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Thailand has historically emerged on the prevailing side throughout a long
succession of political and military struggles in Southeast Asia and, as such, has
served as a bellwether of emerging political realignments in the area. In this article
the author discusses the prospects for successful implementation of the Nixon
Doectrine in Asia—after the withdrawal of large numbers of U.S. military forces from
South Vietnam—in view of recent indicators emanating from Bangkok.

THE CHANGING

THAI-UNITED STATES ALLIANCE:
IMPLICATIONS FOR THE NIXON DOCTRINE IN ASIA

An arlicle

by

Ensign John D), Caswell, U.S, Naval Reserve

A little publicised  but significant
cvenl in Soulheast Asian polilics s
{aced during the Laolian incursion ol
March 1971, The Thai Goverument of
Premicr Thanom  Kittikachorn, which
had played the role of Washinglon’s
most vocal anli-Communist cheerleader
throughout the Vielnamese coullict,
curiously refused Lo issuc any public
slatements  in support of  the US.-
spomsored  South  Vietnamese  drive
against Commumist supply lines along
Route 9. Although Thailand has con-
tinued, and in some ways increased, its
participation in the Indochinese war, il
lhas come inercasingly to feel that Thai-
land’s interests are best seeved by a
minimum ol public stalements identily-

ing its interests with those of the United
States.!

To even the mosl casnal ohserver of
Southeast Asian affairs, such a shifl in
what  had  been regularly  predictable
slatements  emanating from  Bangkok
must have come as 2 mild shock—one
which should raise questions about the
overall eflicacy of Mr, Nixon’s call for a
reduced American military profile as a
part of the so-called Nixon Doctrine.
One must leel compelled o ask why
one of America’s staunchest allies would
be motivated Lo case away from close
association with Washinglon. Devising
the most effective means ol prolecting
American interests abroad and wmain-
taining the closest of working relations
with allicd countrics who share some of
these inleresls in common are among
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the goals ol any forcign policy. Thus,
Thailand’s drift away (rom the United
States must be considered as a possible
sign that the Nixon Docirine may be
inappropriate under contemporary
Asian conditions,

Indications point to the lacl that the
Thai Government lecls us though it has
been left in a dangerously exposed
posilion as a vesull of its longsltanding
intimate  relations  with  the  United
States aud Washinglons current desire
to disengage from Vielnam. Clearly the
generals in Bangkok have come (o view
President Johnson’s political demise, the
Paris peace lalks, continued American
domestic political dissent, and now the
Nixon Doclrine as omens (oreboding
that the United States will never again
light in an Asian land war for an ally.
Eleiments ol bitlerness and a feeling thal
Thailand is being sold out have charae-
Lerized some recenl stalements issucd
by Thai leaders. Yoreign  Minister
Thanat Khoman in a New York Times
cditorial observed:

In fact, as we in Asia have seen

il, the decision Lo help save a

victim of aggression and nip in the

bud a vicious war of conquesl is a

far-sighted and  commendable

policy. It truly seeves the enlight-
cued interests of the nation which
endeavors lo carry 1L oul, For thal
the U.S., as also olher countries
which cooperale with il, deserve
the highest eredil . . . instead by
confusing Lhe issucs and by slir-
ring up violent dissculion, thosc
aberranl clemenis [political, aca-
demie, and media liberals] robbed
their countlry, and those working
with il, of the moral and other
benefits whieh would otherwise
acerue to them. Moreover, as Lhe
struggle did nol yield the cx-
pecled resulls, unsteady clements
began to pour their bile to avenge
their Trustration on allicd nalions,
such as Thailand. They crucilied
them lor no other erime than that

of [aithfully cooperaling with

their country.?

Whatever Mr, Thanat might think ol
Mr. Nixon’s plans for Amecrican policy
in Southcust Asia, per se, they obviously
ate not the solc basis for his concern.
The “aberrant clements™ he refers Lo,
hoth in and out of Cougress, who might
suceced im hamstringing Mr. Nixon’s
policies are what have spurred on the
currenl policy reevalualions in the Thai
Government. Thus the key element in
this enlire situalion is its fluidity; that
18, neither the leaders in Washington nor
those in Bangkok can truly foresee with
any cerlainly the nature of power rela-
tions in Southeast Asia alter Vietnam. It
would appear that Thailund is simply no
longer willing Lo restrict her frecdom to
mancuver diplomatically by remaining
in elose associalion with the United
States when the advantages ol doing so
are in doubl. Indeed, some in Bangkok
hold that sueh policics have ceven
worked Lo the manifest disadvantage of
Thailand in the past.?

There are observers who characlerize
the Thai as a strange race owing Lo Lheir
Governmenl’s  somctimes remarkable
ability 1o gqmekly change sides in inter-
national dispules when it appears that il
may have chosen lhe losing side.* An
cxample of this would be Thailund’s
defl mancuvers to avoid being oo
closely associaled wilh its ncarly de-
feated Japancse allics in the final stages
of World War 1. While some might cite
such inconstant behavior as immoral or
lrcacherous, others would simply point
out thal every government should re.
gard its citivens’ wellare as Deing the
single mosl important faclor o be
considered in reaching policy decistons
and, eonscquently, should pursue what-
cver means available Lo secure these
cnds, Clearly, such a {ormula thrusts a
most difficult burden on Lhe govern-
ments of small powers like Thailand
who mnsl struggle for survival among
compeling superpowers. As a resull,
hard questions are  being  asked in

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol24/isss/8



Caswell: The Changing Thai-United States Alliance: Implications for the Ni

Bangkok as ULS. participation in the
Vietnamese war s gradually  wound
down. For if the end result of the
American role in Vielnam is a galviniza-
tion of public opinion wgainst any fu-
ture involvement in Southeast Asia, the
conlinued ulility to the Thai Govern-
menl ol an allisee with the Uniled
States would no longer he apparent,
Other means of safeguarding Thai se-
curity would then have to be devised by
the Thai leadership.

Although this essay is primarily con-
cerned with the current evolving rela-
tionships  between Thailand  and  the
United States on the one hand and
Thailand and the Conmmunist States on
the other, an overview ol selected diplo-
matic policies characteristic of the role
Thailand has played in Southeast Asian
politics over the past 100 years is first
necessary Lo properly understand Bang-
kok’s view of the current situation, Gur
goal, then, is Lo give the reader insights
into the several dilferent courses of
action Lhal could porsibly be pursued in
the near future by both the Thai and
American Governments,

u

In recent history Thai Government
policy has reflected  the beliel  that
Thailand’s independence and Lerritorial
integrity could be better preserved by
flexible diplomacy than by a large
standing army, Despile an ancienl and
proud history marked by inlermitient
and reenrring wars against the Khmers
Lo the cast and the Burmese in the west,
the Thai Kingdom turned o greater
reliance on the diplomatic arts in the
191h century.

In 1851 King Mongkut was faced
wilh a difficult situation. Furopean, and
more particularly British, influence had
cxpanded in Lhe area Lo the point where
the Thai Government came o lear that
the West might employ lorce Lo atlain
gouls nol willingly granted. Fdncated in
the English language and influcnced by
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Weslern science and technology, the
King beeame convineed that 'Thailand
musl  accommodale Lo the Western
Powers or be subdued.® Surely the
examples of China’s and Burma’s deleat
al the hands of the British made a
signilicant impact on Mongkut, for if
these Asian powers could be so handily
subdued by Western military might, it
was assured that Thailand oo would be
subjugated if she chose o Tight rather
than  accommodate o the increased
Weslern presence,

Thus Thailand's tradition of lexible
diplomacy—in licu of reliance on the
military to saleguard her independence
—cun be attributed to a realistic view of
relative power relationships in Southeast
Asiu by King Mongkut, [L should be
noted, however, that Thailand’s snecess
in preserving her independence through
several  dilfienll  periods is not  due
simply 1o the Tact that her leaders were
clever enough 1o pursue an astule for-
cign policy. Luck in the form of Thai-
land’s  geographical position  between
British Burma and French Indochina
and  compelilion  among  (he  greal
powers played no small part in the
success of these policies,

Since the days of King Mongkut,
Thai diplomacy has manilested itself in
two  dilferent forms, both of which,
though cmploying diverse means, are
aimed al the same goal, i.e., preservalion
ol the Thai state. The two approaches
can be roughly described as (1) playing
two or more loreign powers ofl againsl
cach other and (2) secking Lo establish a
patron-client  relationship  with  the
strongest power in the region. The best
historical example of the first diplo-
malic stralegy is Thailand’s relations
wilth Britain and France in the 1890%;
while Japanese-Thai relalions in the late
1930°% and early World War 11 and
United StatesThai relations more re-
cently serve as the best examples of (he
latler course,

As noted above, the British had, by
mid-19th  century, become  the pre-
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eminent power in Southeast Asia, a facl
which left King Mongkul uneasy lest the
Fnglish should decide to expand their
influcnce alrcady cenlered in Malaya
and Burma. While resisting Brilish pres-
sure for further leade concessions and
ex lralerritorial rights Tor British citivens
residing in Thailand, Mongkut sought
the assistance of other powers, mosl
notably France and the Uniled Stales,
to guarantee Thai independence. De-
spite both I'eench and American unwill-
ingness Lo be drawn inlo any commil-
ment Lo defend Thailand, the King was
successful in enlering  treaties  wilh
several other Furopean counleies there-
by limiting, il nol entircly canceling
oul, Deitish prcuminencc.v

This policy, along with a policy of
greatly accclerated modernization  of
Thai socicty, was nol withoul its visks,
Such a policy depends lor its success on
mutually exclusive intercsls to be per-
ceived by the compeling lorcign powers
wha, in turn, must be equally willing Lo
back their pasitions with military Toree
if necessary. Bven though Thailand did
survive as an independent nation in
colonialized Asia, the Thai policy of
playing lorcign powers oll against cach
other was less than Lotally successful as
it did not prevent the French from
seizing from Thailand what is now Laos
and Cambodia; nov did it prevent the
establighment ol extatereitorial privi-
leges Tor forcign nationals in Thailand
which only served o erode Bangkok’s

govereignly.
FFrance, Lo whom Thailand had
originally twrned (o counter British

power, had by the lasl quarter of the
19th centlury become the greater threal
to Thailand—making ever increasing Ler-
ritorial demands on Bangkok, While the
Mongkut strategy relied on active lrit-
ish support Lo refuse French territorial
demands, Britain felt that her inlerests
in a viable bufller state between British
Burma and lfrench Indochina were sul-
ficicntly mel by Feanee’s promise to
respect Thai independence and, there-

fore, did not hold any particular bound-
ary line Lo be of greal significance.® TLis
cvident that while Thai diplomacy was
cfleclive in protecting Thai territorial
integrity, il could only do so uuder
cerlain speciatized condilions whereby
British interests backed Dby military
power might coincide, however imper-
fectly, with Thai inleeesls. Such condi-
tions historically lave proved lo be
llecting, however, and thus suggest that
such a policy pursucd over long periods
of lime is fraught wilth danger,

The sceond theme of That diplomacy
which, until recent limes, has predomi-
nated is the palron-clienl relationship
judicionsly established wilh the single
most powerful foree iu the region. This
type of policy has been ulilized either
when a single greal power could be
found that held elosely shared interests
with the Thai Government (the case of
Thai-American  alliance  immediately
alter World War 11 and during the cold
war) or simply when no other Toreign
powers exist on Lhe scenc to challenge
the predominant power (Lhe case ol the
Thai-Japanese alliance in the immediale
prewar and World War 1L period). Clear-
ly the advanlages accruing to Thailand
from such a policy begin Lo break down
once the patron power cither ceases Lo
he the most powerful in the region or
no longer is willing to exercise the
power il stll possesses. Once such a
situation is reached, a gracelul means
has Lo be devised by Thailand Lo gradu-
ally disassociale heesall in the eyes of
others lrom the waning power,

The Thai-Japanese allimee ol the
thirtics and carly {orlics first grew oul
of the old “playing-olf” policy. Japa-
ncse [riendship scemed a line rucans of
countering British and French influence;
some even saw Lhe Japanese invasion of
China as a sign that Japan would some-
day support Thailand in regaining the
Cambodian und Laolian territorics lost
to the French.?

Thai-Japanese relations were Turther
strengthened by the military faction led
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by Phibun Songkhram which came 1o
power in Dangkok in 1938, Despile
Phibun’s proelivily to back Japan diplo-
maltically al this lime in return for
Japanese supporl of Thai claims Lo parls
of Laos and Cambodia, any allegation
that he planned to join the Tokyo
gencrals in their expansionary schemes
15 insupportable. Rather, it appears thal
Phibun would have preferred o regain
the lost terrilories and then be lefl
alone, However, with the defeal of
France in 1940 and the inabifity of
Britain and the United States Lo project
snfficient power into Southeast Asia,
Thailand had o deal with Japan by
itsell. By the summer of 1941 the Thai
leaders were beginning Lo have second
thoughts aboul their close cooperation
wilh Japan, This same concern by fall

had grown inlo a dusperate fear of

Jupancse aggression, hbul by this lime
Phibun’s frautic calls for Atl&;lu-/\lnl!l"i-
can assistance were 100 late," The Thai
found themselves caught in a power
vacuum inlo which the Japanese were
hurriedly moving. When Bangkok  re-
ccived Tokyo’s ullimalum on 7 Decem-
ber 1941 Lo allow Japanese Lroops Lo
transit the country and attack Burma,
there was little else to do bul accede (o
the demand.

When retleeting back on Lhese events,
it appears that the Thai leadership was
neither  pro-Japanese  nor  pro-Brilish,
but simply tried Lo secure the maximum
benefit for their small country under
circumstances almosl entirely heyond
their control. Given the advantages of
liistorical perspective, we can see that
Prime Minister Phibun’s mistake was not
in accommodaling Lo Japanese power in
1941, bt in his decision Lo pursue thal
accommodation oo far, Rather than
keep open several alternatlives Lo guard
againsl any change in the military sitna-
tion, Phibun went beyond Lhe point
probably necessary Lo demonstrale his
uscfulness to the Japanese and thus
inexorably casl his lot with Japan.

However, Phibun’s  personal  mis-
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judgment did nol turn oul to be fatal
for cither Thailand or himsclf, due
largely Lo the cfforts of other officials
associaled with the Thai Government,
While official  Governmenl policy
cianating (rom Bangkok was of a de-
cidedly pro-Japancse coloration, anli-
Japancse clements, most notably Pridi
Panomyong in Bangkok and Seni Pra-
mol (Ambassador Lo Washinglon),
tormed a Free Thai movement which
collaborated with the Allics, thereby
estublishing a case for those who argued
that Thailand should not be regarded as
a deleated enemy at the end of the war,
Despite the Thai Government’s “patron-
client” relationship with the Japanese,
the net elfect produced—when the ac-
tivities and Pridi and Seni were Laken
into acconnl--was one of hedging bels
once a viable alternalive Lo the Japanese
allianee became available in the form of
Anglo-American military power.

How nwch Prime Minister lubun
knew of Pridi’s aclivilics is uncerlain,
Apparently  he had no  objeclions,
though, since he could have taken sleps
againsl Lthe underground had he chosen
Lo do so.' ! However, sinee Pridi did ot
make his move Lo work with the Allies
until carly 1943, when American sue-
cesses in Lhe Pacific were beginning Lo
turn the tide of the war, it scems likely
that Phibun saw Iridi’s aclivities as Lthe
best way Tor Thailand Lo be able Lo
make al least some claims Lo be on the
viclorious side, no maller who won,

With the eventual defeat of Japanese
lorces and the conclusion of World War
11, Thailand found hersell in a situation
somewhal analogous lo prewar tinwes
It one even more conducive Lo estab-
lishing a patron-client relationship with
a superpower. In 1945 the United States
by Tar possessed the prealest influcnee
in Southeast Asia nol only by virlue of
the American forees in the immediale
vicinily, bul also because ol the greal
damage that DBritain and Vranee had
sullered  at home, Clearly  then, the
wisesl policy Tor Bangkok Lo pursue
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would be one of cstablishing and main-
taining the closesl of relations with
America. The wisdom and suitability of
such a eourse ol actlion can be borne out
in its durability over the past 25 years,

The United Staves was a logical ally
for Thailand. In addition to American
power and inflnenee, the Uniled Stales
was willing to usc its resources in
supporl of many of Lthe same projeets
that the Thai leaders (avored, Largely
the resnlt of Ambassador Seni’s clforts,
Thailand did maintain a tavorable image
in Washington and was able Lo remain
an independent  nation rather than
undergo allied oceupation, This was
important Lo Thailand, for bolh Brilain
and France had sultered from Thai
actions during Lhe war and wanted
retribution. More so in the case of
Britain than with France, U.S. support
was a significant faclor in restraining the
luropean powers® demands on Thailand
after the war and facilitated the task of
working Thailand back into the world
cmnmu.nity.l 2

Another factor in making a Thai-
Amcrican alliauce natural was the lacl
that historically America had been
gympathelic and friendly toward Thai.
land. Although the United States had
signed Lrade treatics with the Thais in
the 19th century as had the Buropeans,
Washington never went to the lengths
other Weslern nations did in extracling
special privileges for Lheir nationals
living in Thailand. Tt was President
Wilson, al the Paris Pcace Confercnce
after World War 1, who [irst initiated a
campaign o persuade the Furopean
powers to fully rccognize Thai sover-
cignty without rescrvalion, By 1920
these elforts led to a new trealy wilh
Thailand in which the United States
agreed Lo grant Lhe Thai Government
jurisdiction over American nationals
living in Thailand and allowed Thailand
to levy duties on imported American
goods provided other natlious similarly
agree  lo waive their special trealy
rights.'3 Following this Amcrican lead,

the Thai Government was able, with the
assislance of Professor I'rancis Sayre of
the Harvard Law School, to successlully
renegoliate all unequal treatics with the
[iuropean powers,

The prestige which the United States
enjoyed in Thai eyes as a result ol these
policics was reinforeed af'ter World War
Il by the American stance in opposition
to Lhe reimposition of Furopcan em-
pires in Asia. I Thailand were simul-
taneonsly occupicd by Lhe colonial
powers as a defeated cnemy, while
Britain and Lrance regained Lheir co-
lonial possessiond in Asia, the leaders in
Bangkok leared Thailand might even-
wally find itsclf incorporated per-
mancnlly into somebody’s empire, with-
out hope of quickly regaining indepen-
dence.

Finally, America turned out to be an
ideal ally for Thailand after 1950 be-
cause of Washington’s fervenl anti—
Peking policy. Despite the briel period
of Pridi Panomyong’s rule in the late
fortice—when  the Thai Government
lNirted with anticolonial national libera-
tion movements involving Communist
clements (particularly the Viel Minh in
Indochina) and prejudicial laws aimed al
Thailand’s Chinese minority were abol-
ishcd—"I'hailand’s  governments  during
the carly stuges of the cold war were
virulently anti-Communist and deeply
suspicious of Bangkok’s large Chinese
minority. Thus, Washinglon’s desire Lo
build a ring ol anti-Communisl alliances
around China and Bangkok’s own brand
ol xenophobic anticommunism com-
bined Lo form a community ol interests
slrong enough to withstand minor irrita-
tious which occasionally developed be-
Llween the two over approximatcly the
next 20 years,

Without actlually discussing iu dclail
Thai-American relations since World
War 11, we can say that the governmeuls
which have ruled in Bangkok, with the
exceeplion of Pridi’s, have all demon-
strated hard-line opposition to eommu-
nism (homegrowu, Chinese, and North
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Vietnamese) and have repeatedly striven
Lo secure a wrillen Amnerican commil-
ment Lo prevent a Communist takeover
in Thailand. While the United States
other staunch anti-Communist allies in
Asia had received our explicil commil-
ment froin Washington in the form of
matual defense paets (e.g., individual
treatics between the United States and
Japan, the Philippines, South Korea,
and Taiwan), Thailand had to rely on
the vaguely worded assurances of the
SFATO pact which merely guaranteed
that the members would consult Lo
determine what action should be taken
in the event ol aggression launched
against any SEATCO member or desig-
nated country. urthermore, Thailand,
the only SEATO member physically
located on the Agian landmass, could
take little comfort in the policies of
Britain and France who repeatedly
scemed unwilling to assume @ firm
stance aguinst the Communist subver-
gion in Laos and South Vietnam which
the Thai learced 8o much.

At this point it should be noted that
laos ia probably more important in
Thai diplomacy than any other country
and, as such, disputes which center
around it can be regarded ag being of
the greatest significance to Thai politics.
This is truc for scveral reasons, but for
our purposes the most important are
historic, geopolitical, and cthnic. His-
torically, Thailand ruled Laos until the
latter part of the 19th century when
[ranee annexed it. Since that time some
sentiment has always existed in Thai-
land for its rcturn to Thai rule. Geo-
graphically, Laos is localed between
Thailand and Vietnam—historie rivals
and two of the most vigorous competi-
tors for leadership in Southeast Asia.
But even more significantly, Laos is a
weak, disorganized fiction of a nation
located across the Mekong River from
the poorest, most backward part of
Thailand, the Northeast, an arca in-
habited by people of Laotian, not Thai,
origin with little reason to feel allegi-
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ance Lo Bangkok. Long a backwater
region, the Northeast has been poorly
governed or ignored by Bangkok. As
gignment Lo this area is considered o be
punishment  among  Government  per-
sonnel which has served merely Lo guar-
antec that the Northeast would con-
tinue o be misgoverned and bave littde
voice in central Government eireles, 1f
Thailand is vulnerable at all to Commu-
nist subversion, it is in the Northeast
where the exeeplion Lo the gencral Thai
patlern of historic freedom from foreign
rule, respeet for the monarchy, respeet
for authority in general, and lack of any
deeyp-seated grievances with the Govern-
menl is the rule, I all Laos should fall
to the Communists, the Thai Govern-
ment clearly fears that it would be most
susceplible to Laolian agents infiltrating
inlo the Northeast who could play both
upon cthnie lies and the gricvances of
the Northcasterners against the “for-
cign” government in  Hungkok, thus
translorming the region into a guerrilla
base.

This coneern of the Thai leadership
has been reflected by its actions in
SEATO since 1954, Through the first 6
years ol the organization’s existence,
the United States supported the Thai
view that Laos and South Victnam must
be preserved as non-Communist buffer
states at all costs, while Britain and
I'ranee preferred Lo eoncentrate on the
defense of Thailand, Malaya, and Singa-
pore.'® The Luotian erisis in the snm-
mer of 1960 proved lo be a test of
Thai-United States relations and demon-
strated that future Thai foreign policy
will likely be governed by Bangkok’s
estimale of America’s determination Lo
prevent a Commuaist takeover ol Laos
and South Vietnain,

While it may logically appear that the
fulling of Laos into the Communist
orbit would no more lead to the in-
evilable communization of the rest of
Southcast Asia than did the Creeh coup
of 1948 augur the fall of Western
Furope, this fear has been loremost in
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the minds of Thailand’s leaders sinee the
carly fiftics, 1t was only with Lhe greal-
cst dilficully that Washinglon was [i-
nally able Lo convinee Thailand to go
along with the 1962 Geneva agreemenl
designed Lo neutralize Laos, as the besl
mecans ol prevenling a Communist take-
over, as opposed Lo conlinued support
for the rightwing pgovernment  of
Phoumi Nosavan. 1t was natural for the
conservalive generals in Bangkok Lo
prefer a Laolian Governmenl under
Generat Phoumi, whao shared their po-
litical leanings, rather than the neulralist
Souvanna Phouma whom they regarded
as weak and naive. Ullimalely, however,
Thailand believed its vital inleresls re-
quired thal Laos be capable of resisling
Commnnisl pressure, and this clearly
demanded that the United Stales firmly
support Laotian independenee militarily
as well as cconomically,' In that this
view was nol hearlily supported by Lhe
Fnropean members of SEATO and the
United States appeared Lo be vacillating
and indecisive on jusl whom Lo supporl
in Laos, doubls among the leadership
arose over Lhe adyisability of remaining
in SEATO. If the Uniled Stales were
unwilling lo risk war to preserve an
anti-Communist Laos, whicb Thailand
felt 1o be one of the principal reasons
for Lthe existence of SEATO, what assur-
ance was there thal the United States or
anybody clse would do any more for
Thailand if she were Lthreatened?

The major llaw in Thai lorcign policy
aL this junclure was ils assumplion that
U8, support lor a pro-Weslern laos
existed under afl circumstances and Lhat
il considered the defense of Laos Lo be
insepavable from the defense of Thai-
land. Such wishful thinking was hound
Lo lead to disappoinlmeut, lor no groat
power will allow its actions Lo be guided
by another country’s national inler-
ests.’® This line ol thinking also led
Bangkok Lo Lhe erroncous conclnsion
ibat Taos could be accuralely read as a
barometer of  Weslern  inlentions
througliont all of Southcast Asia. Morc

specilically, il the United States would
nol stand up Lo the challenge of picee-
meal subversion in l.aos, ipse facto,
Washinglon would nol stand np Lo any
Communisl challenge anywhere in Indo-
china under any circumslances.

It is instruclive lo nole here that al
this time of disenchantment between
Thailand and the United States the
Bangkok regime began Lo Lake steps
gimilar Lo some of the policies now
being pursucd. Thanat Kboman publicly
complained that Thailand was being less
(avarably trealed by the Uniled Stales
than some uncommilled nations. Trade
and cultural exchange negotiations wilh
the U.S.5. R, were resumed in Bangkok,
FEven Lalk of Thailand pursning an inde-
pendent forcign policy and seulralism
inslead of retaining SIEATO membership
began circulaling around the capital.
The Thai generals® anxicty in 1961 was
further maguilicd by the growing prob.
lem of Communist subversion in Soulh
Victnam which scemed Lo the Thais Lo
provoke only weak-kneed reaclions
from Washinglon.

The strained relations belween Thai-
land and the United States were quickly
resolved by carly 1962, however, with
the decision of President Kennedy Lo
send  advisers, pilots, and supporling
personnel lo South Vietnam and the
joinl communigne signed in Washinglon
by Dean Rusk and Torcign Minister
Thanat on 6 March 1962, These Lwo
events pleased the Thai leadership and
served as lurning poinls, both in the
resolution of Lhe Laolian erisis and in
Thai-American relations. Thailand  {i-
nally achicved what her leaders had
been  struggling for since the carly
1950%-a written pledge of American
delermination Lo meet any Communist
atlack on Thailand withoul requiring
the prior agreement of other SEATO
members, What, in clfeet, had been
granted Lo Thailand was a bilateraliza-
tion of the SEATO guarantees (thns
removing the chanee that Britain or
France might block American support
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for Thailand channeled through
SEATO), and in return Thailand gave
reluctanl support o the U.S,-sponsored
pan Tor a triparlile coalilion govern-
menl in Laos under Souvanna Phouma.

By 1965 the Thai Government eould
[ee] thal indeed il had pursued a policy
well suiled Lo Lhe realilics of world
politics al the time, The Thanat-Rusk
joint communique of (962 provided
sceurily puarantees lo Thailand which
equaled those given lo South Korea,
Japan, Taiwan, and the Philippines. The
Uniled Slales was aclively involved in
preventing the demise of a pro-Weslern
South Viclnam—a policy which Bang-
kok had long advocaled. The 1962
Geneva aceords appeared snceesstul
preventling the athet Lao (rom con-
trolling all of laos—paclicularly Lhe
scnsilive arca along the Thai border,
Finally, the Thai cconomy was booming
as a resull of increased .S, econoie
aid and military spending  associaled
with the Vielnamese war.

This happy state of allairs for Thai-
land began Lo change in 1968 wilh the
halt in Amcrican bombing of North
Victnam and the first signs of Lhe
American Government’s inlenl Lo with-
draw militarily [rom the Vielnamese
war before its tinal resolution. Regard-
less of the promises the Uniled Stales
made on paper Lo Thailand and ircespee-
tive of actual American military power,
ghould the Uniled States become un-
willing Lo use Lhis power in supporl of
Asian allies then, Bangkok’s policy of
alliance with Lthe United States would
have proven Lo be bankrupt.

The Thai Governmenl’s pasl anli-
Communist record, while popular al
home and in the United Stales, had
done litte Lo endear itself 1o Peking. In
January 1965 Radio Peking announced
that the People’s Republic of Ching was
supporting a newly [ormned Thai Patri-
otie Front whose objeclive was Lo over-
throw the Thai Government and eradi-
cale American influcuce in ‘Thailand. In
addition Lo regular propaganda blasts
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coming [rom China, the Thai leadership
is quick Lo poinl out that approximately
2,300 Thai and Meo insurgents have
been trained in China, provided wilh
aris, and relurned o the Norlheaslern
sector of Thailand sinee 1954.'7 Of
even grealer possible long-term signifi-
cance Lo Lhe securily of Thailand, how-
ever, i3 Lhe nelwork of roads being
conslrucltiel in northern Laos by the
Chinese, one parl of which runs [rom
Yunnan Provinee in southern China
across Laos to within a few miles of the
Thai border. While Lhe lirst roads were
built as a part ol a contracl [reely
enlered into by Laos m 1963, road
conslruclion has conlinued beyond Lhe
original conlract period, and il is diffi-
cult (o tell whether these more reeent
road spurs were part of the lirst agree-
ment or nol.'® What is clear, however,
is that Thailand has publicly associaled
itsell and its inleresls with the United
States since the early 1950% in Lhe hope
ol guaranteeing ils sccurily based on the
assumplion that  the United States
woulil semain the strongest Torce in the
arci. Thus any hinl of American wilh-
drawal which would leave the Thai
alone Lo face lheir avowed cneniics is
sure Lo cause lalk ol major policy shills
in Bangkok,

The currenl slate ol Thai foreign
poliey can perhaps best be described as
being in a state of {lux. There arc signs
ol continuily with the past policy of
close  cooperalion  with  the United
States, bul al the same Lime several
sleps have been laken which might
foreshadow a more neutral policy or
one more accommodaling Lo Tlanoi,
Moscow, or Pcking. This anomalous
approich is probably duc as much Lo
the internal debale within the governing
elite of Thailand over the wisesl course
lo lollow as it is lo the very real
uncerlainly fell aboul what the Nixon
Doctrine will eventvally come Lo mean
in praclice. Perhaps lhe best way Lo
characlerize Thailand’s present policy is
Lo say Lhat il is a twolold policy which
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(1) wies Lo maintain the political status
quo while (2) preparing lor a partial
trans(er of allegiances if unavoidahle,'®

It should be relatively clear that the
present leaders of Thailand have little
reason to be anxious Lo reach an accom-
modation with Peking or Hanoi as a
substitute for an Amecrican guarantee of
Thai independenec. Afier all, the Thai
generals have long been branded as
“running dogs of U.S, imperialism™ by
Hanoi and Peking. Consequently, a cli-
mate of trust between the Communists
and the preseni Thai lcaders would be
most diffieult to establish as the Thai
leaders would always have Lo fear that
their new allics might be fomenting
plots aimed at their overthrow. Nor
docs the path of neutralism offer great
secority. The example of Burma, which
has maintaimed striel cold war neutrality
for many ycars, wonld prove 1o he of
little comfort Lo the leadership in Bang-
kok. Burmese nentrality did not prevent
China from cncouraging Naw Scng’s
insurgents in the Kachin state nor did it
keep China from sending nniformed
clements across the Chinese-Burma fron-
tier in 1969-70 in obyions violation of
Burmese sovereignty,?® Surely the Thai
Government which vocally supported
the United Siates in Vietnam and pro-
vided land for American airbases could
expect no better treatment,

While it is evident that Bangkok will
gain few, if any, political advantages
from closer relations with EHanoi and
Peking in lien of a workable American
alliance, il is also undeniably true that
many of the cconomie benelits derived
from the close relationship with the
United States will disappear if the
American presence is removed or re-
placed.

For all the above reasons, Thailand’s
leaders probably would prefer to remain
in the American camp. After recovering
from the original shock of the American
bombing halt proclaimed by President
Johnson in 1968 without Bangkok’s
prior notification, the Thai Government

appears to have embarked on an cfforl
to influence American leaders and
voters as well. The implications of the
Paris Pcace Talks which in 1969 were
felt in Bangkok Lo clearly pointl lo an
American gellout are no longer as “obvi-
ous,”! The assurances of DPresident
Nixon that his doctrine means that
Amcrica will live by its treaty commit-
ments and Secretary of State Rogers’
reaffirmation of the Rusk-Thanat joint
communique have been taken by Bang-
kok as signs of the American Exccu-
tive’s good inlentions and snggesl that
all hope for an active American role in
Southeast Asia is nol lost. An cdilorial
hy Foreign Minisier Thanat Khoman
which appcarcd in The New York Times
of 7 Jannary 1971 is cvidence of Lhe
Thai Government’s efforts to support
Mr. Nixon and undereul critics of the
Vietnam war whom it fcars would end
America’s military role in Southeast
Asia. Similarly, the Bangkok World ou
10 April 1969 quoted Premier Thanom
as saying that Thailand was trying Lo
persnade the United States lo resume
bombing ol North Vietnam.??

["'urther evidenee of the Thai Govern-
ment’s desire Lo maintain a close work-
ing relationship with an active American
presence in Asia can be gleaned from
the Thai response to the Cambodian and
Laotian silnations, Despite the strains
on United States-‘Thai relations sinee
March 1968, the Thai Government has
continned to snpporl the American
Goyernment’s actions in Cambodia and
Laos—at times puoblicly but more re-
cently only coverlly.

Bangkok opeunly weleomed the 1970
United States-Sonth Viclnamese incur-
gion into Cambodia and cven seemed
about to send Thai forees into the fray.
Ultimately, however, the decision was
made to limit Thailand’s assistance Lo
Phnom Penh to certain kinds of direcl
and indirect assistance—particularly
material support, troop training, and
some air supporl.

This issne of Thai supporl Lo the Lon
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Nol regime in 1970 offers an intercsling
insight into the internal politics ol the
present Thai regime. This foreign policy
“debale™ was highlighted by a public
discussion at Chulalongkorn University
between General Prapas (Deputy Pre-
micr), Forcign Minister Thanat, and the
cditor/publisher of the influential paper
Siam  Raeth Kukrit Pramoj. Such an
event in Thailand, aside from being
unusual, clearly delincates for us the
foreign policy alignments involved at
least on this particular issuc. The Thai
military apparently lavored some sort of
armed intervention on the part of Thai-
land to help assure the survival of T.on
Nol while the civilian leaders adyocated
a more cautious approach, fearful that
Thailand might find hersell more deeply
involved in the Indochinese war at just
the time the United States was aboul Lo
withdeaw.2*  Although it appears that
the United States favored some sort of
action along the lines proposed by the
Thai military, congressional unwilling-
ness Lo linance Thai troops in Camnbodia
together with 118, determination not to
stay in Cambodia and a lack of interna-
tional endorsement for Thai military
intervention persuaded the Thai Govern-
ment to rely on diplomaey and bilateral
assistance alone 1o bolster  Phnom
Penl.?$ Clearly the Thai Government,
which s dominated by the military,
wanted to take more direct action in
supporl of Lon Nol but refused to take
such a risk in the absenee of firm
American resolve. 1t is obvious Lhal
more cautious counsel within the Gov-
crnment, claiming that such a venture
could not succeed withoul the active
participation of the United States, pre-
vailed.

A ycar later and despite the changed
public stance noted at the beginning ol
this cssay, the Thai Government con-
tinues Lo support any American steps to
crush indigenous andfor North Victna-
mese Communist forces in Laos and
Cambodia. While no longer praising antli-
Comnunist military campaigns by the
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United States and South Vietnan, For-
cign Ministry officials in Bangkok will
not deny that Thai soldicrs have been
fighting the Communists in Laos and
that the Thai planes haye been engaging
in an air war over Cambodia?® The
primary goal ol this de facto lighting is
to keep the parts of Laos and Cambodia
which border on Thailand [ree of Con-
munist troops. Following the maxim of
international relations that a nation’s
actions are a better indicator ol its
intentions [or desires] than are its
words, we can fairly well conclude that
Thailand will remain a close ally to the
United States if at all possible.

But it is this question of what is
possible that throws a cloud of doult
over [uture Thai policy. The prac-
ticability of Thailand continuing in her
anti-Communist role depends largely on
the future role of the United States—an
issuc lar [rom resolved today. Thus the
best the Thai rulers can hope 10 da is Lo
assume a more neuiral stance and there-
by unprove their chances ol accommao-
dating to the major regional power of
the future, whocever it may be,

Te implement this policy of
“hedging bets,” Thailand hag begun to
take a series of steps designed to open
contacts with Peking and Hanoi as well
as retaining most ties with the United
States and expanding conversations with
the Russians,

Perhaps the most signilicant move
that has been made by Bangkok in this
dircction has been the renewed negotia-
tions with Hanoi for the repatriation of
40,000 Vietnamese eurrently residing in
the Northeast of Thailand. The talks
which Bangkok understandably would
be anxious to see suecessfully coneluded
have been stalled since 1965 when
Thailand granted airbases Lo the United
States. 'These Vietnamese, who were
supporters ol Ho Chi Mink have lived in
Thuiland (principally in the area around
Sakon Nakon) sinee the return of the
French after World War Il when they
were granted sancluary by the sympa-
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thetic regime of Pridi Panomyong. After
Saigon’s repeated relusals to lake these
people, whom Thailand regards as a
potential [ifth coluinn in an alrcady
sensilive arca, Bangkok clearly would
like Lo strike some sorl of bargain with
[lanoi. Some observets have noted that
an ample basis for agreemenl exisls on
both sides. In return for repatrialion of
the Vietnamese, Bangkok might agree to
an implicit standdown of its clforts in
Cambodia, Laos, and South Vietnam,?”
The regime in Hanoi, which has more
than had its hands full since the Cam-
bodian and Laolian incursions, might
well scc Lhe advantage lo such an
agreemenl, Hanoi has seen [il Lo utter
some kind words Lo Bangkok recenlly,
thus encouraging the 'Thai leaders Lo
believe that they mightl just reach a
quick solultion to al least some of
Thailand’s inlernal sceurily problems.?®

Bangkok has also shown a grealer
willingness Lo talk wilth China. In Lhe
I'sbruary 1969 issuc of ils Foreign
Affairs Bulletin, the Thai Government
said thal “Thailand has met with Red
China several Limes” and “would be
rcady Lo have a dialogue with Red China
il that could lelp lessen the danger of
communisl subversion in the coun-
tey.”?® While any serious dialog on
substantive isaucs belween China and
Thailand would probably necessitale a
prior termination of propaganda blasts
on hoth sides, the first step of al least
saying such Lalks are desirable has heen
taken,

In addition Lo saying that they no
longer oppose ““in prineiple” the seating
of Peking in the United Nations, the
Thai leaders have taken several other
steps which could be considered to be
Pleasing Lo the Chinese. Despile Bang-
kok newspaper editorials, which as late
as the heginning of this year have
continued Lo follow the old anti-
Communist hne, the Forcign Ministry
has publicly stated the need for a
flexible forcign policy in a world of
constantly  shifting  alliances  where
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“enemics become the best of [riends,
and allies the worst of cnemies,”® In
this light Thanat has made il elear that
he is nol inleresled in sponsoring any
more military pacts or in revilalizing
SEATO. Clearly such a statemenl is
addressed Lo the Chinese as well as the
Americans since Lhese pacls are aimed
primarily against China. Given Thai-
land’s uncertainly about its SEATO
allics’ willingness to help defend Thai-
land and Chinese hostility Lo the pact, it
might well be from Thailand’s poinl of
vicw in ler best inlerests o let the
organizalion jusl wither away. Such a
posilion was outlined by Mr. Thanat at
the 1969 SEATO Conference in Tokyo
when he said:

There musl be recongilion and

perhaps acknowledgement of the

facl Lhal the inlervenlion of oul-
side powera in dealing wilh Asian
problems may not be the most
elfective nor Lhe most desirahle
device for their selilement, Fither
those powers may become Lired of
the exacling ordeal or their do-
meslic public opinion may find

the burden of respensibility oo

heavy for their taste . . . We would

do well, therefore, Lo acknowl-
cdge this new mood and prepare
oursclves uccordingly.3 !

Similarly, Thai moves lo withdraw
their woops from South Viclnam and
the 'Fhai-American discussions which are
resulling in the phased withdrawal of
American air {orees from Thai bascs can
be scen either us methods of pressuring
the United Stales or as clfforls o cul
away from a faltering American alliance
in Lhopes of currying favor with Peking.
Put in the context of all that las
occurred since March 1968, | think we
can say Lhal such moves accomplish
both objectlives and thus serve the Thai
policy of wait and see.

Another instance of Thailland’s cur-
rent policy of keeping all channels open
in order Lo achicve greater diplomalic
maneuverability has heen  the Pridi
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Panomyong case. Mr. Pridi, a former
Prime Minister who has lived in exile for
some 20-odd years becinse ol his open
sympathy with Peking and Hanoi, was
recently granted a passport by the Thai
Government, thereby allowing him Lo
travel frecly. Stories have appeared
about him in the Bangkok press and
even high Governmenl officials such as
Dr. Pucy Ungakorn of the Bank of
Thailand have visited him.2? By recog:
nizing Pridi’s existence afler long years
ol exile in Peking (and more recenlly
Paris) and even giving his name an air of
respectabifity, the Thai Government
may very well be thinking of using him
as a bridpge Lo Peking in Lthe same Tashion
as he was used, together with Ambassa-
dor Seni, as a bridge Lo Washinglon in
the last days ol World War [1.

We should also note that the Thai
Governmenl does not see the struggle
for power in Southeast Asia as simply
belween Lthe United States and China,
but also has begun o court the Russians
as well, While trade agreements have
recently  been  reached  with  the
(.8.5.1t,, Rumania, and Bulgaria, the
ambivalence which has characterized all
the Governmenls recenl  aclions s
present here as well, Two weeks allter
the trade agreements had  been con-
cluded, the Bangkok Post atlacked the
LS8R, trade mission in Thailand.
liven though the Post is nol a Govern-
menl publication, the nature and Liming
ol such an atiack is significant, given the
Government’s conlrol over the press and
the close connections between the Goy-
ernment and newspaper clites in Thai-
land. Snch editorials are probably in-
dicalive ol arifll within the Government
over Lhe wisdom of pursuing a pro-
Soviel policy vis-a-vis a pro-American or
pro-Chinese poliey. Nevertheless, b s
evident that the possibilities of replacing
receding American power wilth Soviel
power are being stadied in Thai Govern-
ment circles as the following quotes
indicate. Mr, Thanat Khoman said in his

specch Lo the Asian Society on 24
Iebruary 1970:

Brezhney’s proposal for Asian col-

leclive securily, in our opinion,

seems Lo envision Lhe departure
from the scene of Western powers

and the evenlual oceurrence ol a

power vacuum  which may  be

filled by a large nalion presently

inimical 1o Russian interests, 3
Similar sentiments were cxpressed by
the Banghkolk Past in the lollowing:

i the Soviet Union is merely
trying Lo broaden the base of its
cooperalion with countries in the
region on all matlers, nol ex-
eluding delense, and is nol plan-
ning Lo sel up an anti-Peking front
for its own rcasons, Lhe Soviet
moves deserve careful considera-
tion.?*

Throughoul Lhis paper we have em-
phasized  the Nuidily of current Thai-
American relations owing largely 1o the
uncerlainties of future American policy
in Southeast Asia. To be completely
aveurale, however, one must poinl oul
the facl that the direction taken by Vhai
diplomacy in the Tuture will depend as
much on political shakeups in Bangkok
as well as in Washinglon, As signilicant
as Lhe delcat ol President Nixon in 1972
or lhe clection of George McGovern
would be 1o fulure Thai policy, clearly
the removal of Prenrier Thanom or
Foreign Minister Thanat would be of no
less impact. While this author is in no
position 1o speculate aboul such possi-
hilities, rumors reporled o be cireu-
bating in Bangkok stress a split bolween
Thanat and the Deputy Premier, Gen-
cral Prapas  Charusathiara— particulacly
over the issue of Cambodia.®® General
Prapas, a staunch anti-Communist who
advocales vigorous moves o militarily
crush the Communist threal in South-
casl Asia, commands considerable po-
litical supporl where it counts in Thai
pelitics (i.e., the army), and may Lhere-
fore be able Lo foree the aging Premier
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and his temperamental Foreign Minister
out of office if they pursuc a policy of
accommodation with the Communists
too far. Reilerating the fact that this all
remains speculation, one cannot over-
emphasize the facl that the Thai-
American alliance today is al a cross-
roads and can cither casily he torn
asunder or remain sirong, Everything
depends on so many imponderables at
Lhis poinl in Lime thal it is impossihle to
predict with any accuracy luture rela-
tions,

111

Having noted historic Thai interests
and operational methods on the interna-
tional scene, some of the reasons behind
the enduring Thai-American alliance, as
well as eurrent cauges for concern
among Lhe leaders in Bangkok, we must
also taise the questiou of what are the
American interests in relaining a close
relationship with Thailand today, Essen-
tially we must ask ouraelves, Is il really
a cause for comcern if Thailand slowly
drifls away [rom the United States into
anculral or even a pro-Peking stance?

A spokesman for the Nixon adminis-
tration, Ambassador Unger, teslifying
before the Symington subcommittee in
November 1969, listed four American
interests in Thailand: (1) its strategic
location, (2) Thailand’s role in con-
taining China, (3) its importance to the
Victnamese contlict as a base for com-
munications, transportation, and
“things of a sccurily nature,” and (4)
Thailund’s polential leadership role in
regional plang for economic coopera-
tion.*® Hopelully this emphasis on mili-
tary reasons i# lurgely the result of the
Vietnamese conflict and will change
substantially as the war is wound down.
Without dispuling arguments which link
1.5, intercsts with Thai security, over-
emphasis on purely military aspects
while ucglecting other facels of Thai-
United States relations will, in the long
run, jeopardize the very security we

wish Lo salegnard.

The United States does have wn
imporlant role to play in Thailand, as it
does in the rest of the developing world.
Snrely it is in the enlightened interests
of the United Stales to play a conlinued
role in the development of Thailand,
and this conlinued interest must not be
overshadowed by the shorter termed
military interests the United States has
in Thailand as a base for the Vielnam
war or any other war for that matter,
The essential point is, however, Lhat
much of what we say about the proper
role for the United States in Thailand is
also true when we tulk about the United
States in the underdeveloped world as a
whole.

Justifications [for forcign aid are
many and varied, [n addition to humani-
tarianism, which has often been ciled as
a reason for giving aid, scveral very
“practical” arguments ean be advanced
for eoutinued and increased foreign aid.
The United States in the future will
probably need grealer access to raw
malerials, many of which are abundant
in developing countrics, The ulilization
of these resources can prove to be
beneficial to both the United States and
the host country if developed in aceord
with the nceds :nd desires of all con-
cerned. Foreigu aid, in many ways, is a
subsidy 1o the U.8. ceonomy, en-
couragiug Lhe purchase of American
goods by aid recipienls. Furthermore,
suceesslul development of the aid re-
cipient is the best guarantee for its
conlinued independence which, after
all, is the stated goal of our policy
toward Thailand as well as the rest of
the Third World,

AL Lhis point we must address our-
selves Lo the problem of what role the
United Stales should play in the de-
veloping world—-marked as it is by con-
flict, President Nixon in his 1970 state
of the world message delivered belore
Congress spoke of the Nixon Doetrine
a8 sceking to strike a balance belween
doing too much to help defend our
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Asian allies and doing too little, By
domg o much we promole depen-
denee on American military power, bul
loo small a commilmenl would merely
erode our allies’ conlidence in America’s
concern for their welfare?T While the
evidence presenled here may suggesl
that the U8, Government has thus lar
failed Lo even strike the proper mililary
balance envisioned by the Nixon Doc-
trine as [ar as Thailand is concerned, nol
ncarly enough public concern has been
given Lo the larger issuc of balancing the
proper military commitment with neces-
sary cconomic and political develop-
mental cflforls in order lo achieve the
desired end of stability and indepen-
dence for the region. Pul another way,
the exientl Lo whieh the Governmenl or
we as a people see Lhe problems of
Thailand (and in a larger sense, those of
the entire Third Waorld) as being solved
by simply striking a proper balance
between loo much Amcerican military
commilmenl and too litlle, Lo Lhis
exlent we will have failed Lo meet the
challenge of development. Thus, while
the Nixon Dectrine implies a lowered
military prolile abroad, it should nol be
taken Lo mean thal American inleresls
overscas  are  correspondingly  dimin-
ished, nor should it be o cagerly
seized upon as a panacea for correeling
all the ills of past U.S, policy in South-
casl Asia by a war-weary public.

President Nixon himself noles that
the partnerships we seck with our Asian
allies involves economic as well as politi-
cal and military cooperation.*® To read
the newspapers, however, one might
reach the impression that the question
of military prioritics—that is, the Nixon
Doctrine as it is commmonly understood
—is reeeiving disproportionate emphasis,
The reasons [or this lic in the media as
well as in the excenlive and legislative
branches of Government.

Our preoceupation with the military
aspeels ol our alliances continues. In the
carly sixties Vielnam was thought 1o be
a military problem—one which could be
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solved by Amcrican armed might. When
a military solution scemed Lo prove
llusory for several reasons, nol Lhe teast
ol which being the facl that the prob-
lem was more than mcrely slopping
external apggression, we conlinued Lo
concenlrale on the military side of the

piclure—while al Lhe same lime lrying .

lo devise new policies Lo keep Lthe Army
oul of luture Vietnam-lype confliets.
The Nixon octrine and all ils atlen-
dant debale are addressed Lo such issucs.

I'ul in the conlexl ol this paper, the
question which should be seriously dis-
cussed now is nol “How do we keep
American boys oul ol a ecombal role il
and when Thailand beeomes another
Vietnam?™ but rather “Flow do we
work Lo minimize the chances of Tha-
land becoming another Vietnam?” We
oughl Lo be striving more vigorously Lo
achicve a coordinated program of mili-
lary assislance and increased develop-
mental aid Lo Thailand so as W mini-
mize ils suseeplibility lo guerrilla war,
particularly in the sensilive North-
easlern region,

Political power docs nol come solely
from the bamrel of a gnn, To take Mao’s
famous maxim oul of conlexl is Lo
misunderstand the nature of the prob-
lems faced by Thailand and other under-
developed eountries, Political power de-
pends primarily on whal we might call
popular allegiance. Thus, the extent to
which [(uture U.S. policy in Asia is
charaeterized by the military aspecls ol
the Nixon Doclrine alone, it will fail
because it simply provides American
guns Lo be fired by Asian soldiers rather
than helping our Asian allics develop the
kind of popular political base necessary
Lo achieve slable and viable governments
capable of resisting aggression or subver-
sion, Surely this would include working
with the governmenl Lo design a con-
crele  political program  meeting  the
needs ol daily life in the countryside
and then rcaching the people by every
means possible Lo scll the government’s
objectives, Snch an approach started
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early enough would preempt precisely
the political support suversive forces
find necessary for success. And, as such,
the importance of these types of politi-
cal and economic aid programs cannot
be stressed enough at a time when
foreign aid and commitmenis abroad in
seneral are coming increasingly under
fire in Congress.

On the other hand, economic and
political assistance alone would prove to
be an inadequate policy for the United
States in Southeast Asia, Without some
military assistance to back it up, Ameri-
can ecoromic aid could scarcely give
Bangkok or any other government the
confidence Lo remain receplive to an
American role in Asia. The reality of
this point should be ecvident enough
from the fact that Thailand has not
turned to Japan in any real way to
hedge against the possibility of Ameri
can withdrawal from Asia, but has
sought accommodation with Russia or
China. Economic power alone is not
sufficient. Cleacly the United States
must achieve a balance between eco-
nomic and military assistance to these
countries if either form of aid is to be
truly effective.

Great powers like the United States
have a role to play in the world which
they must play wisely il every nation is
to benelit. Simply by virtue of possess-
ing great power and wealth, the United
States is obliged to use it, but in a

constructive manner. The issue of how
to best design a policy to pursue such a
role confronts us all as one of the
principal questions of our age. While the
elimination of poverty and want in the
world would not in and of itself guaran-
tee an end to contlict, such an achieve-
ment is a necessary step in this direc-
tion. Just as the world is too small to
allow apgression to go unchecked, even
in the most distant lands, the far-
reaching consequences of abject poverty
in any part of the globe and the
conilicts which it inevitably engenders
threaten everybody’s well-being and
securily.
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