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CHOICES FOR COALITION-BUILDING:

The Soviet Presence in Asia and American Policy Alternatives

SUMMARY

The Military Character of the Soviet Presence in Asia

Since World War II, Asia has been a region of shifting alignments
in the on-going rivalry between the Soviet Union and the United States.
The major assumption underlying this analysis is that the worldwide
growth of Soviet military power and its projection into Asia has been--
and will continue to be--the primary factor shaping the evolving pattern
of international alignments in the region.

Moscow has very limited economic influence in Asia, and its
political access is restricted to countries such as Vietnam which fear
pressures from China. Thus, military resources are the predominant form
of Soviet influence in the region.

Soviet Efforts to Establish a Great Power Condominium

Soviet policy toward Asia, since the period of the German-Japanese
"axis," has been designed to prevent a two-front challenge to the
security of the USSR in the form of an alliance between a major western
power and an industrializing Asian state. Moscow has attempted to build
a condominium of countries, of which it would be the major power, to
protect its Asian frontier. This was first attempted in the 1950s
through the alliance with China in the context of the international
communist movement. In the late 1960s, when the Sino-Soviet alliance
had been transformed into a military confrontation, Moscow proposed--to
little effect--the formation of an "Asian Collective Security" grouping
designed to isolate the Chinese.

The Soviets have proposed to the United States, on several ’p
occasions since the early 1960s, some form of collusion over —— ‘
developments in Asia, primarily in order to retard the growth of Chinese
power and influence. These proposals have been rejected repeatedly by 0
the United States. The U.S. and USSR cannot negotiate a deal or O

bilateral arrangement on future alignments and security relationships in ™
Asia. A condominium of the major powers would gain no general -
acceptance; and the growing Soviet military presence in Asia is likely -—
to be highly unsettling to the maintenance of a loose balance of N4
relations among the major and regional states. The trend in the 1980s
is likely to be toward increasing regional polarization along the
faultline of the Sino-Soviet feud and Soviet-American competition.
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The Building of Rival Anti-Chinese and "Anti-Hegemony" Coalitionms

Since the mid-1970s Moscow has attempted to build a political
coalition and a related military base structure designed to contain
China and counter the American military presence in Asia. This
coalition is based on bilateral security ties with Mongolia, Vietnam,
India, Afghanistan, South Yemen, and Ethiopia.

In reaction to Moscow's invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968 and the
Soviet military buildup along the Sino-Soviet frontier, China moved
during the 1970s to establish a security relationship with the United
States. Peking seeks to form an "anti-hegemony" united front composed
of the People's Republic of China (PRC), Japan, the United States, and
the NATO countries, as well as other states friendly to the U.S. such as
members of the Association for Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN),
Pakistan, and Egypt.

In the 1980s Moscow will seek to forestall the consolidation of
this coalition, by trying to gain greater influence in Indonesia (which
fears a growing Chinese presence in Southeast Asia), and by enticing the
Japanese to invest in the development of the natural resources of the
Soviet Far East. The Soviets will also attempt to pull North Korea to
their side in the Sino-Soviet feud, probably by trying to influence a
leadership succession struggle in Pyongyang. They will strengthen their
military assets and base structure in Asia so as to neutralize the
American military presence, intimidate the Chinese and Japanese, and
weaken America's ties to its allies. Moscow will seek to create a sense
of insecurity along the sea and air lines of communication by which the
U.S. would reinforce its allies in time of war, and through which Japan
and other countries gain access to Middle Eastern oil and other natural
resources, and promote trade.

America's Asia Policy in the 1980s

An effective American Asia policy must be designed to strengthen
ties to its traditional allies--Japan, South Korea, the Philippines,
Thailand, Australia, and New Zealand--and to develop the capability of
mobilizing a broader coalition of states in response to evidence of
greater Soviet aggressiveness. The challenge to the U.S. is to do this
without gratuitously provoking Moscow's fears of encirclement and
generating an action-reaction cycle of Soviet and American policy
initiatives which would compound the trend toward regional polarization.

While the particular strengths of America's relations with Asia are
its economic vitality and political/cultural ties to the various
countries of the region, U.S. policy regarding the Soviet presence must
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operate at three very different levels of activity:

The U.S. Military Presence. American strategic as well as
conventional military forces must be strengthened so as to reduce
present doubts among allies and friendly states about our willingness
and ability to deter the Soviets and respond to regional military
challenges. Theater nuclear and conventional air and naval forces in
Asia (and in other regions of relevance to the security of East Asia,
such as South and Southwest Asia, and the Middle East) must be
maintained in order to secure sea and air lines of communication and
counter direct Soviet challenges (such as Moscow's garrisoning of
Japan's northern territories) or proxy threats (as through Vietnamese
actions in Indochina). The U.S. must also demonstrate greater
responsiveness to the security needs of its allies through military
sales and assistance programs, and by maintaining working relations with
regional military elites through various training programs and on-going
consultations.

Collaboration with Allies and Friends. There is a clear consensus
that in the 1980s the U.S.-Japan security relationship must be
transformed into a functioning military and political alliance which
reflects the greater equality among the partners as well as the special
strengths and limitations affecting each of them. Economic tensions
must be managed so as to minimize political strains in the relationship.
The U.S. must also continue to encourage the growth of the ASEAN
coalition in both political and economic terms, and potentially in
security matters as well--especially if the Vietnamese and Soviet
military threats to Southeast Asia continue to increase.

There is considerable division of opinion in the U.S. over the
development of a security relationship with China. The bilateral U.S.-
PRC tie must be strengthened in political, social, and economic areas of
activity to reinforce the strategic flexibility accorded both countries
in the 1970s by the full normalization of relations. Security
cooperation among the two powers, initiated in response to the Soviet
invasion of Afghanistan in 1980, however, should evolve "step by step"
in response to further Soviet challenges to the security of the U.S. and
the PRC. Moscow must come to see that its actions will have some
influence on the pace and direction in which Sino-American security
cooperation evolves; yet the Chinese must also find the U.S. responsive
to their needs for economic and defense modernization. American China
policy must thus be short of a gratuitous provocation to the Soviet
Union, yet capable of responding to security challenges from Moscow and
sensitive to PRC modernization requirements.

Direct Soviet-American Dealings in Asia. Cooperative U.S.-Soviet
dealings in Asia will be limited by the fact that Moscow's presence in
the region is largely military in character, and its objectives are so
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competitive with American purposes. Yet minimizing the possibilities of
direct confrontations which hold the risk of military conflict will
remain an important shared interest. Thus, Washington and Moscow must
maintain a dialogue on Asian issues; and there may be prospects for
tacit or explicit arms control arrangements either in the context of a
possible SALT III round, or over regional problems such as the military
balance on the Korean Peninsula.

In any such discussions with the Soviets, however, the U.S. must be
sensitive to the concerns of friendly and allied states that their
interests not be adversely affected by such talks, and to past Soviet
efforts to draw the U.S. into at least the appearance of a great power
condominium over the affairs of the region. Close American consultation
with formal or implicit allies will be important to minimizing the
possibly corrosive effects of U.S.-Soviet discussions.

American involvement in the economic development of the Soviet Far
East must similarly be sensitive to the interests of countries like
Japan and China which have territorial conflicts or security concerns
with the USSR. Investment and technology transfers should be linked to
the overall state of U.S.-Soviet relations and Moscow's actions in Asia.
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CHOICES FOR COALITION-BUILDING:

The Soviet Presence in Asia and American Policy Alternatives

Richard H. Solomon*
I. INTRODUCTION
Since World War II Asia has been a region of shifting alignments in
the on-going global rivalry between the Soviet Union and United States.
In Europe the pattern of alliances between East and West, between the
NATO states and the Warsaw Pact, has remained relatively stable for more
than thirty years; and until recently much of the developing world, from
West Asia and the Middle East through Africa and Latin America, has been
at the margins of Soviet-American competition. In Asia, however, the
post-war years have been characterized by major periodic alterations in
the pattern of great power relationships as they affect the Soviet~-
American competition. The Sino-Soviet alliance of the 1950s gave way to
political feuding in the 1960s, and a military confrontation in the
1970s. China's unsuccessful efforts of the 1960s to organize a third
international center around the '"newly emerging forces' of the
developing world, symbolized by Indonesia's Sukarno, gave way in the
1970s to openings toward the non-communist states of Japan, the United
States, and Western Europe as Peking sought protection against Soviet
political and military pressures and access to advanced technology and

development capital. Concurrent with these changes has been India's

* Richard H. Solomon directs The Rand Corporation's research pro~
gram on International Security Policy, and also heads the Social Science
Department. From 1971 to 1976 he served on the staff of the National
Security Council, having previously been professor of political science
at the University of Michigan. The views expressed in this analysis are
his own, and do not necessarily reflect those of The Rand Corporation or
any of its sponsors.
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shift from balanced relations between East and West in the 1950s to
near-alignment with the Soviet Union in the 1970s.

The primary forces animating these changes in relationships among
the major powers, and regional developments related to them, have been
the state of Sino-Soviet relations and the Soviet-American competition.
The bipolar character of regional alignments in the 1950s reflected the
Sino-Soviet alliance and Soviet~American Cold War. The fluidity of the
subsequent decade was stimulated by the eruption of the Moscow-Peking
feud. And the 1970s brought to Asia a renewed trend toward polarization
along the faultline of the Sino-Soviet military confrontation,
reinforced by the breakdown of Soviet-American detente at mid-~decade.

The 1980s presents the United States, the Soviet Union, and the
major and minor states of Asia with choices about how far to press this
new polarization. How far should they proceed in building coalitions or
formal alliances with which to contain the influence of adversaries and
their allies? Is it possible to attain a stable balance of
relationships among the the major powers; or will continuing rivalry
among the Soviet Union on the one hand, and China, Japan, and the United
States on the other, drive Asia again toward confrontation?

The major assumption underlying this analysis is that the worldwide
growth of Soviet military power, and its projection into Asia, is the
primary factor shaping the emerging pattern of alignments in the region.
This growth of Soviet military resources is ominous, yet ambiguous in
purpose. Does Moscow intend to engage in coercive diplomacy through
military pressures to gain the influence it lacks because of its modest

political and economic ties to Asia? Will the Soviets seek to work out
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a great power '"deal" on the region--as they have proposed to the United
States in various forums since the late 1960s--in order to guarantee
their access and inhibit the formation of a coalition of major and
regional states against them?

This analysis concludes that it is highly unlikely that the great
powers can negotiate an understanding about future alignments in Asia.
A condominium of the major states would gain no general acceptance, just
as "spheres of influence" politics has been outdated by the global reach
of Soviet and American power and the increasing fluidity of the
international system. Moreover, the predominantly military character of
the Soviet presence is likely to be unsettling rather than stabilizing,
especially as Moscow seeks to strengthen its position in Asia and
related regions such as the Middle East by involving itself in local
disputes and political instabilities in an effort to secure new allies.

As a consequence, the challenge to the United States in formulating
an Asia policy is to respond to the Soviet Union's growing involvement
by maintaining a stabilizing presence that will protect our own
interests and those of our allies. We must establish the capability to
mobilize a countervailing coalition in response to Soviet pressures, yet
to do so without gratuitously provoking Moscow's concerns about

"encirclement."

The particular dilemma facing American policymakers in
the coming decade is to prevent an action-reaction cycle of Soviet and
American initiatives in Asia (as elsewhere) that would unnecessarily
polarize the region and increase the risks of military confrontation.

This study is divided into two parts. The first section reviews

the evolution of the Soviet Union's involvement in Asia in the years
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since World War II in order to set the context for the relationships and

rivalries of the 1980s. The second part identifies the major

characteristics of the contemporary Soviet presence in Asia, and
develops a set of perspectives on American policy alternatives toward

the region and the Soviet Union's involvement in it.
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II. KREMLIN STRATEGIES FOR SECURING THE USSR'S ASIAN FRONTIER

Contemporary Soviet concerns about the security of the USSR's Asian
frontier are rooted in the history of the Mongol invasion of Russia in
the 12th and 13th centuries and the more recent experience in the 1900s
of major Asian countries, such as Japan and China, allying themselves
with imperial states of the West. While the colonial European powers
who gained spheres of influence in China during the 19th century did not
constitute a direct military threat in Asia to Tsarist Russia, Moscow's
defeat at the hands of the Japanese imperial navy in 1905 presented a
more immediate challenge to Russian security.

Soviet fears of a two-front military threat were first stimulated
by Western interventions against the newly founded Bolshevik state at
Archangel and Vladivostok in 1919, and then fully realized in the
German-Japanese "axis" of the 1940s. In the 20th Century Moscow's Asian
security problem has been to prevent a modernizing Asian country from
allying itself with a hostile power of the West to constitute a two-

front challenge to the Soviet Union.

A UNITED FRONT OF SOCIALIST AND ANTI-COLONIAL STATES

The post-World War II era in Asia began positively for the Soviet
Union. Moscow's establishment in late 1949 of an alliance with the
newly victorious Chinese Communists, and the concomitant diminution of
Western influence in China and the decolonized states of the region,
seemed to establish a golden age for Soviet interests. The eastern
frontier of the USSR was secured through the alliance witg China; and

Moscow's influence was projected widely through vigorous communist
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movements in North Korea, Malaya, and Indochina, and anti-colonial
governments in Burma, Indonesia, and India.

Through these developments, and in combination with prior Soviet
initiatives in Eastern Europe, Moscow established a two-front security
challenge to the United States. The Truman and Eisenhower
administrations responded by establishing the NATO alliance in Europe,
CENTO in the Middle East, and a series of bilateral and multilateral
security treaties in Asia: with the Philippines (1952), the Republic of
Korea (1954), the Republic of China on Taiwan (1954), Japan (1960), the
ANZUS states (Australia and New Zealand) in 1951, and the SEATO treaty
of 1955 with Australia, New Zealand, Pakistan, the Philippines,
Thailand, and European allies with interests in Asia.

Moscow's golden age was short-lived, however. Chinese opposition
to the Soviet Union playing a major role in Asia was first evident in
Peking's lack of support for Soviet participation in the 1955 Bandung
Conference of Asian and African states, and later fully expressed in the
Sino-Soviet polemics of the 1960s. Peking openly resisted Moscow's
participation in the Second African-Asian Conference of 1964 on the

grounds that the USSR was not an Asian country.[1] The concurrent

[1] See "Statement of the Government of the People’'s Republic of
China on the Soviet Government's Statement Concerning the Preparatory
Meeting for the Second Asian-African Conference," Peking Review, No. 23,
June 5, 1964, p. 7.

Analysts of Sino-Soviet relations have noted the origins of
Peking's challenge to Soviet influence in Asia and other Third World
areas in statements by Mao Zedong's colleague (only later to be purged)
Liu Shaoqi. In 1946 Liu told Anna Louise Strong that Mao had developed
an Asiatic form of Marxism that would influence other developing coun-
tries in Asia, a perspective Liu repeated in November, 1949 at a Trade
Union Conference of Asian and Australasian Countries in Peking. See
Donald S. Zagoria, The Sino-Soviet Conflict, 1956-1961 (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1962), pp. 14-15.




breakdown of the Moscow-Peking security relationship--resulting from
Chinese and Soviet differences over the PRC's fledgling nuclear weapons

program, defense and foreign policies, and Peking's initiative in the

Taiwan Strait crisis of 1958--led Moscow to seek a combination of
political and military measures to contain the expansion of Chinese
influence in Asia.

This effort began in the mid-~1950s with the efforts of Khrushchev
and Bulgenin to develop ties with India, Burma, and Ondonesia. And
during the last years of the Khrushchev era, the Soviet leadership
sought to use the signing of a limited nuclear test ban treaty with the
United States in 1963 to build political pressures against the Chinese
and their anticipated detonation of nuclear weapons.[2] And prior to the
first explosion of a Chinese atomic bomb in 1964, American and Soviet
leaders even mused about the possibility of joint or tacitly coordinated

Soviet-American military action against China's nuclear facilities.[3
g

A MILITARY BUILDUP AND ASIAN COLLECTIVE SECURITY

Khrushchev's successors, while less flamboyant and impulsive than
the purged Soviet leader, took the Chinese challenge no less seriously.
After failing to reestablish a positive relationship with the Chinese
following Khrushchev's ouster, Brezhnev and Kosygin initiated a military

buildup along the Sino-Soviet frontier in 1965 that saw Russian

divisions increase over a decade from an initial deployment of 17 to

more than 45 (including three stationed in the Mongolian People's

{2] Theodore C. Sorensen, Kennedy (New York: Harper and Row,
1965), pp. 724-725; Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., A Thousand Days: John
F. Kennedy in the White House (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1956), p. 915.

[3]) See Schlesinger, A Thousand Days, p. 904.

: et it i oo .
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Republic). And while the USSR's buildup against China stabilized
numerically by the late 1970s, continuing qualitative improvements in
weaponry and associated equipment are heightening the combat
capabilities of these forces.[4] (At the same time, Moscow continues to
increase its air and naval deployments in the Soviet Far East targeted
on Japan and U.S. forces in Asia).

Despite the venom in Chinese political attacks on the United States
durirg the 1960s, American leaders came to warn Soviet leaders of the
adverse consequences of military action against the Chinese, much as
they had rejected Chiang Kai-shek's appeals for American support of
Taiwan-based military action against the south China coast during 1962-
63 at the time of the collapse of Peking's "Great Leap Forward." [5]
Moscow, however, has sought to deal with what it views as a growing
Chinese political and military challenge through its own military
deployments along the Sino-Soviet frontier, reinforced by the creation
of a political coalition which will isolate Peking within the
international communist movement, in the Third World, and in Asia. As
part of this effort, in 1969--following the first of a series of serious
military clashes along the Sino-Soviet frontier--Soviet Communist Party
General Secretary Brezhnev called for the establishment of a "system of
collective security” in Asia as an alternative to balance of power

politics, and as a replacement for "existing military-political

[4) See The Military Balance, 1979-1980 (London: International
Institute for Strategic Studies, 1979), p. 10.

[5]) For the Kennedy administration's position, see Sorensen, Ken-
nedy, pp. 661-662; for the Nixon administration's position, see Henry A.
Kissinger, White House Years (Boston: Little, Brown, 1979), pp. 183~
186.
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groupings.'[6] This vague concept was read by almost all observers,
however, as constituting the basis for a new, anti-China coalition.[7]

Despite widespread distrust of Chinese intentions throughout the
region, the Soviets found virtually no takers for their proposal.
Would-be non-aligned states like India and Indonesia, while viewing
China as their major security challenge, failed to endorse the Brezhnev
initiative, as did socialist states such as North Vietnam and North
Korea who sought to balance themselves between the contending Chinese
and Russians. Only the Mongolian People's Republic and Iran spoke out
in favor of the idea.[8}

Brezhnev's call for the formation of an Asian Collective Security
system reinforced the impact of related developments in Sino-Soviet
relations and Soviet foreign policy, impelling China's leaders to
undertake their third major departure in foreign policy since the
founding of the People's Republic of China (PRC) in 1949--an opening to
the West. Mao Zedong and Zhou Enlai read Brezhnev's proposal as part of
the Soviet leader's earlier assertion that "proletarian
internationalism" justified "support for progressive forces in all
countries,” a policy of limited sovereignty for socialist states that

was used to rationalize the Soviet military intervention into

[6) L. I. Brezhnev, "For Strengthening the Solidarity of Commun-
ists, for a New Upswing in the Anti-Imperalist Struggle" (June 7, 1969),
as translated in Current Digest of the Soviet Press, Vol. XXI, No. 23
(July 2, 1969), p. 16.

[7] See Bernard Gwertzman, "Moscow May Seek Asian Defense Pact,"
New York Times, June 14, 1969; and Kissinger, White House Years, pp.
178, 180.

[8) Arnold L. Horelick, The Soviet Union's "Asian Collective Secu-
rity" Proposal: A Club in Search of Members (Santa Monica: The Rand
Corporation, March, 1974), P-5195.
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Czechoslovakia in the summer of 1968.[9] The Sino-Soviet border clashes
of the following year, whatever their origin, dramatized to the Chinese
the significance of the Soviet military buildup along their northern
frontier initiated four years earlier.[10] They signaled to the world
that the Moscow-Peking feud had passed beyond its political origins to
become a direct and immediate threat to China's security.

THE EVOLUTION OF AN "ANTI-HEGEMONY" COUNTER-COALITION, AND MOSCOW'S WEST :
ASIAN "BREAKOUT"

China's awareness of its vulnerability before a growing and
increasingly assertive Soviet military presence in Asia stimulated PRC
leaders in the 1970s to repair their country's tenuous links to the ;
international community. These ties had been strained by the years of
Cultural Revolution turmoil, during which Peking had recalled all but
one of its ambassadors stationed abroad. During the decade Zhou Enlai's
artful diplomacy achieved China's long-resisted admission to the United
Nations, the establishment of diplomatic relations with the states of
Western Europe, and ultimately the normalization of relations with Japan
and the United States. The objective of this reactivated Chinese
foreign policy was to build a coalition of states united on the theme of

"anti-hegemony,” opposed to Soviet expansionism and Moscow's efforts to

[9] See Brezhnev's speech to the Fifth Congress of the Polish Unit-
ed Workers' Party (November 12, 1968), as translated in Current Digest
of the Soviet Press, Vol. XX, No. 46, pp. 3-5; also the Brezhnev speech
cited in footnote 7 above. é

{10] For differing interpretations of the origins of the Sino-

Soviet border clashes of 1969, see: Roger G. Brown, "Chinese Politics
and American Foreign Policy: A New Look at the Triangle," Foreign Poli-
cy, No. 23, Summer 1976, pp. 3-23; and Thomas W. Robinson, 'The Sino-
Soviet Border Dispute: Background, Development, and the March 1969
Clashes," American Political Science Review, Vol. LXVI, No. &, December

1972, pp. 1175-1202.
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create collective security arrangements in Asia and bilateral defense
relationships throughout the Third World.

Moscow's reaction to the first signs of this major shift in PRC
foreign policy was to accelerate efforts in the early 1970s to reduce
tensions with the United States through the diplomacy of detente--even
as programs to modernize and expand strategic and conventional weaponry
proceeded apace. For the first half of the decade the Soviets competed
with the Chinese to improve relations with the U.S. and Europe, a
situation that in the period 1971-73 facilitated the negotiation of
agreements on Berlin, the prevention of accidental nuclear war, and the
first strategic arms limitation treaty.[11]

During the brief years of detente, the Soviets first attempted to
preclude and then to draw the U.S. away from its formative relationship
with the Chinese and establish the appearance, if not the reality, of a
Soviet-American condominium in global affairs. Soviet proposals for the
treaty on the prevention of nuclear war initially included language that
would have justified joint Soviet-American military action against China
in the event of some Chinese provocation--an implication of the
agreement repeatedly rejected by the U.S.{12]} And senior Soviet leaders
sought to convince the Nixon and Ford administrations that detente could
be sustained only on the basis of an end to the process of normalizing

Sino-American relations.[13]

(11] Kissinger, White House Years, pp. 766, 835-840.

{12] Ibid., pp. 545, 548-550, 554, 708, 1146, 1152, 1208.

{13] Ibid., p. 1251; and Richard M. Nixon, RN: The Memoirs of
Richard Nixon (New York: Grosset and Dunlap, 1978), p. 1030.
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By the mid-1970s the Soviet leadership seems to have reached the
conclusion that detente was not moving events in a direction favorable
to Soviet interests.[14] This reassessment seems to have been based on a
combination of Soviet unhappiness with the limited economic payoffs of
the new relationship with the U.S. (as a result of Congressional
resistance to trade concessions for the USSR embodied in the Jackson-
Vanik and Stevenson amendments), distrust of American purposes in its
Middle East diplomacy, and the slowly evolving China connection. This
shift in policy probably also reflected a feeling in Moscow that, in
view of the uncertain benefits of detente, Soviet interests could be
pursued most effectively by invoking the USSR's growing military
capabilities, through direct and assertive efforts to establish clients
in the Third World to counter Western and Chinese influence. It may be
that in view of Moscow's limited capabilities for projecting the
influence of the USSR abroad through political and economic means, the
only reliable instrument of foreign policy is seen to be the use of
military assets: arms sales, military assistance, support of proxy
military interventions or, in the extreme, the direct use of Soviet
armed forces.

In any event, Soviet actions of the latter part of the decade
reflected a decision to grasp at new opportunities to extend the
influence of the USSR in the developing world, whatever the impact on
the still tenuous foundation of detente with the West. Beginning in

1975 Moscow embarked on a series of initiatives through direct military

{14]) This interpretation is developed at length in William G. Hy-
land, Soviet-American Relations (Santa Monica: The Rand Corporation,
1981).
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action and by way of assistance to Cuban, East German, and Vietnamese
proxies--in Angola, Ethiopia, Somalia, South Yemen, Nicaragua,
Indochina, and Afghanistan--that brought the process of detente to a
standstill and in reaction accelerated the repolarization of Asia.

The latter half of the 1970s can be seen, in retrospect, as a
period in which the Soviets resorted to various military initiatives to
counter what they saw as an evolving anti-Soviet coalition of China,
Japan, the United States, and Western Europe. The impact of their
actions, however, was to accelerate the process of coalescence, speeding
the full normalization of Peking's relations with Japan and the United
States and--after their invasion of Afghanistan--justifying the
evolution of Sino-American relations into areas of low-level defense
cooperation. To be sure, such developments were implicit in the events
of the early 1970s; but Soviet actions raised the sense of direct
military threat from the USSR and accelerated political initiatives that
otherwise might have taken many more years to play out, if they would
have been realized at all.

Much of the Soviet action during the period 1975-1979 took place in
Africa and the Persian Gulf: the intervention, along with Cuban proxies,
in the Angolan civil war; involvement in the Ethiopian Marxist
revolution against Emperor Haile Selassie in 1977, the shift of support |
from Somalia to Ethiopia and the development of port facilities at
Massawa and Dahlak; involvement in South Yemen and the development of
naval and air facilities at Aden and on the island of Socotra; and the f

invasion of Afghanistan in late 1979.
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These initiatives did much to degrade confidence in Soviet
intentions and enhanced the American political reaction against detente.
They also enhanced public awareness of the linkage between the economic
security of Western Europe, Japan, and other industrializing states of
East Asia and access to Middle Eastern energy supplies. Henceforth the
security of Asia could not be reckoned in regional terms alone. An
ability to defend the sea lanes and maintain access to distant oil
resources would be critical to a sense of confidence in the future.
Security planning was increasingly globalized.

By 1978, however, events began to have a more direct impact on
alignments in East Asia. In the spring, Sino-Japanese negotiations over
a peace and friendship treaty, which had languished for several years
following normalization of diplomatic relations in 1972, gained renewed
momentum. Despite Soviet threats about the effect on Russo-Japanese
relations of Tokyo signing a treaty with China containing an "anti-
hegemony" clause, the negotiations were successfully concluded during
the summer. Vice Premier Deng Xiaoping traveled to Tokyo in September
for the official signing ceremony. He carried warnings about the Soviet
threat to world peace that rendered Japanese denials that the "anti-
hegemony" clause of the treaty was specifically directed against the
Soviet Union ritualistic and implausible.

During the spring and summer of that same year Sino-Vietnamese
tensions accelerated dramacically in the wake of border clashes along
the Vietnamese-Cambodian frontier initiated by the brutal and xenophobic
Pol Pot government of "Kampuchea'--a government closely tied to the

Chinese. Further tensions resulted from Hanoi's forced expulsion of
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hundreds of thousands of ethnic Chinese, either over Vietnam's northern
border into the PRC or out to sea as '"boat people,” burdening the states
of Southeast Asia with a flood of refugees. In response, the Chinese
acted in a manner reminiscent of Soviet pressures against the PRC in
1960: they suddenly cut off all economic assistance to the Vietnamese.

The Soviets wasted little time in involving themselves in the feud,

initially by admitting the Vietnamese to COMECON (the Moscow-based
Council of Mutual Economic Assistance) in the record time of two days,
and by accelerating deliveries of military equipment to Hanoi. In the
fall--as Vietnamese troops prepared to invade Kampuchea--Moscow and
Hanoi signed a treaty of peace and friendship that included the
obligation to consult in the event of threats to the security of either
party. And Russian ships and aircraft began appearing regularly at the
American-built naval and air facilities at Danang and Cam Ranh Bay.
During this same period the Sino-American normalization
negotiations, which had been desultory during the first years of the
Carter administration, took on new life. Following the visit to Peking
of the President's na