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PREFACE

This study examines Soviet attitudes toward and relations with the
Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) since its founding in 1967,
focusing special attention on relations from 1980 to the present. The study
examines the importance of ASEAN to Soviet strategic objectives in the South-
east Asian region. The study considers Soviet commentary on US~ASEAN rela-
tions and Vietnam's role as the major Soviet proxy in the region. Because
this study focuses on Soviet contacts, commentary, and activities which
impinge upon and have elicited responses from ASEAN as an organization, it
does not usually examine bilateral relations between the USSR and each ASEAN
state or active measures and other covert activities aimed at the individual
states. However, Soviet bilateral activities, if they elicit a coordinated
response from more than one ASEAN state, are considered here as ASEAN-wide in
context and are discussed.

This study is based exclusively on open-source information, particu-
larly on Soviet media commentary. It is designed to match in form, and to
update, Soviet Perceptions of the South Pacific and Antartic Regions: An
Examination of Unclassified Soviet Sources, DDE-2200-63-80 (July 1979),
Chapter 5, Section 1, "ASEAN," pp. 53-68 (U).
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SUMMARY

The Association of Southeast Asian Nations (Indonesia, Malaysia, Philip-
pines, Singapore, Thailand, and Brunei) has become increasingly active as a
regional economic, political, and informal military organization. A major
impetus to the vitalization of ASEAN has been the threat posed by the reunifi-
cation of Vietnam and, more significantly, Vietnam's invasion of Cambodia.
Vietnamese militarism in the region is generally seen by the ASEAN states as
directly supported by the Soviet Union. The Soviet Union has greatly enhanced
its presence and power projection capabilities in the region since the
reunification of Vietnam, having established bases at Da Nang and Cam Ranh
Bay. The ASEAN states have generally opposed Soviet-Vietnamese expansionism,
mainly through political-diplomatic means, although some military cooperation
among the members of ASEAN is increasingly apparent.

The Soviets have used propaganda as a major instrument of influence in the
ASEAN states. The Soviets use propaganda in an attempt to subvert ASEAN's
official opposition to Soviet-Vietnamese expansionism, both by appealing to
pro—Soviet factions within the ASEAN states and by attempting to exacerbate
differences of opinion regarding the threat among the ASEAN states. The per-
sistent Soviet propaganda effort to destroy ASEAN's stance against Soviet-
Vietnamese expansionism takes the form of warning that the '"real" danger to
ASEAN is US and Chinese "hegemonism,'" and stressing that the Vietnamese occu-
pation of Cambodia is "fraternal assistance" to Cambodia. The Soviet Union
and Vietnam have pushed the idea of a regional peace conference involving the
conclusion of nonaggression treaties among the participants as a first stage
toward the creation of a collective security arrangement in Asia.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), created in 1967, is
composed of Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore, Thailand, and
Brunei (this latter state joined ASEAN in January 1984). ASEAN is of stra-
tegic interest to the Soviet Union because its members sit astride sea routes
linking the European and Pacific regions of the Soviet Union and the Pacific
and Indian Oceans. The Soviet projection of power into the region allows the
Soviets to threaten cutoff of trade and military transit through the region in
case of world conflict. The Soviet presence also serves to check Chinese
ambitions there and to block Western attempts to foster peaceful economic and
political development among the states of the region. Since the reunification
of Vietnam in 1975 the Soviet presence in the region has greatly increased.
The main problem that the USSR has in expanding its influence in the region is
the continued anti-Soviet orientation of the ASEAN states. Following the
Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia in December, 1978, ASEAN's anti-Sovietism
(and anti-communism) became stronger. The invasion halted tentative ASEAN
diplomatic overtures toward Vietnam and increased ASEAN's military-political
contacts with the West. Soviet diplomatic efforts since 1978 have focused on
getting the ASEAN states to accede to Vietnamese control over Cambodia and to
move to a more pro-Soviet (and by implication, anti-Western) political stance.
Although the Soviet Union has not been very successful to date in achieving
its goals regarding ASEAN, it has persistently attempted, through diplomatic
overtures to individual ASEAN states and through subversion (not examined here
in detail), to influence the overall policy orientation of ASEAN.

2. BACKGROUND: ASEAN'S INTERNAL STRUCTURE AND EXTERNAL SECURITY RELATIONS
AND CONCERNS

a. Form and Composition of ASEAN

The human and material resources of the ASEAN states, and the location
of the states astride navigable straits and sea lanes, make them economically
and militarily important to the developed countries. The ASEAN states possess
a combined population of almost 300 million, well developed manufacturing/
industrial/banking sectors, and ample natural resources such as tin (Malaysia,
Thailand, and Indonesia are the world's three largest producers), rubber
(Malaysia is the world's largest producer), copper, petroleum, natural gas,
bauxite, nickel, and forestry/agricultural products (Thailand is one of the
world's largest exporters of rice). The strategic ocean straits, connecting
the Pacific and Indian Oceans, include the Bali, Luzon, Lombok, Makassar,
Malacca/Singapore (hereafter simply referred to as Malacca), Ombi-Wetar, and
Sunda straits. The geographical location of the states, in an area where the
US, USSR, and China have strategic interests, has made the ASEAN states
vulnerable to attempts at outside influence.

The first two post-WW II Southeast Asian regional precursors of ASEAN
were the Association of Southeast Asia (ASA), a political-economic association
formed in July 1961 and composed of Malaya, the Philippines, and Thailand; and
the "Greater Malay Federation" (Maphilindo), a loose federation formed in
July-August 1963 and composed of Malaya, the Philippines, and Indonesia.l
Although these two associations were short-lived, they paved the way for the
formation of ASEAN in August 1967, with the signing of the Bangkok




Declaration. The goals of ASEAN set forth in the Declaration are "to accel-
erate economic growth, social progress, and cultural development through joint
endeavors. . . ." The Declaration also called for nonalignment in inter-
national relations. Since the founding of ASEAN, its nature has been further
defined by agreements and declarations often formulated in response to dangers
to regional security. TFor instance, shortly after the British military with-
drawal from the region in November 1971, the ASEAN Foreign Ministers endorsed
a proposal for the establishment of a "Zone of Peace, Freedom, and Neutrality"
(ZOPFAN) in Southeast Asia.2 However, disagreement over the nature of ZOPFAN
has foreclosed its acceptance.

b. ASEAN States' Security Commitments

In dealing with the major perceived threats to the region--Vietnam,
the USSR, and China--the ASEAN states have relied on their own national mili-
tary forces, security agreements among the ASEAN states, and on security
agreements with major noncommunist powers. The reliance on one's own national
forces for security received official ASEAN sanction in 1976 as the concept of
national resilience. This concept, originally developed by the Indonesians
but endorsed by the ASEAN member-states, was described by Indonesian President
Suharto as the ability of an ASEAN member state to develop economically and
politically while maintaining its own security against external threats.3 The
concept of national resilience skirted the issue of formal defense cooperation
among the ASEAN states, still a sensitive issue among states which in the
recent past engaged in military operations against one another. This concept
of national resilience, basically a concept of self-defense which tolerates
both intra-and extra—-ASEAN security commitments of the member states, was
embodied in the Declaration of ASEAN Concord, signed at the February, 1976
summit meeting of the ASEAN heads of state.* The concept of national resil-
ience remains today the official approach of ASEAN toward security, although
there is an increasing de facto trend in the 1980s toward greater integrated
regional defense cooperation.

Besides the call for national resilience, the ASEAN states moved to
strengthen their political-economic cooperation. At the 1976 summit meeting
the heads of state discussed the ASEAN response to the North Vietnamese take-
over of South Vietnam. They decided to meet the Vietnamese threat by revital-
izing the structure of ASEAN to facilitate political and economic cooperation.
A permanent Secretariat was set up in Jakarta, and several documents which
institutionalized political and economic cooperation among the member states
were drawn up. They also agreed that ASEAN would not formally involve itself
in military cooperation, but that the individual member states could continue
bilateral efforts to combat insurgency.

Security cooperation among the ASEAN states has traditionally taken
the form of bilateral border security agreements. 1In the 1970s, Indonesia and
Malaysia, and Malaysia and Thailand, coordinated counterinsurgency efforts
against the Malaysian Communist Party. In 1976 Thailand and Malaysia and
Indonesia and Malaysia formally entered into border agreements which called
for joint military action against insurgency. In 1977 agreements were con-
cluded between Thailand and the Philippines, the Philippines and Singapore,
and Thailand and Malaysia for the exchange of defense intelligence and for the
holding of periodical meetings to discuss the problem of insurgency and
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subversion. Maritime security agreements have also been concluded to control
smuggling, gunrunning, and piracy in the Strait of Malacca.

The ASEAN states have also individually entered into security guaran-
tees with major noncommunist powers. These external security commitments
include: the Five-Power Defense Arrangement (ANZUK) linking Australia, New
Zealand, Britain, Malaysia, and Singapore, signed in 1971; the US-Philippines
Mutual Defense Treaty, signed in 1951; and the US-Thailand Executive Agree-
ment, termed the Rusk-Thanat Statement of 1962. The US is also indirectly
involved in ASEAN security as the 1951 signatory of the Security Treaty
between Australia, New Zealand, and the US (ANZUS); because Australia and New
Zealand are members of ANZUK, US guarantees of their security affect ASEAN
security. In the period since the Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia, the ASEAN
states have also come to rely, at least indirectly, on Chinese support against
Vietnamese expansionism, a posture which is disconcerting to some ASEAN states
fighting ethnic-Chinese (and, at least formerly, China-supported) insurgency.6

China and Vietnam have long competed for better relations with ASEAN,
but the Chinese were the first to perceive ASEAN as an ally. 1In 1973 China
began overtures to ASEAN but until 1977-1978 Vietnam denounced the organiza-
tion as US-controlled. China has urged a continued Western, and US, military
presence in the ASEAN states, although it has also unreservedly endorsed the
ZOPFAN proposal. Endorsement of ZOPFAN may either represent Chinese support
for any proposal which might keep Soviet influence from increasing in the
region or may represent China's long-term goal--the elimination of all major
powers from the region. 1In either event, the Chinese border attack against
Vietnam in 1979 and Chinese public statements of support £for ZOPFAN have
helped to dissuade Vietnam from further military expansion into Southeast
Asia. 1In these roles, then, China serves as a security guarantor for ASEAN.

c. Perceived Threats to ASEAN Security

The signing of the Soviet-Vietnamese Friendship and Cooperation Treaty
in November 1978 and the subsequent Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia halted
tentative ASEAN efforts to establish closer relations with the Hanoi govern-
ment. Most ASEAN -states perceive that some sort of cooperative relatiomship
with Vietnam could evolve in the future, given both Vietnam's geographical
membership in the Southeast Asian community of states and its economic needs.
Until recently, however, Vietnamese militancy has discouraged the ASEAN states
from establishing normal relations with Vietnam. Only if Vietnam withdraws
from Cambodia, asserts an independent (i.e., non-Soviet) foreign policy, and
halts anti-ASEAN rhetoric could trade and diplomatic relations with the ASEAN
countries become reality.

The assessment of the respective Soviet, Vietnamese, and Chinese
threats to ASEAN differs among the ASEAN states. Indonesia and Malaysia, both
with large, unassimilated Chinese minorities, fear Chinese-sponsored insur-
gency and long-term ambitioms, while Thailand and Singapore fear Vietnamese
(and Soviet-sponsored) threats to their security. The Filipinos perceive the
Soviets as more threatening than the Vietnamese. Indonesians have played down
the immediate Soviet threat to the region and have stressed the need for a
balanced policy toward the US and USSR.8  Malaysians and Indonesians have
favored solutions to the Cambodian problem which may leave some Vietnamese

3




control (such as establishment of a client regime), while Thais, Singaporeans,
and Filipinos have favored complete Vietnamese withdrawal of influence from
Cambodia.? Thailand has traditionally feared Vietnamese expansionism, and the
fall of Saigon to North Vietnam in 1975 and events since that time have only
accentuated traditional Thai apprehensions.l0 Thailand has sought Chinese
support in insuring its security. In May 1984, a Thai military delegation
headed by General Arthit Kamlang-ek, Supreme Military Commander, met with Zhao
Ziyang and PLA Chief of Staff Yang Dezhi. Negotiations were said to have
resulted in an arms sales agreement which may include the supply of Chinese
MiG-21ls to Thailand. Later in 1984, Thai Foreign Minister Sitthi Sawetsila
also led a delegation to Beijing. The Thai rapprochement with China was sup-
ported by the May 1984 meeting of the ASEAN foreign ministers. Malaysia has
also begun to improve relations with Beijing, sending former Foreign Minister
Tan Sri Ghazali Shafie to Beijing in June 1984. Other ASEAN states oppose
rapprochement with China. For example, the Philippines and China jointly
claim islands belonging to the Spratly Archipelago.11

The close Soviet relationship with Vietnam has constrained Soviet
efforts to increase its influence among the ASEAN states, although the various
ASEAN states differ in their assessment of the dangers of the Soviet-
Vietnamese alliance. In particular, Thailand has traditionally opposed Viet-
namese geostrategic ambitions in Indochina. The Thais strongly condemned the
invasion of Cambodia, indicating that '"they are not willing to tolerate the
projection of Vietnamese power into the whole of the Trans-Mekong area, espe-
cially when the projection of that power is supported by an external actor--
itself perceived to be a potential threat--that is, the Soviet Union."12
Soviet economic and military support for Vietnam amounts to several million
dollars a day, and "this and this alone enables Hanoi to continue its occupa-
tion of [Cambodia]."l3 Thai Deputy Prime Minister Thanat Khoman has stated
that, "It is as clear as daylight that if the [occupation and border] war goes
on, it is because of the support and assistance from the USSR itself."14 The
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and growing Soviet economic-military activities
in Vietnam have led the Thais to perceive the Cambodian invasion as part of
Soviet global ambitions. The Thais also have expressed concern over the
increasing activities of the Thai-based Moscow-line "Green Star" Communist
Party and over the basing, in Soviet Siberia, of Soviet S$S-20 IRBMs which
directly threaten Thai territory. A Thai elite survey found that 96% of Thai
elite members consider the Soviet Union a threat in three areas: subversion;
support of military aégression against Thailand by use of proxy states; and
destruction of ASEAN.l

Soviet subversion through local communist parties is a particularly
serious problem in the Philippines. The Soviets support both the traditional
pro-Soviet Philippine Communist Party (PKP) and the much larger Communist
Party of the Philippines (CPP-ML). The PKP has recently followed a policy of
eschewing harsh criticism of the Marcos govermment. The CPP-ML, on the other
hand, is dedicated to the armed overthrow of Marcos through its military arm,
the National People's Army (NPA). The CPP-ML has stated that it had over
30,000 members at the beginning of 1984 and that its military arm, the NPA,
had 20,000 members. The NPA is heavily involved in urban insurgency and
assassinations and has control over large rural areas. With its increasing
numbers, the NPA has become involved in conventional battles with the Philip-
pine Army.l6




3. GENERAL SOVIET OBJECTIVES IN SOUTHEAST ASIA

Soviet interest in state-to-state relations in Southeast Asia began in
earnest only after Stalin's death in 1953. 1In contrast, early Soviet interest
in revolution in Asia can be dated from Stalin's revolutionary article '"Don't
Forget the East,'" written in 1918, and proclamations of the Communist Informa-
tion Bureau (Cominform) in 1947. Before Stalin's death, the Soviet themes of
constructing "socialism in one country" and (after World War II) the "Two
Camps" doctrine dominated Soviet thinking, and hence led to the relative
neglect of opportunities for advancement in the third world through formal,
state-to-state channels. Instead, subversion and military force were the main
methods used to advance Soviet goals in the third world. Several communist
insurrections occurred in Southeast Asia in 1948-1950, at least partially
instigated by support from the newly formed Cominform and by the revolutionary
rhetoric of the Soviet-sponsored Asian Youth Conference held in Calcutta in
early 1948.17  For instance, after the head of the CP of Burma had returned
from Calcutta, in March 1948 insurrection broke out in several areas of Burma.
In Malaya a '"peoples' revolutionary war" was started by the Malayan CP in
1948. 1In the Philippines the Hukbalahap (Huks) launched all-out civil war at
the end of 1949. An uprising of communists took place in Indonesia in Septem—
ber 1948.18 1n Vietnam, the Vietnamese intensified their armed struggle in
1948 and extended their influence into Cambodia and Laos in 1949. 19 Major
examples of other communist hostile actions in the late 1940s and early 1950s
include the Soviet-backed North Korean invasion of South Korea and Soviet
meddling in the Civil War in China.

In 1956 at the 20th Party Congress Khrushchev formulated his theory of the
"zone of peace," which replaced the earlier "two camps'" thesis. The '"zone of
peace'" encompassed the ex-colonies and other independent states of the Third
World which were said to be on the road to socialism. One of the major indi-
cators of Soviet interest in Asia was the Soviet-supported Bandung Conference,
held in 1955 to encourage national liberation movements in the Third World.
In Southeast Asia the Soviet Union became active in supplying military equip-
ment and propaganda support to the Vietnamese after 1954 and to Sukarno of
Indonesia during 1959-1965. In the 1960s the Soviet Union became Vietnam's
arms supplier. 1In 1969 Brezhnev proposed that the Asian states form an Asian
Collective Security System. These and many other Soviet initiatives involving
Southeast Asia reveal the increased Soviet strategic interest in the region.?20

At present the Soviet Union has five interrelated objectives in Southeast
Asia: (1) to supplant US influence in the region by moving into the power
vacuum created after the US withdrew from Vietnam in 1973; (2) to contain
China by establishing a cordon sanitaire of Soviet client states around it;
(3) to prevent ASEAN from becoming a powerful regional security grouping and
to reduce the effectiveness of the tripartite Pacific Security Treaty alliance
(ANZUS), Manila Pact, and the Five-Power Defense Pact (ANZUK) in preventing
Soviet advancement; (4) to maintain and increase Soviet influence over Viet-
nam, Laos, and Cambodia, and to protect these client states from internal/
external threats; and (5) to comsolidate and increase Soviet naval and air
power projection capabilities in the region for the purpose of containing
China, protecting Vietnam, and establishing control over vital sea straits
linking the South China Sea to the Indian Ocean.2l The Soviet Union uses a
variety of means to accomplish these objectives, including propaganda,
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diplomatic, military, economic, and cultural means. Propaganda is dissemi-
nated through radio broadcasts beamed at Southeast Asia and through 1local
newspapers subsidized by the Soviet Union. Diplomatic overtures include the
attempt to set up an "Asian Collective Security System" dominated by the
Soviet Union. Military means include establishment of air and naval bases at
Cam Ranh Bay and holding of joint military exercises in the South China Sea
with Vietnam. Economic overtures include attempts to increase trade ties with
ASEAN. TLastly, the Soviets have established cultural and scientific exchange
programs with some of the ASEAN states.

The military expansion of the Soviet Union has included a role for a
global, "blue-water" navy. In pursuing the goal of a blue-water navy the
Soviets have established naval bases worldwide and have demanded the right to
transit international straits without hindrance. Soviet commentary has indi-
cated a great Soviet concern that ASEAN might become closely aligned with
South Korea, Japan, and Australia, thereby pooling their naval forces and
effectively blocking Soviet naval passage through the Malacca Strait and Indo-
nesian straits. As one Western analyst explains, "Such a naval ring would be
a most effective naval defense system, in fact completely stalemating the
Soviet navy in Southeast and Northeast Asian waters. This would pose a stra-
tegic threat to Moscow's capability to defend the Soviet Far East and
Siberia."22

The Malacca Strait is particularly important to the Soviets. The deepest
of the straits, it allows the shortest and quickest transit between the South
China Sea and the Indian Ocean. The littoral states--Malaysia, Indonesia, and
Singapore-—possess fast patrol craft, Exocet and Gabriel antiship missiles,
and torpedo-firing submarines. Hence the littoral ASEAN states have a signi-
ficant sea denial capability over the eastern and western approaches to the
Malacca Strait. In countering the ASEAN defense efforts, the Soviets have
moved to insure their free access through the Malacca and other Southeast
straits by petitioning the United Nations to insure that the straits are con-
sidered international waters, and by constantly attempting to sabotage
regional defense cooperation. For instance, Soviet propaganda about the Five-
Power Defense Arrangement (ANZUK) illustrates the Soviet goal of splitting up
the organization. Similarly, the Soviets constantly warn that defense co-
operation among the ASEAN states plays into the hands of the West and China.
Active steps which the Soviets have taken to ensure their access to, if not
control over, the straits include use of Cam Ranh Bay as the major source for
power projection into Southeast Asia, with the subsidiary use of Kompong Son
for naval and air power projection. Along with the major Soviet base on
Socotra Island off the coast of the PDRY, the Soviets have achieved potential
control over major straits and waterways leading to and from the Indian Ocean.

4. SOVIET PERCEPTIONS OF AND SECURITY OVERTURES TOWARD ASEAN

a. ASEAN as Perceived Through Marxist-Leninist Ideology

According to Marxism-Leninism, ASEAN represents an anticolonial group-
ing of developing countries (all but Thailand are ex-colonies and even Thai-
land is held to have been a vassal-state of Great Britain). 1In these states
the low-level native colonial administrators assumed power upon natiomal inde-
pendence. These native administrators formed the basis of a new national
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bourgeoisie. In the case of the ASEAN countries, the ruling bourgeoisie
formed ASEAN in order to thwart revolution by the national working classes and
to preserve Western military/economic/political ties which were endangered
when the British announced their military withdrawal from the region in the
late 1960s. 1In other words, the ASEAN states' bourgeoisie collude with the
world bourgeoisie. As one Soviet text states, the transition to independence
and national development in the ASEAN states "was accompanied. . . by focusing
real power in the hands of one person (the authoritarian form of rule) or a
narrow circle of persons, who represents the pinnacle of the military and/or
large industrial-banking bourgeoisie, [simultaneously with the] the reduction
or restriction of bourgeois-democratic freedoms, the intensification and
expansion of the social base of opposition--the right and the left--[and the
linking of the state to foreign capital.]"23 According to one Soviet writer,
political cooperation was central to ASEAN's formation, although ostensibly
the association was formed to further economic and cultural cooperation. The
primary political reason for establishing ASEAN was the safeguarding of
internal national security in order to preserve '"ideological- and class-
kindred réfimes and [to] secur[e] the interests and positions of the ruling
circles."2

According to the Soviets, after the Bali Summit of February 1976 ASEAN
strenthened ties with the United States. The leaders of ASEAN, faced with
socialist victory in Vietnam, wished to contain socialist Vietnam and crush
the national liberation movements in the region.2> The Diplomatic Dictionary,
edited by Andrei Gromyko, notes that ASEAN is under undisguised pressure from
the USA and other countries, which hope to impart on the association an anti-
socialist orientation, to urge them into confrontation with Vietnam, Laos, and
Cambodia, and to convert ASEAN into a military-political grouping.

b. The Soviet Asian Collective Security Proposal and ASEAN

The "Asian collective security" proposal reflects the Soviet goal of
securing recognition of its status as an Asian power by Asian states and
winning a general acceptance of the  occupation of_ Cambodia. The proposed
alliance system is primarily directed against China.2? Leonid Brezhnev cryp-
tically mentioned the Soviet proposal for a "system of collective security for
Asia" in a speech to the International Meeting of Communist and Workers'
parties delivered in Moscow on 7 June 1969. A month before Brezhnev's pro-
posal, a Soviet Ccorrespondent wrote that the decision by Prime Minister
Harold Wilson in January, 1968 to evacuate British military bases east of the
Suez Canal, '"paves the way for the laying of the foundations of collective
security" in Asia.28 The details of the Soviet plan remained vague, however.
In the December 1970 issue of SOVIET LAND Mikhail S. Kapitsa, Chief of the
First Far Eastern Department of the USSR Ministry of Foreign Affairs, admitted
that "no one can, of course, say concretely today how the system of collective
security in Asia can be set up and what form it should take. Collective
security will be the fruit. . . of joint searchings of Asian countries."
Kapitsa did state that such a system would not be a military bloc but rather
would constitute a loose economic/scientific/political confederation. No men-
tion was made by Kapitsa of the need for defense against outside aggressors.29




In March 1972, Brezhnev elaborated on his proposal for a collective
security system, stating that "collective security in Asia, as we see it,
should be based on such principles as renunciation of the use of force in
relations among states, respect of sovereignty and inviolability of borders,
noninterference in internal affairs, extensive development of economic and
other cooperation on the basis of full equality and mutual advantage."
Brezhnev juxtaposed his idea of collective security to the formation of "mili-
tary blocs and groupings'" in the region, but did not really spell out how the
collective security arrangement would differ from a military alliance.30

In the 6 June 1972 issue of SOVIET MILITARY REVIEW, Novosti military
commentator Svyatoslav Kozlov added to Brezhnev's description of collective
security, stressing that such a system would be outside UN control and would
involve setting up a regional executive body and the conclusion of bilateral
and multilateral security agreements among the prospective members. Kozlov
clarified the nature of the security system when he proposed that such an
organization should renounce the use of force, should disarm, and should
declare itself a nuclear-free zone. He implied that in the interim period
before disarmament, _if outside aggression occurred the member states could
take military action. '

The Soviets have attempted to incorporate the scheme of Asian collec-
tive security into bilateral agreements which they have concluded with Asian
states as a "first step" toward multilateral agreements. However, India
resisted inclusion of the scheme in its Friendship and Cooperation Treaty with
the Soviet Union concluded in August 1971, although the treaty does mention
the mutual desire for peace in Asia. In the Soviet-Afghan Treaty of December
1978, Article 8 pledges the parties to '"creation of an effective security
system in Asia." Article 5 of the Soviet-Vietnamese Friendship Treaty, signed
in November 1978, called for peace and cooperation among the peoples of South-
east Asia. In the period since Brezhmnev's death, the Soviets verbally
deemphasized the collective security system and instead shifted their propa-
ganda campaign to extol the establishment of a '"zone of peace" in Southeast
Asia. Vietnam, Laos, Cambodia, and Mongolia all endorsed the Soviet "zone of
peace" proposal and presented basically identical variants of the Soviet
proposal. They also claimed that their proposals are similar to ASEAN's
proposal for a "zone of Peace, Freedom, and Neutrality" (ZOPFAN).

The proposal for an Asian collective security system received new
support when Gorbachev became General Secretary. In May 1985 Gorbachev
proposed such a system during the Moscow visit of Indian Prime Minister Rajiv
gandhi. Gorbachev, after mentioning the Indian proposal for an Indian Ocean
Zone of Peace, the Mongolian proposal for a convention on the non-use of force
in Asia, the the Chinese pledge not to be the first to use nuclear weapons,
added that "is it not advisable, considering all of these initiatives . . .
to think of a common, comprehensive approach to the problem of security in
Asia and a possible pooling of efforts by Asian states in this direc-
tion? . . . Here different methods are evidently possible--bilateral talks
and multilateral consultations--up to holding at some point in the future an
All-Asian Forum . 132




5. SOVIET APPROACHES TOWARD ASEAN

a. Brief History of Soviet-ASEAN Relations from 1967 to 1980

Until recently, ASEAN has been a low priority in Soviet foreign
policy. When ASEAN was founded in 1967, the Soviet Union had diplomatic rela-
tions with only two of the members, Indonesia and Thailand, and these rela-
tions were merely pro forma. At the time, Suharto was overseeing the repres-
sion of the Communist Party of Indonesia (PKI), which only two years before
had attempted a takeover. Thai territory sheltered US military bases used to
fight against North Vietnam, and Soviet propaganda labelled the Thai leaders
as reactionaries who served the cause of American imperialism.33 When ASEAN
was founded, the Soviet Union condemned it as simply another US military
alliance.34 After ASEAN declared support for the establishment of ZOPFAN in
late 1971, Soviet commentary praised the links between ZOPFAN and the Soviet
plan for an Asian Collective Security System, but noted that ZOPFAN could not
be established as long as Western military bases and alliances existed in the
region. ZOPFAN was also perceived by the Soviets -as a response by the ASEAN
states to the Vietnamization policy being pursued by the US and the regional
power vacuum being created as a result. By declaring the region a ZOPFAN, the
ASEAN states hoped to prevent China and Japan from moving into the power
vacuum, the Soviet media explained.35 According to one Western writer, Soviet
commentary on ASEAN was generally positive from 1972 through 1976 (the period
when the US wound down its military operations in Vietnam). From late 1976
till late 1977 Soviet commentary took a more negative stance, responding to
ASEAN efforts to increase their military preparedness in the face of continued
Vietnamese militarism in Indochina. However, since 1978, Soviet propaganda
has adopted a generally positive stance. The reason for this positive stance
is due to Soviet desires "to compete with Beijing for favorable relations with
the states of ASEAN," and to encourage the states to adopt an anti-Western
orientation.3® The post-1977 Soviet propaganda line regarding ASEAN has been
that, although the West and China try to include ASEAN in an anti-Soviet mili-~
tary alliance, the leaders of the ASEAN states should resist these overtures.
Even after the Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia and ASEAN reaction to the
invasion (including ASEAN's sponsorship of the resolution in the UN Security
Council calling for Vietnam to withdraw its forces from Cambodia), Soviet
commentators took great pains to avoid direct attacks against the leaders of
the ASEAN states, instead attributing anti-Soviet and anti-Vietnamese activi-
ties by the states to "outside pressure" (i.e., US and Chinese pressure).37
This propaganda stance has continued to the present.

Because the Soviet Union has no ties with ASEAN as an organization,
and has minimal trade, educational/scientific/cultural exchange, or arms
assistance relations with the individual ASEAN states, the Soviets have had to
rely on active measures, including propaganda and covert activities such as
support for subversion, as the main instruments of influencing the foreign
policy activities of the ASEAN states. The Soviets have attempted to persuade
the ASEAN states that there are no Soviet and Vietnamese threats to the
region, and have constantly reiterated that the West and China are the great-
est threats to the region. The propaganda goal 1is to achieve rapprochement
between the Soviet bloc (including communist Indochina) and the ASEAN states
and to loosen ties of the ASEAN states with the West, while at the same time
preventing China from increasing influence in the region.
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Following the fall of South Vietnam to North Vietnamese forces in
1975, ASEAN became more active as an organization. In February 1976, the
first summit of the ASEAN heads of government was held at Bali, and in August
1977 the second summit was held at Kuala Lumpur, during which the ASEAN states
made important strides in increasing the cohesiveness and momentum of the
organization. By 1978 the increased regional importance of the organization
made it a target of intensified Soviet, Chinese, and communist Indochinese
influence attempts. A series of visits to the ASEAN states took place: Viet-—
namese Prime Minister Pham Van Dong visited all five ASEAN countries; Chinese
Deputy Prime Minister Deng Xiaoping visited Thailand, Malaysia, and Singapore;
and Cambodian Deputy Prime Minister and Foreign Minister Iang Sary and Soviet
Deputy Foreign Minister Nikolai Firyubin visited several of the ASEAN states.
The ASEAN states coordinated their responses to the visits, especially to that
of Pham Van Dong, when each ASEAN government issued nearly identical communi-
ques on his visit.38 The Soviets also toned down rhetoric warning that rela-
tions with the US, Japan, and China were turning the organization into a mili-
tary bloc.39 These Soviet-Vietnamese attempts to convince the ASEAN states of
their peaceful intentions were ineffective in the face of the conclusion of
the Soviet-Vietnamese Friendship and Cooperation Treaty in November 1978,
which was soon followed by the Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia in December.
In January 1979, the ASEAN foreign ministers held a special meeting in Bangkok
and strongly condemned the Vietnamese invasion, calling for the withdrawal of
foreign forces from the country.

b. Soviet Contacts With and Commentary On ASEAN in the 1980s

Soviet relations with and perceptions of ASEAN are strongly colored by
ASEAN's relations with China and the Western powers, particularly with the US.
During the time period under review, the Soviets Thave generally taken the
position that ASEAN itself is a positive development in the historical
struggle against imperialism, but that constant attempts are made by Western
and Japanese imperialists and Chinese hegemonists to subvert the association.
Hence much Soviet commentary about ASEAN attributes anti-Soviet policies to
manipulation by imperialism and hegemonism rather than to the association
itself. Another technique the Soviets use to indirectly criticize ASEAN poli-
cies is to attribute criticism to third parties. For instance, criticisms of
the communiques issued at the annual ASEAN foreign ministers' Conferences are
often attributed either to the communist Indochinese states or to newspapers
and personalities in the ASEAN states. The exception to indirect Soviet
criticism of ASEAN policies is the increasingly direct criticism of Thailand,
which the Soviets see as becoming one of the main US—-Chinese bases for anti-
Soviet and anti-Vietnamese activities.

Although Soviet propaganda themes concerning ASEAN differ in response
to current events, over the time period covered by this study seven constant
themes stand out. These themes are: (1) the US and other states are trying to
turn ASEAN into a military-political bloc allied with NATO, ANZUS, or encom-
passed in the "superbloc" Pacific Community; (2