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GENERAL

U.S.-Philippine Relations Discussed

91CM05074 Beijing GUOJI WENTI YANJIU
[INTERNATIONAL STUDIES] in Chinese No 41,
13 Jul 91 pp 46-50

[Article by Shi Yongming (2514 3057 2494). “Military
Bases, U.S.-Philippine Relations Discussed”]

[Text] The treaty on U.S. military bases in the Philip-
pines will expire on 16 September. The United States and
the Philippines are now carrying out negotiations
regarding the extension of the use of these military bases
by the United States. Because the U.S. military bases in
the Philippine affect the development of U.S.-Philippine
relations, and because the future development of U.S.-
Philippines relations will have an important impact upon
the political situation in the Southeast Asian region, the
issue of the U.S. military bases in the Philippines has
attracted broad scrutiny throughout the world, and par-
ticularly in the East Asian region. This article carries out
some preliminary analysis of the U.S. military bases in
the Philippines and their impact upon U.S.-Philippine
relations.

I

From an historical standpoint, nationalism has always
been one of the major factors affecting the Philippine
attitude towards the military bases. After World War 11, in
the face of vigorous movements of national liberation
throughout Asia, the United States had no choice but to
agree to the demands for independence put forward by the
Philippine people. The United States announced in the
“Treaty on Normal Relations Between the United States
and the Philippines,” signed on 4 July 1946 with the
Philippines, that it renounced “all rights of ownership,
oversight, judicial jurisdiction, control, or sovereignty that
currently exist or are being exercised over the territory and
people” of the Philippines. The “special relationship™ that
existed between the United States and the Philippines due
to historical factors was thus formally terminated, but the
Philippines continued to exist in a type of colonial eco-
nomic state after independence. What is more, the United
States took advantage of the economic difficulties of the
Philippines, using military aid as bait in order to achieve
the signing of the “U.S.-Philippine Military Bases Agree-
ment” in March 1947, The Philippines became part of the
global strategic system of the United States. In addition to
allowing the United States to build 23 military bases and
facilities throughout the Philippines and granting the
United States use of the bases free of charge for 99 years,
it also granted extraterritoriality to U.S. servicemen in the
Philippines and granted base commanders jurisdiction
over all criminal matters within their bases.

These stipulations within the military base agreement not
only impinge upon Philippine sovereignty and give U.S.-
Philippine relations a strong flavor of neocolonialism, but
they also set the United States at odds with Philippine
nationalism with regards to the base question. In 1953,
U.S. Attorney General Herbert Brownell publicly declared
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that sovereignty over the Philippine military bases
belonged to the United States, exacerbating and bringing
into the open tension over this issue. In 1956, large scale
anti-U.S. demonstrations finally broke out in the Philip-
pines. Strong anti-American sentiment forced Vice Presi-
dent Nixon, who visited the Philippine that year, to
declare along with President Ramon Magsaysay in a com-
munique that, “The sovereignty of the Philippine govern-
ment includes the U.S. military bases in the Philippines.”

However, the U.S. acknowledgement of Philippine sover-
eignty amounted to only a scrap of paper; in reality, the
1ssue of the exercise of Philippine sovereignty over the
military bases had not been resolved. On the contrary, the
United States frequently used the military bases to inter-
fere in the internal affairs of the Philippines. As a result,
the existence of U.S. military bases in the Philippines has
always been seen by Philippine nationalists as proof that
the colonial relationship between the United States and the
Philippines has not been terminated, and the issue has thus
continued to bedevil U.S.-Philippine relations. The
United States and the Philippines have had no choice but
to continually readjust their bilateral relations. After many
negotiations, the two sides agreed in 1966 to move up the
expiration date of the 1947 U.S.-Philippine military bases
agreement to 16 September 1991. While revising this
agreement in 1979, the United States and the Philippines
officially acknowledged Philippine sovereignty over the
bases. The name of the U.S. military bases was changed to
the Philippine Armed Forces Bases, the Philippine flag was
flown over the bases, a Philippine commanding officer was
installed at the bases and nominally accorded the highest
rank there, and it was stipulated that the agreement would
be reexamined every five years. However, this agreement
did not resolve various issues related to the actual exercise
of sovereignty by the Philippines, such as base oversight
authority and legal jurisdiction over U.S. servicemen and
the bases.

In 1986, after the Aquino government was established, the
strong current of democratic reform was accompanied by a
high tide of nationalist sentiment. Demands for U.S.
withdrawal from its Philippine military bases grew louder.
This nationalism was even clearly enshrined in the new
constitution, which stipulated that after the U.S.-
Philippine military base agreement expired on 16 Sep-
tember 1991, no foreign military base, force, or facility
would be allowed to exist in the Philippines unless the
accompanying treaty was approved by a two-thirds
majority of the Philippine senate.

With the approach of September 1991, the United States
and the Philippines have engaged in many rounds of
negotiations since May, and they have made much
progress in resolving the question of Philippine exercise of
sovereignty over the bases. The two sides came to the
following agreements during the first five rounds of nego-
tiations: The United States will return four small bases
(not Clark Air Force Base or Subic Naval Base) to the
Philippines; the United States will divide Clark Air Force
Base into four parts, two of which will be used jointly by
the United States and the Philippines; the Philippines will
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have legal jurisdiction over U.S. naval personnel in the
Philippines. However, this has not reduced pressure from
Philippine nationalists for resolution of the base issue.
Philippine nationalists are not satisfied with the progress
which has been made in the base negotiations. They still
insist on complete sovereignty. For example, of the 23
members of the Philippine Senate, 11 are unconditionally
opposed to the signing of any new base agreement, so the
Aquino government is caught between a rock and a hard
place on this issue.

I

Out of practical considerations, the Aquino government
still hopes that it can extend the term of the U.S.-
Philippine Military Base Agreement by an appropriate
length of time. From the standpoint of security, if the U.S.
military were to withdraw suddenly, it would create a
power vacuum in Southeast Asia and have a harmful
impact on regional stability, so the Philippine government
hopes that the United States can withdraw from its bases
in a phased and gradual manner. From an economic
standpoint, the U.S. bases in the Philippines employ a
large number of local laborers and provide the Philippines
with a significant source of income. The Subic and Clark
bases employ 68,000 Filipinos, pumping $500 million into
the local economy every year. A U.S. withdrawal would
have a negative impact upon the struggling Philippine
economy. On 14 February during a ceremony to celebrate
the 12th anniversary of Philippine control over the mili-
tary bases, Defense Minister Fidel Ramos clearly
described the difficulties of the Aquino government in this
regard. He stated that if the United States were to with-
draw suddenly from its military bases, it would have a
harmful impact upon the Philippine economy and upon
the nation’s external defenses. If the Philippines is to
achieve “minimum” external defense capability, that
would require an expenditure of $6-7 billion within the
next 10 years, and the Philippines is incapable of raising
that amount of money. In addition, if the Philippine
government turned these military facilities to commercial
use, “they would not immediately be able to provide
68,000 Philippine base employees with satisfactory alter-
native employment.” He even stated, ‘“Talk about sover-
eignty does nothing to help stomachs rumbling from
hunger.”

These practical considerations may be the reason why
Aquino decided last year to drop its policy of remaining
undecided on the future of the military bases and to
negotiate with the United States to resolve the base issue.
Nevertheless, nationalism is still the main factor influ-
encing the position of the Philippine government
regarding the resolution of the base issue. Thus, for the
Philippine government, the issue of U.S.-Philippine rela-
tions is more important than the resolution of the bases
issue. When negotiations began last year, the Philippines
clearly stated its position that any new agreement would
have to cover not only the bases issue, but also the future
of U.S.-Philippine relations. At the same time, the Philip-
pines demanded that the United States would have to deal
with its former colony as an equal and sovereign nation.
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For this reason, President Corazon Aquino asked that the
United States establish new relations with the Philippines
at the same time as it carried out “an orderly withdrawal.”

However, because of the reasons listed above as well as the
gradual revolution of the issue of Philippine sovereignty
over the bases, the Aquino government’s pursuit of a new
U.S.-Philippine relationship has met with obstacles
because the two parties are far apart on matters such as
economic compensation for use of the bases and the length
of time by which that use should be extended. In negotia-
tions, the Philippines have demanded that the United
States military withdraw within seven years, and that in
the interim the United States provide the Philippines with
$825 million in economic compensation, of which $400
million would be cash aid and $425 million would be
non-monetary aid. The United States is only willing to
provide $360 million in assistance and hopes to withdraw
gradually over 10 to 12 years. It is obvious that the
Philippines, besides hoping to alleviate its economic prob-
lems by extending U.S. use of the military bases, also hopés
to use its demands to reduce the pressure of Philippine
nationalists and enable the base extension agreement to
pass the Senate, but the United States is not likely to
completely satisfy Philippine demands.

I

For the United States, its bases in the Philippines have
always occupied an extremely important strategic position.
They have been an important pillar in the U.S. strategic
defense system in the Asia Pacific region ever since World
War II. Their strategic importance lies in the fact that they
stand guard over the maritime passageways between the
Indian Ocean and Southeast Asia, and they enable the
United States military to extend its tentacles into South-
east Asia. The bases provide rear support and dependable
wartime supply lines to U.S. military bases in Japan and
South Korea. They serve as an important aerial bridge for
the United States military from the Pacific Ocean to the
Indian Ocean and the Persian Gulf. The bases also play an
important role in linking together the U.S. strategic
defense chain in the Western Pacific running from Japan
to Australia. Apart from being strategically important in a
geographical sense, the U.S. military bases in the Philip-
pines also play an important role in logistics, training, and
intelligence. Subic Bay is the largest U.S. military supply
station outside its own borders. The wartime advance
supplies of the U.S. Navy’s First Fleet are all stored here,
and it is also responsible for 65 percent of the maintenance
duties for the Seventh Fleet. Clark Air Force Base is the
only base from which a fully loaded C5A transport can fly
directly to the U.S. base in Diego Garcia in the Indian
Ocean. Keluogudi is a very unusual training base. In
addition, the U.S. bases in the Philippines enjoy the
service of low priced and experienced labor. Thus, even
though many of the functions performed by the Philippine
bases could be performed elsewhere, the overall advan-
tages and conveniences of the Philippine bases are not
likely to be found anywhere else.

With the end of the cold war and the withdrawal of Soviet
military power from Cam Ranh Bay, the importance of the
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Philippine bases has been somewhat lessened. However,
because the United States has important economic inter-
ests in the Asia-Pacific region and because of the region’s
rapid economic development, maintaining stability in the
Southeast Asian region is still an important part of U.S.
strategy in the Asia-Pacific region. The forward deploy-
ment of U.S. troops is still an important aspect of the new
defense strategy formulated by the United States govern-
ment in 1990, The United States feels that this type of
deployment “increases the reliability of deterrence,” “pro-
motes regional stability,” and enables the United States to
“react to dangerous situations and maintain the initiative
in preventing them from escalating.” For this reason,
continuing to maintain the U.S. military presence in the
Southeast Asian region has become an important part of
the United States strategy for the East Asian region. Both
Singapore and Brunei have stated their willingness to aliow
the United States to use their military facilities, so when
the United States is forced to withdraw from the Philip-
pines in September 1991, it will still have a place to go in
Southeast Asia. However, the value of Singapore’s military
facilities can in no way compare with that of the Philippine
military bases. For this reason, the United States continues
to do everything it can to maintain its military bases in the
Philippines.

Nevertheless, because of the immense pressure of Philip-
pine nationalism, and because huge deficits make it diffi-
cult for the United States to support large military expen-
ditures, the United States has become aware of the
inevitability of the reduction and eventual withdrawal of
its military forces from the Philippines. Last year, after the
U.S. Department of Defense informed Congress of its plan
to reduce the U.S. military presence in Asia by 11 percent
over the next 10 years, the United States’ special represen-
tative, Richard Armitage, informed the Philippines that
the United States would withdraw all of its fighter jets and
1,800 military personnel from the Philippines by 16 Sep-
tember 1990. However, the United States still hopes to
delay its withdrawal from the Philippine bases until early
next century, to reduce the cost of this withdrawal to the
minimum, and to have enough time to readjust its rela-
tions with each of the Southeast Asian nations so as to lay
a foundation which will allow it to maintain its interests in
that region.

Currently, although the two sides are far apart and nego-
tiations are deadlocked, there is still a possibility for the
signing of an agreement. Viewing the matter from an
historical perspective, every time since 1979 that U.S.-
Philippine negotiations over the use of the military bases
have become deadlocked over the issue of economic com-
pensation, both sides have always made concessions.
During the 1979 negotiations, the Philippines demanded
$1 billion over five years, but in the end they agreed to
$500 million. Annual U.S. aid had been under $100
million before that, so it represented a large increase. In
the 1983 negotiations, the Philippines demanded $1.5
billion over five years, and the United States finally agreed
to provide $900 million. In the 1988 negotiations, the
Philippines demanded that the United States provide no
less than $1.2 million in aid in each of the last two years of
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the agreement, but Bush promised to get Congress to
approve $962 million in aid. On a yearly average, this
represented a growth of 267 percent over what the United
States has promised to provide in 1983. In addition, the
United States also promised to let its Overseas Private
Investment Corporation and its import-export banks pro-
vide the Philippines with $500 million in aid in 1991. The
United States also helped to bring about a 19-country aid
package to the Philippines in July 1989. The donor
nations, primarily the United States, Japan, and Western
European nations, promised to raise $10 billion in aid for
the Philippines, and they stated their intention to provide
the Philippines with $3.5 billion in 1990. The United
States then announced that it would provide $1 billion in
aid to the Philippines over the next five years as part of this
plan. From this it is apparent that the United States
government still has some maneuvering room in the area
of economic aid. Similarly, the possibility of the Philippine
government making concessions does exist. Therefore, it is
not impossible that the two sides may reach a new agree-
ment on the length of time that the United States will be
allowed to use the military bases. Furthermore, in order to
avoid a veto by the Philippine Senate, some have even
suggested taking advantage of the fact that the Philippine
Constitution does not actually stipulate the length of time
this Philippine Senate has to approve the new treaty in
order to delay the issue until the president and senate are
up for election on 11 May 1992, By that time, the bases will
have become a major issue in the election, and public
opinion surveys have shown that the majority of the
Philippine people hope to retain the bases. A newly elected
senate might approve a new base agreement. However, in
the face of pressure from Philippine nationalism, no
matter what happens the United States must consider its
future prospects after withdrawal from the Philippine
military bases. It must take a long term strategic view and
avoid exacerbating Philippine nationalism. It must seek to
establish a healthy U.S.-Philippine relationship under new
conditions as it works to resolve the base issue.

Iv

The development of relations between any two countries is
determined by each country’s interests. With respect to
U.S.-Philippine relations, to a certain extent the issue
turns upon the strategic needs of the United States. The
U.S. Pacific Fleet Commander, Hardisty once stated that
the future of U.S.-Philippine relations will be determined
by a new type of strategic relationship. He believes that
even though U.S.-Soviet relations have improved, Wash-
ington will need to maintain a large military presence in
Asia through the end of this century in order to maintain
stability in the region. Clearly, if the United States can
extend its use of the Philippine military bases, U.S.-
Philippine relations will develop in a stable manner, and it
would provide ample time for readjustment which would
allow relations to develop upon a reconstituted founda-
tion. Because the basic factors influencing bilateral rela-
tions could undergo great changes during the last 10 years
of this century, even if the two sides are unable to come to
an new base agreement and the United States is forced to
withdraw from the Philippines, both sides will continue to
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maintain a military relationship, and this military relation-
ship will play an extremely important role in overall
relations between the two countries. It will also occupy a
position of great importance in U.S. strategy for the
Asia-Pacific region.

From a longer range strategic perspective, the United
States hopes that the Philippines can have a democratic
and stable government which can maintain good relations
with the United States. Because economic difficulties and
political instability in the Philippines constitutes a factor
working against security in the Southeast Asian region
which cannot be ignored, the United States will continue
to work through bilateral, multilateral, and other channels
to continue to provide aid to the Philippines in order to
help it achieve economic development and political sta-
bility. The United States will preserve its strategic interests
in the Philippines and in the Southeast Asian region by
preserving democratic politics in the Philippines. At the
same, in order to expand its maneuvering room in South-
east Asia, the United States will pay greater attention to
developing relations with the members of the Association
of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN).

From the Philippine perspective, the Aquino government
hopes to maintain all of its other ties with the U.S.
government even as it works to resolve the military base
issue in an effort to reduce its dependence upon the United
States. The most important of these ties is still military
relations because the U.S. military presence is still a
reliable guarantee of security and stability in the Southeast
Asian region. As for economic relations, the position of the
United States in the foreign economic relations of the
Philippines has already undergone some change. Because
of the United States’ own economic difficulties, even if it
were to give the great majority of its official aid earmarked
for the Southeast Asian region to the Philippines, Japan
would still be the number one provider of official aid to the
Philippines, far in excess of that provided by the United
States. Development aid provided to the Philippines by
the Japanese government has already increased from the
$587 million of mid-1970’s to $3.05 billion by the late
1980’s. At the same time, Japanese direct private invest-
ment in the Philippines is surpassing that of the United
States. Furthermore, the Philippines was the number one
recipient in the late 1960’s among all Southeast Asian
nations of direct private investment from the United
States. At that time, the Philippines received 66.6 percent
of all such investments, but its position has now fallen to
number one, and it only receives 12.1 percent of such
investment. It is apparent that the “special relationship”
between the United States and the Philippines no longer
exists in the economic sphere. In addition, as economic
regionalization develops, the Philippines will strengthen
economic cooperation with ASEAN members as well as
other nations and regions, and with regard to security
issues, the Philippines has begun to explore the possibility
of participating in regional security and cooperation mech-
anisms. In one exploratory move, the Philippines is plan-
ning to hold an international conference in Manila in June
to discuss regional issues.
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In short, as U.S.-Philippine military issues are gradually
resolved, the degree of closeness in bilateral relations will
undergo some change, but both sides do everything they
can to assure that this change occurs in a stable and gradual
manner. This will help to maintain stability as the region
of Southeast Asia makes the transition to a new set of
circumstances in the wake of the end of the cold war.

SOVIET UNION

Soviet Policy in Persian Gulf

91CMO0505A4 Beijing GUOJI WENTI YANJIU
[INTERNATIONAL STUDIES] in Chinese No 41,
3 Jul 91 pp 24-31

[Article by Li Bijian (2621 4310 1696) and Rong Zhi (2837
2784): “The Soviet Union and the Gulf Crisis™]

[Excerpts] Before Gorbachev came to power, the Soviet
Union, driven by self-interests, followed an offensive
strategy that pitted itself against nations like Britain and
the United States. After he took office, Gorbachev broke
with traditional practices by opposing confrontation with
the United States. He gave up ideological infiltration and
strongly advocated improving and developing relations
with all forces in the region in order to safeguard Soviet
interests. After Iraq invaded Kuwait, Soviet attitudes
toward and actions on the Gulf crisis, the Gulf war, and
post-war arrangements in the Gulf were a test of the new
Soviet policy and also provided an opportunity for it to
participate in Gulf affairs and expand its influence in the
new order. In the future, Soviet participation in Gulf
affairs will mainly take the form of U.S.-Soviet coopera-
tion. [passage omitted]

3. Soviet Policy in the Gulf Crisis

On 2 August 1990 Iraq suddenly annexed Kuwait by force.
Abiding by the notion of the “precedence of universal
human values,” the Soviet Union did not stand by its ally
but instead condemned Iraq in accordance with the norms
of international conduct. The day following the invasion,
U.S. Secretary of State James Baker cut short his visit to
the People’s Republic of Mongolia and rushed to Moscow
to hold consultations with Soviet Foreign Minister Eduard
Shevardnadze. The two countries issued a “joint commu-
nique” condemning Iraq’s aggression and urged Iraq to
withdraw its troops from Kuwait. Once again the two
superpowers showed that they would cooperate in
resolving the Gulf crisis. Subsequently, in statements
issued jointly with France, Japan, the European Commu-
nity [EC], Spain, and other nations, the Soviet Union again
condemned Iragi aggression. At the UN Security Council,
Moscow voted in favor of 12 resolutions condemning Iraq
and imposing sanctions on it, including Resolution 678,
which authorized the use of all means, including force, to
restore peace in the Persian Gulf. The foreign ministers of
the Soviet Union and the United States visited each other
a dozen times to deal with the Gulf crisis. The presidents
of the two nations also discussed the Gulf crisis when they
met in Helsinki and Paris on 2 September and 20
November, respectively. All this created the impression
that superpower cooperation on a regional issue had never



JPRS-CAR-91-064
15 November 1991

been closer. U.S.-Soviet cooperation in the Gulf crisis
represented another attempt by the two superpowers to
work together in the wake of the resolution of the Eastern
European issue and German reunification, the end of the
cold war, and the establishment of a European security
system. The latest round of cooperation was a top priority
to both sides. Both countries time and again announced
that there was no conflict between them in the way they
handled the Gulf crisis. The Soviet Union was even more
emphatic about this point. To the Soviet Union, whether
or not it could work with the United States in sorting out
the Gulf problem was a test of its “new-thinking” diplo-
macy. '

In this instance, as on previous occasions, cooperation was
mixed with conflict and competition, even more so than in
the past. The most important reason was that both sides
had their own interests in the Gulf and the Middle East,
vested interests that go back a long time.

For almost 20 years Iraq was an ally of the Soviet Union;
Iraq was a key foothold for Moscow not only in the Guif
but also among Arab nations. Between 70 and 80 percent
of Iraq’s weapons came from the Soviet Union, including
MIG-29 fighters, T-72 tanks, Scud guided missiles, and
other top-of-the-line military hardware. Soviet arms sales
to Iraq over the past decade amounted to between $12
billion and $13 billion in all. Iraq was also Moscow’s
leading trading partner in that region. it owed the Soviet
Union as much as $6 billion in unpaid debts. The Soviet

Union had also helped build 300 projects in Iraq. Besides -

hundreds of military advisers, the Soviet Union had a host
of experts and technicians along with their dependents in
Iraq, as many as 8,000 at one time. Each year the Soviet
Union imported over 10 million tons of crude oil from
Iraq to meet the needs of several republics in the Caucasus.
Losing Iraq would be a severe blow to Soviet interests,
status, and political influence. Accordingly, even as it
opposed President Saddam Husayn’s aggression, Moscow
had no choice but to give him some room to maneuver.
The United States, on the contrary, sought nothing less
than the elimination of Saddam Husayn with his vaulting
ambition and vast military arsenal as well as his replace-
ment by a moderate pro-West leader.

Because of their divergent interests, the two superpowers
pursued subtly different policies from the beginning of the
crisis. From the outset, the United States was prepared to
use force against Iraq. The Soviet Union, on the other
hand, advocated the use of non-military means to compel
Iraq to make concessions. After the United States began on
7 August deploying in the Gulf its air and naval forces
aimed at Iraq, the Soviet Union immediately declared its
opposition to the use of force and the resort to war. It
proposed that UN organs be fully used, including the
reactivation of the military committee of the Security
Council, to resolve the Gulf crisis through the collective
effort of the international community, but Saddam firmly
refused to budge, precluding any improvement in the Guif
situation. This led the Soviet Union to soften its opposi-
tion to the use of arms against Iraq by declaring that such
an option could not be completely ruled out. At the same
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time, however, Soviet leaders emphasized repeatedly that
political compromise and diplomatic solutions had not
been exhaustively explored and that the last ray of hope for
a peaceful settlement should not be abandoned.

These moves on the part of the Soviet Union made it plain
that while it was opposed to Iraqi aggression, it intended to
keep distance from the United States in order to maintain
its influence in that region and among Arab nations.
Besides voicing its reservations about the dispatch of
troops to the Gulf by the United States, Moscow wanted to
leave a way out for Iraq. The Soviet Union stressed that
sanctions were not intended to destroy Iraq and kept open
a channel for official dialogue with Iraq throughout. As far
as the relationship between the Iragi-Kuwait conflict and
the Middle East problem as a whole was concerned, the
Soviet position was that although the latest crisis could not
be directly linked to the solution of the larger Middle East
problem, the former was interwoven with the latter and
must be considered in the overall context.

As the United States steadily escalated its forces in the
Gulf, the Soviet Union also sent two military vessels there,
claiming that their mission was to ensure safe shipping for
Soviet merchant ships and did not form part of the
multinational deployment. In reality, this Soviet move was
prompted by a desire to signify Soviet presence in the Gulf,
In his address to the UN General Assembly, Foreign
Minister Eduard Shevardnadze indicated that he would
not rule out the sending of troops to take part in the
UN-led multinational coalition. Upon returning home,
however, he immediately corrected himself by noting that
the decision whether or not to send troops to the Gulf must
be made by the Supreme Soviet. Soon afterward the
foreign minister stepped down.

The Soviet Union also launched a flurry of diplomatic
activities in a diligent effort to seek a political solution to
the Gulf crisis. President Gorbachev sent several written
messages to President Saddam Husayn. The two also
received special envoys from each other. By keeping open
lines of communication with Baghdad, the Soviet Union
tried to persuade Iraq to accept the UN resolutions and
pave the way for resolving the crisis peacefully. The Soviet
Union also took pains to maneuver among Arab nations by
supporting their effort at mediation and appealing to them
to play an even more energetic role. A round of shuttle
diplomacy was undertaken by Primakov {2528 6849 7456
4430 1133], a member of the Council of Ministers, and
deputy foreign ministers Belonogov [0446 3157 6179 2047
1133] and Petrovskiy [1764 1779 5012 1133 2448 1015] in
a desperate bid to force Iraq to withdraw under political
pressure.

Only after its diplomatic activities failed did the Soviet
Union vote to support Resolution 678 at the UN Security
Council, which authorized the use of all necessary means
to restore international peace and security in the Gulf if
Iraq refused to carry out by 1 January 1991 [as published]
all relevant resolutions previously passed by the Security
Council. It did so despite the risk that its 3,000 nationals
stranded in Iraq might be taken hostage and that it might
alienate an ally.
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Differences between the United States and the Soviet
Union were not obvious before the multinational forces,
headed by the United States, launched “Operation Desert
Shield.” Despite several unilateral diplomatic moves on
the part of Moscow, the public United States position was
one of understanding. Both countries took pains to empha-
size superpower cooperation, which was in their common
interests.

4. Soviet Union Intensified Effort To Defend National
Interests after Gulf War Broke Out

After the United States-led “Operation Desert Shield”
went under way, the Soviet Union stepped up its activities
to urge Iraq to withdraw from Kuwait in order to save its
military forces and avoid several military losses in a last
ditch effort to keep its ally intact.

In the small hours of 16 January, one hour before the
United States attacked Iraq, U.S. Secretary of State James
Baker telephoned his Soviet counterpart, Aleksandr Bess-
mertnykh and notified him accordingly. In the scores of
minutes available, President Gorbachev called President
Bush to propose that the former contact Saddam Husayn
directly to get him to announce an immediate withdrawal
from Kuwait. At the same time he instructed the Soviet
ambassador to Baghdad to get in touch with the Iraqi
authorities to convey Gorbachev’s appeal to Saddam
Husayn, stressing that Saddam Husayn must declare
instantly his readiness to leave Kuwait for the sake of his
people and the peace of the region, thereby heading off war
and saving Iraq from heavy losses and destruction. There
was no way Gorbachev’s effort would come to fruition in
Jjust one hour. In the end, the multinational forces headed
by the United States moved against Iraq and the war was
on,

On 17 January on Soviet Central Television, Gorbachev
made known the Soviet Union’s basic stance on the
outbreak of the Gulf war. He expressed his regrets about
the outbreak of hostilities but emphasized that it was Iraq
that was responsible. He called on the world community to
work together to stop the war from spreading and
demanded that both sides take actions to end the fighting
without delay and restore peace to the Gulf. The Soviet
Union, he said, had no intention to get involved in the
Gulf conflict.

The Soviet Union continued to keep in touch with both
parties in the fighting and other interested nations in an
effort to shorten the bloodletting and prevent the war from
spreading and escalating. One hour after the war started, a
letter from President Gorbachev and addressed to Presi-
dent Saddam Husayn, which demanded that Irag with-
draw from Kuwait, was handed over by the Soviet ambas-
sador to Iraq to the Iraqi foreign minister, Tariq ‘Aziz.
Meanwhile, the Soviet Union urged Egypt, Saudi Arabia,
Syria, and other Arab nations not to be drawn into a
regional war, Gorbachev also wrote to the leaders of Arab
nations stressing the danger of the times and advising them
to be wary of any moves that might aggravate the feelings
of the Arab people. The Soviet Union also criticized Irag’s
Scud missile attacks on Israel as an attempt by Baghdad to
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turn the Kuwait issue into a region-wide confrontation, a
move calculated to set the whole Near East ablaze. The
Soviet Union hoped that the “Iraqi leader would realize
that in the end his actions will only mean sacrifices and
destruction for the Iraqi people and bring even greater
misfortune to the whole region.” On 22 January, Gor-
bachev warned that the Gulf war might escalate. On 9
February, Gorbachev issued a statement claiming that the
Gulf war was threatening to exceed the mandate autho-
rized by the UN. A U.S. spokesman countered that it was
not the goal of the United States to destroy Iraq. The same
day Gorbachev made an emergency appeal to Saddam
Husayn asking him to demonstrate pragmatism and avoid
even heavier casualties and destruction. He also added
that he would dispatch his personal representative to
Baghdad to meet with Saddam. On the 12th, President
Gorbachev’s personal envoy, Primakov, arrived in
Baghdad and held talks with Hussein. After the meeting,
Primakov described the talks “as giving one hope.” On the
15th, Iraq announced a conditional withdrawal, which
Gorbachev called a “positive sign.” On the 17th, Foreign
Minister ‘Aziz of Iraq arrived in Moscow for a visit. On the
18th, Gorbachev received Aziz and laid out a new plan to
end the Gulf war. Under the plan, Iraq would withdraw its
troops from Kuwait unconditionally, followed by a cease-
fire between the belligerents. Subsequently the Soviet
Union would commit itself to preserving the state struc-
ture of Iraq as well as its borders. No sanctions would be
imposed against Iraq or Saddam Husayn personally.
Clearly the Soviet plan was designed to protect Soviet
interests and highlight the Soviet role. On the 19th, Pres-
ident Bush rejected the proposal, saying that it was hedged
with too many conditions unacceptable to the anti-Iraq
coalition. On the 23d Gorbachev revised his plan put
forward on the 17th by adding language that held Iraq
responsible for the conflict. The proposal was accepted by
Iraq. That same day Gorbachev held a telephone confer-
ence with the leaders of the United States, Britain, France,
Italy, Egypt, Germany, Japan, Iran, and Syria in which he
defended the Soviet proposal as being hardly different
from the ultimatum of unconditional withdrawal issued by
the United States. The U.S. response was that Iraq must
act in accordance with the ultimatum issued by President
Bush and that the time by which Iraqi withdrawal must be
completed was a matter between Iraq and the U.S.-led
multinational coalition, “of which the Soviet Union is not
a member.” Clearly the United States was not about to let
the Soviet Union get involved just as victory was within
grasp so that Moscow could reap a windfall of political
capital merely by sitting on the sideline. On the same day
that the Soviet Union held talks with the leaders of the
United States and other nations concerned, the Soviet
representative at the UN asked the Security Council to call
an emergency meeting to discuss finding a peaceful solu-
tion to the Gulf conflict. To avoid a public confrontation
with the United States, however, Moscow agreed not to put
the Soviet peace plan to a vote at the Security Council.

Brushing aside the string of proposals from the Soviet
Union, the United States decided that the multinational
forces should launch a ground offensive on the 24th. After
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the fighting began, the Soviet government issued a state-
ment expressing its regrets about missing an opportunity
for resolving the Gulf conflict peacefully. This brought an
end to the jockeying between the United States and the
Soviet Union to seize the initiative in resolving the Gulf
conflict. On the 26th, to mend fences with the United
States, an aide to President Gorbachev told a press con-
ference that whatever the outcome of the Gulf war, the
Soviet Union would *“discuss its moves with the United
States at the Security Council” and that Moscow would
“not put any pressure on the United States”

After four days of ground fighting, Iraq’s ground forces
were virtually annihilated. On 27 February, Iraq
announced that it would accept UN Security Council
Resolutions 662 and 674 which dealt with the Gulf crisis,
agreed to consider the principle of paying reparations to
Kuwait, and dropped its territorial demands toward
Kuwait in exchange for a cease-fire. In a national televised
address on 28 February, President Bush declared that the
independence of Kuwait had been restored and the U.S.-
led multinational coalition declared a cease-fire at 1 PM
the same day. Thus the six-week Gulf war ended in the
victory of the United States

5. The Soviet Union and Post-War Gulf Arrangements

With the war over, rearranging the pieces in the Gulf
became a burning issue. The Soviet Union went all out to
protect its interests and influence in the region as a
superpower. The day after the cease-fire, Soviet Foreign
Minister Aleksandr Bessmertnykh told a press conference
that several tasks needed to be tackled after the cease-fire.
First, totally eliminate the possibility of any kind of
renewed military action in the Gulf. Accordingly, military
representatives from the various parties would be brought
in touch with one another. The Soviet Union would
strongly assist such contacts. Second, a meeting of the
Security Council would be called. To begin with, there
would be an emergency meeting of the permanent mem-
bers of the Security Council to discuss fully resolving the
Irag-Kuwait conflict. Third, begin building without delay a
new structure for the Gulf region after the war to create a
security system that would avoid another military conflict
in the area. The Soviet Union would stay in touch with the
United States. The foreign minister also emphasized that
the peoples of the nations in the area should be left to
decide their own destiny. “The Soviet Union is convinced
that there will be no solid security system in the region if
Iraq is not allowed to play a role in it.” On 7 March,
Deputy Foreign Minister Belonogov said in Teheran that
even if Saddam Husayn were overthrown, the friendship
treaty signed by Moscow and Baghdad in 1972 would
remain in effect.

At a briefing on 16 March, a spokesman for the Soviet
Ministry of Foreign Affairs elaborated the Soviet Union’s
six-point attitude on the postwar arrangements in the Gulf:
1) The postwar arrangements in the Gulf should not be
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directed against anybody but should enhance cooperation
between all the nations in the region as well as those which
are not directly involved but which make significant
contributions to peace and stability in the area. Any future
agreement on the region should be based on such well-
established principles as nonintervention, mutual renunci-
ation of the use of force or the threat to use force, the
resolution of disputes through peaceful means, and the
recognition of the sovereignty and territorial integrity of all
nations in the area; 2) Prevent the proliferation of nuclear
weapons, chemical weapons, and other weapons of mass
destruction in the region, accompanied by an earnest effort
to discuss the issue of cutting back on arms supplies to the
area in a balanced manner; 3) Foreign military presence in
the region should not exceed the level of 1 August 1990. If
extensive military support is needed during a specified
period, then UN peace-keeping forces and observers or
forces from other Arab or Muslim nations might play such
a role; 4) International cooperation must be mobilized to
make good the losses incurred by the war; 5) The UN
should play a major role in coordinating postwar arrange-
ments in the region; and 6) Create more favorable condi-
tions for resolving the Arab-Israeli conflict as soon as
possible in order to eliminate the political causes of
instability and conflict in the region.

Judging from Soviet proposals concerning postwar
arrangements in the Gulf, Moscow has the following
concerns, First, set up security in the Gulf. The Soviet
Union hopes to set up some kind of security system in the
Gulf with American cooperation, at the same time
reducing American military presence there. Second, main-
tain friendly relations with Iraq. As much as possible the
postwar settlement should not be targeted against Presi-
dent Saddam Husayn personally or interfere in the internal
affairs of Iraq. Third, limit the flow of weapons (primarily
from the United States) to the region. Fourth, establish a
linkage between the postwar settlement and the resolution
of the Arab-Israeli conflict in order to improve Soviet
relations with the Arab nations. The postwar Gulf policy of
the Soviet Union marks a departure from the old emphasis
on confrontation with the United States. The new Soviet
Gulf policy stresses cooperation with Washington. As far
as the differences in their interests are concerned, the
Soviet approach is one of compromise and trying to
accommodate both its own interests and those of the
United States so as not to worsen any conflict.

Soviet policies toward the nations in the Gulf would be
free from ideology and would aim at improving and
furthering bilateral relations. To help solve its economic
difficulties, the Soviet Union would seek financial aid
from oil-exporting nations like Saudi Arabia.

That the United States and the Soviet Union have dif-
ferent interests in the Gulf is an objective fact. Since the
situation in the Gulf and other neighboring countries is
extremely complex, what with their bewildering web of
conflicts, the new Soviet Gulf policy faces a severe test.
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[Text]

L

That socialism has appeared in the world as the opposing
principle to capitalism and the eventual replacement of
capitalism is the result of internal contradictions which
have evolved in capitalist society and also because this was
determined by the developmental law of social history.
However, since 1917, when the first socialist state came
into being, Western capitalism has never once abandoned
its strategic objectives of overthrowing the leadership of
the Communist Party, of eliminating the socialist system,
and of eradicating all Marxist ideology. From 1917 to the
early years of the 1950’s, the capitalist world of the West
has on several occasions tried to eliminate socialism by
force of arms or by wars but has never achieved its
anticipated objective. Now, so much later, its efforts
concentrate on peaceful evolution, hoping to be able by
other than warlike means to achieve its criminal and evil
objectives of subverting socialist countries, overthrowing
communist leaderships, and restoring a uniformity of
capitalism throughout the world.

Since entering the 1980’s, in the wake of developmental
changes in the world situation and after the emergence of
a new direction in East-West relations, the Western coun-
tries, while continuing to pursue their strategy of peaceful
evolution against the socialist countries, readjusted certain
particular tactics and imparted to them some new charac-
teristics:

First is attempting a breakthrough at a critical point to
enable realization of the entire strategy. When the Western
countries first put forward their strategy of peaceful evo-
lution, they had no systematic tactics and were not very
clear about the objectives they pursued and the steps and
methods to take. Therefore, when unrest occurred in some
socialist countries of the East in 1956, the “liberation
strategy” of Dulles could not muster sufficient capability
for this kind of a “liberation,” and the Dulles strategy was
therefore later criticized by Kennedy as “empty tatk and
fantasy.” However, in his own time, Kennedy too did not
formulate a set of specific and perfect measures. Once into
the 1980’s, some socialist countries, in their continuous
efforts to perfect the socialist system, began one after the
other to reform and open up to the outside world, and were
actually very successful in doing so. However, reform is an
arduous and complex piece of system engineering, as it is
also a grand undertaking without any historical precedent.
The socialist countries could therefore not avoid certain
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setbacks and errors in the course of their reforms and also
could not avoid the occurrence of some contradictions and
clashes. The West regarded these as sure signs of commu-
nism’s failure and as the historical opportunity for which
they had been waiting for such a long time. In his speech at
the London Conference on 8 June 1982, U.S. President
Reagan officially sounded the trumpet signal for “peaceful
attack” against the socialist countries. Reagan declared
that the ultimate decisive factor in the ongoing struggle
between the two diverse systems will not be nuclear bombs
and missiles but the test of strength of willpower and
ideology. He shouted that he will throw Marxism onto the
garbage heap of history and as soon as possible will
establish an environment of freedom and democracy in all
countries. Thereafter, all top-ranking personalities and
members of think-tanks in the West contributed on every
occasion and with different points of emphasis various
plans and tactics for the promotion of the peaceful evolu-
tion strategy. As a consequence, they endowed this strategy
with greater detail and made it more complete than it had
been in the beginning. The following are some of the areas
of specific manifestation of these efforts:

1) As to the objectives of the peaceful evolution strategy.
The initial objective of the peaceful evolution strategy of
the West was to win a victory over socialism without a
fight, in a world war where no shot would be fired, in order
to build a new world of Western type so-called freedom
and democracy. In his official foreign policy statement as
president, Reagan declared that the United States will give
powerful leadership to the whole world and that it is an
objective of the United States to promote democratic
revolutions throughout the world, creating multiparty sys-
tems in the world and a world without despotic rule of any
form or shade. Thereafter, it became the specific objective
of the Western capitalist countries in promoting peaceful
evolution to take advantage of the reform in the socialist
countries during the years following the 1980’s and to urge
the socialist countries to institute multiparty systems,
private ownership in their economies, Westernization in
the social sphere, and liberalization in their ideology.

2) As to the key points for activating peaceful evolution.
The Western heads of state have repeatedly emphasized
that they would adopt policies that would deal with the
socialist countries in differentiating ways. Former U.S.
President Nixon, when asked his opinion about the foreign
policy of the current President Bush, declared that it would
be necessary to take action in three directions in order to
solve the East European problem: first, to exert pressure to
spur on East European peaceful evolution; second, to
pursue policies toward the East European regimes with
certain differentiations, i.e., to differentiate between those
regimes that show a willingness to have their countries
institute reforms toward a multiparty system and those
regimes that are unwilling to institute such reforms; third,
to place the East European question on the agenda of
U.S.-Soviet talks and to demand from the Soviet Union
that the East European people be allowed to choose their
own forms of government in true elections. It is not
difficult to see that the main thrust of peaceful evolution
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was directed against Eastern Europe and that the subse-
quent objectives would be the Soviet Union and China.

3) As to the steps taken in pursuit of the peaceful evolution
strategy. In the early years after the war, the proponents of
the peaceful evolution strategy pinned their hopes on the
third and fourth generation in the socialist countries. Since
entering the 1980°s, the West substantially advanced the
clock for achievement of peaceful evolution. They reck-
oned that since Eastern Europe had already become an
economic and political powder-keg that would soon blow
up, the 1990’s would unavoidably see a great political
upheaval. They therefore forecast that capitalism could
win a victory without any fight by the year 1999. Brzez-
inski asserted categorically that the demise of communism
would occur before the end of the 20th century. Although
they hoped that the socialist countries would soon *“peace-
fully evolve,” they still emphasized in the specific execu-
tion of measures toward that result the need to act cau-
tiously, carefully, and also with patience. Brzezinski
warned: The West must give up the vain and foolish hope
of quick victory; every specific step must be done cau-
tiously, carefully, and step-by-step to coordinate Western
aid with the advance toward genuine political diversifica-
tion. Shultz also emphasized that the advance toward
democracy and broad and extensive freedom may possibly
be a slow process and that patience is required. If we were
to use our strength and push some of our own allies, that
are not democratic, too far and too fast, we may, on the
contrary, possibly destroy the hope for broad and exten-
sive freedom.

Second is alternating the use of various measures to
forcefully spur on realization of the peaceful evolution
strategy. Although the West had already put forward its
peaceful evolution strategy in the early years of the 1950’s,
they had not been clear about how to carry it out and what
measures and methods to use. Since entering the 1980’s,
the Western countries tried to accelerate execution of the
peaceful evolution strategy by adopting, as far as measures
and methods are concerned, the tactics of hitting out at all
positions and stepping up attacks with every possible
means at their disposal in all fields, i.e., in politics,
economics, foreign relations, culture, education, and reli-
gious beliefs.

1) Political infiltration and subversion. First, interfer in
the internal affairs of socialist countries by flaunting the
banner of human rights. Human rights is originally a
concept put forward by the proponents of modern bour-
geois enlightenment in their opposition to feudal rule and
feudal privileges but was used after the war by the Western
capitalist countries as a weapon to bring about peaceful
evolution of socialism. After Carter assumed the presi-
dency in 1977, they really did unfurl that banner of human
rights in their efforts to substitute their claim to righteous-
ness for what they lacked in military strength, challenging
Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union in matters of human
rights. After Reagan became president, the human rights
foreign policy was pursued with even greater frenzy and
was closely integrated with political infiltration and sub-
version of foreign countries. Examples of this are the
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pressures on China exercised in recent years by the U.S.
Congress through systematic interference in China’s
internal state affairs in such questions as China’s Tibetan
question, in the question of family planning, in questions
of democracy and human rights, and in the question of the
so-called political criminals. Second, take advantage of
international cultural and academic exchanges and the
mutual visits of personnel, making efforts to win people
over and build up a pro-Western force. In October of 1982,
at a meeting called by Shultz at the U.S. State Department
about the democratization of communist countries, he
said, one important factor in the democratization of com-
munist countries is the development of internal forces in
them. Only when we have a hold on the people of these
countries can we bring full pressure to bear, as necessary to
implement reforms. Only then will we have the opportu-
nity to shape our own destiny. He therefore proposed that
the U.S. Government should utilize these internal forces
and engage in even more activities to support the emer-
gence of democracy in the communist countries. Mark
Palmer, the U.S. ambassador in Hungary, then proposed:
The West should seize the present opportunity, when some
East European communist parties are discussing the
meaning of democracy and the rule of law, to take up
relations with more parties in the East European countries
and to especially strengthen relations with dissenting par-
ties and factions. In the last few years, the United States
has directed the focus of its attention on Chinese students
studying abroad and on visiting scholars in the belief that
these groups will be the future leaders at all levels, that they
will be tomorrow’s stars. The United States therefore
attached particular importance to instilling in the minds of
these groups of persons the basic value concepts of the
United States. One American congressman said, we are
harboring a clear and definite foreign policy objective. Our
objective is to have the Chinese students studying in the
United States become deeply saturated with the principles
of freedom and democracy which constitute the founda-
tion of American statehood. Third, instigate internal
unrest within the socialist countries. In the pursuit of their
subversive activities, the West is making the most of every
error and setback in the socialist countries to create crises
and instigate turmoil, in order to gain victory in the
subsequent upheaval.

2) Economic enticement, pressure, and domination. In the
last few years, the Western countries have very obviously
increased the use of economic measures, as they now
emphasize the use of foreign aid to achieve their objec-
tives. In 1983, the U.S. Congress passed the “National
Endowment for Democracy Act,” and the next year, the
U.S. Congress set up a National Endowment for Democ-
racy Commission. This is a unique composite organiza-
tion. Its running expenses are annually allocated by the
Congress, and its activities are directed by the two parties,
the Democratic and the Republican Party. Through under-
ground organizations and refugees in foreign countries
they instigate infiltrations and subversions in socialist
countries. The West believes in not giving aid without
conditions; there are not to be “free lunches.” The condi-
tions are that the economy of the socialist countries be
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transformed into free market systems, and that their
political system be transformed into a multiparty system.
They call it by the fine-sounding name of supporting the
reform in the socialist countries. The more of such reforms
are carried out, the more aid will be given; limited reforms
will be given little aid, and where no reforms are produced,
aid will be stopped. In June of 1989, the Solidarity trade
union in Poland gained its great election victory, and in
September a government was formed in which the Soli-
darity trade union was in dominant position. In the belief
that the events in Poland would be taken as an example
and would be emulated by other communist countries, all
Western countries got busy and generously opened their
purses. On the other hand, when China in June of 1989 put
down a rebellion, the West imposed its despicable eco-
nomic sanctions against China. It is not difficult to see the
political motives in any economic aid granted by the West.

3) Psychological attack on culture and ideology. The West
believes that the most effective and reliable way to stamp
out socialism in its very foundations is by the influence of
Western ideas and culture to fight a war without a shot and
to capture the minds of the people in the socialist coun-
tries. Nixon once said: Although the competition between
the United States and the Soviet Union is military, eco-
nomic, and political, the root of it is, however, ideological.
If the United States is defeated in the ideological fight, all
its weapons, treaty, trade, foreign aid, and cultural rela-
tions will be of not the slightest use to the United States. It
is for this reason that they unload on the socialist countries
so large an amount of books, magazines, and newspapers
filled with Western bourgeois ideas of liberalization and
also ship in so large an amount of Western films full of sex
and violence. In Budapest, the United States built an
“American House.” This is a culture center equipped to
perfection, having a library and a theater, but it is at the
same time an amusement park for the spread of Western
culture and lifestyle, which is indeed of considerable effect
in corrupting the minds and souls of the young.

In the course of this war of ideologies, where no shots have
been fired, Western broadcasts, such as by the Voice of
America, Radio Free Europe, the British BBC, and the
Deutsche Welle, have had a particularly powerful effect.
Day and night they unremittingly beamed their inflamma-
tory propaganda to the socialist countries, embellishing
capitalism, detracting socialism, and sowing doubt in the
minds of the people. Nixon boasted that it was Radio Free
Europe and other free radio stations that prevented the
Soviet Union from fully imbuing the people of Eastern
Europe and of the Soviet Union with the communist
ideology. Reagan once said, the Voice of America is a
power that lights a fire in the darkness of the communist
society.

In the psychological attack on ideology, religious forces in
the East European countries had become important tools
of the West in its fight against Marxist ideology. They
spread much ideological sentiment that stirred the people
up and incited them to dissatisfaction with their authori-
ties. They blamed Marxism and called upon their followers
to engage in a persistent struggle against materialism.
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4) Military threats and containment. The Western coun-
tries have never relented in the use of military means in
their dealings with socialist countries. However, the mili-
tary deterrent of the 1980’s has characteristics that are
different from the deterrent force of the 1950°s and 1960s,
in that the military deterrent force is now regarded as
either a prerequisite or as a backup force for peaceful
evolution. It is no more, as in the times of Truman and
Johnson, primarily a means of directly applying military
measures. Nixon said that a precondition for peaceful
evolution is military deterrent. “Without military strength
and the best of tools, together with the resolve to selec-
tively use this strength, we would be defeated in our
competition with the Soviet Union.” Bush also said,
“deterrent is the core of our defense strategy. The most
important component of our defense strategy is mainte-
nance of an effective deterrent force, namely to demon-
strate to our allies and to our enemies the strength and
resolve of the United States.” This shows that the peaceful
evolution strategy of imperialism is not at all purely a
“peace™ strategy, but a peaceful strategy that is fraught
with war and the smoke of gunpowder.

Third, is coordinated steps, united action, and joint moves
against the socialist countries. Before the 1980’s, when the
West pursued its peaceful evolution policy toward the
socialist countries, it had not yet been aware of the

-importance of coordinated action. There is additionally

the fact that the various countries of the West had their
mutual differences as regards specific policies toward the
socialist countries, so that actions of the Western capitalist
countries frequently appeared to be not well coordinated.
However, fundamentally, in the question of opposing the
socialist system and in the question of having the socialist
countries “evolve peacefully,” interests and objectives of
all Western countries had been identical. It was after
entering the 1980’s that the West enhanced its coordina-
tion and in united action moved jointly in its dealings with
the socialist countries. In June of 1983, Mrs. Thatcher, the
British prime minister, proclaimed at the Conference for
the Establishment of the International Federation of
Democracies, that the peaceful evolution of the socialist
countries is the “common objective” of the West. In July
of 1984, Nixon also pointed out in his talk with the
correspondent of the French newspaper LE FIGARO that
regardless whether it is in their relations to the Soviet
Union or to the developing countries, the major developed
countries, i.e., all members of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization [NATO] and Japan, must strengthen their
joint economic policies and must no more act at cross
purposes with one another. In July of 1989, at the summit
meeting of the seven Western nations, in departure from
the normal rule, political questions were placed at the head
of the agenda, and the meeting prominently discussed the
question of Eastern Europe, and coordinated the strategy
of the seven countries to promote peaceful evolution in the
socialist countries. As soon as the summit meeting of the
seven Western nations was concluded, the various Western
countries immediately went into action. On 1 August, at
the Brussels meeting of the executive commission of the
European Communities, participated in by 24 Western
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countries, a four-point understanding was arrived at to
support the economic reforms in Poland and Hungary.

On the question of economic sanctions against China, the
West also displayed coordinated uniform action. On 6
June 1989, the United States declared that it would impose
a five-point sanction against China. Thereafter, Britain,
Japan, Denmark, Sweden, Norway, Germany, Belgium,
and Canada also declared their resolution to impose sanc-
tions on China, and the World Bank and the European
Communities, controlled by the West, also issued state-
ments of a series of sanction they will impose against
China.

Fourth, intensified peaceful evolution under the pretext of
relaxing the international situation. Since the second half
of the 1980’s, major changes have occurred in the interna-
tional situation. The Yalta system, maintained for a long
time after the war and characterized by the cold war,
disintegrated, and political and military relaxation became
a world trend. The Western countries, headed by the
United States, however, took advantage of the relaxation
in the international situation. On the one hand they set all
propaganda mass media in motion to build up a large
momentum for relaxation, demonstrating hopes for peace,
opposition to war, and thereby they also induced a paral-
ysis in the socialist countries and their people, On the other
hand, in order to hold out a lure of economic and techno-
logical aid in an intensified “peace attack™ against the
socialist countries, they actively utilized the new techno-
logical revolution that is presently occurring throughout
the world and also the tide of economic competition to
intensify their contacts and intercourse with the socialist
countries. For instance, the United States, on the one
hand, officially and distinctly proclaimed at NATO
summit meetings that the Soviet Union is no more an
enemy of the West and that the United States is seeking to
establish a new form of partnership with the Soviet Union.
On the other hand, it increased its pressure, demanding
that the Soviet Union and the East European countries
accelerate political democratization and their conversion
to market economy and that they draw closer in their
foreign relations to the foreign policies of the West. Relax-
ation in the international situation has therefore become
something of a pretext for the West to persist in promoting
peaceful evolution in the socialist countries.

IL.

It is not difficult to see from the above analysis that since
the beginning of the 1980’s, the Western countries have
shown many new characteristics and new variations in
their peaceful evolution strategy. Against these activities
we must maintain a high degree of vigilance, must closely
watch the new developments, and at the same time must
meet squarely all their intentions, earnestly study the
situation, and come up with a comprehensive strategy for
China to counter peaceful evolution.

First, we must effectively take in hand the buildup of the
ruling party itself. Materialist dialectics tells us that in the
course of developmental change of a matter, the external
causes are the conditions of change, the internal causes are
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the basis of the change, and that the external causes
become operative through the internal causes. It is there-
fore of the first importance that the buildup of the ruling
party itself be strengthened. At present, we must in partic-
ular accomplish the following:

1) We must conduct education on the basic theories of
Marxism on a broad scale among the high- and medium-
ranking cadres and among the ordinary party members to
continuously raise their ideological consciousness and the
level of their theoretical knowledge in order to enable the
party organization and the leading cadres of the party to
lead the masses in critical and complex situations in an
advance along the correct road.

2) We must strengthen the democratic centralism of the
party. We must, on the one hand, safeguard the solidarity
and unity of the party, strengthen the cohesion within the
party, and, on the other hand, enhance democracy within
the party, bring about a normal atmosphere in the life of
the party, oppose arbitrariness in decision-making, and
oppose special privileges, subjectivism, bureaucratism,
and personality cults.

3) We must establish close relations between the party and
the masses. We must resolutely eliminate within the party
all kinds of misuse of power for personal gain and also all
kinds of negative phenomena, such as extravagance, dec-
adence, and alienation from the masses. We must exert
efforts to restore and further the excellent tradition and
workstyle of the party, and raise high the prestige of the
party among the masses.

Second, we must give a high degree of attention to the
struggle in the ideological fie