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This paper represents only the essential elements of a longer 

paper now in preparation which will be more fully annotated and 

which will elaborate on many of the issues described so briefly 

herein. The collection of the material in this report involved 

travel by the author in April-May 1965 to Honolulu, Tokyo, Taipei, 

Hong Kong, Bangkok and New Delhi. His collaborator in the project 

who generally shares the conclusions of this report but who has 

prepared a separate unclassified submission under the same title 

and in different format visited Manila, Kuala Lumpur, Singapore, 

Paris and London in lieu of several of the above stops • 
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I' PREFACE 

•• ••• •• • •• • ••••••••••• 
The passage:~:~im6 ~nP tne:mlpy·~aOg~$ £h:~nt.r~tiona1 re1ation-

• •• • • ••• • ••• •• •• • • •• ••• •• • ••• •• • • .. ... · .~~_.I' .. .... · ... t.f. ships in the Far East area tnat nave occurred since ~ne formalization of 

our principal security agreements make a critical analysis of our securi-

ty arrangements in that area very timely, particularly in the light of 

the Chinese Communist nuclear explosions. The time frame for this in-

quiry will be 1965-1970. 

The purpose of this study is to examine briefly the efficacy of the 

security arrangements upon which much of our forward strategy in the 

area rests and to come to conclusions where possible about the potential 

for meaningful modification of these arrangements or the creation of 

new ones. Prior to the field trip which took me and a Seminar colleague 

to Hawaai, Tokyo, Taipei, Hong Kong, Manila, Kuala Lumpur, Singapore, 

Bangkok, New Delhi, Paris and London, where we interviewed key U.S. and 

foreign officials and observers, we held discussions with responsible 

u.s. officials in Washington and benefitted from access to excellent 

material, both classified and unclassified, pertinent to the subject. 

This review is based on one major assumption - i.e., that general war 

will be avoided and that the Free World-Communist struggle, short of 

general war, will continue. Articulated somewhat, the latter implies that 

the U.S. and its allies will remain a credible deterrent to major hosti-

lities, that the U.S.-Soviet-China cold war triangle will not alter radi-

cally and that the latter will not engage each other in major hostilities 

during the fiye year period under consideration. Further corollary 

assumptions flowing out of the above are: 

a. that ~ke.U_~. wll~ ~h~~ iU&~d tn ~ \~arch for a satisfactory 
•• •• ••• • •• ••• ••• •• •• ••• • ••• • • • •• •• ••• ••• • • •• • • .L •• 
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settlement of the Vietnamese problem, or will continue to provide assist-

ance. ilt. J.e'ie lie Il2c.&S s~n'v to prQclude .. Goo[lllRnist dominat ion of major popu 1a-.. .. .. . ,.. ... ... 
•• ••• ••• • • •• • • • ••• •• •• ••• • ••• • • • •• tioR eenbe»s ift 6outh.V~e~nam.~na.L~~;·.: •• •••• •• •• .~.... 1M 

b. that the U.S. will be able to continue its close collaboration 

with South Korea and Taiwan to the extent necessary to deter large scale 

Communist aggression, or political upheavals resulting in susceptibility 

to Communist takeovers; 

c. that Japan will continue to prosper and to evidence, over time, 

greater willingness and ability to promote, on its own, stability in Asia 

through technical and financial assistance and at least a limited mutual 

security involvement outside her own borders, and that growing Japanese 

nationalism will enhance these possibilities; 

d. that the major dispute between India and Pakistan will persist but 

despite this, India will intensify its efforts to achieve an effective 

defense against China; 

e. that Indonesia, while remaining hostile to Malaysia and the West, 

will not mount significant attacks against Malaysia due to the presence of 

Commonwealth forces and the possibility of U.S. involvement; 

f. that the Sino-Soviet schism will raise at least some doubts in 

the minds of China's leaders about the willingness of the Soviets to 

assist them in the event of a serious confrontation with the U.S • 

•• ••• • ••• • • ... ... eo • • ••• •• 
• • • • • • • • • .. • .. • • • • 
• • • .. • ••• • • • • .. • • • 
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II - SUMMARY 

An examinat~ Of·U.~~il~t~r~ ~aa t~odat·~~~ity arrangements 
• ••• • • •• • • ••• ••• •• • •• • • ••• • ••• •• • • 

...... , _e A·· ~ .• • 1.. •. •. in the light of one ~~WE 6n~ •• hinsi~ •• a~i~ns.b.~ween the U.S. and her 

security partners has required a series of rather loose generalizations. 

We have found that to generalize on possibilities for new or revitalized 

security arrangements to butress or supercede the incumbent ones has 

been difficult, even in the presence of the rather definitive assumptions 

outlined above. We found in our swing through the capitals of the area 

little enthusiansm for current regional arrangements, specifically SEATO, 

and even less for a beefed up or otherwise modified SEATO. We noted in 

our Embassies an inclination to want to stick to current formal bilateral 

arrangements, and in those few countries where'we do not have formal 

security treaties, to rely on informal ones. Thailand is the best example 

of the latter situation where, side by side SEATO institutions, practically 

all significant U.S. collaboration with Thailand is handled essentially 

on a bilateral basis, but in the "framework of SEATO". We concluded that 

although the CCNE is an important and topical factor bearing in future U.S. 

policy formulation it may well not be the deciding one in shaping U.S. 

policies in the next five years or until such time as her nuclear capability 

reaches real military significance. Therefore equal, if not greater weight 

of commentary, despite our original intentions, has been devoted to the 

changing conditions in each of the countries under scrutiny I most evolu-

tionary, some revolutionary, which will influence our ability to serve 

basic U.S. security needs. rather than to an elaboration on China and the 

bomb. We also found local national preoccupation with parochial concerns, 

with relatively little concern in the elite ,for broader regional problems; 
•• •••• •• •• •••• ••• • ••• •• •• •• ••• • •• ••• ••• •• •• ••• • ~.. • • ea. 
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so much so that we were left with the feeling that in the absence of the 

•• ••• • ••• ••• •• • •• ••• •• 
phys~~l ~brfa~~; C~~~Ri~t:ag~~tona:af 1t was understood in the early 

•• •• ••• • ••• • • • •• •• •• ••• • •• ••• ••• 
50's eHef~·s~em~d·to·~e ~~~s·or~ ~om!fthi~ of interest than 15 years ago, 

despite the implication of the situation in South Vietnam. One final 

impression, in summary, concerns the prospects for any new or radical de-

parture in security arrangements. Little was in evidence in any of the 

countries visited which would support enthusiasm for security pacts differ-

ing markedly from those currently in effect. Our recommendations, described 

in Section V of this study tend therefore to take the form of refinements 

of current policies rather than departures from them. 

•• ••• • • •• • • •• •• • • • ••• •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••• • • • • • • • • • • •• • • • • • • • •• 4- •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • .- .~ • • •• ••• • • • • • •• • • •• • ••• •• 
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III - SOME GENERAL OBSERVATIONS 

Before treati~ ~~eh.ei ~he.e~upt~~~ li~t~~:aad:e~amining those 
• ••• • • •• • • ••• ••• •• • •• • • ••• • ••• •• •• 

in-country factors:~~~QQ ~Lt~pisnlf~~~ty:i~fl~4~~ O~~ security arrange-

ments, it would be profitable, first, to catalogue a series of impressions 

about them. 

1. There was, we found, a disturbing lack of concensu§-from country 

to country as to the nature of the threat to the integrity of those 

nations threatened b~t not yet under Communist domination and, consequently, 

little concensus about what to do to cope with it. 

2. Many sophisticated Asians are honestly confused when they contrast 

the high degree of Western unity in the face of the Soviet threat to Berlin 

as opposed to the apparent lack of Western unity before the Chinese threat 

in Asia. 

3. It is our feeling that India and Japan ultimately will represent 

the only potential counterweights in the area to Chinese expansionism; yet 

( at the same time, neither 1s willing or able to participate in any re-

gional security pacts designed to contain Chinese power; nor is either 

able to contribute significantly even to the defense of immediately adja-

cent areas critical to their own security. 

4. Japan poses a dilemma of classic proportions, much of it of our 

own making. It has aclearly recognized potential to become a first clas~ 

Asian power (which in economic terms it already is) but shows few signs 

of assuming a political or military role in keeping with this potential. 

5. The degree to which the two CONE's impacted on basic attitudes 

in this regard is that they stimulated a great deal of national pride 

among the overseas Chinese, consi.c;l.~ab]e uneasiness among the Taiwan 
•• ••• • • • •• •• • • ••• • ••• •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .... s:!.: • • • • • • • •• • •• • • • • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• ••• • ••• • •• •• • • • • •• •• 
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elite, a mixture of grudging admiration and revulsion in Japan and a 

•• ••• • ••• ••• •• • •• ••• •• 
general: uJ1eCl.~i-oes~: ~ ~~utl1· Etaltt A;i!l.: ~~ife~e community leaders in 

•• •• ••• • ••• • • • •• •• •• ••• • •• ••• ••• 
Thailand·~na~lay~fa, ·for·e~a~p!~~ a~e·d~t ,tt willing to adopt openly 

a pro-Peking stand and remain largely preoccupied with business and a pro-

tection of a profitable status quo. It is our feeling, which is no better 

than an educated guess, that once the Chinese acquire and deploy operational 

missiles of medium range, overseas Chinese attitudes no doubt will 

change, with results inimical to our interests, even if the Chinese weapons 

are of greater psychological than military significance. 

6. To generalize for a moment on the formal security arrangements 

that we have established in the Far East, it would appear on the face of. 

things that they are less than satisfactory in several important respects: 

a. They are not structured to deal effectively with the main 

fureat posed to several key states, i.e. the Communist threats contained in 

political warfare, subversion and insurgency. This proposition is especially 

true of SEATO, as it applies to Thailand, and the protocol states since 

SEATO's founders were mindful of a Korean style agression and not wars of 

"national liberation". 

b. SEATO itself still contains members who either directly 

opposed or are not willing to make significant contributions to a collective 

effort in behalf of countries under Communist pressure, i.e. Pakistan and 

France. 

c. U.S. bilaterals with South Korea, Nationalist China and the 

Philippines have served their purposes well and are still invaluable since 

they provide the legal basis for a projection of military power and for 
i 

• •• ••• • •• • • • ••• • • • •• ••• •• ••• • • 
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one of these states is vulnerable to internal political upheaval, despite 

our best efforts an~ th- ta4 fut~~ w!tl.~~~4fftl~ ~~ ~dbjected to implicit 
• ••• • • •• • • ••• ••• •• • •• • • ••• • ••• •• •• · .. .., .. . ... .. .. 

if not explicit nl!~le!l.'l'" b}acttmi.l eoaee die .iCl'ineeeeoGonnunists acquire 

even a modest delivery capability. Whether the latter will drive them 

toward a greater reliance on the U.S. deterrent or toward accommodation 

with the Chinese is difficult to say. 

d. The present bilateral with Japan although quite satisfactory 

in some respects suffers from the major defect of not having elicited from 

the Japanese an adequate defense effort. 

e. Perhaps the greatest inherent weakness of our security allign-

ments is their failure to present a united front composed of capable forces 

determined to resist. Japan, for example, is not yet committed to the 

defense of South Korea or to any other country. Burma and India have no 

more than a discreet dialogue, if that, on the problem of mutual defense 

against Chinese expansion. Even Thailand is reluctant to become identi-

fiably involved in the defense of South Vietnam. 

f. These apparent and unfortunately difficult to correct incon-

sistencies and weakness yield a picture of disunity and disorganization 

to Asian observers. As SEATO does not, ANZUS does appear, albeit in a 

more limited context, to offer assurances more responsive to the security 

requirements of its beneficiaries, and is highly valued by them. France 

could but does not playa significant role in support of collective 

security in Asia since it unlikely to alter its present "independent" 

line regardless of De Gaulle. Her critical attitude toward U.S.-U.K. 

policies in the area are an accretion of frustration, supreme egoism and 

a political philosoohy which rationalizes French 'national 
•• •••• •• •• •••• ••• • ••• •• •• •• ••• • •• ••• ••• •• •• ••• • ••• • • • •• •• ••• ••• • ._ iii IlL. • • •••• .. .. .. . . ~. ... ... 
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vis-a-vis the Chinese in a manner markedly at variance with our own. 

•• ••• • ••• ••• •• • •• ••• •• 
:: ~: TQC tJ .K,.: SQC5w"O Jl q"aUfie* ~~athy and support for our active 
•• •• ••• • ••• • • • •• •• •• ••• • •• ••• ••• •• ..... •• •• ••• 't_-".,.. t __ 

resistance to Communist pres$ure~ a tht)ugh·~onstantly, but discreetly, 

counsels a peaceful settlement. This is undoubtedly so because of restive-

ness and growing concern over the prospects of added burdens in support-

ing her Malaysian commitment. Likewise, the Australians show a disposi-

tion to make common cause with us (perhaps un~omfortably so) and strongly 

support ANZUS pact. 

h. On the issue of nuclear proliferation Japan and India have 

a reasonable near future capability to acquire nuclear weapons but in 

neither is there a clearly indentifiable movement to do so. 

•• ••• • • •• • • •• •• • • • ••• •• • • • • .. • • • II • • • • • • • 
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IV - GENEWlZED COMMENTARY 

The following:~pmme~tl;y:co~~i~§·ba~~8rQ~~d: :rlc~s.and data on a 
• ••• • • •• • • ••• ••• •• • •• • • ••• • ••• •• •• • •• ••• •• • ••• •• •• country-by-country •• as"i.9 aaa tltl1>poptlt.thee fC1regoitlS-~lJervations in 

Section III and relates to the recommendations in Section V: 

India and Japan-Counterweight Potential 

In the long term, India and Japan acting in concert offer the only 

real promise for an effective counterweight to China in the area. l This 

is only an academic consideration at this point as neither is able or 

willing to join much less lead any regional mutual security grouping. 

Each is preoccupied with its own national problems. India, in the in-

ternational sphere values too highly its leadership of the Afro-Asian 

bloc to risk a formal alignment with any pact, especially one associated 

with or otherwise encouraged by the U.S. I got the distinct feeling 

during my visit to New Delhi that India, despite it.~~high1y emotional 

dispute with Pakistan, considers China the more dangerous of the two 

enemies. Despite this and timely U.S. material assistance at the request 

of India in 1962, India still clings to a kind of non-a1ig~ment •. Even 

greater ambivalence can be found in Japan where the Japanese fully 

recogaize that the U.S. provides a nuclear umbrella but at the same time 

feels compelled to register disapproval of U.S. policies in Vietnam. My 

visit to Tokyo early in my itinerary and New Delhi at the .end left me 

with the strong impression that each is too much preoccupied with itself 

to be expected to respond to any U.S. ,suggestions except those that are 

informal and low in political cost. %he U.S. although it should remain 

alert to opportunities for a new formula .in which non-Communist countries 
•• ••• • • • •• •• • • ••• • • •• •• 

0 • • 0 • • • • • • • • • • 0 • • • • • • • • • ••• • ... • • • • • •• • •• • • -.~ .. . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• ••• • ••• • •• •• • • • • •• • • 
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in Asia might be more effectively aligned would do well to relegate to 

•• • • ••• • ••• ••• •• • •• ••• •• 
anotbep ti~e! anct :ir.ct,.ms.t!aD.c~ a~ ·s}1ecJ.'::Il: !proposals in this regard that 

• • • • •• 
•• ••• • ••• • • • •• •• ••• • •• ••• ••• •••• •• •• •••• ••• • ••• • • 

involve India and Japan. Certainly, until Japan and India can act out 

of mutual agreement and from a basis of na~ional concensus, little can 

be expected from them as a counterbalance. 

Japan - the Dilemma 

In all important ways the Japanese - U.S. relationship since Wo~ld 

War II has been a success story. This is not so unusual when viewed in 

the light of the unique complimentation of interest that grew pp after 

World War II, wise statesmanship on both sides and the revival of a 

sympathetic historical relationship. As.her trading position improved 

and her political process stabili~ed, it was only natural that Japanese 

demands for a larger voice in treaty negotiations leading to the 1960 

Mutual Security Treaty were heard in the late 50's. These negotiations 

were characterized by the fact that the parties were for the first time 

solidly co-equal. The U.S. came out of them with a reduced physical 

relationship. 

It is clear that control over Japanese foreign, policy rests with the 

liberal Democrat Party and that this situation will probably not change 

until late 60's or after. 2 Continuous and overwhelming control of the 

Diet, almost complete lack of communication with the principal opposition 

and the introversive pull of a constant factional power struggle involv-

ing all major policy questions all work to make the foreign policy 

formulation process virtually identical with intra-party decision making. 

The f~eRtee ~»u.tvr~ ot.the LDP.tQaet~r with a canse~sual conception 
• • ••• •• • ••• •• •• • •• • • ••• • ••• •• •• : I; •• • • •• • • ••• ••• • • .. ;.~ : ..... : ., ......... : :.-. to:;. : .. 
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of authority makes compromise essential to all decisions and thus militates 

against strong lRad&UhLl>. ~ r,r>id.VoJ.Uy:c%l~ge~:· ~s pattern of decision 
• ••• • • •• • • ••• ••• •• • •• • • ••• • ••• •• •• 
• •• ••• •• • •• IlL •• _t. .. ' making causes i~raai per~.c.ne~a&ion~ ~o Re.a.~~cial factor in major 

foreign policy issues and points up the passive part that Japan has 

played in internationat politics. 

The Socialists who control 31% of the Diet seats have been in perpet-

ual opposition and have foreign policy preferences close to the much 

weaker Japanese Communist Party. 

The Democrat Socialist Party until recently the only other party of 

any significance in Japan is a splinter of the JSP and has attempted 

without much success to act in the role of a IIthird force ll • 

Both the LDP and the JSP are making strenuous efforts to develop grass 

roots support and to develop a new political image. Both are concerned 

about the recent emergence of another part~ the Sokka Gakkai, a Bhuddist 

affiliated, fundamentalist -not precisely political - party which has had 

( 
great success at the polls and is now the number three political party in 

Japan. It may only be a political novelty attracting the floating protest 

vote disenchanted with both the LDP and the JSP but it's authoritarian 

structure and vote getting efficiency have posed a new threat to them. 

Its importance stems from the fact that it now holds the balance of power 

between the LOP and the Left on issues requiring two thirds majorities in 

the Diet - e.g. Constitutional revision. Its leadership is on record as 

opposed to amendment of the IIno warll clause of the Constitution, i.e. Article 
j 

Nine which is the principal legal stumbling block to expanding Japanese 

military forces or their deployment outside the Home Islands. 

One can conclude from the above, with the risks attendent upon gen-
•• • •• • • • •• •• • • ••• ,. • •• •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • · -:u • • • • • • • •• • •• • • - . • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• ••• • • •• • •• •• • • • • •• •• 
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eralization, that although the creation of a favorable climate of opinion 

on speOlltc lss·ues mlgh~·~~tQW JapiDe~e:de·~sion makers, i.e. the faction 
•• ••• ••• • • •• • • • ••• •• •• ••• • ••• • • • •• •• •• ••• • •• ••• ••• 

leade~ ta·the L~P, t~ eaa~t·s~~ipic·i!mi~d policy changes, it is not 

likely that Japan's China policy, for example, will necessarily be influ-

enced even by a broadly based mass movement. The reason for this is that 

for mass opinion to have a direct effect on a particular decision, it must 

be clear, sustained and intense. If, to take the point further, mass 

opinion is to effect a change in the China policy it surely would have to 

be conjoined with a broader political threat from the Left to the Conser-

vative Government itself - a challenge which certainly would involve con-

.iderations well above and beyond the single issue of Japan-China rela-

tions. Consequently, barring an unexpected shift in political power, the 

effective influence pro:'aad con regarding rapprochement with China from 

within Japan will come from the Conservative politicians, bureaucrats and 

businessmen who now dominate the foreign policy formulation process in the 

LDP and will probably continue to do so. 

Nationalism is slowly but surely growing in Japan. A concomitant de-

velopment is the appearance of a feeling of superiority over other Asians, 

which inclines many Japanese to support the regime that has won inter-

national prestige for Japan. A modernizing and reforming LDP will probably 

be able therefore to maintain a majority in the Diet through 1969-70 but 

may well have to begin to share some power with the Socialists after that 

if their political fortunes show a decline. 

Several maj.or points of contention, which to the present have not 

caused serious embarassment, will remain with us in our security relation-

ship with Japanese which onll time and continued efforts to persuade will •• •• • ••••••• • •• • • •• •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••• • • • • • • • • • • •• • • • • • • • ~·12! -: • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• ••• • • • •• •• • • •• • ••• •• 
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influence. They are the reluctance if not the inability of the LDP to 

create a politica~·atW>"spHQri and" aCGnsellsuS: lIlUhln:1:'h£t-iarty in which it 
• ••• • • •• • • ••• ••• •• • •• • • ••• • ••• •• •• • •• ••• •• • ••• •• •• might be able to·~aift·~he iAten6e mass·~upp~rt tha~ ~ needed to change 

Article Nine of the Constitution. This circumstance has made it diffi-

cult for the U.S. and for those Japanese similarly disposed, i.e. the 

Japanese senior military establishment, to induce the Japanese Government 

and Electorate to expand its expenditures on the military budget. Some 

progress has been made in this regard, but it will be a slow process. 

Only 1.1% of the GNP is now devoted to defense and it is unlikely to do 

more than keep pace with the expanding GNP of the country. Japanese 

military catastrophe in World War II, strong reservations about the use-

fu1ness of large forces, and Japanese reluctance to sacrifice economic 

development to underwrite military programs are all important factors. 

The other principal concern with Japan involves her ambivalent attitude 

toward Communist China, specifically the matter of trade at the present 

( time\ We must, first off, admit that there will be, despite our best 

efforts, continuing differences on our respective China policies. To date, 

Japan has adhered to COCOM, although pushing at the same time for increased 

trade with China, if for no other reason than to keep pace with the trade 

promotion ~fforts of our own Western allies. Official Japanese trade pol-

icy toward China has been based on the sepatation of political and econom-

ic. affairs, a distinction made meaningful in terms of Japan's desire 

to trade without granting diplomatic recognition. The Chinese have made 

it clear, however, that this distinction will be accepted at Chinese 

convenience. Despite sharp increases in the volume of trade between them 

in the past two and a half years, the total comes to only 5% of Japanese 
•• ••• • • • •• • • • • • •• • ••• •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • - ••• • • • • • • • •• • •• • • ... 1:3· • • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • - • •• ••• • ••• • •• •• • • • • •• •• 
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foreign transactions and is unlikely to become a political lever for the ... -..... --... . .. .. . ...... . 
•• •• •• • .... •• t.. •• A 

Chine.e~ ~~ e.eluti~n 8t economic ,i&& ~e~ween 
~. .~&~ ••• • ••• • • • •• 

•• •• ••• • •• ••• ••• •• •••• •• •• •••• ••• • ••• •• 
siderable pressure within the business dominated 

the two has created con-

LDP, however, it has 

• 

fortunately to a degree, been recently blunted by Chinese tactics and has given 

rise to some disillusionment. It is my view that it is improbable that 

there will be a direct Tokyo-Peking political settlement. The possible 

short term advantages of such a move hold little value for the Japanese 

in light of the risks of disrupting the special economic and military re-

lationships with the U.S. which have brought it prosperity and international 

prestige. 5 Just as it is improbable that Japan will directly address the 

China problem, its contacts with China will increase and broaden. Thus, 

at a time when the Japanese Government has moved to strengthen ties with 

Taiwan, de facto relations with China have burgeoned. Japan's policy 

toward China are at best ambivalent and at worst schizophrenic. The will 

or ability to resolve her dual policy lacking, Japan can be expected to 

follow the shifting tides of politi~ in the region as a whole in her 

China relationship. It is likely that her growing contacts with China 

caused in part by the Chinese policy shift aginst the Soviets may event-

ually result in de facto normalization, in which Japanese policy makers 

would probably acquiesce. 3 

To particularize for a moment, it is my feeling that underlying 

Japanese uneasiness regarding U.S. policies in the Far East, especially 

in Vietnam, is her fear that somehow she will be drawn into a war aginst 

her will and certainly against all her instincts. With regard to our 

China policy, which they officially endorse because their overall re1a-

tionsl."~. ~ith tiS ,.-eqaireee ift; it 4.s 6vi4ent:. that many of Japan's leaders ~~ .. ... .. . ... .. .. 
• •• • • ••• • ••• •• •• • • •• • .,. •• • • ••• 1... •• 
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take a far less hostile view of Chinese society, regarding it as more 

Chinese than Commu¢!it:·'t~ tost. ~t1c~tt- c:£:CfeiZtl)".· :!~ is evident, 
• ••• • • •• • • ••• ••• •• . .. . . ... . ... .. ~. 

particularly from ~~lme.Mta!ste~ tC:tG~S i7~tnk~s ilt ll.i.s':4tscussions with the 

President during his recent visit to this country, that Japanese consider 

themselves much better qualified than we to assess Chinese behavior and 

·-intentions. Intimately bound up, at least for the moment, in Japanese 

apprehensions about her China policy of course is her fear, indicated 

above, that U.S. pressures aginst Hanoi will only make the North Viet-

namese dependent ~o a even greater extent on Peking. Although not fully 

articulated, but reflected fairly clearly in the recent Japanese response 

to Mr. Ros~ow's theses supporting the U.S. policy in South Vietnam, is 

the Japanese feeling that almost any kind of settlement in Vietnam is 

preferable to the risks of a Wider and more direct confrontation with the 

Chinese'. Perhaps they hope fOT a Titoist South Vietnam which might some-

how impede Chinese expansion for the time being. It is my view that so-

phisticated Japanese political observers are less than completely rational 

about their reaction to U.S. policies there and have assumed an ambivalent 

position rather than face up to the political realities. 

Our short visit to Japan left us.with the general impression of a 

Japan still groping for its place in the post World War II world, showing 

some tendencies toward reversion to a classical nationalism but still 

most reluctant to take serious initiatives on its own. There are emerging, 

however, some signs of willingness to exert influence in the region and 

thus it is not too soon for us to give renewed and vigorous thought to the 

important problem of what kind of relationship best suits us both, i.e. one 

that best suits our iong range interests and is hopefully at the same 
•• ••• • • • •• •• • • ••• • ••• •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • -·.15 :!: • • • • • • • ... • •• • • • • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• ••• • • •• • •• •• • • • • •• •• 

SECRETLNOFORN DISSEM 



sECRET/NOFORN DISSEM 

time consonant with Japanese capacities and basic interests in Asia • 

•• ••• • •• • • •• •• • • • • •• • • • • • e • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • •• • • • • • • • •• • • Korec • • • • • • • • •• • • • • • • • • • • .. • • • • • • • • • •• ••• • • • •• •• • • ••• • ••• •• 

Although schedule difficulties prevented a stop in Korea, it was 

possible to obtain some useful insights through discussions with U.S. 

Embassy officals in Tokyo as well as with Japanese Foreign Office offi-

cials. The Mutual Defense Treat, of 1954 written as an aftermath of the 

Korean War and the Economic Assistance Agreement of 1961 still stand as 

the technical basis for a continuing close U.S.-Korean collaboration - a 

relationship which on the one hand has been the deciding factor in the 

economic and political progress of the ROK since 1953 and on the other 

hand has engendered a degree of dependence on the U.S. which has created 

very real problems. The basic assumptions under which the U.S. Govern-

ment operates in its relationships\ with Korea are essentially the same 

as those cited earlier for the entire region,i.e. that there will be 

no major hostilities, that basic cold war'relationships will,persist and 

that local popular attitudes in Korea will not so change as to reduce 

U.S. influence. 

U.S. interests in Korea are, briefly, to preserve a vast investment 

in human and other resources, to maintain a Western defense position on 

the Asian mainland~ to prove that non-Communist nation building can pay 

off; and to demonstrate to other Asian countries the dependability of a 

U.S. alliance and supprot. The primary South Korean security alliance 

is the MUtual Defense Treaty of 1954 with the U.S. The latter pact provides 

inter alia for: action in accordance with its "constitutional processes" 

by either si~atory in the event of armed attack in the Pacific area on •• ••• • •••• • •• •• • • • ••• •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••• • • • • ~6:. • • • • •• • • • • • ' . • ... • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• ••• • • • •• •• • ••• • ••• •• 
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either of the parties in territories under their respective administrative 

control; it speciiie9.the rLght.of the ~.~ •• tQ Q~~Oie it's forces in 
• •• ••• ••• • •• •• •• • ••• • • •• • • ••• ••• •• • •• • • ••• • ••• •• •• 

Korean territory:py ~~tdit ~~(e~ept~ •• ~h~ ~rea~~~~ ~f·the treaty, interest-

ingly enough, refers to the desire of the two countries "further to 

strengthen their efforts for collective defense-- pending the development 

of a more comprehensive and effective system of mutual security in the 

Pacific area". Of course, nothing of this description has ever evolved, 

nor is it likely to in the near future. Our comments on the Chiang Kai-Shek 

proposal for a NEATO in this conte~t will extend the latter view in a 

later section. Until just a year or two ago it was still a question of 

whether or not the ROK would become a viable political and economic entity. 

Now, to be somewhat optimistic, it is no longer a question of whether but 

how long it will take to become a developed country. Obstacles to the / 

latter are still considerable and will require continued U.S. interest, 

involvement, and forebearance. Although Korea ~as not become, indeed 

could not have become, a showcase operation like Japan or to a lesser 

degree Taiwan, it has made some progress toward economic and political 

maturity. Of supreme importance to the Korean economy are the need to 

normalize its, -relations with Japan, and a high degree of statesmanship 

follm·dng the signatures on the pending formal agreement. Koreans still 

resent earlier Japanese domination and will be suspicious of any substantial 

Japanese investment in Korea despite the fact that capital investment is 

badly needed. The importance of continued military and economic assistance 

to Korea is psychological as well as strategic and really cannot be over-

stated. The ROK cannot be expected to cope with aggression from the 

Chinese mainland, although it is to be hoped that the ROK would acquit itself 
•• ••• • • • •• •• • • • •• • • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . - t': - . • • • • • • • •• • •• • • • • • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• ••• • ••• • •• • • • • • ••• •• 
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well in an engagement with the North Koreans. It is important therefore 

thar. "e·tPrtt:l!'r!lte:t~· ¥EMtle_·ilssLCt'~ftc;e!l·pf. -qur commitments to them since un-
•• ••• ••• • • •• • • • ••• •• •• ••• • ••• • • • •• 

cer(a~ntL~~ in:tGi~.~~sar4 ~~d~~ t~p~gue both the Korean Government 

and the Korean people. General Park's official visit to Washington in 

May 1965 was just the most recent manifestation of this gnawing concern. 

The President's personal reassurances, a new tranche of economic assist-

anc~hd reiterated U~S. determination to remain at the side of South 

Korea were once again in order. 

The Republic of China 

Our basic defense commitment to the ROC is spelled out in the 

Defense Treaty of 1954 which was concluded in the atmosphere and as an 

aftermath of the Korean War. It was a time when Korean type aggression 

was the problem of the hour. Article 5 of the Treaty states that we rec

lognize that an armed attack against the ROC would be dangerous to our 

peace and safety and declares we would act to meet this danger " in accord-

ance with our constitutional process". Article Six defined the territory 

vovered by the commitment as Taiwan, the Pescadores and others by mutual 

consent. Public Law 4, a joint congressional resolution of January 1955 

further defined Presidential authority in the matter of interpreting the 

treaty. A joint communique after the Du1les~Chiang meeting of October 

1958 delimited our commitments even more explicitly. The Mutual Defense 

Assistance Agreement of February 1951 committed the U.S. to supply certain 

types of military equipment and still provides the legal basis for the on-

going MAP program, which continues despite a decision to terminate the 

AID program. The basic agreement covering our economic assistance program 
•• ••• • ••• • • •• •• • • • ••• •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••• • • • • ~: .. • • • • •• • • • • • • • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• ••• • • • •• • • • • •• • ••• •• 
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was the "Economic Cooperation with China" Program of July 1948. The last 

developmental leJl!n t1mie~ tl!tis OC02lJtam ;".s. b.een.cemp1eted. The ROC suc-· .. ... . -. ~ . .. .. .. 
• ••• • • •• • • ••• ••• •• • •• • • ••• • ••• •• •• 

cess, although ¢Qt ~~~~ified:~.~e.~t~~ic:d~~~~~~ment sphere repre-

sents a case of economic accommodation in the presence of political in-

flexibility of an extraordinary type. It is remarkable and largely to 

u.s. credit that the burden of an abnormally large defense establishment 

was not allowed to erode the progress of economic development. Our prin-

cipal concern. of the mid 50' s, i.e. the possibility of a ROC invasion of 

the mainland, or a mainland attack on Taiwan seems to have receded with the 

years but has not lessened the continuing dilemma for the China regime of 

the "mainland philosophy". This we will have with us until the death of 

Chiang-Kai-Shek It is our feeling that whoever assumes the mantle of power 

on the death of Chiang, whether it be Chiang Ching Kuo or another, that a 

decidedly pragmatic political philosophy with regard to the mainland 

issue will evolve. In the meantime, Chiang has once again proposed the 

formation of a new military alliance (NEATO) to include the ROC,ROK, South 

Vietnam and possibly the U.S. This proposal, last floated in March 1964, 

was not well received in the U.S. at that time nor does such an organiza-

tion now appear to us to be feasible for several very good reasons. First the 

Japanese would have to be included in such an arrangement for it to have 

any meaning; and the Japanese are not ready politically to enter formally 

into such an agreement. Until relations between South Korea and Japan 

are normalized, any organization including both would not be workable. 

Needless to ~ay the process of normalization between Japan and Korea 

bas barely begun and at best is a fragil construction which will require 

time, mutual trust and wise diplomacy to strengthen. Lastly, it is ap-
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parent after visiting out major allies in the Far East, that there definitely' 

•• .-.. • ••• ". .• ,. '-. • -'-. -11., ~ is not ~et, a Su€~C~@nL ~ommuni&y.bi LytiL~st among . ~ ... ... . . .. . . . ... 
•• •• ••• • ••• • • • •• •• •• ••• • •• ••• ••• Taiwan·"t:o .. !ftalte a· NEA'l1!J attct'ngel!t~fl.t ~emdngftll in the 

Japan, Korea and 

broader context 

required. It is most unlikely prior to the death of Chiang that the ROC 

will publicly utter a new philosophy nor are there any indications that 

any significant ROC personality is inclined to do so at present. Contin-

ued reference is made in Taipei and Washington to the probability that 

Chiang Ching Kuo will inherit the Generalissimo's office. Even in the 

absence of the latter, one gets the feeling in Taipei that the return to 

the mainland theme will be quietly junked and a pragmatic approach will 

prevail which might well result in the establishment of a de facto 

Government of Taiwan regardless of the sticky implication Eor the U.S. of 

facing either a "two China" policy or a "one China-one Taiwan" policy.4 

One fairly ominous note that was sounded informally in Taipei during 

our consultations there involved an observation that the Chinese mainland 

military officer corps had largely remained landless and thus rootless in 

a rapidly developing economy, in which Taiwanese interests have become 

dominate. The fact that they have not become assimilated by marriage or 

business interest into the Taiwanese community has given rise to the 

growing dissatisfaction in this corps. No one in Taipei predicted that 

this "out of the mainstream group''would eventually, in the face of failure 

of the mainland thesis, necessarily act out of desperation. The problem 

of what to do with a large, well knit but unrequited element will have 

to be dealt with sooner or later and may require urgent attention sooner 

than anticipated. Similar fears concerning the inevitable increase of 

Taiwanese representation in the Army and at the local and national poli-
•• ••• • ••••••• •• •• • ••••• . .. ~.. .. . ... .. .. 
• •• • • ••• • ••• •• •• · ... · · .. · · .... 2"·· .. • •• ••• ••• • •• v. •• 
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tical levels are also voiced by Chinese but without a note of urgency. 

Alt:hough Chia-ag .w-~hek was. peliliapil. moliQ.taalle«in~ other Asian 
• •• ••• ••• • •• •• •• • ••• • • •• • • ••• ••• •• 
• " • • •• !l... • ••• •• •• leader of ptature .s~a!(en .b. the <:OL ..... E ~ .he ~~etars. t~ h~e rationalized .. ... ... .... .... .. r.. . .. r-.. 

his situation somewhat and was once again occupied with pushing the NEATO 

concept, thinking no doubt that escalation in Vietnam would make the U.S. 

more receptive to the notion. He has never, it appears, articulated 

fully what he really means by this concept except to imply that if the U.S. 

got out in front of the Asian countries involved and supplied the money 

and hardware, the ROC would strongly support the venture. Whenever the 

subject came up in the various Asian capitals that we visited, the matter 

of using Chinese troops in a manner similar to the use of ROK non-combatant 

elements in South Vietnam, any where in Asia, was greeted with the complete 

rebuff usually reserved for hoary chestnuts. 

Finally, with the ending of American concessional AID programs in 

late 1964, the dichotomy between economic development and a hardened po-

litical commitment to a large military establishment dedicated to a return 

to the mainland will be increasingly difficult to sustain. Disengagement 

from the mainland philosophy is probably next to impossible under the 

present leadership which varies little from those who came to Taiwan 

15 years ago. Delay in considering the pressing problems of population. 

education and of modernization in general will naturally increase risks to 

stability. Beginning the 16th year of their exile, the Nationalists are 

no closer to the Mainland and are seemingly yet unable to come to grips 

with the problems and pressures of a developing Taiwan. Although some 

aspects of the U.S. Assistance Program are being modified and otthers 

tossed out. it is to be expected that the basic treaty relationship 
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will not change and need not be changed. 

•• ••• • ••• • •• •• • • • • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • •• • • • • • • • •• • • Hong longfllle I;i§trniqg Pl!l!Jt • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • •• • • • •• •• • • ••• • ••• •• 

The government and people of Hong Kong remain p~eoccupied with in-

creasing its role as a first class entrepot and tourist cente~. From the 

u.s. point of view, Hong Kong is still the best listening post for de-

velopments within Communist China although the amount and quality of 

information coming out from year to year seems to vary directly with the 

severity with which the Chicom regime treats its own people. Trading 

and financial arrangements in Hong Kong in all probability produce over a 

half of the hard currencies needed by the Chinese to sustain their nuclear 

energy program and irs unlikely therefore that the Chinese will in the 

near future act in any way that would jeopardize this critically important 

income. According to a well informed British official in Hong Kong,:there 

has been a steady influx into Hong Kong in the last few years of many 

highly trained Chicom technicians, bank officials and businessmen who 

appear to be under instructions to establish themselves as competent pro-

fessionals against the day ultimately, and in the longer term, when the 

the Chinese Government may wish to switch from an achieved de facto 

control of this Colony to a de jure one. The local Chinese community, 

particularly the wealthier element, is very happy with the status quo and 

desires above all else to avoid rocking the boat. There is, not surprisingly, 

a vocal admiration for the technological accomplishments of their mainland 

cousins at the time of the first CCNE, as was also the case in Taipei. 

Little significant local Chinese opinion otherwise resulted from the first 

explosion and little is likely to evolve from the second in the short 
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term. Their reaction tends to be characteristic of overseas Chinese re-

actions e1sewhere:\n:!ne.te~on.·.lt·\&·rite1Y·clb~ref~re that for a least 
• ••• • • •• • • ••• ••• •• • •• • • ••• • ••• •• •• · .. ,.. .. . ... .. .. 

the foreseeable f~upe·tnat ~ee~n·~nuere!t~ w~l~·eofttinue their toe 

hold on the Asian mainland but perhaps increasingly on Communist terms. 

The Philippines 

Our bilateral security treaty with the Philippines permits our use of 

several important military installations crucially important to the 

physical projection of U.S. power into South East Asia and to the confi-

dence of the Phi1ippinos in our willingness and ability to defend their 

soil Despite a number of incidents involving the U.S. military, there is 

no sustained popular sentiment calling for the withdrawal of U.S. forces. 

Against a back&round of a continuing, fairly strong identification of 

national interests between our two countries and the apparent"stayability" 

of military bases there, there are, however, two disturbing trends which 

have a bearing on the will and the ability of the Philippinos to play a 

positive role in any scheme of collective defense in the area. The more 

important of these is the general malaise which seems to have infected 

the political and pJychologica1 fabric of Philippino society since the 

death of President Magsaysay. One fairly alarming and measurable indica-

tion of this is the decline in real percapita income during the past 

few years. Also there has been a sharp rise in banditry in the country-

side and unemployment and crime in the cities, accompanied by a deteriora-

tion in the effectiveness of the armed forces and the Constabulary. There 

are few indications that the Comnunists have gained important strength 

but maI!y observers fear that the worsening done s tic situation may lead to 
•• ••• • • • •• •• • • • •• • ••• •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • • • • • • • •• • •• • • -·23- -- • • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• ••• • ••• • •• •• • • • ••• • • 
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to their revival. Growing public apathy has been accelerated by a general 

faullie-o:£ :rlfQdl ahd ·ege. !!J.em4n~!. 0"J:- )<l~tety that have devoted themse 1 ves 
•• ••• ••• • • •• • • • ••• •• •• ••• • ••• • • ••• • .. .. ... .. .. ... . ~ . 

to seei~- ~ogrees YitAin.~d6mocra~ ~5amework seem to have lost much 

of their elan. Although reportedly disenchanted with Indonesian policies 

and activities in their own country, there is reportedly a growing senti-

ment for closer identity with the Afro-Asian world and for looser ties 

with the U.S. 

Although Philippino leaders continue to stress historic ties with the 

U.S. and concede that Philippino security depends on the U.S., and call on 

the U.S. for continued economic and military assistance, there are few 

indications that the Government is serious about reform measures needed to 

make our assistance meaningful. The Philippine military establishment is 

in particularly bad straits and spends most of its budget for personnel 

leaving dangerous shortfalls for critical maintenance, supply and 

training. As for national security policies, Philippino politiCians are 

( unsuccessfully trying to bridge the widening gap between those local 

groups that advocate on the one hand a continued reliance on the U.S. 

in light of the CCNE's and Indonesian aggressiveness and on the other 

hand the ultra-nationalists who wish to disassociate the Islands from 

cheir ties with a colonial master in order to gain favor with the 

Afro-Asian bloc which maintains that the Philippines are not really inde-

pendent. 

In sum, the Philippines present U.S. policy makers with a formidable 

array of baffling contraditions and potentially serious challenges to our 

vital national interests in this former colony. To cite but one example, 
/' 

the Philipp'ip.os have the capability of adciing significantly to the defense . - ••• • ••• • • •• •• • • • .... •• • • • • • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••• • • • :.2t:-:. • • • • •• • • • & • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• ••• • • e •• •• • ••• • ••• •• 
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of freedom in southeast. Asia by improving the quality of their own forces .. ... .. . .~ ........... . . .. ... .. ~ . ., .. .. 
and contribut"n. t;()mff of. them -nUIS tEcml!eialls .. to ·Seuth Vietnam. However, 

~ ~. • ~ •• r • ••• •• •• . ~. ... .. . ... .. .. 
•• ••• • ••••••• •• •• • ••••• 

they are handicapped severely from making an effective contribution by 

serious institutional and political weaknesses at home which preclude 

the mobilization of the human talent and material resources required to 

support properly new programs, either at home or abroad. In fact,; one 

1. gets the impression that ~e should be quite satisfied if they are able to 

slow the pace of deterioration within the Philippines let alone contrib 

ute to the battle against the Communists in Vietnam or Laos. i 

Consequently, if we are bold enough to attempt to strengthen the 

unity and purpese of Free Asian states through the creation of new and 

more meaningful organizations dedicated to mutual assistance, we should 

be prepared to provide the subsidies and incentives required to insure 

a positive Philippino contribution to such .an. effort. In the absence 

of strong incentives and reasonable prospects of success we can expect 

the Philippinos to take a dim view of any new collective security 

arrangements calling for an extension of their obligations or attract-

ing additional charges of subservience to Uncle Sam. 

Thailand 

In assessing Thailand as a member of SEATO or any new or more com-

prehensiye organization of Asian states or in terms of her relations with 

the U.S. vis-a-vis the Communist powe~s in Asia, one would do well to 

keep in mind the history of Thai foreign policy - e,pecially since 1940 

1941, 

Her experience during WW II, beginni,g with the political crisis of 

which •• s¥l~ed ia ih~la •• ea~~ Rer.~t.with Japan, provides 
•• • e ••• • •• ••• ••• •• •• ••• • ••• • • • •• •• ••• ••• •••••• ••• .. : .. : : .. : : .-fl- .. ~_.~ _: a.- .. : .. : 
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some excellent insights into why the Thais decided to join SEATO, The main 

....... 
obJ'ecMve ot: •• •• •• • •• • 
the me~<!y ·ef 

• ••• • •• .. • • .c • -., • ~" "'.~ , d chi& moveewa&,.o. cQU~&, L~ p~1 
• ••• • • •• • • • ••• • ••• • ••• • • • •• · ... . .. .... . -- . 
'lin <1vt!rp~et'"!n~ eIlftPy, aaeiellSetlPes s 

being left once more at 

and minus strong allies. 

Since 1954, Thailand's confidence in SEATO has been severely shaken 

on several occasions~ the worst crisis occurred during late 1961-62 

when the major Western powers opted to negotiate a Laotian settlement 

rather than widen the war or attempt to achieve an acceptable partition 

of the country through a military counter-offensive. 

u.S. reassuraaces of willingness to stand firmly by our SEATO com-

mitments, regardless of the position of others, contained in the 

Rusk-Thanat Communique of March 6, 1962, plus additional U.S. assistance 

and several impressive demonstrations of U.S. ,capability to deploy combat 

forces into forward areas near Laos on short notice, probably persuaded 

the Thais to drop any plans they may have had to seek refuge in a tradi-

tional Thai policy of neutrality, or by playing one major power off 

against another. 

More recently, strong U.S. counter-actions in Vietnam and adjacent 

territories and waters have inspired new confidence in those Thais most 

dedicated to collaboration with the West as a means of protecting Thailand 

from Communist aggression, whatever its form. 

Since 1963, Thailand has proved to be one of the main supporters of 

U.S. policies in southeast Asia, and contrary to the views of many 

experts following the death of Prime Minister Sarit, has managed to avoid 

serious political tro.ubles and to gain economic strength. The government 

has also given priority attention to the dangerous situation which has been 

develoning ill the backward areas of the northeast and southern provinces. 
~. ... . ....... .. .. . ..... . 
• •• ••• •• • ••• •• •• · .. . . ... . ... ,.. .. 
• ••• • • •• • ,. • •• 201". it. • •• ••• ••• • •• •• •• •• ••• •• • •• • ••••••••••• 
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All in all, the situation in Thailand and our relations with her are 

far better than lIJ'!i.t:nu~t;s of· J:hp-c~eRtfY:I\fO'Ilt·fta~. dared to predict 
• ••• • • •• • • ••• ••• •• • •• • • ••• • ••• •• •• 

several years ag".· : .... ' : .. : : ..... ' :: : : .. :.' 
However, the Thais have not felt themselves capable of contributing 

significantly to the struggle in Vietnam - they feel that they are ioing 

enough by assisting the non-Communist factions in Laos and by shoring up 

their own position in the dangerous border areas of Thailand - and they 

are a long way from securing certain critical areas in the south and north-

east from potential Communist activities. 

Few in authority in Bangkok, Americans or Thais, are willing to be 

quoted as to just how serious the situation is in these critical areas, and 

few are prepared to say that the civic action type programs now planned or 

underway will suffice to win the loyality of the populace or counter effec-

tive1y Communist action programs. Certainly, the efforts of the govern-

ment to bring these areas more under control will not succeed until the 

national police are better trained and begin to inspire more confidence 

than fear among their constituents and until senior officers, both civil 

and military, of higher quality are willing to spend more time in the pro-

vinces. 

Thailand,t s ability to contribute strength rather than new problems to 

its allies, whether it is within the framework of SEATO or in another 

pattern of states, is not only directly dependent upon the course of the 

struggle in Laos and Vietnam but upon the ability of the central government 

to mobilize its limited internal resources in such a manner as to inspire 

renewed confidence and hope among elite groups and those most exposed to 

Communist pressures and appeals. 
•• ••• • • • •• • • • • ••• • • •• •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . - ~:- • • • • • • •• • ... • • • • • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• ••• • ••• • •• •• • • • ••• •• 
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The struggle for Thailand is still mainly political in nature; new roads 

••••• • ••• • -..Ie •• • L I .. ' .. 
or w4Us iOl~ iliGrOve. ·u"tna s:on~.Lt! rns.=,~ :will not necessarily cause their 

•• •• ••• • ••• • • • •• •• •• ••• • •• ••• ••• 
beneflciar\es to cooper~te·W\~·th~ ~rd~ent or resist Communist promises 

or pressures. Nor is newer or fancier military equipment the answer to 

the type of challenge which must be met if Thailand is to become a society 

less vulnerable to revolutionary Communist warfare or to the old garden 
1, 

variety form of political or social revolt. 

There are some observers of the Thai scene who feel that there is a 

significant gap between Thai words and deeds when it comes to countering 

Communist moves in southeast .Asia.. This is based upon their belief that 

the Thai leaders lack a sense of urgency or are otherwise reluctant to 

mobilize sufficient of their own resources to thwart Communist efforts in 

Thailand and areas directly related to the defense of Thailand. One 

answer to this is that short of major institutional changes and theabandon-

~nt of traditonal Thai attitudes towards family and country, we should not 

expect any appreciable increases in the quality or quantity of Thai efforts 

towards the building of a modern nation-state, more capable of defending 

against hostile or alien challenges or various types. 

As for Thai attitudes towards new institutional approaches to the 

problem of collective secutity in the area, it is most difficult to reach 

any firm conclusions after only a few hours of discussions with several 

observers, no matter what their credentials may be. However, there seems 

t~ be general agreement on the fact that Thai attitudes would depend 

largely upon the effect they thought such a move would have upon the pre-

sent U.S. commitment to their security. 

~ ~\s fe~d, Thajland would~robably be a constructive member of · .. ... . ...... :: . : .. : .. 
• •• • • ••• • ••• •• •• • ••. · • .• • .'. 11._ "8.! ~. · .. .... ... . .. ... .. 
•• ••• •• • •• • ••••••••••• 

SECRET/NOFORN DISSEM 



SECRET/NOFORN DISSEM 

a more comprehensive alliance of Asian states, as long as she were convinced 

that membership in such ~ ~~!a~tf~io~·Vo~~.tt~t:d~~~~:tfte:~~S. commitment 
• ••• • • •• • • ••• ••• •• • •• • • ••• • ••• •• •• 

to defend her in the ev~ <l:e.COgfntO:\i.s( lWes.&:tol.: : : •• : •• 

A similar attitude prevails regarding possible modifications of 

SEATO. Several years ago the Thais were calling for radical reforms designed 

to strengthen SEATO, such as expelling those members unwilling to take 

strong measures in the face of Communist actions in Laos. Recently, how-

ever, the Thai position on this question has become less vocal, which 

probably reflects renewed confidence in U.S. assurances and a greater show 

of U.S. force in the area. 

In any case, in contrast to Malaysia and the Philippines, the Thais 

are not uneasy about their close ties with and dependence upon former co-

lonial powers such as the U.S. Nor are they actively searching for alter-

natives to present arrangements, although they would welcome a stronger 

U.S. commitment to the containment of Communist power in Asia, particularly 

in Laos and Thailand. 

On the other hand, it has yet to be determined whether we will suc-

ceed in our efforts to assist Thailand toward achieving a greater degree 

6f resistance to Communist warfare. Too much direct aid and attention 

would perhaps be more damaging than too little. An alternative, more poten-

tial than real, is to induce Thailand and other Free Asian states to 

unite more closely. But even if this were achieved, Thailand could not 

hope to survive too long without a strong U.S. commitment to the defense 

of the area or in the absence of greater strength and unity within the 

body politic of Thailand itself • 
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Malaysia 

·····Th·······~ bi d :: .:: is.t:W.~i1t~tey:l\!S a: <1"~ ~::c::e of serious trouble - communal .. .. ... : :.. :.. . .. 
·~tt1fe· and !trtlt'lg .hostl~ UOil.). ~l%ch larger neighbor too close for com-

fort. Whether it can survive these twin challenges depends greatly upon 

the ability and determination of the Western powers to provide needed 

assistance. 

In~ontrast . to the Philippines, Malaysia is more tolerant of her for-

mer masters and much more eager to perpetuate the protection, economic, 

assistance, and commercial presence of the British. 

On the other hand there are some indicati~ns that some of the Malay 

leaders are having second thoughts about Malaysia as the answer to the 

Chinese problem posed by Singapore. The Borneo territories are proving 

more difficult to defend and assimilate than originally anticipated. 

Although it is now evident that Sukarno has failed to frighten the 

Malaysians into a compromise settlement favorable to Indonesia, and that 

he lacks the power to force a solution as long as Commonwealth forces re-

main in strength and U.S. intervention remains a possibility, some key 

Malay leaders are said to be increasingly attracted to the idea of some 

sort of union with their Malay brethern across the narrow straits of 

Malacca and in Borneo. 

This sentiment is not only inspired by Malay apprehension regarding 

the growing power of the Chinese community in Malaysia, particularly the 

PAP in Singapore, headed by the able and ambitious Lee Kuan Yew; it is also 

stimulated by fears of eventual Chinese domiaation of the rest of south-

east Asia. 

The two successful Chinese nuclear tests have apparently not had ... ••• • ••• • • •• •• • • • • • • • • • ••• •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••• • 3lf-: • • • • • •• • • • • .- • • • • • •• • •• • • • • • • • • ... • • • • • • • ••• • • • •• •• • ••• • ••• •• 
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, 
significant .effe'a:t upon the basic attitudes or loyalties among the over-

seas Chinese in Malaya, ~ti~ularly.the.~tU&i~s.Cbtn6&Q,.largely be-
• •• ••• ••• • •• •• •• • ••• • • •• • • ••• ••• •• • •• • • ••• • ••• •• •• cause they are too pr/lloeC'Uoied·with -c(!mmel['ciaol·il!lteI'eStts anti local af-•• ••• • ••••••• •• •• • ••••• 

fairs. Nonetheless, these tests have doubtless inspired a great deal 

of national pride and tend to contribute to the cause of those preaching 

accommodation with Communist China. 

As for a possible place for Malaysia in a multilateral collective 

security organization, at first blus~,it would appear to represent an 

'ideal candidate for membership in either SEATO or a new, wider Asian 

mutual security alignment. She is already a member of the Commonwealth 

and plays host for some 50,000 Commonwealth troops, some of which are 

earmarked for possible SEATO use, plus some formidable military bases. 

Moreover, even the main leaders of the Chinese minority gre opposed_to 

Chicom hegemony in the area. 
! 

Yet there are several strong reasons against sponsoring Malaysia 

for membership in SEATO, ANZUS, or a new collective security organization 

of Asian states. 

She suffers from a number of serious divisions among her several 

large religious and ethnic groups, mainly between the Chinese and Malay 

communities. Although most observers I was able to contact felt that both 

communities have too much at stake in Malaysia to resort to open war-

fare or re-partition of the country, it is difficult to envisage a durable 

political compromise as long as the Malay leaders remain dedicated to the 

proposition of restricting PAP strength to the State efforts in commer-

cial pursuits, but the great disparity between .the Chinese capabilities and 

those of most Malays 
•• •••• •• •• •• •• ••• •• •• ••• •• ••• ••• • •• •• •• • •• ••• • ••• • •• 

is bound to cause serious strains in the present 
• ••• • •• • ••• • •• • • • •• • 

••• • ••• •• • •• ••• 
: ..! 31:-: : 
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functional compromise along political-economic lines. 
c".~, :,,~.~~ 

I ... , ~';" 

•••• ···.S~ott! '*·4 cl!>!Jtr" civil owalf.and.4:>ccupation of Singapore, Malay leaders v • ~ • • ~. ••.• ••• 
•• ••• ••• • • •• • • • ••• •• •• ••• • ••• • • • •• 
·~J.1.:ptobal>l:y ·be wc!e4 e¥J!n"Q.1'aHr toP: accept Lee I s basic thesis of a 

federal coalition of the leaders of the two major communities. Prolonged 

or militant resistance to the legitimate political aspirations of the 

Chinese minority would only weaken the nation and result in the even-

tual replacement of moderate and pro-Western leaders by leaders of the 

radical left and militant pro-Chicom elements. 

There is no apparent discord over the major lines of Malaysian 

foreign policy, since the leaders of both major communities favor 

containment of Chinese power in Asia and continued close ties with the 

Coumonwealth, although there are some Malay leaders less willing to resist 

Indonesian blandishment·s than the Tunku or his deputy Razak. Not even 

u.s. air raids against the DRV aroused more than sporadic and desultory 

sniping from the radical left in Singapore. Lee himself has publicly 

backed U.S. assistance to South Vietnam. 

In any case, Malay leaders are even more resolute than the Philipi-

nos to gain a respected position among the newly independent Afro-Asian 

states.TItey are consequently most reluctant to take any step which 

either highlights or expands their involvement with the Western powers, 

particularly the U.S. 

This does not mean that they are disinterested in U.S. military 

assistance or willing to give the British an excuse for reducing or 

withdrawing their forces or assistance, at least not as long as there 

is a strong external threat • 

•• • •• • ••• 0 • •• •• • • • ••• •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••• • • • • • • 0 • • • •• • • • • ..... 3~·- • •• • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • •• • • • •• •• • ••• • ••• •• 
SECRETLNOFORN DISSEM 

/ 
.. 



SECRET/NOFORN DISSEM 

Although Malay leaders would not wish to be excluded from a general 

alliance of free Asian vt.a,~s ~.1:PEtY wCijlrtjd. '\1l'QbAb,.y: ~ejeCt· ~ tender 
• ••• • • •• • • ••• ••• •• • •• • • ••• • ••• •• •• 

to join SEATO or ANZUS hic4~ie·Il\t<!l1.a:mZ>v~ 'wQw!d: ~tracl.frhm their main 

purpose of gaining a respected place in the Afro-Asian world. 

While it would probably be unwise for the U.S. to do any more than 

. 'we have done to insure the success of Malaysia:, it would surely not be in our 

best interests to see it torn by civil war or coerced into joining either 

the Indonesian or Chinese camps, which can be treated as one bloc fr()m 

several standpoints. Thus~ depending upon developments in Vietnam and 

Japan, principally, it might be prudent for us to prepare for the time 

when Malay leaders are given the opportunity to join in the formation of 

a regional system of collective security and economic cooperation. Such 

a grouping would certainly have much greater appeal than a Western domi-

nated alliance~ such as SEATO, or continued dependence upon the UK, a 

former colonial master. 

( 
SEATO and Broader Aspects of Collective Security in the Far East 

Taken against a background of aggressive Chicom and Soviet policies 

during the late 40's and early 50's the establishment of SEATO in 1954 

was of unusual significance because it represented the first U.S. com-

mitment to a mainland Asian country. It proved useful as a bargaining 

lever for U.S. policy purposes in the Geneva Conference of 1954, and pro-

vided a technical basis for later collaboration with Thailand as well as 

a platform for a continuing and useful international dialogue on the 

status of the "Protocol" states of Cambodia, Laos and South Vietnam which 

were disallowed direct SEATO association by the Geneva Accords of 1954. 
•• •••• •• •• •••• ••• • ••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • ••• • • • • • • • •• • •• • • • • • .- 3, ... • • • • • • • • • • • • · .. • • • •• ••• • ••• • •• •• • • • • •• •• 
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The Laos crisis of 1962 was SEATOts first major test, which found it seri-

.·b~lty:w'~~~~: ~o conse,ueace •• f ~his affair was to undermine seriously 
'~~~6 • .&~. • .•. • . 

•• ••• ••• • • •• • • • ••• •• •• ••• • ••• • • • •• 
·.~hatland'~ ~dafiaen~:i~.~~.ioa~~tees which fortunately . were .largely 

offset by the Thanat-Rusk agreement in 1962 in which Secretary Rusk and 

Foreign Minister Thanat of Thailand agreed that a single country (i.e. the 

u.S.) could act under its', treaty obligation unilaterally and without 

depending on other SEATO participants. This interpretation was later 

endorsed by all parties except France. This thesis was put to the test 

in May 1962 in Laos when both Thailand and the U.S. put forces into Laos 

to prevent further Pathet-Lao aggression. Since that time there has been 

no further difficulty in Thailand with which we have in effect conducted 

a bilateral collaboration, without benefit of formal treaty, but within 

the spirit and framework of SEATO. 

France has just about written itself out of SEATO, while Pakistan 

has become less and less identified with it. The Geneva Accord of 1962 

required that Laos not be involved with SEATO --in which SEATO has 

acquiesced, but optians appear to remain open despite this. 

Thus SEATO, despite its earlier failings and present organizational 

Vicissitudes ,.,has in fact been of some significance as a deterrent to ag-

gression as a symbol of U.S. determination to use its power if need be. 

It has been a useful vehicle, if a modest one, for international and 

inter service military planning and has provided an inexpensive insti-

tutionalized platform for exchanges on common problems. It has provided 

a general rationale for our military assistance to Thailand and has paro,. 
! 

chially~ut importantly been useful as a U.S. White House instrument to 

o\Jtain for bi-partisan support for the President during crises like the 
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Tonkin Gulf episode. 

Put another way, ape ~"hai>s ~nfai.rl v"'. it. .w.u~4l- 00 .Qsuet: cause more · .. ... .., . .. .. .. 
• ••• • • •• • • ••• ••• •• 

Problems than it would tio!l.Je te wi(:hd;~': ~~m.~E:T;' 0": CQ.ahbw it to •• ••• • •••• ~ ~., ~ v , 

wither away. Despite what many critics contend, Le. that SEATO has out-

lived the purposes for which it was originally established, Le. as a 

regi~nal alliance designed to discourage Korean Type aggression, and thus 

~j 
canaot hope to contend with problems like South Vietnam, or even with the 

pro-Communist utterances of Prince Sihanouk, it appears that SEATO has pro-

yided and can continue a framework of collaboration within which the U.S., 

acting increasingly in a bilateral context will continue to operate, parti-

cu1ar1y in the critical Thailand border areas. What are the prospects or 

even the feasibility of future collective security organizations in the 

Far East? First of all, any prospects for a reyita1ized SEATO as such are 

pretty dim. The departure of France and perhaps Pakistan in the near 

future will not materially change its prospects one way or another. The 

continued ambivalence of Laos and Cambodia, the fact that the U.S. in-

volvement in South Vietnam has become almost exclusively a U.S. problem, 

the fact that the U.S.-Thai relationship constitutes a bi1ate~al arrange-

ment, and the willingness but inability of the Philippines to do any more 

than they already have done under SEATO tend to preclude any new or 

dramatic departures for SEATO or to bring into being a newer version of the 

same. Australia, although increasingly aware of its status as an Asian 

country, still clings to its association with the ''White Man's Club" in 

South East Asia and values its association in ANZUSmuch more highly than 

with SEATO. The implication in this attitude is that Australia values 

less its security relationships with the UK despite the fact that the 
•• ••• • • • •• •• • • ••• • ••• • • 
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U.K. Defense Agreement of 1957 with Malaysia has considerably eased .the pro-

..... · '·1 ...,. · c •• blemeoz: ut'ltrab.aa tIls.sis a~~i! ~ ~:aysia 
•• ••• ••• • • •• • • • ••• •• •• ••• • ••• • • • •• •• •• ••• • •• ••• • • •• s,,~. • Th~ 1\.uS'1!raita!lse Cf1!Ie veryemn,dul of 

in its confrontation with Indone-

the opportunity to call on the 

u.s. for assistance in Malaysia under ANZUS commitments should the microcosm 

of war in the Malaysian border areas ever erupt into something serious. 

It is recognized on both sides that the Indonesian threat is not strictly 

speaking the type originally envisaged in the ANZUS pact by the U.S. in 

1954. As for an enlargement of ANZUS, one of the principal factors militating 

against it is Australia's strong desire to keep it as a non~Asian alli-

ance. 

Generally, when viewing the prospects for an enlarged or beefed-

up regional security alignment with our various embassies in the area, we 

discovered an almost unanimous inclination to discredit the possibility -

either on the basis of disenchantment with SEATO or becuase of the feeling 

that there was simply not enough of an identified community of interest 

among the countries in the area. Strengthening this inclination in U.S. 

establishments is the success that the U.S. has had in its purely bi-

lateral relationships and with satisfactory informal security arrangements, 

as for example in Thailand. On balaDBe, we do not discount thepossibil-

. tty for a loose Far Eastern security arrangement but it would, under 

current iircumstances, have to be caste in a distinctly informal mold. 

We may well be moving in this direction now in our efforts to encourage 

the establishment of a Foreign Minister of Asian Countries conference as 

a consultative body, out of which certain substantively limited but area 

wide executive agreements might hopefully emerge. Progress, however, can 

be expected tQ. be. Jl.lo~ aM ila\t!pg ••• • • • ••• •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ... • • .. ••• • • • • • • • • • • •• • • • • • - .~6 " •• • •• • • • • • .. .. • • • .. • • .. • • • •• • •• • .. • •• •• • ••• • ••• •• 
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v - CONCLUSIONS AND RECCOMMENDATIONS 

In light of the abC:'t~ t:t1h~4etati+fq,s.·the·tJ~:·~h~~~ 'Itliensify its 
• ••• • • •• • • ••• ••• •• • •• • • ••• • ••• •• •• 
~ .. ... .. . ... .. .. 

efforts to encourage an~.sti:'~gIiIie •• th~soe .jort:es -la the !l~t:tewhich show 

a willingness to oppose Communist expansion. This can be done partially 

by forging a new and more durable set of relations with Japan particularly 

in the area of expanded trade with and economic assistance to less developed 

countries in Asia, and in welding mutual security arrangements in which 

the Japanese would playa positive role. Specifically, we should work to 

ensure that Japan is able to find markets in the Free World to support 

her own economic growth; encourage Japan to devote a larger share of its 

GNP to economic and technical' assistance. When it- is apparent that she 

is ready to do so, Japan should be offered a positive opportunity to be 

part of a partnership set up,to defend the Western Pacificarea including 

the Philippines. Such a relationship is predicated, unrealistically at 

the present time, on a much larger self generated Japanese defense effort 

in areas complementary to U.S. strategic forces. Part of the overall 

agreement that such arrangements would require,would include the dis

position of the Ryuku Islands. These will inevitably revert to Japan 

and in recognition of this fact some viable phasing of their adminis-

tration to the Japanese is an absolutely sine qua non to such an agree-

ment. The next year or two would not be too soon to open discussions 

with Japanese to pave the way for fruitful discussions in the pre-1970 

Mutual Secruity Treaty Negotiations. Obviously, such a treaty should not 

preclude U.S. use of such bases as are judged of critical importance to 

the U.S. in the Ryukusas as well as in the Home Islands. Nothing 

short of a complete accord, with a major integration of bases and forces 
•• ••• • • • •• •• • • ••• • ••• •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••• · ~ . • • • • •• • •• • • • • • .. 3 - •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • • • •• ••• • ••• • •• •• • • • • •• •• 

SECRET IIOFORN DIS~:EM.. 



<, SECkET/NOFO~ DISSEM • 

in the Home Island area will either relieve the present onerous burden 

••••• • ••• ••• •• • •• eA_ :01 <Wftnsl!: $w .~aq:"i~ -by the lJ.i::i. Iilr; more importantly perhaps, insure .. .. ... . :.: : : .::: 
•• •• ••• • •• ••• ••• 
posftive fapan~~e ~~~c~iOa~ i~ et~e ~~ great international crisis, such 

as renewed major hostilities with the Communist World. The alternatives 

to such as treaty are unpalatable a compromising withdrawal of U.S. 

p~er from Japanese waters or continued dependence on an uncertain ally. 

If and when Japan indicates an ability and willingness to play a 

more positive and beneficial role in Asian affairs, the U.S. should en-

courage the formation of a regional association of Asian states committed 

to non-aggresaio~economic development and collective security to include 
j 

Thailand, Australia, and New ~ealand to provide a direct link to U.S. and 

-
U.K. security guarantees. The "if It of such a recommendation as well as 

doubts about the "when" of it make the whole proposition somewhat 

academic at this point but the notion deserves constant consideration 

in our forward planning for the area. 

An alternative to the above concept would be a revised SEATO with 

France preferably on the sideline)_ with' Pakistan. . out, add Malaysia 

and Japan in. Such a proposal seems hardly feasible at present and would 

hardly be worth the effort were Japa~ unwilling to participate. Another 

matter of great importance is the problem of gaining Congressional ap-

proval of a more definitive commitment backing up such a regional arrange-

mente 

Underlying the difficulties of getting the various countries of the 

area to consider membership in a broader regional security grouping is 

the fact that intra-regional trade is of marginal importance as most of 

the economies' oi.t~~~e ~oU.J\t.r~e§ ~fe com~etitive\ sharp differences in •• • ••••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ·0 . • • ••• • • • • • • • • • ./f •• • • • • ... ·3i·- • •• • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • •• • • • •• •• • ••• • ••• •• 
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national attitudes, traditions, religions and historical ties are all 

basic factors which worl·~~~~.a~ A~an.eb~on~~kec ~rganization much 
• ••• • • •• • • ••• ••• •• • •• • • ••• • ••• •• •• • •• ••• •• • ••• •• •• less a regional security.paoOtit. • ••••••• •• •• • ••••• 

Indonesia and its future portend a formidable set of problems for the 

u.s. As a counter to growing Chinese power, one can make an appealing 

but purely academic case of a greater Malaysia made up of Malaysia, The 

Philippines and Indonesia, but even this notion must await the abate-

ment of Indonesian hostility to the West and to some of her neighbors. 

We have no alternative for the presen~ therefore, but to support those 

states threatened by her policies and to stand ready to assist Common-

wealth guarantees when it is clear that our assistance is actually needed. 

Above all, Malaysia requires time to consolidate her political base and 

to integrate the des.pat:ate political forces that still threaten to split 

the country. 

As for possible Malaysian membership in SEATO o~ ANZUS, it is evident 

at this juncture that such a move would not add strength to either alliance 

nor would it in any way increase the security of Malaysia, as long as 
". 

Commonwealth guarantees of assistanCE! exist. Moreover, Ma1aysain leaders 

do dot wish to jeopardize their currEmt efforts to gain a more respectable 

place in the Afro-Asian world by mov:l.ng closer to any former colonial 

powers. 

Some responsible observers in the area believe that we should avoid 

any formalized security arrangements above and beyond those we already 

have, but should, rather, rely on a less costly and more flexible series 

of informal agreements. The patent disadvantages of this suggestion are 

that such informal agreements would lack adequate psychological impact in 
•• •••• •• •• •••• ••• • ••• •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••• • • • • • • • •• • •• • • • • • :- .3' _ .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• ••• • ••• • •• •• • • • ••• •• 
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in the countries involved and would fail to come through to the Communists 

••••• • ••• .# ...!... ,~l •• as.a. cOmDllttwelilt·\P.t;n.cre"..\l:1\ it: .• -However, statements like the Rusk-Thanat 
•• ••• ••• • • •• • • :: :: ... . ... : : .::: 
•• eo~nique ~f.f~2:s'ouXa ·~~t.b~ ~derestimated as vehicles for clari~ying 

commitments in times of crisis. Finally, until an effective regional 

security system is formed,-)until Japan and India can- take ,their places in 

such an alignment, the U.S. should pursue its present "forward strategy" 

! making it abundantly clear to all Communist powers in the area that the 

price of aggression will be too high to justify the conceivable gains. 

The critical key to getting this message across is the outcome of the con-

flict in Vietnam, and flowing from this, the future of Laos, Cambodia 

and Malaysia. We cannot hope to stimulate the formation of a strong non-

Communist Asian bloc unless we buy the time needed to allow the Japanese 

and Indians to face up to their responsibilities and to prove through 

our resistance to Communist aggression that we do not intend to retreat 

to a sea and island defensive perimeter. 

With regard to increasingly hostile French policies in the area, the 

u.S. should not hesitate to take issue with France particularly in those 

problems which are likely to be viewed by our Asian allies as inimical 

to their own basic iRterests. Silence, or any attempt to accommodate 

French view" will only serve to cast doubts on the U.S. commitment to 

curb Communist aggression • 

•• • •• • ••• • • •• •• • • • ••• •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••• • 4 • • • • • • • . ' •• • • • • • -. o. -•. • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • •• • • • •• •• • ••• • ••• •• 
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VI - GENERAL COMMENTARY 

China and the Bomb •• ••• • • • •• •• • • •• • ••• •• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • •• • • • • • • • •• • •• • • 
• • • • • ••• • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
•• ••• • ••• • • •• •• • • • ••• •• 

Whereas, already indicated above, it is difficult to be precise 

when describing the reaction of nations on the Chinese periphery to the 

CCNE's and all that they imply. It is equally difficult for them and 

for us, to estimate to what extent the Chinese themselves feel that their 

detonation of nuclear devices makes possible more aggressive action, par-

ticularly since U.S. conventional and nuclear interventions at least 

theoretically more likely sequels to Chinese actions. I share the feel-

ing expressed by Morton Halperin in his recent book on the subject that 

CCNE is related primarily to defensive objectives - to power status and 

subtle threats - rather than to specific plans to expand by the use of 

nuclear force.6 Chinese actions after the first CCNE suggest that Peking 

is not likely to resort to explicit threats or overt blackmail. Rather 

they will try, over time, and in the light of further nuclear development, 

to remind the countries of Asia of the presence of a major military power 

with whom they must come to terms. In this manner, they hope to reinforce 

their conventional military power, which historically has not been often 

directly committed outside its .. borders, by enabling her to make implicit 

threats of military action against her neighbors while depending on poli-

',." tical moves to bring these nations into her orbit. Burma and Cambodia are 

leaning strongly in the direction of that orbit already. Likewise,I ag~ee 

with Halperin's conclusion that for the foreseeable future, there seems to 

be no situation in which the employ.ent of nuclear weapons would actually 

be coatemplated or even useful in expanding Chinese influence. Halperin 

•• ••• • • • •• •• • • ••• • ••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••• • • • • • • • •• • •• • • • • • • .. ;1 •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• ••• • ••• • •• •• • • • ••• •• 
SiCRETLNOFORN D;tSSIM 



I 
h I 

I 
I 

'';'~ .f' 

SECIET/NOFORN DISSEM 

and I part company when he asserts that in light of the above, for the next 

.·:f~,:~~(,:uat~~~hiRf aoqu~re8.a ~litarily useful nuclear capability, .. ... ... . . .. :.: .::: 
•• •• ••• • ••• .. .. .,.. ~ .. ... 
.. thet:'E!e wi.ltl.prooaLil.y:b~ A.~flitu~.:LIl' .rpjor foreign policy ventures on her 

part, thus providing the U.S. with an opportunity to deal with the prob-

lems created by the CCNE's and those that will arise when Chinese 

nuclear weapons threaten her Asian neighbors. This is ~uch too sweeping 

a judgment and begs the one important consideration of rationality on the 

Chinese si~, in which I place much less faith than Halperin. 

In forming multilateral alliances like SEATO or signing the various 

bilateral defense agreements in the Far East, the U.S. did not distin-

guish between China and Russia on the premise that the threat from the 

two countries was a single one,the response to which could be summed up 

as "opposing international .communism". Clearly this is no longer the 

case. In Asia in fact the U.S. may begin to finQ itself more and more 

tacitly allied with the Soviet Union against Chinese agression, not 

because they are not prepared to become deeply involved in Chinese ven-

tures which serve Chinese national interests more than Western Communist 

or Soviet interests. It is important to observe that the U.S. may well 

find that with the passage of time, Asian countries are willing to accept 

American ass'istance while at the same time remaining on good terms with 

the Soviet Union and in fact receiving assistance from the latter. It 

is impertant that the U.S. recognize this possibility and be prepared to 

accommodate it in its continuing analysis of its security relationships with 

the various non-Communist Asian countries. The best case in point with 

regard to the latter, is the fact that India has in fact maintained a 

kind of non alignment in the Soviet-American conflict while accepting 
•• ••• • • •• • .' •• •• • • • • •• •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .... 

- • f,.2 .'"' • • • • • • • • •• • • • • • •• • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • '. • • • • • .-. • •• • • • •• •• • ••• • ••• •• 
SECRET£NOFORN DI~§EM, 

" 

~ - f 

' .. 



• 

( 

'SECRET/NOFORN DISSEM 

large quantities of aid f.uom both to meet the threat from China. The U.S. 

may find that it has no ~o~~! ptJ,J::to a~~~~ t.lHs:kliid :oram$ti~uity in • ••• • • •• • • ••• ••• • • •• • • ••• • ••• •• •• • • ....!~ ••• •• • ••• •• •• 
seize wnace~~ aGvao~a!e·sb~ can fr~m ea~ft ltignment 

the 

Cold War and to 

with the Soviet Union. The term "tacit alignment" as I understand it 

should not be interpreted under any circumstances as a hard and fast con-

elusion that the Soviets, acting out of national interest and out of con-

flict with the Chinese, will necessarily ignore a belated Chinese request 

for assistance should ahe come into direct confrontation with the U.S. in 

the Far East. Another serious psychological problem growing out of a policy 

of exploiting non-alignment instead of opposing it, as we have, is seen 

in the complication of the moral issues of the Cold War, difficulties with 

the U.S. Congress and public opinion and an enhancement of Soviet prestige 

and influence in Asia. The advantage of such exploitation on the other 

hand is that it might be possible, as has h~en the case in India, of con-

structive parallel Soviet and U.S. arra~gements to guarantee the countries 

on the border of China against Chinese military action. The rationale 

for this would be based primarily, if not exclusively, on the fact that 

many Asian countries are still very much determined to remain nuetral in 

the Soviet-U.S. conflict,but at the same ti .. recognize that they face 

a real threat of aggression from China and her Communist allies. It al-

most goes without saying that the U.S. would have to deal with the par-

ticular military threat that exists on a country-by-country basis.The 

implications of the above thesis evolve from the idea that the U.S. 

must be prepared to adapt itself to basic. changes in both tactics and 

strategy in preparing its security arrangements in the Far East, .partic

ularly with regard to the matter of non-alignment and the So'd.et presence 
•• •••• •• •• •••• ••• • ••• •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••• • • • • • • • •• • •• • • • • • ... it3·- ••.• • • • • • • • • • • • · .'... • •• ••• • ••• • •• •• • • • ••• • • 
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in the countries on the periphery of China. Positive common cause with 

.. ... . ... ... .. ~ : :the:Spv\~t~ is.no& .ne p~~~.at·~~e in this instance but rather a willing-.. .. . .. - .. :: . . .... .. : .. :. ... . ... :.: :.: 
ness ~o ~odsi~r·~t·le~ ia o¥c.p~nning for security alliances and in 

maintaini~g those we have already, the possibilities of exploiting, on a 

country by country basis, and as other regional security concerns allow, 

the v~y basic desire of most Asian countries to remain non-aligned but 
~ 

_.It the same time to do something tangible about preparing their defenses 

against the Chinese. 

One important aftermath of the CCNE's is seen in the fact that if for 

whatever reason there is a U.S. retrenchment in the Far East, it is vital 

that it not appear to come in reaction to the CCNE or to a modest devel-

opment of a Chinese nuclear capability. The grave consequences of a U.S. 

withdrawal from Vietnam would be far more grave now than a year ago. Even 

the matter of routine troop rotation in those areas of the Far East 

where we maintain them is now a much more sensitive political problem 

than before due to the implications of such moves for a particularly 

edgy regime or an uninformed public opinion in those countries. 

The difficulty of developing a nuclear capability and the difference 

between a mere nuclear device and an effective military delivery system are 

already widely appreciated in Asia. Perhaps the greatestsophistfcation 

on this score is to be found in Japan. Among all but a few knowledgeable 

Japanese there seems to .have a general concensus on the undesirability of 

a Japanese auclear program and an understanding of the problems the Chinese 

will face in developing a national nuclear 
•• ••• e. ••• • ••• •• •• 
• •• ••• •• • ••• · .. . . ... . , .. 
• ••• •..• •• • - 4", • •• · .. . ~. ... . .. 
•• ••• •• • •• • ••••• 
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face Japan. Both the left wing political groups and in the right wing 

ruling Conservative Pat': ~,ell:as.~ fead~~ t~d ~~4t~stic circles 
• ••• • • •• • • ••• ••• •• • •• • • ••• • ••• •• •• 

there is considerable "ft1ilJJlt':tty:lI1J.~ :tJade • .p·rdb%ems:' :.'Jth •• possibility 

of a CCRE has been discussed for several years and the dominant theme of 

these discussions was precisely this distinction between a mere detonation 

aDd a serious military capability. There is no need therefore for American 

educational efforts :on the technical realities of nuclear production, 

but rather a continuing need to educate the Japanese to the political 

implication as we see them. 

In the next year or two, or perhaps somewhat longer, we will be 

faced with the problem of giving effective assurances to the Japanese con-

cerning our joint ability to defend Japan against primitive Chinese de-

livery systems. This in turn may well raise once again the development 

:.-r of an effective air defense system on Japanese territory and with it the 

thorny question of the stationing of U.S. nuclear weapons in Japanese 

territory. Any government accepting such weapons on Japanese soil would 

automatically bring down upon itself bitter and widespread opposition, 

and imperil the Japanese-American alliance. It is questionable whether 

the U.S. should even try to persuade them to do so at this time. Whether 

we d~d or not would depend on the results of a technical military survey, 

not in the purview of these brief comments, concerning our ability to 

defend Japan with nuclear weapons necessarily brought in from outside. 

This question may well develop. some heat in the next year or two, despite 

the political obstacles involved, and certainly has a direct bearing on our 

security planning for Japan • 
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India 
•• ••• • ••• ••• •• • •• •• t ~ • • • ••• • • •• •• ~n. n.i& as.~el~th~re ~s ~ Go.prehension of the realities of nnclear :: :: ::: . ... . . -::: .. .... .. . .... :. ... . .. 

weapon production. thai; ih ~~eca~ological sense, a nuclear option is 

open to India is recognised both there and here, but at least before the 

first CCNE it was unattractive politically and economically. To India it 

remains even more anatEractive after the confrontation with China at the 

border. We have, as a later assurance of this, Shastri's own statement 
,"" 

reiterating this view, aade after Nehry's death and in the context of 

Indian condemnation of the CCNE in October, 1964. 

I , 
I 
i 
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