New International Patterns
in Asia
By Golam W. Choudhury

T

he years 1977-79 have witnessed major
changes in the international political system
in Asia. By and large, these have stemmed
from a decreased emphasis on purely ideological
concerns and a corresponding rise in preoccupation with concrete national interests and aspirations. Central to this trend have been Beijing's decision to push for rapid modernization of China through
cooperation with the Western industrial nations and
Japan, and the heightened Sino-Soviet rivalry throughout the region that this decision sparked. But the
smaller countries of Asia—those with Communist
governments as well as those of a non-Communist
orientation—have also played a role. Taking advantage of Sino-Soviet competition and the flux it
has produced, they have sought to diversify their
ties in the area. As a consequence, the pattern of
Asian alignments has increasingly lost ideological
coherence.
This article will explore in depth the factors that
have generated change in the Asian system and
the nature of the system that has emerged. It will
also address the question of the stability of the cur-

rent system and the prospects for further alteration
of that system.

The Role of China

China has been the most dynamic element behind
the alterations in the Asian international system. In
the wake of Mao Zedong's death and especially
since the ousting of the Gang of Four in October
1976, the leadership in Beijing has embarked on a
more pragmatic and flexible course than characterized Mao's last years. The primary impetus for
the new approach has come from Vice-Premier
Deng Xiaoping, who found himself purged twice
during the Mao era but has now emerged as the
dominant force in the Chinese hierarchy even though
Hua Guofeng remains the Chairman of the Chinese
Communist Party (CCP) and the Premier.1 A close
associate of Deng, Hu Yaobang, has assumed the
re-created post of Secretary General of the CCP,2
and still another longtime colleague, Chen Yun,
the veteran economist and financial expert who fell
from grace even prior to the Cultural Revolution in
the 1960's, returned to the Politburo as number
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A key element in China's revised course has been
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by the year 2000. The 10-year plan for 1976-85
adopted at the Fifth National People's Congress
held in March 1978 set most ambitious targets designed to move China well along the path toward
this goal. For example, it called for grain production
to increase by 4-5 percent and industrial output to
grow by more than 10 percent during each year
from 1978 to 1985. Thus, by 1985 the country is
supposed to be producing 400 billion kilograms of
grain and 60 million metric tons of steel. To achieve
the increase in industrial output, the plan envisioned the completion of 120 large-scale projects
by 1985. In addition, the plan contemplated substantial efforts to modernize China's armed forces.4
This program would appear to have generated
considerable enthusiasm in China. When the present author visited China in 1976 on the eve of Mao's
death, he found uncertainty and gloom. But the
mood had changed greatly by the time the author
returned to Beijing in 1977. Zhou Beiyuan, Vice
President of the Chinese People's Institute of Foreign Affairs, summed up the prevailing perspective
by contending that China had just begun the second phase of its revolution. According to Zhou, the
first phase had involved the ending of China's national humiliation by foreign powers and the establishment of a powerful and highly centralized Communist order to unify the country, while the second
entailed modernization of the country to make China
a powerful socialist state by 2000.
A program of such a magnitude, however, has
inevitably had certain ramifications, for major undertakings in the reaim of economic development
and modernization of the armed forces are simply
not possible under Mao's concept of "self-reliance."
China, in short, needs technology and forms of
economic assistance from abroad to carry out its
modernization program. Hence, China has moved
toward a greater openness toward the outside world,
economically and culturally. 5 In this context, Beijing has evinced an inclination not only to adopt
Western-style rewards and incentives for its workers but also to seek technology from the capitalist West and Japan to develop "the PRC's vast underlying resources of economic power." It has even
gone so far as to consider accepting long-term
loans, once an anathema in Chinese thinking, and

4. See "Requiem for Mao," Far Eastern Economic Review (Hong
Kong—hereafter FEER), Mar. 17, 1978; Hua Guofeng's report to the
National People's Congress on Feb. 26, 1978, in FBIS-CHI,
Mar. 16, 1978, Supplement, pp. 3-39.
5. For more detailed discussion, see Anthony Lewis in The New
York Times, Dec. 28, 1978.

to send Chinese students to the West for training. 6
This broad policy of seeking closer ties with the
capitalist West and Japan received the formal endorsement of the Central Committee at its Third
Plenary Session in December 1978.7
The increased openness has extended most particularly to the United States. A Chinese university
student capsulized Chinese sentiments on this
score rather neatly. "In the past," he observed,
"China tried to copy the Soviet Union but that was
mistaken." Then he went on: "America is the most
advanced industrial power in the world. . . . We
want to study America's science, its management
and its political system." 8
Such an attitude, of course, represents an extraordinary change from that of the 1950's and 1960's.
Soon after the establishment of the People's Republic of China in 1949, Mao deemed that American action in Korea threatened his country's security, and the United States remained the main enemy
in his eyes well into the 1960's. At one stage, he
was even apprehensive about the possibility of
joint action by the United States and the USSR
against China. He expressed such misgivings to
Pakistani President Mohammad Ayub Khan, for example, in 1965 when both the superpowers began
to give arms to India in the wake of the 1962 SinoIndian border war.9 But by the spring of 1969, when
the Soviet Union and China were engaged in serious armed clashes on the Ussuri River, the USSR
had replaced the United States as the chief enemy
from Beijing's standpoint. At that juncture, Mao
and Zhou Enlai voiced grave concern to Pakistani
leaders about the Soviet threat. 10 This concern, in
the author's view, convinced them of the desirability
of reducing tensions between China and the United
States and led ultimately to the Sino-American rapprochement.

Beijing, Moscow, and Peking
The new outward thrust that the domestic modernization program has imparted to China's foreign
policy has given fresh impetus to the efforts that
Mao and Zhou initiated at the beginning of the
6. Hobart Rowen, The Washington Post, Deo. 28, 1978.
7. See the communique adopted on Dec. 22 and issued on the
following day, in FBIS-CHI, Dec. 26, 1978, pp. E/4-13.
8. Quoted by Fox Butterfield in The New York Times, Jan. 1, 1979.
9. Based on the author's reading of the minutes of the Mao-Ayub
talks in Beijing, April 1965.
10. Based on the author's reading of unpublished Pakistani
documents and papers.
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1970's to strengthen ties with Japan. Japan's possession of the third largest economy in the world
and its reemergence as a major political power had
impressed these two chief architects of Chinese
policy at that time, and they moved to acquire greater
access to Japanese technology and economic assistance and to ensure against the development of
an entente between Tokyo and Moscow. The Japanese, for their part, were eager to improve their relations with China. In 1972, Tokyo recognized the
People's Republic of China, and subsequently SinoJapanese links grew steadily. Indeed, while Japan
and the USSR have a common interest in developing Siberian energy resources, the Japanese government and its leaders for many reasons, including
feelings of cultural identity, seemed to prefer closer
relations with Beijing than with Moscow.
What prevented things from proceeding altoj e t h f smoothly between the two countries was the
problems connected with the conclusion of a treaty
of peace and friendship. Negotiations for such a
treaty had been provided for in the Sino-Japanese
communique issued at the time of normalization as
a means of getting around differing Chinese and
Japanese views with regard to the existence of a
legal state of war between the two countries. 11 Although the negotiations began soon after normalization of relations, they quickly ran into difficulties. The biggest issue was China's insistence on
including in the treaty a so-called "anti-hegemony"
clause, opposing the domination of Asia by any
power.
To the Japanese, this kind of clause was objectionable on two grounds. First, it could conceivably
be used to try to weaken Japanese-American ties.
Second, and more important, the word "hegemony"
had acquired special meaning and significance in
the Sino-Soviet context. The Chinese always ascribed what they termed the "expansionist designs"
of the USSR to its desire for "hegemony." While
Tokyo wanted to sign a treaty with Beijing, it did
not wish to do so at the cost of offending Moscow.
After the inauguration of China's current modernization drive in 1977, however, Beijing stepped up
its wooing of Japan. In February 1978, for example, representatives of the two states signed an
eight-year trade pact providing for two-way trade,
split equally, of US$20 billion, and laying out a
concrete purchasing schedule for the first five years
(i.e., to 1982). 12 Such courtship, in combination
with the heavyhandedness of Soviet diplomacy,
created the environment for the Chinese to persuade the Japanese to cast aside their misgivings

about the anti-hegemony clause in the peace and
friendship treaty. In August 1978, with American
encouragement and blessing, the Japanese signed
the document. 13
The conclusion of the Sino-Japanese treaty constituted Beijing's greatest diplomatic triumph in
Asia since the deaths of Mao and Zhou in 1976.
During the visit of Vice-Premier Deng to Tokyo in
October 1978 at the time of Japanese ratification,
both China and Japan declared that the treaty had
launched "their countries into a new era of diplomatic relations and economic cooperation." 14 Most
Asian states, including India, welcomed it as a
stabilizing factor in the Asia-Pacific region. Only in
Moscow did it cause worry and wrath. In Soviet
eyes, it amounted to a setback to Soviet interests in
an Asian country to which the USSR attaches high
priority.
It would be naive to contend that Tokyo has allied itself completely with Beijing or that it has
closed all its diplomatic options with respect to
Moscow. Japan still seems to be interested, for example, in joint development with the USSR of energy resources in Siberia.
Nonetheless, the Japanese now appear to find
the Soviet Union distinctly more threatening than
China. They are concerned, for instance, about the
strategic implications of Moscow's project to build
a second, 2,000-mile trans-Siberian railway slightly north of the existing line. While such a line would
facilitate the transportation of oil to the Pacific
coast for export to Japan, it could also enhance
Soviet military capabilities vis-a-vis Japan as well
as China. 15
Moreover, Tokyo is exceedingly sensitive about
Soviet military activity near its territory. In early
1979, Japanese intelligence sources disclosed that
the USSR had deployed military forces and undertaken military construction on Etorofu and Kumashi,
two of the four islands just a few miles off the north11. The text of the joint communique of Sept. 29, 1972, was
released by NCNA on the same date.
12. Tracy Dahlby, "Peking opens the door to Japan," FEER, Mar. 3,
1978, pp. 40-41.
13. For the final text of the treaty, see the press release of the
People's Republic of China Permanent Mission to the United Nations,
Aug. 25, 1978. According to the author's information, Zbigniew
Brzezinski, national security adviser to US President Carter, urged the
Japanese to go ahead with the treaty during his visit to Japan after
his highly successful tour of China in May 1978.
14. Quoted in Tracy Dahlby, "A great alliance as the lion awakens,"
FEER, Nov. 2, 1978.
15. Based on the author's reading of research materials of the
Bangladesh Ministry of Foreign Affairs prepared in cooperation with
the British Ministry of Foreign Affairs—Commonwealth Division.
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Ceremonies upon the signing of a treaty of peace and friendship between China and Japan in Tokyo on
October 23, 1978. From left to right: Chinese Vice-Premier Deng Xiaoping, Chinese Minister of Foreign
Affairs Huang Hua, Japanese Minister of Foreign Affairs Sunao Sonoda, and Japanese Prime Minister
Takeo Fukuda.
— Kaku Kurita from Gamma/Liaison.

em coast of Japan that the Soviet Union has occupied since the end of World War II but Japan claims
as "historically" part of its territory. While Japan's
National Defense Agency stressed the seemingly
"defensive nature of the buildup," Prime Minister
Masayoshi Ohira told the Japanese Diet that the
Soviet move was of "grave concern," and the Tokyo
government made a formal protest to the USSR on
February 5, 1979. The Soviet ambassador, Dimitriy
Polyanskiy, rejected the protest, saying it was an
attempt to interfere in Soviet domestic affairs.16
This incident conforms to a pattern of increased
Soviet efforts to demonstrate military clout in the
Far East. Although the Soviet fleet in the area still
cannot match the US Seventh Fleet, the former does
today pose a substantial threat to Japan's Maritime
Self-Defense Force. According to one commentator, "Tokyo is being told in not too subtle terms that
China is not the only Asian power on its doorsteps."17
Such "geopolitical muscle-flexing" does not sit well
with the Japanese. At the time of the furor over the
Soviet military buildup in Etorofu and Kumashi, for
example, Japanese government sources indicated

that this move rendered even less likely the already
remote possibility that Japan and the USSR would
negotiate a friendship treaty comparable to the SinoJapanese one.18

The US Factor
As it did in the case of Japan, the Chinese modernization drive furnished an additional stimulus to
long-standing Chinese attempts to bring about an
improvement of relations with the United States.
The Carter administration, for its part, evinced a
heightened resolve to tackle the problems connected with the normalization of relations with the
Beijing government. As a result of this new determination on both sides, the difficulties, especially
with regard to Taiwan, proved surmountable, and
in December 1978 the two countries announced
that the United States would recognize the Beijing
government on January 1, 1979, and that they
would open formal diplomatic ties shortly thereafter. 19 In late January and early February 1979,
Chinese Vice-Premier Deng Xiaoping paid a visit to

16. See John Lewis, "Power Politics: The Soviets show a mailed
hand," FEER, Feb. 16, 1979.
17. Ibid.

18. The Washington Post, Feb. 6, 1979.
19. Ibid., Dec. 16, 1978.
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the United States. By March, an exchange of ambassadors had taken place.
In commenting on the new links, US President
Jimmy Carter said that "we have charted a new and
irreversible course toward a firmer, more constructive and a more helpful relationship." 20 But he
stressed that the United States had no intention of
ijsing a close political relationship with Beijing to
the disadvantage of Moscow.21 According to US
Vice President Walter Mondale, Carter "made it clear
[to the Chinese] that we want a warm but correct
relationship—not one of alliance but of cooperat i o n . " 2 2 As the President himself pointed out publicly, "the security concerns of the United States
do not coincide completely, of course, with those
of China nor does China share our responsibility."23
The Chinese, however, made no secret of their
desire for something more grandiose than mere
cooperation. On the eve of his visit to the United
States, for example, Deng told interviewers from
Time:

Chinese Vice-Premier Deng Xiaoping with US President Jimmy Carter at the White House in Washington, DC, on January 29, 1979.

After setting up this relationship between China,
Japan and the U.S., we must further develop the
—Jim Moore from Gamma/Liaison.
relationship in a deepening way. If we really want
to be__abl£-tG«-p4aee-G-Ltr-b-s-onijjie.polar, hear [the
USSR], the only realist thing for us is to unite. If we tion with the earlier signing of the Sino-Japanese
only depend on the strength of the U.S., it is not treaty, as suspicious in this regard. While it treated
enough. If we only depend on the strength of Europe, the establishment of diplomatic ties between the
it is not enough. We are an insignificant, poor coun- United States and China as the culmination of a
long process which it had supported, it warned
try, but if we unite, well, it will then carry weight.
against any efforts to form an entente directed
25
He added that "it is not only of interest to China but against the USSR.
also of great significance to world peace, world
Thus, the opening of official relations between
security, world stability that there be friendly rela- Washington and Beijing in the wake of the conclutions between China, the U.S., Europe and Japan."24
sion of the Sino-Japanese treaty had the effect of
During his tour of the United States, he reiterated
moving both the United States and Japan nearer to
these arguments for a Sino-Japanese-American al- China and away from the Soviet Union. Moreover,
liance against the Soviet Union, and he took every
it exacerbated the already pronouced Sino-Soviet
Opportunity to denounce the "hegemonic aspirarivalry in Asia. This impact was most visible in Indotions" of the USSR. On his way back to Beijing, he china.
stopped over in Tokyo for two days of talks with
Japanese leaders, during which he delivered the
War in Indochina
same message to them.
Despite the opposition of Washington and Tokyo
to an alliance with China, Moscow viewed the norDuring 1977-78, open fighting developed among
malization of Sino-American relations, in combina- the Communist states of Indochina, paving the way
for increased involvement of outside powers in the
area. Vietnam and Cambodia (or Democratic Kam20. Time (New York, NY), Feb. 12, 1979.
puchea) were the chief local disputants.
21. U.S. News and World Report (Washington, DC), Feb. 5, 1979.
22. Time, Feb. 12, 1979.
23. Newsweek, (New York, NY), Feb. 12, 1979. See also Stephen
Barber, "Deng trumps Carter's card," FEER, Feb. 9, 1979.
24. Time, Feb. 5, 1979.

25. Based on the author's talks with senior Chinese diplomats and
foreign policymakers.
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Tensions between the Vietnamese and Cam- region to bolster their positions. This search came
bodians are deep-seated and have a long history. against the backdrop of an increasing polarization
Within Communist circles, they probably mani- of Indochina's relations with foreign powers. From
fested themselves as early as the 1930's and cer- the very beginning of its accession to power in 1975,
tainly by 1951, when the "Indochina Communist the Pol Pot regime had maintained a hostile stance
Party" (under Vietnamese domination) passed a toward not only the United States but also the USSR.
resolution advocating an "Indochinese Federa- The Khmer Communists bitterly resented the fact
tion" of Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia.26 The dif- that Moscow had recognized the Lon Nol governficulties escalated, however, in the wake of the ment and maintained diplomatic ties with it during
Communist victories in Indochina in 1975. From the 1970-75 civil war. Consequently, they looked
the Cambodian perspective, Vietnam sought to ac- essentially to China for political backing. Vietnam,
quire a "hegemonic role" in the area—i.e., to turn in contrast, moved to strengthen its links with the
both Cambodia and Laos into "satellites" as the USSR after 1975. At least initially, this step reSoviet Union had the East European states after flected the limited options confronting Hanoi with
World War II. In conversations with an Asian am- regard to economic reconstruction and developbassador in Beijing in 1977, for example, Cam- ment. Although China had over the years extended
US$10 billion in military and economic aid to Vietbodian Foreign Minister leng Sary charged that
nam, 30 Beijing did not have the resources to provide
Vietnam was bent on establishing a "sphere of influence" in Southeast Asia, and he spoke of Hanoi's the sorts of credits that the Vietnamese needed
"big brother chauvinism." The Cambodians also after the end of the war—especially in light of growinterpreted Hanoi's publication of a 1954 French ing internal pressure for efforts to modernize China.
map showing the 1939 Brevie line as the border The United States, for its part, showed an unwillingbetween Vietnam and Cambodia to be an effort to ness to consider bilateral assistance to the Hanoi
put pressure on them to accept the Indochina Fed- government because Vietnam had failed to adhere
eration scheme and hence, from their point of view, to the 1973 Paris accords in pushing for military
"annexation" by Vietnam. 27 Many statements from victory in the south in 1975. That left the Soviet
Hanoi merely heightened their suspicions. The Union as the primary alternative source of help.
Fourth Congress of the Vietnamese Communist
Immediately after the Hanoi and Phnom Penh
Party in December 1977, for instance, called for a media began to publicize the border conflict in
("special relationship between Vietnam, Laos and January 1978, Moscow threw its support openly to
1
Kampuchea" and expressed the hope that the three jVietnam. China tried briefly to mediate, but by Febcountries "will forever be bound to one another." 28 jruary it had come out firmly on the side of CamThese tensions produced sporadic military clashes Sbodia. In explaining this decision to the author,
along the Kampuchean-Vietnamese border in 1975^ Chinese officials stressed the consistency of Chinese
77, and large-scale hostilities broke out at the end opposition to "regional hegemony." They pointed
jOf 1977. Although the Vietnamese made a suc- out, for example, that China had supported PakiIcessful military thrust some 30-40 kilometers into stan against India, which aspired to a South Asian
fCambodia in early January 1978 and then with- confederation embracing itself and its smaller
drew, the Phnom Penh government refused to re- neighbors like Pakistan, Sri Lanka, Burma, Nepal,
treat from its militant posture. Thus, by the fall of and later Bangladesh. Moreover, they contended
1978 the fighting between the two countries had that the USSR endorses "regional hegemony" in
stepped up once again and had reached new heights the context of its drive for global "hegemony" and
of intensity. 29
that it therefore backed Vietnam against the "weaker
As the conflict escalated in 1977-78, both Hanoi party." 31 This interpretation of the Indochina conand Phnom Penh sought support from outside the flict, of course, runs directly counter to that of the
Soviets and Vietnamese.32
26. Information from the author's interviews and research in Beijing
in 1977 and 1978.
27. Ibid.
28. Based on the author's reading of a memo dated May 12, 1978,
by the Cambodian Embassy in Peking (through the courtesy of the
Bangladesh ambassador in Peking).
I 29. For further discussion, see Sheldon W. Simon, "New Conflict in
llndochina," Problems of Communism (Washington, DC), Septemberjoctober 1978, pp. 20-36.

30. Based on figures given to the author by the Chinese Ministry of
Foreign Affairs in Beijing.
31. Based on the author's interviews and research in Beijing in 1977
and 1978.
32. Information on their outlooks comes from the author's talks
with some East European diplomats in Beijing and with the
Bangladesh ambassador to Beijing and Hanoi.
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The arrival of a Vietnamese party-state delegation
in Moscow on November 1, 1978, for a visit that
resulted in the signing of a treaty of friendship
and cooperation with the Soviet Union. From left to
right: Vietnamese Premier Pham Van Dong, Soviet
party chief L. I. Brezhnev, Vietnamese Communist
Party General Secretary Le Duan, and Soviet Premier A. N. Kosygin.
—TASS from Sovfoto.

As a consequence of these alignments and perspectives, the Cambodian-Vietnamese imbroglio
took on the dimensions of—to use the words of
Zbigniew Brzezinski, national security adviser to
US President Carter—"a Sino-Soviet war by proxy."33
The emergence in the spring of 1978 of trouble on the
Sino-Vietnamese border and strife over Vietnam's
alleged harassment of the 1.5 million ethnic Chinese
in its population served to underscore the broader
implications of the Indochina situation. Beijing held
that these developments signaled Hanoi's intention
to launch a major war against both Cambodia and
China.34 While disputes over the Paracel and Spratly
island groups had generated tension between Vietnam and China as early as 1974-75, the two countries had still managed to maintain a generally cooperative relationship, but now the spirit of cooperation vanished. China quickly canceled its aid

33. The Washington Post, Jan. 4, 1978.
34. See Ta Kung Pao (Hong Kong), May 21, 1978, in FBIS-CHI,
May 24, 1978, pp. N/3-5; and the article by the Renmin Ribao
commentator, June 10, 1978, in FBIS-CHI, June 12, 1978, pp. A/11-13.

projects in Vietnam and ordered the withdrawal of
its technicians. Moreover, it shut down three Vietnamese consulates in South China.
It was shortly after this deterioration of Sino-Vietnamese relations that the Chinese and Japanese
concluded their peace and friendship treaty, which
was followed a few months later by the announcement of the normalization of Sino-American relations. Faced with such apparent setbacks to its own
interests, the USSR sought to recoup by stepping
up its courtship of Vietnam. The Vietnamese were
swift to respond. Vietnam had already become the
10th full member of the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance (CMEA) in June 1978, and on
November 3, 1978, Moscow and Hanoi signed a
treaty of friendship and cooperation. Soviet President Leonid Brezhnev termed this treaty of "special
significance" in view of China's alleged military
pressure on Vietnam. 35
At the time of the signing of the Soviet-Vietnamese
treaty, an Asian diplomat at the United Nations
commented that when the USSR "signs a friendship treaty, there is trouble ahead." 36 This observation proved quite prescient. Armed with the friendship pact with the Soviet Union, Vietnam began a
full-scale invasion of Cambodia on Christmas Day,
December 25, 1978, in ostensible support of an
anti-Pol Pot insurgent group. In less than 15 days
of concentrated air and ground operations, the
Vietnamese and their Kampuchean allies had captured three provincial towns, were besieging a fourth,
and were threatening the capital city of Phnom
Penh. On January 7, 1979, Phnom Penh fell to the
combined Vietnamese and Cambodian forces.37 The
Vietnamese blitzkrieg bore a great deal of resemblance to the operation of India against Pakistan in
1971 that led to the creation of Bangladesh.
Subsequently, to be sure, the Vietnamese began
to encounter unexpected resistance from the remnant military forces of the Pol Pot regime as these
had a chance to regroup and mount guerrilla activities. As one analyst has pointed out, the Vietnamese "evidently failed to learn the very lesson
they taught the Americans—that weapons and
armour count for little in a war against rural guerrillas in an unfriendly environment." 38 Nevertheless,
Vietnam, with Soviet arms supplies and Soviet diplomatic support, did succeed in deposing a govern35. The Washington Post, Nov. 5, 1978.
36. The New York Times, Nov. 8, 1978.
37. Nayan Chanda, "Blitzkrieg on Cambodia," PEER, Jan. 12, 1979.
38. Richard Nations, "Vietnam Caught in the American Trap," ibid.,
Feb. 9, 1979.
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Si no-Vietnamese hostilities in February 1979. At the left, Chinese forces chase survivors after capturing a Vietnamese barracks in the town of Lang Son; at the right, Vietnamese infantry units move north
along National Highway One toward the scene of Sino-Vietnamese fighting, as Vietnamese refugees from
the conflict move to the rear.
— Photos by China Photo Service from Eastfoto and MacLear from Gamma/Liaison.

in the area. In this connection, they probably were
mindful of the consequences of the Soviet-backed
invasion of Pakistan by India in 1971. While Beijing
had not condoned the Pakistan government's miliChina's Reaction
tary actions in East Pakistan (now Bangladesh) and
had not given Pakistan any assurance of military
In this context, events in Cambodia represented intervention against India in the war, the general
a major diplomatic reversal for China in its bitter perception in Asia was that China had been unable
struggle with the USSR for power and influence in to stop the invasion of its ally. Moreover, the USSR,
by supporting India, had gained increased influAsia. Although Beijing representatives, along with
those of the United States and Third World coun- ence in South Asia.
tries, condemned the Vietnamese invasion in disDuring his visit to the United States in late Janucussions of the matter in the UN Security Council, ary and early February 1979, Deng Xiaoping signaled
a Soviet veto prevented the Security Council from Chinese intentions to move against Vietnam. He
taking any action on the matter.39 Therefore, the hinted that China might have to take some "puniChinese decided to do something on their own, tive measures" against the Hanoi government. At a
even at the risk of inviting Soviet retaliation. Ap- meeting with US senators, he was even fairly exparently, they felt that to sit idly and accept the plicit on the subject. He indicated that "sometimes
situation would give China a "paper tiger" image in we may be forced to do something that we do not
Asia and enable the USSR to enhance its position want to do." 4 0 By this juncture, US intelligence
ment friendly to China—indeed, a government which
was China's sole ally in Indochina.

39. Newsweek, Jan. 22, 1979.

40. Time, Feb. 12, 1979.
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sources were reporting that as many as 150,000170,000 Chinese troops had massed along Vietnam's northern border. 41
Despite President Carter's expression of concern about the spread of war in Southeast Asia and
despite later warnings by both the United States
and the Soviet Union about the dangers of a "punitive" Chinese strike against Vietnam, the Beijing
government on February 17, 1979, announced that
its troops had struck along much of the 600-mile
Sino-Vietnamese border. According to the Vietnamese News Agency report of the same day, Chinese
forces had attacked four Vietnamese border provinces, from Quang Ninh in the east to Hoang Lien
Son in the west. In justification of this action, the
Chinese claimed that "the Vietnamese authorities
have of late continually sent armed forces to en,croach on Chinese territory" and thereby threatened
("seriously the peace and security of China." The
Vietnamese, on the other hand, accused China of
launching "an aggressive war all along the border
of our country," and they appealed to the USSR and
"fraternal socialist countries" to "support and deend Vietnam." Hanoi even asked the United States
o take "appropriate measures to force Beijing for**ces to withdraw from Vietnam." 42
Thus began full-scale Sino-Vietnamese hostilities
which were to last for 17 days. Not until March 5
jdid the Beijing government announce that it was
^withdrawing Chinese troops from Vietnamese territory. By March 16, it reported that all its forces had
Returned to Chinese soil. 43
In many respects, the Chinese operation resembled that of the 1962 Sino-lndian border war, in
which Beijing, having tired of the "forward policy"
of Indian Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru, mounted
a military blitz to defeat and humiliate India.44 However, the outcome of the recent Chinese undertaking has thus far been much less clear-cut than
that in the earlier case. To be sure, China did manage to give Vietnam a real military jolt and thus to

(

demonstrate that any country which signs a friendship treaty with Moscow is not necessarily immune
to military actions by other major powers. Despite
Moscow's admonitions about the consequences of
any punitive measures against Vietnam on Beijing's
part, moreover, China succeeded in carrying out
its intervention without provoking Soviet retaliation.
Indeed, the Soviet Union showed itself to be a "paper
tiger" in certain ways. As a result, Beijing proved to
any doubters in Southeast Asia that the USSR does
not have unlimited capacities to exercise hegemony
in the area, even in cooperation with a "proxy." At
;the same time, the Chinese did not succeed in getting
'the Vietnamese to withdraw from Kampuchea, although the Chinese incursion into Vietnam may
have provided the Pol Pot guerrilla forces with a
new lease on life. In addition, Beijing seems to have
pushed Hanoi's Indochinese clients in Laos and
Kampuchea to come out in open opposition to China,
thereby reducing their room for maneuver vis-a-vis
Vietnam. 45
From an overall regional perspective, the Chinese
invasion would appear to have had two important
effects. First, against the backdrop of the SinoJapanese treaty and the normalization of SinoAmerican relations, it has heightened the fears of
the Soviets as well as the Vietnamese of an emerging Chinese-Japanese-American entente directed
bgainst them. 46 Second, it has simultaneously
strengthened the tendency of the non-Communist
Southeast Asian countries to try to compensate for
the reduced American presence in the area by
balancing the USSR and China off against one another. (Vietnam's ouster of the Pol Pot government in
Cambodia with Soviet backing, it should be noted,
had raised questions about the viability of such an
approach for the non-Communist Southeast Asian
states, for these states are vulnerable to similar
military adventures by Vietnam and its Soviet ally.)
In some ways this effect may be the more important
of the two, so it deserves more detailed discussion.

41. The Washington Post, Feb. 10, 1979.
42. For the texts of the Chinese and Vietnamese statements, see
The New York Times and The Washington Post, Feb. 18, 1979.
43. See NCNA, Mar. 5 and 16, in FBIS-CHI, Mar. 5, 1979, pp. A/7-8,
and Mar. 19, 1979, p. E/1.
44. For details of the Sino-lndian border war, see Neville Maxwell,
India's China War, London, Jonathan Cape Ltd., 1970. When the
author met Chairman Mao Zedong in November 1970, Mao
recommended Maxwell's book to the author. It is worth noting, too,
that China and Pakistan considered a similar blitz against India during
the 1965 Indo-Pakistani war, but Pakistan became leery and backed
away from such a project. For details, see G. W. Choudhury, India,
Pakistan, Bangladesh and the Major Powers, New York, Free Press,
1975.

Sino-Soviet Rivalry in Southeast Asia
With the reduction of US involvement in Southeast Asia in the 1970's and particularly in the wake
of the Communist victories in Indochina in 1975,
45. For further discussion, see Nayan Chanda, "End of the battle
but not of the war," FBER, Mar. 16, 1979, pp. 10-12; and Russell Spurr,
"Studying end of term reports," ibid., p. 13.
46. See, for example, Soviet and Vietnamese charges leported in
The New York Times, Feb. 20, 1979.
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many of the non-Communist countries in the region felt concern about their security. The intense
competition between Moscow and Beijing to take
advantage of the lowered American profile to enhance their own influence merely added to this concern. Sino-Soviet rivalry in the area has manifested
itself in a variety of spheres. It has probably been
most evident in the propaganda exchanges between Moscow and Beijing. China has warned the
Southeast Asian countries against letting "the [Soviet] tiger" in at the back door while driving "the
[US] wolf" out at the front. 47 Moreover, it has highlighted Soviet actions which it regards as detrimental to the interests of these states. In the ecolomic realm, for example, it has charged that the
JSSR has "joined the desperate oj] rush by sendng oil specialist groups and engaging in oil exploraion to greedily exploit the oil resources of the region." 48
Accusations of economic imperialism have also
igured prominently in the Soviet barrage against
^hina. According to Radio Peace and Progress on
)ctober 10, 1974, China is "determinedJojiamnate the Southeast Asian market." The broadcast
went on to claim that China was using its capacity to
Drovide the oil badly needed by many of the Southfeast Asian countries—especially Thailand and the
hilippines—to secure its position in the area.
[Moreover, it contended that Chinese sales of cheap
to Thailand and Japan were seriously damaging
Indonesian oil exports.
The USSR, however, has focused its propaganda
on two issues where it apparently believes China is
the most vulnerable—support of insurgent movements in Southeast Asia and the role of the Overseas Chinese in the region. On the former question, Southeast Asian governments have displayed
unease about Beijing's dual approach. While the
Chinese seek to persuade Southeast Asian rulers
that China will not interfere with their efforts to
quell the rebellions, the Chinese also endeavor to
"render enough moral support to the rebels to maintain revolutionary credibility and to prevent the
movements from falling under Vietnamese or Sovi,et sway. Attempting to exploit local apprehensions,
the Soviets hammer home the theme that "diplomatic relations are no hindrance when it comes to
Beijing's great-power meddling in the affairs of
Southeast Asia." 49
| W-ith respect to the some 15 million Overseas
t h i n e s e , there are still problems of social integration in several countries, and although Beijing has
encouraged each individual Chinese community in

the area to assume the nationality of its host coun-j
try and to abide by local laws, Southeast Asian suspicions that Beijing might try to capitalize on the
underlying tensions for its own purposes persist.
The Soviets have attempted to exploit these suspicions by portraying the Overseas Chinese as rapacious and subversive—in effect, Beijing's fifth col-1
umn. Radio Peace and Progress commented on January 6, 1976, that the Overseas Chinese in Indonesia
"practically control the Indonesian economy and
pocket a third of the national income." "The majority of Chinese immigrants," Radio Vladivostok
declared on July 2, 1975, "are acquiescent tools in
the Maoists' hands, assisting them in pursuing a
great-power policy in the countries of Southeast
Asia."
Aside from the straightforward propaganda arena,
Sino-Soviet rivalry has been evident in the realms
of trade and aid, trade fairs, exhibitions, sporting
and cultural events, and exchange of official visits.
One favorite method whereby the USSR has sought
to gain an edge over China in the economic sphere,
for instance, has been the establishment of joint
shipping companies (e.g., with Singapore, Thailand, and the Philippines). These offer freight rates
on Soviet vessels below those established by the Far
East Freight Conference.50
Faced with this competition as well as the further complication of growing Soviet-Vietnamese ties
after 1975, the non-Communist leaders of Southeast Asia strove to broaden their relations with the
Communist states but to refrain from identifying
with any of them. After 1975, for example, the Philippines, Thailand, and Malaysia entered into full
diplomatic relations with China, and top-ranking
delegations from the Philippines, Malaysia, Thailand, Singapore, and Burma visited China and received red-carpet treatment there. A number of the
Southeast Asian states also entertained Vietnamese Premier Pham Van Dong in the summer of 1978
on his tour of the area to sell his plan for a "zone of
peace" in the region.
To be sure, there were important distinctions in
attitudes among the non-Communist states of South
east Asia. In the case of China, these became ob-

47. Radio Peking Domestic Service in Mandarin, Aug. 11, 1976, in
FBIS-CHI, Aug. 16, 1976, pp. A/19-21.
48. Radio Peking in Burmese to Burma, Dec. 9, 1975, in FBIS-CHI,
Dec. 15, 1975, p. A/8.
49. See, for instance, Radio Peace and Progress, May 13, 1975.
50. Based on the author's reading of research materials of the
Bangladesh Ministry of Foreign Affairs prepared in cooperation with
the British Ministry of Foreign Affairs—Commonwealth Division.
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China cultivating its neighbors in Southeast Asia: in the photo to the left, Chinese Vice-Premier Li
Xiannian (left) and Minister of Foreign Affairs Huang Hua (right) are welcomed to Manila by Imelda
Marcos, Mayor of Manila and wife of Philippines President Ferdinand Marcos, in March 1978; in the
photo to the right, Chinese Vice-Premier Deng Xiaoping with Thailand's Prime Minister Chamanan
Kriangsak at Bangkok's airport on November 5, 1978.
— Photos by David Burnett/Contact and Andre/SYGMA.

vious during the visits that Chinese leaders made
to the area in 1978. Vice-Premier Li Xiannian got a
warm and enthusiastic welcome in the Philippines,
and Deng Xiaoping met with the same sort of response in Burma and Thailand. The last two countries were particularly solicitous in light of their
desire for Chinese sympathy and support in dealing with pressing national security problems. Thai
rulers were troubled about the threat posed by Vietnam and its Laotian ally, while Burmese President
Ne Win wanted Chinese cooperation in ending his
country's Communist insurgency. Elsewhere, however, the reception was far more reserved. In Kuala
Lumpur, where there is great sensitivity about China's
influence on communal problems in Malaysia as
well as on the Malaysian insurgency, the government discouraged the presence of spectators at
the airport when Deng arrived for a sojourn, and
security precautions in the city were strict throughout his stay. During Deng's visit to Singapore, a
similar fear of Chinese influence on the local population (mainly ethnic Chinese) was evident.51 Although Deng did not stop in Indonesia, his travels
to other Southeast Asian countries produced commentary that shed light on Jakarta's outlook toward
51. David Bonavia and K. Das, "All alone and far from home" FEER,
Nov. 24, 1978.

China. Prior to Deng's trip in November 1978, China
and Indonesia had appeared to be moving toward
the resumption of diplomatic relations, severed in
1967 in the aftermath of the abortive Communistinspired coup of 1965. But some of Deng's remarks during his tour prompted Indonesian Foreign
Minister Mochtar Kusumaatmja to declare that "the
issue of Indonesia-China relations has gone back
into mothballs."52
Nevertheless, the general trend in the area was
toward greater openness to the Communist states,
with an emphasis on balancing Soviet and Chinese
influence. It was this trend that the Vietnamese
invasion of Cambodia, with the USSR's endorsement, threatened at least to distort. Because the
invasion raised the specter of further VietnameseSoviet military adventures in Southeast Asia and
thereby caused great concern in the non-Communist states of the area, it seemed to lay the
groundwork for the emergence of a Pax Sovietica
in Southeast Asia.
With the Chinese incursion into Vietnam, however, the non-Communist governments in Southeast Asia appear to be set more firmly than ever on
their newly established course. In March 1979, for
instance, Malaysia and Indonesia launched ex52. Rodney Tasker, "Old fears delay friendship," ibid., Dec. 15, 1978.
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ploratory talks aimed at mediation between China
and Vietnam. 53 It should be underscored, though,
that there has been a subtle shift in the character
of the nonalignment pursued by most of these
governments. While they try to avoid being drawn
into Sino-Soviet quarrels, they tend to be more
favorably inclined toward China than toward the
USSR. Indonesia constitutes the one possible.exception.

The South Asian Dimension
Perhaps the region that has been least touched
by the winds of change sweeping over Asia during
recent years is South Asia. By and large, both India
and Pakistan, for example, have seemed locked by
circumstances into old alignments.
After the Janata party's electoral victory in 1977,
India's new prime minister, Morarji Desai, indicated
that his government would follow a policy of "genuine" nonalignment, thereby hinting that India would
revise its "tilt toward Moscow." 54 Yet security considerations— New Delhi's great dependence on
Moscow for defense supplies—appear to have imposed distinct limits on what the Janata government could do in this regard. In November 1978,
Desai went to Moscow to reaffirm his country's continued friendly attitude toward the USSR.55 Similarly, when Indian Foreign Minister Atal Behari Vajpayee was preparing to undertake a trip to China in
1978 to discuss existing Sino-lndian differences,
he traveled to Moscow to assure the Soviets that
India's overtures to Beijing would not alter SovietIndian ties. 56 As a result, Pravda in a survey of 18
months of Janata rule, could say that while the
"coming into power of the Janata has introduced
serious changes in the country's internal political
development . . .there has been a continuity in its
foreign policy." 57
The persistence of India's close ties with the
USSR has inevitably impeded any significant improvement of Sino-lndian relations—especially in
light of Sino-Soviet competition for influence in Asia
generally. After the Janata party's rise to power,
Beijing did evince an interest in patching up its
differences with New Delhi. However, the Chinese

were not prepared to abandon their posture on any
of the issues on which the Indians displayed sensitivity. While China has always been willing to settle
the border question with respect to the Northeast
Frontier Agency, it has showed no willingness to
compromise on the matter of the Aksai Chin in the
west, for the Aksai Chin is inextricably linked to
Chinese defenses in Xinjiang against the USSR.
As regards Kashmir, Beijing continues to endorse
the right of self-determination for the people of
Kashmir. Finally, China has demonstrated no intention of ceasing to supply arms to India's neighbors. Indeed, Chinese military aid to Pakistan has
never stopped, and Beijing has begun to supply
arms, on a very modest scale, to Bangladesh as
well.
What the Chinese essentially wanted, then, was
to attenuate India's links with the USSR. This purpose became crystal clear shortly before Foreign
Minister Vajpayee was originally scheduled to visit
Beijing in 1978. A New China News Agency article
spoke of India's "good neighbor" relations with
Pakistan, Bangladesh, Sri Lanka, and Nepal as
"turning the key against superpower intrusion and
interference," and it depicted the new trend as
"unfavorable to the Soviet Union's strategy of carrying out expansion in South Asia in orderto prepare
for a drive for an Indian Ocean outlet." It went on to
quote with approval the following observation by
the Japanese newspaper Yomiuri Shimbun: "The
trend towards better mutual relations, reconciliation

53. K. Das, "Stepping firmly into the breach," ibid., Mar. 16, 1979.
54. The New York Times, Mar. 25, 1977.
55. FEER, Nov. 10, 1978.
56. See Denzil Peiris, "Change of tune but not tempo," FEER, Nov.
10, 1978.
57. Quoted in ibid.

Soviet Premier A. N. Kosygin with Indian Prime
Minister Morarji Desai in New Delhi in March 1979.
— Dilip Mehta/Contact.
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States in 1978. China, it should be noted, has apparently welcomed this evolution of Indo-American
ties on the grounds that it reduces India's preoccupation with Moscow. In view of the melioration of
Sino-American relations, Beijing no longer seems
to fear that the two superpowers will pursue a joint
policy of containment against China—one of its
nightmares during the 1960's after the 1962 Sinolndian war and the 1965 Indo-Pakistani war.
Pakistan, for its part, has maintained its fundamental orientation toward China. The explanation
for its refusal to introduce greater flexibility into its
foreign policy is complex. Pakistani leaders regard
the USSR with a great deal of suspicion, not only
because of its long-standing ties with India but
also because of what they see as a more direct
Indian Foreign Minister A. B. Vajpayee talks with Soviet threat to Pakistan's security. In recent years,
Chinese Vice-Premier Deng Xiaoping in Peking in Pakistan has been beset by political unrest in BaluFebruary 1979.
chistan and the Northwest Frontier, where demands
for regional autonomy often cloak more ambitious
—Camera Press.
secessionist schemes, and Afghanistan has tradiand cooperation among the South Asian countries tionally encouraged and supported the dissident
marks a departure from the combination with super- elements. The 1978 coup in Kabul and the new repower type of relations which the Soviet Union has gime's pro-Soviet views are therefore of great concern
been striving to set up with India."58
in Pakistan. Concern over the implications of the AfGiven the contrast in Indian and Chinese per- ghan situation has been heightened by the politspectives, it is hardly surprising that the efforts at ical instability prevailing in the rest of Pakistan.
rapprochement appear to have foundered, at least Since the military's deposal of former Prime Minisfor the time being. Although Foreign Minister Vaj- ter Zulfikar Ali Bhutto in 1977 on charges of rigging
payee was supposed to visit Beijing in the fall of elections to parliament, there has been almost con1978, his "illness" (presumably diplomatic in na- stant domestic strife with respect to Bhutto's fate.
ture) forced a postponement of the trip. When he This revolved, first, around whether to bring him to
finally arrived in Beijing on February 12, 1979, his trial for involvement in the attempted assassinatalks with Chinese leaders evidently did not go well, tion of a political opponent that resulted in the death
and he broke off the discussions on the pretext of of the man's father; then, after his conviction on
China's invasion of Vietnam. Moreover, India sub- the charge, around whether he should be executed;
sequently made a strong protest to Beijing about and, finally, around the decision of General MohamChinese actions in Vietnam.59 These developments mad Zia-ul-Haq, head of the military regime, to
would seem to foreclose the possibility of an early carry out the death sentence. Such strife has inimprovement in Sino-lndian relations.
creased the opportunities for meddling by outside
To the extent that India has modified its basic forces.
international posture at all, the changes have come
To be sure, Sino-Pakistani relations have not
in its attitudes toward the United States. Although been totally untroubled. Beijing, for instance, had
the Congress government of Indira Gandhi had urged Zia-ul-Haq to commute Bhutto's death senprior to its fall in 1977 sought to reduce friction tence, and Bhutto's execution represented somewith Washington, the Janata government has pur- thing of an embarrassment to the Chinese.
sued this policy with increased vigor. The warming
Nevertheless, in the face of US unwillingness to
of the US-Indian relationship has been dramatized get enmeshed in South Asian quarrels as well as
by the visit of President Carter to India in 1977 and the signs of a certain degree of improvement in
the return visit of Prime Minister Desai to the United US-Indian relations, the Pakistan military government has seen little reason to alter Islamabad's
long-standing reliance on China for support. In
58. On the NCNA release, see ibid.
September 1977, Zia-ul-Haq visited China and re59. The New York Times, Feb. 24, 1979.
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affirmed his country's continued and "unqualified"
friendship. 60
The Chinese, in turn, have taken pains to nurture close ties with Pakistan. In June 1978, VicePremier Geng Biao journeyed to Pakistan to open
the Chinese-built Karkoram highway, carved through
the mountains of northern Pakistan along the ancient silk route. 61 This highway gives China greater
influence in the South Asian state and ultimate access to the port of Karachi on the Arabian Sea. In
December 1978, about the time of Vietnam's invasion of Cambodia, Vice-Premier Li Xiannian also
made a hasty trip to Islamabad to reassure the
Pakistanis of China's unaltered support.62
Despite these continuities, South Asia has not
been entirely immune to the sorts of changes occurring elsewhere in Asia. Bangladesh affords the
best illustration. Capitalizing on the growing competition within the Communist world, and particularly between the USSR and China, the government
of President Ziaur Rahman has sought to maintain
links with a variety of nations. Having established
formal relations with China in 1975, for example,
Dacca worked assiduously to strengthen its ties with
Beijing. In January 1977, Zia visited China, and he
entertained Chinese Vice-Premier Li Xiannan and
Foreign Minister Huang Hua in Bangladesh in March
1978. Li and Huang received a reception in Dacca
reminiscent of the ones accorded the late Premier
Zhou Enlai during his stays in East Pakistan (now
Bangladesh) in 1956 and 1966. Moreover, the talks
between the Bangladeshi and Chinese leaders went
exceedingly well, with both sides expressing satisfaction with their outcome. 63 Outside the straightforward diplomatic realm, Bangladesh has obtained
Chinese assistance in the training of its air force
personnel, some shipments of Chinese military
supplies, and Chinese help with its development
projects.
Although President Zia and his armed forces are
strong backers of the Sino-Bangladesh connection
and although the Sino-Bangladesh ties appear to
enjoy popular endorsement, there has been evidence since the fall of 1978 that elements within
the civil service—particularly within the Bangladesh Ministry of Foreign Affairs—and the intelligentsia have reservations about how far the coun-

Chinese Vice-Premier Li Xiannian is welcomed to
Dacca by Bangladesh President Ziaur Rahman on
March 18, 1978.
—China Pictorial (Peking), No. 6, 1978 p. 15.

try should move toward China. In December 1978,
for instance, Vietnamese Vice Foreign Minister
Phan Hien was received in Dacca right at the height
of Sino-Vietnamese tensions. Such a gesture to
China's enemy no. 2 (the USSR being its enemy
no. 1) was not calculated to please Beijing. Furthermore, there has been discussion of the desirability
of President Zia's paying a visit to Moscow to balance off the trip to Beijing.
In another direction, President Zia has taken tentative steps to open up contacts with North Korea.
He went to Pyongyang in August 1978 to lead the
delegations from foreign countries for the 30th
anniversary of the founding of the Democratic People's Republic of Korea. During his stay, he received a hero's welcome. He also, incidentally, had
the opportunity for another fruitful dialogue with
Chinese Vice-Premier Deng Xiaoping, who headed
the Chinese delegation.
While Nepal has for many years sought to preserve a balance between the two Asian giants on its
borders—namely, India and China—it too has endeavored to exploit the new flux in Asia for its own
purposes. Specifically, King Birendra has proposed
to designate his country a "zone of peace." This
proposal has met with somewhat different receptions from Nepal's two large neighbors. During a
trip to Kathmandu in December 1977, Indian Prime
Minister Morarji Desai virtually rejected the idea,

60. Dawn (Karachi), Sept. 18, 1977.
61. Ibid., June 20, 1978.
62. Ibid., Dec. 22, 1978.
63. Based on the author's conversations with Bangladesh President
Ziaur Rahman and the Chinese ambassador in Bangladesh. The author
was in Dacca during the visit of Li and Huang.

64. See Kedar Man Singh et al., "Teng triumphs on the frontiers,"
FEER, Feb. 17, 1978.
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while Deng Xiaoping on his visit to Nepal in February 1978 expressed willingness to undertake "obligations arising from it." 64

Summary and Prospects
To capsulize the present situation, then, the international political system in Asia looks a good
deal different than it did in the early 1970's. The
USSR now has treaties of friendship and cooperation with not only India but also Vietnam, and both
Laos and Cambodia maintain close links with Vietnam. China, in striving to counter Soviet influence
in the area, has effected closer relations with Japan
and the United States, although the parallel interests of the three still have distinct limits. With a
few exceptions such as Pakistan, most of the smaller states of Asia have endeavored to diversify their
links abroad to enhance their room for maneuver;
moreover, the variety of their preoccupations in
international affairs has brought about distinctions
among them in how they deal with individual Communist countries. As a consequence, there is considerable diversity in the nature of their international ties in the region.
But there remains the issue of how lasting the
present pattern of relations will be. In trying to
assess this matter, it is important to recognize at
the outset that the determining considerations concern the largest powers active in Asia. Their relationships provide the parameters within which the
smaller countries must operate and limit the degree
of flexibility that these countries can exercise in
working out their international ties.
What, then, is the outlook with regard to the alignments among the larger powers? In many respects,
China constitutes the key factor. As long as Beijing
(Continues to regard the USSR as its principal enemy
land to see Vietnam as Moscow's stalking horse, it
jwill probably perceive at least certain parallel interests with Japan and the United States in containing Soviet influence in Asia. The most that the
Soviet Union can accomplish under such conditions
is to decrease the parallel interests that draw China,
Japan, and the United States together, and to solidify its own links with India and Vietnam.
While Beijing has called for border talks with
both the USSR and Vietnam, the prospects for
major shifts in Chinese attitudes toward either ap65. Based on the author's discussions with senior Chinese
diplomats in the United States, Bangladesh, and Pakistan.

pear dim. As long as China remains committed taj
its rapid modernization program, its basic oriental
tion will lie toward the Western sources of assist
tance to that program. This orientation does notj
preclude an improvement of relations with Moscow,}
but such a development seems improbable unless!
Moscow greatly diminishes its support for Vietnam.]
The Chinese now view their conflict with Vietnam
as long-term in nature because of Hanoi's desire
for "regional hegemony" in Indochina. Moreover,
they appear determined to thwart Vietnamese ambitions and feel confident of their abilities to do so
eventually, if not over the short run. They argue,
for example, that, just as anti-Indian feelings arose
in Bangladesh soon after the 1971 Indo-Pakistani
war, "national uprisings" will take place at some
juncture against the Hanoi-dominated regimes in
Cambodia and Laos. In this connection, they concede that the Pol Pot regime has likely disappeared
forever (and shed no tears at that fact), but they
hold that a national hero whom they can support,
like Prince Norodom Sihanouk, will ultimately
emerge in Cambodia.65 Given the USSR's past
eagerness to promote Leonid Brezhnev's Asian
security plan, however, it is not very probable that
Moscow would be amenable to lessening its backing of the Vietnamese.
Within the general framework created by continued Sino-Soviet tension and rivalry, some marginal changes in the contours of the existing pattern of relationships could conceivably occur. India,
for instance, could seek to further strengthen its
links with the United States as a means of expanding its room for maneuver vis-a-vis the USSR. Soviet-American relations could take a turn for the
better—especially if a SALT II agreement gets ratified by the US Senate—and there might thus be a
narrowing of parallel American-Chinese interests.
By the same token, heightened Soviet military activity in Asia could push China, Japan, and the
United States closer together. It is even possible
that Vietnam, deciding to deemphasize its ambitions in Indochina, could make new overtures to
Japan and the United States as a means of decreasing its dependence on the USSR.
Of these possible developments, the first is perhaps the most likely, with the others arranging themselves at various lower levels on a ladder of probabilities. Yet none would dramatically alter current 1
alignments in Asia. Thus, the chances are that the
broad outlines of today's international political system in Asia will persist for the foreseeable future.
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Cadres Policy
in the Brezhnev Era
By Robert E. Blackwell, Jr.

D

uring each of the last two successions in the
USSR, the Politburo of the Communist Party
of the Soviet Union (CPSU) has sought to
swing the political balance toward collective leadership and away from personal rule.1 After Yosif
Stalin's death, the Soviet security apparatus was
almost immediately brought under joint leadership
control and eliminated as a weapon in the political
struggle. Following N.S. Khrushchev's overthrow,
his heirs replaced their patron's freewheeling
cadres policies with a far less politicized approach
in making personnel decisions.2 These changes—
perhaps one should call them reforms—have considerably narrowed the tactical options in the leadership struggle and thereby strengthened the institutional restraints against abuses of power by
the more ambitious members of the Politburo.3
Neither party leader since Stalin has been entirely able to overcome these constraints in his
pursuit of power. Khrushchev's demise would almost certainly not have been possible had he been
able to suppress his opponents by nonpolitical
means. While he held a preeminent position among
his colleagues, he still required their acquiescence
to maintain his position.4 L.I. Brezhnev, too, has
adapted his leadership style and policies to these

limitations. He has apparently concluded that his
own political fortunes are best served by identifying
his administration with cadres stability and by
avoiding controversial policies that would require
him to struggle against the bonds of oligarchic
control.
The constraints on the use of terror and repression as a weapon in political infighting have become
deeply ingrained in the Soviet system, and it is difficult to foresee circumstances under which the
USSR is likely to return to the dark days of Stalinist
repression. By contrast, the durability of the controls on use of cadres policy in the political struggle remains uncertain. Although such depoliticization of cadres policy provides considerable political protection against abuses of power by a party
chief, it has led to a significant decline in elite
turnover during the last 14 years and has greatly
reduced the entrance of younger elites into the
leadership. There likely exist opposition and resentment among some lower-level officials with
respect to policies that make advancement so slow.
It is conceivable that an aspirant to the post of
CPSU General Secretary might try to enlist the support of such officials in a future succession struggle.
Nevertheless, most of the party and government
leaders in the CPSU Central Committee have a

Mr. Blackwell is an analyst with the Office of Political Analysis, US Central Intelligence Agency (Langley, VA), and a former Associate Professor of Politi- 1. Western scholars disagree, however, about the extent to which
Soviet political system now exhibits oligarchic tendencies. See T.
cal Science at Emory University (Atlanta, GA). His the
H. Rigby, "The Soviet Leadership: Towards a Self-Stabilizing
studies of the Soviet party elite have appeared in •Oligarchy?" Soviet Studies (Glasgow), October 1970, pp. 167-91; Grey
Journal of Politics, Soviet Studies, Comparative Hodnett, "The Pattern of Leadership Politics," in Seweryn Bialer, Ed.,
Domestic Determinants of Soviet Foreign Policy, forthcoming, Chap.
Politics, and the American Journal of Political Sci- 5; Myron Rush, Political Succession in the USSR, 2nd ed., New York,
ence. The views in this article are those of the au- NY, Columbia University Press, 1968; Robert G. Wesson, "Monarchy
thor and should not be interpreted as representing or Oligarchy: Problems of Leadership," paper presented at the Annual
Meeting of the American Political Science Association, Washington,
the official views of the Central Intelligence Agency DC, Sept. 5, 1972.
or the US government.
(For fns. 2-4, see page 30.)
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