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FIRST SESSION 

(1) Threats to the security of Asia 
!'l.r. Buchan opened the first session by asking whether 
there was such a concept .as "Asia" • 
Possibly the. notion of Asia had emerged more realisti
cally with the emergence of China. In any case, there 
were many divided countries and unresolved conflicts in 
Asia •. 
The prospect of strategic threats from China would cast 
a shadow over Asia. Territorial threats might have died 
out in Europe: but they could not be ruled out in Asia. 
Finally there was the internal problem in states with 
major problems of populations. and poverty. China was 
more likely to be a beneficiary than an active agent of 

. this kind. Anyway there was a wider spectrum of threats 
to Asia than to other continents: and in the face of 
appalling poverty vast resources might be tied up in 
co~taining these threats. 

Prof. Sarabhai first referred to the agenda of the 
meeting, which contained the tacit assumption that China 
is the threat. But what was the contribution of China, 
Russia and :,1festern Europe. in .producing insecurity in 
Asia? 
The problem of insecurity was related to, first, unre
solved conflicts-between nations and, second, the arms 
race. In the worst, there was a tendency to look at 
nuclear proliferation as something which could be con
taine~ at the top. But large nations (and now even small 
nations) were he~ping to provoke the arms race increasing
ly around the world. \Je had to recognize the importance 
of conventional arms as wella;m.nuclear proliferation. 
If we observed the growing vo1umes of arms out~e the 
po•..rer blocs, we: were to recognize the danger of in
stability. hqually, much moderate opinion in Asia would 

be undermined if it was assumed-that -discriminatory ar
rangements like the NPT could be undertaken. All this 
showed that there was an amazing lack of sophistication 
in the treatment· of non_-aligned nations. Contingent 
alliances had to be worked through in relation to other 
conflicts in which the interests of the non-aligned were 
involved. 
The discussion first turned to the difficulty of defi
ning Asia as a unl t loli th any kind of organic connection 
between its p'art·s. Unlike 'Jestern .wurope, which had been 
(and still was) an economic and historic unit, one had 
to be careful not to refer to Asia when one was really 

./. 
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only thinking of one specific country. 

Turning to possible or actual threats to Asian security, 
an Indian participant distinguished three categories 
of security problems: China, Jestern and Soviet power 
intervening in Asia, and internal Asian conflicts. 

' In containing China, Indian and ~lestern interests coin-

cided; in inducing the vJest to retreat, Indian interests 

and China's coincided. India should neither accept nor 
reject the Chinese threat. 8he needed a broad dialogue 

with the Chinese. The Indians also needed a definition 
of what are the ·legitimate interests of the .Jest in Asia. 

On this it could be said that as a principle Communism 
alone did-not make for a legitimate right to intervene: 
it required Chinese aggression. To this was added that 

security should not be confused with internal changes in 
countries. An internal change did not necessarily mean 

a threat to security. 

An American scholar asked how in view of the manifold 
quarrels in Asia the world was affected by these events. 
Politically, the major decisions were going to be taken 
in Asia in .the next half century and therefore the non
Asian world had to b'e concerned about, and interested in, 
what was going on in that area. An Indian participant 
replied .to' this that if the cJestern po1~ers had any stake 
in Asia,it was to create stable conditions. An inter
vention did not create stability. If we were really inte
rested in Asian stability, we should recognize that the 
one thing that unites us was anti.c.coJ.on:ial:i.-"m. Tf ·American 
troops had landed in Jndia in 1962, there would have 
been a polarization-of views and a Vietnam situation. 
A W'P.ste:rn Darticipant suggested that Jestern intervention 
should be included for-discussion as a threat to Asian 
security. 

(2) The Problem of China 
The discussion on China and the Chinese threat 1~as opened 
by an Indian participant. He defined as the aim of 
Chinese pol~cy to unify and strengthen China economical
ly, politically and militarily: and to achieve great 
power status. In pursuing the goal of super-power status, 
the Chinese had resolved to: first, weaken the United 
States and make her withdraw from Asia: second, capture 
the ideological leadership of the Communist world; third, 
gain the lead in the Afro-Asian world. ;rhis had led to 

./. 
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·to simultaneous confrontation withthe United States, 
the Soviet Union and India. China':.s objectives i.n il.sia 
were to create a satellite system on the plarie of di
plomatic relations. On the ideological plane, they 
aimed at the creation'of literation movements· in all 
possible countries. For the Chinese, India was the next 
great battleground of the revolution, which would de
cide the socialist fate of the whole world. As the 
Chinese had got nowher.e in the earlier phase of their 
relations with India, they were now trying to advance 
their interests through their lakistan policy. They knew 
that they must ~~ve access to the political mind of a 
country in order to produce a mass movement arising 
out of economic and social failure. In the military 
field, China 1~as at present not effective w:j. th nu-
clear weapons. The bomb was politically useful .to her 
as long as it \'las not used. If used, it would give 
rise to consequences l"hich the Chinese were not prepa
red to contemplate. 

How did we deal with this problem? General disarmament 
was unlikely: guarantees were no solution •. ·:rhere must 
be an Asian nuclear balance against China. If the rest 
of Asia decided to depend on outsiders, the Chinese 
would have a major advantage in political terms. If it 
was China against the outside po1vers, the Chinese would 
easily capture nationalistic sentiments in Asia. 

This view was challenged later.in the discussion: Once 
China had developed long range strategic weapons, the 
United States and the Soviet Union would be subject to 
a far greater threat than India •. 

An American scholar first commented on the ongoing cultu
ral revolution ia China:ome conclusion we could draw from it 
was that the higher leadership of China was faction-ridden. 
There were at least six of these factions ranging from 
the old guerillas to the technocrats. The issue was mo-
dern revisionism or a return to a substantial measure 
of capi.talism .(by which a return. is meant to the last 
years of the Kuomintang), Chinese foreign policy was 
the support .of foreign domestic revolutions. It was· 
above all to promote instability rather than insecurity. 
The tactics variedfrom one country to another. In 1965/6, 
there were several·endorseci by Mao: Vietnam, US negroes, 
Dominican r;epublic, but not bomalia (because of China's 

./. 
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relati.ons with l!'rance). The speaker agreed in princ:tD~e 
with what had been said about China's nuclear policy. 
The majority of the Chinese people wanted the enhance
ment of Chinese power and economic advances: and these 
had invariably been exceptionally popular. But in the 
rest of Asia there had been varied .responses: appre
hension had been growing after the third test. 

On this last point an Indian scientist commented that it 
was frequently said that the explosion of an atomic bomb 
would bring prestige. One admired the sophisticated 
technology: but the prestige depended on fear and the 
international reaction was negative. 

An American confirmed that it Has remarkable that China 
had gained some prestige from the bomb; but it shou1d 
be examined how much prestige she had gained and for 
what purpose. It remained to be seen whether China had 
become an independent nuclear power centre in Asia which 
will have any capacity to survive in a serious confron
tation. 

Hegarding China's revolutionary policy, it 11as main
tained that it did not just support revolution. In both 
Pakistan and Indonesia, more traditional diplomatic 
methods had been used. ~qually, it was questioned whether 
China really cared about revolutionizing India. She was 
probably more interested in weakening or splitting India. 
Could China expand in Asia? a participant from Singapore 

·asked. Her physical expansion was prevented by American 
presence. It was also sometimes wrongly thought that the 
oversea Chinese were natural agents for Chinese policy. 
This was not necessarily true, though if these Chinese 
minorities were discriminated. against, they might •,;ell 
become supporters of subversion; 'rhere was another fac
tor which helped to promote China's policy: the Communist 
parties. An Indian delegate t~erefore held that China had 
to be looked atas a part of a Communist system with all 
its ideological implications for Chinese revolutionary 
policy. Uowever, the Sino-Soviet split had weakened the 
appeal of Communism to the underdeveloped world. China, 
it was stressed, was the enemy of the status guo, seeking 
to pecome a super-power. There were, however, different 
opinions on whether she was really interested in terri
torial ·conquest. Ghe vms interested in exploiting econo
mic and political unrest and wanted any unstable situation 
(including Vietnam) to continue. The policy to be pursued 

./. 
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by non-Communist Asian countries should therefore be 
a strengthening of nationalism, because only national 
self-assertion and sovereignty helped to survive China's 
economic and political pressure. One should, however, 
not underestimate China's problems. It was uncert'ain 
who would be the victor in the cultural revolution and 
what would happen to China·after !'1ao would' have disap
peared •. · There were likely to be as great changes in 
China after the death of !'1ao· as there had beeri in the 
Soviet Union after Stalin's death. 

Some Indian participants expressed their concern about 
a possible rapprochment between the 'west China and its 
effects on Indian security. Could it be possible that 
the '..Jest would consider China·to be no longer·a secu-'
ri ty problem'? The UB might,. regard as China's legi tima-

.te interests what in fact affected India's territory 
and prestige. It was clear from the discussion that 
some Indian participants did consider a Great i'ower 
understanding with China resomething which could da
mage India's position and make her still more vulne--- .. 
rable to Chinese pressure. Bqually, the vlest rras still 
inclined to underestimate·'China Is armed forces: vJa:s 
this merely wishful thinking or in order to prevent 
China's neighbours from reacting to meet China's mili
tary strength? Two American scholars emphasized that 
this danger did in fact not exist. It was true that 
the US had made an effort' to change her policy in 1965 

tovvards China fundamentally. The idea had been to lay 
the· groundwork with the second echelon of the Chinese 

·leadership. The purpose had been to recognize the 
regime and to accede·to their.legitimate aspirations.· 

In his concluding remarks the opening speaker stressed 
that China was both a nationalistic and Communist 
p011er. Parts of her success was due to this combination. 
!'1ao Tse-tung was not interested in a strong and .. un:i.. ted 
India, but wanted to cut b,er down to size by blocking her 
internal evolution and wrecking her stability in order 
to knock her out both as a political factor in Asia 
and a rival to China. The claim that China needed friend
ly neighbours sounded like an admission that there should 
be a chain of satellite states. on China's border. 

The first·respondent pointed out that China·would 
hardly be able to reach 1980 without a serious econo-

./. 
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mic crisis! even with the best of all leaderships. But 
she was unlikely to have such a leadership. There was 
a growing imbalance between the agricultural and the 
,industrial development. Furthermore the problem of the 
internal distribution_of wealth had not been solved 
yet. Since 1958, i.e. after the noticeable deterio
ration of relations with the ·soviet Union, China had 
suffered a series of setbacks. Many Chinesemght there
fore come to the conclusion that Maoism is a bad form 
of Marxism. 

One should be cautious with one's expectations con
cerning the chances of 'bridgebuilding' with China. 
She was neither the Soviet Union nor Europe, but had 
a remarkable cultural tradition of her own, with a 
tremendous self-pride and vitality. Consequently, a · 
Sino-American 'rapprochement' would remain unlikely 
for a long time to come. 

SECOND SESSION 

The ob.jectives and resources of the major non--Communist 
Asian powers 

The second session was opened by Professor Kotani. According 

', 

to him Asian P"""blems are related to internal and external 
security., both of which were important. This applied also to 
Japan. He distinguished four categories. or regional co-o:pera:td.on 
which his country engaged in: first, military co-operation 
with the United States and South Korea; second, the organi
zation of_regional conferences, mainly in the economic field, 
such as ASPAC; third, the development of a concept of a 
Pacific Economic Community (PEC), an Asian version of the EEC, 
which could be created by the five countries United States, 
Canada, Japan, Australia, and New Zealand: and fourth, to 
find ways of regional co-oporat~on with communist countries, 
part~cu~ar~~ cnina and mainly by means of trade. In this 
context the speaker referred to Japan's interest in Chinese 
raw material and to the growing competition with the United 
States, which forced Japan to find new markets. Japan's 
contribution to these various forms·of regional co-operation 
reste.d, however, on two premises: first, on her continuing 
economic growth, and second, on her determination not to be
come again an imperialist power. Eer military power should, 

.. I .. 
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therefore, always remain defensive. _Thus, to make Japan 
a leading power in Asia could only mean: inte_rnal stability, 
the capacity to defend the country by its own means with a 
continuing American umbrella; the readiness to give greater 
economic .and technical assistance, and the adoption of a 
more autonomous foreign policy. 

The first -respondent started off by pointing out that the 
Indian subcontinent could act as a bridge between different 
parts of Asia. Asia was faced with-four main problems: the 
.struggle against. poverty and population explosion; ·the 
necessity of modernization; nationalism; and the problems 
created by external military and economic influence seek
ing to fill in the power vacuum in various parts of Asia. 
If the status guo in Asia was being maintained merely be
cause of the influence of_the external powers, then this 
could produc~ a situation of instability and_growing resent
ment amongst the regional powers. 

India was, from the territorial point of view, a status guo 
power; her immediate security problems stemm_ed from China 
and Pakistan, poverty and possibly great power hegemony. 
Australia was politicall~ part of Asia and could as such 
become a stabilizing factor. Indochina had for quite some 
time been the hotbed of revolution, which might expand 
into neighbouring areas; China should not be isolated, but 
drawn into the wider As-ian community. 

An.Indian participant said that until China was able to 
separate politics from economics, the chances for her 
co-operating with Japan would be very small. .In his view 
the £orthcom~g revision of the US-Japan Treaty might be 
facilitated by Japan's growing interest in de :fence matters. 
But could Japan really have the best of all worlds, it 
was asked, i . . e. prosper economically, open new markets, 
and compete increasingl3' with the United States, while at 
the same time spending little money for defence and 
security, which-~ so conveniently provided by the 
American umbrella? Would the US let Japan continue this 

· path or rather ask for greater sacrifices? 
An Australian scholar thought that Japan was in a better 
position than anybody to develop economically, while leaving 
her security to American protection. 1)he United States· was ro com-
mitted to that that she could not ~•ithdraw. In addition, 
Japan's economy was so developed that it was now attract
ive to the Soviet Union and China. 

.._/ .. -~· 
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A British participant questioned this opinion. Iv wae ~ue 

that at present Japan was politically and mili tarily in a 
position to see all her interest defended by the US. But 
Japan was likely to want to have a more important political 
position. If she was going to be heavily committed to large 
markets, her trend would be to develop relations with already 
industrialized countries, where she would meet with compet
ition. Equally, she would not be able to keep her military 
expenditure as low as it 1.,ras now. 

A Japanese participant agreed with the view Prof. Scalapino 
had expressed in his Encounter article, namely that Japan 
had enjoyed maximum gains for minimum risks. This could not 
go on forever; Japan would have to make greater sacrifices. 
The overwhelminguajority of Japanese saw an identity of 
Japan Is security interests with those of the United States. 

Could Japan not consider closer co-operation with the So
viet Union? And what place did India take in Japan's for
eign policy?- Indian participants asked. A British part
icipant warned against the assumption that the development 
of technology could become a unifying factor in promoting 
Asian co-operation. European e:..'"Perience had shown the con
trary and proven that it needed a political decision to 
bring co-operation and unity about. 

An Indian participant pointed out the limitations to region
al co-operation. First of all, it should be remembered that 
most Asian countries had inore trade \vith the West than amongst 
themselves. Second, one should distinguish between invest-
ment and trade policies, since the former met with more 
difficulties because of differences of economic growth, 
costs, etc. This made free trade almost impossible. The 
third point was related to the size of the individual country. 
Bigger countries inevitablyho.d more and different security 
problems than smaller ones, and they therefore found it 
difficult to co--operate with them. 

It was then argued that there was some economic com
plementary between Japan and China, though the Chinese re-
fused to accep.t this. The United States had all interest 
to keep her economic co--operation with Japan stable, but 
there would certainly be a growing competition between 
Japanese and Chinese export drives. Against this an Indian 
scientist held that there was a basic competitiveness be-

. I . . 
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tween India and Japan. Japan's even closer.association with 
Western powers was looked upon by India as a kind of Trojan 
horse. But India should also develop relations with other 
countries than Pakistan and Malaysia only. How ambitious 
were the major Asian powers? To what extent did Indonesia, 
India etc. wish to play a major role in .world politics? 
Did these powers match China in her ambi tioris '? An Indian 
participant argued that as far· as India 11as concerned, her 
ambitions did not go into the great power category. She 
did not want to be a countervailing power to China, but part 
of a system with other pow.ers. A Japanese participant added 
that the possession of nuclear weapons did not make a country 
a leading power. In the Japanese view India seemed to be 
isolated. This view was countered by an Indian participant, 
who recalled that Japan because of her past still needed a 
better legitimacy as an Asian power. This she could get by 
better co-operation with ohter Asian and not Western powers. 
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FOURTH SESSION 

Prof. Wohlstetter introduced the session by first outlining 
the Chinese nuclear threat. While he did not want to 
minimize the threat, he wished to rule out any elements 
of surprise in the Chinese programme, emphasizing that the 
five tests did not catch Wes.terh intelligence by surprise 
and that the achievements and the rate of cievelopment were 
about as expected. Ballistic missile development appeared 
to s'tress development of a long-range capability, but 

' they would not have a second-strike capability. Further-
more, first--strike effectiveness of the Chinese force could 
be minimized by a 'thin area' ballistic missile defence. 
In the '1950s neither the Soviet Union nor the United 
States had a second--strike capability. To acquire this 
was extremely painful and an expensive effort; it would 
be more so for the Chinese. In emphasizing the cost of 
even a small-nation nuclear force, Prof. Wohlstetter gave 
some estimates of the French programme, which averaged out 
to a cost of about ~.~ 157 million per missile, with a 
survival probability that was extremely small. 

Nev~~r.neless, the threat to neighbouring nations in Asia 
was very rea1, ~~ while the United States had a large 
gro~1ing interest in the safe u;r <>f Asian nationg, the pro
tective commitments of the United States in this area had 
to be considered good, but not certain. 

The first respondent presented some alternatives for India 
in the light of his interpretation of the Asian situation. 
Some thirty Asian states were involved, with Australia and 
New Zeal~~d on the fringe. There was nothing common about 
these states, with diversity in race, languages, religion, 
etc. ~Then talking of AsiruL security, it was something quite 
varied and far-ranging. This extreme diversity made for a 
natural tendency towards regional conflict so that defence 
thinking had to be designed, in the main, around local-
ized conflict possibilities. fu"Y attempt to consider 
defence arrangements in this area such as SEATO and CENTO 
as an analogy with an organization like NATO was naive • 

. I . . 
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Aside from the local and regional sources of conflicts, the 
increasingly ambitious roles of the major powers added to 
the ·complexity of the Asian problem. The Chinese capab-
ility looked different in Asian eyes as opposed to the view 
of the sophisticated imclear powers. Asians felt that the 
Chinese could effectively use their weapons, even in their 
primitive state, without giving offence to the United States 
or the USSR and that China might in a given situation 'hit 
them hard and quick azid,be.done with it'; the other nuclear 
powers would not intervene. Consequently, one had to consider 
four possible resources of a nation like India. The first 
was to rely on the United States for her defence commitments, 
if this were possible. The second was to enter into alliances 
with other nations, which would involve joint use of con
ventional weapons. This alternative was felt not to be effect
ive. Thethird was to produce nuclear weapons indigeneously. 
The fourth would be to.:.join a major power block, but this 
did ncit seem very possible. 

Other respondents expressed quite strong belief_.that, while 
it was accepted that an Indian nuclear capability remains modest, 
this was not an acceptable .situation for India. Divers views 
were expressed that India was in undue haste to sign the 
1963 partial test ban treaty, and that economic aid had been 
used as an instrument to induce India and other nations to 
sign the partial test ban treaty. Most of these views were 
given in quite strong terms, including an accusation that 
the NPT was 'a cosmic fraud', 'India should start moving', 
that 'India should be grateful to the French' for showing 
the way. Views were also expressed that the economic. effort 
was not as great as Wohlstetter had indicated, that there 
were certain advantages in going into a bomb plus nuclear 
power programme and that bombs without elaborate delivery 
systems had their uses. Indian participants close to the 
Government expressed the .view that nuclear_ weapons were pri
marily of political significance, and that what India needed 
was a strong economic and political base: without this a 
nuclear weapons programme would be a bluff. But there was a 
clear distinction between the reservations of some Indians 
about going nuclear at _this time and the near unanimous 
opposition to signing the NPT in its present form. By and 
large, the arguments expressed by some non-Indian participants 
were restatements of the familiar reasons for not going nuclear • 

• /. 0 
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Some Indians argued, however, that the cost of the bomb was 
irrelevant, that India had to survive with dignity and that 
it was no business of others how India chose to provide for 
her survivability. It was undoubtedly the majority feeling 
in the Indian representation that the NPT was not a saleable 
commodity. The depth of Indian feeling was great on this 
issue, and this extended to other non-nuclear weapon states 
as well; at one point an Indian delegate expressed the 
thought that while they were being quite outspoken on the 
subject of acquiring nuclear weapons, 'Japanese silence' 
on this issue in general was 'more dangerous', to which 
one of the Japanese delgates responded that 'Japanese prefer 
a meditation to vocal discussion'. However, the Japanese 
focussed their comments on the practical elements of ac
quiring nuclear weapons. If their Government felt it shoUld, 
this would appear to be. most difficult for several reasons, 
involving the national attitudes, the extreme difficulty of 
gathering together the requisite number of scientists and 
technicians, the possibility of sabotage, the difficulty 
of finding a suitable location for bomb fabrication and 
finally the problem of a suitable test area. 

The moderate Indian view as emphasized by an Indian de
legate was that India's acquiring a nuclear weapon capability 
woUld put a stop to any hopes for a dialogue with Pakistan 
- and would commit India to a course of 'keeping up with 
China'. 

FIFTH SESSION 

The sco~e tor regiona~ co-~J:~ion 

Discussion on the scope of regional co-operation in Asia 
was opened by Dr. Bir.nbaum. The essential question he said, 
was not whether outside observers see an Asian community 
of interest, but whether the Asians themselves perceive 
this. The overriding preoccupation of Asian nations was 
economic development, but the security aspect was now push--
ing to the fore. There existed an interrelationship between the 
two: minimum security was necessary; in most countries, however, 
creation of a viable economic structure was the best defence in
vestment. In the abstract, military investments and economic 
develop-
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ment might be complementary rather than mutually exclu
sive, but in actual fact they did exclude each other in 
most countries. 

Dr. Birnbaum listed two factors limiting Asian co-oper
ation on security matters: first, the absence of a joint 
threat assessment; second, lack of internal precondi-
tions for defence co-operation. The Middle East was a 
self-contained area and Indla felt threatened by China 
or Pakistan backed by China: Pakistan felt threatened 
by India backed by the Un:i ted States; Japan ivas concer-
ned aboutChinaand the Soviet Un-ion, but saw no im
mediate threat to.its territory; Indonesia's th:reat assess
ment was hard to make out. Pakistan was disillusioned about 
formal arrangements; Indonesia could not be considered 
a viable partner today; Japan was undergoing a change of 
mood, but still suffered from many in:hibitions'with re
gard to military co-operation; India might be thiliking 
about regional security schemes, but the dominant feel
ing was still one of insularity. ~r. Birnbaum saw some 
possibility of closer co-operation between Japan and 
Korea. For the rest, he did not foresee a great deal of 
en-operation beyond economic and technological co-oper
ation. 

The superpowers were in Asia to stay, concluded Dr. Birn
baum. It was conceivable that they would dissociate them
selves militarily pr· economically. The real question 
was which form their presence was to take. He would 
like to see a military disengagement accompanied by a 
strengthened political commi tme.nt. 

I'lr. Gupta basically agreed. He r.eminded participants of 
an Asian conference 20 years ago, when it was thought 
Asia could handle its own problems •. India d.id not consi
der the Soviet Union as :part of' Asia. "No one who earns 
more than 150 dollars a year is an Asian". H.egional co
operation mightappe~r.as.another form of anti-white 
racialism. But Indians were not so insular·, after all; 
they recognized the existence of hurasia, 

Regional co.-operation could be imposed by a hegemonial 
power (cf. US-Latin America). But no Asian state was 
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powerful enough to inspire or enforce allegiance; on the 
other hand, none was small enough to instill fearless

ness. China might enforce an Asian f'10nroe Doctrine. 

Mr. Gupta called attention to the basic.dilemma caused 
by the Western presence in Asia. So long as the ·,Jest was 
present, there could be no regional co-operation, but so 
long as .there was_ no regional co-operation, the ·,:est 

could not leave the area. Asian military co-operation 
had to be ruled out for the moment. An Asian power 
balance without. military power in Asian hands was a mere 
political contrivance and rt~ould not constitute a true 
countervailing power vis-a-vis China. Still, some more 
insti tuionalizing ·t~ould be helpful. One vi tal task was 
to improve intra-Asian c_ommU?ications; closer communi
cations were a sine q_ua non for integration. Another 
Asian participant contested the argument that Asian co
operation was not possible before the viest left the 
area. Cn the contrary, he argued, co-operation ought 
to be secured now, while the v!est was present_. \Jestern 
presence gave the Asians time for economic development 
(in order to reduce tensions between the states of the 
region as well as to diminish the prospects o.( national 
liberation movements) and for the creation of regional 
institutions (in order to increase the bargaining power 
of the region) . · If Indonesia banked on the l'1aphilindo 
concept based on race and Indonesian hegemony, that 
would create further instabilities. In an economically 
viable' South £ast Asia all .m'ajor powers would have their 

legitimate place. 

This led a British participant to ask whether the Asians 
wanted the \Jest in As.ia at all and, if sa··, under what 

circumstances. ·:rod ay there '"as a great deal of ambi va
lence on this around the Chinese perimeter. But if 
Asia would not give the answer, the 'Jest -..ould, and it 
might either lead to nee-isolationism or to totally new 
shapes. 

·. 

The central balance of povler would continue to operate bet
ween the United States and th'e Soviet Union, with a strange 
tripolar relationship involving China, but it would not ne
cessarily keep the peace in South l!.ast Asia. He could ima
gine that India, now the guardian of the Himalaya, might 
take an increased interest in Burma and destern Asia; and 
that Japan, on the other end, might increase its stake in 
Korea and Taivran. But 11hat about the bottom of Asia? what 
about Indonesia? Or about Australia keeping the balance'! 

./ .. 
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An Indian economist argued that_from a rational point of 
view there was much room for co-operation - for coordination 
of investment plans, for instance, etc. So far this had not 
materialized because there had not been any perception of 
an economic community of interest. The Colombo Plan had 
been more of a gleam in the eyes of Commonwealth enthusiasts 
than a framework for coordinated planning. India had indeed 
been insular by not giving more interest to the region; 
one obstacle arose from"the fact that the existing trade 
channels were all leading outside the region. He did believe, 
however, in the possibility of joint investment planning and 
the development of common trade policies. The donor countries 
cooperated, but the recipient'countries did not. Instead, 
they competed with each other:"Beggars cannot collaborate, 
they have to compete."; 

OJ?. the question of _an Indian nuclear deterrent, the speaker 
said that an annual outlay of 1 billion dollars amounted to 
an 80 % increase of the military budget and roughly eau~~led 
India's balance-of-payments gap. For this reR<>otl he counsel
led caution. 

In this connection the question was raised whether and how 
the acquisition of nuclear weapons affected prospects of 
future Asian cooperation. It would certainly raise not only 
the more fundamental problem uo to the f'uiiure relationship 
between the Asian middle powers and the external super
powers, but also that of the relationship amongst the Asian 
countries themselves. Furthermore, were nuclear weapons 
to reshape the policy of non-alignment? In this light of the 
discussion it seemed that the notiori of an "Asian balance of 
power" had become a very remote prospect. 

An even more sceptical view was taken by an Indian particip
ant: He saw no point in the concept of regional co-operation 
at all. Why should India co-operate more closely with Indo
nesia? They did not really understand each other. India was 
under no moral or political obli@l.tion to look after South 
East Asia. The main problem was that of re-defining India's 
relation with the super-powers. Indian definition had evolved 
in the Fifties and did not work any longer. 

The debate then turned to the possibilities of practical 
co-operation between Asian countries. Taking the case of 

./ .. 
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Indone~~~ first, a British participant argued that Indonesia 
as a large and ambitious country with plentiful resources 
would inevitably get back to the Asian scenery. Presumably 
it would avoid the renewal of the Peking-Djakarta axis. 
Likewise, it would avoid too long a duration of the present 
honeymoon with the West. One would expect a "Nasserist" 
Indonesia to emerge, anti-colonialist and at the same time 
anti-Chinese. Two particular dangers would arise from this. 
If the anti-Chinese tendency gained the upper hand, this 
v1ould pose a danger to Singapore; if the anti-colonialist 
trend prevailed, this would pose a menace to the area 
southeast of Indonesia • 

.An Indian participant submitt<>d -chat relations between Pa
kistan and India were not hopeless; co-operation on the 
Indus Project and RCD was still going on. The Maphilindo 
idea held some promise, too. The trouble was that Asians knew 
too little about each other, they had to rediscover them
selves. India had already invested in Iran oil while Iran 
had invested in Indian fertilizer industry, so there existed 
seeds of regional cooperation. The external powers should 
help both through internal agencies and bilaterally. 

Jm Australian participant warned against overstating the 
role Australia could play. It ""'"' <>oocntially a marginal 
contributor and. oouia not take a leading role, only a sup

porting one. 

With respect to economic co-operation, he pointed to the 
significance of ECAFE's experience. The samll Asian countries 
had consistently been .suspicious that Japan and India would 
tt!.L·n :r-"'"5ional co-operation to their own advantage. India was 
too big and too demanding tn take I'Jny other than the lion's 
share; the little states preferred to ask ror aid directly. 
It was useless, therefore, to funnel foreign aid through 

regional co--operation organizations. 

A Japanese participant found the Indian idea of tripartite 
co-operation between India, Japan and Australia quite novel. 
But he wondered what direction it was supposed to take, 
and whether it must not have some military significance, 
too. If so, it deserved serious thought and study. But was 
such tripartite co-operation compatible with India's policy 
of non-alignment'? 

. I . . 
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It was, hovmver, pointed out that India's economic policy 
was undergoing an important change. It was not geared to 
the two power blocs any more; there were more bilateral 
relations with smaller count:ri_PA l:lko Iuo_ly, Japan, the 
Scandinavian countries, and the bilateral aspect would 
further increase. India ought to use her ordinance capacity 
for the neighbouring countries: they could supply raw 
materials in exchange for arms. 

In winding up this discussion, an Indian participant 
stressed the need of a sober identification of the inter
dependent roles tha-t both Asian and non-Asian countries 
had to fulfil. India, for instance, had always exported 
learning, now she could also supply hardware. There whould 
be a better balanced policy of give and take. ·:rhus he did 
not look forward to a withdrawal of Western presence, ;:ret 
that presence should not be manipulative but supportive. 

-0-·0-·0-0-·0-0--·0-
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FIRST SESSION 

Threats to the securi.:tLJ?f Asiu The prol;>lem_?f~_Q:g.ina, 

The opening speaker,.Professor Kosaka, started off with an 
assessment of the Chinese threat. In his view China's nuclear 
capability was a serious threat for the foreseeable future 
except in terms of 'irrational' acts. The long-term effect 
of Chinese acquisition of nucle.ar arms upon her strategy was 
difficult to assess. It was, however, doubtful whether the 
European experience. that nuclear weapons have an inhibiting 
impact on conventional warfare, would apply to the Asian 
scene. Most important for China's intentions and future 
policy was whether she would succeed in her programme of in
dustrialization. A poor China was a dangerous China. 

Professor-Etoh. distinguished between China's (a) long-term, 
(b) intermediate, and (c) short-term goals. 

(a) 

(b) 

was spelled out clearly in 1949 by Mao; it included 
the e~imination of classes and the establishment of 
the great, harmonious communist society; 
was the construction of a socialist country ~•i th a 
great military and economic power; 

(c) implied confrontation with 'US imperialism' and 'So
.viet revisionism' as well as stabilization of re·
lations ··with the peripheral pol-Ters. 

In attempting to answer the question whether China is an . 
aggressive power, Et.oh pointed out that Chinese territorial 
claims were significant (Taiwan, Eastern Siberia, parts of 
Indochina, etc.), but that China lacked adequate resources 
for launching large-scale operations outside her own territ
ory. China's strategic concepts were therefore basically de-
fensive. Etoh perceived the Chinese threat primarily in terms 
of political infiltration. He did not think that milit~ 
power was very effective in meeting this kind of threa,;:-

Discussing Japan's future policy choices,he presented four 
possible options,without indicating a personal preference 
or any op~ion as to which appeared to be most likely. They 
were the following: first, continued reliance on the 
American nuclear umbrella and prolongation of the American
Japanese treaty agreements; second, neutrality with modest 
armaments, viz. roughly the present military establishment, 
possibly turned into some kind of U.N. peace-keeping force; 
th:ird, armed neutrality, implying a substantial rearmament 
including nuclear weapons; and fourth, unarmed neutrality. 

In trying to assess China's present situation and its re
percussions upon her performance in international affairs, 
the first respondent, Professor Lindbeck, emphasized that 
.this vast country was in the midst of an unfinished revol
ution, which was designed to transform it into a unified and 
integrated society. He then enumerated a number of basic 
Chinese estimates (or misestimates) in terms of both stra
tegies far economic development and likely outcomes of key 
developments in Asia and the world at large. In the early 
1950s, the Chinese leaders had overestimated the gravity of 
the socio-politico-milita+.r conflict between the United 
States and the Soviet Union, which they envisaged as a 
long-drawn, perhaps permanent one. They also clearly over
estimated the solidity of the Commu.~ist bloc. Thus the 
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Chinese leadership gave the Soviet Union a leading role in the 
internal Chinese development process and became extremely de
pendent on Moscow with regard to both the goods and skills 
needed for China's own industrialization. On the other hand, 
they underestimated (a) the force and vitality of nationalism 
within the Communist sub-system, (b) the adaptability and 
flexibility of the colonial capitalist powers, ari.d \c) the 
productivity of the capitalist societies. 

After the rupture with the Soviet Union the only way open to 
China was self-reliance. . 
In the present turmoil it was very difficult to measure the 
exact'nature of the Chinese threat. 

There followed a discussion on how the Chinese threat was 
perceived in different non-Communist countries of Asia. 
Although a wide range of opinions was voiced-as to the exact 
form the threat might take in the course of the coming decade, 
there emerged a consensus that 

(a) for a considerable time there was likely to be a 
discrepancy between Chinese hostile intentions and 
China's capability to implement them; 

(b) the most immediate danger would not arise from mil
itary aggression, but rather take the form of infiltra
·t;ion(agents, insurgents, eo-operations with overseas 
Chinese, etc.). 

In discussing the repercussion of the CultUral Revolution, 
most speakers felt that its impact on Chinese foreign policy 
had so far.been insignificant. To the extent that it had in
fluenced Chinese performance, it seemed to be in the direction 
of a decrease in activism. The decisive problem, however, ap
peared to be whether the Cultural Revolution and the forthcoming 
departure of Mao from the political scene 1will bring about 
a change in the basic intentions and strategies of Communist 
China. One American speaker believed that a reconciliation 
between China and the Soviet Union might be achieved within 
the next five years. To him the need to counter Chinese sub
version was 'the easy problem'. 'The hard question' this ob
server of the Chinese scene formulated in the following way: 
'What does the actual weight of Chinese military capabilities 
call for, once a "sensible" leadership emerges in China?' 
A Japanese participant who had been in China during the 
Cultural Revolution, described his impressions: It was not 
marked by the tension and panic normally associated with 
Chinese upheavals. Respect for Mao was too strong. Mao's 
aims looked 50 years ahead or more. In seeking to eliminate 
revisionists from his followers, he was preparing for a long 
struggle with the Soviet Union and other powers; if the pur
ity of the revolutionary movement was restored, it would be 
able to survive even foreign occupations (e. g. of Sinkiang 
by the Russians, of Peking by the Amer~cans or Tibet by the 
Indians). The Chinese felt that the United States was the 
aggressor, not China; they had no troops outside their 
borders, while the Americans had half their forces (1 mil-
lion men) in Asia. · . 

A number of Japanese speakers finally suggested a search for 
closer Chinese-Japanese relations as a means to transform 
China into a working partner and draw her into the inter
national community of nations, which ought to remain the 
ultimate goal. · 

. I .. 
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SECOND SESSION 

The objecUves and rer;;ourges of the .~ajo::tJlQ.:p.-Q.Q_Ill,Il!unis·tA-Ilian 
powers. 
In this session the conference examined the objectives and 
resources of the major non-Communist powers 'in Asia. These were 
agreed to be Japan, India, Pakistan and Indonesia (although 
it was pointed out that South Korea and Taiwan also maintain
ed large and powerful forces). 
In~onesia was described as having gone through an experience 
in 1965/6 comparable to Germany's or Japan's at the end of 
World War II. Her aims were now inward-looking and the struggle 
to restore her economy would leave her little energy f9r an 
active external policy. It ''as realized that without good re-
lations with the Western powers economic recovery would almost 
be impossible. But preoccupation with foreign affairs was dis
credited, in the light of 3oekarno's failures. The present In
donesian Government was the best imaginable, particularly from 
Australia's point of view. But the situation was very unstable, 
following the huge massacres, and a move against East Nev< Guinea 
could not be ruled out if a future regime wanted a rallying-
cry for internal purposes. Indonesian acquisition of nuclear 
weapons had been mentioned, but no more. 

Pakistan was not discussed. India was described as a status
quo power, at odds with two non-status-quo powers, China and 
Pakistan, which had made common groU11d against her. Her aim 
was peaceful co-existence with both, which should not be im
possible; Pakistan and India had many ties of kinship, and 
Sino-Indian agreement could be reached if China was tactful 
and accepted India's right to an independent forei~1 policy. 
India's main concern was her own economic and social develop
ment; it was therefore vital for her to maintain her internal 
stability, territorial integrity, democratic system and sense 
of national identity. Her non-aligned foreign policy was de
signed to discourage great-power conflict and focus great-power 
attention on the needs of the underdeveloped world. But her 
dealings with the great powers were complicated by her fear 
that their search for \vorld peace, which was ·of course in 
Indias interests, might tempt them to try to alter the status 
quo in the sub-continent, which she would not find acceptable. 
India's ideal was a polycentric Asia, based on particular 
areas of regional co-operation, e. g. S.E. Asia; this would 
permit a balance of power to emerge, which would prevent 
China's sphere of influence extending. The gap between 
popular aspirations and governmental capacities in Asia 
could only be bridged if governments could be changed freely 
and peacefully; the Western presence sometimes inhibited such 
change. 

Japan's options in defence policy were defined as follows: 
first, continued reliance on American protection, whether on 
a bilateral basis as at present or on some wider grouping, 
e. g. with Taiwan and South Korea or with Australia and New 
Zealand; second, lightly armed neutrality, without nuclear 
weapons; third, heavily armed neutrality, with an option on 
nuclear weapons; fourth, unarmed neutrality, designed to 
avoid any danger of being drawn into great-power conflict. 
Escalation of the conflict between China and the United 
States was not expected, and their continued rivalry co.uld 
benefit Japan, whose friendship would be sought by both sides. 
On the other hand, the dominant mood in Japan was insular 
and isolationist; her 300 years of isolation had been peace
ful and prosperous, whereas her subsequent excuraion into 
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foreign involvement had ended disasorously in 1945. This 
led to a feeling in some quarters that the less military 
~ower Japan possessed, the more secure she would be; that 
1eutrality would ensure great-power moderation towards Japan; 
and even (though this was a minority view) that a United 
Nations system of protection should be substituted for the 
American umbrella. Like Germany, Japan had pursued a peace
ful policy for more than twenty years, while enjoying great 
;10litical stability and economic prosperi-::;y. But she vms 
unlike Germany a status-quo power; and her neighbours (Taiwan 
and Korea) had irredentist claims unknown to Germany's neigh-
bours, which inhibited close political alignment on a region
al basis. Other participants compared Japan with Britain; 
General MacArthur had.also compared her with Switzerland, 
and this had been well received, but the comparison was 
described by non-Japane~participants as quite inapposite. -Some Japanese participants referred to Japan's fears that 
the Soviet Union and China might some day make common cause 
against her; and that the Chine~might be provoked into ex
ternal adventure if contained too tightly by the United 
States (as Japan had been provoked by over-containment in 
'1941). But her basic national self-confidence was strong, 
and this could be an asset to Asia. There was no Japanese 
support for a revival of the Greater East Asian Go-prosperity 
Sphere; Japan was now too prosperous to need such help, 
and the gap between her wealth and poverty elsewhere in East 
Asia would make close collaboration unattractive to other 
Asians. In the security field, Japan had an interest in the 
defence of South Korea. For political reasons, she could 
best pursue this by retaining her alliance 111i th the Uni te·i 
States and so enabling the American position in South Korea 
to be adequately supported. · . · 

But military co-operation between Japan and South Korea was 
on the way and should be promoted; South Korea spent more tban 
38% of her national budget on defence (compared to Japan's 
'10",.6), and her land forces contributed to Japanese security 
just as Japan's naval forces contributed to South Korean 
security. Wider Japanese participation in Asian security 
systems would be much more difficult, however, and might 
increase tension rather than decreasing it. Some Asian coun
tries might feel tll.reatened by Japanese power. Left-wing op
position was thus positively useful to the Japanese govern
ment, in providing justification for a passive role. Never
theless, some Japanese participants did not rule out the 
possibility that Japan might play a role in future UN peace
keeping operations in Asia and perhaps elsewhere. This would 
be compatible with the Constitution and could probably be 
squared with the existing Self-Defence Forces Law. Like 
Canada (as a non-Japanese participant suggeste&), Japan 
might contribute particularly to the logistic and commun-
ications side of UN operations. · 

As regards the rest of non---COi.JDw1iS t Asie., it was af'"reed 
that the main problems would continue to be interna modern
ization and external stability. The process of nation-build
ing (which was of course already complete in Japan) would 
be vital oh both counts,but might take another generation 
or more to complete. Mass communication made the new Asian 
nations· less tolerat;. t of slow progress than Japan and the 
European nations had been in their time. The fact remained 
that in:digenious strength could only be built up slowly, on 
a basis of industrialization and increased administrative 
efficiency. Inter---Asian co-operation would be inhibited by 
rival·nationalisms and by varying assessments of the Chinese 
threat. Too much faith could not be placed in the United 

. I .. 
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Nations. Never-~eless, the Cultural Revolution was likely to 
give the rest of Asia a ten-year respite or so in which to 
organize itself against Chinese pressure. 

The interests and re1J.Q_<l£..~..§J3_Qf_ the . ex-t<?.:m..~J:....ll.c:l~ 

. Dr. T. B. Millar as opening 's:pe·B.ker,. started off v1ith 
two questions: Uftat was the role of the external powers likely 
to be, and what ought it. to be? He rejected the idea that 
non-Asian powers should not intervene in Asia under any 
circumstances, There were many Asians, particularly Malayans, 
who v1ere grateful that Britain did not withdraw completely 
from Asia. A phrase like 'Asian solutions to Asian problems' 
was a reaction to previous centuries when 'European solutions' 
were offered to Asian problems. Referring to the American in
volvement in Vietnam, he agreed that it would be un1.;ise for 
the United States to bring arms and soldiers halfway around 
the 1-mrld if there was another alternative to solve the prob-· 
lems Asia was faced with nowadays. In his vie\v the external 
powers were involved in Asia because they considered this to 
be in their national interest. Times had passed when this 
could be expressed in terms of trade or investment only. The 
United Kingdom appeared to have .decided not to make invest--
ment a factor of strategic evaluation. The use of British 
forces in Asia was limited because the situation requiring 
such use of force would have to be politically acceptable to 
British public opinion. Very few situations of this kind were 
conceivable. Any future contribution of Britain would be 
small and dependent on long-range transport across the Indian 
Ocean or perhaps from Australia. This kind of contribution 
would be undertaken (a) in order to meet old Commonwealth 
commitments and obligations,and (b) because of American economic 
and political pressure. None of the other European countries 
was particularly interested in participating in. the security of 
the area, though they, and also Japan, could take advantage 
of this security provided by the United States. 
France appeared to many Americans at least not to be very in
terested in an American victory in Vietnam, but rather hoped 
to be able to reassert her influence in that area after an 
American withdrawal. This attitude seemed to ignore that 
China was extremely unlikely to accept this, as a French
supported neutral Indochina was not in her interest. The 
Federal Republic was carefully selecting the nations to which 
she was giving aid on the basis of (a) efficiency and (b) 
diplomatic advantage for her own policy. · 
The Soviet Union \vas now widely engaged in a peaceful co
existence movement almost ever~~<ere in Asia, except in 
Vietnam. But she probably 1.;anted to see a settlement of the 
war, even if it was not entirely palatable to North Vietnam 
(as in 1954). The United States had to face a choice between 
a withdrawal or a further build-up. If one assumed that a 
settlement .could be achieved in due course, then an American 
force would remain engaged in 'policing' actions in South-East 
Asia v;ith the United States Navy as a force-in-being accept-
able to both American and local Asian_public opinions. If a 
settlement was not achieved before China developed ICBMs, 
then one could expect a greater and direct Chinese military 
engagement in North Vietnam and Laos (as one had had it in 
Korea). · 

. I .. 
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The United States had trucen the role of a policeman and a 
'pouer-balancer' in Asia, while employing the local forces 
as her mercenaries. The problem of. US forces remaining in the 
area was far less serious than that of their leaving it. \·lhy 
was the United States there at all? Oste:nsibly, to contain 
Communism or rather to contain China or prevent her from 
getting too powerful. Only the Soviet Union and Japfu< had 
the potential to act as a local restraint in China. India 
could possibly do it as ~•ell, but she had too many internal 
difficulties and was not interested in an external arrangement. 
But Japan was unlikely to use her potential unless she her
self was subjected to some kind of pressure from China; the 
Soviet Union was not much concerned about Chinese influence 
expanding southwards. As long as China did not change her pres
ent policy, there was little chance of establishing a regional 
power-balance without the United States or without a heavily 
armed Japan. In winding up, the speaker suggested that China 
should be brought into the United Nations, though it should 
be assured that ~~rational ChL12. J:>e-.:aiiled a me:aber as well. 

The first respondent was Professor K. Mushakoji. He agreed 
with many points Dr. I1illar had made about the objectives of 
the external powers in Asia. He disagreed, ho~lever, with his 
view that the preservation of the status quo in Asia was one 
of these objectives. In Asia things had always been unstable 
and the expression 'status quo' was therefore not well chosen. 
He would rather prefer the word 'peaceful change'. The object
ive of not permitting China to establish a sphere of influence 
in Asia should and would not entitle the external or other 
Asian powers to establish a sphere of influence of their 
own under the disguise of containing China. The United States 
was certainly playing a role of 'po-.Jer-balancer'. But this 
was not desirable for either the United States he::·self or 
Asia; one just had to accept it as a necessary evil'. 

The speaker then argued that in his view there was a common 
conception in Europe and the United States that a threat in 
Asia might eventually become also a threat to their own 
security. This caused two different reactions: In order to 
avoid this, France was trying to de--solidarize herself from 
American policy in Asia; on the other hand, Australia thought 
to avert this danger by actively supporting the United 
States. The speaker doubted whether these two attitudes were 
really correct. Perhaps one could find a middle-course more 
appropriate to the situation. 

As regards the Soviet attitude much depended on the cause of 
action the United States would pursue in Asia. As a 'pcv.er
balancer' the United States faced three problems: first, the 
danger of miscalculation in the form of either under- or over
involvement. In order to act as such a 'balancer' against 
China, the United States had made various commitments to 
Asian countries, including some anti--status-quo powers. 
By doing so, the United States blocked in some cases the pro-
cess of 'peaceful change'. For this she would be hated by many 
Asians. She had thus become a de-stabilizing factor in Asia, 
which she could not overcome merely by getting the support 
of Asian countries. Furthermore, it was an open question 
whether stability could be obtained by establishing a reliable 
nuclear deterrent or by an effort to check the escalation of 
a regional conflict. It had now become clear that the crucial 
problem would remain how to control such a conflict. 

The discussion was opened by an American official, who em
phasized the readiness of his government to stay in Asia .. 
as long as the politico-military situation required it and 
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as long as Asian countries such as South Korea wished. Even 
in case of an ABM deployment he thought that the American 
guarantee would remain sufficiently credible. This was chal
lenged later by a European participant: he agreed that the 
United States could effectively contain China, but for him 
the crucial question still remained unanswered, namely 
whether China could be contained by military power or whether 
other forms of containment were required as well. An American 
participant, in taking up the question of nuclear deterrence 
of China, emphasized the need of a second-strike capability. 
But with a thin deployment of BMD the United States could 
also deter the first Chinese strike. This would be very effect
ive and relatively inexpensive. There was, however, the question 
raised by a Japanese scholar as to how the United States 
could match the Communist ground forces in Vietnam by her naval 
and air forces alone. In the post-Vietnam period, the United 
States would do best to limit her military presence to naval 
and air power, which could deter China from launching any 
clear-cut aggressiVB actions. At the same time the American 
ground forces should be deployed only at the request of a 
legitimate government. 

Referring then to Prof. I'Iushakoji's remarks on the danger of 
miscalculation, the American participant agreed that this 
danger existed. But he contested the view that the United States 
was making more dangerous miscalculations than China: the 
American Government was more susceptible to reasoning of its 
allies and to its crit:k;s inside the United States than were 
the Chinese. Although the United States supported the anti
status-quo Government in Taiwan, she had applied pressure 
on it not to use force against the mainland •. 

A Japanese scholar pointed out that Asia was not an entity, 
but had one factor in common: anti-colonialism. Based on such 
a concept, India had chosen a policy of non-alignment, whereas 
Japan had taken an entirely different line by entering into 
a close alliance with the United States. Therefore, the ma
jority of the Japanese would not agree to the Indian view 
that Western intervention in itself was a tl>reat to Asian 
stability. Other Japanese participants supported this view, 
though they remarked that the American over-involvement was 
due to the self-righte.o.usness of the United States, which she 
was eager to project to her external environment. Consequent
ly, she often tended to miscalculate the reactions of other 
countries. 

A British participant challenged Prof. Millar's view on the 
American acting as a policeman.· He pointed out that I1r. 
I'IcNamara had precisely rejected this idea by stressing that 
the United States would come to the assistance of her allies 
only where and when they needed it. (Later Prof. I'Iillar 
basically agreed with this and said that he had been thinking 
only in terms of the United States acting as a policemru1 in 
containing Communism) The danger in present American policy 
was, however, that it tended to polarize Asia into a Communist 
and a non-Communist camp. One of the big questions was 
whether it was a desirable pattern of international relations 
in Asia to have an American-led coalition on the one side and 
a Chinese-led coalition on the other. Even if this were so, 
the question remained of how other Asian countries, which did 
not subscribe to either coalition, would fit into that bipolar 
pattern. 

A Japanese journalist reported on his recent trip to South
East Asia. One thing that worried him, was the relative lack 
on the part of the United States in making best use of the 
political stability in great parts of that area. Americans 
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talked too much about instability and ignored indigenous fac :.'OJ'S 
which could contribute to local political stability. Cambodia 
and Thailand were enjoying relative stability because the 
United States had no~ toppled the traditional ruling bod:l,.es 
in a hasty attempt to democratize or modernize these countries. 

A British participant believed that the United States 'Horll1_ 
position had been built on sympathy with virtually all anti
Communist forces, whereas Britain shov1ed her sumpathy in terms 
of her ties with the Commonwealth nations. Both countries had, 
however, changed their policies several times: from a policy 
of non-involvement in a land war to a direct involvement in 
such a war (Korea), etc. With such an inconsistent policy. 
the West had been a destabilizing force in Asia. \rlestern policy 
should therefore become more consistent; this was more import
ant than a continuing military presence. A Japanese participant 
replied that it would be very difficult for the external powers· 
to maintain a 'consistent involvement': when the threat to 
Asian security was decreasing,the demand for American withdrawal 
would increase and the .United States would probably have to 
take account of it. 

An Indian participant pointed to one important difference. be
tween Japan and other Asian countries. In contrast to the 
latter, the Japanese were tremendously self-confident and 
economicallyand politically independent. These Asian countries 
were therefore in a very difficult position to accept or 
even welcome any kind of external intervention. The South-
East Asian nationalism in particular was a peculiar thing; 
it was a nationalism of non-nations. When Japan was de~ling 
with the United States, it was a dealing between two nations. 
When~her Asians were dealing with the United States, the 
dealing was always between a superior power and inferior na
tions. He did not say that the United States had to withdraw 
from Asia now, but that. she ought to realize that her con
tinued presence was a source of 'irredenta' and consequently 
a destabilizing factor. 

In reply to a question by an Ame.rican official, a Japanese 
participant thought that if· the Chinese threat did not decrease, 
this would .create a very difficult situation. A :British part
icipant added that one never could know exactly when and 
whether a threat to one's security had decreased. Finally, 
a British official commented on the arguments that the Western 
involvement was detrimental to the stability in Asia or to a 
'peaceful change'. This was true in the period of decoloniza
tion, but it was not a general rule. It was certainly wrong 
in case of a direct aggression. Britain was following a set 
of three principles: first, it was considered undesirable 
to follow Dr. Hillar's principle of intervening in any con
flict in Asia,a.nd preferable to keep all great external powers 
as far as possible from a conflict between non-Communist 
countries; second, it was better to avoid intervention in 
domestic conflicts; and third, it was dangerous to go away 
altogether, leaving a vacuum for China to take advantage of. 
This would lead us to a strategy of peripheral, off-shore 
military presence. 
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FOURTH SESSION 

Nuclear wea~ons and the r~Jl~i~~en~~f n§~i~~~l defenc~ 

The Chairman suggested that under Point IV of the .Agenda 
(as above) question (a) be skipped and a ne~1 question (f) 
be added: Is it in the interest of Japan and other .Asian 
powers to sign a non~proliferation treaty, as it is being 
discussed in Geneva? 

Mr. Saeki, as opening speaker, stated that the increased 
.American commitment in Asia harmed the Asian countries' spirit 
of independence and paralyzed their morale. But Japan and 
India lacked the strength to replace the United States 
in deterring the penetration of Chinese Communist military 
power into the area. If countries around China could form 
an alliance and counter-balance against the Communist threat, 
it would be possible for the United States to reduce their 

.commitment. 

He then argued that the central instability in Communist China 
pointed toward a trend of decreasing threat to the rest of 
Asia, as the revolutionary spirit of China would decrease. 
The Cultural Revolution was a sign of this trend. China's 
possibilities for economic development WBre not very great. 
Japrul's GNP was greater than China's and would grow at a 
faster rate (5 ~ 10 per cent compared with less than 5 per 
cent for China) •. China's conventional military forces were 
not first..:rate,.and their structure was primarily defensive. 
The real threats were subversive penetration and the nuclear 
threat. To stop subversion, economic development and domestic 
stability were necessary • .A serious nuclear threat was still 
some time in the future, even if the tempo of Chinese nuclear 
development was more rapid than expected. By 1975, when China 
might deploy an ICBM system, the United States would probably 
have deployed an ABM system against it and obtained a credible 
deterrent. Chinese nuclear threat ivould not be serious to the 
United States and the non-nuclear nations of Asia for some 
time to come. 

India and Japan could develop ~1ational deterrents, but Japan 
faced some difficulties with her nation sentiment and Con-
stitution, whereas for India the most important thing was 
not nuclear weapons, but overcoming poverty. But as Chinese 
efforts were made more important than we had anticipated, 
Japan might be forced to renew her efforts in order to get 
away from total dependence on nations ~tho have nuclear deter
rent and thus raise the country's dignity, as well as decrease 
the technological gap in the race with China. While nuclear 
weapons were not the best means to achieve security, without 
them there was no assurance thg.t our wishes for security 
would be fulfilled. 

In discussing Japanese nuclear development, one should con
sider whether the purpose was to develop (a) a Japanese ABM; 
(b) a strategic missile to deter China; (c) tactical nuclear 
weapons. Without major technical break-through an ABM system 
could not be successful from a cost-effectiveness point of 
view. Japan's population was too dense and protection against 
.fall-out would have to be provided. 

Building strategic missiles would induce an arms race with 
China and it would not have great d~terrent value • 
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As for tactical nuclear weapons, they were not suitable for 
the defence of Japan. On the other hand, Japan could enter 
alliances with the United States and the USSR for her pro
tection. 

Mr. Bull, as the first respondent, started off by asking three 
questions: first, whether or not it was in the interest of 
Japan to develop nuclear vreapons of her own; second, if not, 
what would be the alternative-s; third, was it in her inter
est to sign a non-proliferation treaty and if so what kind. 

As regards the. first point, the speaker thought that Japan 
had no interest to acquire nuclear weapons now. They were 
needed to provide security, but at present the threat against 
Japan was not clear, and the United States was taking care 
of her defence. Furthermore, the example of Britain had shown 
that nuclear weapons were not a sufficient condition for 
great-power status, which Japan did not seek anyhow. If Japan 
went nuclear, she would deal a serious blow to current efforts 
to achieve arms control. ~fhile no country based major decisions 
on such considerations, Japan had more immediate reasons to 
hesitate: she could damage her relations vrith the United 
States, from which she received protection, though not un·
conditionally. Second, one had to ask what alternative policies 
were available to Japan: There really were no satisfactoY.f 
alternatives to having one's own weapons if one was threat
ened and one could have them at an acceptable cost. Convent
ional rearmament or a Pacific type of an NLF or a Japanese 
ABM did not really make sense. As regards the third point, 
the charges against the NPT, the sperucer confirmed that the 
Treaty did in fact discriminate in favour of existing nuclear 
powers. One could ask, however, whether Japan and India 
were not interested in maintaining a system in which the 
United States and the USSR had an important stake. A world 
order could not be based on perfect justice. Some countries 
had to act as trustees. World orders that lasted were those 
where the trustees acted, so as to attract support from out
side. This should, however, not prevent the non-nuclear 
countries from trying to amend the text of the Treaty so as 
duely to take into account their interests. This meant for 
instance that it should impose not too rigid obligations and 
contain escape-clauses as well as procedures for easy 
revision and amendment. It should also not contain more 
discrimination than.was inherent in the Treaty, for instance 
with regard to peaceful nuclear explosions, which nuclear 
powers should deny to themselves. Finally, it should offer 
some symbolic equivalent sacrifices on the part of the 
nuclear powers, without weakening them. 

Co=enting on these two opening statements, a Japanese part
icipant expressed fear that a Japanese decision to develop 
nuclear weapons might foster nuclear proliferation and thus 
increase the danger of •rar by miscalculation. He expressed 
hope that non-nuclear countries could unite and exert their 
joint influence to help prevent the use for military pur·· 
poses of nuclear energy. Another Japanese participant em
phasized the great chru1ges in Japanese public opinion. When 
the Partial Test-Ban Treaty was signed in 1963, there had been 
no Japanese opposition to it. At that time China had not 
carried out nuclear tests and American nuclear submarines 
had not called on Japanese ports. People now however felt 
that the Non-Proliferation Treaty draft was a shameful treaty 
- worse than the Washington and London Naval Treaties of the 
inter-war period. This change in public opinion could not 
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be judged entirely in rational terms. '.l:here "rere also fea:c>2 
that Japan could not keep up technologically with other 
countries if it signed the NPT. 

A third Japanese participant expressed the view that the pos
sibility of China using her nuclear·weapons to blackmail 
Japan had been dismissed too lightly. If Japan renewed the 
mutual security treaty with the United States, China could 
establish a missile-firing range at sea '150 miles from the 
coast of Japan. Suxely all Japanese newspapers would then re
port the Chinese tests and then the Chinese could move the 
test range closer and closer to Japan. This would give all 
groups opposed to the US-Japan security treaty a chance to 
demand the abolition of the treaty. In his opinion a Japanese 
ABM system might help overcome Chinese blackmail. 

A European participant also questioned whether the Chinese 
nuclear threat was not taken too lightly. One should _consider 
not only Chinese work on an ICBM capability, but also the 
likelihood that China could develop before that a !1RBM 
capability against Japan. Western Europe's similar experiences 
with Soviet l"IRBMs had shown that this was a real possibility 
- an analogy which was, however, contested by a British part
icipant. 
In this connection, a French participant stated that the French 
experience with an independently developed nuclear capability 
had led to the conclusion that both in terms of efficiency and 
cost this was a doubtful exerci$e, and Japan should therefore 
carefully study the French experience. 

An American participant also rejected the analogy between 
Chinaand Russia on the ground that China's conventional forces, 
however formidable they might be inside her frontiers, were 
not capable of being projected outside. In Europe the United 
States had to be able to deter a conventional Soviet attack 
by a nuclear response, which v1as more dangerous than to have 
to deter only nuclear attacks. 

The question was then raised by a Japanese scholar whether 
the future leaders in Peking would understand the implications 
of American nuclear capability and be able to exert rational 
judgement on these matters. Would there be effective channels 
of communication at that time between Peking and Washington? 
As for Japan, although her policy should be based on the 
US-Japan security pact, she should not be buried in this 
security set-up, because in that case she could mruce no 
contribution to the security of the region. Japan should de
velop her capability for the peaceful use of nuclear pm,;er 
and her space technology, so as to be also able to develop 
nuclear weapons if circumstances forced her to do so. To 
support the idea of a denuclearized zone, as it had been sug
gested at the Delhi Conference, would not therefore be a 
wise policy. 

It ~n3.s stressed by a Japanese participant that his country's 
decision to develop nuclear weapons would have to take into 
account political factors such as its implication for Japan's 
relations with the United States and with non--Communist 
Asian countries. The United States did not favour prolif
eration and the Asian countries might fear a nuclear--armed 
Japan. Therefore it would be better if, instead of becoming 
the si:.~th nuclear power,· Japan would wait to become the 
seventh or eighth. 

A Korean participant objected to previous optimistic state
ments about the Chinese threat and suggested that Japan 
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should look at security problems not from a purely national 
point of view. He was joined by an Indian participant who 
said that his country had to consider the possibility that 
China might become more aggressive and that it had therefo~e 
to keep its nuclear option open. 
A Japanes participant asked whether Japan's leadership would 
be capable of developin3 rational policies on the question of 
nuclear weapons. In his opinion three conditions ·would have 
to be fulfilled: first, it needed a proper assessment of the 
psychological value of such development, as China vmuld use 
nuclear weapons to increase threats and the United States 
would stress the role of the umbrella she provided; second, 
rational policies would also be influenced by Japan's views 
on her future as a great power. Her GNP would increase more 
than China's and she would be the third largest industrial 
power in the world. This could increase the arrogance of 
the Japanese and make them want nuclear weapons in order 
to play a role in a regional context; third, the co-operative 
structure with the United States had defects. In trying to 
increase the credibility of the American deterrent, one 
would automatically create the basis for increased Chinese 
threats against J~pan. As nuclear developments conti~ued in 
China, Japanese opinions would become polarized; either in fa
vour of the American umbrella or in favour of neutralization. 
If the leadership was unsuccessful iri convincing the people 
of the value of co--operation vJith the United States, one 
would have to ask oneself about the policy to follow. 

A Canadian delegate commented on the policy of his country 
and stressed that once a country had made the decision to 
go nuclear, it had to go all the way. Canada had never 
felt it had lost something by not going nuclear. Nor would 
Canada join the club of near--nuclear powers in order to put 
collectively pressure on the United States and Britain. 
Another Canadian participant thought that the group of powers 
which decided consciously to forego nuclear weapons, could 
gather substantial power and could play an active part in 
the continuing improvement of world order. 

In closing the Fourth Session the ·chairman remarked that 
a generalized American guarantee required strategic con
sultation a la NATO, otherwise guarantee would be invalid
ated by conflicting demands. On another issue, he detected 
fear in Japan that in a nuclear crisis public opinion 
might panic. This had not been so elsewhere, in such crises 
like the 1962 Cuban missile crisis. Popular opinion could 
take more pressure than was sometimes assumed. 

FIFTH SESSION 

1) The Non-Proliferation Treaty; 
2) The scope for regional co-operation in Asia. 

The final session of· the Conference opened with a discussion 
of the projected NPT, and a number of Japanese participants 
began with a statement of their views. The first speaker 
considered thatnational security, rather than national equal
ity, should be the determining factor: equality should be 
considered important only if security was not thereby affect
ed. True equality was in any case impracticable, given the 
enormous nuclear arsenals of the Soviet Union and the 
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United States. On the other hand, any co~nitment undertru:en 
by Japan would have to be a flexible one. No treaty could 
offer cast-iron guarantees against proliferation, or be ab
solutely and eternally binding. 'A free hand' was to some 
extent necessary, so the draft treaty should be carefully 
scrutinized to ensure that adequate provision was made for 
review. With that provision, he considered that Japan should 
support the treaty, whose effect on world opinion and the cli
mate of international relations would be considerable. 

Another Japanese participant pointed out that Japan had to 
view the treaty in the light of its technological and eco
nomic implications, e.specially in view of the probable de
velopment of the Chinese nuclear industry for peaceful as well 
as for military purposes. In spite of their national shortage 
of electrical power they had given an overriding priority to 
the production of enriched uranium, which had industrial as 
well .as military utility. The research stage had now been 
passed, and China was now well into the industrial U36 stage. 
As in the case of the Soviet Union and the United States, 
Chinese nuclear development was only part of a general pro
gramme of industrial development, with commercial implica
tions. Both Russia and the United States were interested 
in selling their nuclear wares to non-nuclear countries, 
which gave them a common interest in the status quo which 
Japan did not necessarily share. 
A Japanese official outlined the way in which the mind of 
the Japanese Government was at present moving - though he 
emphasized that no decision had yet been reached. Since they 
abhorred the 11hole idea of nuclear war, they naturally wel
comed the object of the treaty, and hoped that as many coun
tries as possible would join it. It was particularly regret
table that neither France nor the People's Republic of China 
showed any intention of co-operatu1g. But certain points 
should be made clear. The treaty should be regarded as the 
first step in a general programme of nuclear disarmament, 
and this principle should be written into the text. The life 
of the treaty should be limited, and it should be regularly 
reviewed in the light of the progress of general disarmament. 
Non-nuclear po~Jers should not be denied the opportunity of 
developing nuclear energy for peaceful purposes. The non
nuclear powers should have the power to amend the treaty by 
simple majority; nuclear powers should not retain any rights 
of veto over their decisions. f1easures should be taken to 
prevent industrial espionage; and nuclear as well as non
nuclear powers should be liable to international inspection 
and supervision. Finally, there should be no foreign inter
ference with the national security programme of any non
nuclear power. The treaty, in fact, should be regarded as 
second best to a general disarmament programme. It s·hould 
be welcomed as indicating an easing of tensions between the 
Soviet Union and the United States. But the Japanese Govern-
ment would not wish to see a situation develop in which the 
two super--powers, by virtue of their nuclear monopoly, could 
dominate the lesser nations of the world. Rather they should 
be considered as trustees for world·order. 
A fourth Japanese participant argued th.at if Herman Kru1n was 
correct, Japanese production in the year 2000 might have 
overtruren that of the United States. But Japan's position 
as a power - indeed her survival as an industrial community 
- depended upon her keeping up in all branches of techno-
logical development. She could not afford to contract out 
of nuclear technology. 
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An Indian rarticipant informed the Conference that the 
Indian Government viaS likely to take a sta:c1d similar to the 
Japanese one. There was much support .in India for a greater 
measure of continuing consul tat ion among the near-·nuclear 
powers. It was generally agreed there that proliferation was 
undesirable, but there was little inclination to sign the 
draft treaty as it stood. If no means could be found to 
protect India against a nuclear-armed China, she must keep 
open the option to provide herself with nuclear weapons; 
which made effective escape-clauses essential. Like Japan, 
she was alarmed at the prospect of a technological gap open
ing, in the peaceful uses of atomic energy, between herself 
and China. And like Japan, she regarded the treaty primarily 
as a first step to more general disarmament; which created 
a 'balance of obligations' imposing duties on the nuclear 
powers. In general, he could not accept the view expressed 
by Mr. Bull the previous afternoon, that a world order existed 
which rested on the co-operation of the two super-powers. 
The field of effective agreement between -~hem was in any case 
small - witness their inability to provide India with a joint 
nuclear guarantee. The proposed treaty might indeed narrow 
the field of agreement rather than broaden it. In fact,the 
legitimacy of this so---called 'world order' had come under 
heavy attack, especially from France and China, and _it was 
necessary to reconstruct it on a much broader basis. The 
proposed treaty provided an excelient opportunity to do this. 

A French participant, while dissociating himself from the 
official attitude of the French Government, could not believe 
that it was desirable to consolidate the Russo-American con
dominium. The temporary nature of the treaty should be re
cognized, and it should be regarded as a means of maintaining 
pressure on the nuclear_ owers to work for some-more stable 
settlement. 

A German participant finally also welcomed the Japanese 
position. Germany, he said, would not let herself be stam
peded into signing a document which had been contrived as 
much for its impact on American elections as for its probable 
effect on the world scene. Germany had a great interest in 
the development of her nuclear technology, which had made 
'great progress' through adopting American fast-breeder 
reactor patterns and which was likely to develop further yet. 
The export possibilities were immense. For this reason 
Germany was likely to be adamant on the question of inspect
ion and control. He stressed, however, that Germany did not 
want to keep a nuclear option open, wheJ:eas India and Japan 
did. Japan and Germany were close allies to the United 
States, which India was not. From where vtas leadership in 
such an alliance to come? The same point was later endorsed 
by a British participant, who felt that a community of non
nuclear power was a sleild.er thread on which to build an 
effective world grouping. He could not visualize the circum
stances in which, for example, Germany and Italy would give 
such an element in their policy priority over their membership 
of the Common Market or NATO; and other non--nuclear powers 
would be subject to comparable centrifugal pressures. 
A Swedish participant, while agreeing that all had an inter-· 
est in maintaining aild improving the system of 'co--operative 
bipolarity' being developed bet:v;een the United States and 
the Soviet Union, did not accept it as self-evident either 
that the proposed treaty would be conducive to such improved 
co-operation, or that such co-operation would necessarily in
crease the security of certain important non-nuclear powers • 
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The signing of the treaty would not of itself lead tocloser 
co-operation; the Soviet Union had shown no sign of being 
prepared to enter into such cei,-operation on other cognate 
questions; the treaty indeed might be regarded as a substitute 
for closer relations rather than a preliminary to them. Such 
co-operation, even if it did occur, was not likely to improve 
the security of, e. g., India or Israel unless it was carried 
to entirely improbable lengths. The value of the treaty, in 
fact, was not likely to be considerable. 
Referring to a series of Japanese criticism against the NPT, 
an American participant stated his reasons for believing that 
the treaty was not only unnecessary, but might provide a 
positive incitement to proliferation. No near-nuclear power 
was likely to develop nuclear weapons in the immediate future; 
but the treaty, by focussing attention on the question, had 
made them consider the option more seriously thru" ever be
fore. It was natural enough that once a nation was called 
upon to surrender an option for ever, it should start thillic
ing hard about escape-clauses. As for the idea that the 
treaty should be signed on condition that general disarmament 
then took place, this would do no more than provide an ex
cuse for proliferation - as the disarmament clauses .of the 
]reaty of Versailles had provided justification for German 
rearmament. ili~d if such disarmament were achieved, would it 
create the 'equality' among nations which certain particip
ants were demanding? And could the Chinese be trusted to 
abide by it? He feared that the conclusion of the treaty 
had now become an end in,itself. If it were saved at the 
cost of encouraging proliferation, the price would be too 
high. Also answering a number of points which were raised 
against the treaty, a British official 'listed three reasons 
for signing the treaty. First, signing it would be a factor 
inhibiting non-nuclear nations from acquiring nuclear weapons; 
Second, pairs of antagonistic nations could take the de
cision simultaneously within a broad framework; and thirdly, 
the treaty would be a symbol of success for the non-pro
liferation movement throughout the world. He denied that the 
discussions which had taken place had stimulated pressure 
to proliferate. On the contrary, he insisted, if the ne
gotiation of the treaty had not been truring place, pressure 
for proliferation would have been greater still. He stressed, 
however, that it would be most correct to speak of ~ treaty 
rather than ~ Treaty~ The existing draft had been devised 
primarily to settle ·c:b.e complete issue of the arrangements for 
control of nuclear weapons within NATO. Further drafts might 
be expected to embody other points which arose. But he 
warned against any attempt to write unrealistic provisions 
into the treaty. To make general disarmament, with a time 
limit for implementation, a condition of agreement would be 
worse than useless. As to the question of inspection and 
safeguards, he agreed that this should be made applicable to 
all signatory states and not simply to the non--nuclear powers. 
The existing discriminatory provisions had been made solely 
because the Soviet Union refused to accept any form of in
spection for herself. Other arrangements were possible. The 
United States and the United Kingdom might unilaterally ac
cept inspection; or the whole matter of safeguards might be 
dropped altogether. The last solution seemed the most prob-· 
able. 
Turning to the prospects for regional co-operation in Asia, 
the opening speaker, M. Andre Fontaine, began by suggesting 
that the brief period remaining for the discussion of this 
question reflected the scepticism felt by the conference 
as a whole about its practical possibilities -- a scepticism 
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which he felt under no obligation to expel. The example of 
Europe was not encouraging. The peoples of Europe desperate-· 
le needed unity and had entirely failed to achieve it in spite 
of ease of communications, absence of racial barriers and a 
rapid decline in linguistic and ideological barriers to the 
exchange of ideas. The contrast with conditions in Asia was 
huge. There the countries, divided by vast barriers of mount
ain and desert, were linked only by the sea. Two wars were 
currently raging, in Vietnam and in the Yemen. From Palestine 
to Malaya there were bitter border disputes • .Differences in 
standards of living_ were immense, and every possible difference 
was exhibited in race, language and culture. Even in their 
fears the Asian countries could find no unity. On only two 
issues could they find common ground - the need to find and 
assert their national identity, and the need to accelerate 
their economic growth. The so-called alliances in Asia re
flected no real community of interest. In CENTO only Asian 
pov1e'rs were represented, Iran and Pakistan, of which the first 
was veering towards a position of Gaullism and the latter was 
now more an ally of China than of the West. In SEATO, Pakistan, 
one of the few Asian members, had virtually withdrawn co-oper
ation. The only tnrly effective alliances in fact were the 
bilateral arrangements between the United States and individual 
Asian nations. The same situation applied on the other side, 
where no arrangements existed comparable to the Warsm-r Pact or 
COMECON. As for the uncommitted countries, the Arab League was 
a by-word for internal strife. The only hopeful slgn was to 
be found in the development of certain measures of economic 
co-operation, and European experience indicated. that it was 
along this path that progress could best be made. Such arrange
ments were likely to be successful in inverse ratio to their 
strategic content. The only circumstances in which M. Fontaine 
could visualize the growth of military co-operation, would be 
in the event of a withdrawal of military protection by the 
United States or the Soviet Union, or its rejection as in
volving toogreat a risk. And were this to happen, M. Fontaine 
concluded, the nations of Asia might then choose an altogether 
different course. 

Prof. Hidejiro Kotani, his first respondent, expressed him
self in general agreement with M. Fontaine. Certainly under 
existing circumstances he did not see Japan entering into fu"Y 
military arrangements with her neighbours. It was forbidden 
under the Constitution, and would be unacceptable to popular 
sentiment. He indicated three views which commanded some 
support in Japan. First, there were those who believed that 
ultimately the increase in Chinese military power might make 
Japanese nuclear armament inevitable. Secondly, there were 
those who favoured some kind of regional co-operation, but 
feared that this would be valueless without a nuclear contest. 
Finally, there were those who considered that co-operation 
should be limited to South Korea, and even there take the 
form only of an economic contribution. He himself believed 
that military co-operation with Japan's neighbours was 
certainly feasible if it was limited to planning and joint 
exercises, ·and strongly favoured the establishment of such 
arrangements with South Korea. In this case he favoured such 
ste~ as exchange of intelligence, common use of base facil
ities, naval exercises, exchange of visits bet"l"leen naval and 
military personnel, and burden-sharing in industry. Japanese 
representation on the Truce Commission might also be desirable. 

In the discussion; this view was strongly supported by a South 
Korean participant. He pointed out that the Korean pen~1sula 
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had always been vital to the balance of power in Asia. But 
as a c01.1dition of sw;:h co-operation he considered it neces-· 
9ary that Japan should abandon her egotistical conception 
of her national interest. Particularly unacceptable to the 
people of South Korea was the Japanesepolicy of continuing 
to trade, not only with Communist China, but vrith North 
Korea. If acceptable conditions for co-operation could be 
established, Japan's contribution might take the form of 
light military industry. Korea would gladly furnish base 
facilities. 

An American official drew attention to the major effort of 
co-operation which was already being achieved in South Viet
nam, where help from South Korea, Thailand, the PhilippL~es, 
Australia and New Zealand, Malaysia and Laos had either been 
given or was expected. This, he suggested, could not be re
garded simply as a transitory phenomenon which would leave 
no permanent results. 

A British official expressed the hope that Japan would not 
fall into the insular attitude that the United Kingdom had 
so unwisely adopted after the Second World War. Japan might 
be in a position to give a lead in matters not only of 
economic, but of political co-operation, especially in South
East Asia. 

Finally, an American scholar pointed to the surprising de
velopments in Indonesia, where the axmy leaders, having inter
vened in 1965 to bring the country back to its declared po
sition of non-alignment from the close relations which Dr. 
Soekarno had been cultivating with Peking, had begun to 
indicate an interest in regional co-operation in South-East 
Aisa to meet the threat of Communist China. This was visual
ized as extending to cover a broad range of activities, cult
ural and economic as v<ell as military, with tne ultimate ob
ject of enabling the Hest to disengage its military presence 
altogether. 
A Japanese participant expressed considerable interest in this 
as a long-term goal. 

At this point the session had to be closed. 


