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The beginnings of a dynamic process of Ametican and Enuropean economic and
cultural interaction with the Asian- Pacific states can be discerned. Such interaction
promises to be of benefit to all parties. NATO will be obliged to demonstrate
safficient collective will to identify and pursue successful policier beyond its
traditional geographic confines if it is to meet the many political and economic

challenges abead.

ASTAN-PACIFIC ALLIANCE SYSTEMS AND

TRANSREGIONAL LINKAGES

William T. Tow

During the past few years the
majority of Western and Asian-Pacific
states® have become more concerned
about the Soviet Union's extension of
military power throughout the Far East.
InFebruary 1980 America’s Secretary of
Defense characterized the European and
Asian theaters as now posing “'an
awkward set of circumstances” for U.S.
security interests, He contended thac
only "moderate levels” of nonnuclear
detertence existed in both theaters and
strongly implied that 2 linkage of pro-
Western Pacific states might be required
to rectify evident imbalances between
Sovier and Western force capabilities.!
All preliminary indications ate that the
present Administration concurs with
these assessments.?

Soviet strategies may be related to
satisfying a historical insecurity regard-
ing potential Asian threats to the
Russian homeland, or the U.S.8.R. could
be pursuing geopolitical opportunities

within the context of irs ‘correlation of
t) hse e Digitaii

forces” world view vis-d-vis a perceived
Asian power vacuum cteated by a dimio-
ished Western strategic presence in the
region. In the absence of significantly
increased regional defense efforts with
strong Western suppott, Moscow's long-
standing proposal for an " Asian Collec-
tive Security System” may become a
reality by default. Such an arrangement
could become a warrant for the US.S.R.
to enforce an imposed neutrality on
noncommunist states of Northeast and
Southeast Asia.?

Under such circumstances, Soviet
Russia could finally achieve what Tsarist
Russia never could when playing the

*For the purposes of this study, the rerm
“Astan-Pacific” refers to that area including rhe
Siberian, Transhaikal, and Far Eastern Military
Districes of the U.SS.R., the Korean Peninsula,
China,Japan, the Indochinese peninsula including
Burma, the ASEAN states of Thailand, Malaysia,
Singapore, the Philippines, and Indonesia, and the
Western Pacific area commonly referred to as
"Oceania” stretching from Western Ausrralia to
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"Great Game” with the British Empire—
aglobal strategic breakthrough by estab-
lishing Soviet outposts throughout the
Persian Gulf and Indian Ocean while
successfully contesting the traditional
American predominance in the Western
Pacific. The resulting Soviet strategic
reach would sharply challenge, if not
compromise, Western security through
increased deployments of offshore stra-
tegic power. As one Western analyst has
recently observed, the traditional geo-
political notion that the interests of a
state diminish steadily with distance
was never totally true and "makes a
particulatly bad fit" for the current
realities of world market interdepen-
dencies and today's military technology.!

Since the 1975 communist victories
in Indochina, however, the ASEAN
states and South Korea have not become
“dominoes" as many Western observers
had initially predicted. They have
instead exercised reasonable manage-
ment over their domestic economic and
development programs and have dis-
played surprising acumen in building an
image of regional cohesion. Therefore,
the major security challenges now con-
fronting the region are mostly external
ones and, within that context, several
emerging trends will be discussed.
Initially, the nature of Soviet strategic
penetration into the area will be
reviewed under the assumption that it is
now the most important determinant
influencing the security perceptions of
Asian-Pacific states and other key
external actors. Two developing pat-
terns of response to the Soviet challenge
will then be examined: (1) current
Japanese moves to relate its security
concerns with those of NATO and
America's Asian allies and (2) an
emerging interest by other Asian-
Pacific states to expand their existing
security ties with NATO and ANZUS
states into a widened forum for consulta-
tions and policy coordination. The
potential inducement of such alliance
consolidation by Soviet geopolitical
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behavior makes for a compelling area
of inquiry in Asian-Pacific affairs.

The Interplay of Soviet Political
and Military Force. The rapid pace of
the US.S.R.'s military deployments in
the Asian-Pacific has been comple-
mented by the Soviet use of intimi-
dating political and strategic tactics to
test the will of various scates in the
region. A striking example was the
increase of Soviet air and naval move-
ments around Japan immediarely before
and after Tokyo signed its Peace and
Friendship Treaty with China.’ Soviet
spokesmen pointed to the Sino-
Japanese diplomatic negotiations and
“the guise of ‘(Japanese) self-defense
forces™ as “tendencies which run
counter to the statements made by
Japanese officials to the effect that
Japan has no intention of becoming a
major military power—[and which]—if
not rebuffed are liable—to increase
tension in the Far East.” While a few
individuals in Japanese political and
academic circles argue that Japan and
East Asia’s security interests would be
best served by adopting a more com-
pliant posture toward Moscow, the
majority of Japanese entertain a deep-
rooted fear and distrusc of Russia and
support their government’s present
campaign to resist Soviet penetration
into the Asian-Pacific.’

The U.S.5.R. continues to regard the
Sino-Japanese Friendship Treaty, devel-
oping NATO-PRC ties, the warming of
Antipodean-Chinese relations, and
China's improved relations with the
Association of Southeast Asian Nations
(ASEAN) as steps in forming a "united
front against Moscow."”® It can be
argued, however, that the Soviet Union
has contributed more to these develop-
ments than any other state by the pace
and scope of its military buildup in the
Asian-Pacific region. From 1965
through 1979, Soviet ground forces in
the Far East—roughly from Lake Baikal
eastward—increased from 15 divisions

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol34/iss5/5
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with 150,000 personnel to 34 divisions
with approximately 350,000 troops. If
Soviet ground forces deployed in the
Siberian Military District and other
areas adjacent to the Chinese border are
counted, Soviet ground force presence
in the Asian-Pacific region now totals
46 divisions with 450,000 personnel.?
By comparison, U.S. ground forces have
declined from a peak of 530,000 in 1970
{up from 100,000 in 1965 owing to the
American involvement in Vietnam) to
approximately 51,000 currently sta-
tioned in South Korea, Hawaii, and
Japan, When the ground forces of
probable Soviet regional allies are
compared with those of countries most
likely to align with the West, the
quantitative imbalance is somewhat
reduced, but still significantly in favor of
Moscow.

Qualitative assessments of the Soviet
ground force composition yield addi-
tional concerns. While only a few Soviet
divisions in the Far East are at a
“Category 1" state of combat readiness
with manning and equipment levels at
or over full strengrh, significant
numbers of T-62 battle tanks, BM-21
mobile multiple rocket launchers, 152
mm howitzers capable of firing nuclear
shells, SA-8 and SA-9 surface-to-air
missiles, nuclear mines, and Hind
helicopter gunships have been added to
the newly established Far Eastern
Command.'® A particularly intense
Soviet buildup has been occurring in the
"Northern Territories”—with up to
12,000 Soviet personnel now deployed
on the Japanese-claimed bur Soviet-held
island chain off the northeastern tip of
Hokkaido. The Soviets have maintained
a ground presence on Shikotan island
since the summer of 1979, on Kunashiri
and Etorofu since May 1978, with a
division headquarters now functioning
on Etorofu. An additional 18 Soviet
divisions from Kamchatka, Sakhalin,
and other points in the Soviet Maritime
Provinces are within easy striking
distance of Japanese territory.

ems and Transreglonal Linkages
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Most Japanese military planners now
believe that any Soviet ground attack
against Japan would be largely amphib-
ious with at least three divisions (35,000
men), 1,000 tanks and supporting air-
power inirially launched against Japan'’s
Northern Army. The Northern Army's
5th Division could resist any such
invasion directed toward eastern
Hokkaido with only about 5,000 men,
266 tanks, and inferior firepower.!!
According to Gen. Hiroomi Kurisu, the
Chairman of the Japanese Self-Defense
Force (JSDF) Joint Seaff Council until
forcibly recired tn July 1978 for his
outspoken views on Japanese defense
shortcomings, the total of Japan’s forces
would be stretched so thin in such a
defense that the Soviets could secure
Hokkaido and all of northern Japan
within a matter of days through one of
four possible invasion routes; eastern
Hokkaido, northern Hokkaido, the Soya
or Tsugaru Straits, and along the
northern coast of Honshu, He has
concluded that the only question remain-
ing in any current scenario of Japanese
resistance against a Soviet attack with-
out swift and decisive U.S. intervention
would be "how could members of the
Self Defense Force die most honor-
ably?"'12

While Soviet ground capabilities in
the Asian-Pacific are formidable, the
U.S8.8.R’s extension of its offshore
presence in the form of naval and
airpower could have the greatest long-
term effect in altering the regional
balance of power. Moscow has struc-
tured 2 multidimensional theater
nuclear deterrent through its deploy-
ment of §5-20 IRBMs as well as long-
range Backfire and Bear bombers. The
US.S.R.'s conventional force presence
in areas adjacent to Japan and in
Vietnam will enhance any Soviet
attempt to clear the Seas of Okhotsk and
Japan for operating and launching of
Delta-class SSBN launched strategic war-
heads with ranges sufficient to hit most
US. and all Asian-Pacific targets. If

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1981
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refueled in flight, Soviet long-range
bombers can reach most Asian-Pacific
targets north of Alice Springs, Australia
using Vladivostok or Petropavlovsk as
bases of origin.!?

Soviet naval and air presence in the
Vietnamese ports of Cam Ranh Bay and
Danang has also improved the USS.R's
strategic reach by upgrading its “surge
capability”—the ready availability of
flexible and responsive offshore power
in support of Soviet military operations
in Asia, the Indtan Ocean, and other
Third World regions.!* The marked
growth of the Russian’s surge capability
ts demaonstrated by the number of naval
ship passings the Soviet Pacific Fleer
now conducts through the Sea of Japan—
about one a day. In the space of only 1
year—between 1979 and 1980—the
U.S.8.R.'s Pacific Fleet has increased in
size from 770 ships and 1.38 million
tons to 785 ships and 1.52 million tons.
During the Iran and Afghanistan crises,
the U.S.5.R. was able to deploy simulta-
neously a minimum of 10 ships in the
South ChinaSea, 30in the Indian Ocean,
and the Minsk carrier and the lvan
Rogov amphibious assault transport/
dock ship to the Pacific Fleet. Limited
open-water amphibious capability has
also been enhanced over the past few
years by the deployment of 4,500-4,800
Soviet marines into the Asian-Pacific
region. Replenishment and resupply prob-
lems have been addressed by the ex-
pected introduction of the 40,000 ton
Berezina fleet oiler. Many Western
strategists contend, however, that
Soviet offshore forces do not really need
to maintain a forward presence far from
anchorage points in order to fulfill their
basic missions of protecting the Soviet
submarine-based nuclear deterrent and
interdicting Western naval and
merchant shipping.'*

The growth of Soviet airpower in the
Asian-Pacific area has been commen-
surate with its increased navai develop-
ment. Up to 20 Backfires are now
thought to be assigned to the Far East—
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many of them in a naval aviation role.!§
While Soviet bombers and military trans-
port aircraft still lack extensive support
for refueling, their recently increased
ranges will allow for artacks against
Asian land and sea targets at signifi-
cantly greater distances from their own
home bases.

Soviet aircraft, however, have long
since moved beyond surveillance and/or
transport missions restricted to North-
east Asia. By 1979, the Soviet air force
was flying military supplies and hard-
ware—including components for G0
MiG-21 jets being constructed in
Danang—from Tashkent and Bombay
over Thailand to Hanoi in extensive
support of Vietnam's war efforts in
Indochina. The frequency of such flights
has violated Thai airspace regulations
and has become a matter of increasing
concern to ASEAN defense planners.!’
Similarly, Japanese Air Self-Defense
Force “scrambles” against Soviet mili-
tary aircraft have increased on the
average from 360 to 600 per year since
1976.18 Moreover, the naval air arm of
the Pacific Fleet has reportedly stepped
up its regular surveillance of the entire
ASEAN region including the US.
Navy's Subic Bay installation in the
Philippines with such flights origi-
nating from Danang.'®

Surge capability also increases the
U.5.5.R.’s options for potential interrup-
tion in the flow of oil and other critical
resources to European or Asian states
and for possible application of coercive
diplomacy by Moscow. In noting Japan's
reluctance to stand by NATO boycort
policies at the outset of the Iranian
embargo, it seems reasonable to assume
that Tokyo would regard any serious
threac to its 20 percent of the world's
total trade volume as unacceptable to its
economic well-being. The Japan
Defense Agency has publicly admitted,
however, that the Maritime Self-
Defense Force cannot develop an
adequate antisubmarine defense on its
own against the modern Soviet attack

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol34/iss5/5
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submarines or naval components that
could be used to interdict Japanese sea
lines of communication (SLOC), even
though Japan is being pressured by
Washington to assume a greater burden
in ASW.2® While Australia, Indonesia,
South Korea and other ASEAN nations
possess effective local naval forces and
are or will be acquiring at least some
modern ASW weapons (such as the
Harpoon and ASROC missiles) and
more advanced jet fighter aircraft such
as the F-5E or even the F-16 or F-18,
they cannot begin to match the overall
maritime strike components of the
U.S.8.R. because of financial or techno-
logical limitations.?!

While the question of quantity versus
quality in defense will continue to enter
into strategic calculations, the establish-
ment of geostrategic momentum, recog-
nized and respected by both potential
allies and opponents, is a more critical
factor in the achievement and mainte-
nance of regional influence. Indeed, the
unmatched Soviet force buildups in the
Asian-Pacific region has been decisive
in forming the strategic perceptions of
leaders heading Asian-Pacific states that
the United States is committed to
defend. By late 1979, Toru Hara,
Director of the Japan Defense Agency's
Bureau of Defense Policy, refused to
acknowledge the superiority of U.S.
Fleet deployments in the Pacific but was
perhaps only following the lead of the
U.S. Commander-in-Chief Pacific
{CINCPAC) who, in congressional testi-
mony the year before, estimated that the
United States had only a “50-50 chance™
of keeping vital SLOCs open inan Asian
conflict,?2 Washington's announced "1V
war” strategy (emphasizing the Ameri-
can defense of Europe and the Middle
East) also fueled ASEAN nations'
tendencies during the mid-1970s to down-
play the Southeast Asia Treaty Organiza-
tion (SEATO} and other existing secu-
rity ties with the West. This problem
recurred in Japan during late 1979 and
carly 1980 with the announcement

of the so-called "swing strategy” alleg-
edly prescribing the transfer of U.S.
forces in the Pacific to the NATO
theater during an emergency.??
Similarly, the Soviet buildup in the
Asian-Pacific region has produced a
“spillover” effect into the Persian Gulf
and Indian Ocean regions that could
affect future U.S. strategic access to
those areas. The credibility factor of
U.S. defense guarantees entered into the
intricate negotiations leading to limited
American use of Somalian, Omani, and
Egyptian facilities. The same problem
was evident in negotiations leading to
the U.S.-Philippine base agreements of
January 1979.1n both the Middle East and
the Pacific, U.S. allies entertained fears
of being abandoned if U.S. defense "guar-
antees’ were ever seriously tested.?4

Japanese Movement Toward Mulii-
lateral Defense Cooperation: A
Qualified Approach, Article IX of
Japan's constitution renounces that
country’s use of force as a sovereign
tight except in self defense. The overall
depreciation of U.8. military strength
telative to that of the Soviet Union
during the past decade, however, has led
to the concentration of remaining
American power in Europe and the
Middle East, leaving Japan’s peripheries
less secure than at any time since the
Second World War. Any efforts by the
United States to correct this imbalance
will be time-consuming and subject to
Soviet counteractions. Under such circurn-
stances, the necessity for Japan to build
and maintain credible military forces of
its own with the world’s eighth largest
defense budget is now fully accepted by
the government and a vast majority of
the Japanese people.??

In July 1980 a Comprehensive
Narional Security Study Group
(CNSSG), appointed by the late Prime
Minister Masayoshi Ohira, issued its
first report.?® The CNSSG concluded
that Japan would now have to become a
more active participant in future

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1981 5
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Western international security efforts
by achieving true self-reliance in defense
and by broadening its defense perspec-
tives. The CNSSG's conclusions were
reinforced by those reached in the 1980
Japan Defense Agency's “White Paper”
and by leading Western foreign policy
institutes. A recent joint study by
American, British, French, and West
German scholars concluded that Japan
must be recognized as an important
world power and encouraged to partici-
pate in the Western defense system
although not in ways that risk antago-
nizing neighboring Asian states.?’ A
highly publicized “Joint Working
Group” of American and Japanese
analysts was even more specific after
completing its own 2-year study.?® It
recommended that Japan should pro-
vide airlift and sealift capability as well
as financial support for increased
Western military forces now deployed
in the Middle East. Tokyo was also
called upon to increase simultaneously
its force levels in the Asian-Pacific
region to compensate for any U.S,
elements transferred from there to the
Persian Gulf or Indian Ocean.?®

To what extent Japan will acrually
restructure its security policies to
comply with such recommendations
remains uncertain. Japan still justifies
its growing defense role within the
guidelines of the “Basic Policy for
National Defense” adopted in 1957,
which stipulates that any external
aggression against the country will be
dealt with on the basis of the U.S.-Japan
Mutual Defense Treary.’® Prime Min-
ister Suzuki's recent direcrives for-
bidding speculation by members of his
cabinet on the revision of Article IX and
Japan's refusal to increase its defense
budget more than 7.6 percent for 1981
despite intense pressure by Washington
fora 9.7 percent expansion indicate that
any Japanese moves to extend its
alliances will be gradual.3!

Until now, Japan has been highly
cautious in its attempts to forge closer
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political and security consultations with
West European states. In early 1980
Japan announced that it would send
permanent representatives to meetings
of the North Atlantic Assembly (NAA)—
the parliamentary affiliate of NATO. A
Japanese Defense Agency spokesman
qualified this decision to an NAA
visiting delegation to Tokyo by remind-
ing it that constitutional restraints still
prevent Japan from assisting another
country with JSDF forces if Japan itself
had not been attacked. Within this
context, the prospects for Japanese-
West European joint military action are
still remote.?? This constraint was
reiterated by Asao Mihara, Chairman of
Japan's Liberal Democratic Party Secu-
rity Affairs Research Council and the
leader of the Japanese delegation to the
North Atlantic Assembly’s November
1980 session in Brussels. The Japanese
parliamentarian said that there could be
no direct Japanese participation in the
type of joint international supervisory
fleet envisioned by the Joint Working
Group report—although Japanese
financial support might be forthcoming
if such a rask force ever material-
ized.»?

It is also doubtful that most of
NATO's decisionmakers are ready to
incorporate Japan as a formal member
of the alliance. In recent interviews and
correspondence by the author with
NATO officials in Brussels, the 1978
and 1979 visits of the Japan Defense
Agency Directors to NATO Head-
quarters were regarded as "information
activities” or "courtesy visits” that are
commonly extended to all nationalities.
A Japanese diplomatic communique
released following Ganri Yamashita's
1979 visic emphasized that no arrange-
ments for the actual exchange of defense
information were discussed. NATO
considered the development of bilateral
recurity ties between its members and
Japan as the best way to meet Japan's
understandable desire for reassurances
in light of the Soviet threat.?4

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol34/iss5/5
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Strategic developments in the Persian
Gulf, the Indian Ocean, and Southeast
Asia, however, have created a shared
sense of urgency between Tokyo and
NATO that may soon overcome bath
sides’ reluctance to move towards higher
levels of security cooperation. In
October 1980 the Defense Agency dis-
closed that it no longer necessarily
interprets the concept of "basic and
balanced defense power” to mean
“minimum defense power to be
achieved in peacetime” as was the case
when this criteria was adopted as
Japan’s defense planning principle in
1976. This could be an indicator of some
movement toward greater Japanese
willingness to enter into more advanced
interregional security arrangements.3’

Some mechanisms already exist for
this possibility such as Japan’s member-
ship in the Consultative Group-Coord-
inating Committee (COCOM), which
regulates Western technology transfers
to communist countries, and Tokyo's
participation in the annual economic
summits held by the industrial democ-
racies in which political and security
issues are also weighed.’ While Japan
continues to adhere to its cthree "non-
nuclear principles” of no production,
deployment, or presence of nuclear
weapons on Japanese soil, its strong
interest in nuclear energy and prolifera-
tion problems complements
EURATOM's concerns in this area.?”

European-Japanese cooperation in
defense-related technology or in
eventual outright weapons production
cannot be discounted. In Match 1980
West German Defense Miaister Hans
Apel journeyed to Tokyo to express the
FRG's willingness to arrange for limited
sales of military-related equipment with
Japan. The imminent emergence of the
Japanese aerospace industry could lead
to consortium or coproduction arrange-
ments similar to those now in effect for
the Tornado jet fighter between several
European countries—perhaps, in part,
relieving the current problems now

being experienced with European
nations’ growing budgets. After Apel
briefed Japanese officials, Japan Defense
Agency Director-General Hosada
observed that his country was already
“spiritually tied to NATQ,"*8

Japan is also demonstrating a greater
willingness to participate in bilateral
and even multilateral military exercises
with the United States and its NATO
and ANZUS allies. Joint U.S.-Japanese
exercises have increased under the
auspices of the "Guidelines for US.-
Japanese Defense Cooperation” (ap-
proved in November 1978) and the
U.S.-Japan Security Consultative Com-
mittee.*? Similarly, British warships
recently drilled with units of the Mari-
time Self-Defense Force near Oshima
Island and in Tokyo Bay.#® But the most
significant Japanese participation in
Western alliance military exercises to
date was in RIMPAC 80, a 3-week
mulcilateral exercise by American,
Canadian, Australian, and New Zealand
naval units conducted from 26 February
to 18 March 1980 off Hawaii. The
Japanese contingent included two de-
stroyers and eight antisubmarine patrol
aircrafc (P-2Js) with 690 naval per-
sonnel in attendance.#' The Japanese
Government justified the presence of
Japanese forces by interpreting it as an
“educative” venture not specifically
directed toward any potential opponent
and in compliance with Japan’s criteria
of not possessing, producing, or deploy-
ing nuclear weapons on Japanese tetri-
tory. The JSDF has already announced
that the MSDF will take part in
RIMPAC 82.1* As a result of the
RIMPAC precedent and Japan's newly
developed concept of “non-collective
defense” rights, some future Japanese
role in various European maneuvers
occasionally conducted with various
ASEAN states or in the Indian Ocean
cannot now be ruled out. 4

There have been recent indications
that the ASEAN states are becoming
more willing to accept a greater
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Japanese security role in their region.
ASEAN's major concern in this regard
is that any growth in Japanese capabil-
ities should occur under scrice U.S,
surveillance. Even with this condition
fulfilled, the prospect of Japanese rearm-
ament could quickly generate apprehen-
sions throughout noncommunist South-
east Asia if Japan does not constantly
reassure the area of its purely defensive
intentions.

Singapore is probably the strongest
ASEAN proponent of Japan increasing
its military power. During a January
1981 interview wirh the Asahbi Shimbun,
Prime Minister Lee Kuan Yew observed
that Japan has been "most reluctant” to
increase its defense budget but that the
Soviet buildup of power in the Indian
and Pacific Oceans made it imperative
that it do so as a complement to U.S.
defense efforts in the area. Lee qualified
his endorsement by contending that
Japan should only strengthen its conven-
tional defenses and never aspire to
become a nuclear power.4! Philippine
President Ferdinand Marcos has also
conveyed approval for increased
Japanese defenses as a component of a
tacit U.S.-PRC-Japan "united front”
necessary to check Soviet military power
in Asia.** While leaders of the orher
ASEAN countries have been more
reticent to endorse Japan's defense
efforts, they have all at different times
expressed understanding of Japan's
need to pursue increased self-defense
efforts, at least within Japanese
territory 46

For its parc, Japan has pegun to
explore avenues of potential securicy
cooperation with its noncommunist
Asian neighbors. In July 1979, Japanese
Foreign Minister Sunao Sonoda com-
mented that Japan could only deal with
the United States, the Soviet Union, and
Western Europe on a basis of equality by
allying itself with ASEAN.*? During the
past 2 years, Tokyo has initiated
regional tours by JSDF officials to
ASEAN states as well as to Australia
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and New Zealand for consultations on
defense macters. These activities culmi-
nated in a Japanese-Australian agree-
ment, announced in March 1980, to
upgrade their two countries’ military
personnel exchange programs.4® In July
1979 Ganri Yamashita visited South
Korea to enter into defense con-
sultations wirh Korean defense officials
and in October 1980 Seoul requested
permission for a ROK naval training
squadron to visit defense porrs.¥9
Finally, Japan's participation in the
annual economic summits of the
industrial democracies makes it a
natural representative of Asian-Pacific
interests at those prestigious forums,
where global security issues are in-
evitably discussed.’®

Japan will most likely increase its
regional milicary capabilities and activi-
ties to levels chat it considers appro-
priate to the pace and scope of Soviet
strategic penetration in the Asian-
Pacific but not necessarily commen-
surate with levels preferred by Wash-
ington and possibly by Western Europe,
Any Japanese buildup will remain
tempered by other Asian states’ linger-
ing sensitivity to the specter of a
remilitarized Japan. Prime Minister
Suzuki's efforts during his January 1981
tour of the ASEAN states to promote a
“comprehensive security” approach—
the building of peace and stability
throughout the region by emphasizing
development assistance, freer trade, and
conference diplomacy—was generally
well received but also clearly illustrated
Japan’s difficulties for maincaining
political credibility while simulta-
neously breaking out of a long-term
situation of strategic seif-restraint.’! In
fact, however, most ASEAN leaders
along with their counterparts in South
Korea, Ausrralia, and New Zealand
understand that a credible regional
security outlook musct include a Japan
that is capable of implementing region-
wide defense missions if the need should
arise,
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Developing Security Linkages of
Other Asian-Pacific Siates and Extra-
regional Aetors. The projection of
Soviet power into the critical SLOCs
that traverse the Asian-Pacific and the
Indian Gcean regions has introduced a
profound security challenge to the
ASEAN states as well as to the entire
Western alliance system. The potential
ramifications of the Sino-Vietnamese
border conflict, the ambiguous nature of
India’s naval buildup along the
Andaman Islands, and the Vietnamese
Navy's recent acquisition of Soviet
frigates as well as guided-missile craft
are all regarded with justifiable concern
by the nations of peninsular Southeast
Asia.’? Revised intelligence estimates
showing that North Korea's military
capabilities and srrengths were signif-
icantly greater than previously believed,
coupled with the political instability of
South Korea following the assassination
of Park Chung-hee in October 1979,
produced apprehensions in Tokyo and
throughout the region about the vulner-
ability of the American deterrent in
Northeast Asia.’? Incursions of Viet-
namese forces into Thailand that accel-
erated during the summer of 1979 and
the subsequent Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan increased the willingness
of most noncommunist states through-
out the region to seek more extensive
security arrangements from each other
and from the West.

The Unired Stares and its NATO
allies, as well as Australia and New
Zealand, have responded with initia-
tives designed to increase their own
straregic presence and military assis-
tance to Asian-Pacific countries. While
a revival of SEATO may still seem
prematcure, the ASEAN states’ recep-
tiveness to the West's renewed strategic
presence in Asia prompted the Timer
{London) to conclude that *. .. [the]
repeated disclaimers that ASEAN
would never become a military alliance
are becoming less and less credible,”%4

In retrospect, SEATO was not

completely irrelevant to Asian-Pacific
security needs until the time of its
demise in June 1977, but throughout its
23-year history, its Western and Asian
signatories entertained different views
of participation in the alliance (ie.,
deterrence of external threats of preoceu-
pation with counterinsurgency require-
ments) that prevented its evolution into
a credible military arrangement’s
While the Southeast Asia Collective
Defense Treaty (SEACDT), better
known as the "Manila Pact,” is still in
force, it remains unclear how or to what
extent that covenant applies to the
Malay Peninsula or to Indonesia. Kuala
Lumpur and Jakarta have been tradi-
tional regional critics of Western alli-
ance ties in the ASEA region, but they
have demonstrated inconsistencies in
their own security postures and now
search for kefabanan—"the ability to
endure”—by implementing domestic
anticommunist campaigns of question-
able value and by military procurement
programs that, until recently, lacked
cohesion in their purpose and in
planning.5%

Malaysia and Singapore enjoy some
measure of extraregional securicy guaran-
tees by hosting small contingents of
Australian, British, and New Zealand
forces under the Five Power Defense
Arrangements (FPDA). Despite its
planned expansion, the FPDA con-
tinues to be a consultative mechanism
rather than a formal pact. In the event
of Soviet, Vietnamese, or possibly
Indian military actions directed only
against the Malacca Straits, Thailand, as
a member of SEACDT, would have to
become directly involved before U.S.
military intervention would be auto-
matic through Washington's regional
treaty commitments. These realities, as
Justus van der Kroef has noted, "tend to
reflect something of the very need and
purpose of SEATQ."?

In January 1980 Thailand did initiate
consultations with U.S. officials on
SEACDT's applicability to Vietnamese
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encroachments against its territory.
These discussions were later extended
to include the leaders of Singapore and
the Philippines, with Lee Kuan Yew
reportedly offering to extend basing
rights to U.S. forces.*® Britain, Australia,
and New Zealand also reaffirmed their
commitments to the Manila Pact. While
Malaysia and Indonesia publicly op-
posed the implementation of region-
wide collective defense arrangements
with external powers, Kuala Lumpur's
approval for the FPDA's expanded
activities and Jakarta's initiatives to
commence joint military exercises with
the Thais and to step up such Indonesia-
Australian exercises were strong signs
that all ASEAN members are gradually
moving toward acceptance of trans-
regional security cooperation perhaps
even through the eventual creation of a
formal alliance structure.

Unlike NATO, such an Asian-Pacific
Security Organization (APSO) would
initially function as a communications
base rather than as a joint political and
military command center. It could com-
mence by integrating discussions of the
FPDA’s Joint Consultative Council
(JCC) and the ANZUS Council. The
ANZUS members (the United States,
Australia, and New Zealand) have met
annually to evaluate and act upon issues
of mutual concern. The FPDA
announced in November 1980 that the
JCC will also convene once a year.*® As
members of bath groups, Australia and
New Zealand are in a position to
promote mutual consultations between
the FPDA and ANZUS on selected
issues pending the approval of the
United States, Singapore, and Malaysia.
Under such circumstances, Washington
and London could better identify and
communicate any mutual defense con-
cerns of NATO and Asian-Pacific states,
particularly if such talks were eventually
expanded to include the other ASEAN
members.

The Philippines and Thailand already
have existing defense ties with both
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NATO countries through SEACDT as
well as their own bilateral security
arrangements with the United States
(the U.S.-Philippine Mutual Security
Treaty and the Rusk-Thanat Com-
munique respectively). These affilia-
tions could be readily expanded to justify
their inclusion in APSO deliberations if
Bangkok and Manila are willing en-
trants. Other NATO and Asian-Pacific
nations could also become participants
should they consider APSO member-
ship to be in their own interests. In
some instances, even France and Indo-
nesia might welcome the opportunity to
exchange views within such a council,
either as “"observers” or in some other
status that would not compromise
traditionally independent foreign
policies.50

Within the past year, the need for
more coordinated security deliberations
between Washington, its NATO allies,
and Asian-Pacific countries has become
especially evident,

The developing ad hoc character of
NATO and ANZUS naval deployments
is one area that such discussions might
address. Avoidance of overlap between
the missions of allied fleet activities
there needs to be pursued. Auseralia
serves as a case-in-point. During the
February 1980 ANZUS Council meeting
in Washington, Canberra committed its
navy, with its long-range FB-111 strike
aircraft, to more frequent deployments
to the Indian Ocean in acknowledgment
that over 9,000 miles of its 12,000-mile
coastline faces that body of water. New
Zealand was accordingly vested with
greater defense responsibilities toward
the island states of the South Pacific.#!

During the ensuing months, the
Australian Government dsd deploy a
sizable task force led by the aircraft
carrier Melbourne to the Indian Ocean,
ostensibly in support of U.S,, British,
and French units already deployed there
to offset the increased Soviet force
presence. Notwithstanding its navy's
increased physical presence, however,
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Australia was reluctant to contribuce to
America’s Rapid Deployment Force
(RDEFE) or to involve itself publicly in
naval drills with its American and
British allies.6 Australia cited its fear of
disrupting critical “"commercial rela-
tions” that it maintains with Persian
Gulf states as the basis of its reticence.
In retrospect, more comprehensive
discussions probably should have been
pursued in the ANZUS Council or other
appropriate channels about the purpose
of Australian naval deployments before
they were carried out,

A promising development for
Western security efforts was the West
German dispatch of two destroyers into
the Mediterranean and Indian Oceans
for the first time in April 1980. While
American efforrs to involve rhe German
units in spontaneous joint maneuvers
with U.S. naval units were unsuccessful,
the German ships did exercise with
French units in the Mediterranean. This
demanstrated that in the event of more
careful allied planning, the
Bundesmarine could either provide
some units for Asian-Pacific contin-
gencies or, more preferably, deploy
greater numbers of combatants to rhe
Baltic and North Seas, thereby releasing
more experienced American and Brirish
naval units for peripheral area defense
tasks.®

The naval forces of other NATO
members are also porentially available
to APSO if used in ways thar reflect
advanced planning and coordination.
Borh the British and the Dutch have
long maritime craditions in the East and
Southeast Asian environment. For the
past few years, the British have dis-
patched a 10- co 12-ship rask force each
May to the Far East, visiting Singapore
and other critical ports.® Holland sends
a similar, if smaller, task force to the
Asian-Pacific area biannually. Dutch
milirary conracts with the Indonesians
that are now increasing are also valuable
in encouraging Jakarra to continue

erceiving its own national interests as

coinciding with those of the NATO and
SEACDT powers.®

Additionally, the French naval
presence thac spans from the Indian
Ocean through the South Pacific is
substantial. The French occasionally
conduct joint maneuvers with ANZUS
and ASEAN navies. During specific
intervals, they could join an APSO naval
arm that, with sufficient preparation
and coordination, could largely supple-
ment or replace American forces that
were suddenly required to be elsewhere.

Currently, the British Government is
weighing possible defense cuts that may
further affect Britain's ability to sustain
its offshore strategic deployments.
Japan or various Persian Gulf states that
envision British strategic presence in
the critical SLOCs as serving their own
national interests might wish to incur at
least some of the expenses for their
maintenance. APSO would serve as an
appropriate institutional forum for
Tokyo or the Gulf States to investigate
such arrangements. These efforts could
also be instrumental in allowing the
United States to support better its 3rd
and 7rh Fleets in rhe Pacific theater
during times of crisis.56

If ir proved capable of facilitating
better transregional defense planning
by serving as an effective communica-
tions instrument, the Asian-Pacific
Security Organization could eventually
address more specific regional defense
problems with a commensurate aurhor-
ity carefully defined by APSO's partici-
pants to carry out policies addressing
such problems. Doctrinal atteation
could be directed to the establishment of
unified operational controls over Asian-
Pacific and NATO air and naval ele-
ments active in the region and ro such
specific areas as air transport and airlifr
capabilities, tactical air missions, ASW
procedures, and long-range surveillance
and attack modes.5? Three critical areas
for consideration are base employment
and logistical support arrangements,
the reconciliation of political differences
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between Asian-Pacific and NATO
countries as they affect the climate of
defense cooperation, and the utility of
milirary assistance and sales.

The missions of American and allied
bases and military installations still
operating in the Asian-Pacific region
might be reviewed to ascertain their
relevance, efficiency, and acceptability
to the host nation, A key consideration
is how well such bases are able to
function as components in the West’s
global deterrence strategies against
identifiable and realistic chreats.

The Subic Bay Naval Base, Clark Air
Base, and San Miguel Naval Communica-
tions Station in the Philippines have
been looked upon as the most important
American installacions in the region
serving as support centers for the 7th
Fleet and for much of CINCPAC's over-
all air and naval components, telecom-
munications, and cryptologic func-
tions.5® Since 1976, however, the bases’
actual value for facilicating U.S. and
allied forward defense in the Asian-
Pacific region has been subject to in-
creased scrutiny. In that year, Philippine-
Vietnamese diplomatic relations were
established and as a condition of normali-
zation, President Marcos pledged "not
to allow any foreign country to use one’s
territory as a base for direct or indirect
aggression and intervention against the
other country or other countries in the
region.”'s? Other criticisms have been
directed against the bases’ possible vul-
nerability to surprise attack by means of
SLCMs or SLBMs, the tendency of all
foreign bases to attract rather than to
deter hostile military action, the irrele-
vance of the bases’ repair and training
facilities owing to modern airlift capabil-
ities, and toward the bases’ political
unpopularity with various Filipino polit-
ical opposition parties.

Regardless of their symbolic role in
advertising American defense commit-
ments in Asia, more pragmatic argu-
ments for Washingron's continued
investment in the bases need to be
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presented to America's European and
Asian allies. A recent U.S. congressional
study has contended, for example, that
Subic Bay plays an integral role in
supporting the 7th Fleet's presence
around Japan and Korea. It also argues
that Clark Air Base is vital in defending
South Korea's security. Moreover, accord-
ing to the study, the bases have desig-
nated support roles for possible opera-
tions in the Western Indian Ocean and
South China Sea and could allegedly
support U.5, military operations during
a Middle East crisis.”® Such arguments
could be more credibly introduced in a
setting in which the United States’
Asian-Pacific allies could evaluate the
bases' contribution to their own security
interests on a constant basis,

The status of U.S. basing needs and
rights concerning deployments of B-52
bombers at Darwin, Australia and on
Diego Garcia (if its runways are
extended} also need further clarifica-
tion.” The precedents for allied use of
Australian air and naval bases already
exist as Malaysia and Singapore’s air
force training units are routinely
granted landing rights and U.S. naval
elements frequently berth at Cockburn
Sound and at other Australian ports.
The B-52 negotiations and the possible
use of American tracking installations
in Australia imply a direct allied involve-
ment in operationalizing the American
nuclear deterrent.’? The United States
and Australia might set a useful
precedent for other transregional secu-
rity arrangements by renegotiating cur-
rent Memorandums of Arrangement
(MQOAs) so as to provide Canberra with
greater access and input into the commu-
nications stations’ missions, as was the
case with cthe US.-Philippines base
renegotiations, thus giving greater
deference to the sovereign rights of
Australia.

President Reagan has opted todown-
play what his predecessor viewed as a
serious human rights problem in South
Korea, an approach that placed U.S.
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forces stationed there in a compromised
position. The use of South Korean
combat units in their country’'s domestic
power struggles after the Park assassina-
tion and the ROK's controversial trial
of Kim Dae Jung put serious strain on
U.S.-ROK relations. In February 1981,
however, South Korean President Chun
Doo Hwan became the first foreign
head of state to be received by President
Reagan. The meeting restored some
normalcy to relations between the two
Pacific allies and provided the occasion
for Reagan to announce the resumption
of full U.S. military assistance to Seoul
and the restoration of regularly
scheduled security consultations be-
tween American and Korean elements
of the Joint Military Command in South
Korea.”

All of the ASEAN states as well as
South Korea are now involved in sizable
arms procurement programs, with the
United States serving as their largest
supplier followed by France, Holland,
and Britain. While COCOM regulates
Western arms sales to communist
countries, there is a pressing need for
NATO countries to coordinate better
their sales to Asian-Pacific weapons
markets so that their customers have
the opportunity to move toward in-
creased standardization of regional
forces. The United States, Britain, and
Australia might weigh expanding the
role of the Commonwealth Fund for
Technical Cooperation to regulating
bilateral and multilateral military assis-
tance and sales programs instituted
throughout the Asian-Pacific region.”

Conclusion. Throughout history,
policy decisions have emerged and then
quickly faded before being fully under-
stood by those charged with pursuing
what were, in hindsight, clear national
interests. Over the next few decades, a

dynamic process of American and Euro-
pean economic and cultural interaction
with the Asian-Pacific states promises
to develop in a manner that can be
constructive to all parties concerned.
Under such conditions, the stability of
the Asian-Pacific region will become a
greater concern for NATO.

In order to meet the many political
and economic challenges now facing
them, Western nations must generate
sufficient collective will 1o identify and
pursue successful policies of mutual
survival. A critical factor that NATO is
now obliged to weigh in this connection
is the extent to which it will venture
beyond traditional geographic confines
to protect its overall security.

The Soviet Union, with its competing
vision of a world order, will constitute
the most formidable strategic challenge
to both NATO and the Asian-Pacific
region during their efforts to define
common destinies in the years ahead. A
strong interest in improved alliance
management, seasoned by confidence in
the worth of accumulated and shared
values, is the best guarantee the allies
have to weather the impending storm.
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ONAL MILITARY EXERCISES AND SECURITY EXCHANGES

Country

Time Period

Activity

Australia, Britain, Malaysia,
New Zealand, Singapore
Australia, Canada, New

Zealand, U.S. and in 1980 and

1982, Japan
Australia, Indonesia

Malaysia, New Zealand,
Singapore
Malaysia, Indonesia

Malaysia. Indonasia
Australia, Singapore

France, Singapore
Singapore, New Zealand

Indonesia, Malaysia
Indonesia, Malaysia
Australia, Britain, Indonesia,

Philippines, Thailand

France, Naw Zealand

1970-Ongoing

1971-Ongoing

1872-Ongoing

April 1975-Ongoing
Biannual

August 1975/ July 1977

October 1975-Annual
October 1975-Intermittent

January 1976

April 1976/March 1980
197 7-Intermittant
December 1977-Ongoing
{usually annual)

February/March 1978

{a) February 1978

{b) November 1980

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol34/iss5/5

Five Power Defense Arrangements (FPDA) air defense tests, exercises—FPDA
upgraded in Fall 1980

“Rim of the Pacific’” (RIMPAC) naval exarcise with Hawaii as headquarters,
testing sea control, weapons firing, forward defanse capabilities . . . .

Australian Republic of Indonesia (RI) navies conduct joint exercises in Java
Sea .. ..

Kris Mare exercise with mechanized infantry training on New Zealand's South
Island.

Malindo Jaye naval axercises to train for enforcement of joint archipelago
boundary in Malacca Straits.

Elang Mafindo air defense axercises.

Singaporean army companies train in North Queensland, Australia for one
month.

French helicopter carrier Jeanne D°Arc and the destroyar Forbin conduct
tactical maneuvars with missile ships of Royal Singapora Navy (RSN).
“Exercise Lionwalk’" series at Bertram Military Camp, New Zealand—survival
training.

Cahaya Bena joint anti-insurgancy patrols, sea patrols on Thai-Malay horder—
refugea control—Joint Border Commission regulatas “right of hot pursuit” and
other aspects of axercise.

Kakr Malindo series alternating betwaen Malaysian and Indonesia territory in
tha Salawak Kalimantan area; these anti-insurgency axercises upgraded in
1980 (Aram Malinde} and 1981 (Tatar Malindo).

Saries of intarmittent naval exercises with some of listed countries at different
intervais, general intent seams to have bean joint training directed at defending
E. Indian Ocean/W. Asian and Pacific SLOCs.

(a) New Zealand frigates stage exercise with French naval units in Huraki Gulf.
{b} French/New Zealand joint naval maneuvers in greater South Pacific
region . . . .
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Country

Time Period

Activity

S. Korea, U.S.

Singapore, U.S.

Australia, Britain

Australia, Japan, New Zealand

Japan, South Korea
indonesia, Malaysia, Thailand

West Germany, Japan/
Australia/New Zealand
Australia, U.S.

u.s.
Indonesia, Singapore

Malaysia, Thailand

Indonesia, New Zealand

March 1978

(a} March 1978

{b} January/September 1980
{c) April 1980

June 1978

(a) April 1979

{b) July 1979

(¢} March 1980

(d) March/April 1980
July 1879

November 1979

March/April 1980

April 1980

May 1980
June 1980

August 1980

September 1978/November
1978/January 1979

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1981

U.S.-ROK Joint Military Command esteblished to coordinate joint operations
and exercises such as “Team Spirit”' {(annual) and the “Maijex” naval task force
exercise saries.

{a) Public disclosure that U.S. using Tengah military airfield in Singapora for
indian Ocean ASW operations with tacit consent of Indonesia and Malaysia.
{b) Lee Kuan Yew offers U.S. naval facility access.

{c) The USS Constellation task force participates in two-day naval exercise with
RSN off Singapore.

Memorandum of Understanding negotiation for collaboration on defense-
related sciences and technology . . . .

JSDF Chief of Staff Takishima visits New Zealand.

{b} Australia’s HMAS Torres visits Sasebo and other Japanese ports.

{c) HMAS Swan visits Sasebo and Kune.

{d) Australia’s Chief-of-Defense Force Staff visits Jepan.

Japan Defense Agancy Director {Yamashite)} visits South Korea for first time.
“SEA EX THERMAL |” joint naval exercise oriented toward straits and
archipelago defense.

FRG Defense Minister Apel tours the Pacific—encourages defense purchases
with Japan—probably discusses the Middle East and Indian Ocean security
outlook with Australia and New Zealand (no details of Australia/New Zealand
discussion given in Australia DOD public communique).

U.S. Defense Department evaluation team surveys HMAS Sterling naval bases
as Cockburn Sound to gauge suitability for U.S. naval operations.

U.S. deploys 1,000 Marines at Diego Garcia.

Rl and Singapore hold 6-day joint air force exercisa in East Java—ELANG
INDOPARA |.

First major joint naval exercise ranging from the southern tip of Malaysiato Thai
port of Sattahip near Kampuchea—20 werships deployed, ASW and surface
meneuvers were conducted.

Indenesian naval elements make a good will visitto New Zealand: the Royal New
Zealand Air Force (RNZAF) reciprocates by sending fighter contingentsto trainin
Indonesia. New Zealand naval units later train in Selindo // with Rl Navy with
subsequent joint naval exercises also taking place into early 1980 . . . .

MIATATH HOATIOD HVA 'TVAVN 97

15



Naval W aw Collogs Dovigan Vo] 14[1n017 ANo Ayt
’ e - + 0 o

Country

Time Period

T TV

Activity

Australia, Thailand

Indonasia, Singapore
Japan, ASEAN

Australia, Indonesia,
New Zaaland
Philippines, U_S.

Viatnam, U.S.S.R.

Australia, Britain
Britain, Japan

Indonesia, Singapore

Indonesia, U.S.

Japan, U.S.
Indonesia, Franca
Indonesia, Thailand

Indonesia, Holland

Thailand, U.S.

{a} September 1978
{b) February 1980
September 1378
November 1978
1979-1380
January 1979
March 1979

August 1980
September 1380

Septamber 1980

November 1980

Dacember 19B0
January 1981
January 1981

January 1981

January 1981

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol34/iss5/5

{a) Visits by Australian Chief-of-Staff to Thailand and other ASEAN states
resulting in upgraded visits between Australian and ASEAN defense officials.
(b} Visit to Bangkok by Australian Foreign Minister Andrew Peacock results in
an Australian commitment to “‘significantly upgrade’” its weapons assistance
and sales to Thailand.

Singapore and Indonesia deploy four warships each in South China Sea.
Japan Ground-Self-Defense Force Chief Nagano visits Singapore, Malaysia,
Thailand, Indonesia for consultations.

Rl Strategic National Command officials observe ANZUS “Kangaroo'' series
axercises,

Base ranewal agreements {Clark A8, Subic Bay, etc.} reverts sovereign control
of U.S. basas to Philippines.

Soviats step up construction of air control facilities at Danang and flow of
military advisors to SRV after Sino-Vietnamese War (February 1373).

Ninety Australian personnel participate in British NATO exercise.

Eight 8ritish warships drill with Japan Maritima Self-Defense Force (MSDF) in
Tokyo 8ay and off Oshima Island, respectively.

Englek naval exercise—four Singapore patrol vessels and two R! guided- missile
equipped destroyer escorts.

Rl announcas plans to build three air bases with assistance of U.S. Air Force
training personnal. Announcement immediately follows tour of ASEAN states
by Gen. Law Allen, U.S. Air Force Chief of Staff.

U.S. Congress examines option of asking Japan to construct U.S. warships in
lieu of Tokyo's failure to meet 9.7 percent annual defense budget incraase.
Contingent of Indonasian Marines trained in France for 5 weeks—familiariza-
tion with AMX tanks shipped to Rl in February 1981,

First joint air exerciss—computer simulation only—no combat units involved.
Combined with Indonesian ASW exercises in South China Sea.

Dutch Sacretary of State for Defense meets President Suhartofortalks on navel
base/shipyard construction and on purchases of Fokker aircraft. Rl indicates it
wants expanded defanse assistanca relations with Holland.

Thai Foreign Minister calls for more afficient preplanning of U.S. weapons
transfers to Thailand during emergancies—calls intermittently throughout
1981 for SEATO-type collectiva security ties.
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Activity

Country Time Period
Australia, U.S, March 1981
Australia, Britain, Ongoing

New Zealand

All Participants Ongoing

Prime Minister Fraser announces to Australia’s Northern Territory government

that U.S. B-52s will use Darwin to refuel on surveillence trips over Indian

QOcean—oprior B-52 surveillence could only fly over—not land in—Australian

territory.

— BRITANZ meetings annually in London end Canberra/Wellington attended
by Chiefs of Staffs and occasionally by Defense Ministers.

— Annual “North Star/Southern Cross’ army exercises in Australia {May-
June).

— Qeccasional British participation in ANZUS '"Westwind' naval exercises.

Military representatives train in various defense institutions:

— Australian Staff and Joint Services College

— U.S. Pacific Army Management Services

— Jahore Jungle Weapons Training School (Maleysia)

— National Defense College—Thailand

Sources: Department of Defence, Australia Government Ministerial Document Service

Ministry of Defense, Singapore (Public Affairs Division)
Ministry of Defense, Malaysia (Public Affairs Division)

Foreign Broadeast Information Service, Daily Reports (Asia and the Pacific}

Radio Australia News Builetin, Daily Reports

British Broadcasting Company, Summary of World Broadcasts, The Far East
Research Institute for Peace and Security, Asian Security 1980

Asian Defense Journal
Pacific Defense Reportar

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1981
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1. Secretary of Defense Harold Brown, Departsent of Defenie Annual Report FY 1981 (Washingron:
U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 29 January 1980), pp. 108, 112-114.

2. See "Remarks Prepared for Delivery by The Honorable Frank C. Carlucci, Deputy Secretary of
Defense ra the 18th Annual Wehrkunde Conference (Munich, Germany),” News Release {(Washington:
Office of Assistant Secretary of Defense, 21 February 1981), pp. 5-6. On 9 March 1981, William Casey,
Director of the Central Intelligence Agency, in an unexpected visit ro Japan, asked Premier Zenko Suzuki
to increase Japan's economic assistance to Thailand and Pakistan and to assume a larger military
commitment for joint defense efforts in Asia. International Herald Tribune, 10 March 1981, p. 2,

3. Recent statements by President Brezhnev at the 26th CPSU Congress have updated the Soviet
collecrive security approach for the Far East. For a text of his remarks, see Pravda, 24 February 1981, pp.
2-9. Ar least one Wesrern interpretation of his remarks contended that they were directed as an offer
towatd Japan to correct what Moscow perceives as o regional power imbalance created by the August 1978
Sino-Japanese peace treaty; Bruce Porter, "The 26th Party Congress: Brezhnev and Soviet Foreign Policy,”
in RFE-RL 80-81, 23 February 1981 and reprinted in Radio Likeriy Research Bulletin, 25 February 1981,
pp. 4-5. For a Soviet theoretical treatment of collective security as applied to Asia, consult Ivan Kovatenko,
Saviet Policy for Asian Peace and Security (Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1980). The authorirative
Western background work on Soviet collective security strategy is Avigdor Haselkorn, The Fvolution of
Soviet Security Strategy {New York: Crane-Russak, 1978).

4, Albert Wohlstetter, "Protecting Persian Gulf Oil: U.S. and Alliance Milirary Policy,” Background
Paper for the Security Conference on Asia and the Pacific Workshop, Tokyo, Japan, 23-25 January 1981, p.
18.

5. Hiroshi Kimura, "Japan-Soviet Relations: Feamework, Developments, Prospects,” Asian Survey,
July 1980, p. 716.

6. N. Borodin, "Japan's Policy: Words and Deeds,” futernational Affairs (Moscow), May 1978, p. 88,

7. For an example of the “soft-line” defense position, see Fukushima Shingo, "Japan's Wavering
Defense Plan,” Japan Quarterly, October-December 1978, pp. 399-406, and various discussions in Bungs
Sunjei (U.S. Embassy translations) during 1979. See especially the debate between Michic Morishima of
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post-Park analysis on the visibility of the American deterrent on the Peninsula, see Jeffrey Antevil, “Fear
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the Sydney Morning Herald, 15 January 1981, p. 2, for background on the B-52 issue. Fraser's guidelines
were that the Australian Government would have to he consulted if the aircrafe carries nuclear weapons,
The American Government's position has always been not to confirm or deny the presence of nuclear
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