciations against
closed shipping conferences and annual average freight
rate increases of 12 percent.

If ASTAN cooperation is successful, the aliternative

conference could probably offer up to 20 percent cheaper

207344,

Y 1vid., pp. 16-18.
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freight rates thgn closed conferences, and it would give
its member lines better sailing rights, tonnage allowance,
and ports of call than closed conferences offer.22
At this point the ASIAN countries are trying to
create the infrastructural elements of cooperation in
shipping, including studies of various proposals in matters
concerning o0il pollution affecting the shores of the ASEAN
countries, the adoption of measures to minimize the adverse
effects arising from the monopolistic practices of the
multinational container consortia, and other essential
elements for solid long-range cooperation in the important
field of shipping.2’
In the field of agriculture, one can readily
understand that all of the ASEAN countries, except Singapore,
put emphasis on the development of agriculture, since
around 70 percent of the active population is engaged in
agriculture, 3% percent of gross domestic product is
generated in agriculture,and 57 percent of private con-
suption is devoted to i‘ood.24

The ASEAN countries have begun training programs

and seminars on various aspects of agriculture and

22H0 Kwon Ping, "ASEAN Charts a New Course," Far
Zastern Economic Review, July 23, 1976,

23See ASEAN Annual Report 1972/73, op. 16-18.

2%3ee discussion in Report of a United Nations Team,
sconomic Co=operation for ASEAN, particularly Chapter 8 on
Possibilities of Co-operavion in sAgriculture and Forestry,
Pr. 92-100,




fisheries, including training for fresh water seasonzl
fishing, the repair 2nd anchorage of fishing boats of
member countries, exchange of information on piracy and
fishery law provisions, and seminars on prawn farming,
land use, food production and poultry raising.

The Permanent Committee on Food and Agriculture,
at its meeting in Kuala Lumpur in September 1972,
announced that in 1973 the Philippines would host an
agriculture exchange program, a fishery training project,
and a workshop on protein, food and vegetzbles. Various
other efforts at cooperation ir the form of seminars an
workshops on different aspects of agriculfture have been
developed among the ASEAN countries,

The United Nations Study Team recommended that the
ASEAN countries cooperate in agriculturzl research,
agricultural trzining, =zgricultural marketing, and in
the coordination of agricultural policies. Cooperation
between the Permanent Committee on 3Science and Technology
and the Permenent Committee on Food and Agriculture,
especially with respect to agricultural research and
related matters, has begun and should be very useful in
the agricultural development of the region.

In the area of forestry, the room for cooperation
among the ASTAN countries is certainly quite vast, in
particular with respect to joint action vis-a-vis third

countries, Technical cooperaticn in forest management
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and research into the solution of common problems in

forestry have a promising future.

ASEAN Cooperation in International

and Regional Trade

The establishment of SCCAN (Special Coordination
Committee of ASEAN), for the purpose of negotiating better
terms of trade for ASEAN's prcducts, is a distinct step
forward in economic cooperation among ASEAN countries.
Dialogue continues between the EEC and a25EAN. The ABC
(ASEAN Brussels Committee) in Brussels, the headguarters
of the ZTEC, which consists of the Ambassadors or Repre-
sentatives of the ASEAN nations to the =ZEC and is chaired by
the Malaysian Ambassador with the Thai Ambassador as its
Vice Chairmen, continues to keep in touch with the LEC
headquarters.

The value of a common ASZEAN stand in world forums
related to commerce and industry, as in the negetiation
with the ZEC through SCCAN, has become obvious. The
same approach has been applied to the United l'ations
Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD), the UN
Bconomic and Social Couneil (=C0SCC), the Food and
igricultural Crganization (FAC), and the General Agreement
on Tariffs and Trade (GATT). The joint stand taken by the
ASEAN countries in these cases has been very useful not
only in dealing with substantive issues, but unconsciously

in establishing the habit of a collective approach, thereby
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strengthening the sense of regional cooperation.

Moreover, major changes that have tzken place, not
only in the geopolitical area but in the world trade system
as well, have made it necessary for the ASEAN nations to
continue to adopt a2 common stand., The basic factors that
dominate international trade movements are undoubtedly
related to the emergence of the multipolar structure that
has replaced or is in the process of replacing the bipolar
structure in international politics, Fach of these mul-
tipolar centers represents an important trade power:
the Furopean Economic Community, the United States, the
COMECON countries led by the Soviet Union, and last but
not least, Japan, Communist China is likely to play a
considerable role in the multipolar structure in the future,

In coping with these big powers, ASEAN has become
an increasingly effective instrument. With regard to the
EEC, for which SCANN has been estatlished, the entry of
Britain into the EEC has enlarged the role and importance
of the EEC as one of the major trade forces in the world.
The ZEC is 2 main market for the products of the Southeast
Asian region, The fact that a group of former French
colonies in Africa called the Yoande Community is given
preferential treatment by the EEC in the form of import
duty facilities for its exports to the EEC countries has
placed the Southeast aisian countries in z comparatively

disadvantageous position since they too produce similar
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type of raw materials and agricultural products, such as
copra, rubber, tobacco, coffee, palm oil, etc, Furthermore,
the Zuropean Economic Community enforces restrictive duties
on processed agricultural commodities,

It should be remembered that the processing of agri-
cultural commodities and raw materials and industrial
growth are essential to Southeast Asia's development
process., Although the EEC has not yet imposed quota
restrictions on light industrial products from the ASZAN
countries, as imposed by the United States on textiles
from Japan, Hongkong, and several other countries, the
danger does exist in the view of the Southeast isia countries,

Agreements between ASEAN and the EXC as a result
of their dialogue have been reached in several areas,
although further deliberations are required. The essential
matters on which agreement has been reached include thre
consequences ol the ZEC expansion to include Britain, the
Generzlized System of Preference (the idea being %o expand
the ZEC preferences to include the processed agricultural
commodities, the semi-finished and the finished products
of the ASTAN countries), ocean shipping, and economic and
technical aid (including assistance in developing a statis-
tical center for ASEAN calculated o improve the system of
gathering and registering ftrade data in the ASEAN countries,
which currently ranges irom poor tc excellent).

However, since the exports oI ASZIAN couniries are
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of a similar nature (mainly agricultural products, minerals,
tinber, and oil), it is understandable why the international
market becomes more important than the regional market

gince the consumers are mzinly outside the region., Intra-
ASEAN trade for instance has been slower as compared to
ASEAN's international trade. Prime Minister ILee Kuan

Yew pointed out this fact in his speech at the opening

of the Fifth Ministerial Meeting on April 13, 1972 in
Singapore, namely that "as a percentage, trade within

ASEAN to total ASEAN trade with the world dropped from

18,3 percent in 1966 to 15,7 percent in 1970. 1In qther
words, ASEAN partrers decreased their trade among themselves
and increased their trade with the rest of the world from

81.7 percent to 84,3 percent."25

In spite of the above constiraints on inira-AS3AN
trade, economic integration in the ASEAN region is

expected to eliminate or relieve the external and internal
constraints to the economic development of the ASZAN nations.
Regional economic integration implies a broadening of the
regional market and a reduction in the country's or the

region's dependence on trade with the outside world.26

258ee Regional Meeting of FEconomic Planners on
Southezst Asian Zconomy in the 1970s "in Ecosystem Apprcach
TO Souvheast islan mconomic Integration," EBangkok, September
19729 po 84-

2 . - .

‘6See H, Kitamura, "Econcmic Theory and the Zconomic
Integration of Underdeveloped Region," in Latin American
Economic Intezration, pp. 50-56,
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2T

Because of the brcadened market in the ASZEaAN region, con-
sumer goods can be imported in greater quantity from other
members of A3EAN instead of from the outside worild. Through
this inter-country substitution, the availability of the
foreign exchange required for imports of essential development
goods from outside ASEAN, i.e., the United States, Japan,
australia, New Zealand and EEC, is increased, The increased
capacity of the members of ASEAN to import capital goods
could also make it possible for them to produce manufactured
items more efficiently than before, initially for consumption
within the ASZEAN nations, and eventually for the world
market, Thus, through economic integration, Thailand as

a member of ASTAN could conceivably increase her export-
based capacity to import capital goods and, in turn, speed

up the rate of her industrizlization and economic develcp-

ment,

ASEAN Defense: A New Strategy

The major threat to each of the ASZAN countries
may not be an overt attack from any external power, but
rather internal subversion and local insurgencies on the
part of the communist movements that have existed there
for a number of years., Thailand, cohpared to the other

.SEAN countries, has the most serious communist insurgency

H>

and subversive activities problem because of its proximity
to Laos, Cambodia, Vietnam as well as Communist Chira,

However, although the ASEAIN nations face a common problem,
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namely a Peking-inspired communist insurgency or subversion
or both, there is as yet no common approach to the threat,
The following is a discussion of the problems and prospects

of ASZAN defense cooperation,

ASEAN Cooperatviocn in Counterinsurgency

In view of the common nature of the threat faced
by the ASEAN countries, it would be logical to assume
that cooperation in the counterinsurgency area would be
beneficial to a2ll ASEAN members., At present, cooperation
between Malaysia and Indonesia in the border areas of
Sarawak, and between Thailand and Malaysia in the border
areas, has been in progress for =2 number of years,
Thailand and Burma also have worked together Ior a number
of years in coping with the Communist insurgents along
the Thai-Burmese borders,

Some of the problems confronted by the armed Forces
of the ASEAN countries in counterinsurgency cooperation
stem probably from their differences in military doctrine,
military terminologies, methods of operation, exXxperiences
and background, 3ut the differences do not constitute
an absolute obstacle to cooperation in counterinsurgency,

The bilateral ccoperation in the border aress
between Malaysia and Indcnesia in Sarawal and between
Thailand and Malaysia have over the years proven to be
vary benelicial for all parties concerned, Indeed, there

have been differences znd difficulties encountered, tut
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on the whole the semisnnual meetings of the Generzl Border
Comittees and day-to-day joint military operations in the
field have trought improvement through the sharing of
experiences as well as knowledge.

In the case of Thai-Malaysian bilateral military
cooperation in the border areas, until 1375 there were
seventeen meetings held by the General Border Committee.
Tach meeting reviewed and drew lessons from previous
experiences in border operations, The fourteenth meeting,
for instance, noted the importancc oI "etuady papers
prepared by the Regional Border Committee cn the strateg
and set-up of the communist terrorist organization and
also various countermeasures against the terrorists"27
Based upon the need for a more effective operation, the
Thais and Malaysians agreed at the Iourteenth meeting
"to complete the area for coordinated naval patrols in
the seas adjacent to the border along the Satul/Perlis
coast in order to tighten preventive measures against
sea-borne Communist infiltration and illegal landing of

arms."28

The fifteenth meeting decided that it was also
desirable to uplift the living conditions of the people

in the border areas, "by carrying out more development

27See Joint Communicue 14 General Border Commit<ee
Meeting on May 30, 1972 zs printed in FToreign Affairs
g:‘:ala!s.ia), June 1972, D. 57.

28

Ibid,
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29 as a way of dernying the communist insurgents

projects"
an opportunity to exploit the poverty of that area. The
sixteenth and seventeenth meetings adopted other measures
based upon previous experiences.

The same applies %o the Malaysian-Indonesian border
military cooperation efforts. There have been three meetings
of the General ZBorder Committee on the level of Cabinet
Ministers, but on a lower level there have been more
meetings as the day-to-day Jjoint operation progresses,

The cooperation has developed from a purely unit operation
in the border areas to allowing a five mile "hot pursuit"
beyond the other's btorder, to involving the Navies and

Air Forces of both ccuntries in the joint operations
against the communist insurgents, in additicn to the
agreement to conduct a2 joint patrol in the Malacez Straits.

Based upon the progress and experiences obtained in
the bilateral military cooperation among the ASZAN members,
the problems mentioned earlier zppear nct to be insurmoun-
table., The possibility of the establishment of a center
for counterinsurgency training is there if the 1SZ:iN
countries deem it essential., It can be envisioned that
all the necessary theoretical and practical military and
social-peclitical knowledge, including the nature of "wars

of national liberation" as carried out by the "People's

2 . . “ .
9See Joint Communigque 15 Generzl Border Committee

Meeting on Jovember 28, 1972 as printed in Foreign iffairs
(Malaysia), Decemder 1972, p. 102,
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Liberation Army" of the communists in Southeast Aisiz,
including that in Indochina, would be made available,
Socme of the military aid funds available for the training
of officers from the ASEAYN countries abroad (in the United
States, Australiz, and other countries) could be utilized
for the development of such a training center, ZIxpenses,
as in the case of other ASEAN projects, would undoubtedly
be borrne jointly by the ASEAN members,

Among the ASEAN countries, perhaps Indonesia has
had the most extensive experience in coping with insurgents,
communist and non-communist. ¥From independence in August
1945 tc 1965, Indonesia has had to cope with; first of =211,
the Dutch military agression from 1945 to 1949 through
guerrilla warfare; tiien the Communist (PXI) rebellion in
Madium in 1948, while Indonesia was preoccupied in its
struggle for independence; the Darul Islam/Tentera Islzm
Indonesia (DI/TII--a right wing Moslem rebellion aiming
at the establishment of a Moslem state by force); the
PRRI/Permesta rebellion in 1958 in Sumatra; and, numerous
other minor insurgencies, The last insurgency was the

- - ‘ 3 - 0
abortive Communist coup d'etat in September 1965, which

was perhaps the bloodiest and most serious of all., The
Vietcong-style insurgency conducted by the Communists in
Bliter, Zast Java, in 1968, by building underground peths
and quarters, was easily wiped out by the Army., In addition

to the prospect of ASZAN cooperation in the field of
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counterinsurgency, there zre other preospects for regional

defense cooperation,

Intelligence Cooperation

It goes without saying that intelligence cooperation
in the broadest sense of the word go hand in hand with
the existing military cooperation, which is within the
framework of regional cooperation. 3ZXchange of general
datz and information, bilater2lly and multilaterally,
has been carried out; but intelligence cooperation can
cover a wide range of activities including security,
science, economic, political, etc. Very often sensitive
bilateral or multilatuel issues can be settled through
intelligence cooperation, without any publicity. In fact,
quite 2 few of the bilateral issues within ASEAIN have
been tempered, cooled off, subdued, or settled through
or with the aid of intelligence cooperaticn, 4as is the
function cf intelligence, the people involved always stay

in the background rather than in the forefront.

ASEAN Armed Forces Cooperation
The prospect of cooperation among the ASZAN Armed
Forces as a whole in the long-run is encouraging. Zxchange
of visits of officers of the Army, Havy and Air Force
between the ASEAN countries have been made numerous times,
such as Thai officers visiting Indonesian military installa-

tions and training centers, and the other way around;
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Indonesian officers visiting Singapore's military installa-
tions and training centers; Malaysian officers obtaining
training in Indonesia; and, Singapore officers visiting
Indonesia or Thai military institutions, etec.

The process of cooperation will depend much upon
the degree of mutual confidence and trust., The exchange
of visits, the joint excercises, in addition to the
existing joint operationé, will gradually lead to a
broader cooperation among the ASEAN Armed Forces. The
common perception of a threat to security and stability
in the region on the part of the military leadership is
essential to establish a solid foundation for long range
military cooperation,

A special endeavor is required to harmonize the
existing differences of system and doctrines among the
ASTAN Armed Forces. 4 uniform military doctrine would
be helpful if not essential for effectiveness in future
joint cperations and jJjoint defense planning, This will
take time, but it is not impossible, if the ASELN leaders
demonstrate their political will to achieve it., Judging
from statements frequently made by ASEAIl leaders regarding
their concern for the "security and stability" of the
Southeast Asian region, they appear eager to gradually
strengthen their cooperative efforts in the defense area.
In the author's interviews with military leaders in Thailand,

this idea of regional defense cooperation is favored, but
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not 2 military pact. The reason is that establishment of
a pact might provoke other powers and thereby invite
unnecessary reactions., It is therefore considered more
advantageous for all the parties concerned to emphasize
the importance of "defense cooperation,”" rather than a
"military pact,"” through step~by-step efforts in the
various areas such as intelligence cooperation, joint
operations in the border areas, exchange of visits zamong
the officers of the Armed Forces, joint naval patrols,

and the sending of officers for training to each other's
Ctaff and Command colleges., They do not want to establish
a military pact in the form of a SEATC or similar pacts,
To the extent that military alliances still have relevance
and credibility in Southeast Asia, bilateral agreements

are considered more reliable than multilateral alliances,

The Last Alternative

Thailand was clearly disappointed by STATO's inaction
in solving the Taotian crises in the early 1960's, Ais
a cdefense organization it faded away for years. And zs
a result of the reduction in U.S. military and economic
aid, it is only A3EAN that Thailand will accept at present
to fill the political vacuum in Southeast isia, However
the United States is still the mos% powerful siate in
the region (2s analized in Chapter III), so Thailand shouléd
lcok at the compatipbility of interests between the United

States and ASEAN simultaneously,



178

The United States and ASEAN

What are the interests of the United States in the
ASEAN region? And what are the interests of the ASEAN
nations in a United States® presence in the region?

Within the framework of her global interests and
strategy, the United States has a considerable economic,
political and defense interest in the ASEAN region, Although
the United States has withdrawn her forces from Vietnam,
and later from the Southeast Asian or Fast Asia-Pacific
region in general in accordance with the Nixon Doctrire,
it is to her interest and in the interest of stability
in Southeast Asia that the region not be dominated by
any other major power, Taking into account her "balance
of power" policy, which has been discussed in the Chapter III,
and cornsidering the domestic pressures or public mood in
the United States in view of the Vietnam experience, it
can be concluded that the United States does not have
any interest in seeking a domination of the ASEAN region,
On the other hand, domination of Southeast Asia by any
other major power would lead to instability in the region
and wculd upset the "balance of power" in the area in a
way contrary to United States' interests.

The interest of the ASEAN nations coincidentally
runs parallel with that of the United States in terms of

the need for stability in the region. In other words,



179

the ASTEAY nations, rezlizing the United States' withdrawal
from the area, do not wish to be dominated by either China
or Japan or the Soviet Union., The United States' presence,
therefore, would tend to balance the other major powers

in the region: hence the mutuality of interest.

The ASZAN nations, therefore, welcomed President
Nixen's statement that, "while adjusting our role in
defensive alliances, we are supporting a conmpensating
increase in the 2bility of our isian pariners to defend

themselves."30

4 vivid example through which the ASEAN
nations 2re trying to develop their "ability to defend
themselves" is the regional cooperation in ASZAN itself,
in the economic, political and bilateral defense and other
related areas, with impressive progress thus far,

It is then in the interest of the United States to
see the emergence of a viable, effective and strong ASZEAL,
and to see ASEAN playing = more active role in regionzl es
well as internatiornal affairs since that would contribute
towards the maintenance of stability and security in the
Southeast Asian regicn.

Dr, Eenry Kissinger, then the United States Secretary
of State designate, in an answer to a Senator's cguestion

on the long-term objective of American foreign policy in

Asia, said thav the Tnited States' purpose has been

>ORichard Wixon, U,S. Foreisn Policy for the 1970's—-
fhe “merging Structure of Feace, A Report to the Congress,
1972, p. 85,
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"to shore up the capacity of indigenous countries to drotect
; . - . o 1

themselves against the danger of overwhelming attac&."3
Ye also predicted that there would be "very substantizl

gn32

reduction of American forces "over a five to ten Year

d"33 in the area. The next five to ten years then

perio
can be regarded as a transition period, during which time
the United States is expected "to shore up the capacity
of indigenous countries," the ASEAN countries included.
The "capacity of indigenous countries" must not be seen
from the defense point of view alone-w2conomic prosperity,
internal political stability, and defense capzability are
all interwoven and jointly constitute the vital fabric of
stability in the region,

In conclusion, the United States' interests in the
ASZAN region revolve around the maintenance cf stability
in the broadest sense of the word in the region, z2nd in
the prevention of dominance of the region by a single
major power., Thailand, as a member of ASEAlN, should
maintain and inecrease the strength of ASEAN in order to
serve U.S5. interests, and the U.,S. should look at ASEAN

as 2 whole region rather than just Thailand.

1 . . rro s - )
> "Nomination of Henry A, Kissinger," Hearings
before the Commitfee on Foreign Relations, United States
Senate, rart I, #ashington, D.C., oeptember 7, 1373, p, 113,

321pi4.
331pi4,
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The Kuala Lumpur Declaration

The Xuala Lumpur Declaration of & "Zone of Peace,
Freedom and Neutralify,“ which the ASEAN countries adopted
in 1971 as a statement of Southeast Asia's desired position
vis a vis the major powers, has become a subject of contro-
versy with problems as well as prospects, The ASEAN foreign
ministers defined Neutrality as a state of being "free
from any form or manner of interference by outside
Powers." The "outside Powers" can be understood here as
particularly the major powers, since they are the ones
that have vested interests in the Southeast isian regiorn,

How do the ASEAN nations hope to achieve this goal?
Cne widespread view, which we shall ceall the realistic
approach, is that the ASEAN nations must have the strength
and overall capacity to enforce their neutrality collectively.
This does not have to be done by force, since the s3Z:il
nations do not at this point have the ability to do so
against any of the major powers, Indonesiz fzvors the
motto "regional resilience," which encompasses the collective
ideological, politicel, economic, social, culturai and
military strength of each of the ASZEAN nations. Hence,
the need for what the Xuala Tumpur Declarztion urges,
namely "concerted efior%s to broacen the areas of coopera=-
tion" in ezch of these fields.

fow does one reconcile the realistic approach with

“he existence of foreign bases in the ASEAN region? Thailand
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and the Philippines would probably be unwilling to exchange
the existing foreign military bases for the zaim of '"neu-
trality," without a substitute guar=ntee against what

they perceive as external threats tc their national security.

ational security and external

*

Current perceptions of

2

threats vary among the ASZEAN nations, due to geographical

and geopolitical conditions, and internal as well as

external considerations, althcugh all of the ASTAI countries
have subscribed to the long-term objective of the Kuzla

Lumpur Declaration, Thanat Khoman, the former Foreign

wn

Minister of Thailand, for instance, calls for "neutrzli-

zation with strength."34

tx}

¥r, Thanzat Xhomen, who as Fereign

inister of Thailand was one of the founders of ASTAN

and was the Special =Znvoy of the then National EZxecutive

Council of Thailand to the meeting that led to the signing
the Kuala Lumpur Declaration, basically cbjiected to

the presence of American bases in Thailan In terms of

internal security, the American troops in these bases

had no role to vlay; and, the use of these bases for The

bombing of North Vietnam appeared to be no longer necessary

as a result of the Paris peace agreement, Foreign bases

merely create tension, he argued. HHe pcinted to ASEAY as

the only alternative for the ASEAN countries, because

343¢e iz article "Neutralization with Strancth,®
The Naticn, Zangkok, april 16, 19732,
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"there is no other choice."35 The Thai Government, however,
believed that American vases were still needed, although

ASTAN as well.

[

it believed in the imvortance o
The ASEAN countries at the outset agreed that
"foreign bases are temporary" in nature when they
established ASTAN in August 1967, since this principle
was embodied in the Bangkok Declaration, The word
"$emporary," however, was not defined as to duration.
Presumably, the duration would be adjusted to the respective
condition of the countries in which foreign bases existed.
The bases would presumably be phased out gradually, as

the i5BAN countries gained cohesion and collective

strength or resilience, to implement the neutralization

The main proponent of the realistic approach, Indo-
nesia, has siressed the impcrtance of "national resilience®
of each of the ASEZEAN countries, This called for each
ASEAN mnation to "put its house in order" by strengthening
its ideological, politviecal, economic, social, cultural and

z
military i‘ab:ric.’6 Thus military strength has not been

3DIbid For an elaboration of Thanat Khoman's
views on The subject of dmerican bases in Thailand and other
related views, see his paper "Thailzand in fthe Midst of
Changes," presented at the seminar of the Institute of
Southeast A4Asian Studies in Singapore, 1973,

’6See text o ASEAN
I (January-March 1973): 4-

Declarztion in ASIZAN Journal
q
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singled out as the major factor contributing to internal
stability, The conventional approach to the role of
military power is not accepted in the Southeast Asian
political, security, and socio=-cultural setting, as the
example of Vietnam shows--so the argument goes. The
Vietnam experience, in which the communist insurgents,
as they do in the other ASEAN countries, carry out what
is known as "protracted warfare," cannot be adequately
coped with by a conventional military approach, Indonesia
has experienced this in coping with numerous domestic
insurgencies, Communist and non-Communist, out of which
came the conclusion that a conventional military approach
in the Socutheast Asian setting can never be successful,
Rather, a counter-protracted warfare approach must be
devised, and successfully so, It is this background that
has led Indonesia tc¢ place strong emrhasis on "naticnal
resilience" and "regional resilience.," Resilience
emphasizes elasticity and endurance, as distinet from =
conventional interpretation of strength, or so the Indone-
sians argue, The realistic school of thought contends that
if resilience is present there is no need for the neutrality
of the region to be guaranteed by the major powers.

The second view, which we shzall czll for the sake

0f discussion the idealistic aporoach,

h, nds to stress the

®

importance of a guarantee by the major powers of Southeas*

Asian neutrality, although not disagreeing with the main
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thrust of the realistic approach. This school holds that
the major powers have intertwined yet independent interests

Ny A .
SITAN

1.

in the : or Zast isia-Pacific region as = whole.

¥

The United States, for instance, does not have any
interest in seeking domination of Southeast Asia, although
she continues to be a major (and the strongest) power in
the region, It is to her interest and the interest of the
ASEAN nations to maintain stability and peace in Southeast
Asia, VWhat about "neutrality" for Southeast isia? TPresident
Yixon had "dialogue with the A3FAIl member states'" on this
subject, and he concluded that "much remains to be done
before such an objective can be realized: the secure inde-
pendence of sovereign Southeast isian nations is its essential
precondition."37 Basically, however, if the ASTAN nations
through regicnal cooperative effcrts can fulfill this
"essential precondition," which in fzct corresponds with
the objective of the "realistic zpproach," the United
States may be willing to guarantee the "neutralization” of
Southeast Asia, so the argumeni continues.

The Soviet Union, whose interests in the ASZAN
region are the containment of Communist China and access
to the important straits and markets of 4STAN, may find
it to her interest to see an increasingly stable Southeast

Asia and a strong ASEAN 23 a guarantee that the region

37Richard ixon, U,3, Foreign Policy for the 1270's--
The Imerging Structure of reace, p. 35,




186

will not be dominated by either China or the United States,
In fect, if ASEAN could constitute a balance to Communist
China ir the region, Soviet interests would be well served,.
The Russians realize that the ASEAN nations distrust the
motives of the Communist Chinese because of Chinese support
for communist insurgents or "wars of national liberation"
in the ASEAN region., Thus the possibility that the Soviet
Union might be willing to guarantee the neutrzality of
Southeast Asia exists according to the idezlistic approach,
Japan, a non-military major power, should be =asked

to participate in guaranteeing the neutrality of Southeast

i~

sia, the argument says further. Japan's interdependence
with Southeast Asia i8 obvious due to her interests in

raw materials, access to the vital Straits of Malaccsa,

and markets for her exports. It would be to Japan's interest

to see a stable and relatively prosperous Southeast ~siz
that was not dominated by any of the major powers. =2
prosperous and stable ASZLiN would bve 2 tetter market for
Japan and a more dependable partner in trade and industry,
the idealistic approach contends. Therefore, if the other
major powers are willing to guarantee the neutrzlity of
Scutheast 4isia, it would also serve Japan's interests.
China's relationship to the region is somewhat
different from that of the other three major powers, due
to her involvement in support of local subversives, which

is often alleged to be evidence of Crina's desire %o
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dominate the region, But it should be noted that China
has normalized state~to-state relations and endorsed
antisubversion statements with Malaysia, the Philippines,
Thailand and Indonesia as discussed in Chapter III., Ais
Tun Razak said, Malaysia viewed the question of diplomatic
relations with China "within the context of our proposal

w28 1 china

for the neutralization of Southeast isia,
really discontinues her support of "war of national
liberation" and cother subversive activities in the ASTIAL

region, and continues to restrain nerself from manipulating

the overseas Chinese, in exchange for the normalization

of its relations with the ASEAN countries, stability and

neutrality in the region may well be to China's own

interest in view of her concern with the Soviet Union,

The Soviet Union is China's main foe, and her global strategy
is based upon that premise, Is it not a fact, the pro-

ponents of the idealistic school of thought ask, that

since the beginning of its detente with the United States
China has implied that she does not object to the presence

of United States bases in Asia, to the U.S.-Jzapan defense
rrangement, oxr to the buildup of Japan's military powers?

Moreover, the Idealistic school of thought argues

further, the Shanghai Communicue issued by Premier Chou

En-lai and President ¥ixon, and the Tanaka=-Chou EIn-lai

38 . ce s - ; ; .
““"Prime Minister Places T“mphasis on Foreign Policy,"
foreign Affairs (ifalarsia), June 1972, p, 127,




Joint Communigue contain identical commitments that neither
cf the two countries should seek hegemony in the Asia-Pacific
region and each country is opposed to efforts by any other
country or group of countries to establish such hegemony,
Thus there is an interlocking commitments between Chira

and the United States, and between China and Japan, thre

of the major powers in Asia, not to dominate the region,
including the ASZAN region, The idezlistic school argues
that China may be willing vo guarantee the neutrality of
Southeast isiz because two other major powers have agreed
not to "seek hegemony" in the area., however, no A3ZAN
country is overoptimistic about China's intentions,

The idealistic approach is adequately reflected in
the words of Prime Minister Tun ibdul Razak, when he said
that "The very heart of the dproposal is tne recognition
and accommcdation of the legitimate interests of 2ll

parties in the region, both the externzl powers and <he
countries in the region itself.," "There must be 2
harmonization of all these interests," he said, “the erd
zQ

product of which is an order every-one can live with.,"”~

Such is the main thrust cf the arguments of the idealis+tic

39See "Prime Minister's Visit to Soviet Union,
Septemver 22-Cctober 5," speech by Tun ibdul Razak at the
dirner given in his honor by the U.35.3.R Governmment in
lloscow on Cctober 2, 1972, in Foreign iffzirs (Malaysia),
September 1972, p. 30,
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approach,

Having presented the views of the two schools of
thought on the problems and prospects of neutralization
of Southeast Asia, we can conclude that both have merit.
Whether 2ll of the major powers will eventually agree to
guarantee the neutrality of Southeast Asia, and what form
the guarantee will take, cannot at this point be determined.
A harmonization of the main thrusts of the two schools
of thought on neutralization of Southeast Aviz, with
emphasis on the national and regional resilience of th
Southeast isian countries, appears to be desirable in
order that the ASZAN countries can play an effective role
28 a group ziming at stability and increasing self-confidence
in the region,

Cocoperative acts between LSEA! states reflect a
common desire that foreign Powers be more responsive to
the needs and interests of those whose destiny they largely
determine., And politically, there is the expectation that
A0EAN will afford bargzining power with foreign Fowers

that any ASEAN member as an individual government lacks.,



CHAPTER V

THE CIVILIAN GOVERNMENTS AND THEIR
POLICY OF ALLIANCES

The Unelected Civilian Government

¥hile Tkenom and Prapat had re-esitadlished military
hegemony with the 1971 coup, they were to learn two years
later that they had not achieved popular support., Student
agitation for democratic government in 1973 was the immediate
cause of the downfall and exile of Thanom and Prapat, The
student criticism of the military regime enjoyed popular
backing from all social classes to an extent never before
seen in Thai political histeory. In addition the king
opposed the continuation of the regime as it was then
composed,

That student power exceeded the modest expectations
of its leaders and ended in the overthrow of the country's
military dictatorship, surprised not only the forty million
Thais but also Thailand's Asian neighbors and the major
powers, especially the United States, the proprietor of
an elaborate complex of military bases in this country.
Although the six American bases, with a complement of

thirty-eight thousand men, were a minor issue in the

190
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uprising, there were indications that the new government
might seek a faster reduction in their number and.strength

than the Americans were anticipating.1

The Sanya Administration (1973-1975)

King Bhumipol chose Sanya Dhamasak as the Prime
Minister of the new interim Government., Prime Minister
Sanya, a former president of the Supreme Court, acadamic
and, most significantly, the first civilian to hold the
post since 1956, took up the quest for true democracy
with admirable enthusiasm, An 18-member committee was
formed to draft a new, permanent Constitution, and began
its work with great fanfare, Thanom's rubber stamp
National lLegislative Assembly was dissolved and replaced
in December by a new National Assembly which was elected
by 2,343 citizens from all walks of life to elect 299
from among themselves.2 The new assembly then would be
charged with the task of considering the constitution
draft, to be completed a month later by the Comstitution
Drafting Committee,

All of the principal policy adjustments called forx
by the former military regime-withdrawal of United States
forces, dialogue with China, opening the door to trade

and diplomatic relations with other socialist countries-

1Robert Shaphen, Letter from Thailand, New Yorker,
January 14, 1974' Pe. 67.

2Ibid., P. 68,
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had been initiated under the former regime, mainly in
response to changes in U.S. foreign policy., They were
pursued unchanged under the Sanya Government,

The U.S. forces in Thailand. In 1974, the year got

off to a bad start with the revelation that an American
intelligence officer attached to the CIA Sakon Nakhoa
station had sent a bogus letter to the Prime Minister

in the name of the communist party. The incoming American
Ambassador, William Kintner, apologized for the incident;
but the new freedom felt by Thal leaders was exemplified
by the action of General Vitoon Ymsawas, a former commander
of Thai volunteers in Laos, who, in an unprecedented move,
revealed publicly the name of Bangkok's CIA station chief.3
Farly in the year Kintner made several statements which
were much resented in Thai circles, but as the year wore
on he gained generally high marks for his initiative,

open mind, and apparently sincere support of Thailand's
current experiment with democracy.

Until the first phase of limited reduction began,
there were 45,000 U.,S, servicemen and 600 planes located
at seven bases-the second largest concentration of U.S.
military personnel anywhere in the world outside the U,S,
The gradual reduction of forces had begun in August 1973
(under the former regime) at the time of the Cambodian

wWaking Up to the Spy Game," Bangkok Post, January
5, 1974, p. 1.
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bombing halt and continued at a modest pace--partly to
mollify Thai public opinion, which had become increasingly
critical of the U.S., military presence, and partly as a
cost-effective economy move by the U.,S., Air Force,

In his first major policy statement in January, the
new Foreign Minister, Charunphan Isaranghun, made it clear
that the Government hoped for a change in emphasis by
the U.S, from military to economic and technical cooperation,
"Thailand's future relations with the U.S.," he stated,
*will have to be modified and adapted to changing circum-
stances, During the past decade one characteristic of our
relations with the U.,S. has been an over-emphasis on
military cooperation, This needs to be adjusted in order
to achieve a more truly balanced relationship . . . ."4

He was said to have conveyed this message to key
U.S. officials; and, as a result, a programme of U.S.
withdrawals for the year was announced in March 1974.
Although this involved a one=third cut in U.S, strength
and the virtual closure of two large bases (Ubon and
Takhli), the remaining American military presence in
Thailand=27,500 men and 350 aircraft-was still the largest
concentration of U.S. alr power anywhere in the world

outside the U.S.5

“*Minister of Foreign Affairs Told a Meeting of the
Foreign Correspondents' Club about Thailand's Future Relations

with the U.S.," Foreign Affairs Bulletin (Thailand) XIV
(January-narci.1974§: 32,

5"Thai Pen Tan Tap America® ("Thailand is American
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In July 1974, the Government forgally asked the
U.S. to stop flying reconnaissance missions over the
Indian Ocean from U-Tapao Airbase, which apparently
took U.S. officials by surprize, Foreign Minister
Charunphan told U.S. Ambassador William Kintner that such
flights contravened Thailand's support for the U.N. resolution
declaring the Indian Ocean a zZone of peace; that they
undermined the ASEAN declaration on peace and neutrality,
which Thailand also supported; and, that they were not
covered by the 1967 U,S.-Thai agreement on the use of
U=-Tapao, Kintner reportedly assured the Foreign Minister
that the U.S. would not do anything to violate Thai wishes,
and the flights were halted,

However, the Thais imposed no such restrictions on
U.S. use of Thai bases to support its various activities
in Indochina: although bombing missions over Cambodia
were ended in August 1973, U.S. reconnaissance missions
over Indochina from Thai bases continued; the training
of Cambodia pilots and soldiers was s¥ill carried on at
Udorn; and, supplies of vital commodities, including rice,
sugar, oil (up to 3 million litres a month) and weapons,
were channelled to the Lon Nol forces by barge (under
contract to the Thai Maritime Navigation Company) and
to isolated outposts by Thai-based U.S. transport aircraft.

Base"), Thai Rath, March 28, 1974, p. 1.
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Thailand's reluctance to impose such restrictions
was probably due to the conflict between the increasingly
influential Thanat as foreign affairs adviser and Charunphan-
Chatchai., Foreign Minister Charunphan had announced that
Thailand would shift the emphasis in relations with the
U.S. from military to economic cooperation., "In the matter
of military cooperation," said Charunphan, "we will cut off
what is not necessary, keeping only that which is important
to us.“6

The Foreign Ministry's policy announcement was
followed by Thanat's own view, when, in a speech at the
Foreign Correspondents Club, he charged that foreign policy
remained the only area unchanged since the civilian
Government succeeded the former military regime.7

The cther factor affecting the Thai leaders' policy
regarding American use of Thai bases was that the Nixon
administration had come to power in Washington dedicated
to ending the Vietnam intervention "with honor," although
the situation in 1974 had changed very little from what
it had been ten years earlier. This was that the war in

Vietnam continued with no apparent end in sight. Even

6"Foreign Minister Made a Declaration on Thai Foreign

Policy," Foreign Affairs Bulletin (Thailand) XIV (January-
March %9715: § R =

7"Thanat-0harunphan Eatgan Raung Ton Tahan" ("Thanat-
Charunphan Conflict on the U,S, Withdrawal"), Siam Rath,
September 17, 1974, p. 1.
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though the United States had withdrawn over half a millicn
troops from Vietnam between 1969 and 1973, the Vietnamese
continued to fight and to sustain large casualties, A
major reason was that the South Vietnamese were not prepared
to accept a communist-imposed government so long as they
were assured of continued U.S. economic and military aid,
While the Thieu government was not respectea by many
South Vietnamese, there appeared to be no real effort
among the varlious political groups to replace it with
a pro-communist coalition. So the war, including U.S.
use of Thal bases to support it continued,

Thai-Soviet relations. The Soviet had long sought

to establish closer trade and political relations with
Thailand, but they were repeatedly rebuffed by the Thai
military leadership because of that group's strong anti-
communist sentiments, In January 1974, Soviet officials
were pleasantly surprised by the encouraging tone of
references to Thai-Soviet relations made by Foreign Minister
Charunphan, and a vigorous attempt to improve these relations
appeared to be underway on the Soviet side. A new ambassador
was sent to Bangkok who was very active in promoting better
relations after a2 25-year period during which the Soviet
Union was regarded with suspicion and hostility. The

Mayor of “oscow paid a three-day visit to Bangkok in
February, and Soviet Deputy Foreign Minister Nikolai
Firynbin made a one-night stopover in the Thai capital in
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March, However, certain "obstacles" still remained: anti-
Soviet propaganda was still common, and Sovlet hopes to
stage a cultural exhibition in Bangkok were dashed by
official Thai objections, Thailand did establish diplomatic
relations with Outer Mongolia, Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria, and
East Germany in 1974, and Deputy Foreign Minister Chatchai
was scheduled to make the first-ever Thai Government visit
to Poland, Rumania, Hungary, and Fast Germany in November,
A crucial factor was that the Soviet Union, in some
loose partnership with India, sought to contain the future
influence of Peking by erecting a "cordon sanitaire™ around
China's periphery, forcing it to bend to Moscow's will
through political and economic pressure rather than
through military threats. Thailand (and other states in
Southeast Asia) thus became a prime target of Soviet
policy, after Moscow established its naval position in
the Indian Ocean, Thailand and some states in Southeast
Asia were already recipients of Moscow's offers of trade
and aid. Although the Brezhnev proposal in 1969 for an
Asian security pact, in which the USSR would replace the
U.S. as the guarantor of small states' security, had not
found much receptivity in the capitals ¢f Southeast Asia,
the appeal of Soviet help and mediation might be enhanced
for some states in this region if China's poliecy should
change to a hard ideological line, or if there should be

a gerious conflict between two states in the region.
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Accomodation with China., The loosening of relations

with the U.S. has been in line with an evolving policy to
shift emphasis from the West to regional countries,
Accordingly Thai leaders continued to seek closer relations
with China, with Foreign Minister Charunphar stating as
early as the end of 1973 that Thailand intended to pursue
a one~China policy and that recognition of Peking was just
a matter of ‘cime.8
In December 1973, Thailand's Deputy Foreign Minister,
Chatchal Choonhawan, led Thailand's first official dele-
gation to Peking since the Chinese revolution. It climaxed
a series of sports exchanges and contacts in third countries,
during which preparatory talks on normalizing relations
had taken place., A contract was signed for the sale of
50,000 tons of Chinese diesel oil at a "friendship price."
The Chinese indicated that there were no serious probdblems
standing ir the way of improved relations (including the
U.5. military presence), but the Thais seem divided over
the prospects of detente with scme demanding an end to
Chinese support for the Thai communists (including a
powerful radio transmitter in southern China), and arguing
that the Chinese minority in Thailand could become 2
dangerous fifth column if normal relations with China

would e established.

®npiplomatic Relation with China Soon," The Nation,
December 30, 1973, p. 2.
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Thai leaders have been cognizant of the broader
political meaning of Peking's ties to the insurgents and
hoped that many of their security problems would diminish
if they could effect a rapprochment with the P.R.C. Thus,
Thanat, an adviser to Prime Minister Sanya, atated:

We have seen examples in certain countries like

Burma and Ceylon, that if you reach understanding

with the sources of support for insurgency or for

comzunist illegal activities, then the illegal
activities stopped. The case of Burma is very
convinecing. At a certain moment the communist
activities supported by China were quite apparent
in Burma but after General Ne Win went to Peking

(1972) those activities have ceased or have been

reduced to a great extent,

Thanat was among the very first to advocate a
dialogue with Peking., However in April 1974, Thanat, as
Chairman of the committee to consider whether or not to
repeal the Revolutionary Decree No, 53 which prohibits
trade with China, felt that its repeal should be made
"with proper timing®™ and with "dignity"™ so that Thailand
would not be at a disadvantage, He is also quoted as
saying that he was against a state trading organization
for trade with China, His new "cool" attitude provoked
much curiosity. A critic at the time observed how now
that Thanat was the government's adviser, his attitude
changed once again, But it should be noted that before
the Committee made the decision on this topic, many

Assembly members voiced the suspicion that Thai officials

9"Interview with Thanat Khoman," Bangkok Post,
May 5’ 1974, Po So
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visiting Peking could have made private deals with Chinese
leaders using the repeal of Decree No, 53 as a concession,
It was also noted that a well-known business-man, Lenglert
Baiyok, had, strangely, accompanied Thai officials to
Peking, '°

Attempts at open trading with Peking were blocked
for eight months until December 1974 when Decree No. 53
was repealed. The further step of establishing diplomatic
relations with Peking was then only a matter of time,

The Japanese trade. Relations were good with most

western nations, but there were problems with Japan,
Japanese Prime Minister Kakuei Tanaka visited Bangkok in
January and was greeted by thousands of students protesting
against "Japanese economic imperialism." (There were over
130 Japanese firms active in Thailand, and Japan had far
more capital invested in Thailand than in any other country,
Japan was Thailnad's principal trading partner and with
whom Thailand had a growing trade deficit). The students
claimed that Japan exploited Thai cheap labour solely for
Japanese interests and accused Japanese businessmen of
unscrupulous practices, Tanaka reportedly promised to try
and improve the trade balance with Thailand, but in a

meeting with student leaders Tanaka was evasive and obviously

1O"Another Target for the Critics," Bangkok Post,
April 22, 1974, p. 5.
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not prepared to solve the problems.11

Nevertheless, the basic pattern of relationship
between the two countries has remained unchanged. The
series of concessions that Japan made in Thailand at
that time were not due to Japanese initiative ﬁut to
Thai pressures or to business provisions which the Thai
Government laid down, Tha proposed expansion of Thai
exports to Japan to $530 million in 1974, which was agreed
upon in the Japan-Thai Trade Committee conference in Tokyo
in June, was, according to official sources, not Japan's
offer but a concession resulting from a strong Thai demand,
Even this figure, which is substantially larger than 1973's
$353 million in Japanese imports from Thailand, was much
smaller than Japanese exports to Thailand, which totalled
$719 million in 1973.'2

Reports13 from Bangkok indicated that Japan's slice
of the Thal economy remained unchanged or even increased
because of increased industrialization of the country,
Of the $54 million in Japanese exports to Thailand in
January, 1974, more than 80 per cent was accounted for in
industrial materials such as metal products ($17 million)

11K. Das, "Thai Nationalism," Far Fastern Economic
Review, January 14, 1974, p. 15.

2ngarn Ka Thai Kab Yee Poon" ("Phai-Japanese Trade"),
Siam Rath Weekly Review, October 18, 1974, p. 26.

31vi4., p. 27.
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and machinery and equipment ($22 million). It should be
noted that Thailand was the largest purchaser of Japanese
automobiles among the five ASEAN countries--more than

$6 million compared with Indonesia, (less than $4 million),
and the others, (less than $3 million).

How, and if, this emergent trend gains momentum
will depend primarily on whether Thailand needs Japan more
than Japan needs Thailand., It could even be debated that
the Japanese conciliatory move has been a calculated
counter-offensive against rising economic nationalism in
Thajland, However, for a country that imports a substantial
amount of maize, sugar, and natural rubber,14 it seems
unthinkable that Japan would risk Thai reprisals over
disruption of the Japanese industrial programmes,

Aside from the guestion of trade, neither the Thai
nor the Japanese themselves envisioned a further Japanese
naval presence in Southeast Asia; therefore, Japan would
remain an economic, but not a political or military, power
in the area (as analized in Chapters III and IV).

India: keeping watch., The developments in Thailand

until 1974 were expected to place Thai-Indian cooperation
and understanding on a better footing than in the preceding
two decades., India was keenly watching the results of the

previous yeer's popular upsurge, the working of Thailand's

141v14., p. 26.
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interim Constitution, and for the outcome of the forthcoming
elections.

The Vietnam War and the presence of American bases
and military personnel in Thajland had acted as a brake
on improving ties between the two countries, The con-
siderable reduction of American forces in Thailand and
the closing of some of the bases there, it was felt in
New Delhi, would be preliminary steps towards eliminating
altogether the presence of foreign troops in an Asian
country.

A team from the Commerce Ministry of India visited
Bangkok earlier in 1974 to explore avenues for joint
ventures there., Discussions with the Thai Government and
industrial representatives disclosed that there was scope
for joint ventures in several agricultural and industrial
areas.15

In addition to trade with India, another factor
which lay on the horizon in 1974 was the further role of
India in southern Asia, Having concluded a Friendship
Pact with the Soviet Union in 1971 and gone to war with
Pakistan a few months later, India underscored its claim
to great power status in 1974 by exploding several atomic
devices, Even though New Delhi proclained its intention

of developing nuclear energy only for peaceful purposes,

15"Karn EKa Thai Kab India" ("Thai-Indian Trades"),
Siam Rath Weekly Review, October 18, 1974, p. 14.
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few foreign observers doubted that India hoped to impress
China and the other great powers with its new military
capability, For Southeast Asians, the question was what
else India might do to assert its interests in the Indian
Ocean, So long a8 India confined its activities to the
subcontinent and continued its reluctance of being a genuine
ally of the Soviet Union (as analyzed in Chapter III),
Thailand and the other ASEAN countries would take little
notice of India's activities,

Thai-North Korean relations. In early 1975, a

North Korean trade delegation visited Bangkok, the first
such direct contact between the two countries, The North
Koreans also invited the Thai Minister of Commerce to
Pyongyang, but the invitation was not taken up during the
year, Thai officials said they were in no great hurry to
normalise relations with North Korea, and they seemed to
believe that the North Koreans were anxious to establish
relations as part of a diplomatic offensive against South

Korea.16

Thus Thailand had little to gain from such a
move, other than a supply of North Korean fertiliser.

North Vietnam and the U.S. forces in Thailand. Since

1972, the Thai authorities had been trying without much
success to begin a dialogue with North Vietnam, North

16"Perd Sakaraj Mai Thai Kab Kaoru Nua" ("Thai-llorth
Korea: Open a New Course"), Siam Rath Weekly Review,
January 16, 1975, p. 25.
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Vietnamese officials said earlier in 1974 that they did
not expect rapid developments in this direction and that
they did not regard the Thai Government as different from
its predecessor, calling it "new wine in old bottles."
According to press reports published in Bangkok on October
20, a DRV Foreign Ministry spokesman stated on the 19th
that the Thai "have a2llowed the United States to maintain
military forces and military bases in Thailand to oppose
the people of Vietnam, Indochina and other countries of
this region . . ., With such a hostile pelicy towards
Vietnam and Indochina it is unrealistic for the Thai
administration to talk about improving relations between
the two countries."17 It meant that the North Vietnamese
gset as their top priority the complete withdrawal of U.S.
forces from Thailand, and that they would only begin talks
when that happened.

Further negotiations seemed likely to focus on the
40,000 Vietnamese residents in northeastern Thailand, all
of whom the Thai authorities wanted to repatriate tc Vietnam;
Thailand's relations with South Vietnam; the situation
in Laos and Cambodia; and (on the Thai side), North
Vietnamese support for the Thai communist insurgents,

especially in the northeast where large numbers of Vietnamese

1Tnyietnam Mai Len Duary" ("Vietnam Doesn't Play With"),
Thai Rath, October 20, 1974,
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refugees live, which the Thais claimed consisted of arms

and training in Hoa Binh.18

Involvement with Cambodian conflict, While claiming

to adhere to a neutral position, Thailand was, in fact, deeply
involved in the Cambodian conflict on the side of the

U.S. backed Lon Nol Government, Although Thai officials

said, "we hope we can begin anew with Sihanouk,"19 it

seemed likely that traditional Thai-Cambodian rivalry,

and the unhappy relations which existed between the two
neighbors before the coup against Prince Norodom Sihanouk

in 1970, would be revived in the event of a Cambodian
settlement.

Crisis in Laos, In September 1974, the last Thai

prisoners of war were released by the Pathet Lao in Laos-

a reminder of Thailand's role in the Lao conflict, agzin
on the side of a corrupt and non=-representative U,S.,-backed
regime, Thai officials in Bangkok maintained that they
were "quite happy" with the situation in Laos and found

the official attitude of the new Lao Government towards
Thailand "very resonable." But the Lao authorities wvoiced
resentment at what they regarded as acts of provocation

and exploitation by the Thais: allegedly sending agents

1SHarvey Stockwin, "Thai Foreign Policy," Far Eastern
Economic Review, March 4, 1974, p. 22,

19nguen Dee Kab Sihanouk" ("Compromise with Siha-
nouk"), Siam Rath Weekly Review, August 17, 1974, p. 13.
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into laos, letting Thai-based U.S. planes fly reconnaissance
missions over Laos, dolng little to reduce the flow of
smuggled goods across the Mekong River, and creating
transportation difficulties for Laos, which relied on

20 plthough an invitation

Thailand for access to the sea,
was made to the Laotian Foreign Minister and Pathet lLao
leader, Phoumi Vongvichit, to visit Bangkok, at the time
it appeared unlikely that he would feel able to accept it
under existing conditions,

Malaysia's guarantee of non-interference and more

cooperation., Apart from the mistrust and ill-

feeling resulting from Thailand's involvement in the
Indochina War, relations with its other immediate neighbours
were less than happy. In June 1974, there was a dramatic
cooling in relations with Malaysia after a Malaysian
Cabinet minister said, "the request for autonomy with
specific conditions in the administration of the four
southern provinces of Thailand (where the population is
predominantly Malay Muslim) , . . seemed credible and

could be a wise move towards reconcilliation and pea.ce,"21

It aroused indignant protests in Bangkok where it was

20nphai Rub Lao" (™hai and Laos"), Siam Rath
Weekly Review, September 29, 1974, pp. 18-20.

21nMalaysia Kab See Changwad Pal Tai Kong Thai"
("Malaysia and the Four Southern Provinces of Thailand"®),
Siam Rath Weekly Review, July 18, 1974, p. 19.
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labelled as an intolerable interfernce in Thailand's internal
affairs, In the end, a letter from Malaysian Prime Minister
Tun Abdul Razak reassured the Thai Government that there

had been no change in Malaysia's policy of non-interference
in Thai affairs.

Despite the difference, however, there was more
cooperation between the two countries than was commonly
realized, Thailand seems just as couvinced a2bout the
wisdom of the ASEAN neutralization concept as Malaysia;
and the return of the former Thai foreign minister,; Thanat
Khoman, in a prominent though advisory position in Bangkok,
was seen in Kuala Lumpur as an indication that Thailand's
increasing contacts with the region would continue,

There was still a considerable amount of trade
between the two countries, with Malaysia buying significant
quantities of Thai rice, There was also regular trade
along the border, where under commonly agreed rules people
born or living within 50 miles of it were permitted free
access to the other side,

Por Malaysians, particularly those on the border,
Haadyai, in southern Thailand, was a welcomed weekend
resort, just as Penang was for the Thais, Alone among the
international airlines, Thai Intermational has been allowed to
land at Penang and Kuala Lumpur, while others (in West
Malaysia) have been restricted to Kuala Lumpur,

Indonesia: the ASFAN prospects. Although more than
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60 per cent of Indonesian trade is conducted with Asian
nations, Thailand accounts for only a tiny fraction of the
total, However, in the past Indonesia has relied heavily
on Thai imports, particularly of rice and cement, to tide
it over during periods of shortage. In 1972-73, when the
Indonesian rice crop was severely affected by a long dry
season, imports from Thailand shot up from the previous
year's US$7 million to $35 million. Thailand also exported
quantities of goods associated with Indonesia's construction
boom--cement, plywood, asbestos sheeting--and small amouunts
of synthetic fibers and gunny sacks, Indonesian exports
to Thailand, on the other hand, were insignificant, never
exceeding 81 million during the preceding five years.22

There were indications, however, that this pattern
would soon change., Indonesia intended to achieve self-
suffieciency in most of the products that it was buying
from Thailand, The Minister of Agriculture announced that
Indonesia would be self-gsufficient in rice by the end of
its Second Five-Year Plan, And a massive cement plant
building programme should make Indonesia an exporter by
the end of 1976.23

If economic relations between the two countries

do not proceed along old lines, the most promising

22ngan Xa Gab Indonesia® ("rade with Indonesia"),
Siam Rath Weekly Review, July 25, 1974, pp. 30-35,

23114,
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prospect for a new pattern seems to lie within the framework
of ASEAN cooperation, With o0il the key during the previous
boycott, discussions between the two countries on the
possibility of Indonesia shipping small quantities of

crude to Thailand came to nothing, partly because Indonesia's
0il had been already committed and partly because Thai
refineries were not geared to processing Indonesia's
low=sulphur product. Nevertheless, refined petroleum product
were the largest item on the list of Indonesian exports

to Thailand (followed by coffee, tea and spices). It

was very smalle--only 11,000 barrels in the first five

24

months of that year, But Indonesian officials repeatedly

said that they would like to use o0il to cement relations
with other ASEAN countries, While Indonesia might well
give preference in supplying oil to its partners in ASEAN,
however, it was doubtful if this would mean preferential
prices,

Thailand and Indonesia have much in common, Both
have an economically powerful, if relatively small, Overseas
Chinese community (although in Thailand's case the Chinese
have been better absorbed). Both have been the target of
subversion, Indonesia's Foreign Minister, Adam Malik,
presiding over his "active, neutralist"™ policy, had watched

with keen interest the establishmernt of diplomatic relations

241p34,
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between Xuala Lumpur and Peking, followed by the visit
of Imelda Marcos to the Chinese capital,
Philippines: moving closer, SEATO was born in

Manila in early 1950s, with its headquarters then in
Bangkok., However, with SEATO close to disintegrating
owing to indifference and the withdrawal of almost half
of its original membership, it will be in the field of
economic rather than military collaboration that the Thais
and the Filipinos will be moving closer together. And it
will be a8 members of ASEAN that the two countries will
be expanding economic cooperation and trade and industrial
ties,

Two-way trade between two countries has been growing
steadily since the 1960s-from barely US$1 million in the
early part of that decade to nearly 325 million in 1972,
This was because of more than $22 million in imports-
mostly rice-during that year, The Philippines had experienced
severe rice shortages due to heavy flood damage, The
Filipino trade deficit then exceeded $20 million since
exports to Thailand were valued at a little more than
$2 million., In 1973, the Philippines continued to import
Thai rice although the value of total imports dropped to
$10 million, reducing the trade deficit to 36 million.2>

While the bulk of Thai exports to the Philippines

5mNa Yo Bai Tangbrated Thai Kab Philippines" ("Thai
and Philippines Foreign Relations"), Siam Rath Weekly Review,
October 25, 1974, p. 10.
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consists of food grains and other primary products, most
Filipino sales to Thailand were manufacturers, with
newsprint and other paper products heading the export list
along with coconut o0il, coffee extracts, and parts for
motor vehicles, The Philippines' automobile manufacturing
industry was exporting motor vehicles with more than 50 per
cent of the parts fabricated locally.26

Technical cooperation between the two countries in
agriculture as well as industry was considered essential,
Many Thai students have availed themselves of new technology
at the University of Philippines' College of Agriculture
at Los Banos, where the International Rice Research Institute
is also located, and Thailand has been more than successful
in applying the latest scientific knowledge to rice culture,
Over the years, Thailand has helped to overcome the short-
fall in Philippines production.

In 1974, Thais were the second largest group of
foreign students enrolled in Filipino schools. For that
school year, 1,148 Thai students were enrolled in schools
in the Puilippines-a number exceeded only by the Americans,
who headed the list with 1,571,%7

Singapore: a buffer zone., When Singapore Prime

Minister Lee Kuan Yew paid his first official visit to

%61vid., p. 11.

27Ibid., P. 13,
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Bangkok in January 1973, he had made no bones about his
desire to see Thailand acting as a buffer state., With
the Indochina War still hanging in the balance and anxious
about the American withdrawal from Vietnam, Lee was at pains
in stressing to the Thai leadership the vital necessity of
retaining an American military presence. "An American pre=
sence in Thailand," he counselled, "ensures the doctrine
of economic and military aid in order to enable Thailand
to maintain its independence.“28

Except for an indignant protest to Lee for inter-
fering in Thai affairs-from former Thai foreign minister
Thanat Khoman-the now defunct Thanom-Prapas clique found
it easy to see eye-to-eye with the Singapore Premier,
Even more reassuring for the visitor was former Thai Prime
Minister Thanom Kittikachorn's announcement during the
vigit itself that Thailand had agreed to a U,S. request
that American aircraft and personnel be allowed to remain
at their bases in Thailand even after the Vietnam "cease-
fire.”

Although there were some anxieties in Singapore
over the sudden overthrow of the Thanom-Prapas regine
the previous year and the subsequent widespread student

demonstrations against U.S. bases, it was clear that once

28“Singapore Klua America Ton Tan Tap" ("Singapore
is Afraid of the U.S. Withdrawal"), Ban Muang, January 15,
1973, p. 2.
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the dust had settled the Government of Prime Minister
Sanya Dhamasak had no serious objections to the continued
American presence in Thailand. In fact, in March 1974,
Thai Foreign Minister Charunphan Isarangkun publicly
stated that Thailand still regarded SEATO as indispensable
tc Thai security, while the Thai Army Commander, Kris
Sivara, also said that the U.S. would not abandon Thailand
at such crucial times, To be sure, there was a2 need to
appease student opinion, and to that end there had been
a gradual reduction of U.S. forces.

Cooperation between Thailand and Singapore was
also stepped up after Lee's visit. Singapore was supplying
three missile-equipped patrol boats to the Thai Navy,
while several groups of Singapore commandos had been
training at Thailand's special warfare facilities, With
regard to setting up diplomatic ties with China, both
countries, at that time, were glad to take a back eeat,

The Eiected Civilian Governments

(Feb., 21, 1975-0ct, 6, 1976)

On October 15, 1974, the formation of political
parties was legalised after a three years' prohibition.
The election, on January 26, 1975, was the cleanest and

fairest ever conducted in Thailand.29 The veteran Democrat

29For a more detailed discussion of the 1975 election
see Clark D. Neher, "Stability and Instability in Contempo-
rary Thailand," Asian Survey XV (December 1975): 1097-1113,
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Party, led by Seni Pramot, which formed the token opposition
during the years of military rule, won more seats than

any other party--72, including 23 of the 26 seats in
Bangkok, its traditional stronghold,

After lengthy private discussions, Seni only managed
to cbtain the supposrt of the Social Agrarian Party as a
coalition partner. Together, the two parties commanded
only 91 of the 269 votes in the House, and it seemed
unlikely that this fragile alliance could survive for long.
The members of the new Government-Thailand's first elected
government in over 25 years-were officially appointed by
royal proclametion on February 21, 1975. But at its very
first hurdle in the legislature, the mandatory vote of
confidence in the new Government's proposed policy
statement on March 6, the Gevernment was defeated by 152
votes to 111,

On March 13, Kukrit Pramot, Seni's younger brother,
and the leader of the Social Action Party, was nominated
Prime Minister by the House by 135 votes to 59., He was
officially appointed Premier by royal proclamation on the
next day. Finally, Kukrit was joined by other parties
to make up a right-wing coalition., The new 26-member
Cabinet officially took office on March 17 and presented
jts policy statement to the House on March 19, when it

was approved by 140 votes to 124,
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The Kukrit Administration (1975-1976)

The pattern of Thai foreign relations began to
undergo far-reaching changes in the months following the
fall of Phnom Penh and Saigon., Diplomatic relations were
established with Peking and Pyongyang; official delegations
from North Vietnam, the Provisional Revolutionary Govern-
ment (PRG) of South Vietnam, and from Cambodia visited
Bangkok; and, the Thais entered into a "cautious but
correct" relationship with the Soviet Union,

Relations with ASEAN, Within days of the fall of

Phnom Penh in April 1975, Prime Minister Lee Kuan Yew of
Singapore hurried to Bangkok for two days of talks with
Thai military and civilian leaders on the implications

of the new situation in Cambodia.3o It was to be the first
of many top-level meetings between the remaining non-communist
governments of the region as they attempted to breathe new
life into ASEAN, which for Thailand had become an important
diplomatic front useful for dealing with Indochina issues,
All of the ASEAN countries were of the opinion that the
development of ASEAN into a political force to be reckoned
with would greatly enhance the prospects for political
integrity and long-term security in the region. That this
general approach was shared by Thailand's ASEAN partners

can be seen from the Press Statement issued at the close

3O"Singapore Lae Kwam Yu Rod" ("Singapore and the
Politics of Survival® ), Siam Rath Weekly Review, April 25,
1975, p. 17.
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of the ASEAN Foreign Ministers meeting held in Kuala Lumpur
in May 19‘75.31

Also during the meeting, Thai Foreign Minister
Chatchai called for the so called "Five Regional Needs:"

1. The need to depend on one another;

2, The need to strengthen friendship among us and
renev iong dormant ties;

3, The need %o live together in peace, in security
and ir harmony;

4, The need to be collectively self-reliant, and
above all,

5« The need to have what is known in Buddhist
teachings as 'Kantiggarma,' or tolerance of
one another's ways,

This concept of the "Five Regional Needs" was

transtated into reality at the organization's first summit

31The Statement, among other things, "welcomed the
end of war and the restoration of peace in Cambodia and
South Vietnam, The ministers expressed the hope that these
developments would open up prospects for real peace, progress
and stability in the region of Southeast Asia, The ministers
expressed their readiness to enter into a friendly and
harmonious relationship with each nation in Indochina,
They also reiterated their willingness to cooperate with
these countries irn the common task of national development
for the benefit of their respective peoples as well as for
the greater good of the region on the basis of a strict
adherence by all countries to the principles of peaceful
coexistence and mutual beneficlial cooperation, noninter-
ference, respect for sovereignty and territorial integrity,
equality and justice in the conduct of their relations
with one another." Extracted from ASEAN's Press Statement,
Foreign Affairs Bulletin (Thailand) IV (April-June 1975):

32Address of Major-General Chatchai Choonhavan,
Minister of Foreign Affairs of Thailand at the eijpht
ministerial meeting of ASEAN, Kuala Lumpur May 13, 1975
Ecreign Affairs Bulletin (Thailand) XV (April-June 1975):
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meeting held on the Indonesian island of Bali in February
1976, The Bali summit, where the five ASEAN heads of
government signed the ASEAN Concord arnd the Treaty of
Amity and Cooperation in Southeast Asia, institutionalized
precedures for the peaceful settlement of intra-ASEAN
disputes, At this meeting, for the first time, ASEAN was
given an explicitly political character., The underlying
philosophy was that if the members were 2% peace with one
another there would be no provocation for outside inter-
ference in the region, which the members would strive to
make into a zone of peace, freedom and neutralivy. The
treaty established a five member ministerial "High Council"®
to take cognizance of disputes (if not settled through
direct negotiations), and to recommend means of settlement,
offer its good offices, or (on the agreement of the disputing
parties) constitute itself into a committee of mediation,
inquiry or coneiliation, The High Council, however, could
not interfere unless the parties to the dispute agreed that
the peaceful settlement procedures of the treaty were
applicable, a provision the Malaysians Insisted upon
because they wanted no formal mediation in the Sabah disPute.33

33The same article of the treaty provides that
lack of agreement "shall not" preclude the other High
Contracting Party to the dispute from offering all possible
assistance to settle the said dispute. Parties to the
dispute should be well disposed towards such offers of

assistance., This treaty is printed in Foreign Affairs
Bulletin (Thailand) XVI (January-March 1976): 5762,
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Since this dispute was settled through informal mediation,
the provisions of the treaty have not jet been utilized,
Although ASEAN has not yet settled any of the inter-regional
disputes that vex the region, such as the dormant Philippine
claim to the said Sabah, the growing value which all members
have attached to ASEAN harmony and goodwill has helped
to dampen down the 0ld disputes and may have kept new
ones from arising, The conspicuous example of this was
the question of Sabah, which was finally resolved when
President Marcos announced during the Kuala Lumpur Summit
in August 1977 that the Philippines was withdrawing its
territorial claim to Sabah, It dispelled the cynicism and
skepticism concerning ASEAN, which brought into doubt
not only its viability but also the capacity of its member
states to sacrifice aspects of national interest to promote
regional amity, harmony, and cooperation,
The Kuala Lumpur Declaration, which called for the
recognition of ASEAN countries as a "Zone of Peace,
Freedom, and Neutrality," was reaffirmed at this Bali
summit, ticle 11 of the Treaty of Amity and Cooperation,
certified at Bali, obliged the ASEAN nations to
e « o Btrengthen their respective national resi-
lience in their political, economie, socio-cultural,
as well as security fields ., ., . free from external

interference, as well as internal subversive activi-

ties in ordgﬁ to preserve their respeciive national
identities,

) >43opeign Affairs Bulletin (Thailand) XVI (January-
Mareh 1976):

§76): ©0,
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However, the treaty does not call for the immediate
removal of military base systems already in place, but
for a vaguely defined "phased" process of dismantlement
im accordance with conditions agreed by the ASEAN signatory
and the base operator.35 What the treaty has done is to
accelerate the re-negotiation process regarding United
States bases in the Philippines., At issue is the relation-
ship between United States control of the base and Philippine
sovereignty.
The United States considers the Subic Bay Naval
Base and Clark Air Base an important part of its regional
and global operations, As summarized by Secretary of
Defense Harold Brown,
e ¢ o UsS, bases in the Philippines are essential -
fcr support of U.S., military forces deployed in
the Western Pacific and Indian Oceans , . . (the
base) functions are important components of a
peacetime presence to deter agression, maintain
stability, and for support of operations. . . .36
Therefore, no matter how the future United States-
Philippine security relationship will be defined within
the context of the ASEAN Treaty of Amity and Cooperation,
the United States will not leave the Pacific Ocean; and

the American bases in the Philippines are crucial for the

351114,

361n testimony during U.S. Congress, House of Repre-
sentatives, Department of Defense Appropriations for 1978,
Hearing before a Subcommittee of the Committee on Appro-

$riations, 95th Cong., 1st sess,, rar , february ’
y pp. 130"131.
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Pacific power of the United States,
The demise of SEATO. After a one-week visit to

the Philippines and Singapore, Prime Minister Kukrit

said that Thailand and the Philippines had agreed that

SEATO should ve dissolved step by step.37 However, SEATO

is gradual dissolution was related only to the organized
activities under the Scutheaet Asian Treaty and the large
headquarters staff in Bangkok. It did not involve a
renunciation of actual treaty, the so-called Manila Pact.
Thailand is the only signatory in the area, however, to
which the Pact now has practical application insofar as

a U,S. security commitment is concerned. Takistan renounced
the treaty several years ago; and, the Philippines, Austra-
lia, and New Zealand, are tied to the United States by other
defense arrangements,

Senator Mansfield made the following cbservation
about the security relationship between the United States
and Thailand upon the demise of SEATO:

The security relationship between the United States

and Thailand is complicated by the existence of the

1962 Rusk-Thanat communique in which the obligations

of the Manila Pact were held to be both joint and

severai, Under that interpretation, it would seem
the multilateral SEATO treaty would also amount

to a bilateral U.S.-~Thai treaty., Thus, the treaty,

potentially, has far more significance than the

"serap of paper," as it is often called today,

An attack for example, by an enemy in Southeast
Asia could conceivably lead on a Thai call on the

3Twrhailand and the Philippines Agree for SEATO
Dissoluticn," Foreign Affairs Bulletin (Thailand) XV (July-
September 1975): 91,
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United States to come to its aid notwithstanding

the disinclination of any other of the signatories

to do so.

The fact is that the Manila Pact was born of

an old and now altered view of China, It is of

no current relevance to U.S. interests in Asia,

Left in abeyance it is, perhaps, a source of

potential mischief or embarrassment. We would be

well-advised, therefore, to reexamine this agreement

forth-with, with a view to its termination,>

However, Kukrit said that SEATO's gradual dissoclution
would in no way affect the Thanat-Dean Rusk joint state=-
ment since that joint statement was not effective anyway
at the present moment, It was not a treaty approved ty
Parliament, As a joint statement, it was thus effective
only during the days when Colonel Thanat Khoman and Mr,
Dean Rusk were in office, After their retirement, their

Joint statement became invalid, he said.39

Establishing diplomatic relations with China. Upon
taking office in March 1975, Kukrit announced that his
government would seek %o establish diplomatic relations
with Chirna, Shortly thereafter, the Prime Minister went
to Peking and signed a communigue establishing diplomatic
relations for the first time since the Communists seized

power on the mainland in 1949, As in the case of Japan

58Mike Mansfield, Charting A New Course: Mike

Mansfield and U,S. Asian polic our Reports Mike
Mansfie . enator) 1st, ed. (nutviand, vermon Tokyo,

apan: es b, Tuttle Co,, Ine., 1978), p. 64.

39nThailand and the Philippines Agree for SRATO

Dissolution,™ p. 91.
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and the Philippines, economic relations with Taiwan would
continue., Efforts were begun to accelerate the acquisition
of Thai citizenship for the more than three hundred thou=-
sand overseas Chinese who still had nationalist Chinese
passports.,

The government's rationale for this move was that
its policy was now to make Southeast Asia an area of peace
and neutrality, and that this could only be accomplished
through the recognition of all the superpowers, And
Thailand hoped that once relations were established, the
Chinese support for insurgency would be reduced to a great
extent, Peking, during this period, had ceased pushing
for the removal of U,S, forces from Thailand and indicated
that it considersd the U,S. presence in Thailand as an
"internal matter” for the Thai alone to resolve.4o

The Chinese have even warned the Thai about moving
so quickly to drive the "wolf" (the U.S.) out the front door
that they let the "tiger" (the Vietnamese and the Russians)
in the back door. Peking believes that the Russians are
using the Vietnamese for their own purposes in Southeast
Asia, It is equally plausible, however, that even on its
own, Hanoi is a strong potential competitor with Peking
for political and psychological ascendancy in Southeast
Asia,

Ovgukrit in Peking," Bangkok Post, June 29, 1975,

p' 2.



224

The Vietnamese, While the Chinese expressed mo-

derate and conciliatory attitudes which culminated in
normalization of relations during this Thai Administration,
the North Vietnamese maintained a relatively more bhelligerent
posture-in part, as stated earlier, because Thailand con-
tinued to host American air-force units which were used
in the last heavy bombing conducted during the Vietnam
War, And the North Vietnamese-led final victory over
the Saigon forces, and their capture of substantial amounts
of American military equipment, were viewed with alarm
in Bangkok. Thus the Kukrit government, im March 1975,
announced that it would seek the withdrawal of American
forces within the year and when the subsequent communist
victories in Indochina ended the fighting there, The new
Thai government was clearly in a hurry to prove its goodwill
towards the Indochinese governments. In mid-May, Thailand
received missions from both the Provisional Revolutionary
Government (PRG) in South Vietnam and from North Vietnam,
The North Vietnamese approached the Thais, through
their Embassy in Vientiane, and proposed that a Vietnamese
delegation visit Bangkok to discuss the disposition of
the more than 130 aircraft and a number of ships brought
to Thailand by fleeing members of the defeated South
Vietnamese Air Force, as well as other matters of mutual

concern.?! The PRG claimed ownership of all the aircraft

1n¥ietnam Tuang Erueng Bin Chark Thai" ("Vietnam
Asked Thailand for the Aircrafts"), Siam Rath Weekly Review,
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and ships, and statements broadcast by Hanoi made it clear
that the future course of Thai-Vietnamese relations would
be affected by Bangkok's handling of this question, As
it happened, the aircraft issue turned out to be a revealing
test of the Thail Government's new diplomacy.
On May 16, 1975, a three-man PRG delegation, led

by Ambassador-at-large Nguyen Minh Phuong, arrived in
Bangkok and was given a 1list of South Vietnamese aircraft,
vessels, and other property in the possession of the Thais-=
a meeting which the Vietnamese later described as showing
"the Thai Government's correct viewpoint of officially
recognising the ownership by the South Vietnamese people
and the right to recovery by the PRG of their properties
e o« «" DBut at the same time, the Thais polnted out that

the U.S. Government also claimed title to the property
| (given to the Nguyen Van Thieu government as part of the
U.S. aid programme), and said that Thailand was "impounding"
it until the rival claimants settled the dispute among
themselves.42 In fact, the U.S. had secretly removed the
aircraft it wanted by airlifting them on to the carrier
"Mid-way" in the Gulf of Thailand and leaving behind the

less valuable aircraft, which the Thai Government then

April 19, 1975, p. 30,
42"South Vietnamese Delegation Ends Their Visit

to Thailand," Foreign Affairs Bulletin (Thailand) XV
(April-June 1975): =76,
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"impounded," A well-placed U.,S. official said at the time
that Thai military authorities had been informed of and
had approved their removal in advance, but some observers
interpreted this move as a deliberate American attempt
to sabotage a Thai=-Vietnamese rapprochement.43 In any
case, the Vietnamese were not pleased,

Two days after the PRG delegation left, a 13-man
North Vietnamese delegation, led by Deputy Foreign Minister
Phan Hien, arrived to a warm airport welcome by Vietnamese
residents in Bangkok.44

The North Vietnamese said, on May 29, 1975, in a
brief joint statement that the two sides had "agreed on
many important matters of mutual interest ., . . (but) a
few outstanding questions , . . need further discussion."45
Phan Hien himself said that although the talks had "not
yet achieved complete results ., . . they contributed to
the normalisation of relations , . ., and strengthened the
solidarity and friendship between the Vietnamese and Thai
people in the interests of peace, independence, and neu-

trality of the nations of this region."46 Kukrit stated

43nsaharat Kwang Thai-Vietnam® ("U,S., Obstruct Thai-
Vietnamese Rapprochement"), Thai Rath, May 20, 1975, p. 1.

44nPhan Hien Ma Thai" ("Phan Hien Arrived in Thailand"),
Thai Rath, May 27’ 1975, De 1o

45The Joint Statement is printed in Foreign Affairs
Bulletin (Thailand) XV (April-June 1975): 38,

46"Speech of Head of DRVN Delegation Ugon Departure
for Home," Foreign Affairs Bulletin (Thailand) XV (April-

June 1975): 177.
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that he had high hopes that Thailand would have diplomatic
relations with North Vietnam as he himself would love to
see Thailand having relations with every neighbour country.
He said the North Vietnamess are Sotheast Asian people
like Thailand and thus understanding could easily be
reached.*” So it seemed that diplomatic relations between
the two countries might socon follow.

Apart from the disputed property, observers spe-
culated that other possible outstanding problems were
the repatriation of about 40,000 Vietnamese refugees
who came to Thailand in the 19408 and 1950s (during the
North Vietnamese delegation's visit, violent demostrations
were staged against the refugee community, almost certainly
at the instigation of an extreme right-wing group in the
Thai Government); the withdrawal of all U.S. forces from
Thailand, regarded by Hanoi as a direct threat to its
security; and, compensation for damage caused by U.S.
bombing in Vietnam from Thai bases.

However, as the months passed there was no return
visit to Hanoi by the Thais, Deteriorating Thai-Laotian
relations (with the Vietnamese supporting the Laotians),
and Vietnamese suspicions that the American withdrawal

might not be genuine, apparently delayed an early rapprochement

4'7"P:r:j.me Minister's View on Thai-North Vietnamese
Relations," Foreign Affairs Bulletin (Thailand) XV (April-
Junes 1975):~ 16,
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between Thailand and Vietnam, The Pathet Lao and Hanoi
have waged a strident anti-Thai propaganda war for the

past several months, Many observers believe that this
campaign is merely preparation of a rationale for increased
support to communist insurgents in North and Northeast
Thailand, particularly in the Thai provinces along the
Mekong River where the predominantly Thai-lao population
and large members of Vietnamese residents could provide

the basis for an irredentist movement,

Former Foreign Minister Thanat Khoman, long an
advocate of phased U.,S. withdrawal, suggested that the
Kukrit government reconsider its demands that all U,S.
forces be withdrawn by March 20, 1976. Thanat believes
U.S. forces should serve as a bargaining ship 2nd be
retained until North Vietnamese forces leave Laos and
cease supporting the Thal communist 1nsurgents.48

Laos., At the same time, Thailand's relaions with
neighboring Laos cooled dramatically after the Pathet
Lao took over effective control of the coalition Government
in May 1975, Many members of once-~powerful right-wing
Lao families fled to Thailand, where they were welcomed
by old friends in the Thai military. Over 25,000 Meo
hill tribesmen also crossed the Mekong river into Thailand

following their former leader, General Vang Pao, inte

48"Thanat: Suspicious," Bangkok Post, October 22,
1975, p. 2.
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exile, The Lao government was convinced that some of these
exiles were planning to send spies and saboteurs into

Laos, and demanded that the Thais return all Laotian
refugees and expel the former right-wing leaders,

Border incidents began to occur along the Mekong
river in which shots were exchanged between Lao border
guards and Thai patrol boats, and Vientiane reguested
the closure of the three Thai consulates in Laos (which
moved to the Thai side of the river). Vientiane radio
strongly denounced Thai Government actions which, it claimed,
showed a deliberate intention to trample underfoot the
independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of
laos, and to brazenly and arrogantly challenge and provoke
the kingsom of Laos.49 Hanoi radio also reported these
developments at length, and voiced "full support™ for the
Laotian stand.50

Then, on August 5, 1975, relations almost reached a
breaking point when two Thai assistant military attaches
were arrested in Vientiane for alleged espionage., The
outraged Thai Government demanded their immediate release
claiming diplomatic immunity; and, when this was not
forthcoming, Thailand expelled two Lao diplomats in

491120 Chome Tee Thai" ("Laos Attacked Thai'), Thai
Rath, July 25, 1975, p. 1.

501pi4.
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retaliation and recalled its Ambassador from Vientia.ne.51

The crisis was defused 10 days later when Laos released

the two men, but relations between Laos and Thailand remained
cool, with Laos accusing the Thai Government »f pursuing

a "two-faced" policy.

Thai, Iao, Cambodiap involvements and the Sino-Soviet

rivalry. In striking contrast, there were no com-
Plaints and demands from the new Cambodian Government,
although the Thais had been deeply involved with the U,S.
military effort there right up to the fall of Phnom Penh,
About 10,000 Cambodian refugees were living in camps zlong
the Thai side of the Cambodian border; and were joined by
a steady trickle of others every week, Phnom Penh radio
indicated that the Cambodians were interested in forgetting
the past and establishing good relations quickly; and,
that the two neighbouring countries, Cambodia and Thailand,
live peacefully within the limits of their owa territory
as neighbours forever.

In response to such hints, Kukrit and Chatchai
voiced similar wishes; and, in broadcasts over the Thai
Government radio station, the Voice of Free Asia, proposed
that diplomatic relations be opened scon., Following a
September meeting at the UN General Assembly in New York

npwo Laotian Deplomats Expelled," Foreign Affairs
Bulletin (Thailand) XV (July-September): 94,
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between Chatchai and Cambodian Vice-Premier for Foreign
Affairs Ieng Sary, it was agreed that Ieng Sary would
visit Bangkok at the end of October, He brought a high-
ranking delegation which included Minister of Justice
Norodom Phurissara, a cousin of Head of State Prince
Norodom Sihanouk, and the Cambodian ambassadors to China
and Senegal., In a Joint communique signed on October 31, 1975,
the two governments agreed to establish diplomatic relations.
They were to exchange ambassadors "at a date convenient
to both countries depending on the coanditions prevailing."52
Thailand thus became the first non-communist country to
open ties with Cambodia, In view of the strikingly different
attitude adopted towards Thailand by lLaos and Cambodia, it
was believed that the Sino-Soviet rivalry could be rein-
forecing these attitudes and bringing about a division of
the region into two spheres of influence in the wake of
the U.S. withdrawal,

This interpretation seemed to be strengthened by
the warm reception given to Prime Minister Kukrit in
Peking when diplomatic relations with China were finally
established on July 1.53 The Thais were left in no doubt

52".‘he Joint Communique is printed in Forei Affairs
Bulletin (Thailand) XV (October-December 1975): 3.

53wPrime Minister M,R., Kukrit Pramot's Official Visit
to the People's Republic of China," Foreign Affairs Bulletin
(Thailand) XV (July-September 1975):~ &1,
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during this visit that China was anxious to establish
close and friendly relations with Thailand (despite the
Chinese Communist Party's continued support for the Commu-
nist Party of Thailand's armed struggle in outlying
provinces), in what appeared to be a move to forestall

the growth of Soviet influence. Trade, sports and scienti-
fic exchanges, imnisterial-level commercial delegations,
and a steady stream of Thai visitors pointed to the speed
with which Thailand eventually normalised its relations
with China, culminating in the arrival of a Chinese advance
party in Bangkok led by a charge’ d' affaires in October

to look for a suitable site for their embassy. Meanwhile
Soviet diplomacy was intensifying efforts to win friends
and influence people by pressing hard for Thai approval

of its collective security scheme, the signing of a
cultural agreement with Thailand, and for the appointment
of a military attache in Bangkok. The Thais responded
politely and with interest, in contrast to the icy state
of relations in former years, and began to extend rea-
sonably equitable treatment to the Soviets,

The Thai must accept considerable risk in their
efforts to balance off the Russians, Chinese, Vietnamese,
Lao and Khmer communists, All of these states propagate
and some posSsibly seek to impose, in one way or another,

a political process that aims at the very heart of the
Thai social=-cultural-political system, including the Thai
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monarchy. This threat became even more apparent with

the abolition in December of the Lao Momarchy and the coa-
lition government by the Pathet Lao., Many Thai leaders
might see the new "People's Democratic Republic of Laos"
as an uncomfortably close example of the fate awaiting
Thailand if they don't manage their own "peaceful revolution"
successfully, The success of the Thai effort to maintain
their freedom and continue to balance off foreign nations
also depends considerably on whether China will be able

to seek "hegemony" in Southeast Asia, and how intensely
Hanoi decides to push and support the increasingly active
communist insurgents in Thailand, thereby forcing
competition with the Chinese,

Controversies over the U.,S, withdrawal. At this

time, Thai relations with the U.S. were recovering from
the blow delivered to Thai sovereignty during the Mayaguez
Affair in May 1975. The U.S. Government, ignoring the
Thai Government's wishes, used U-Tapao as the main staging
base for 1ts armed.OPeration to rescue a freighter being
detained by the Cambodians, The incident led to the
largest=ever anti-American demonstration in Bangkok, in
which an estimated 5,000 protesters marched on the U,3,
embassy and besieged it for several days, hoisting a

glant effigy of "Uncle Sam" onto the front gates and
burning it. A new U.S. Ambassador, Charles Whitehouse

(a2 veteran of Laos and South Vietnam), arrived in May
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and proved considerably more diplomatic than his predecessor
William Kintner.54 Withdrawals of the 25,000 U,S, troops
in Thailand continued smoothly, and there were scheduled
to be no more American combat troops left in Thailand by
the end of March 1976 (a question mark hovered over the
possibility of non-combat military "advisers" remaining)
as pledged by Kukrit upon his taking office in April
1975. The Kukrit Government went out of its way to
reassure the U.S, that it wanted continued good relations
in an apparent effort to achieve some balance in relations
with th2 superpowers,

At the same time, the Ambassador to the United States,
Mr, Anand Panyarachun, was of the opinion concerning the
Mayaguez Affair that the United States should have made
a request to the Thai Government for consideration before
sending marines to U-Tapao.55 He also mentioned concerning
the U.,3, withdrawal that since 1969 the Thai Government
had repeatedly asked to negotiate with the United States
on the question of gradual and orderly withdrawal, That

the loss of Cambodia and Vietnam came so abruptly, only

54"5000 Kon Lom Satan Tood America® ("5000 Persons
Besieged U.S. Embassy"), Siam Rath Weekly Review, May 15, p. 15.

55H. X, Anand Panyarachun's interview by Mr, Martin
Agronsky at WETA Television Station, U.S., May 13, 1975.

This interview is printed in Forei Affairs Bulletin
(Thailand) XV (April-June 197FT?"égTBT""""'"'_"'
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added urgency to the Thai long stated policy favoring
withdrawal, He also pointed out that it was in the
interest of the United States that the countries in South-
east Asia, in particular Thailand, take the responsibility
for self-defense., He criticized U.S. policy in the past as
exhibiting too much rhetoric. He also suggested that
the future relationship between United States and other
states in the area particularly in Southeast Asia that
have the gap between a rhetoric and a policy or a capability
to act on the promise must be merit, They should have
a more honest relationship between each other.56
Some U.S. officials had privately accused him of
being anti-American, Anand was recalled and promoted
later as Under=Secretary of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
Under the new post, Anand continued supporting the incum=
bent prime minister and foreign minister in improving
relations with all socialist countries and urging the
complete withdrawal of the U.S. troops from Thai soil,
The U.S. wanted to retain a residual presence of
about %,000 men, mainly at U-Tapac air base on the Gulf
of Thailand, a strategically useful staging and refuelling
point between the FPhilippines and Diego Garcia and Australia
and the Middle East (it was also used as a turn-around

point by high-flying U.,S. spy-planes from Japan). W¥ashington

561bid., pp. 8-15.
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also wanted men at certain radar, signal and communication
sites scattered around the country and at Korat, where
the U.S. maintained a munitions dump and where there was
believed to be an underground command centre for use in
the event of nuclear war.57
More importantly, the U.S. wanted to keep personnel
at Ramasun-a top-secret elecironic espionage site run by
the U.S. National Security Agency a few miles outside Udorn
in northeast Thailand, which monitored low-frequency radio
communications in Indochina-and at a seismic centre near
Chiengmai in northern Thailand used to detect underground
Chinese nuclear tests.58
On Fibruary 4, 1976, U.S. Ambassador Charles
Whitehouse was called to the Foreign Ministry and informed
that any U.S. military persomnel remaining after March 20
would only be allowed to do so on the basis of seven
prineciples, including no interference in the internal
affairs of Thailand's neighbours, complete Thai control
and jurisdiction over 2ll U,S, facilities, and the sharing
of information gathered by these U.S. facilities.59 When

the U.S. failed to respond to these demands, the Thai

57Baggkok Post, Supplement, January 17, 1976,

Ibid.

59"U.S. Military Withdrawal," Foreign Affairs Bulletin
(Thailand) XVI (January-Mauch 19765: 34,




237

Government took the unusual step of setting out its position
in English and broadcasting it over Radio Thailand in an
apparent attempt to press the U.S., to act., But Washington
remained silent,

On the domestic front, left=and right-wing forces
lined up for or against the Government's stand; and, as
March 20 1976, approached, there were fears of 2 military
coup or violent confrontation on the streets of the capital.
Finally, the U.S. bluntly replied that it would not accept
a2 Thai ultimatum, and set out counter-proposals that were
unacceptable to the Thais, On the final day Premier
Kukrit announced that all remaining U.S., military personnel
must leave within four months, except for a maximum of
270 advisers under the 1950 U.S.-Thai Military Assistance
Agreement, He said the advisers would be in Thailand on
a temporary basis, and that their number would be gradually
reduced. The Prime Minister further added that following
the American pulle-out the Thail armed forces would have to
be bullt up to strengthen themselves since Thailand must
stand on its own feet, He said the Cabinet would consider
the matter later.60

The Seni Administration, which succeeded the Xukrit
Government in April 1976, also carried through with the

policy favoring the withdrawal of U.S. residual forces from

601114,
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Thailand by July 1976, putting the Americans on standby

in the great power play in mainland Asia,

The Seni Administration (April-October 1976)

During early 1976, the Democrat Party, working with
a group of small parties committed to social and economic
reform, leaked to the press a policy programme containing
fairly sweeping proposals, including government control of
the rice trade and state intervention in other key sectors
of the economy, legalisation of the outlawed Communist
Party of Thailand, total withdrawal of U.,S. military
advisers, and a shift towards a more non=-aligned foreign
policy.

These ideas horrified Thai military leaders who,
with their substantial land holdings, business interests,
close ties with the U,S, and a need to maintain a2 communist
suppression policy to justify their huge budget and sustain
their political influence, were quick to react., OCn the
evening of January 11, 1976, virtually the entire leader-
ship of the armed forces called on Kukrit at his residence
for what was described as a New Year's party. They are
said to have made it clear the military could not tolerate
a socialist-orientated government and that they would
support him if he advised King Bhumibol to dissolve the
Assembly and call new elections, EKukrit took this step
the following day.
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The election was set for April 4. The Democrat
Party won a landslide victory with 114 seats, including
all seats in Bangkok., The Democrat Party leader, Seni
Pramot, took over as Prime Minister on April 20 at the
head of a four-party coalition made up of the Democrat,
Thai Nation, Social Justice and Social Nationlist parties,
which between them controlled 206 of the 279 seats in the
House, ZPichai Rattakul, a deputy leader of the Democrat
Party, was promoted as Foreign Minister, Anand was still
Under-Secretary of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs,

Thai foreign policy under the Seni Administration
as expressed by Pichai few days after he took the office
was to be flexidble, but firm, and based on the will of
the people., He further stated that the top priority was
to reach proper understanding with the countries of Indo-
china to realise the tremendous potential in economic
collaboration between them., At the same time, Thailand
would strengthen the firm ties they had with the countries
of ASEAN, But he strongly objected to any possibility of
ASEAN cooperation being extended to the field of security,
even the exchange of military-related information and
intelligence, Though he believed that the U.S. would
continue to have an important role to play in the region
of Southeast Asia, he was opposed to the presence of
American bases in Thailand, He pointed out that his

government would not be involved in great power rivalry.
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Thailand, therefore, would permit U.S. aircraft bound for
Diego Garcia to stop over for refuelling on a humanitarian
basis only.61

Relations with Cambodia. The Mekong incident took

place on the same day that Foreign Minister (under the
Kukrit Administration) Chatchai was having cordial talks
with the Cambodian Deputy Premier in charge of Foreign
Affairs, Ieng Sary, at Poipet just over the Cambodian
border. Thai-~Cambodian relations had remained good, in
stark contrast to those with Vientiane and Hanoi, since
Ieng Sary's official visit to Bangkok in Cctober 1975,
when diplomatic relations were established. Before long,
liaison offices were opened in the nearby border towns
of Aranyaprathet and Poipet, where occasional official
exchanges took place.62
The Seni Government continued to maintain these
friendly contacts; and, in July 1976, Foreign Minister
Pichai Rattakul made a secret two=-day visit to Sisomphon,
about 50 kilometres inside Cambodia, for further talks
with Ieng Sary. The meeting resulted in agreement in
principle to open embassies, although no date for this

was fixed; to demarcate an uncertain stretch of common

®1pichai Rattakul, "Thailand's Policy Objective,"
as interviewed by correspondent Noraan Peagam in, Far
Fastern Economic Review, July 23, 1976, pp. 12=14,

b2"Chatchai in Poipet," Bangkok Post, November 20,
1975, p. 1.
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border; discussion about the fate of the 30,000 Cambodian
refugees in Thailand; and, agreement to solve the problem
of Thai fishermen who had strayed into Cambodian waters

and been arrested.63

Observers attributed the relative warmth in Thai-
Cambodian relations to Phnom Penh's need to cultivate
friendship with its western neighbour to avoid becoming
overly dependent, politically or economically, on its
powerful eastern neighbour, Vietnam, and partly to the
continuing contest between the superpowers in the region.
The Thais, for their part, were mainly interested in re-
trieving some of the lucrative border trade they enjoyed
before the communist victories in Indochina, and in ensuring
the security of their long frontiers,

Relations with Laos, Meanwhile, despite the recent

border incidents and icy propaganda blasts, the Seni
Government was moderately successful in reaching on

amicable understanding with Laos, following a visit to
Vientiane by Pichai in August 1976.64 After several days

of talks, the Thais agreed to open one or two-border points--
they had unilaterally closed the border following the

November shooting incident--and the Laotians agreed to

63"Thai and Cambodian Governments Agree to Open
Embassies," Foreign Affairs Bulletin (Thailand) XVI
(July~-September : .

®4nPoreign Minister on Thai Lao Border," Forei
%gfairs Bulletin (Thailand) XVI (July-September 1976):
-60.
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release 21l Thais imprisoned in Laos.®® Both sides undertook
to prevent further border clashes. Thia understanding
would be one of the first casualties of the October military
coup.

Relations with Vietnam, Leaving Vientiane, the
66 for three days of talks

Thai delegation flew to Hanoi
with their Vietnamese counterparts in what was to prove

an even more controversial initiative domestically. Two

67

communigues emerged from the discussions, which were

approved by the Thai Cabinet sitting in special session
after receiving their texts by two-way radio from the
delegation in Hanoi, The first commurique simply
announced the establishment of diplomatic relations on
the basis of the four principles already agreed to by
the other ASEAN countries., The four principles are:

1. Respect for each other's independence,
sovereignty, territorial integrity, non-
aggressionr, non-interference in each other's
internal affairs, equality, mutual benefit
and peaceful coexistence,

2, Not to allow any foreign country to use one's
territory as a base for direct or indirect
aggression and intervention against the other
and against other countries in the region.

65“Prime Minister on Thai-lLaos Border Opening,"
?greign Affairs Bulletin (Thailand) XVI (July-September
o)t 59,

66"Foreign Minister Visits Laos and Vietnam," TForeign

Affairs Bulletin (Thailand) XVI (July-September 1976): .

67The Two Joint Communiques are printed in Foreign
Affairs Bulletin (Thailand) XVI (July-September 1976 :
4‘1“'440
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3. Establishment of friendly and good neighborly
relations, economic co-operation and cultural
exchanges on the basis of equality and mutual
benefit, Settlement of disputes among the
countries in the region through negotiation
in a spirit of equality, mutual understanding
and respect,

4, Development of co-operation among the countries
in the region for the building of prosperous
countries in keeping with each country's
specific conditions, for the benefit of genuine
independence, peace and neutrality in Southeast
Asia, ghereby contributing vo peace in the
world,b8

The second noted the formal exchanges between the
two sides: -Thai congratulations for Vietnam's reunification;
Vietnamese appreciation of the Thai Government's "indepen-
dent foreign policy,"™ and, at Vietnamese insistence, an
expression of hope for the continued improvement of Thei-
Laotian relations, It also listed the problems touched
on in the talks, These included:

The return of Vietnamese aircraft, vessels, and
other military equipment taken to Thailand by fleeing
refugees when Saigon fell. TFurther discussions were to
be held on this issue.

The gquestion of war reparations by the Thais=-
euphemistically expressed as "contributions for healing
the wounds of war in Vietnam," The Thais "showed an
understanding of the problem and expressed their willingness

to participate in a concrete manner in such forms as

®81v1d., p. 44.
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humanitarian aid, assistance and economic cooperation,"
which was to be discussed further,

The question of the 40,000 Vietnamese refugees
who had lived in Thailand since the mid-1950s, A joint
commission was to be established to handle their problems,
"including the modalities of repatriation.,”

The possibility of developing economic, commercial
and cultural relations; specifically, overflight rights,
a direct air link between Bangkok and Hanoi, the opening
of postal relations and shipping links, and the exchange
of cultural groups, parliamentary delegations and jour-
nalists, There was also discussion about the possibility
of cooperation in the field of commodities such as rice and
rubber, as well as tourism, However, the fate of all these
agreements was thrown into serious doubt following the
coup in Bangkolc.69

Thai-Malaysian border incident, Thailand has con-

ducted a2 bilateral defence effort with Malaysia against
communist insurgents in the Yala Province area (Betong
District) since 1965. Both Thai and Malaysian border
patrols were given permission to cross each other's borders
if in hot pursuit of the MCP (Communist Party of Malaya)
"12th Regiment" guerrillas which often used the Betong

691vid., pp. 41-43.
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area as a sanctuary.7o With other insurgency problems
coverging on Bangkok in the north and northeast, and with
a Moslem separatist problem in the southern provinces of
Pattani, Narathiwat, and Satun, the government of Kukrit
regarded the Communist presence in Betong as a low priority.
Malasian counterinsurgency operations in the area
were also considered detrimental by Thailand because the
Communist insurgents: (1), had developed a rapport with
the local populace by providing reciprocal economic and
social advantages (i.e., low crime rate, buying of local
food-stuffs) to the Betong populace, an area wherc Bangkok's
authority has not been extended;71 and (2), the two Commu-
nist factions of the MCP, the 12th Regiment describing
itself as the Communist Party of Malaya ("Marxiste-
Leninist") and the 8th Regiment forming the Communist
Party of Malaya ("Revolutionary Faction"), had consistently
clashed with one another over "territorial rights" to
Betong. This largely alleviated the neccessity of RTA
(the Royal Thai Army) units to attempt establishment of
military control over a rural area where the population

would, at best, be neutral.72

70For an extensive background of the MCP's use of
Southern Thailand as a sanctuary, see Asia Research Bulletin
5 (May 31, 1976): 204-206, -

"1vid., pp. 204-205,
721bid. Also see background information in "Im-

provement in T'ies with Malaysia," Bangkok Post, November
12 1976, po 30
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In May 1976, a2 Malaysian military sweep across the
southern Thai border in pursuit of MCP insurgents allegedly
resulted in damage to Thai property and interference with
Thai civilians.73

Soon afterwards, anti-Malaysian demonstrations
broke out in Betong, and senior Thai officials made public
statements saying they intended to press for the withdrawal
of Malaysian Police Field Force units (200-500 men) stationed
in Betong and to end the right of hot pursuit across the
border, 4 both of which existed under the 1965 Agreement
on Border Cooperation, The Malaysians were extremely
perplexed and worried by these statements, which was
predictable, Prime Minister Seni shortly thereafter made
a state visit to Malaysia and met the Malaysian Prime
Minister to exchange views with him on matters of mutual
benefit and interest including discussions on revision
of the border agreemen’c.7s

On March 4, 1977 (during the Thanin Government),
a new Thai-Malaysian border agreement was signed and two

joint operations, Big Star I and Big Star II, have been
conducted in the Thai-Malaysian border area.76 It is

73Bangkok Post, Supplemernt, May 22, 1976,

T41pi4,

T5nprime Minister in Malaysia," Foreign Affairs
Bulletin (Thailand) XVI (July-September 1973;: C3e

76

K. Das, "Operation People's War," Far Eastern
Economic Review, April 22, 1977, pp. 10-12,
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evident that regional defense cooperation between the
two countries is on the ascent after a two-year interlude:
¢ o« o Malaysian sources attributed the . . .
lag « « « to long drawn-out discussions on revision
of the border agreement initiated by the elected
Thai government early last year. . . Thailand and
Malaysia have agreed to extend the zone of joint
naval patrols along the border to stamp out arms
snuggling infiltration by Communist elements , . . ,
General Charoen (the leader of the Thai delegaticn)
said that changes in Thailand would lead to better
cooperation %n the suppression of communist
terrorists,’
The End of the Civilian Government's Democracy
While Thailand's foreign relations progressed towards
closer cooperation with socialist countries, the military
leaders were increasingly irked by the manner in which
civilians at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs conducted
many aspects of national security affairs. Actions of
Seni's foreign minister, Pichai, intensified this attitude
by contributing to an image of Thailand as fearful and
weak, Examples of such actions were Pichai's establishment
of diplomatic relations with the three communist governments

in Indochina.

77I‘Did., P 3. Also see Norman Peagam, "Malaysians
Seek Border Commitments," Far Eastern Economic Review,
94 (November 26, 1976): 17, Peagam reported that the
basis for remaining differences was the extent that
Malaysia was reluctant to "overextend" its own anti-MCP
activities into areas of Southern Thailand where the
Muslim separatist movement remains viable because of the
risk of upsetting political sensibilities among the
Malaysian Islamie Community. Also see Sea Chee-=-Miow,
"The Muslim Issue and Implications for ASEAN," Pacific
Community 5 (Cctober 1974): 139-160.
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Thai foreign policy was suddenly changed by the
coup of October 1976 that brought the staunchy anti-
communist Thanin Kraivixien to head the new government
backed by the military. The coup leaders justified their
action, among other things, on the claim that their student
opponents included Vietnamese communist subversives who
had participated in student demonstrations,

One of the harshist actions by the military junta
was taken against Anand, the former Under-Secretary of
State for Foreign Affairs. Less than three weeks after
the coup, Anand was relieved of his post and suspended
froin the Civil Service, an action undoubtedly taken in
retaliation for his key role in the diplomatic negotiation
which removed American military forces from Thailand
and established formal relations with the new communist
governments in Indochina,

Thai military leaders' assessments were in accord
with those of U,5. Embassy personnel in Bangkok:

e ¢« o the capability of close monitoring of Commu-

nist troop movements in Indochina that Ramasun

(the top secret U.S. electronic-espionage facility)

provied . . . was particularly essential to the
maintenance of the country's (Thailaud's) security,’S

78rgey Thailand Negotiator with U.S., Over Bases is
Ousted from Cabinet," The New York Times, October 25, 1976,

P. 8.
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Analysis and Conclusion

All three of the Thai Administrations® foreign
policies which have been characterized in this chapter
were active in ASEAN. But the Sanya Government which
took power at the end of 1973 did not make any startling
innovations in foreign policy, no doubt because of its
tenucus legitimacy as a caretaker regime., Pending the
creation of a more securely based government, its position
in the 1974 remained fluid. The attitude of the Thai
government toward the withdrawal of U.,5., forces, relations
with Communist states, particularly China but also the
Soviet Union, became more ambiguous and less rigidly
hostile, In fact the overthrow of the military government
in October 1973.hastened the rapprochement with China,
but the interim Sanya Government proved unwilling tc
undertake the major foreign policy initiative of recognizing
China,

Within five months after taking office, Kukrit
visited not only Peking but all of the ASEAN countries,
Thailand joined in support of the proposal to create in
Southeast Asia a zone Of "peace, freedom, and neutrality"®

which might be guaranteed by the great powers.

Kintner's Thai Foreign Policy Options
William Kintner suggested recently the following
basic foreign policy orientations for Thailand that can
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be considered in the context of contemporary regional
and global developments:

1. Choose Active Neutrality. Withdraw from SEATO,
end active military cooperation with the United
States, but remain active in ASEAN and establish
a "cooperative" relationship with the FRC,

relations with Hanoi., Accept a2 limited expansion
of the Soviet political presence., Continue

to accept Japanese economic assistance as well

as limited U.,S. aid but look more and more to
multilateral organigations for needed support.

2. Adopt an Active Pro-Peking Forei olicy.

Wﬁige attempting to retaln 2 non-communist
political system, seek Peking's support in
curbing any Vietnamese or Soviet interference
in Thai foreign and domestic policy and in
agreeing to the reduction or cessation of all
outside material support for Thai insurgents.
Cool relations with the United States to the
extent that Peking thinks this desirable,

. Ac%uiesce to all Vietnamese Terms for the

Stablishment of Diplomatic Relations.,
Cut all ties to SHATO and cease military coopera-
tion with the United States in any form. PFollow
Hanoi's lead in foreign policy whenever necessary.
Definitely avoid opposing Vietnamese interests
and activities im Southeast Asia., TLobby on
Hanoi's behalf in ASEAN and perhaps in the UN.
Accept on faith that the Vietnamese will cease
support for the Thai insurgents,

4, Seek an "Adgusted" but Continued Close Relation=-
ship with the Unite ates, educe if no
eliminate e Ueso, M ary presence but consider
granting "re-entry rights."™ Seek correct relations,
generally anti-Soviet in character, witk Peking.
Be prepared to establish relations with Vietnam
but not on a capitulation basis., Make ASEAN
a major focus of attention and work actively
to make it a politically effective force in
Southeast A<ia-with or without Hanoi, but certainly
not subservient to Hanoi,

5 Adopt a Pro-Soviet but not Actively Anti-Peking
Pos%ure. Xeep Chinese and vietinamese at arm's
length and rely on the Soviets to encourage
cessation of Vietnamese support to the Thai
insurgency. Withdraw from SEATO and end close
relations with the United States, Remzin in
ASEAN but assume generally inactive role except
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where Soviet interests are involved,

6. Assume a Low Profile and Adhere to a Burmese=-
Style Neutralism, Antagonize no one, especilally
the communisis, Maintain only formal relations
with major powers; accept only limited assistance,
if any., Withdraw from the Manila Pagt; becone
inactive in or withdraw from ASEAN,7

Before commenting specifically on the above options
for determining Thai foreign policy, some observations
will be made regarding Thailand's security concerns and

the idiosyncrasies of Thai leaders.

Neutrality

Mutual disengagement seems to be the dominant feature
shaping relations between the countries of Southeast Asia
and the major powers within and outside Asia at this time,
But this trend is the result réther than the cause of the
specific policies adopted by each govermment., All face the
difficult task of making decisions under conditions of
greater uncertainty than in the previous period. Cooperation
and neutralization among ASEAN nations are increasingly
evident,

Thanat wrote an articleso

at the begining of 1973,
arguing that "neutral nations are required by their neu-
trality to prohibit the establishment of foreign military

bases on their soil., But shunning military alliances

"yi11iam R. Kintner, "Thailand Paces the Future,"
Orbis 19 (Fall 1975): 1133-1134,

80mhanat Khoman, "Neutralization with Strength,®

P. 4.
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does not mean that the neutral nations should allow them-
selves to caught militarily unprepared completely.," He
further stated that independence regquired nct only zilitary
but eccnomie muscie, "Economic strength may be an even
more effective guarantee for the preservation of neutrality
than military strength, Indeperdence in the political
and military field cannot truly exist for a country which
is in a state of dependence on foreign aid and whose
economy is more or less dominated by foreign interests."81
All of the countries in Southeast Asia are the case in
point since the ultimate decisioms will not be made by the
region itself but by the great powers--by their willing-
ness or refusal to permit regional insulation, As Richard
W. Mansbach said;, "In a sense it is the great powers,
not Sontheast Asia, that must be "neutralized."82

The writer does agree with Mr, Mansbach, but it
should be emphasized that all of the major powers' interests
would be well served by the neutralization of Southeast
Asia (as analyzed in Chapter IV). Whether the major powers
will agree %o guarantee the neutrality of Southeast Asia,
and what form the guarantee will take, cannct at this
point be determined, Whatever it will be, all ASEAX nations

811v14., p. 5.

82pichard W, Mansbach, "Southeast Asia in the Global
Political System,® Journal of Southeast Asian Studies IX
(March 1978): 118,
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shculd be active in "neutralization® for the benefit of
all members.,

The 1976 Treaty of Amity and Cooperation was the
first of ASEAN's agreements to lay the foundation for the
forging of a collective political decision. The members
agreed to set up machinery for settling disputes on their
own., Accordingly, there would be no provocation for outside
interference in the region, which the members would strive
to make into a zone of peace, freedom, and neutrality,

Also the cynicism and skepticism concerning ASEAN, regarding
its viability and the capacity of its members to sacrifice
national interests when necessary to promote regional
harmony and cooperation, have been hopefully dispelled

with President Marcos' announcement during the XKuala Lumpur
Summit in August 1977 that the Philippines was withdrawing

its territorial claim to Sabah,

The American Factor

Al though the United States still is the dominant
military as well as economic power in Asia (as analyzed
in Chapter III), Southeast Asian doubts about American
intention have now become firm conviction that a signifi-
cant Taltced States military presence in the region can
no longer be expected--a belief that the American executive
branch is now greatly restricted by an increasingly asser=-

tive U.S. Congress and by a seemingly indifferent American
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domestic opinion toward Asian affairs, As Thanat comments:
", « o Perhaps some day Congress will realize that
its efforts to score a domestic and political victory
over the Administration with rcspect to the Viet-
namese war did not enhance America's international
stature or credibility, If anything, the April
capitulation of Fhnom Penh and Saigon, by dealing
a heavy blow to the U.S. position in the whole of
Asia, raised doubts about how effective it will
play its future role as a great. . . on
For The Thai, America appears as an uncertain,
unreliable power, lacking a sense of purpose to sustain
alliances and other forms of cooperation with small
nations, Thailand and other non-communist countries in
Southeast Asia do not think that the United States would
intervene decisively if local insurgencies or interventions
from within the region were to threaten their political
regimes or even their territorial integrity. Southeast
Asian views concerning the credibility of the United
States as a guarantor of the status guo have become guite
3opkisticated: it is assumed that American intervention
is most likely to occur in the least likely contingencies,
namely large-scale conflicts among some of the major powers,
but is least likely to materialize in the most likely
contingencies, such as insurgencies of local armed conflicts

between neighboring countries,

83Thanat Khoman, "The New Equation of World Power
and Its Impact on Southeast Asia," Orbis 20 (Fall 1976):
614,
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The Hanoi-Moscow Link

After South Vietnam's defeat, Kintner predicted

that Vietnam would dominate Indochina and be the strongest

state in Southeast Asia, citing the following factors:

1.

4.

5

The Vietnamese army (including former South
Vietnamese soldiers, the best of whom will be
absorbed into it), is the largest, most battle-
tested and best equipped force in the area-in
fact., one of the best in the world.

The Vietnamese navy ard air force are also
without peer in the region. The navy in
particular will enable the Vietnamese t¢ play

a dominant role vis-a-vis other Southeast Asian
states in the South China Sea and the Gulf of
Thailand, Vietnam will be able to extend and
protect her claim to fishing and o0il resources
in the South China Sea, Conflict with Thailand
over some of these resources seems inevitable,
The Vietnamese military and political/psycholo-
gical tactics and strategy of revolutionary
warfare have been vindicated by their success
throughout Indochina against the leader of the
capitalist world,

Vietnam will have poliftical stability and
national discipline unmatched by any other
Southeast Asian state.

Vietnam has a fairly strong resource base, and
with the Mekong Delta under Hanoi's control

she can even become 2 major rice exporting
country-and thus a competitor to Thailand in
this field, HMoreover, the long war forced
Vietnamese of both North and South to handle
and maintain a vast array of technologically
advanced equipment., As a result, a skilled
labor force exists in Vietnam and may provide
the impetus for an industrial take-off if
capital is available and more rapid exploration
of resources other than coal occurs, Overly
rigid communist economic management, however,
may spoil this prospect,

The Vietnamese can continue to draw upon
substantial Soviet (and perhaps Chinese) assis-
tance., They even enjoy considerable political
and moral support throughout the Third World.
The long-term consequences of North Vietnam's
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victory have yet to be fully reckoned.84

Moreover, there are Soviet technicians in Laos,
They have improved the road system from Laos to Haiphong
and Danang so that this landlocked country will no longer
have to depend on Thailand for its only outlet to the sea,
As Hanoi's master plan seems %o call for the complete
integration of Indochina under its authority, it is only
logical that the Vietnamese should give priority to ending
Laos' economic dependence on Thailand,

According to Thanat:

For now, it is all too apparent that the

power egquation in Southeast Asia is out of balance,

The U.S,-China component is weakened to the point

of atrophy « « « it is owing to the United States'

lack of interest . . . The Hanoi-Moscow component,

on the contrary, is ebul%%ent over its recent military

and political successes,

Hanoi's QObjectives

At the first session of the National Assembly of
Vietnam, on June 25, 1976, Le Duan, first secretary of
the Central Committee of the Lao Dong Parity, stated
ambiguously in his report that Vietnam's foreign policy
will "fully support the just struggle of the people in

goutheast Asia for national independence, demoecarcy and

84gintner, pp. 1128-1129,

85Thanat Khoman, "The New Equation of World Power
and Its Impact on Southeast Asia," p, 618,
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social progress," which sounds like an endorsement of
revolutionary moverents in the region; but he added in
the same paragraph that his govenment was '"ready to
establish and develop relations of friendship and
cooperation with other countries in Southeast Aisia M
on the basis of the five principles of coexistence
adopted by the 1955 Banéung Conference.

Perhaps to underline its continued support for the
Communist Party of Thailand (CPT), 2 Hanoi radio broadcast
at the beginning of August 1976 noted the success of the
"patriotic armed forces" which had forced the "Thai ruling
circles" to declare an emergency in 10 provinces. The
radio concluded: "Not complacent with their past success,
the Thai people remain vigllant and continue to struggle
resolutely for their objectives . . . n86

Even only a few days before the establishment of
diplomatic relations with Thailand in the beginning of
August 1976, Hanoi was not willing to throw away another
important card-the support for Thai insurgents. Unlike
Malay or Filipino insurgents, who do not enjoy its specific

verbal support, the CP® has long been backed by Hanoi,

86Nayan Chanda, "Hanoi: Turning Words into Deeds,"
Far Fastern Zconomic Review, August 6, 1976, p. 25.
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Insurgency

Insurgency threats in Thailand primarily exist in
the northeast, rorth, and most of the southern parts of
the country. DPotentially, the most serious guerrilla
problems are in the northeast areas . . . the Nakhon
Phanom, Sakon Nakhon, and the Nong Kai provinces,

Northeast Thailand's insurgency threat has an ethnic
orientation, The Communists can exploit the eight to
twelve million Laotians and sixty thousand Vietnamese
that live in an area of Thailand characterized by infertile
soil, inadequate irrigation, and extreme remoteness from
the Bangkok Government which, on the whole, has regarded
them with indifference,

Thus, the ethnic population of Thailand's seventeen
northern provinces have had a long tradition of resistance
to the country's central authorities, and captured Pathet
Lao operations plans which were publicized in Bangkok
during 1975 designated thirteen of these provinces as
target a.:r:eas.a'7 Other Western reports have cited over
1,000 Thai students that joined the ranks of the insurgents
since the Otucber 1976 military takeover of Thailand's

government and a total civilian CPT infrastructure of

3TMajor John B. Haseman, "Thailand and the Realities
of Southeast Asia," Military Review 67 (May 1977): 85; and
Nayan Chanda, "Southeast Asia 18 Never Quite Free of Insurgen-
cies," The New York Times, March 27, 1977, p. 3.
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over 80,000.88

Soviet assisted North Vietnamese troops number over
40,000 ir Laos and 20,000 in Cambodia, and they are pre-
gsently developing with the CPT a sophisticated social-
political organization to incorporate mass peasant parti-
cipation.89

As early as 1962, a Communist infrastructure was
created by Vietnamese Communist agents working among the
Vietnamese living in Thailand, Its activities have ranged
from solicitation of funds and clandestine indoctrination
to espionage and armed operations against government

90 Laotian advisors have also been active inside

troops.
Thailand for several years by supervising flows of personnel,
advisors, munitions, and other supplies to Communist
insurgents.91
Of most concern to Thailand is the nature of the
interrelationship of Vietnamese and Laotian insurgency

elements iIn Northeast Thailand--reflecting a fear " . . .

88george MacArther, "About 1,000 Thai Students
Joined Reds after Fall of Military Coup,” los Angeles
Times, February 2, 1977, p. 5.

8

Q
“Robert F. Zimmerman, "Insurgency in Thailand," p. 18.

90Justus M. Van Der Kroef, "Hanoil and ASEAN: A
New Confrentation in Southeast Asia," Asia Quarterly 4
(1976): 260-261; and Russel H. Fifield, "Fower Relatious
Among the Southezst Asian States," Asian Affairs 3
(January/February 1977): 155,

91

Haseman, p. 85,
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that the Pathet lLao are merely fronts for a mcre powerful

SRV support system."92

Vietramese and Chinese AK-293 and
hand grenades, e.g., have been confiscated from captured
insurgents in increased numbers.93 In recent analyses,
both former Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld and U.S., Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, George S. Brown, concluded
that Thailand's principal potential security threat to
its stability comes from Vietnam's military power, expanded
Laotian and Vietnamese support to Thai Communist insurgents,
and Vietnam's "attitude towards its neighbors which
remain unclear."94

However, Thal officials have already reported that
the Pathet Lao have negotiated for receipt of Soviet
rockets and gunboats to be used against any Thai military
patrols conducted along that part of the Mekong River

which demarcates the Thai-laotian Boundary.95

Attitudes of Thai Foreign Policy Makers
During the Sanya Administration, Foreign Minister
Charunpan expressed his willingness to talk with the

921pid.

93Dana Adams, "Thailand's Rightists may be Inviting
Stronger U.S. Role," Christian Science Monitor, March 16,
1977, p. 4.

94General George S. Brown, "The Strategic Importance

‘of Seven Vital International Areas," Commander's Digest,
Mareh 17, 1977, p. 18.

95"Relations between Laos and Thailand Deteriorating,™
Asia Research Bulletin (MPS) 5 (August 31, 1975): 115,
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Vietnamese "any time and anywhere," and informally let
Hanoi know that the Thai government would ask the United
States to withdraw its forces from Thailand in return for
a North Vietnamese withdrawal from Cambodia and Iaos
(reflecting the much greater Thai interest in the two buffer
states than in South Vietnam, the major American interest).
There was a clear impasse, with both sides insisting
that the other make the first move, This impasse was
seemingly broken in March 1975 when the new Kukrit govern-
ment announced that it would seek the withdrawal of American
forces within the year and when the subsequent communist
victories in Indochina ended the fighting there., The
new Thai government was clearly in a hurry to prove its
goodwill towards the Indochinese governments,
Meanwhile, Anand, Thal Ambassador to the United
States and later Under-Secretary of State, was convinced
that the long experience of preserving its territorial
integrity should prove to be an asset for Thailand in
its effort to defend itself, Whatever the insurgent pro-
blem that has existed in Thailand, he does not believe
that the guerillas can bring down the government, The
loss of Cambodia or Vietnam does not effect the internal
stability of Thailand, but it is the external pressures
generated which complicate the problem of trying to
coexist peacefully with all its neighbours, The United

States will not, in effect, be the guarantor of peace
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or a sure obstacle to the spread of Communism in the area.
Anand did neot do this to curry favour with Vietnam,
but he based his argument firmly on his perception of the
national interests, He insisted the United States withdraw
its forces on the ground that the problems which exist in
the area can not be solved exclusively by military means,
Thajland had to pay greater attention to the economic and
social conditions of its people although at the same time
maintain friendly relations with the United States., The
United States should change its policy accordingly.96
The power and influence that accrued as a result
of the U.S. venture in Vietnam have to be foregone., A
greater degree of neutrality between the socialist countries
and the U.S. are perceived as essential for better pro-
tection, So Thailand once again articulates a policy of
being friendly to all, in the belief that all nations
are unfriendly only some being more uniriendly than others,
Seni=Pichai's foreign policy would appear to be
based on the calculation that while there are problems
to worry about, there are 8till cards to pilay., In 1976

Vietnam has been reunified but Indochina has not. QCambodia

96For excellent discussions of American strategies
in containing communism in developing areas see, for
examples, lLaurence E, Grinter, "How They Lost: Doctrines,
Strategies and Outcomes of the Vietnam War," Asian Survey
12 (December 1975): 1114-1132; and Donald E. Secrest,
"Containing Communism with Communism," The Midwest
Quarterly XIV (Autumn 1972): 11-25.
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remains an effective buffer state: the Khmer Rouge have
shown border hostility towards both Thais and Vietnamese,
The break-up of the coalition government in Laos alsc
ended the Lao role as a buffer between Thailand and the
Pathet Lao/Vietnamese, a point driven home by the violent
incidents along the Mekong. But Laos almost certainly
continues toc need economic cooperation with Thailand,
Whether or not the priority of reconstruction makes Hanoi
amenable to better relations with Thailand, it may make
the Vietnamese reluctant to assume the full burden of
supplying Laotian needs which remain more easily supplied
from the better infrastructure existing in Thailand.

The Thais must worry as to how Pathet lao relations
will develop with the Thai-lao in Thailand's poverty-
striken northeast, They can assure that the new Laotian
rulers are as likely a3 the Khmer Rouge to want to do
some balancing with their two larger neighbours. Meanwhile,
China will also want to play its balancing role in this
area, The Russians, too, are part of this power Jjigsaw
pugzle,

The above regional geopolitical facts justify Pichai's
trip across the Cambodian border to talk to Ieng Sary;
hence the equal stress on the dialogue with the Vietna-
mese and the Laotians,

Thanat critlcised the Kukrit and Seni administrations

for having "gratuitously served on a platter to Vietnam
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the much-demanded removal of the American military pre=-
sence without getting anything in return . . . nd7
Pichai did not return empty-handed., Apart from the
decision to establish full diplomatic relations and the
granting of overflight rights to Thai airlines, he obtained
for the first time, a Vietnamese commitment vo thu eventual
repatriation of about 40,000 Vietnamese refugees in Thailand.
But the Thanin Administration's (After October 6, 1976
coup) tirade against the Vietnamese community, and Hanoi's
sharp reaction to what it calls "despicable, slanderous
allegations," certainly devalues the agreement (between
Pichai and the Vietnamese Minister of Foreign Affairs)
signed in August,
Pichai has made it clear that the client-state
relationship with the U,S. has ended, but the hope for
real partnership remains, 1In the longer view, present
frictiorns may yield future advantage. The network of
U.S., bases through eastern Thailand was essentially an
irrelevance on the chequer board of power since (unlike
Subic naval base) they were nullified by Congressional
limitations on their use, Their sudden disappearance
thus makes it possible for not only the Thais, but also
for the U.S., to start afresh,

97Thanat Khoman, "The New Equation in World Power
and Its Impact on Southeast Asia," p. 620,
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The Xukrit and Seni Administrations' policies on
Thai and United States security interests have been
further laconically summarized by Thanat:

e o o« The Thai governmert's handling of the Mayaguez
affair succeeded in further poisoning friendly
relations between the U.S. and Thailand which had
extended over a century. This, with new relations
hardly consolidated, ancient relations have been
shaken to their roots,98

e o o Past Thai governments instead of sitting and
talking about our problems together on a friendly
basis, brought these relationships to the brink

of destruction, We gave them ultimata, destroyed
their emblems, gave deadlines for the U,S., troop
withdrawal and gave Malaysia one week to pull out
their police force from Betong border province
between Thailand and Malaysia with Communist insur-
gency problems, 9

Senator Mansfield, on the other hand, said:

The withdrawal in July of the last regular U.,S,
military forces, leaving only a2 250-man advisory
unit, was a significant factor in creating favorable
conditions for the establishment 2 weeks later of
diplomatic relations between Thailand and Vietnam,
American should not interpret the Thai demand for
the withdrawal of U.S. forces as an unfriendly
gesture, It should be seen for what it was, an
inevitable 2djustment to the new reali¥&ﬁs which
both countries face in Southeast Asia,

And William R, Kintner wrote:

e » o The rise in Thai anti-Americanism and official
calls for withdrawal of all U.S. forces may induce
the Thai to end the de facto alliance, Washington
might prefer this denouement, for if the United

81ypi4., p. 620,

39rhanat Khoman, "We Must Improve Ties with U.S.,
Japan, KL," Bangkok Post, October 16, 1376, p. 3.

100uanstield, pp. 46-47.
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States initiated the withdrawal it would be evident
that the Thai have no further utility to the
Americans, Suddenly Thailand seems to stand almost

alone, 101

The military junta's shock dismissal of Foreign
Ministry Under-Secretary of State Anand Panyarachun and
the flight into apparent exile of ousted foreign minister
Pichai Rattakul {following nhis successful establishment
of diplomatic relations with Vietnam) only added to the
doubts and fears of foreign observers, Under Anand's
dynamic and professional leadership, the Thai Foreign
Ministry had earned a reputation as an effective and
forward-looking government department which had success-
fully pulled of major achievements in the face of domestic
opposition and complex international pressures,

Thailand became the first non-communist country
to establish diplomatic relations with the new authorities
in Cambodiz; it finally established diplomatic relations
with Hanoi, a move which might have signalled the start
of a new era in regional peace and cooperation.

All of these moves had been carried out on the basis
of maintaining equidistance from the major powers and
achieving friendly and mutually-beneficial relations with
all neighbouring countries, A relatively small group of
skilled diplomats under Anand had managed to enlist the

0% intner, p. 1128.
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full support of the incumbent prime minister and foreign
minister; and, basing their arguments firmly on the
national interest, had overcome deep-seatved opposition
within the Cabinet and National Security Council,

Their views seemed to be clearly shaped by the
realization that it was vital for Thailand to adjust to
the new intermational realitics following Sino~-American
devente and the U,S, defeat in Indochian in order to pro-
mote Thai interest and maintain the domestic status guo.
Those opponents who sometimes labelled them communist could

not have been farther from the truth.

A Proposed Objective

Selective Neutrality. The country wants to remain
noncommunist but without participating in an international
containment or "crusade" policy of any kind. This would
geem to require the following: a continuing close rela-
tionship with the U,S.; active participation in ASEAN,
working toward making ASEAN a viable political force; the
expanding of relations with as many international and
other regional trades as possible; no active military
cooperation with any major powers, although maintaining
bilateral cooperation with Malaysia in counterinsurgency
efforts; maintaining at least ncnantagonistic relations
with all socialist countries, but avoiding a pro=-specific

country (Soviet, Vietnam or China); acceptance of aid
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from any sources that would enhance rather than jeopardize

neutrality,e.g., much greater reliance on multinational

donors.102

1OzThis proposed objective is closed to the Kintner's
combination of proposed options (1) and (4) on page 250
above and Kintner calls this particular objective "the
Active, Selective Neutralism," See Kintner, pp. 1134-1135,



CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSION

It is generally recognized by scholars that foreign
policy is a product of the interplay between exterril and
domestic factors,although as these factors are perceived
and interpreted by the nation's decision-makers, It is
not external and- internal realities in themselves that
determine actual policy, but how they are defirned by the
particular leaders. However, an essential requirement for
"eorrect" or effective policies is some general correspon-
dence hetween the realities that exist in the minds of the
decision-makers and the real realities of their external
and internal worlds.

For any nation--particularly small states--it is
also accepted that the external world (the systemic variable)
has more significance in a causal sense than internal
variables (including the factor of perception), However
in assessing and assigning the significance of the sys-
temic variable, it is important for the scholar to make
a distinction between prescriptive and descriptive analysis.,
Too often when discussing the systemic variable, observers

imply that foreign policy is actually primarily a response

269
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to external factors when what they really mean is that
leaders should primarily respond in this way in order %o
have a successful fereign policy (meaning . . . to "protect
the national interest"),

A related danger is that scholars seem to automa-
tically define the systemic variable in terms of its state
system component, ignoring or minimizing other potentially
important parts, The general thrust of this narrow de-
finition is that the world of intermational politics is
solely the fact that it is supposedly anarchical, a Jjungle,
etc.,, requiring its members to focus on the requirements
of balance of power politics, usually defined in terms
of military power factors. This approach can lead to
unwise and unrealistic prescription and policy in the
contemporary world, which may be true in the case of Thai-
land.

Three general observations about Thai foreign policy
can be made on the basis of the review in this study of
the contemporary period: (1) that Thai poliey has been a
product of the interaction between the decision-making
(the idiosyncratic factor) and systemic variables, but
that the factor of perception has been most important in
accounting for actual policy; (2), that the perception of
systemic (and internal) factors has not been a national
or cultural "Thai" perception or response, but instead

that of a particular elite or stratum of Thai society
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(this point calls into question the argument of area
séholars that stresses the "pragmatic" or "bending in the
wind" character of the Thai people); and (3), regarding
prescription, that Thai leaders must base foreign (and
domestic) policy on a cﬁrrect reading of the realities
of the contemporary world, They must reinterpret or re-
define the *"wind"™ that must be bent to: it is a wind of
change and of social justice as much as one of military
power and balance of power politics,

The first two points made above can be considered
together since they are closely intertwined, Thai foreign
policy did undergo change during the period under consi-
deration, However, the analytical question is whether
the new policies were primarily a product of systemic
change in combination with a "Thai" way of dealing with
the external world; or, whether they were a product of
systemic changes as interpreted variously by particular
Thai leaders., The latter was clearly the case as the
Thai military and civilian governments favored basically
dissimilar ways for Thailand to respond to external
changes in conjunction with favored sets of domestic
policies,

The military governments generally favored a mix
of foreign and domestic policies that we usually associate
with contemporary Thailand: alignment and then some form

of modified continued alignment with the United States;
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receptiveness to American foreign assistance (emphasizing
military aid); opposition to non-alignment and to an effec~
tive strengthening of neutralist-type regional security
organizations such as ASEAN; a toned down but basically
hard line toward regional communist states; a linking of
internal communist elements with external or "international
communism," and a linking of any or all internal crities

of military rule with internal and communist elements; and,
an attitude identifying democracy and civilian rule as
threatening to internal and external stability. Despite
rapid and extensive external changes, the military govern-
ments fovored policy changes that were in basic conformity
with prewvious patterns in Thai policy.

Thai civilian leaders, in or out of power during
this same time period, called for more fundamental if not
drastic policy changes. They favored a policy of near
genuine non-alignment coupled with effective regionalism
(ASEAN) as a replacement for the American security tie:
friendly but non-security relationships with the United
States; a policy cof non-provocation or detente toward the
regional communist states, based on greater awareness of
the security concerns of Vietnam and Chinaj; and, progressive
domestic policies emphasizing movement toward economic and
social justice to be achieved within the framework of an
emergent democratic-open politiczl system,

Regarding the prescriptive point made above as a
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third major observation from this study, any nation (par-
ticularly the smaller ones) must correctly read and inter-
pret recurrent and changing patterns in its regional and
global environment, As for dealing with the superpowers
and surviving their competitive relationships, it is ncw
apparent as ever that a position of genuine non-alignment
is generally the most practical for a small state, parti=-
cularly in the Asian context, Joining with the U.S,., (as
in the case of Thailand) or with the Soviet Union (Vietnam
or, currently, Afghanistan) only generates counterpressures
from the other side calling forth the neutralist truism
that "when the elephants play the grass gets trampled."

The final and related point is that domestic
strength and stability manifested in popular support for
a political system and government, is a prerequisite for
avoiding grea. power intervention and great power rivalry
over any nation or region, and that this can best be achieved
by movement toward economic and social justice for the
populace, This is the systemic or historical wind of
change that Thai leaders must "bend"™ to--as has been ac-
knowledged by Thai civilian governments, however short

their period of rule,
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