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UNITED STATES RELATIONS WITH AND POLICIES
TOWARD JAPAN

CONCLUSION (AND LATER PARTIAL REVISION) OF AN ADMINISTRATIVE
AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND JAPAN; INTEREST
OF THE UNITED STATES IN THE JAPAN-REPUBLIC OF CHINA PEACE
TREATY; ENTRY INTO FORCE OF THE PEACE AND SECURITY TREA-
TIES WITH JAPAN; THE NSC 125 SERIES; INTEREST OF THE UNITED
STATES IN JAPANESE REARMAMENT AND IN RETENTION OF THE
BONIN AND RYUKYU ISLANDS; CONCLUSION OF A MUTUAL DEFENSE
ASSISTANCE AGREEMENT WITH JAPAN; THE QUESTION OF ECONOMIC
AND MILITARY ASSISTANCE TO JAPAN; POSITION OF THE UNITED
STATES REGARDING ITS TRADE WITH AND INVESTMENT IN JAPAN;
POSITION OF THE UNITED STATES WITH REGARD TO JAPAN’S RELA-
TIONS WITH THE REPUBLIC OF KOREA; THE FUKURYU MARU INCI-
DENT ?

No. 462
693.94/12-2951: Telegram

The Secretary of State to the United States Political Adviser to
SCAP (Sebald) 2

TOP SECRET Toxkyo, December 31, 1951—2:26 p.m.
PRIORITY

Topad 1875. Eyes only Sebald from Dulles. Reurtel 1366 Dec 29. 3
Assume memo 27th does not supersede or qualify earlier signed

1 Continued from Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. vi, Part 1, pp. 777 ff. For documen-
tation on U.S. interest in the admission of Japan to the United Nations, see vol. 111,
pp. 802 ff. For documentation on U.S. interest in the admission of Japan to GATT,
see vol. 1, Part 1, pp. 114 ff.

2 Drafted by Dulles and marked ‘“Cleared by Secretary in draft”.

3In this telegram Sebald partially summarized an unsigned memorandum dated
Dec. 27 from Prime Minister Shigeru Yoshida to Dulles. The memorandum was for-
warded by Yoshida to Gen. Matthew B. Ridgway for transmission to Dulles; regard-
ing this memorandum, see the editorial note, Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. vi, Part 1,
p. 1471.

Sebald concluded telegram 1366 as follows: “In view previous commitments and in
view extraordinary means utilized in advancing this latest expression of views, you
may wish me to seek clarification from PriMin. Alternatively you may prefer rely
on previous commitments and not dignify unsigned memo by making it basis for
reopening discussions.” (693.94/12-2951)
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1064 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME XIV

letter 4 but is in fact restatement of points previously raised out of
which came Yoshida’s letter to me, and is particularly designed re-
emphasize what Yoshida and I agreed namely great desirability of
common policy between US and UK regarding China. Letter in-
volved only limited decisions leaving untouched the great problem
of economic relations with mainland China which I assume is area
of critical importance to Japan and primary concern of Section II
of unsigned memo. Request you advise Yoshida of this interpreta-
tion pointing out that after his oral statement to Senators 5 at final
meeting and subsequent written confirmation to me any retraction
or qualification now could have very serious consequences. You can
further advise Yoshida that China problem and Japan’s relation to
it will probably be discussed at Truman-Churchill talks ¢ and
accord sought. No intention make his letter to me public until after
these talks which we hope will bring Brit accord with Japan’s in-
tentions expressed in letter to me. Also of course we recall under-
standing Yoshida will be given prior notice of intention to use
letter publicly. Inform Yoshida I greatly appreciate his action in
forwarding memo and upon its receipt it will be given most serious
consideration. 7

ACHESON

4 Reference is to the letter dated Dec. 24 from the Prime Minister to Dulles. For
text, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. vi, p. 1466.

5 H. Alexander Smith (R-New Jersey) and John Sparkman (D-Alabama), mem-
bers of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, accompanied Dulles on his visit to
Japan, Dec. 10-19.

¢ Prime Minister Winston Churchill was in the United States Jan. 5-19, 1952, at
the head of a British Delegation which held talks with President Truman and other
U.S. officials. Documentation on these talks is scheduled for publication in volume
VI

7In telegram 1401 from Tokyo, Jan. 6, 1952, marked “For Dulles from Sebald”,
the latter replied:

“I carefully and fully discussed substance reftel with Yoshida late yesterday. He
feigned some surprise that unsigned and unofficial memo shld have been taken seri-
ously and stated that you may “unqualifiedly rest assured there has been no
change” his attitude and policy as set forth in Dec 24 ltr. At same time Yoshida
again expressed great concern over US-UK differences regarding China and hoped
everything possible will be done bring about common policy to which Japan can
lend wholehearted and sincere support. I repeated it was my understanding which
you had confirmed that this subj will most probably be discussed in forthcoming
high-level mtg Wash. Yoshida jokingly replied he hoped it wld not be necessary read
between the lines and that straightforward and forthright US-UK agreement wld
be reached.” (693.94/1-652)
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No. 463

611.94/1-251

The United States Political Adviser to SCAP (Sebald) to Dean Rusk
of the Office of the Secretary of State

SECRET Tokyo, January 2, 1952.
OFFICIAL BUSINESS-INFORMAL

DeAR DEAN: We have been giving some thought to the negotia-
tion of the Administrative Agreement and I am writing this letter
to acquaint you with our views about certain political and proce-
dural aspects which we consider important.

“We have been told informally by Mr. Nishimura, of the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs, that Katsuo Okazaki, who until recently served
as Chief Cabinet Secretary and is now in the Cabinet without port-
folio but informally designated as Foreign Minister, will act as
principal negotiator of the Agreement for Japan, assisted by Vice
Minister Iguchi, Nishimura, ! and Yujiro Izeki, head of the Inter-
national Cooperation Bureau. Izeki is a career Foreign Office man
who spent over a year with the National Police Reserve, and his
Bureau is expected to be responsible for maintaining liaison with
the United States security forces in the future. Officials from other
Ministries, particularly Finance, will of course figure prominently,
at least in an advisory capacity. In this regard, there is much talk
in the press about formation of a new Defense Ministry but this
development is not expected to come until after the effective date
of the Peace Treaty.

Foreign Office sources state that on matters of substance the
Japanese feel they have done just about all they can in advance of
the talks by submitting to you their comments on jurisdiction 2 and
the lists of facilities in use by our forces, and on most issues, in-
cluding relevant items of the budget, they appear to be biding their
time. The Japanese do not appear to contemplate a full-dress con-
ference but they will be ready if the negotiators decide on some
form of conference procedure.

We feel the important point in this connection is that the Yo-

shida Government will be under very powerful political pressure in

negotiating the Administrative Agreement. Yoshida has lost con-
siderable pohtlcal strength in the last few months largely because
of failures in domestic policies. Dodge’s criticisms of the Govern-

! Kumao Nishimura, Chief of the Treaty Bureau in the Ministry of Foreign Af-
fairs.

2 For summaries of some of the Japanese submissions, see the attachments to a
memorandum dated Dec. 10, 1951, from Jules Bassin, Legal Attaché to the Mission
in Japan, to Sebald, Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. vi, Part 1, p. 1422.
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ment, especially over rice decontrol, together with emasculation of
the administrative reorganization program and a general public
impression that the present Cabinet has no fixed policies and no
reliable leadership, have combined to reduce Yoshida’s popularity
from its high point at the time of the San Francisco Conference to
the stage where dissolution of the Diet in the next few months,
though perhaps not probable, is at least a possibility, even though
the normal four-year term for members of the House of Represent-
atives will not expire until January 1953. Yoshida’s main source of
strength has been his success in getting a peace treaty, as well as
the 1 popular belief that his diplomatic experience would enable him
to deal effectlvely with the United States and the Allied Powers in
matters relatmg to the peace settlement. Should the Japanese Diet
and pubhc feel that the Administrative Agreement does not repre-
sent a good bargaln for Japan, Yoshida and the Liberal Party as
now constltuted might well lose much of their remaining support,
as a consequence of which the present rather delicate political bal-
ance might be expected to collapse. Regardless of what we may
think of the Yoshida Cabinet and its policies, it is necessary to rec-
ognize that in the present political circumstances there appears to
be no desirable alternative. The opposition parties are disorganized
and politically ineffective if not incompetent, and if the Yoshida
Government is compelled to give way we may have to deal with a
weak coalition cabinet which may contain elements hostile to the
proposed security arrangements. In order to satisfy the public that
Japan is getting the best possible deal, the Japanese negotiators
will probably go over every proposal with the utmost care, and
C!ﬂ_}i in reaching agreement will almost inevitably.result.

Our experience at the recently concluded Fisheries Conference 2
was that agreement took twice as long to reach as had been antici-
pated by our side, and although I think the original estimate of
three weeks was unduly optimistic, we were painfully reminded
that it is easy to over-estimate Japanese willingness to oblige. The
Fisheries Conference fairly readily achieved agreement on basic
principles but to obtain full agreement on all matters of principle
and on wording required far more time. We gained considerable re-
spect for the bargaining skill of the Japanese, who never missed a
point and had infinite patience in exploring issues and in rephras-
ing ideas until something acceptable came out. They were also well
prepared on the facts involved and at times succeeded in making
some of our arguments look rather weak.

3 The Tripartite Fisheries Conference of Canada, Japan, and the United States
took place in Tokyo Nov. 5-Dec. 14, 1951. For additional information, see the editori-
al note, Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. vi, Part 1, p. 1390.
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We feel some concern that if the negotiations on the Administra-
tive Aggeement are dlfﬁcult and protracted the tlmetable for
Treaty ratification may be affected. I believe Mr. Dulles and Sena-
tors Sparkman and Smith left Japan assured that we were on the
right course and that the Peace and Security Treaties * could be
presented to the Senate for expeditious action, but on the basis of
the admittedly inadequate evidence available out here, it would
seem quite possible that the Pentagon might desire a postponement
of ratification until the Aamlmstratlve Agreement is success?ﬁlly
concluded, in which event delay in negotlatmg the Admmlstratlve

Agreement could conceivably have an adverse effect ‘on_the atti-
tude of the ‘Senate. Likewise an “unfavorable impression mlght be
created if the Senate should consent to approval of the Treaties but
formal ratification by the United States were delayed unduly pend-
ing conclusion of the Administrative Agreement. You are of course
in a much better position to judge this matter, but we do want to
emphasize that negotiation of the vAdmmlstratlve Agreement may

well take considerable 7t1me and _require great patience on the e part

of all concerned

"A final aspect of the negotiations that could be a real headache
is the white heat of publicity which will undoubtedly focus on ev-
erything connected with the talks. We found at the Fisheries Con-
ference, which was held at the Foreign Office, that the Japanese
press was able to obtain within a day all Conference documents,
even those classified ‘“confidential” for working purposes, and also
to get accurate summaries of discussions at the Conference. To
read about delicate negotiations in the press produced some irrita-
tion on our side and showed clearly that at the present time en-
forcement of security measures on the Japanese side is apt to be
very ineffectual. We anticipate that the press will devote major ef-
forts to developing information about the Administrative Agree-
ment, and political and public pressure to get information on the
progress of the discussions will be very powerful. Floods of petitions
about property and rearmament and demonstrations of opposition
to the Agreement, which many of the Japanese seem to consider
synonymous with remilitarization, are also not at all unlikely.

In this connection we have noted what amounts virtually to a
campaign on the part of certain American correspondents and busi-
nessmen in Tokyo to encourage the Japanese to take a firm posi-
tion in negotiating the Agreement, particularly in opposition to re-

4 For the Peace Treaty, signed at San Francisco Sept. 8, 1951, see United States
Treaties and Other International Agreements (UST), vol. 3 (pt. 3), p. 3169. The text of
the Security Treaty between the United States and Japan, also signed at San Fran-
ci;co on Sept. 8, is printed ibid., p. 3329. Japan had ratified both treaties on Nov. 19,
1951.
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tention by the United States of facilities and troops in Tokyo.
There is nothing underhanded or unpatriotic about these efforts
but I think it is a factor you may wish to consider in your relations
with the press here.

Although I have not discussed the matter with General Ridgway,
I feel it may be desirable that the major part of the discussions be
held in PolAd’s new office building, the Mitsubishi Shoji, where we
will have a large conference room and office space for you and your
staff. In this way I think we can obtain greater security of informa-
tion and also at least partially avoid giving the Japanese the im-
pression that the talks are being held under the aegis of the Army.

I do not propose to go into matters of substance in this letter, but
I would like to observe that emphasis on joint committees, the ap-
proach we discussed with General Ridgway on November 27, 5 as a
means of working out the details of the Agreement as well as im-
plementing the Agreement after its conclusion, seems politically
very desirable and will give the Japanese the feeling of equality
which critics of the Security Treaty claim has been lacking in nego-
tiations to date. The Japanese may want to draft the Administra-
tive Agreement in such a way that the provisions relating to the
Joint Committee will be placed in a prominent position, just as
they proposed revision of the United States Draft Fisheries Conven-
tion to place clauses on the proposed International Commission
before those relating to abstention. I would also like to observe that
the Japanese seem to place great stock in the precedents estab-
lished by the NATO Agreements, and my feeling is that if they can
obtain a statement of principles along the lines of the North Atlan-
t~7Treaty and an agreement on jurisdiction closely followmg the
c__wperhaps be most_directly made), they will be more amenable to
our proposals on other points and public acceptance of the rest of
the Agreement will be facilitated.

“T hope the above views and comments may be of some help to

you. We are looking forward to your arrival later this month.

5 Rusk was in Japan Nov. 21-27, 1951, for preliminary conversations regarding
the Administrative Agreement. No memorandum of his conversation(s?) held on the
latter date with General Ridgway has been found in Department of State files. For
some indication of the content of the Rusk-Ridgway talks, see the memorandum by
Charles A. Fraleigh of a conversation held Dec. 11, 1951, Foreign Relations, 1951,
vol. vi, Part 1, p. 1428.

6 For text of the North Atlantic Treaty, signed at Washington on Apr. 4, 1949, see
ibid., 1949, vol. 1v, p. 281.

7 For text of the Agreement between the parties to the North Atlantic Treaty re-
garding the status of their forces, signed at London June 19, 1951, see 4 UST (pt. 2)
1792. For documentation concerning the status of this proposal prior to its entry
into force for the United States on Aug. 23, 1953, see vol. v, Part 1, pp. 107 ff.
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Sincerely yours,
BrLL

P.S. You might be interested in the enclosed clipping. 8

8 The postscript is handwritten. This clipping, not printed, part of page 1 of the
English-language Nippon Times for Dec. 29, 1951, included a UP story reporting
that it had been learned that following ratification of the Japanese Peace Treaty,
the U.S. Ambassador to Japan would outrank the commander of U.S. forces in
Japan.

No. 464
Editorial Note

On January 5, 1952, officials of the United States and the United
Kingdom, led by the President and the Prime Minister, held a
dinner meeting aboard the S.S. Williamsburg. The full text of Sec-
retary Acheson’s memorandum of this meeting is scheduled for
publication in volume VI. An excerpt relating to Japan follows:

“At this point, I said that I wished to raise a related matter
which had to do with bringing our policies vis-a-vis Japan’s relation
to Formosa in line. I pointed out the trouble which existed in
Tokyo, saying that the Japanese Government wished to make an
arrangement with the Nationalist Government relating to the es-
tablishment of peaceful, political, and trade relations between Na-
tionalist-held areas and Japan, but that they did not propose to rec-
ognize the Nationalist Government as the Government in control
of the mainland, or at this time to take any steps regarding
Japan’s relations with the mainland of China.

“Mr. Churchill said that he had gone along with the Labor Gov-
ernment’s recognition of China, since he was under the impression
that we were withdrawing from China and he saw no other practi-
cal course. However, he thought that the Labor Government’s
policy, as they had later pursued it was wrong.

“Mr. Eden spoke rather strongly against our view that the Japa-
nese Government could or should enter into relations with Formo-
sa, because he believed that this would prejudice any future rela-
tions with the mainland and would inevitably give rise to the view
in Japan that we were forcing this attitude and would thereby
have a bad reaction against us. He also thought that this violated
the agreement with Mr. Morrison.

“l pointed out what the nature of the Dulles-Morrison agree-
ment was: that it related to Japan’s long-run relations with the
mainland, with which we were not now dealing, and, in effect, said
that these should be left for action after the occupation had ended.
I pointed out that at the present time SCAP had withdrawn all
control over most of Japan’s foreign affairs and that, with the
knowledge and approval of the British, the Japanese were now en-
gaged in making treaties with New Zealand, Australia, Indonesia,
and the Philippines. All of these negotiations were for the purpose
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of easing ratification of the Japanese peace treaty by the Parlia-
ments of those countries. I saw no reason why the Japanese should
not be free to enter into the same sort of arrangements with the
Nationalist Government which were quite essential for the purpose
of getting ratification by our Senate. Mr. Churchill thought that
this was more of a point than Mr. Eden appeared to. However, the
President and Mr. Churchill instructed Mr. Eden and me to work
this thing out and reach a satisfactory solution of it. This we said
we would do.”(Conference files, lot 59 D 95, CF 100)

The term “Dulles-Morrison agreement” refers to the statement
“Chinese Participation and Formosa”, June 19, 1951; for text, see
Foreign Relations, 1951, volume VI, Part 1, page 1134.

Herbert Morrison had been Foreign Secretary in the previous
(Labor) British Cabinet.

No. 465

693.94/1-752

Memorandum by John Foster Dulles, Consultant to the Secretary of
State, to the Secretary of State !

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, January 7, 1952.

DeAR MR. SECRETARY: In my memorandum to you of December
27, 1951, 2 1 said that Mr. Sebald was forwarding to me a letter
from Prime Minister Yoshida with reference to China. I indicated
the nature of the letter as reported to me by Sebald.

I now have the original letter from Prime Minister Yoshida
dated December 24, 1951. I have given a photostatic copy in confi-
dence to Mr. Allison. The letter conforms closely to what was fore-
cast by Mr. Sebald’s telephone conversation.

I have also received from Prime Minister Yoshida his 3-point
memorandum of December 27, which purports to be “a re-state-
ment”’ of what he said in the course of conversations in Tokyo, and
which conversations, of course, preceded the December 24 letter.
Also Sebald has cabled that Yoshida has stated that I may
‘“unqualifiedly rest assured there has been no change” in his atti-
tude and policy set forth in the December 24 letter.

1 Drafted by Dulles.
2 For text, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. v1, Part 1, p. 1472.
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No. 466

Dulles files, lot 54 D 423, “China”

Memorandum by John Foster Dulles, Consultant to the Secretary of
State !

[WASHINGTON,] January 9, 1952.

Japan and China

1. On May 19, 1951, in reply to a suggestion that Sebald ascer-
tain the probable future wishes of the Japanese Government as re-
gards peace with China, Sebald said 2 that after conference with
Prime Minister Yoshida, he was informed that the Japanese Gov-
ernment under no circumstances desires signature by Chinese
Communist regime. Basically, Japanese Government wishes to
make peace with the Chinese National Government which it con-
sidered deserves support by Japan.

2. On dJune 19, 1951, Mr. Morrison and Mr. Dulles agreed at
London, 3 so far as the Peace Treaty was concerned, we would pro-
ceed “without any Chinese co-signature” and that “Japan’s future
attitude toward China must necessarily be for determination by
Japan itself in the exercise of the sovereign and independent status
contemplated by the Treaty.” * This agreement was reached after
the formula had first been rejected by the British Cabinet on the
ground that inevitably Japan would follow U.S. policy toward
China rather than U.K. policy. Mr. Attlee had made the counter
proposal that Japan’s relations with China might be vested in a
group of Far Eastern countries so that Japan would not have free-
dom of action as regards China. This proposal in turn had been re-
jected by Mr. Dulles in a conversation with Mr. Attlee.

3. On August 6, 1951, Prime Minister Yoshida said, in a letter to
Mr. Dulles ® that the Japanese Government had no intention to
conclude a bilateral treaty with the Communist regime.

4. On August 9, 1951, at a conference at Washington between
Messrs. Fitzmaurice and Tomlinson of the U.K. and Messrs. Dulles
and Allison of the U.S., Mr. Tomlinson asked Mr. Dulles whether
we interpreted the U.S.-U.K. understanding about China to pre-
vent the signature of any peace treaty between Japan and any Chi-

! Drafted by Dulles. Regarding the use made of this memorandum, see the memo-
randum of conversation, infra.

2 See Topad 2001 from Tokyo, May 19, 1951, Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. vi, Part
1, p. 1050.

3 Dulles left London for the United States on June 14. For clarification, see foot-
note 1 to the statement of June 19, 1951, ibid., p. 1134.

4 See the statement dated June 19, 1951, ibid.

5 For text, see ibid., p. 1241.
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nese Government until after the coming into force of the main
Treaty. According to the U.S. memorandum of the conversation,
Mr. Dulles said.

“I did not think that it was possible to give any categorical
answer to this question. The principle involved was that there
should be no Allied coercion upon Japan to adopt an arbitrary
course in regard to China which might prejudice Japanese best in-
terests for the future. Under these circumstances a good deal would
depend upon the degree of freedom which might, in fact, be re-
stored to Japan after the signature of the Treaty, but before the
gomir(ig” into force, particularly if the latter was considerably de-
erred.

5. On September 8, 1951, the Multilateral Peace Treaty was
signed at San Francisco. Developments at the preceding Conference
already made it apparent that Japan would be expected to exercise
a large degree of independent sovereignty with respect to its for-
eign relations after the signature but before the coming into force
of the Treaty. (See, for example, the exchanges of views between
the Japanese Delegation and the Indonesian, Philippine and Neth-
erlands Delegations, which contemplated post-signing but pre-ratifi-
cation negotiations for bilateral arrangements.)

6. On September 9, 1951, Mr. Morrison and Mr. Dulles, en route
from San Francisco to Washington, discussed the Japan-China po-
sition and according to Mr. Dulles’ memorandum of the conversa-
tion, 7 Mr. Morrison said that

“he hoped that nothing would be done to crystallize the Japanese
position toward China until after the Treaty of Peace came into
force. He said that otherwise he might have difficulty about ratifi-
cation.”

Mr. Dulles said

“there was the reality which had not been disguised, namely,
that the present Government of Japan was strongly anti-Commu-
nist and did not want to favor or encourage the Communists either
in Japan or on the Asian mainland. . . . Against this the Japanese
Government were on good relations with the Nationalists. . . . 8 We
could not suppress indefinitely the natural desire of the Japanese
Government which, we assumed, included at least such recognition
of the Nationalist Government as would assure their good will in
various U.N. organizations where that government had a vote and
a voice which the Japanese needed on their behalf as applicants for
membership in U.N. agencies. Also we assumed the Japanese
would want quickly to put trade, diplomatic and consular relations

6 For full text of Dulles’ memorandum of this conversation held Aug. 9, 1951, see
Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. vi, Part 1, p. 1249.

7 For full text, see ibid., p. 1343.

8 Ellipses in the source text.
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with Formosa on a normal peace time basis. None of this, however,
necessarily implied Japanese acceptance of the Chinese Nationalist
Government as empowered to speak for, and to bind, all of China. I
recalled that I had expressed this point of view in London.”

7. On September 13, 1951, SCAP restored to the Japanese Gov-
ernment authority to deal directly with foreign governments whose
diplomatic representatives were accredited to SCAP. Those named
included “the Chinese Mission in Japan’’, which is Nationalist.

8. Pursuant to the multilateral Treaty of Peace and the SCAP
authority above mentioned, the Japanese Government began ac-
tively to exercise sovereignty as regards its prospective treaty rela-
tions with many of the foreign governments which had diplomatic
representatives accredited to SCAP. Among others with which such
negotiations were initiated were the U.S. and Canada (fishing), In-
donesia (reparations and fishing), the Philippines (reparations),
India (general peace), Korea (bilateral treaty of friendship and com-
merce) and Australia (fishing). All of these negotiations were con-
ducted by Japan in the exercise of a sovereign and independent
status, there being no exercise whatever by SCAP of its potential
control of Japanese foreign relations.

9. In November 1951, after approval of the Peace Treaty by the
British Parliament and in anticipation of a trip to Japan by Mr.
Dulles and Senators Sparkman and Smith (the ranking Democratic
and Republican members of the Far Eastern Subcommittee of the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee) designed to gather informa-
tion for the use of the Senate in considering ratification, and in an
effort to preserve a common front with the U.K., Mr. Merchant of
the State Department went to London ® where he tentatively
reached, at the official level, a possible joint position on Japanese
attitude toward China. However, on November 20 Mr. Eden ad-
vised Mr. Acheson in Paris

“I do not feel able to approve the draft formula which emerged
from the official level talks in London last week” and that “if need
arose I should feel bound to endorse the advice already given the
Japanese Government by Sir E. Dening against this (i.e., “any form
of recognition of the Chinese Nationalists”) action.” 10

This was the first information to the U.S. that the U.K., through
their Ambassador at Tokyo, was giving advice to the Japanese Gov-
ernment with reference to its relations with China.

10. Secretary Acheson replied (November 22) that

9 Merchant arrived on Nov. 13.
10 For full text of this message and of Acheson’s reply dated Nov. 22, see telegram
3095 from Paris, Nov. 23, Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. vi, Part 1, p. 1409.
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“I believe that the Japanese, if they so choose, should not be dis-
couraged from extending the discussion of these problems with the
authorities on Formosa into preliminary talks looking toward an
agreement which would conform to the realities, but which would
in no event be concluded before the multilateral Treaty comes into
force. I believe you and I were right in our decision to leave these
inter-related problems for discussion in Tokyo next month between
Dulles and Sir Esler Dening.”

11. On Tuesday, December 11, Mr. Dulles, as the first matter of
business following his arrival in Tokyo, conferred with Sir Esler
Dening and told him that Yoshida’s remarks before the Diet had
greatly confused the Senate, that there was imperative need of
clarification and that he and Senators Sparkman and Smith pro-
posed to suggest to Yoshida that in view of the vast number of
problems between the U.S. and Japan, most of which would involve
Congressional action, and in view of the views of Congress on the
subject of China, and the apparent views of the Japanese Govern-
ment itself, the Japanese Government might find it in its best in-
terests to make clear its intention to negotiate with the Nationalist
Government of China with a view to arranging, that following the
coming into force of the multilateral Treaty of Peace, there should
also be brought into force a bilateral Treaty with the Nationalist
Government of China, with the understanding that the bilateral
Treaty applied to territory under the actual control of the Nation-
alist Government, leaving for future development the relations be-
tween Japan and any area of China not under the actual control of
the Nationalist Government. Mr. Dulles told Sir Esler Dening that
he would keep Dening fully informed of the Japanese reaction and
would not proceed without further consultation with Dening. 1!

12. On Thursday, December 13, 1951, Mr. Dulles made an oral
statement to Yoshida and Iguchi on the basis of a memorandum
along the lines mentioned above (Point 11) and immediately there-
after showed a copy of the memorandum to Dening and asked ur-
gently for the further views of the U.K. 12

13. On Monday evening, December 17, Dening told Dulles that he
had asked for immediate instructions but received none until that
day when he had been instructed not to have further conversations
with Mr. Dulles in Tokyo. 13

14. On Wednesday, December 19, Mr. Dulles and Senators Spark-
man and Smith made a farewell call upon Prime Minister Yoshida,

11 See Topad 1264 from Tokyo, Dec. 11, 1951, Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. vi, Part
1, p. 1431.

12 See the editorial note and Topad 1273 from Tokyo, dated Dec. 13, 1951, ibid.,
pp. 1436 and 1437, respectively.

13 See footnote 3, ibid., p. 1448.
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in the course of which Prime Minister Yoshida told the two Sena-
tors that his Government proposed to deal with the China matter
along the lines which he and Mr. Dulles had discussed on Decem-
ber 13, and that he expected to clarify the Japanese Government
position and subsequently communicate with Mr. Dulles. He
strongly hoped that the U.K. would acquiesce in the proposed Japa-
nese position as it was embarrassing to the Japanese Government
to be confronted with opposing U.S.-U.K. position. 14

15. On January 7, Mr. Dulles received, by pouch, a letter from
Mr. Yoshida dated December 24, 1951, stating Japan’s intentions as
regards China.

16. On January 8, Mr. Yoshida had a New Year’s press confer-
ence in Tokyo in which he is reported to have declared that—

“so long as China is a communist country and disturbs the peace
and order of foreign countries, Japan cannot hold intercourse with
her . . . 15 we will hold intercourse with any country, Formosa or
others, provided that the other party would not disturb the inter-
nal peace of this country.” (New York Times 1/9/52)

14 No memorandum of this conversation has been found in Department of State
files.
15 Ellipsis in the source text.

No. 467
693.94/1-952

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Acting Assistant Secretary of
State for Far Eastern Affairs (Allison)

SECRET [WASHINGTON,] January 9, 1952.
Subject: Japanese Relations with China .

Participants: Sir Oliver Franks, British Ambassador
Mr. John Foster Dulles
Mr. John Allison

Sir Oliver Franks called this afternoon at Mr. Dulles’ request for
preliminary discussion on relations between Japan and China pre-
paratory to the meeting between Secretary Acheson and Foreign
Minister Eden on January 10. Mr. Dulles stated he thought it
would be helpful, in view of the fact that Mr. Eden had come into
this problem “in the middle”, to make a chronological statement
and put the matter in proper focus. He gave Sir Oliver a memoran-
dum, copy attached, ! setting forth the history of the problem from

! Not found attached; apparently the same as the memorandum, supra.
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May 19, 1951, until the present date. Mr. Dulles pointed out that in
all his actions he had been motivated by the desire to keep US-UK
policy as close together as possible and at the same time bring
about an early ratification of the Japanese peace treaty by the
United States Senate. He emphasized that he had resisted attempts
by members of the Senate to take the stand that Japan should at
once conclude a peace treaty with Nationalist China and was hope-
ful that the action he had taken and which he would explain to Sir
Oliver would result in the Senate’s early ratification of the treaty
without attaching reservations concerning the necessity of Japan'’s
concluding a treaty with Nationalist China. Mr. Dulles had consist-
ently borne in mind the agreement with the former Labor Govern-
ment that Japan should have free choice as to what was in its best
interests, that nothing should be done which would compel Japan
to make a treaty with Nationalist China which would recognize
Nationalist China as at present able to speak for all of mainland
China, and that any treaty which might be negotiated between
Japan and Nationalist China should not be finally consummated
until after the coming into force of the multilateral treaty of peace.
Mr. Dulles reiterated previous remarks that it would be most un-
fortunate for all of us, the UK included, if at this juncture the
United States Senate should fail to ratify the treaty and thus pre-
vent its early coming into force. He then informed Sir Oliver that
he had just recently received by mail from Mr. Yoshida a letter
stating what Mr. Yoshida’s position was with regard to China and
the action which his Government desired to take. He showed this
letter to Sir Oliver in confidence with the request that he inform
Mr. Eden about it and about Mr. Dulles’ conviction that with such
a letter it would be possible to obtain Senate ratification. He added
that at no time had it been his understanding of the Dulles-Morri-
son agreement 2 that it would prevent Japan from taking action
which it deemed in its own interest, and he pointed out how the
facts of US-Japan relationships were such that it was unthinkable,
for the next several years at least, that Japan would pursue a
policy in the Far East which was counter to that of the United
States.

After reading the letter Sir Oliver stated that he had certain ob-
servations to make which he hoped would be helpful in considering
the coming talks between the Secretary and Mr. Eden on this
matter. He stated that he had the distinct impression that the atti-
tude of the present British Government toward China was not en-
tirely the same as that of the Labor Government, but that, while it

2 Reference is to the statement, “Chinese Participation and Formosa”, June 19,
1951, Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. v1, Part 1, p. 1134.
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did not consider the importance of diplomatic relations with Com-
munist China in the same light as its predecessor, nevertheless it
did agree with the Labor Government that Chiang Kai-shek had no
future on the mainland of China, and that, while possibly the Chi-
nese Communist Government might not last, nevertheless Chiang’s
Government could not return. It therefore would not be the belief
of the present Government that anything should be done which
would add to the prestige or stability of the Chiang Kai-shek Gov-
ernment, which was looked upon by the UK and by important ele-
ments of the Commonwealth, such as India, as a symbol of what
should not be.

Sir Oliver then turned to the question of how the discussions
might go between Mr. Acheson and Mr. Eden and pointed out that,
while Mr. Eden certainly had a knowledge of American Constitu-
tional processes, nevertheless he probably did not have as deep an
understanding of their actual workings as someone who had spent
more time in the United States; therefore, in Sir Oliver’s opinion,
it would be more persuasive if the American Constitutional aspect
of this problem, i.e. the obtaining of Senate ratification, not be em-
phasized at the beginning of the talks. He suggested rather that
the facts of the Japan-China situation be enumerated; namely, the
long-term pull toward the continent, the necessity of action which
would ensure that this pull did not operate to the detriment of the
West and that Japan remain part of the Western camp rather than
that of Soviet Communism, and the necessity of Japan’s aligning
its policies with those of the United States at this time when the
United States had in fact great responsibilities regarding the de-
fense of Japan and its economic future. After these points had been
properly developed it would then be possible to mention the prob-
lem connected with ratification of the treaty in the United States
Senate.

Sir Oliver said that in his opinion the talk had been most helpful
and thanked Mr. Dulles for his frankness.

No. 468

Dulles files, lot 54 D 243, “United Kingdom”
Memorandum of Conversation, by the Acting Assistant Secretary of
State for Far Eastern Affairs (Allison)

SECRET [WASHINGTON,] January 10, 1952.
Subject: Japan’s Relations with China
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Participants:

United States: United Kingdom:
Secretary Acheson Foreign Minister Eden
Mr. Dulles Sir Oliver Franks
Mr. Matthews Mr. F.S. Tomlinson
Mr. Perkins
Mr. Allison

The Secretary opened the discussion by referring to a previous
brief mention of the matter between the President and Mr.
Churchill ! and the fact that the matter had been referred to Mr.
Eden and the Secretary for further discussion and decision. Mr.
Dulles was then requested to state his understanding of the situa-
tion. He spent some time going over the complete history of the
problem of Japan’s relations with China, beginning with the state-
ment Prime Minister Yoshida had made on May 19, 1951, that the
Japanese Government under no circumstances desired signature by
the Chinese Communist regime to the peace treaty with Japan and
that basically the Japanese Government wishes to make peace with
the Chinese Nationalist Government on Formosa.

Mr. Dulles pointed out that in all his actions he had been moti-
vated by the desire to keep US-UK policy as close together as pos-
sible and at the same time bring about an early ratification of the
Japanese peace treaty by the United States Senate. 2 He empha-
sized that he had resisted attempts by members of the Senate to
take the stand that Japan should at once conclude a peace treaty
with Nationalist China and was hopeful that the action he had
taken and which he would explain would result in the Senate’s
early ratification of the treaty without attaching reservations con-
cerning the necessity of Japan’s concluding a treaty with National-
ist China. Mr. Dulles had consistently borne in mind the agree-
ment with the former Labor Government that Japan should have
free choice as to what was in its best interests, that nothing should
be done which would compel Japan to make a treaty with Nation-
alist China which would recognize Nationalist China as at present
able to speak for all of mainland China, and that any treaty which

1 In addition to Document 464, see the Minute of the Third Formal Meeting of the
President and the Prime Minister, Jan. 8, 1952, scheduled for publication in volume
VL

2The President submitted the Japanese Peace and Security Treaties to the
Senate on Jan. 10, together with the Mutual Defense Treaty between the United
States and the Philippines, signed at Washington on Aug. 30, 1951, and the Security
Treaty between Australia, New Zealand, and the United States (later known as the
ANZUS Pact), signed at San Francisco on Sept. 1, 1951. For text of the latter two
treaties, see 3 UST (pt. 3) 3947 and 3420, respectively.

For text of the President’s message and accompanying papers, see Senate Execu-
tives A, B, C and D, 82d Cong., 2d Sess., Japanese Peace Treaty and Other Treaties
Relating to Security in the Pacific (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1952).
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might be negotiated between Japan and Nationalist China should
not be finally consummated until after the coming into force of the
multilateral treaty of peace. He added that at no time had it been
his understanding of the Dulles-Morrison agreement that it would
prevent Japan from taking action which it deemed in its own inter-
est, and he pointed out how the facts of United States-Japan rela-
tionships were such that it was unthinkable, for the next several
years at least, that Japan would pursue a policy in the Far East
which was counter to that of the United States.

Mr. Dulles referred to the fact that he had now received a direct
communication from Mr. Yoshida, stating the intentions of the
Japanese Government, and that it would probably be necessary to
make this known during the course of the Senate’s consideration of
the peace treaty with Japan. Mr. Dulles concluded by stating that
in his opinion the action which the United States had taken was
the absolute minimum necessary to achieve the desired results in
the United States Senate and at the same time retain the spirit
and in fact the letter of the Dulles-Morrison agreement. He ex-
pressed the hope that the United Kingdom would be able to go
along with this contemplated action.

Mr. Eden expressed appreciation for the detailed account given
by Mr. Dulles and said that he fully appreciated the factors which
influenced United States wishes in this matter. He could only
repeat what he had said before, namely that his Government would
have much preferred that any expression of intention by the Japa-
nese with respect to their future action could have been withheld
until after the actual coming into force of the treaty of peace, but
that if, for what seemed to the United States good and sufficient
reason, this was not possible, he did not believe that his Govern-
ment would wish to make any great issue over the matter. He reit-
erated the well known UK view that nothing should be done which
would give the Japanese opportunity in the future to say that
whatever action they might take toward China was forced upon
them and not the result of their own free will. In this connection
Mr. Dulles pointed out that final action by Japan, including ratifi-
cation of any treaty or agreement with Nationalist China by the
Japanese Diet, would not take place until after the multilateral
peace treaty had become operative, and hence would be the free
and voluntary act of the Japanese people.

Secretary Acheson said that he wished to supplement Mr. Dulles’
remarks by pointing out that the Japanese would have great diffi-
culty in working out with the Government on Formosa the type of
limited agreement contemplated, and that the Chinese Nationalists
had certain strong cards in their hands. They might well induce
certain of their friends in the Senate to advocate a postponement
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of ratification proceedings until the Senate could have an opportu-
nity to study in detail any proposed agreement between Japan and
Formosa to see whether or not it met all Chinese desires. This
would be bad enough, but there was a second course of action
which might be even more distressing, namely that the Senate
would attach to the ratification a reservation to the effect that the
treaty would not become operative until Japan had concluded an
agreement with Formosa. This not only would be bad for the
United States, but would confront all the other signatories to the
treaty with a very difficult problem. The Secretary then went on to
say that it was most desirable to have Sir Esler Dening, British
Ambassador in Japan, informed of the results of our talks so that if
he were approached by the Japanese he could make clear that if
they desired to go ahead with beginning negotiations with the Chi-
nese Nationalist Government they would not incur the displeasure
of the British Government. Mr. Eden thought this raised rather dif-
ficult problems and might seem to necessitate his Government’s
completely reversing its previous stand and that this would be
most embarrassing. Considerable discussion then took place among
those present over possible wording of a message to Dening which
would not do violence to the previous British position and yet
would indicate to the Japanese that if they took action which they
desired to do in their own interest the British Government would
interpose no objection. It was finally left that the British side
would endeavor to draft an appropriate instruction to Dening and
would consult later with the United States side on this matter. 2

3In Topad 1951 to Tokyo, Jan. 11, drafted by Allison, the Department in part
stated:

“We were shown last night text of msg to Dening which in substance states that
as result of full exchange of views UK understands US position, but nonetheless ad-
heres to its prior stand. However, UK believes matter is one for Jap to decide in
manner they believe to be in their best interests and UK will not put any pressure
on Jap either to act or not to act in any particular manner. Dening was authorized
to make above position known to Jap if questioned by them, but our understanding
is that he is not to initiate discussions on this matter with Jap. . . . In Dept’s opin-
ion, Brit fully understand necessity of some public commitment by Jap re Chi, but
are not for domestic polit reasons able to reverse their previous stand. . . . You shld
seek an interview with Yoshida and inform him of results of talks with Brit on this
matter. Brit agreed on fundamental necessity of Jap’s foreign policy’s being in har-
mony with that of US, and such differences as exist relate only to matter of timing
of Jap announcement re policy. However, Brit also agree that in final analysis ques-
tion of timing is one for Jap to decide. Eden stated specifically that this was not in
his mind a major issue, and that it will not cause any real difficulty either between
US and UK or UK and Jap.” (693.94/1-1152)
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No. 469

611.94/1-1052: Telegram

The United States Political Adviser to SCAP (Sebald) to the
Department of State

SECRET PRIORITY Tokyo, January 10, 1952—noon.

Topad 1427. For Rusk. Re Deptel 1921, Jan 7.! In general we
heartily concur with sections 1, 2 and 3 of proposed directive trans-
mitted DA 91007 Jan 3.

We inclined fear, however, that principles set forth therein wld
be seriously jeopardized by provisions para 4 (b) 2 which wld appear
in large measure to remove implementation of admin agreement
from civilian control, at both Tokyo and Wash levels. In view fact
that manner in which admin agreement carried out will to consid-
erable degree determine whole course of US-Jap post-treaty réela-
tions, para 4 (b) wid seem to confer upon ' CINCFE powers inconsist-
ent with clear paramountcy which shld attach to Amb as senior US
rep in Jap. It wid appear to ‘us highly preferable for US menber
joint comite be civilian designated by and responsible to Amb, with
mil deputy, Qes ﬁated by CINCFE, who wld act_as tech adv1ser
and generally sit as US rep on matters of purely mil nature. Any
differences of view as between Amb and CINCFE concerning mat-
ters arising in joint comite wld be resolved in Wash through
normal procedures and resulting directives sent by State Dept to
Amb. (CINCFE wld of course continue receive directives on purely
mil matters from JCS.) In this way main channel relations between
US and Jap Govts wld continue to be e through State Dept and Emb,

e s

as it shld be, with negots through mil channels _confined to mil

matters.

1In this telegram, marked “Sebald from Rusk”, the Department asked for com-
ment on a draft directive to CINCFE on the proposed administrative agreement
with Japan. (611.94/1-752) This draft directive dated Jan. 2, was transmitted to
Tokyo in Department of the Army telegram 91007, Jan. 3.

2 Paragraph 4 (b) of the draft directive reads:

“CINCFE is responsible forhdqs atmg the U.S. membership and staff of the
Joint Committée provided in the Ac Iministrative ‘Agreement, and for the_conduct of
negoflatlons in the Joint Committee > op.matters within. the Joint. Committee’s func-
tions. CINCFE’ w”lf’lfé"g_pwthe”v,sﬂ Government informed at all times of the status of
negotiations in the Joint Committee hy. fnequen; Teports to the Jomt (;h;gjs of §taff
CWCFE will keep the U.S. Ambassador informed at all times of the status of [ negoti-
ations in the Joint Committee; the U.S. Ambassador will Firnish. poIltlcaTadwce to
CINCFE on matters before ‘the Joint’ Committee and will designate a political officer
to"work with the U.8. section of the Joint’ Committes. Directives will be-issued to
CINCFE by the JCS on matters arising in the Joint Committee requiring such direc-
tives. Differences of view among U.S. departments and agencies on questions arising
in the Joint Committee will be resolved in Washington and the necessary directives
issued to CINCFE.” (611.94/1-252)
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In addition fundamental need for civilian control over basic ele-
ments US post-treaty policy in Japan, psychological advantage of
civilian rather than mil representation of US on joint comite wld
be considerable, as demonstrating subordination of mil to civilian
control and as marking end of mil ascendancy which Japs have
come to regard as hall-mark of occupation. It shld be borne in
mind, moreover, that Jap representation will of necessity be civil-
ian in character, at least in the early stages. FYI DA 91007 not
shown us until requested from GHQ Jan 8 pursuant your tel. 3

SEBALD

3In Topad 1945 to Tokyo, Jan. 11, drafted by Rusk and marked “Eyes only for
Sebald from Rusk”, the Department replied:

“Dept fully concurs your gen view Amb responsibility for all US-Jap relations

post-Treaty period but believes this can best be exercised re: administrative agree-
ment through full info by CINCFE to Amb and Dept, polit advice by Amb to
CINCFE in Tokyo and Dépi; intervention in' Wash and concurrence on all direct: {ilrectlves
In_event of differences in Joint Comite discussion wld probably be lifted to gov talks
through Amb. While Dept therefore will | pgpbably not take your advu,'e on Amb role
in Joint Comite, Dept will vigorously maintain propriety your giving such advice.
Rusk informed Def we were seeking your advice and Def furnished tel number to

avoid duplicate transmission.” (611.94/1-1152)

No. 470

Memorandum of Telephone Conversation, by the United States
Political Adviser to SCAP (Sebald)

Tokyo Post files, 320 Formosa Jap

SECRET Tokyo, January 11, 1952.
Subject: British Attitude Toward Japanese Recognition of China.

Participants: The Honorable John M. Allison
Ambassador Sebald

Mr. Allison called by telephone from Washington at 12:00 noon
today. He said that he wished to advise me concerning the present
status of the talks between Mr. Dulles and himself, on the one
hand, and Mr. Eden, on the other. He prefaced his remarks by
saying that the British had not conceded quite to the extent that
we had hoped, but that some progress had been made. Mr. Eden is
sending a telegram to Sir Esler Dening with instructions to the
effect that if Prime Minister Yoshida should ask, but not other-
wise, Sir Esler is to say that the British still maintain their earlier
position, and would prefer that Japan make no decision on the
China question until after the restoration of complete sovereignty.
On the other hand, should the Japanese wish to make a decision
now, no objection will be raised by the British to such decision.
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Mr. Allison said that his impression is that the British are now
resigned to Japan’s probable course of action. He also said that
Prime Minister Yoshida’s letter of December 24 had been shown to
Sir Oliver Franks, but not to Mr. Eden, who, however, is aware of
the existence of the letter.

In summary, Mr. Allison said that there will be no sudden rever-
sal of British policy as previously maintained, but that no further
pressure would be placed by the British upon the Japanese on the
China question.

I mentioned to Mr. Allison the AFP article alleging that" Sir
Esler Dening was encouraging the Japanese to trade with Commu-
nist China in order to divert Japanese trade pressures from South-
east Asia. Mr. Allison said that this article is based on a column by
Marquis Childs, who had not talked with Mr. Dulles since the lat-
ter’s return to Washington. He suspected, although he did not defi-
nitely know, that Marquis Childs had obtained this information
from Senator H. Alexander Smith.

W.J. SEBALD

P.S. On the question of making PM Yoshida’s letter public, Mr.
Allison said that the letter would probably have to be made public
but that we would be given ample warning and perhaps a simulta-
neous release might be made. WJS !

No. 471
790.00/1-1152: Telegram

The Secretary of State to the Office of the United States Political
Adviser to SCAP (Sebald) !

! The postcript is handwritten.

SECRET WASHINGTON, January 11, 1952—7:46 p.m.

Topad 1952. Eyes only Sebald. We believe early publication Yo-
shida’s letter re intentions re Chi important and wld hope this cld
be done early next wk. Pls see Yoshida and suggest he may wish
give out text of letter as one he had sent Dulles and which he now
learns Dulles has received. This seems most dignified procedure
from Jap standpoint.

If Yoshida will release letter Tokyo we suggest it be done be-
tween four and five pm Jan 15 Tokyo time and that you assure
presence American correspondents for release. Dept wld be pleased

! Drafted and approved for transmission by Allison. It is marked “(The Secretary
and G informed)” on the clearance line.

—
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give out full text morning 15th Washington time once press and
radio have carried report of Yoshida's release.

ACHESON
N

No. 472
693.94/1-1452: Telegram

The Secretary of State to the Office of the United States Political
Adviser to SCAP (Sebald) !

SECRET WASHINGTON, January 14, 1952—11:43 a.m.
NIACT EMERGENCY

Topad 1955. Reur 1464, Jan 14. 2 Dept agreeable release Yoshida
letter noon Jan 16 Tokyo time. Wording penultimate sentence,
third para Yoshida letter closely corresponds with formula suggest-
ed by Chi FonMin on Oct 24 and Dept therefore believes it accepta-
ble Chi Nat Govt. Dept reluctant request at this time from Chi
Nats specific assurance on this point as this wld give Chi bargain-
ing opportunity which might result in complications and consider-
able delay as to other aspects where differences may arise which
will require Jap-Chi negotiations. FYI Chi note, Oct 24, 3 handed
to US Chargé in Taipei ¢ by Chi FonMin 3 proposed following for-
mula to be recorded in agreed minutes at time treaty signed.

“It is mutually understood that the present treaty shall be appli-
cable to all territories which are now and may hereafter be under
the actual control of either high contracting party.”

On Sept 27, Chi Nats had suggested that upon exchange of ratifi-
cations of bilateral peace treaty by Govts of Republic of Chi and
Japan fol statement wld be recorded in agreed minutes:

“Present treaty shall, in respect of Republic of Chi, be applicable
in all territories which are now, and which may hereafter be,
under control of Govt of Republic Chi.” ¢

Pls endeavor obtain Yoshida’'s agreement to publication Jan 16
without further discussion Chi. Senate has reassembled and there

! Drafted by Allison.

2 Infra. Because of the difference in time zones, telegram 1464 was received in
Washington at 5:42 a.m. EST, Jan. 14.

3 For a summary of this note, see telegram 546 from Taipei, Oct. 25, 1951, Foreign
Relations, 1951, vol. vi, Part 1, p. 1384.

4 Karl L. Rankin.

5 George K.C. Yeh.

6 For text of the Chinese memorandum handed to Chargé Rankin on Sept. 26,
1951, see telegram 419 from Taipei, Sept. 27, 1951, Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. vi,
Part 1, p. 1362.
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is urgent need of clarification. There can be no assurance that
“confidential basis” would avoid leakage to press. 7
ACHESON

7 The text of Topad 1957 to Tokyo, sent later on Jan. 14 and marked “niact emer-
gency” and “Sebald from Dulles”; reads: “Supplementing last para Deptel 1955 Jan.
14 it would be acceptable to us to have Yoshida letter first become known here
through ‘in confidence’ showing to Senate Foreign Relations Committee if that is
Yoshida’s preference.” This telegram was drafted by Dulles. (693.94/1-1452)

In Topad 1469 from Tokyo, Jan. 15, Sebald stated: “In view considerations reftel
[telegram 1955] Yoshida has agreed release ltr to press at noon Jan 16 Tokyo time
without further discussion Chinese.” (693.94/1-1552)

In Topad 1471 from Tokyo, also Jan. 15, marked “For Dulles”, Sebald stated, with
reference to telegram 1957: “Prefer standing on agreement now reached (mytel
1469) and hope ‘in confidence’ method will not be used to release letter.” (693.94/1-
1552)

693.94/1-1452: Telegram

The United States Political Adviser to SCAP (Sebald) to the
Department of State

SECRET NIACT Tokyo, January 14, 1952—T p.m.

Topad 1464. Re Deptel 1952, January 11. ! In view Yoshida’s ab-
sence at FonOff and press speculation which wld arise were I visit
him there as well as undesirability thereby possibly linking USPol-
Ad with early publication Yoshida’s ltr, discussed substance Deptel
1951 2 and reftel with Iguchi this afternoon.

After consulting Yoshida, Iguchi informed me that Yoshida
raised question whether Chinese Natl Govt is agreeable to formula
contained in penultimate sentence third para ltr beginning ‘“‘the
terms of such bilateral treaty shall . .. .” 3 Yoshida requests assur-
ance that Chinese Natl Govt agrees this formula and unless such
assurance forthcoming wld prefer not release let at this time. On
other hand he wld have no objection showing ltr on confidential
basis to members Senate Foreign Relations Comite. I told Iguchi
that to best my knowledge Chinese Natl Govt does agree this for-
mula but said I wld request reassurance from Dept and advise him
tomorrow morning.

Yoshida also wishes notify Cabinet at mtg scheduled 1000 Jan 16
(Jan 15 is national holiday) prior releasing ltr to press and requests
release be deferred until noon Jan 16 Tokyo time. As release prior

! Document 471.
2 See footnote 3, Document 468.
3 Ellipsis in the source text.
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Cabinet knowledge of ltr wld be most embarrassing Yoshida, I
agreed suggested deferred release time. Dept may therefore wish
consider releasing text ltr 2200 Jan 15 Washington time as simulta-
neous release with Tokyo.
Request immed reply by niact tel marked “emergency” concern-
ing assurance requested above.
SEBALD

693.94/1-1552: Telegram

The Secretary of State to the Office of the United States Political
Aduviser to SCAP (Sebald) !

SECRET WASHINGTON, January 15, 1952—10:27 a.m.
NIACT EMERGENCY

Topad 1965. Sebald from Dulles. Assume and recommend letter
be released without comment other than statement suggested in
second sentence, first para our 1952, Jan 11.

FYI Senators worried that Japan may be seduced by Commie Chi
trade promises and think advisable avoid any interpretations or
qualification of letter which would increase this concern. 2

ACHESON

1 Drafted by Dulles and cleared in FE with Allison.

2In Topad 1991 to Tokyo, Jan. 16, marked “Sebald from Dulles”, the latter asked
Sebald to deliver to the Prime Minister a reply to the letter of Dec. 24, 1951, and to
inform him that Dulles intended to make this reply public at noon EST, Jan. 17.
Text of the reply reads:

“I acknowledge the receipt by pouch of your letter of Dec. 24, 1951 in which you
express the intention of your govt with ref to China. This clear statement shld
dispel any misapprehensions which, as you suggest, may have arisen from state-
ments, separated from their context and background, made during the course of
debate in Japan on the ratification of the Jap Peace Treaty and the U.S.-Japan Se-
curity Treaty.

“I am grateful to you for your letter and I respect the courageous and forthright
manner in which you face up to this difficult and controversial matter.” (694.001/1-
1652)

This letter was released on schedule.
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No. 475

693.94/1-1552: Telegram

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in the Republic of China !

SECRET [WASHINGTON,] January 15, 1952—11:28 a.m.
PRIORITY NIACT

523. Text fol tel (to Taipei only) 524 2 contains text Yoshida ltr to
Dulles re Jap attitude toward China. Yoshida will release text to
press noon Jan 16 Tokyo time.

Dept considers it desirable Taipei provide FonMin copy of text si-
multaneous with release in Tokyo informing him copy provided for
info Chi Govt only and not for release in Taipei.

Fol for info Taipei and possible use in discussion FonMin if latter
critical form or manner Yoshida statement. Dept assumes this ex-
plicit public assurance by Yoshida will be most welcome to Chi
Govt. While Dept appreciates Chi Govt might have preferred public
reference to scope of proposed treaty not be made this time and
manner, substance statement appears satis from Chi viewpoint and
as previously explained we wld not have felt able to use our good
offices effectively in the face of UK attitude except as Jap an-
nouncement contained realistic definition of the scope of prospec-
tive treaty. Dept hopes Chis appreciate efforts US Govt remove
major obstacles that developed to treaty relationship between Chi
Govt and Japan and that Chi Govt will be gratified, as is US Govt,
at this forthright statement by Yoshida of Jap intentions.

ACHESON

! Repeated to Tokyo for information; drafted by Wallace W. Stuart, Acting Officer
in Charge of Political Affairs in the Office of Chinese Affairs, and Dulles; and ap-
proved for transmission by Dulles. In a previous draft (attached to the source text)
the third sentence of the third paragraph reads as follows:

“While Dept appreciates Chi Govt might have preferred public reference to scope
of proposed treaty not be made this time and manner, substance statement appears
satisfactory from Chi viewpoint and it probably would have been politically impossi-
ble Yoshida announce intention negot treaty with Natl Govt without some reference
its scope”. In this previous draft Dulles is not listed as a codrafter.

2 Not printed.
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No. 476

Dulles files, lot 54 D 423, “United Kingdom”

Memorandum of Telephone Conversation, by John Foster Dulles,
Consultant to the Secretary of State

CONFIDENTIAL [WaASHINGTON,] January 16, 1952.

Subject: Release of December 24, 1951 letter from Prime Minister
Yoshida
Participants: Sir Oliver Franks
John Foster Dulles

Sir Oliver said that London felt that it was “on the spot” because
of the publication in Tokyo of Yoshida’s letter to me, which took
them somewhat by surprise. He said that he had told only Eden of
the existence of the letter and no one else. He recalled that the
letter itself was not a matter of discussion at the meeting of Eden,
Secretary Acheson and myself, and that probably his Government
would merely take the formal line of saying that the letter had not
been discussed. He hoped that we would do nothing to give a con-
trary impression.

I told Sir Oliver that, while it was true that the letter itself had
not been discussed, the subject matter of the letter had been dis-
cussed and that if I was put in a position where I had to speak on
the subject, I would have to say that the letter had been shown in
advance of the meeting to Sir Oliver.

Sir Oliver recognized that that was the situation but said he
hoped that we would not volunteer this fact or mention it unless
we were queried on it in a way which did not permit of any avoid-
ance. He said he would like “until the present storm blew over” to
be able to take the technical position that “The Yoshida letter had
not been discussed between Eden and Acheson”.

I said that I did not myself foresee any occasion to make any
statements whatever at the present time. !

!In a memorandum of a telephone conversation held later on Jan. 16 Dulles
stated:

“At about 12 o’clock, after talking with Mr. Rusk and Mr. White, I called back Sir
Oliver and was told that he had gone to the station to meet Mr. Churchill, so I
spoke to Mr. Tomlinson, saying that I hoped whatever statement his Government
made about the Yoshida letter would not be couched in such a way as to give rise to
any indication of bad faith on our part as that might require a reply. While it was
technically true that the text of the letter had not been discussed, the letter and its
text were known in advance to Sir Oliver and Mr. Eden, and the Japanese position,
as set out in the letter, had been a major topic of discussion. It seemed to me, there-
fore, better that any statement they made should concede that the subject matter of
the letter had been discussed although the text itself had not been mentioned.”
(Memorandum attached to the source text)
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611.94/1-1752

The United States Political Adviser to SCAP (Sebald) to the
Department of State

SECRET Tokyo, January 17, 1952.
No. 1021

Subject: Japanese Government Memorandum Regarding Relations
Between Japan and the Nansei and Nanpo Islands

There is enclosed for the Department’s information a copy of a
memorandum dated December 10, 1951, ! submitted to the Political
Adviser by Vice-Minister of Foreign Affairs Iguchi, giving a sum-
mary of the views of the Japanese Government for “sympathetic
consideration by the United States Government” in connection
with any arrangement made for administration of the Nansei and
Nanpo Islands.

The enclosed memorandum makes reference to the keen public
interest which attended Diet discussions concerning Article III of
the Treaty of Peace and proposes the following measures as condu-
cive to good relations between the United States and Japan and to
a mutually satisfactory arrangement for the islands:

[Here follows a summary of the enclosure.]

The enclosed memorandum is further evidence of the strong
pressure in Japan for action which will clarify the relation of the
Nansei and Nanpo Islands to Japan and clear the way for eventual
restoration of the islands to Japan.

There is little doubt that opposition to the separation of the
Southern Islands from Japan and to renunciation of rights to the
Kurile Islands and southern Sakhalin has constituted one of the
strongest Japanese reactions to the Peace Treaty. This attitude ap-
pears to vary from disappointment, which is universally felt, to
strong resentment, and already serves as a rallying point for critics
of the Treaty and of United States policies towards Japan. Al-
though the Soviet Union is also a target of attack because of its
occupation of the Kuriles and southern Sakhalin, Japanese antipa-
thy is perhaps less intense on this score because ties with the
Southern Islands were much closer and because repatriation from
the northern areas has left the loss of commercial opportunity as
the main bone of contention. The United States sponsorship of the
Peace Treaty has also made it possible for the finger of recrimina-
tion to be pointed at the United States.

1 Not printed.
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Japanese concern over the separation of the Nansei and Nanpo
Islands has given rise to powerful political pressure in support of
efforts to restore the islands to Japanese control or, as a minimum,
to obtain close relations between them and Japan. This position
was expressed by Diet members of all persuasions at the recent
special session which approved the Peace Treaty. The inhabitants
of the islands have also exerted pressure through local political
agencies for close cooperation with Japan. Popular advocacy of res-
toration in the form of mass meetings, newspaper articles, peti-
tions, and letters has been insistent. The inhabitants of Amami
Oshima in particular appear to have devoted their entire political
energy towards reversion, and probably few high-ranking officials
in Japan—dJapanese or American—have failed to receive at least
one long and plaintive petition from some organization or individ-
ual connected with the Council for Reversion of Amami Oshima.
Available evidence indicates that sentiment for restoration is no
less strong even if not so vocal in the remainder of Nansei Islands.
Returnees from the Bonin Islands and Japanese businessmen desir-
ing to resume their activities have inspired a powerful movement
for restoration of the Bonin and other Nanpo Islands to Japan.
There appears to be little doubt that reunion of the Southern Is-
lands with Japan is strongly desired by the inhabitants of these is-
lands and by the Japanese people generally and that any steps
taken in this direction by the United States would be most grate-
fully received.

Statements by responsible United States leaders have apparently
not served to clarify the position of the United States or substan-
tially to allay Japanese concern. The term “residual sovereignty”
as used at the San Francisco Conference in describing the relation
of Japan to the Nansei and Nanpo Islands has no exact equivalent
in Japanese and has become the subject of much querulous quib-
bling. This term would appear to be ambiguous in English to the
extent that it could refer either to legal title which would remain
in Japan for the duration of United States administration and
would be entirely divorced from effective control, or to an interest
which would come into being at the conclusion of United States ad-
ministration, as a residual right in property. Relying in part on
Mr. Kenneth Younger’s statement on September 5 at the San
Francisco Conference that the Treaty does not remove the Ryukyus
and Bonins from Japanese sovereignty, 2 the Japanese Government

2 In the course of his remarks before the Conference Younger, Minister of State in
the British Foreign Office, stated: “As regards the Ryukyu and Bonin Islands, the
treaty does not remove these from Japanese sovereignty; it provides for a continu-

ance of United States administration over the Ryukyu Islands south of 29 north lati-
Continued
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appears to lean to the first theory, but does not accept the view
that this right of sovereignty can be a mere paper interest devoid
of any effective power. On December 14 Ambassador John Foster
Dulles stated in Tokyo his opinion and belief that a future adminis-
tration of these islands could be worked out in a friendly way
which would combine the natural desires of the inhabitants with
the requirements of international peace and security. This state-
ment stirred up new hope in Japan, particularly by its omission of
any specific reference to a possible United Nations Trusteeship,
which the Japanese appear to consider as one more possible but
unnecessary barrier to resumption of Japanese control of the is-
lands.

Because of the political importance of this issue in Japan and be-
cause an informal assurance has been given that practicable ar-
rangements would be worked out, it would appear desirable that
action in the direction of clarifying the position of the United
States in this regard be taken in the near future. In particular, it
is believed important before the Peace Treaty comes into force to
clarify both the effect of residual sovereignty and the nationality
status of the inhabitants of the islands, in order that the Japanese
Government may take whatever legal steps are required for put-
ting Article III of the Treaty into effect.

The Mission is of the opinion that close relations between Japan
and the Nansei and Nanpo Islands along the lines of the enclosed
memorandum should be encouraged and facilitated by the United
States. Politically, this objective is lent cogency by the intense feel-
ing of the Japanese and the islanders arising out of separation of
the islands from Japan and the consequent possibility of friction in
United States relations with Japan. Economically, the experience
of six years of United States administration would seem to indicate
that so long as they are cut off from Japan the Nansei Islands in
particular are an expensive and unrewarding proposition and that
the economic capabilities of all these islands will offer greater hope
if they are developed in conjunction with Japan. From the point of
view of the strategic requirements of the situation—the need to
obtain secure bases for protection of United States interests in the
western Pacific—it is understood to be the opinion of CINCFE, as
transmitted to the Joint Chiefs of Staff in a recent staff study, that
this protection can be adequately obtained by arrangements simi-

tude; that is to say that those islands nearest to Japan itself are to remain not only
under Japanese sovereignty, but under Japanese administration as well.” For full
text of Younger’s statement, see Department of State, Conference for the Conclusion
and Signature of the Treaty of Peace with Japan: Record of Proceedings (Washing-
ton, Government Printing Office, 1951), pp. 88-97.
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lar to those embodied in the Security Treaty with Japan without
involvement in any form of exclusive control by the United States.
The degree to which close relations between Japan and the
Nansei and Nanpo Islands should be fostered and the timing of any
moves in this direction would appear to be matters for determina-
tion at an appropriate time in the future. The Mission believes,
however, that as a matter of policy the United States should
impose only minimum restraints on political, economic, and cultur-
al relations between Japan and these islands, and that the ulti-
mate goal should be restoration of the Nansei and Nanpo Islands to
Japan. (The ultimate disposition of Marcus Island and Parece Vela
should perhaps be subject to additional consideration.) As a begin-
ning, it is believed that the legal status of the islands should be
clarified, if feasible by formal recognition of the sovereignty of
Japan and the Japanese nationality of the inhabitants; the desir-
ability of establishing Japanese Government representation in the
Nansei and Nanpo Islands should also be considered with a view to
assisting in the disposition of problems connected with Article III
of the Treaty of Peace and other matters having to do with rela-
tions between Japan and these islands.
For the Political Adviser:
NiLes W. BonD
Counselor of Mission

No. 478
693.94/1-1652: Telegram

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in the United Kingdom !

SECRET WASHINGTON, January 17, 1952—1:46 p.m.
PRIORITY

3386. Reurtel 3105, Jan 16.2 Ref Yoshida letter to Dulles re
China, FYI Dept on Jan 9, prior to mtg sched for 10th between
Eden and Acheson to discuss Japan-China problem, gave Brit Amb
memo 3 reviewing background of UK-US discussions on this

1 Drafted by Dulles and approved for transmission by Allison.

2 This telegram reads:

“FonOff completely taken aback over simultaneous publication today in Tokyo
and Wash of Yoshida letter to Dulles on future Jap relations with China. Dening
reports from Tokyo he given text by Jap FonOff press officer one hour before re-
lease; FonOff so far unable get thru by telephone to Brit Emb Wash ascertain
whether Dept had given Franks advance warning.” (693.94/1-1652)

3 Document 466.
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matter which stated among other things, “on Jan 7 Mr. Dulles recd
by pouch ltr from Mr. Yoshida dated Dec 24, 1951, stating Japan’s
intentions as regards China.” Original Yoshida ltr was shown to
Brit Amb with request that he inform Eden concerning it. Amb
read letter twice attentively. Jan 10 mtg did not have before it
actual text of Yoshida ltr but did discuss thoroughly all issues
raised by the ltr particularly intention of Yoshida to state policy
now, the Senate attitude making this important for Japan to do so
and the qualified nature of the contemplated Japan Treaty with
Natl China, which wld be limited to “territories which are now or
which may hereafter be under control of Natl Govt.” ¢ Eden said
he cld not alter his Govt’s preference that any expression of inten-
tion by Japan shld be withheld until multilateral treaty actually
came into force but if this was not practicable, we wld merely have
to agree to disagree and minimize importance of disagreement.
Dept advised morning of Jan 16 of Yoshida’s intention to release
that evening, but did not inform Brit Amb, as we assumed Brit wid
prefer not to be privy. 3
ACHESON

4 This quotation is an apparent paraphrase of a passage in the Yoshida letter of
Dec. 24.

5 In telegram 3138 from London, Jan. 18, the Embassy replied:

“As Dept doubtless now aware, much of FonOff consternation over Yoshida letter
has been due to failure Franks tell Eden about it (Deptel 3386, Jan 17). Nevertheless
FonOff discussions still reflect annoyance letter not mentioned by Secretary or
Dulles during Jan 10 conversation with Eden. Deptel 3300, Jan 11, giving résumé
this conv, received in Emb Jan 17.” (693.94/1-1852)

Telegram 3300 to London repeated Topad 1951 to Tokyo, quoted in footnote 3,
Document 468.

No. 479
693.94/1-1752: Telegram

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in the Republic of China !

SECRET WASHINGTON, January 17, 1952—7:36 p.m.
PRIORITY '

531. Reur 896 Jan 17,2 fol comments are numbered to corre-
spond numhered paras reftel.

! Drafted by Allison and cleared with Dulles; repeated to Tokyo.
2In this telegram, the Embassy passed on to the Department three questions
raised by the Republic of China with regard to the Yoshida letter. The questions
were: what was meant by the phrase “prepared as soon as legally possible to con-
clude”?; what was the significance of the Prime Minister’s having worded the sen-
Continued
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Para two. US has consistently taken position that while bilateral
treaties between Japan and other powers may be negotiated and
even proceed to point of initialing final draft of document, formal
signature of treaty cannot take place until multilateral treaty
comes into effect. This procedure has been and is being followed in
present or recent negotiation between Japan and US-Canada re
fisheries, Indonesia and Phils re reparations and fisheries, and
India re treaty of peace. This was explained to Amb Koo by Mr.
Dulles on Jan 14.

Para three. Yoshida’s wording of sentence re scope of application
bilateral treaty is in line with that suggested to you on Sept 27,
which was ‘“Present treaty shall, in respect of Republic of China, be
applicable in all territories which are now, and which may hereaf-
ter be, under control of Govt of Republic of China”. Dept believes
that unilateral form of this statement preferable in that otherwise
implication might be given that Japan would at some time in the
future once again take expansionist measures. It does not, in Depts
opinion in any manner imply placing either Govt in inferior posi-
tion.

Para four. Dept understand Yoshida’s undertaking ‘“Promptly ex-
plore this subject with Nationalist Govt” means Jap Govt will on
its initiative shortly open negotiations with Nationalist Govt either
through head of Jap Govt Overseas office Taipei or through dis-
patch of special envoy.

Dept trust above explanation will prove satisfactory to Chi Govt.
In view of flurry of dissatisfaction evidenced in Brit press over Jap
action it would be most helpful if Chi Govt can accept Yoshida
letter in spirit written and express publicly no dissatisfaction
therewith.

ACHESON

tence on territorial application of a bilateral treaty in a unilateral fashion?; and
what did Yoshida mean by his undertaking to “promptly explore this subject with
the National Government'? (693.94/1-1752)
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611.94/1-1852

Memorandum by the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense
(Lovett) to the President !

SECRET [WASHINGTON,] January 18, 1952.

Subject: Arrangements for United States Forces in Japan in the
Post-Peace Treaty Period

1. Article 6 of the Treaty of Peace with Japan permits the sta-
tioning or retention of United States forces in Japan under a bilat-
eral agreement between the United States and Japan.

2. In Article I of the United States-Japan Security Treaty, Japan
grants and the United States accepts the right “to dispose United
States land, air and sea forces in and about Japan” upon the
coming into force of the Peace Treaty and the Security Treaty.

3. Article III of the Security Treaty provides that the “conditions
which shall govern the disposition of armed forces of the United
States of America in and about Japan shall be determined by ad-
ministrative agreements between the two Governments.”

4. There now remains the task of concluding with the Japanese
Government the necessary agreements on the condltrons_whlch
shall govern the disposition of United States forces in and about
Japan 1n in the post—Peace Treaty perlod This_present memorandum

followmg

AT That the Administrative Agreement with Japan be concluded
as an Executive Agreement, after full consultation with the appro-
priate Committees of Congress.

The Departments of State and Defense concur in recommending
that the President decide that the Administrative Agreement be
negotiated and concluded as_an Executlve Agreement after full
consultation with the approprlate Committees of Congress

The Administrative Agréeement is in 1mplementatlon of the Secu-
rity Treaty with Japan which will be submitted to the Senate; as
an implementing measure, it is an appropriate subject for an Exec-
utive Agreement. It is in the nature of a base agreement; post-war
base agreements have generally been handled as Executlve “Kgree-
ments. In the case of Japan, a high degree of flexibility is desirable
during the period of adjustment following the end of the Occupa-
tion; an Executive Agreement provides such flexibility. Prelimi-

1 The source text is unsigned. A marginal note indicates that the memorandum
was delivered to the White House on Jan. 18.
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nary exchanges of views with the Japanese indicate that an Execu-
tive Agreement would be the preferred method _ of handhng from
the Japanese _point of view, although the Japanese Government
may wish to ask the Diet for legislation on certain_points, such as
Jurisdiction In order to ensure adequate Congressional support it
is intended that the Administrative Agreement be discussed, prior
to negotiations with the Japanese, with the Foreign Relations and
Armed Forces Committees of both Houses of Congress.

"B. That the draft Administrative Agreement be approved as a
basis for negotiation.

There is attached as Tab A the draft Administrative Agreement

Jurisdiction, has the eoncurrence “of the State and Defense Depart-
ments. The Articles on Taxation and Expenses al also have ‘the con-
currence of the “Treasury Department It is requested that the
draft, subject to such minor modifications as may be considered de-
sirable by the interested Departments, be approved as the basis for
negotiation with the Japanese Government.

The attached draft agreement provides that facilities and areas
to be used by United States forces in Japan shall be determmed by
tmovernments in consultation through a Joint Committee
United States forces are authorized to continue to use facilities and
areas now held by them until arrangements agreed to through the
Joint Committee can be made effective. As in agreements covering
the maintenance of United States forces in other countries, the
draft agreement with Japan confers upon the United States such
rights, power and authorlty as are necessary or appropriate for the

estahhshment ‘operation, defense and control of the fac1ht1es and

areas, including transit privileges throughout Japan, the establish-

ment of navigation and communications systems, the use of public
services, and the right to establish post ofﬁces and post exchanges.

The “draft Agreement provides for the rnihtary arrangements
which should be taken in the event of hostilities, or in the event
that hostilities in the Japan area are threatened. The two provi-
sions, known as “Defense Measures”, in Article XXII, 2 are of fun-
damental importance to the United States in carrying out its re-
sponsibilities under the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty. The first pro-
vision confers on the Commander of United States forces in the
Japan area the authority and latitude to use these United States
forces to provide for the security of Japan and for the maintenance
of international peace and security in the Far East. He can also
ake whatever actions are necessary to ensure the securlty of his

2 Text of Article XXII in the draft submitted to the President is the same as that
in the extracts from a draft of Jan. 22, Document 482.
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forces in Japan. In taking these actions he will not be limited by
the terms of the Administrative Agreement, nor can he be legally
hampered by any restrictions, delays, or lack of agreement on the
part of the Japanese. Under the terms of the second provision, in
the event of hostilities, or when either party believes hostilities are
imminent in the Japan area, the United States may establish a
combined Command, to include Japanese forces, and designate a
Commander thereof, if the Japanese Government agrees to such a
Command.

As for sharing costs, the draft agreement provides that Japan
will furnish all réal estate used by United States forces a and, in ad-
dition, an amount of Japanese currency to brmght‘}ﬂle‘ qapaneszzM con-
tribution to approx1mately one half of the locuen costs_incident
to_the maintenance of United States forces in Japan (in the first
year, this would be the equivalent in yen of $155 million). The
United States would bear the other half of the yen costs and all of
the dollar costs incident to pay and allowances, rations, military
equipment and transportation to and from the United States. The
two Governments undertake to re-examine the determination of
their relative contributions from time to time in the light of the
total resources which each is able to and does devote to security
and of any comparable arrangements for collective security con-
cluded by the United States with other powers.

As in agreements covering the maintenance of United States
forces in other countries, the draft agreement with Japan exempts
the United States Government and individual members of the
armed forces and civilians brought into Japan for purposes of the
agreement, from restrictions upon entry into Japan, import duties
and general taxation. In recognition of Congressional policy that
funds made available by the United States Government for mili-
tary assistance to foreign countries shall not be spent for the pay-
ment of taxes, the United States is also exempted from taxation on
the procurement of materials, supplies, equipment and services in
Japan. On the subject of civil jurisdiction and the settlement of
claims, the draft agreement adopts ‘the basic formulae of the NATO
Status of Forces agreement; the formula on settlemient of claims
will require the enactment of leglslatlon but it is beheved that the
legislation required for similar _purposes_in connection with the
NATO agreements will suffice The Agreement would continue in
force for the duration of the Security Treaty.

Differences of View on Criminal Jurisdiction

There is a difference of view between the Departments of State
and Defense on criminal Jurlsdlctlon over members of Umted
States forces, the c1vﬂ1an component and thelr dependents while
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in Japan. The Department of State considers that the NATO
Status of Forces formula should be used in Japan; the Department
(Ff”Uéféﬁse con51ders that members of United States forces, the ci-
vilian comppnent and their dependents should be immune from

Japanese crnpmal _jurisdiction except where this immunity
waived by the United States forces.

The Department of State view is based upon the following fac-
tors:

(a) General policy. Since the Declaration of Independence U.S.
public policy has been opposed to the immunity of the military
from the criminal jurisdiction of the civil authority. This attitude is
firmly held by other Governments; the NATO Status of Forces
Agreement and existing base agreements reflect the determination
of Governments generally to retain criminal jurisdiction over the
members of armed forces stationed in their respective territories.

(b) Japanese opinion. The Japanese have led the historic resist-
ance of the people of Asia against extra-territoriality, discrimina-
tion and unequal treatment by the West. Unless the NATO formu-
la is used with respect to Japan, the Japanese will quickly identify
a gross discrimination and will assume that it means that we are
trying to treat them as (1) not sovereign, (2) a defeated enemy, or
(3) racially inferior. It will be difficult enough to maintain friendly
relations between our forces in Japan and the Japanese people; it
will be impossible if U.S. forces are looked upon as a symbol of
western discrimination and arrogance toward Asiatics. Discrimina-
tion against the Japanese on the matter of jurisdiction would pro-
vide opposition parties and groups in Japan an issue on which to
inflame national and racial feelings against a close association with
the United States. The voluntary membership of the Japanese in
the free world system is directly at stake on this issue.

(c) Asiatic opinion. The entire non-white world will be watching
closely themature-of our relations with Japan to determine wheth-
er we are willing to work with a non-white country on the basis of
equality and partnership. Widespread misgivings were expressed
throughout Asia that the retention of U.S. forces in Japan would
be in derogation of Japanese sovereignty. The political success of
the Japanese Peace Treaty and the U.S.-Japan Security Pact
would be largely undermined if our post-Treaty arrangements nul-
lify the high ideals we expressed in connection with the conclusion
of these treaties. The one great issue which will be decisive in set-
ting the basis of our future relations with Asia will be questions of
equal treatment. Our discriminations at home are a great burden
upon our relations with Asia: an attempt to practice similar dis-
criminations officially in our relations with the Governments of
Asia would be considered by them to be intolerable.

(d) Practical factors. The issue here is not that of impairing our
official activities in Japan: persons engaged in official duties are
placed by the NATO formula under the primary jurisdiction of
U.S. authorities. The issue is whether U.S. military personnel and
the large numbers of accompanying civilians are to be exempt from
Japanese criminal jurisdiction while off duty. There are no strange
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“oriental” crimes in the Japanese penal system: it was modernized
by 1899 and became the basis for the abolition of extra-territoria-
lity at that time: the Japanese Penal Code was further improved
and modernized under the Occupation.

(e) Germany no precedent. The willingness of the Germans to
accept immunity of Allied forces from German criminal jurisdic-
tion is not a persuasive precedent, particularly in face of the
NATO agreement. Germany is not yet to be made sovereign as is
Japan and furthermore, i 1ts Gérman context, there is no problem
of racial discrimination.

The Department of Defense view is based upon the following con-
siderations:

The Joint Chiefs of Staff and General Ridgway have emphatical-
ly stated that our forces in Japan should be completely immune
from Japanese criminal jurisdiction as a matter of military necessi-
ty. General Handy 3 has expressed equally strong views with re-
spect to the parallel situation of our troops in Germany. The right
to subject members of our forces to any substantial extent to trial
by Japanese courts for offenses against Japanese law and to pun-
ishment by Japanese authorities in Japanese penal institutions or
by other authorized Japanese punishments could be so applied by
Japanese officials as materially to hamper CINCFE and the mem-
bers of his command in the execution of their security mission in
Japan. First, it would subject members of our_forces, particularly
key personnel, to harassment by unfriendly local’ ofEmaIs n a
manneér which would prevent them from performing their duties. It
is not unlikely that such officials, motivated by resentment against
the presence of our troops, or by resentment resulting from our
war crimes trials of Japanese individuals, or by hostility left over
from the war, or by a lack of sympathy with the mutual security
objectives of the United States and Japan, would_trump-up charges
and carry on unjustified and time-consuming prosecutions against
United States personnel and their commanders.

Another fundamental danger to our security mission would be
the adverse effect on the morale of our troops resulting from—1)
the possibility of harassment; 2) their being subject to strange laws
and strange procedures administered by a people who have differ-
ent standards and a different outlook from our own and who were
not so long ago our bitter enemies; 3) the fact that they would be
subject to this foreign system of justice involuntarily and not
through choice; 4) the loss of “face” which would result from the
assumption of jurisdiction over our troops by the Japanese; and 5)
the fact that the standards of treatment in Japanese penal institu-
tions are considerably different from ours. These considerations
would also have an adverse effect on home-front morale.

The military importance of having our troops immune from the
criminal jurisdiction of foreign countries (even in the case of our
allies) was recognized by wartime agreements which provided for
just such immunity. Its importance in ‘“forward zones”, even in

3 Gen. Thomas T. Handy, USA, Commander in Chief, Europe.
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time of “peace”, is shown by the tripartite position taken in the
present negotiations concerning German jurisdiction over our
forces under the proposed contractual arrangements with Western
Germany. This position calls for complete immunity from German
criminal jurisdiction, and officials of the Bonn Government have
indicated substantial acceptance of the principle.

Japan is as much, and in many ways more,.of a “forward zone”
than is Western Germany. It is the view of the Defense Depart-
ment that the initial negotiating position of the United States vis-
a-vis Japan should be one which is consistent with, rather than one
which would undercut our negotiating position vis-a-vis the Federal
Republic of Germany.

One_additional compelling reason for not applying the NATO
Status of Forces formula to our relationship with Japan is that our
relationship with Japan involves no. rewromMIQMMapa-
nese forces in the United States. The normal NATO situation in-
volves an exchange of personnel, so that possible unfair treatment
of the nationals of one NATO state by another NATO state is limit-
ed by the Tear of reprisals.

The Defense draft of Article XV governing criminal jurisdiction
is drafted in the light of the foregoing considerations. This position
should be presented to the Japanese as a transitional one. We
should indicate that after a period of adjustment to the new status
it may be re-examined. Meanwhile, we may test the practicability
of the exercise of Japanese criminal jurisdiction over our personnel
by waiving our immunity in proper cases.

The Departments of State and Defense concur in recommending
that the President approve the attached draft Administrative
Agreement as a basis for negotiation and that, in doing so, the
President indicate whether he desires the U.S. Government to
make arrangements with the Japanese on criminal jurisdiction
which follow the NATO formula or which provide for the complete
immunity of U.S. personnel from Japanese criminal jurisdiction.

[Attachment]

Draft Administrative Agreement Between the United States and
Japan

[Extract]

SECRET [WASHINGTON,] January 16, 1952.
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ArTICLE XV

CRIMINAL JURISDICTION AND RELATED MATTERS
(Defense Draft) ¢

1. Subject to the provisions of this Article, the United States
armed forces shall have the right to exercise within Japan all
criminal and disciplinary jurisdiction conferred on them by United
States law. Members of the United States armed forces, the civilian
component, j their Tpendents, shall be 1mmune from Jayanese
cnmlnqlJurmdlctlon ‘except where thls lmmunlty is Walved by the
United States armed forces. This immunity, however, ‘shall not
extend to persons who are ordinarily resident in Japan, and shall
not extend to persons who are Japanese nationals and are not also
nationals of the United States.

2. Japanese authorities shall not arrest members of the United
States armed forces, the civilian component, or their dependents,
unless requested to do so by the United States armed forces, or
unless the individual concerned is apprehended during the commis-
sion or attempted commission of an offense involving serious injury
to persons or property, or while committing a serious breach of the
peace. In the event of an arrest of such an individual by Japanese
authorities, he shall immediately be remanded to the custody of
the United States armed forces.

3. The United States armed forces shall have the exclusive right
to arrest within United States armed forces facilities and areas.
The United States armed forces may arrest any person whose con-
duct in or near a United States armed forces facility or area affects
the security of that facility or area. Any person not subject to the
jurisdiction of the United States armed forces shall immediately be
remanded to the custody of Japanese authorities.

4. The United States armed forces may arrest members of the
United States armed forces, the civilian component, and their de-
pendents, anywhere within Japan, and may travel throughout
Japan for the purpose of maintaining order and discipline of mem-
bers of the United States armed forces, the civilian component, and
their dependents.

5. The authorities of the United States and Japan shall cooperate
in making available witnesses and evidence for criminal proceed-
ings in their respective tribunals. In the event of a criminal con-
tempt, perjury, on [0r?] an obstruction of justice before a tribunal
which does not have criminal jurisdiction over the individual com-

4 The Department of State draft of Article XV submitted to the President on this
occasion is identical to that in the draft of Dec. 21 (revised Dec. 26) in Foreign Rela-
tions, 1951, vol. vi, Part 1, p. 1458.



1102 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME XIV

mitting the offense, he shall be tried by a tribunal which has juris-
diction over him as if he had committed the offense before it.

6. The United States armed forces shall have the exclusive right
of extradition and expulsion with respect to members of the United
States armed forces, the civilian component, and their dependents.

7. Japanese authorities shall have no right of search or seizure
with respect to any property within United States facilities and
areas, or with respect to property of the United States armed
forces wherever situated. Japanese authorities shall have no right
of search or seizure with respect to the persons or property of
members of the United States armed forces, the civilian compo-
nent, or their dependents, except as provided in paragraph 2 of this
Article.

8. A death sentence shall not be carried out in Japan by the
United States armed forces if the legislation of Japan does not pro-
vide for such punishment in a similar case.

No. 481
611.94/1-2152Telegram

The Secretary of State to the Office of the United States Political
Aduviser to SCAP (Sebald) !

SECRET WASHINGTON, January 21, 19562—10:14 a.m.
PRIORITY

2020. For Sebald from Rusk.

1. This is not an action telegram. Pls furnish copy to Gen Ridg-
way. Immediately after Congressional consultations on Mon and
Tues, 2 Dept contemplates authorizing transmission preliminary
draft Admin Agreement to Yoshida by means considered most ap-
propriate by Gen Ridgway and yourself. Believe in communicating
draft it would be desirable to make fol points to Yoshida:

(a) Transmission is informal for his convenience and does not
preclude U.S. negotiators from proposing other language upon ar-
rival.

(b) We consider it of utmost importance that present text be held
on most confidential basis until negotiators can have initial talks
and consider public relations aspects with Jap reps and Gen Ridg-
way.

1 Drafted by Rusk and cleared with FE and the Department of Defense.
2 Jan. 21 and 22.
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(c) Present text does not attempt to deal with specific facilities
and areas since these involve great mass of detail and will require
continuous consultation and review by appropriate US and Jap au-
thorities in Joint Committee. We believe this arrangement is in
mutual interest and is only practical way to proceed.

(d) Present text represents genuine effort take into full account
Jap views given us informally as well as basic relationship between
US and Jap as equal partners in great common effort of vital con-
cern to both. Great confidence which draft places in Jap involves
correspondingly heavy obligations upon Jap to play its part.

(e) Present draft reflects US views in light of complex legal, polit-
ical and economic relationships not only as between US and Jap
but involving many govs in similar relationships. Hence present
text should not be considered merely as an initial bargaining posi-
tion; it already reflects major concessions to Jap interests and
views, some of historical significance. Substantial changes would be
difficult to make without serious results in vast complex of free
world security arrangements and without greatly adding to bur-
dens of world-wide responsibilities which US is now required to
carry. 3

ACHESON

3 In Topad’s 2021 and 2033 to Tokyo, Jan. 21 and 22, respectively, the Department
transmitted final revisions of the draft administrative agreement. In the latter tele-
gram the Department authorized presentation of the draft to the Prime Minister.
(611.94/1-2152 and 611.94/1-2252)

In Topad 1533 from Tokyo, Jan. 25, Sebald replied: “Pursuant Deptel 2033, Jan 22
draft admin agreement passed to PriMin January 24 by Gen Ridgway in my pres-
ence, together with substance Deptel 2020 Jan 21.” (611.94/1-2552)

For extracts from the draft of Jan. 22, see infra and the attachment to Document
483.

No. 482

611.94/1-2252
Draft Administrative Agreement Between the United States and
Japan !

[Extracts]

SECRET [WASHINGTON,] January 22, 1952.
PREAMBLE

Whereas Japan will resume its place in the international com-
munity of nations as a free and sovereign member upon the coming
into effect of the Treaty of Peace with Japan:

! The source text is a hand-revised copy of the Dec. 21 draft. For text of Article
XV as of that date, see the attachment to Acheson’s memorandum, infra.
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And whereas Japan and the United States of America will, in
consequence of the Treaty of Peace with Japan, enter upon a
mutual relationship of equal and sovereign nations bound together
by the great principles of the Charter of the United Nations;

And whereas Japan and the United States of America on Sep-
tember 8, 1951, signed a Security Treaty which contains provision
for the disposition of United States land, air and sea forces in and
about Japan;

And whereas Article III of that Treaty states that the conditions
which shall govern the disposition of the armed forces of the
United States in and about Japan shall be determined by adminis-
trative agreements between the two Governments;

And whereas Japan and the United States of America are desir-
ous of concluding practical administrative arrangements which will
give effect to their respective obligations under the Security Treaty
and will strengthen the close bonds of mutual interests and regard
between their two peoples;

Therefore, the Governments of Japan and of the United States of
America have entered into this agreement in terms as set forth
below:

ARTICLE ]
DEFINITIONS

In this Agreement the expression—

(a) “United States armed forces” means the personnel on active
duty belonging to the land, sea or air armed services of the United
States of America when in the territory of Japan.

(b) “civilian component” means the civilian persons, who are in
the employ of, serving with, under contract with, or accompanying
the United States armed forces in Japan, and civilian persons in
the employ of or under contract with contractors of the United
States armed forces in Japan, but excludes persons who are Japa-
nese nationals or who are ordinarily residents of Japan. However,
as an exception, dual nationals, US and Japanese, who are brought
to Japan by the US shall not be considered as Japanese nationals
for purposes of this agreement. Wherever applicable, “civilian per-
sons’’ as used above includes juridical entities.

(c) “dependents’” means:

(1) Spouse, and children under 21;

(2) Parents, and children over 21, if dependent for over half
their support upon a member of the United States armed
forces or civilian component.
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ARrTICLE 11
FACILITIES AND AREAS

1. Japan agrees to grant to the United States the use of the fa-
cilities and areas necessary to carry out the purposes stated in Ar-
ticle I of the Security Treaty. Specific facilities and areas shall be
determined by the two Governments in consultation through the
Joint Committee provided for in Article XXIV of this Agreement.
Facilities and areas in use by United States forces at the time this
Agreement becomes effective may be used by such forces until
other arrangements agreed to through the Joint Committee can be
made effective. “Facilities and areas” include existing furnishings,
equipment and fixtures necessary to the operation of such facilities
and areas.

2. Japan and the United States may from time to time agree that
such facilities and areas shall be returned to Japan or that addi-
tional facilities and areas may be provided.

3. The facilities and areas used by the United States armed
forces shall be returned to Japan whenever they are no longer
needed for purposes of this Agreement, and the United States
agrees to keep the needs for facilities and areas under continual ob-
servation with a view toward such return.

4. When facilities and areas such as target ranges and maneuver
grounds are temporarily not being used by the United States, inter-
im use may be made by the Japanese authorities if in the opinion
of the United States authorities such use would not be harmful to
the purposes for which the facilities and areas are normally used
by the United States armed forces.

ARrrTicLE III
DEescripTION OF RIGHTS

1. The United States shall have the rights, power and authority
within the facilities and areas which are necessary or appropriate
for their establishment, use, operation, defense or control. The
United States shall also have such rights, power and authority over
land, territorial waters and airspace adjacent to, or in the vicinities
of such facilities and areas, as are necessary to provide access to
such facilities and areas for their support, defense and control.

2. Such rights, power and authority shall include, inter alia, to
the extent necessary to accomplish the purposes of this Agreement,
the rights, power and authority:

a. To construct (including dredging and filling), operate, main-
tain, utilize, occupy, garrison and control the facilities and areas;
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b. To remove buildings or structures, make alterations, attach
fixtures, or erect additions thereto and to construct any additional
buildings or structures together with auxiliary facilities;

c. To improve and deepen the harbors, channels, entrances and
anchorages, and to construct or maintain necessary roads and
bridges affording access to such facilities and areas;

d. To control (including the right to prohibit) in so far as may be
required by military necessity, for the efficient operation and
safety of the facilities and areas, anchorages, moorings, landings,
takeoffs and operation of ships and waterborne craft, aircraft and
other vehicles on water, in the air or on land comprising, or in the
vicinity of, the facilities and areas;

e. To construct on rights of way utilized by the US such wire and
radio communications facilities, including submarine and subterra-
nean cables, pipe lines and spur tracks from railroads, as may be
required for military purposes;

f. To construct, install, maintain, and employ in any facility or
area any type of installation, weapon, substance, device, vessel or
vehicle on or under the ground, in the air or on or under the water
that may be requisite or appropriate, including meteorological sys-
tems, aerial and water navigation lights, radio and radar apparatus
and electronic devices; and

g. To contract for any supplies or construction work to be fur-
nished or undertaken in Japan for purposes of, or authorized by
this agreement, without restriction as to choice of supplier or con-
tractor.

3. The United States agrees that the above-mentioned rights,
power and authority will not be exercised in such a manner as to
interfere unnecessarily with navigation, aviation, communication,
or land travel to or from or within Japan. All questions relating to
frequencies, power and like matters used by apparatus employed
by the United States designed to emit electric radiation shall be
settled by mutual arrangement. As a temporary measure the
United States armed forces shall be entitled to use, without radi-
ation interference from Japanese sources, electronic devices of such
power, design, type of emission, and frequencies as are reserved for
such forces at the time this Agreement becomes effective.

4. Operations in the facilities and areas under the control of the
United States shall be carried on with due regard for the public
safety.

ARrTICLE IV
CHANGES IN CONDITION OF FACILITIES AND AREAS

1. The United States is not obliged, when it returns facilities and
areas to Japan on the expiration of this Agreement or at an earlier
date, to restore the facilities and areas to the condition in which
they were at the coming into force of this Agreement.
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2. Japan is not obliged to make any compensation to the United
States for any improvements made in the facilities and areas or for
the buildings or structures left thereon on the expiration of this
Agreement or the earlier relinquishment of the facilities and areas.

3. The foregoing provisions shall not apply to any construction
which the United States may undertake under special arrange-
ments with Japan.

ArTICLE XVI
CiviL JURISDICTION AND CLAIMS

1. Each party waives all its claims against the other party for
injury or death suffered in Japan by [a] member of its armed
forces, or [a] civilian employee of its government, while such
member or employee was engaged in the performance of his official
duties.

2. Each party waives all its claims against the other party for
damage to any property in Japan owned by it, if such damage was
caused by a member of the armed forces or a civilian employee of
the government of the other party in the performance of his offi-
cial duties.

3. Claims, other than contractual, arising out of acts or omissions
of members of, or employees of the United States armed forces in
the performance of official duty causing injury, death, or property
damage in Japan to third parties shall be dealt with by Japan in
accordance with the following provisions:

(a) Claims shall be filed within one year from the date on which
they arise and shall be considered and settled or adjudicated in ac-
cordance with the laws and regulations of Japan with respect to
claims arising from the activities of its own armed forces or em-
ployees.

(b) Japan may settle any such claims, and payment of the
amount agreed upon or determined by adjudication shall be made
by Japan in yen.

(¢) Such payment, whether made pursuant to a settlement or to
adjudication of the case by a competent tribunal of Japan, or the
final adjudication by such a tribunal denying payment, shall be
binding and conclusive.

(d) The cost incurred in satisfying claims pursuant to the preced-
ing subparagraphs shall be shared in equal proportions by Japan
and the United States.

(e) In accordance with procedures to be established, a statement
of all claims approved or disapproved by Japan pursuant to this
paragraph, together with the findings in each case and a statement
of the claims sums paid by Japan shall be sent to the United States
periodically, with a request for reimbursement of the share to be
paid by the United States. Such reimbursement shall be made
within the shortest possible time in yen.



1108 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME XIV

(f) This paragraph (3) shall not apply to any claim resulting from
action by an enemy of the United States or resulting directly or in-
directly from any act by armed forces engaged in combat.

4. Each party shall have the exclusive right, in the execution of
the foregoing paragraphs, to determine whether its personnel were
engaged in the performance of official duty.

5. Members of and civilian employees of the United States armed
forces shall not be subject to suit in Japan with respect to claims
specified in paragraph 3, but shall be subject to the civil jurisdic-
tion of Japanese courts with respect to all other types of claims.

ArTICLE XXII
DEFENSE MEASURES

1. It is recognized that, in the event of hostilities, or imminently
threatened hostilities, in the Japan area, the US will not be limited
by this agreement in taking the necessary actions to carry out the
purposes of Article I of the US-Japan Security Treaty and to
ensure the security of its forces in Japan.

2. In the event of hostilities or when, in the opinion of either
party, hostilities are imminently threatened in the Japan area, the
US may, in agreement with the Govt of Japan, establish a com-
bined command and designate a comdr thereof. Such a comdr
would exercise operational command over all US Forces in the
Japan area and over all Japanese security organizations in Japan,
except local police, capable of contributing to the defense of Japan.

ArrTicLE XXIII
EXPENSES

1. Japan and the United States recognize that their relative con-
tributions to the expenses of United States armed forces stationed
in Japan in the mutual interest are to be determined in the light of
the total resources which each is able to and does devote to securi-
ty. They undertake to re-examine their respective contributions
from time to time in accordance with the foregoing and in the light
of any comparable arrangements for collective security concluded
by the United States with other powers.

2. Subject to the provisions of paragraph 1 above, and pending
any new determination of contributions, it is agreed that certain
basic expenses of the United States armed forces stationed in
Japan, such as pay and allowances, rations, military equipment,
and transportation to and from Japan shall be borne by the United
States, and that the local costs incident to the maintenance of such
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forces in Japan shall in principle be borne on the basis of parity by
the United States and Japan.
3. Pursuant to paragraph 2, it is agreed that Japan will:

(a) furnish for the duration of this Agreement without cost to the
United States and make compensation where appropriate to the
owners and suppliers thereof all facilities and areas, including fa-
cilities and areas jointly used such as those at airfields and ports,
utilized by the US for purposes of this Agreement, and the furnish-
ings, equipment and fixtures in use by the US on the effective date
of this Agreement.

(b) make available without cost to the United States, until the ef-
fective date of any new arrangement reached as a result of a re-
examination as provided in paragraph 1, for the year commencing
upon the entry into force of the Treaty of Peace and annually
thereafter an amount of Japanese currency equivalent to $155 mil-
lion per annum, for the purpose of procurement of transportation
and other requisite services and supplies in Japan. The rate of ex-
change at which yen payments will be credited shall at the option
of the United States be the official par value or that rate most fa-
vorable to the United States which on the day of payment is avail-
able to any party: provided such rate is not unlawful and, if both
countries have agreed par values with the International Monetary
Fund, is not prohibited by the Articles of Agreement of the Fund.

4. Pursuant to paragraph 2, it is agreed that the United States
will bear without cost to Japan, in addition to basic expenses re-
ferred to in paragraph 2, all local costs incident to the maintenance
of United States armed forces in Japan except those to be borne by
Japan as provided in paragraph 3.

5. It is agreed that arrangements will be effected between the
Governments of Japan and the United States for accounting appli-
cable to financial transactions arising out of this Agreement. Those
arrangements will be based upon the principle that outstanding ob-
ligations of the countries to each other incurred in the implementa-
tion of this Agreement will be settled periodically.

6. Nothing herein shall prevent the United States from utilizing
for the defrayment of expenses which are to be borne by the
United States under this Agreement dollar or yen funds lawfully
acquired by the United States through repayment of obligations of
Japan to the United States or otherwise.

ArTICLE XXIV
JOINT COMMITTEE

1. A Joint Committee shall be established as the means for con-
sultation between the United States and Japan on all matters re-
quiring mutual consultation regarding the implementation of this
Agreement. In particular, the Joint Committee shall serve as the
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means for consultation in determining the facilities and areas in
Japan which are required for the use of the United States in carry-
ing out the purposes stated in Article I of the Security Treaty.

2. The Joint Committee shall be composed of a senior representa-
tive of the United States and of Japan, each of whom shall have
one or more deputies and a staff. The Joint Committee shall deter-
mine its own procedures, and arrange for such auxiliary organs
and administrative services as may be required. The Joint Commit-
tee shall be so organized that it may meet immediately at any time
at the request of the representative of either the United States or
Japan.

3. If the Joint Committee is unable to resolve any matter, it shall
refer that matter to the respective governments for further consid-
eration through appropriate channels.

No. 483

794.0221/1-2252

Memorandum by the Secretary of State !

SECRET [WASHINGTON,] January 22, 1952.

MEMORANDUM OF TELEPHONE CONVERSATIONS WITH MR. LOVETT
AND THE PRESIDENT

I talked with Mr. Lovett about the attached article XV draft. He
and General Bradley have approved it. Mr. Lovett authorized me to
speak to the President, which I did. The President authorizes us to
go ahead.

The President thought that it might be well for the record, in
view of the long-hand letter that he wrote to Bob and the appeal
Bob sent him, 2 that I send him a short memorandum attaching
this draft, saying that in accordance with the President’s instruc-
tions yesterday to Mr. Lovett and me, we have worked out the at-
tached draft, which we believe avoids discrimination against the
Japanese on criminal jurisdiction, and we submit it for his approv-
al, and authorization to go ahead with the negotiations. He will ap-
prove it, and the record will be straight.

Either Mr. Rusk or I should tell Mr. Lovett that the President
has asked for this brief memorandum.

! Drafted by the Secretary.
2 Neither found.
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[Attachment]

ArTICLE XV
CRIMINAL JURISDICTION

1. Pending the coming into force with respect to the United

States of the “Agreement between theTartles to the North Atlan-
tic Treaty regarding. the_{ Status of thelr Forces ,.signed at London

on June 19, 1951, United States service courts and authorities shall
lm exercise w1th1nu=1a_pﬁan exclusive jurisdiction over
all offenses which . may be committed in Japan by members of ‘the
U.S. armed forces, the cwlhan component, and their degendents
Such jurisdiction may in any case be waived by the United States.

2. While the jurisdiction provided in the above paragraph is ef-
fective, the following provisions shall apply:

a. Japanese authorities may arrest members of the United States
armed forces, the civilian com component;or their dependents for the
commission or attempted commission of an offense, but in the
_event of such an arrest, the individual or individuals shall be im-
mediately remanded to the custody of the United States armed
forces.

b. The United States armed forces shall have the exglg_s_me_gght
to arrest within facilities and areas in use by United States armed
forces. The United States armed forces may arrest any person
whose conduct in or near such a facility or areas affects the securi-
ty of that facility or area. Any person not subject to the jurisdiction
of the United States armed forces shall immediately be remanded
to the custody of Japanese authorities.

¢. The United States armed forces may arrest members of the
United States armed forces, the civilian component, and their de-
pendents, anywhere within Japan, and may travel throughout
Japan for the purpose of maintaining order and discipline of mem-
bers of the United States armed forces, the civilian component, and
their dependents.

d. The authorities of the United States and Japan shall cooperate
in making available witnesses and evidence for criminal proceed-
ings in their respective tribunals and shall assist each other in the
making of investigations. In the event of a criminal contempt, per-
jury, or an obstruction of justice before a tribunal which does not
have criminal jurisdiction over the individual committing the of-
fense, he shall be tried by a tribunal which has jurisdiction over
him as if he had committed the offense before it.

e. The United States armed forces shall have the exclusive right
of removing from Japan members of the U.S. armed forces, the ci-
vilian component, and their dependents. The United States will
give sympathetic consideration to a request by the Government of
Japan for the removal of any such person for good cause.

f. Japanese authorities shall have no right of search or seizure
with respect to any property within facilities and areas in use by
United States, or with respect to property of the United States
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armed forces wherever situated. Japanese authorities shall have no
right of search or seizure with respect to the persons or property of
members of the United States armed forces, the civilian compo-
nent, or their dependents, except as to such persons as may be ar-
rested in accordance with paragraph 2a of this Article.

g. A death sentence shall not be carried out in Japan by the
United States armed forces if the legislation of Japan does not pro-
vide for such punishment in a similar case.

3. The United States undertakes that the United States service
courts and authorities shall be willing and able to try and, on con-
viction, to punish all offenses against the laws of Japan which
members of the United States armed forces, civilian component,
and their dependents may be alleged on sufficient evidence to have
committed in Japan, and to investigate and deal appropriately with
any alleged criminal offense committed by members of the United
States armed forces, the civilian component, and their dependents,
which may be brought to their notice by Japanese authorities or
which they may find to have taken place.

4. Upon the coming into force with respect to the United States
of the North Atlantic Treaty Agreement referred to rg_hpg‘ragraph
1, above, the United States will immediately conclude with Jaj Japan,
at the optlon of Japan an agreemenj; on criminal jurisdictionsimi-
[ar to the correspondmg provisions of the North Atlantrc Treaty
Agreement. However, in the event such optlon is not exeichby
Japan, the Jurlscﬁctlon provided for in the foregoing paragraphs
shall confiniie in “efféct. In the event the said North Atlantic
Treaty Agreement has not come into effect within one year from
the effective date of this Agreement, the United States will, at the
request of the Japanese Government, reconsider the subject of ju-
risdiction over offenses committed in Japan by members of the
United States armed forces, the civilian component, and their de-
pendents.

No. 484
611.91/1-2552

Memorandum by the Secretary of State to the President

SECRET WASHINGTON, January 22, 1952.
Subject: Draft Article on Criminal Jurisdiction

In accordance with your instruction to the Secretary of Defense
and to me, given in our conference in your office yesterday, ! we

1 No memorandum of this conversation has been found in Department of State
files.
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have worked out in agreement the attached draft 2 Article on
Criminal Jurisdiction for the Administrative Agreement with
Japan. The solution contained in this Article avoids discrimination
agamst the Japanese in that it commlts the United States, at the
option of Japan, t6 conclude with Japan an agreem”éﬁ“tugﬁu criminal
Jurlsdlctlon “similar to the correspondlng prov151ons of the NATO
Status of Forces . Agreement as soon _as ‘the latter agreemeﬁf?fbmes
into_for force “with _respect to. the. United §L@tes “In the period before
the coming into effect of the NATO Status of Forces Agreement,
the attached solution would provide for exclusive jurisdiction by
our own service courts and authorities over all offenses which may
be committed in Japan by members of the U.S. armed forces, the
civilian component and their dependents. Because of the wide vari-
ety of arrangements which we now have with other countries,
pending the effective operation of the NATO Status of Forces
Agreement, it is impossible to draft an arrangement with Japan
which is exactly parallel to any considerable number of our present
arrangements with other countries. However we feel that there are
sufficiently adequate precedents now existing for the interim appli-
cation of exclusive jurisdiction as to give the Japanese no legiti-
mate cause for alleging discrimination. This is particularly true
since the Japanese will have an opportunity to choose the NATO
formula when the United States ratifies the NATO Agreement.

The Secretary of Defense and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff agree with the attached draft article and join with me in
recommending that the President approve it and authorize the ne-
gotiations to begin. 3

DEAN ACHESON

2 See the attachment to the memorandum, supra.
3 The following notation is handwritten in the margin: “Approved Harry S.
Truman 1/25/52”.
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No. 485

794.0221/1-2252

Memorandum by the Director of Central Intelligence (Smith) to the
Secretary of State !

SECRET [WASHINGTON,] January 22, 1952.

Subject: Draft Administrative Agreement Between the United
States of America and Japan

1. The State Department “Draft Administrative Agreement Be-
tween the United States of America and Japan” dated 21 Decem-
ber 1951 has been referred by the State Department to CIA for its
views.

2. Along with Article XV titled “Criminal Jurisdiction” (State
Draft) is an Article XV titled “Criminal Jurisdiction and Related
Matters” (Defense Draft). _CIA favors the Defense Draft because the
lgtt_eLp};Q,udesvformmeumty from arrest for. United SLates “Armed
Services civilian component and dependent personnel by Japanese
authorities except for actions involving serious injury or death to
individuals, whereas the State Draft places such persons in jeop-
ardy for any offense committed under Japanese law.

3. I feel strongly that United States personnel in post-treaty
Japan are entitled to a degree of U.S. protection and immunity
from local arrest not normally accorded to foreigners because of
the nature of their duties. Those negotiating the administrative
agreeinent with the Japanese should attempt to secure this protec-
tion to the maximum extent possible without jeopardizing our over-
all national policy objectives in Japan. 2

WALTER B. SMITH

1 This memorandum was attached to a memorandum of the same date, not print-
ed, from John F. Killea, Director of the Executive Staff in the Office of the Special
Assistant for Intelligence, to Gerald Warner, Officer in Charge of Japanese Affairs.

2In a reply of Feb. 4, Allison stated that agreement on the compromise draft Arti-
cle XV had already been reached by the time Smith’s memorandum had been re-
ceived. ‘“Basically, it was agreed that upon the coming into force of the North Atlan-
tic Treaty Agreement the United States will immediately conclude with Japan an
agreement on criminal jurisdiction similar to the corresponding provisions of the
North Atlantic Treaty Agreement. In the interim it is proposed that criminal juris-
diction be exercised along lines proposed in the Defense Draft to which you refer.”
(611.94/1-2252)
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694.001/1-2452

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Secretary of State

SECRET [WASHINGTON,] January 24, 1952.

Prompt Senate Ratification of the Japanese Peace Treaty !

I discussed with the President the relation between the ratifica-
tion of the Japanese Peace Treaty before the Senate and the com-
pletion of the administrative agreement. The President is very
clear that we should press forward with the ratification of the trea-
ties and that it would be a great misfortune to have action delayed
or withheld pending the completion of the administrative agree-
ment. He told me that Senator Green 2 spoke to him about this,
and that he gave the Senator a very clear exposition of the above
view. He will give us whatever help he can on this matter.

1 The Senate Foreign Relations Committee held hearings on the four Pacific trea-
ties Jan. 21-23 and Jan. 25. See Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, 82d Cong.,
2d Sess., Japanese Peace Treaty and Other Treaties Relating to Security in the Pacif-
ic, Hearings (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1952).

2 Theodore Green (D-Rhode Island), a member of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee.

No. 487

611.94/1-2452

The Deputy Director of Central Intelligence (Dulles) to the Acting
Assistant Secretary of State for Far Eastern Affairs (Allison)

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, 24 January 1952.

DEAR JonN: I beg to refer to the personal and confidential memo-
randum from Prime Minister Yoshida addressed to John Foster
Dulles dated 27 December 1951, ! received through General Ridg-
way. Following our conversations, 2 paragraph 3 of this memoran-
dum was summarized in a cable to our Senior Representative in
Tokyo with the suggestion that General Ridgway might find an ap-
propriate occasion to advise Prime Minister Yoshida that the ap-
propriate authorities here are interested in his suggestion and are
giving it most careful study with a view to a more detailed discus-
sion of the matter with him at an early date. In this cable we fur-

! See the editorial note, Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. vi, Part 1, p. 1471.
2 No record of conversations between Dulles and Allison on this topic has been
found in Department of State files.
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ther suggested that General Ridgway might wish to add that the
appropriate authorities here trust that the Prime Minister would
be able to develop a program which would include his ideas as to
the role which would be played respectively by his people and by
our people so that the next conference might lead toward agree-
ment on a course of action. The general substance of our outgoing
cable was discussed with you.

Under date of 12 January 1952, we received a reply from our
Senior Representative in Tokyo stating that he was authorized by
General Ridgway to advise us that he is thoroughly in accord with
the procedure outlined and that he will take it up with the Prime
Minister at an early date and will then advise us further.

Meanwhile, in view of the fact that Brigadier General Ennis has
been brought into the matter by General Ridgway, we have given
General Bolling an outline of our cables to and from Tokyo on this
matter. 3

Faithfully yours,

ALLEN W. DULLES

3 In a letter to Allison dated Jan. 18, Allen Dulles wrote that the CIA had by then
been informed that General Ridgway had delivered to the Prime Minister the mes-
sage outlined above. “The Prime Minister replied that he did not have a plan but
would develop one. Apparently his idea of assistance is based largely on the use of
business agents for the sale of cheap merchandise, such as cotton goods. Such agents
would move via Formosa and Southeast Asia, not through Korea.

“As soon as we receive the Prime Minister’s plan, we will get in touch with you
with a view to obtaining such policy guidance as you may consider appropriate to
give.” (611.94/1-2852)

No. 488

794C.0221/1-2552

Memorandum by Myron M. Cowen, Consultant to the Secretary of
State, to the Secretary of State !

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] January 25, 1952.
Subject: Disposition of the Ryukyu and Bonin Islands

On October 17, 1951 General Ridgway submitted to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff with his endorsement a Staff Study prepared by
General Headquarters, Far East Command, concerning United
States Long Term Objectives with Respect to the Ryukyu Islands.
A copy of this Staff Study, which was obtained by USPolAd and
forwarded to the Department informally and confidentially, is at-

1 This memorandum was drafted by Douglas W. Overton of the Office of North-
east Asian Affairs and routed through Allison, who initialed it.
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tached hereto (Attachment I). 2 However, in as much as the JCS
have not as yet transmitted the study to the Department, the fact
that we are aware of its contents should not be discussed outside of
the Department at this time.

The conclusions of the study (which General Ridgway observes
are also applicable to Nampo Shoto, Parece Vela, and Marcus
Island) are that the security of the strategically vital United States
position along the off-shore island chain in the Western Pacific is
in no way dependent on the perpetuation of United States political
control, by virtue of a United Nations trusteeship or other device,
over the Ryukyu Islands, and that there is no reason to suppose
that the United States and Japan could not reach satisfactory ar-
rangements retaining under United States long-term control such
facilities in the Ryukyu Islands as are deemed essential by the JCS.
General Ridgway, therefore, recommends that the United States
initiate action to return these islands to Japanese control. Howev-
er, he believes that this action should be deferred until the Treaty
has been ratified and must be absolutely conditional upon a firm
agreement with Japan to retain under our exclusive control such
military facilities in the islands as are deemed essential by the
JCS.

The conclusions reached by the Far East Command coincide with
the early views of the Department that the Ryukyus should be re-
turned to Japanese political and administrative control. As early as
June, 1946, the Department proposed in SWNCC 59/1 3 that the is-
lands should be retained by Japan and demilitarized; however, this
view was strongly contested by the JCS, who maintained that the
United States should obtain sole trusteeship over the area. Subse-
quently, after Mr. Kennan’s trip to Japan in early 1948, the De-
partment modified its position to the extent of supporting the re-
tention of United States military installations in the Ryukyus on a
long-term basis, with appropriate international arrangements re-
garding the disposition of the islands to be made at a later date;
and on January 12, 1950 you stated in your extemporaneous talk at
the National Press Club, “We hold important defense positions in
the Ryukyu Islands and these we will continue to hold. In the in-
terest of the population of the Ryukyu Islands, we will at an appro-
priate time offer to hold these islands under trusteeship of the
United Nations.” ¢ However, the eventual treaty provision on the
subject (Article 3) was worded in such a manner as not to bind the

2 This memorandum, dated Oct. 16, 1951, is not printed.

3 Not printed.

4 For text of Acheson’s remarks, see Department of State Bulletin, Jan. 23, 1950,
p. 111.
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United States to any specific course of action. Under this Article
the views of the JCS were accommodated to the point of giving the
United States an option of seeking a trusteeship over Nansei Shoto
south of 29° north latitude, Nampo Shoto south of Sofu Gan and
Parece Vela and Marcus Island (hereafter referred to simply as the
Ryukyus and Bonins); and pending the making of a trusteeship pro-
posal and affirmative action thereon, the right to exercise any and
all powers of administration, legislation, and jurisdiction over the
islands and their inhabitants. The Article does not deprive Japan
of sovereignty over the islands, nor does it require the United
States to seek a trusteeship.

While Article 3 of the Treaty takes care of our immediate strate-
gic interests in the area, it has become increasingly apparent
during the past year that the assumption by the United States of a
trusteeship over the Ryukyus and Bonins would raise a number of
problems which in the long run might seriously affect the position
of the United States in the Pacific. In the first place, the nearly
1,000,000 inhabitants of the islands are closely bound to Japan by
ties of history, race, language, family, and trade which date back
several centuries, and there has been increasing evidence that an
overwhelming majority of the population actively advocates the
return of the islands to Japanese control. It has been estimated
that during the summer of 1951, 99% of the adult population of
Amami Gunto (the northern Ryukyus) signed petitions requesting
that the area be returned to Japan. Similar petitions circulated in
Okinawa and the Southern Ryukyus are reported to have been
signed by 74% and 80% of the adult population respectively.

Article 3 of the Treaty has also given rise to dissatisfaction
among the Japanese, who regard the Ryukyus and Bonins as his-
torically Japanese and an integral part of the Japanese homeland.
This dissatisfaction has not been confined to leftist and rightist ele-
ments in Japan which are unfriendly to the United States; it has
also been voiced by liberal groups who feel that the provision is
contrary to the spirit of reconciliation and mutual trust inherent in
the rest of the Treaty. Consequently, despite the fact that Japan
has accepted the Treaty, it is probable that irredentist sentiment
with regard to the Ryukyus and Bonins will persist.

A further consideration arises in the responsibilities which the
United States would be required to assume as the administering
authority for a trust territory of the islands. In general, both as a
result of traditional United States policies in the administration of
dependent areas and of the obligations set forth in the United Na-
tions Charter, the United States would be expected to bring about
the progressive improvement of political, economic, social and edu-
cational conditions in the area.
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In this connection, as noted in Attachment 4,5 the Trusteeship
Council would probably show special concern with regard to the de-
velopment of self-government and the allocation of governmental
posts to local inhabitants; the establishment of sound economic pro-
grams with particular reference to conservation, protection of the
inhabitants against exploitation, customs duties, and land alien-
ation; measures for social and educational advancement; the en-
couragement of human rights and fundamental freedoms, including
investigation of evidence of discrimination; and equal treatment in
social, economic and commercial matters for all United Nations
members. The United States would also be obligated to submit
annual reports to the Trusteeship Council, to send a special repre-
sentative to Council hearings to reply to questions raised, to admit
visiting United Nations missions to the area, and to permit the
local inhabitants to petition the Council.

Aside from the problem of close United Nations supervision over
the territory which might at some time result in criticism of
United States policies in that forum, particularly in regard to the
possible alienation of land for military purposes, trusteeship may
raise political difficulties with the inhabitants, the great majority
of whom desire that the islands be returned to Japan. Further-
more, the possibility that the area, which is seriously deficient in
food, basic raw materials, and industry could ever become self-suffi-
cient, is remote, and the islands will be an economic liability to any
administering power.

A number of other countries, notably India, have been sensitive
to the provisions of Article 3 of the Peace Treaty, choosing to
regard it' as a device to perpetuate Western imperialism. While
there is no reason to believe that the United States would be
unable to conclude a trusteeship agreement with the United Na-
tions, it is possible that the anti-colonial bloc in the United Nations
would seek to assure that any trusteeship proposal submitted by
the United States not subordinate the welfare of the native popula-
tion to security considerations. It is also possible that the question
of a time limit for trusteeship status might be raised. On the other
hand, the Philippines, Australia and New Zealand would probably
prefer that the United States assume trusteeship over the Ryukyus
and Bonins in order to check any possible future moves on the part

5 This attachment was a memorandum, not printed, entitled “Implications of
Trusteeship Under U.S. Administration for the Ryukyu and Bonin Islands”, dated
Dec. 11, 1951, and prepared in the Office of Dependent Area Affairs. Attachments 2
and 3, neither printed, are “Excerpts from Basic Documents”, Jan. 28(?), 1952, draft-
ed by Overton, and “U.S. Rights under Article 3 of the Treaty of Peace with Japan”,
Jan. 15, 1952, prepared in the Office of the Assistant Legal Adviser for Far Eastern
Affairs.
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of Japan to expand southward. However, the present security
agreements between the United States and those three countries
offer them satisfactory protection, and they would probably raise
no strong objection to the return of the islands to Japanese politi-
cal control provided United States forces remain in the area on a
long-term basis.

In the light of the foregoing considerations, I believe that it
would be unwise for the United States to proceed to exercise its
option under Article 3 of the Treaty of seeking a trusteeship over
the Ryukyus and Bonins. The pronounced feeling on the part of the
inhabitants favoring a return to Japanese control, irredentist senti-
ment in Japan, the depressed economic status of the islands, and
the problems which might be raised by continuing full United
States responsibility for the administration of the area are liabil-
ities which the United States should seek to avoid if it is possible
in any other way to safeguard United States strategic interests in
the Ryukyus and Bonins. This view is now held by General Ridg-
way and his command; and while the JCS have not indicated to the
Department any change in their previous view that we should seek
a trusteeship over the islands nor informed us of General Ridg-
way’s position, I believe that we should again raise the matter with
Defense in an effort to find some means of ensuring our strategic
interests in the islands without exercising political control over
them.

It is accordingly recommended that:

1. The Department take the position that the United States
should not exercise its option of seeking a trusteeship over the
Ryukyus and Bonins, but should make bilateral arrangements with
Japan for the return of the islands to Japanese control provided
the United States may retain control over such military facilities
in the islands as are deemed essential by the JCS.

2. I be authorized to discuss with the Department of Defense the
problem of the disposition of the Ryukyus and Bonins with a view
to obtaining their concurrence with the foregoing position, at the
same time considering the means whereby it may be achieved.

Approved: Dean Acheson ¢

6 Acheson attached a brief handwritten note to this memorandum: “Mr. Allison:
What happened to Mr. Dulles’ idea of a Presidential Commission on this subject?
D.A.”.

No reply from Allison has been found in Department of State files.
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No. 489

611.94/1-2652

Memorandum by the United States Political Adviser to SCAP
(Sebald) to Dean Rusk, Special Representative of the President !

SECRET Tokyo, January 26, 1952.

Subject: Mission Views Regarding Political Effect of Administrative
Agreement

1. The Mission is concerned that the situation contemplated by
the draft Administrative Agreement is so similar to the present Oc-
cupation that the Yoshida Government will press for a number of
changes in the draft, that there may be a significantly adverse
public reaction to any Agreement substantially in the form of the
present draft, and that future US-Japan relations might thereby
be seriously prejudiced.

2. The property and jurisdiction aspects of the draft Agreement
appear to provide 1 no immediate 1mportant change in the statushof
the US forces upon the_coming into force of the Peace Treaty, al-

t}lo’l_l_g_lxull_ﬁguthorltles will no longer have extenswe crlmlnaT juris-
diction over Japanese. and ‘there is the prospect of some cha;lge in
the 1ndeﬁn1te future through the Joint Commlttee in respect to
property and_ the _coming into force of the NATO Agggemgﬁ_t re-
gardmg legal status of forces The ﬁnanmal burden to be borne
under the proposed Agreement, though not t precisely comparable to
the present cost of Occupation, is undenlabx ly a_very considerable
one which will probably arouse grave misgivings in Japan.
~3"We consider there is a real possibility that should the Agree-
ment be signed in substantially its present form, Japanese of all
political persuasion will be seriously concerned that the Occil’p_atlon
W continued under another name, ‘while leftists and intellec-
tual groups, already hostile to or suspicious of the United States,
may take a position of strong opposition to the Administrative
Agreement as well as to the Security Treaty and Peace Treaty and
may be joined in this opposition by reemerging rightist elements
averse to the present Japanese Government and eager to reassert
their political strength.
4. We believe it probable that as a minimum the Japanese nego-

tiators will want to study the draft Agreement at some length and

1 Rusk received this appointment, with the personal rank of Ambassador, on Jan.
23. He arrived in Tokyo on Jan. 25, for the purpose of negotiating the Administra-
tive Agreement, at the head of a delegation which included Earl D. Johnson, Assist-
ant Secretary of the Army, and several technical experts.
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will propose extensive revisions in wording and arrangement. 2 We
do not discount the possibility that the Yoshida Government may
hesitate to associate itself with the Agreement if the substance of
the present draft is retained in all major respects.

5. We appreciate that the Agreement in its present form repre-
sents the considered view of the US Government and we do not
propose at this point to raise matters of substance. We do, however,
feel it important for political reasons in Japan that the Japanese
should be given full opportunity to study and discuss the draft
Agreement. Press reports from Washington indicate that the JCS
desire conclusion of the Administrative Agreement as a condition
precedent to US ratification of the Peace Treaty, and that the
Senate may be prepared to act favorably within two or three
weeks. We feel that any pressure brought to bear on the Japanese
to sign the Agreement within two or three weeks would have par-
ticularly unfortunate results. As Mr. Dulles was revae
observed before the Senate, the necessary number of ratifications
of the Treaty are not likely to be deposited for several months even
if the United States should ratify in the next few weeks, and this
period of several months should provide more reasonable opportu-
nity for the Japanese to consider the proposed Agreement.

WS

2 On Jan. 29 the Japanese Government submitted to U.S. negotiators a document
entitled “Observations and Requests in Regard to the Draft Administrative Agree-
ment of December 21, 1951”. (Tokyo Post files, 320.1 BST) This paper is not printed
because of its length and because in the opinion of the editors the principal con-
cerns of the Japanese Government regarding the Administrative Agreement are il-
lustrated in the documentation of the actual negotiations.

No. 490

611.94/2-2352

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Counselor of the Mission in
Japan (Bond)

SECRET Tokyo, January 30, 1952.

Participants: Ambassador Rusk
Assistant Secretary Johnson
Mr. Bond
Minister Okazaki
Mr. Nishimura

Subject: Informal Discussion with Japanese Delegation Concerning
Administrative Agreement Negotiations.
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By mutual agreement the above listed members of the U.S. and
Japanese Delegations meet at 10:15 a.m. today in Ambassador
Rusk’s apartment to discuss informally certain outstanding prob-
lems relating to the substance of the draft Administrative Agree-
ment.

[Here follows discussion of draft Articles I, VI, VII, and VIIL]

Turning to Article II (Facilities and Areas), Ambassador Rusk ex-
pressed the gpinion that this artlcle lies at the heart of the Admin-
istrative Agreement He stated that it was his i impression that our
.two Governments are in general agreement as? to the necessity of

- recognizing the end of the Occupatlon and of ¢ concludmg de novo
arrangements to cover the post Treaty period, but that the problem
is to find a practical solution. It is in search of such a solution, he
added, that we have proposed the formula set forth in Article II of
our draft. Ambassador Rusk pointed out that our principal concern
in drafting this article was to prevent a legal lapse in our occupan-
cy of certain facilities in order that we would nof for even the
shortest_time be in the e status of “trespassers on theproperties
whlch we mlght be Q(:Q,upyln& He said that he wished to empha-
size, however, that we would be most anxious to begin discussions,
in the Joint Committee or otherwise, with a view to resolving the
question of facilities and areas. He then inquired of Mr. Okazaki as
to the views of the Japanese Delegation on how this problem might
be worked out as a practical matter.

Minister Okazaki replied that the principal reason for the sug-
gested deletion of the third sentence of paragraph 1 of Article II
was that certain Army and Navy units of the Occupation Forces
have recently renewed the requisitioning oﬁroperty in Yokosuka
and other areas. He said that this had given rise to a suspicion
among the Japanese people that the Occupation Forces are trying
to Tay their hands on as much property as poss'BlewBef'ore “the
Treaty comes into effect in 1 order to be in a position to refdin it
durmg the post Treaty perlod He said that the Japanese “amend-
ment had therefore been proposed for reasons of public opinion, in
which connection he felt it to be very important. Although stating
that we had no knowledge of such recent instances of requisition-
ing, Secretary Johnson called attention to the fact that if U.S.
Forces are to move out of urban areas, as the Japanese appear to
desire, they must have alternative facilities elsewhere to which
they can move. Minister Okazaki acknowledged that fact, and went
on to say that, as a practical matter, the Japanese would favor the
commencement of informal talks concerning the release of facili-
ties as soon as possible, perhaps even before the conclusion of the
Administrative Agreement. Mr. Nishimura interjected that if we
could settle the problem of facilities and areas before the conclu-
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sion of the Administrative Agreement, which he regarded as a real
possibility, the third sentence of paragraph 1 of Article II would
not be necessary.

AmFssador Rusk said that he appreciated the problem of Japa-
nese public reactions to this question and said that he would like to
put forth informally and on his own responsibility a suggestion
which he believed might help to meet this problem. He went on to
say that his suggestion was that it be made clear in the language

of Article II that the use of facilities and areas by U.S. Forces
under the Admmlstratlve Agreement would be .on a new and differ-
ent basis’ folloyy_mg the end of the Occupatlon—namely, a “a basis of
mutual aErEehlent and not of ,requlsltlon or procurement demand.
He stated that such a formula would help to emphasizé the
changed status of our occupancy of certain facilities which we
might be obliged to retain until such time as the Joint Committee
could make alternative arrangements, and that it would help to
avoid a situation in which we might become illegal occupants of
such facilities.

Minister Okazaki stated that it certainly is not the intention of
his Government to inconvenience the U.S. Forces in the matter of
facilities and areas, and that if arrangements could not be made in
time, some temporary expedient would be found to legalize their
occupancy of any facilities which they might need to retain. He
went on to say, however, that he was strongly of the opinion that,
for the reasons which he had cited, the third sentence of Article II
should be deleted.

Ambassador Rusk expressed the belief that our two Governments
were in general agreement on this question and that the problem
was to find some means of giving written expression to that agree-
ment. Minister Okazaki emphasized again that the important con-
sideration from the point of view of Japanese public opinion is that
the retention of facilities by U.S. Forces be by mutual agreement
and not by procurement demand, i.e. not through a continuation of
the occupation. This, he stated, was the only purpose behind their
suggested amendment of Article II.

Following a brief conversation with Mr. Nishimura, Minister
Okazaki advanced the suggestion that the Japanese amendment of
Article II might be broadened to include an understanding that the
substance of the deleted third sentence would be incorporated in an
explanatory note or an exchange of letters outside the body of the
Agreement. In response to Ambassador Rusk’s question concerning
the advisability of concluding any secret understandings outside
the Agreement, Minister Okazaki said that it would be his sugges-
tion that such exchange of notes be made public along with the
main Agreement. Ambassador Rusk suggested that our two Delega-
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tions consult further on this matter, and reiterated that our con-
cern was that we not be placed in the position of being trespassers
on Japanese properties after the end of the Occupation.

Stating that he believed it might be useful to Minister Okazaki,
Ambassador Rusk then proceeded to explain some of the back-
ground of our draft of Article XV (Criminal Jurisdiction). Follow-
ing this exposition, Mr. Nishimura expressed the view that the
NATO formula would be ideal for Japan but that there would be
technical difficulties in its adaptation, primarily because of the ab-
sence of a Japanese military establishimént. He stated that the Jap-
anese are grateful for the option givén them undér Afticle XV but
that he feared that the formula for the interim period would be dif-
ficult to defend because of thé Tact that it accorded freatment infe-
rior to that accorded under the Philippine Bases Agreement. I Am-
bassador Rusk pointed out that our formula does, on the other
hand, hold out the promise of treatment more favorable than that
accorded the Philippines, and that the provisions covering the in-
terim period before the effective date of the NATO agreement are
not substantially less favorable than those which have been in
effect since 1942 with respect to the status of U.S. Forces in the
United Kingdom. In this connection he emphasized that, while the
U.S. Government is determined that Japan shall not be discrimi-
nated against in the matter of jurisdiction, it is also of great impor-
tance in the relations between the U.S. and its other allies that
there be no discrimination against them and in favor of Japan. He
went on to say that the _interim permvmovmedwfgr before the
gomg into effect of the NATO formula would, in fact, give the Jap-
anese Government and the U. S _Forces the time which would be
requlred on both sides to prepare for the transfer to the Japanese
authorltles of the much broader jurisdictional regponSIblhtles em-

questlon as to the . probable tlme of US. Senate action on the
NATO formula, Ambassador Rusk expressed personally and infor-
mally the opinion that such action would probably be taken at
some time during the current calendar year.

Minister Okazaki then asked if Ambassador Rusk could give him
an exposition of our views concerning Article XXII (Defense Meas-
ures), in response to which Ambassador Rusk explained the back-
ground of the necessity for laying the ground work for prompt and
effective joint action in the event of hostilities or threatened hostil-
ities. Mr. Nishimura stated that his Government agrees in princi-
ple with the substance of that article but that they greatly fear the

B e A AN

! For text of the agreement concerning military bases, and exchanges of notes,
signed at Manila Mar. 14, 1947, see 61 Stat. (pt. 4) 4019.



1126 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME XIV

reaction of themeapgpese public to Article XXII as written, particu-
larly - from the point of view of its constitutional implications. In re-
sponse to a question from Ambassador Rusk, Mr. Nishimura added
that it is paragraph 2 of that article which gives them the greatest
concern.

Turning to the agenda for this afternoon’s formal meeting, 2 Am-
bassador Rusk suggested that we might begin by agreeing on the
revised Preamble, bypass Articles I and II for the time being, and
pick out certain articles on which there appeared to be substantial
agreement for final drafting by technical subcommittees. He fur-
ther suggested that, if such procedure was agreeable to the Japa-
nese Delegation, a press statement to the foregoing fact be pre-
pared for release following the meeting.

The foregoing conversation was concluded at 12:20 P.M.

NiLes W. BonD

2 A brief summary of this meeting is in telegram 1590 from Tokyo, Jan. 30, not
printed. (611.94/1-1352)

No. 491

794.0221/1-3052

Memorandum by the Acting Assistant Secretary of State for Far
Eastern Affairs (Allison) to the Deputy Under Secretary of State
(Matthews)

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] January 30, 1952.

Subject: JCS Position on Interim Policy Guidance with respect to
Japan and the Draft Directive to CINCFE on Facilities and
Areas. !

We have received an advance copy of the comments of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff 2 on the Interim Policy Guidance and the Draft Di-
rective. Attached is a copy of what we have received. We under-
stand that Defense will probably transmit these JCS comments to
us without any comments of their own. So far as the Policy Guid-
ance is concerned, the JCS have no objection except for one minor
point which arises through a misunderstanding. We believe this
difficulty can readily be eliminated.

1 Drafts of both these documents were transmitted to the Department of Defense
as enclosures to a letter of Jan. 18, from Matthews to Nash. (611.94/1-1852)

2 Memorandum by the JCS to the Secretary of Defense dated Jan. 28, not printed,
but see footnote 3 below.
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On the other hand the JCS are in complete disagreement with
both the substance and timing of the Draft Directive. The chief
points made by them are as follows:

1. The general theory of moving out of downtown areas of Japa-
nese metropolitan centers is fine, but there are practical difficul-
ties. In particular the Dai Ichi Building should be retained so long
as military operations in Korea continue or any other major mili-
tary operations in the Far East are in process. 3

2. No Directive should be issued until the President has deter-
mined post-Treaty relationships between CINCFE and the United
States Ambassador.

3. The JCS believe that the Japanese situation demands special
relationships between the Ambassador and the military. In particu-
lar the CINCFE should retain full responsibility for administering
any military assistance program even if it is necessary to amend
existing legislation in order to make it possible. In addition, on any
matters “affecting the security of CINCFE’s forces or the execution
of operational plans, as determined by CINCFE, the decision of
CINCFE” should prevail pending resolution of the issue in Wash-
ington.

The Joint Chiefs are transmitting their comments to CINCFE.
We are sending a summary of them by telegram to Mr. Rusk and
will air pouch a copy of the detailed comments. As soon as we
know the nature of the Defense letter of transmittal, we will have
for you some recommendations as to further action. 4

3 The Joint Chiefs also stated on this point:

“The Joint Chiefs of Staff are in agreement with General Ridgway’s view that for
purposes of prestige, as well as for military reasons, his headquarters should be lo-
cated in Tokyo during the post-treaty period.”

4 Documents in files 794.0221 and 611.94 for February 1952, indicate that instead
of the procedure described here, officials of both Departments conferred informally,
with the result that the Joint Chiefs of Staff prepared a new version of the draft
directive, which in its final form was transmitted to the Secretary of State under
cover of a letter dated Feb. 8 from Deputy Secretary Foster. (611.94/2-852) This
draft directive, which left for further discussion between the two Departments the
question of post-Treaty relationships between CINCFE and the Ambassador to
Japan, is identical to the text submitted to the President on Feb. 15 under cover of
Document 512.
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No. 492
693.94/2-152:Telegram

The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Gifford) to the
Department of State

CONFIDENTIAL LonpoN, February 1, 1952—3 p.m.

3340. Embtel 3308, January 30. ! Emb understands on good au-
thority Morrison had not been inclined to take too seriously
charges Yoshida letter was breach of Dulles-Morrison agreement
but was willing lend his support these charges, largely for political
purposes.

Morrison’s relative equanimity, however, shattered on reading
Alsop column appearing in Jan 30 issue, Paris Herald Tribune
headed “row over Formosa,” especially implication FonOff knew
before Dulles visit to London last June Yoshida had already decid-
ed extend limited recognition to Natl Govt. In order defend himself
from charges of double-dealing, especially from his own party’s
backbenchers, he is now talking about active participation in
attack on govt on subject Yoshida letter, and is contemplating
public release of text of agreement.

GIFFORD

1 This teleg'ram, a résumé of debate on the Yoshida letter in the House of Com-
mons on Jan. 30, is not printed. (693.94/1-3052)

No. 493
611.94/2-152:Telegram

The United States Political Adviser to SCAP (Sebald) to the
Department of State

SECRET PRIORITY Tokyo, February 1, 1952.

1608. From SCAP to SecState; info SecDef. CX-62688. This is Se-
bald’s 1608. No. 9. From Rusk. Rusk, Johnson, Bond met Okazaki,
Nishimura Thursday ! p.m., continuation informal discussion Arti-
cles 1, 2, 15, 21. 2

Re Article 1, to Jap’s objection inclusion of contractors and sub-
contractors, Rusk re-emphasized basic inequities of and US objec-
tion to taxation of US-appropriated funds either directly or indi-

1 Jan. 31.
2 Article XXI, entitled “Security of Forces and Property”’, was not discussed at the
meeting. Apparently Article XXII is meant.
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rectly by country in which such funds were spent for aid, security
or economic assistance. Japanese experience with contractors of
their own or foreign nationality unsatisfactory and unsavory. Con-
sequently, term is surcharged with political reaction for them.
Rusk suggested seeking language which would eliminate specific
reference to contractors but retaining substance of meaning. Japs
in essential agreement with this approach.

Re Article 15, Jap questions were posed to force a restatement of
US basic thinking underlying US position, which Rusk emphatical-
ly presented, 3 whereupon Jap suggested agreement to US proposal
subject to satisfactory resolution by Technical Committee. Rusk
agreed and suggested simultaneous submission to Technical Com-
mittee of Article 14 * which met with Jap approval.

Re Article 2, Okazaki restated Jap realization of and willingness
to meet needs of US forces. Stated Jap Govt’s pohtlcal problems
this respect t would be greatly alleviated if preliminary study by
Joint Committee of Technical Experts could begin tﬁorough réview
of rg_qlgyemepts at_once. . Moreover his government is plagued by
Diet and opposition with questions of respective size of garrison
and magnitude of facilities and areas which will be required. He
states unknowns are major source of difficulty, not principle, as his
govt is desirous of meeting US needs fully.

Rusk stated such committee would need prior clarification of cer-
tain basic principles and admin agreement for guidance, but he
would consult with colleagues as to feasibility such approach. Also
indicated uncertain status Korean operation seriously aggravates
problem estimating needs.

Johnson corrected Okazaki’s impression there had been substan-
tial recent gggggrgmgnucqmmmgns, referred to in Rusk's Series
No. 7. 5 No such acquisitions made, only survey in search of substi-

3 An excerpt from Bond’s memorandum of this conversation follows:

“Minister Okazaki then raised the question of Article XV on Criminal Jurisdic-
tion. Ambassador Rusk said that, for reasons which he had pointed out the previous
day, it would be difficult to depart substantially from the principles set forth in our
draft, but that we might move ahead if there remained only technical and drafting
problems. Minister Okazaki indicated that in principle the U.S. draft of Article XV
is acceptable and that all he had in mind was further discussion by technical ex-
perts as to phraseology and other details. Referring to Mr. Nishimura’s comments of
the previous day concerning the probable necessity for certain changes in the NATO
formula in its application to Japan, Ambassador Rusk stated that he wished, in a
spirit of candor, to make it perfectly clear that, although we would be disposed to
agree to appropriate adaptation of the NATO formula, we would not be able to
accord to Japan more favorable treatment than that accorded to the NATO coun-
tries. Mr. Nishimura said that was understood.” (611.94/2-2352)

4 Entitled “Respect for the Laws of Japan”.

5 No. 7 in the Rusk series is telegram 1594 from Tokyo, Jan. 31. (611.94/1-3152) It
summarizes the talk described in the memorandum of conversation, Document 490.
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tute areas. Okazaki repeated his govt’s desire to provide proper and
sufficient facilities and areas even to using part of 56 billion yen in
new budget included under title “Security Measures”’. Rusk ex-
pressed appreciation their frank statement their position. Article
deferred for further study by mutual agreement.

Re Article 22, Rusk forestalled additional discussion this article
on grounds not prepared to discuss specific Jap comments already
received. Okazaki restated his and Yoshida’s belief that as practical
matter in case imminent or actual hostilities American commander
and combined command a necessity. However, in view forthcoming
election, constitutional restrictions, and public sensitivity, para-
graph 2 this article was causing real political concern. Substance
indicated as being satisfactory; wording politically inexpedient.

In summary, Okazaki stated admin agreement following discus-
sions now contains only two major politically 1mgggantmor
Jap Govt, i.e., facilities and areas Article 2, and dggggse measures
Artlcle 22. These grtlcles ‘they already agree to in principle. There-
fore, he believes mutually satisfactory agreement can be reached.

SEBALD

No. 494
611.94/2-452:Telegram

The United States Political Adviser to SCAP (Sebald) to the
Department of State

SECRET NIACT Tokyo, February 4, 1952—6 p.m.

Topad 1623. For Allison and Dulles from Rusk. Re Deptel 2132. !
From point of view simply of negot admin agreement it wld be
preferable that peace treaty not reach Senate floor for another
week, although no objection action by Fon Relations Comite. Real-
ize that other considerations such as Formosa may result in overall
decision to expedite but possibility of questions by senators about
admin agreement has 'had useful influence in moving_us along

1In telegram 2132, Feb. 2, the Department requested Rusk’s views regarding the
coordination of conclusion of the Administrative Agreement with ratification of the
Treaty of Peace. (611.94/2-252)

2In Bond’s memorandum of a preliminary discussion held between the Japanese
and U.S. Delegations on Jan. 28, a section reads:

“Ambassador Rusk then stated that there was one other point which he wished to
make clear to Minister Okazaki, and that was that the U.S. Government does not
intend to use ratification of the Japanese Peace Treaty as a club over the heads of

the Japanese in connection with negotiation of the Administrative Agreement. He
Continued
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Principal points requiring further negot are:

(1) Japanese reluctance to include contractors and natls of third
states in definition of civilian component Article I;

(2) Japanese desire to handle third sentence para one of Article
IT in such way as to leave no impression that occupation merely
continues upon effective date peace treaty, although they say they
do not object to policy of third sentence;

(8) Japanese desire to register in some way other than face of
agreement that para two of Article III is included within rights
given in para one same article;

(4) Some Japanese resistance interim jurisdiction arrangements
Article XV continues but believe this can be overcome;

(5) Serious concern by Japanese over domestic implications para
two Article XXII.

Other points are requiring further discussion, but they are likely
to remain technical in character. We are continuing talks on basis
present US draft and are not asking for fresh instructions yet.

I feel that we shld try to get clearer basis of agreement, particu-

larly on Articles II and XXII, before “Rgace treaty_comes t to Senate
floor vlf«poss1bfe Under no c1rcumstances, however, shld it be inti-
mated in any way that timing peace treaty consideration is related
to progress our negots here since effect on Japanese public attitude
admin agreement cld be disastrous. I have not asked Johnson to
concur these personal views but have shown this to him.

SEBALD

stated, however, that the legislative processes of the U.S. Government are such that
Senate consideration of the Japanese Peace Treaty and the bilateral Security Treaty
with Japan would be facilitated and expedited by early signature of an Administra-
tive Agreement, the substance of which would undoubtedly be of particular interest
and relevance to the Senate in its consideration of Article III of the Security
Treaty.” (611.94/2-2352)
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No. 495
Department of Defense files:Telegram

The Supreme Commander, Allied Powers (Ridgway) to the
Department of the Army !

SECRET PRIORITY Tokvyo, February 4, 1952—7:12 p.m.

C 62867. Negotiations have progressed to point where it appears
gap Japanese and US positions has been virtually closed on Article
1. Gap narrowing Articles II and XV. No real progress made Arti-
cle XXII.

Tentatively, am approaching conclusion Japanese have funda-
mental disagreement with US on substance this article though
they still state disagreement is not one of substance but of political
sensitivity. We have made no concessions on substance and no
wording change Paragraph 1, Article XXII. Have explored textual
change without substantive change Paragraph 2 this article. No fi-
nalization of either textual or substantive changes will be agreed to
without reference to Washington, nor am I seeking additional in-
structions at this time.

Believe present progress and lack of progress negotiations war-
rant your reviewing them in light of proposal by Senate to report
treaty out of committee this week. Feel strongly open debate
Senate floor this time would further add to burden of negotiations
here. While am not personally privy to overall considerations of
policy and developments in Far East, subject to that lack of knowl-
edge still strongly believe that administrative agreement should
come into effect simultaneously with 2 treaties.

Rusk, Ridgway have not been asked to concur, but information
copies furnished them. 2

1 Marked “From Earl Johnson” and “SecDef Wash DC for Frank Nash pass im-
mediately to Secretary State, JCS Wash DC”.

2 The Department of the Army replied in message DA 900472 to CINCFE, Tokyo,
dated Feb. 7. It reads:

“Sec Def requests you pass fol msg to Earl Johnson.

“Strongly concur your views re Senate action on Jap Treaty. It continues to be
defense viewpoint that negotiations on admin agreement should be concluded prior
to action on treaty. In connection with foregoing, have so represented to Allison and
Johnson of State. It is most important that you inform us your best estimate on
date of completion of negotiations.

“We are concerned about lack of progress on Article 22. Defense position on im-
portance of including Article 22 in admin agreement remains unchanged.” (Tokyo
Post files, 320.1 Bilateral Security Treaty)
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No. 496

State-JCS Meetings, lot 61 D 417

Memorandum of the Substance of Discussion at a Department of
State—Joint Chiefs of Staff Meeting, Held in Washington, Febru-
ary 6, 1952, 11:30 a.m. *

TOP SECRET

[Here follow a list of persons present (18) and discussion of
United States relations with Korea and France. Generals Bradley
and Vandenberg and Admiral Fechteler attended for the Joint
Chiefs. The Army was represented by the Vice Chief of Staff, Gen-
eral Hull and Matthews headed the Department of State group.]

Japanese Peace Treaty

Mr. Nash: Secretary Lovett has asked me to raise the question of
the status of the Japanese Peace Treaty. We are concerned about
the speed with which the Treaty is gomg through the Senate and
the effect that Senate ratification mlght have on the negotiation of
aimwlstrmtwe agreement in Tokyo. The Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee approved the Treaty yesterday. There is a possibil-
ity, perhaps a probability, that the Treaty will be called up for
formal ratification in a week or two. We are very much disturbed
about this. I spoke to Mr. Allison about it and told him that we
thought that Mr. Dulles had agreed with General Bradley regard-
ing the necessity of concluding a satisfactory administrative agree-
ment and security treaty before the ratification of the peace treaty.
Mr. Dulles told the Senators that he fully supported General Brad-
ley’s view on this matter. Mr. Allison now tells me that this is not
Mr. Dulles’ view. Secretary Lovett will have to speak to the Presi-
dent and to the Chairman of the Armed Forces committee with the
object of deferring action on the peace treaty until we have the ad-
ministrative agreement. I only wanted to call this to your attention
and to let you know that we are unhappy about it. We have been
emphasizing this point for two years.

With reference to the directive to General Ridgway, I have been
negotiating with Mr. Allison and the JSSC. I think we should be
able to go ahead vigorously with the administrative agreement and
we might possibly conclude it in 10 to 14 days. If the Japanese drag
their feet—and they might—we will have to hold up on the ratifi-
cation of the peace treaty.

1 A notation on the title page reads: “State draft: Not cleared with any of the par-
ticipants.)”
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Mr. Matthews: I don’t know much about this problem but I will
look into it. Could the matter be taken care of by delay in the de-
positing of the ratification after the passage of the treaty?

General Hull: Once the Senate ratifies the treaty our negotiating
position is shot.

General Bradley: We have been worrying about this for two
years. If we cannot do anything else, we will have to hold up the
depositing of the ratification until we get the administrative agree-
ment. It would be far better, however, if the Senate did not ratify
until we had the administrative agreement.

No. 497

694.001/2-652

Memorandum by the Secretary of State

SECRET [WasHINGTON,] February 6, 1952.

Before the NSC meeting this afternoon, I spoke with Mr. Foster,
who was substituting for Mr. Lovett, on the report given me by Mr.
Matthews that Mr. Lovett might be going to speak to the President
urging that consideration of the Japanese peace treaty be delayed 2
because of a message from Mr. Earl Johnson that certain difficul-
ties were being encountered with the Japanese on the administra-
tive agreement. I strongly urged that no such proposal should be
urged upon the President and that if it were VI"s}hould be pres present to
dlscuss it. T pomted out that our information was that the treaty
would not come before the Senate until about the 18th and might
well take a week to go through the Senate. It seemed to me, there-
fore, that Messrs. Rusk and Johnson had plenty of time. Mr. Foster
said that this might be true if the dates which I mentioned were
the correct ones. However, if the Japanese got the impression from
the press that the ratification of the treaty was a sure thing, they
mlght prefer to drag out the discussions. I replied that delaying the
freaty in the Senate would not help this matter and could get us
into serious trouble. I said we would be glad to discuss the ways of
disabusing the Japanese of the idea that ratification would be an

easy matter.

1 Routed for action to Allison.

2 The Senate Foreign Relations Committee had unanimously approved the treaty
on Feb. 5. See Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, 82d Cong., 2d Sess., Senate
Executive Report No. 2, Japanese Peace Treaty and Other Treaties Relating to Secu-
rity in the Pacific (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1952).
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I suggest that Mr. Allison and Mr. Matthews discuss this and
perhaps we can find some way of giving Messrs. Rusk and Johnson
appropriate material.

DA
No. 498
611.94/2-652: Telegram
The United States Political Adviser to SCAP (Sebald) to the
Department of State
SECRET Tokyo, February 6, 1952.

1631. CX 62996. This is Sebald’s 1631. No. 12 from Rusk. Progress
negotiations now such as to disclose nature Jap position important
points and to permit preliminary assessment further course negoti-
ations.

Obvious from discussions thus far that while Japs are friendly
and appear anxious to reach satisfactory agreement, they are nev-
ertheless determined to press Japan’s interests with great vigor
and to insist upon arrangements broadly similar to those we have
with other important friends, about which they are fully informed.
Their attitude is underscored by pressures sensitive domestic poli-
tics and wide public interest in and wariness about admin agree-
ment. Clear intimation in fisheries negotiation that Japan is
coming into post-treaty period as major independent and self cen-
tered factor world affairs, with important implications for US for-
eign policy formulation, is entirely confirmed by present talks.

Fol articles tentatively agreed on basis texts already furnished
Dept: Preamble, 4, 6, 7, 9, 13, 14, 17, 19, 20, 21, and new article on
vehicles.

Fol articles still under technical consideration, with fair chance
of satisfactory solution at technical level: 5, 8, 10, 11, 12, 18, 24, 25
and 26.

Fol articles being considered either at technical level or by Oka-
zaki, Rusk and Johnson but involve points which still require clos-
ing of gap between two dels: 1 2,73, 15, 16, 22 and 23. Since this
category contains heart of our proposals t brief analysis each now
fols:

Re: Article 1, Japs most reluctant include contractors, stateless
persons and natlonals third st tates within definition civilian compo-
nént. Here they are using NATO precedents strongly. Al50 in_back-
glround i§ bad reputation Jap’ contractors, many of whom evaded
taxes and escaped obhgatlons to other Japs by clalmmg spe01a1 con-
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tractual relationship to occupation. Japs appear willing to deal
with problem contractors in special articles in such way as to pro-
tect US-appropriated funds from taxation, but do not appear im-
pressed with our desire include contractors and contractors of con-
tractors in broad privileges and exemptions given by inclusion defi-
nition civilian component. Stateless persons not important, but
Japs object inclusion nations third state within civilian component,
probably because they do not see clearly its necessity, because such
are explicitly excluded in NATO formula, and there are vague
fears about possible abuses this privilege by US in some way offen-
sive to Japs. No change in my instruction this article desired.

Re: Article 2, issue still revolves about third sentence para 1.
Since Japs appear w1lhng to agree substance pohcy that we should
not be left in position possible trespasser, we are trying find alter-
native language which will mean same thing as our original text.
Any such language will be furnished Dept for approval before
agreement in view importance this point. Japs consider our origi-
nal language lmphes continuation occupation and seem to fear foot
dragging on our part in reachmg agreement on facilities and areas.
They want assurance (a) that occupation ends completely in every
respect upon effectlve date peace treaty, (b) that facilities and areas
are held | by our forces by agreement, (c) that we will make urgent
and fair effort to get agreement facilities and areas, before effective
date peace treaty if possible. Machinery for latter would be infor-
mal working group working in advance of formal joint committee
which would reach provisional agreements facilities and areas to
be confirmed promptly by joint committee. Gen Ridgway is pre-
pared set up US section such informal working group at once and I
consider it must be done just as soon as we can agree on text Arti-
cle 2. In exchange for assurances (a), (b) and (c), Japs appear will-
mg to glve us assurance that we can remain in facilities and areas
‘not yet agreed or prov1ded for, pendmg further consultation, which
is essence our present third sentence, para 1. No change instruc-
tion this art now desired, pending submission new language.

Re: Art 3, Japs have continued raise tremendous objection inclu-
sion of para7 ‘in body agreement. They say they do not object sub-
stance and would include this para in formal agreed minutes of ne-
gotiations as agreed interpretation para 1. Our wording para 2 in-
dicates its function is to explain para 1. Jap objection is based upon
fact that para 2 would be obnoxious their public opinion | because it
is taken bodily from base agreements and even includes items not
listed in Phil base agreement. They are unwilling use Phil as
precedent but where our proposals_are even_ more severe on them
than on Phil, Jap reaction is strong. “Bases” is s bad word i in Japan
sﬁce-:t-crmnotes extra terntonahty, unequal “treaties, and 1 sugges-

B e NI



JAPAN 1137

tion we are digging in for long stay, such as 99 years. We have
pointed out admin agreement inevitably includes features normal
both to status of forces and base agreements, that failure to be spe-
cific in other agreements has produced misunderstanding and that
public should have broad idea of meaning of para 1 so as not to be
upset when we act in sense of our para 2. Firm Jap reaction contin-
ues to be that insertion para 2 ‘“itself most regrettable and dis-
pleasing to the Jap people”. My own view is that, on this issue, we
should take the substance and give on the form, perhaps trying to
strengthen para 1 by specific reference to alterations in facilities
and areas. My recommendation is that I be authorized to accept, if
it becomes necessary, deletion para 2 from Art III, subject to its
being recorded in formal agreed minutes as agreed interpretation
para 1. Johnson concurs. Dept now has instruction on this.

Re: Art 15, Japs have been trying hard to get modification inter-
im arrangement which would place them “in at least as’ _favorable a
position as the Phils” prior to application NATO formula. Crux of
issue is Jap desire insert new para reading as fols: “Jap courts and
authorities shall have the right to exercise jurisdiction over any of-
fense against the laws of Japan which is committed outside the fa-
cilities and areas by members of the US Armed Forces, the civilian
component and their independents and the offended party of which
is a Jap national.” Insertion such para would require insertion
words “subject to para 3 of this art” after words ‘“US service courts
and authorities” in para 1. Battery of arguments both sides are
those well known Dept and we have held firm line. Japs may be
trying to make strongest possible record effort in negotiation prior
to final acceptance our formula. They recognize importance appli-
cation NATO formula at early stage but are worried about ability
opposition parties exploit interim arrangement involving exclusive
jurisdiction. No new instructions desired.

Re: Art 16, Japs are pressing for US share of 75 percent in para
3 (d) as in Art 8, para b (e) of NATO agreement. They clalm no
reason why Jap should be different from NATO, no_connection be-
tween settlement claims and arrangements for general expenses
and no real reason why US should not. pay all. of valid claims aris-
ing by our mﬂequest instructions degree 1mportance we should
attach to 50-50 formula. Also, Japs wish to include Art 16 new
para to cover ex gratia payments as in para 6, Art 8, NATO agree-
ment. Request instructions. Dept has action both points Art 15.

Further tel will come on Arts 22 and 23.

SEBALD
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No. 499

611.94/2-752

The Acting Assistant Secretary of State for Far Eastern Affairs
(Allison) to the Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Interna-
tional Security Affairs (Nash)

TOP SECRET [WasHINGTON,] February 7, 1952.

Dear Mr. NasH: We have been discussing an Interim Policy
Guidance and an Interim Directive to the Commander in Chief,
Far_ East settmg forth preliminary United States thcle with re-
spect to Japan in the post- Treaty period. In the course of these dis-
cussions we have agreed that it will be desirable to push ahead
with the preparation of a National Security Council paper on
Japan.

T have asked the Office of Northeast Asian Affairs to prepare a
draft of such an NSC paper which can then be started through the
normal NSC processes. However in commencing their consideration
of such a paper, they have discovered the desirability of a military
estimate of certain factors regarding the security of Japan, in order
to make possible a more intelligent approach to some of the major
problems of policy. Enclosed are four copies of a list of questions,
the answers to which would lay a firm groundwork for the NSC
paper.

I realize that some of these questions have already been the sub-
ject of considerable study, and that some of the answers have been
communicated to the Department in Mr. Lovett’s letter of January
10. * The questions are included at this time, however, partly for
the sake of completeness and partly to be sure that we have the
benefit of your latest thinking. Other questions listed in the enclo-
sure it may not be possible to answer, but to the extent that even
tentative answers are possible we will all have a better basis for
considering what our policies toward Japan should be.

In case you believe discussion of some of these points between
Defense and State representatives will be fruitful, Mr. McClurkin
of the Office of Northeast Asian Affairs will be glad to consult with
anyone whom you may designate.

Sincerely yours,

JOHN M. ALLISON

1 Reference uncertain. Possibly pertains to a letter of Jan. 10 signed on behalf of
Lovett by Col. K.R. Kreps, USAF, Deputy Director of the Executive Office of the
Secretary of Defense, enclosing a JCS memorandum of Dec. 12, 1951. For text of the
latter memorandum, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. v1, Part 1, p. 1432.
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[Enclosure]

ProBLEMS To BE CLARIFIED PRIOR TO PREPARATION OF NSC PaPER

I The effectwe potentlal over the next few years of Unlted States
and Japanese military forces in Japan in resisting attack.

A. To what extent is it possible and desirable from a military
point of view to defend Japan against attack?

1. How much of Japan can be held against attack?

2. To what extent can Japanese production facilities remain in
operation in the event of hostilities in the Japan area?

3. Is it expected that adequate shipping will be available to
supply United States and Japanese military forces in Japan and
Japanese industrial and civilian requirements? Can this shipping
be adequately protected against attack?

B. Consistent with the answers to the foregoing, what is the esti-
mated strength of United States air, naval and ground forces re-
quired to defend Japan effectively?

1. Consistent with Japanese resources, to what extent is it pro-
posed to create Japanese ground forces, i.e., magnitude, character
and timing, as a means of strengthening the defense of the area
and of eventually releasing United States forces for duty else-
where?

2. Is it contemplated that approval would be given to the cre-
ation of Japanese—

a. naval forces,
b. tactical air force,
c. strategic bombing force,

and if so, to what extent?

C. Consistent with the estimates made in response to B above,
what will be the approximate costs of maintaining United States
and Japanese forces in Japan for each of the next three years,
broken down as follows:

1. Total costs of maintaining United States forces in Japan.
a. Costs to be borne by the United States.

(1) Approximately what portion of this will be expended in
Japan?

b. Costs to be borne by the Japanese Government.
2. Total costs of maintaining Japanese forces.

a. Dollar expenditures of the United States for military
equipment, etc.

(1) What portion of this, if any, will be expended in Japan?



1140 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME XIV

b. Costs to be borne by the Japanese Government.

(1) To what extent would this involve expenditure of foreign
exchange by Japan?

c¢. What proportion of the total costs for maintaining Japa-
nese forces would be required for—

(1) Light military equipment,
(2) Heavy military equipment.

II. Development and use of Japanese industrial capacity for the
production of military supplies and implements of war.

A. To what extent will scarcities and delays in United States in-
dustrial production have an effect on the ability of the United
States to supply U.S. and Japanese forces in Japan?

1. To what extent will such shortages be a limiting factor upon
the desired development of Japanese forces until alternative sup-
plies of such resources can be made available?

2. Is there a critical year involved?

B. Mindful of the current scarcities of certain vital materials, the
present and potential capabilities of Japanese industries, the alter-
nate uses of those industrial resources, the present and future
impact on the Japanese economy, the possibility of a loss of Japan
in the event of a general war, and the shipping requirements to
supply necessary imports for Japanese industry during a war, what
are the views of Defense with respect to the development and use
of industrial capacity in Japan for the production of military sup-
plies and equipment for—

1. United States forces in Japan.

2. United States forces stationed elsewhere.

3. Japanese security forces, and
4. Other friendly forces in Asia.

C. Specifically, what are the views of Defense with reference to
the types of military supplies and equipment which Japan should
produce?

1. Should a distinction be made between encouragement of Japa-
nese heavy and light armament industries?
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No. 500

611.94/2-852: Telegram

The United States Political Adviser to SCAP (Sebald) to the
Department of State

TOP SECRET PRIORITY Toxkyo, February 8, 1952.

1649. Repeated info Secretary Defense. CX 63132. This is Sebald’s
1649. No. 14 from Rusk. This tel further to my number 12. ! Re:
Article 22, our discussions have disclosed wide gap between US and
Japanese on what should be said in administrative agréement this
subJect In number informal talkms, Okazaki tells us J‘apane“sé Govt
recognizes necessity US forces act in own security in case of emer-
gency, that in such case forces should not be limited to facilities
and areas provided under admlmstratlve ‘agreement, that it is “obvi-
ous US commander should_ ‘assume_command _in_ Jagan and that
Japanese security forces should operate under such command o

“Possible that Japanese would prefer administrative agreement be
silent on such matters, but they have suggested fol text Article 22:

“In the event of hostilities, or imminently threatened hostilities,
in the Japan area, the Govts of Japan and the US shall immediate-
ly consult together with a view to taking necessary measures to
carry out the purpose of Article 1 of the Security treaty.”

Fol points have been put forward by Okazaki as basis objection
mclusmn our draft artlcle

PIVEUPSSP—

(1) Our paragraph one does not grant us any powers which it

would not otherwise enjoy, but it might give Japanese public im-
pression, by indicating US would not be boun«dbgy administrative
agreement, that latter is mere scrap of paper.”
“(2) Action taken by us in Japan in event emergency must be pre-
ceded or accompanied by such consultation as circumstances
permit. There would always be some Minister of State available for
consultation. In fact, commander would act at once and consulta-
tion would be formallty

(3) US commander’s action would be limited in any event to
measures securing our forces until US Govt had acted “‘since Con-
gress declares war”. Necessity consult own govt affords commander
opportunity contact Japanese Govt.

(4) Our Article 22 goes considerably beyond reasonable interpre-
tation Article 3 of security treat; Ve since latter refers to “disposition
of US forces in and about Japan”.

(5) Diet itself would consider commitments our Article 22 go
beyond Article 3 security treaty and might insist upon legislative
revitla)vlv entire agreement, in which Article 22 would run into great
trouble.

1 Telegram 1631 from Tokyo, Document 498.
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(6) Subject raises many other related questions of highest politi-
cal and security importance which cannot be dealt with in adminis-
trative agreement.

(7) Japanese Govt is having hard enough time selling increases
Japanese security forces and other difficult policy questions with-
out undertaking heavy burden involved our Article 22.

Relevant to above is recent conversation Rusk with Miki, 2
leader of Democratic Party which is strongly supporting rearma-
ment and close ties with US. Miki stated Japanese interest is now
ranging far beyond administrative agreement and that Japanese
wish to know “whether we intend to consult Ja apan_about security
matters, what arranggments we have in mind for command and
what steps we have in mind for_moving toward general _security
pact in Pacific.

Press interest here is turning toward broad security questions
which are not answered by our Article 22 but which would be fur-
ther stimulated thereby. Examples such questions are: Do we
intend to claim right to use atom bombs from Japanese bases with-
out consulting Japan? Will security measures be such as to make
Japan independent only in name but in fact a colony of the US?
What will be the relation of Japan’s police reserve to US forces?
What role will US play in training police reserve? Who will com-
mand? Will US forces put Japan through air raid drills in time of
peace? Will active use US forces be decided by US alone or by
mutual consultation and agreement? Who will decide what “con-
tributing to the maintenance of international peace and security in
the Far East” means in the security treaty? Recurring question is
that of previous consultation and agreement with Japan.

We have made fol points among others to Okazaki in support our
Article 22:

(1) Inescapable consequence of very existence of armed force, re-
gardless where stationed, is that it must act in own security in
event emergency and we cannot accept limitation this basic neces-
sity, particularly in view our heavy world-wide responsibilities.

(2) Facilities and areas agreed under administrative agreement
must not limit action which has to be taken as matter military ne-
cessity in case of emergency.

(8) Our draft entirely appropriate in administrative agreement as
1nvolv1ng ‘conditions which shall govern the disposition, etc.” spec-
ified in Article 3 security treaty.

(4) Under present conditions, where sudden and damaging attack
can be delivered by lawless nations, action of forces to provide own
security cannot be subject to limitations of communication and con-

2 A memorandum of this conversation (held on Feb. 4) by Charles N. Spinks, First
Secretary of Mission, is in Tokyo Post files, 320.1 Security Treaty.
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sultation. Examples such sudden attacks past 20 years used, includ-
ing Korea, Pearl Harbor and Philippines. :

(5) Our Article 22 merely represents actual realities situation
and Japanese public should begin to face up to them if they are
now under illusions.

(6) Although administrative agreement cannot enlarge upon
rights in security treaty, it is equally true that it cannot diminish
them.

(7) In period in which Japan is virtually disarmed and incapable
of exercising strategic command, such command could only be exer-
cised by US; in such situation all forces capable contributing to de-
fense of Japan should be under such command. All such arrange-
ments, however, should be on basis consultation and agreement
Japanese Govt as provided our draft.

On basis previous inter-departmental discussions and our analy-
sis situation, Johnson and I consider that fol are essential elements
our position on Article 22:

(a) We should have a clear understanding that the limitations of

the administrative agreement do no QQF 'K 0 Sécurity measures
of ho

W;El:CMAMY.Q,IQtE@TﬁﬁEﬁEﬁjbe: event of hostilities or imminent
threat thereof. T e

(b) We should have a clear understanding that US forces must, in
the event of hostilities or imminent threat thereof, act to carry out
purposes_of Article 1 of security treaty and to provide for own secu-
rity on basis of tactical and strategic necessity. Any limitation on
this would bé Timitation on security treaty itself’ |

() We should accept principle of consultation, in event hostilities
or imminent threat thereof, on joint measures which US and Japan
might agree to take in such emergency. )

If above is correct as to what we really want, it might be possible
to get Japanese agreement on Article 22 which contains our first
paragraph and something like their proposal (above) as second
paragraph, amended by inserting “appropriate joint measures”
after “with view to taking”. Even so it might be necessary to make
some reference to consultation accompanying action taken under
our paragraph one, consultation which would be inevitable even
though we could not subject necessary action under our paragraph
one to its results. Action Dept: What does US Govt think of this
suggestion? ' e

We have not yet moved into techniques of heavy pressures re Ar-
ticle 22. However, before we do so US Govt should carefully consid-
er whether US interests are best protected by heavy pressure to
obtain our Article 22 from reluctant Japan or by silence this
matter in agreement itself. The more we talk now and publicly
about such questions, the more embarrassing questions will
become, the more Yoshida will feel compelled to water down mean-
ing of agreement in statements to Diet and the more we shall un-
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doubtedly have to move toward statement restricting wide open
rights we now enjoy under security treaty, such as commitments to
consult of the sort recently given Churchill. Best response Yoshida
might now make to many questions this field is that such matters
not appropriately covered by administrative agreement and should
be left for further consideration two govts.

SEBALD

No. 501
611.94/2-852: Telegram

The United States Political Adviser to SCAP (Sebald) to the
Department of State

TOP SECRET PRIORITY Tokyo, February 8, 1952—4 p.m.

Topad 1651. Eyes only Secretary from Rusk. No distribution out-
side Dept. Re my No. 14 in other series, ! you should know that I
felt before leaving Washington that present Japanese reaction was
entirely predictable and that our interests would be best protected
by relying upon security treaty pending more_general and highly
confidential talks bggwgen US and Japanese Govt this entire field.
I did not press this view to highest level then because JCS felt
strongly about it and I thought we could at least explore matter
with Japs.

Your own consideration my No. 14 should take into account facts
it reflects to some extent views held prior to departure and also
fact we have not yet applied heaviest pressures in negotiation. I
would regret using up such pressures on Art XXII when we may
need them for Arts II, XV and XXIII which are far more important
to us in. substance than Art XXII.

I feel we have best chance maintaining rights security treaty by
working with Japanese Govt on practical basis and not by rubbing
their noses publicly in formal statements or agreements which
spell out satellite status. Any attempt by us to claim that action
US Forces in Japan is not intimately related to Japan’s security,
Japanese sovereignty and responsibility Japanese Govt is bound to
fail. We might get our paragraphs on paper but lose sympathy and
support our friends in Japan who are carrying heavy load Japanese
public opinion on such questions as rearmament, budgetary diffi-
culties, reparations, trade with mainland, extensive facilities and
areas needed by our forces.

1 Telegram 1649 from Tokyo, Feb. 8, supra.
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Japan has large, literate, trained industrious population, biggest
industrial potential between Urals and US Midwest, and inevitable
role leadership in Asia and is associate we cannot afford lose by
mishandling this important juncture of changing relationships. I
fully recognize weight of consideration advanced by JCS and neces-
sity State-Defense teamwork and will do best to carry out final
policy this matter.

SEBALD

(  No. 502
693.941/2-752:Telegram

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in the Republic of China !

SECRET WASHINGTON, February 8, 1952—7:34 p.m.
PRIORITY

579. Reurtel 987, Feb 7.2 Dept has through you and talks with
Koo considerable insight into point of view Natl Govt and also
through Dulles talks with Yoshida considerable insight as to what
is in mind of Jap. From this we realize that there are certain dif-
ferences which in themselves seem to us not to be of major impor-
tance but which, in atmosphere of suspicion and distrust, cld be
magnified into serious obstacles to carrying out Yoshida letter to
Dulles and desired result of harmony between two govts.

We have not however felt that at this stage we shld be interme-
diary and accordingly have not attempted communicate to Chi
Natl Govt, either through Emb here or you, what we know of Jap
ideas other than as publicly expressed in Yoshida letter and we
have not attempted to give Jap Govt any interpretation of Chi Natl
views except that under date of Jan 14 we advised Sebald for info
of Yoshida that we believed Natl Govt wld accept formula of his
letter to Dulles. 2

It is our present view that negots shld be begun directly between
the two govts; that they shld not be pressed or allowed to develop

! Drafted and approved for transmission by Dulles; cleared with Allison in FE;
and repeated for information to Tokyo marked “For Sebald.”

2 In telegram 987, Chargé Rankin stated that the Nationalist Government, while
not expecting a formal reply, desired clarification on two points before the Japanese
Delegation arrived in Taipei to negotiate the proposed bilateral peace treaty. “Chi
Govt wants bilateral ‘peace treaty’ in name and in substance.” Also, the government
wanted the scope of the treaty’s application to be covered in a document separate
from it. The Chinese Government, concluded Rankin, assumed the latter point had
been “discussed with Japs when US conveyed to them one of Chi Govt formulas
which subsequently incorporated in Yoshida Itr to Dulles.” (693.941/2-752)

3 See Topad 1955 to Tokyo, Document 472.
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into any inflammable stage but that points which two parties
cannot agree on shld be laid aside until agreement reached on oher
matters and then if both sides desire US wld consider in light of
then circumstances using its good offices to endeavor to complete
agreement.

What follows is for your info and such informal communication
to Natl Govt as you think appropriate.

We were disposed in principle to accept position that formula
now in Yoshida-Dulles letter cld be expressed in separate protocol
doc rather than in treaty itself. However, we now feel it may not
be practical to exclude formula from treaty.

We note Chi draft ¢+ repeats provisions of multilateral Treaty
giving rights to Natls, products and vessels of the ‘“‘Republic of
China” and then apparently attempts to cut down scope of rights
by limiting them to Natls, products and vessels of “Formosa and
the Pescadores”. Even this however is not done adequately.

This seems to us unsatis. It fails to reflect important feature of
Yoshida-Dulles formula that Treaty shall be applicable to terrs
“which may hereafter be under control of Natl Govt” 5 and in fact
limits treaty operation for all time merely to islands mentioned.
We wid think it preferable a) that treaty be made between “the
Govt of Japan and the Natl Govt of the Republic of China”’; b) that
treaty be simplified so as to reduce necessity for internal defini-
tions; and c¢) that final clause of the treaty limit its application to
Natls, products or vessels of China in terrs “now or hereafter
under control of Natl Govt of the Republic of China.”

We attach, and assume Natl Govt attaches, utmost importance to
meticulous avoidance of any treaty provision in favor of China
which cld give rights to Commie China other than contemplated by
Art 21 of multilateral Treaty or give rights to persons, products,
vessels, aircraft or anything else now or hereafter under Commie
de facto control. Also we attach importance to the “hereafter”’ fea-
ture of formula both to avoid any possible impairment internatl
prestige Natl Govt and also to avoid possible rights to Commies if
perchance any single particle of Formosa and Pescadores group
shld temporarily fall under de facto Commie control. Therefore,
from both standpoints we believe treaty shld be with “Natl Govt of
Republic of China” and limited to its de facto control now or here-
after rather than to geographically defined territories.

4 Chinese draft as of this date not found in Department of State files.
5 Quotation is apparently a paraphrase from penultimate sentence of third para-
graph of the Yoshida letter.
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Further detailed comments may follow. 6
ACHESON

6 In telegram 999 from Taipei, Feb. 11, Rankin in part stated: “FonMin [George
K.C. Yeh] expressed appreciation Dept’s comments re scope application (Deptel 579
February 8) and is reexamining Chi Govt draft with these considerations in mind.
Ref to ‘Nationalist’ Govt in treaty presumably not feasible since this is not official
name but same result may be obtained other ways.” (693.941/2-1152)

No. 503

611.94/2-852

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State for Far Eastern
Affairs (Allison) to the Secretary of State

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] February 9, 1952.
Subject: Collective Defense Measures with Japan
Problem

We have received two telegrams from Mr. Rusk ! dealing with
Article XXII of the Administrative Agreement which describes the
collective defense measures which may be taken “in the event of
hostilities or imminently threatened hostilities in the Japan area”.
He requests a United States Government position as to whether we
press for the language in our present ¢ draft or authorlze modifica-
tions of it to meet the Japanese v1ewp01nt

Background

Article XXII constituted one of the major points of difference be-
tween State and Defense, and 1twseemed hkely that the decision
would have to be put up to the President. However, agreement was
ﬁnally reached _to_present to the Japanese a draft of Article XXII
which prov1des for a unilateral United States determination as to
whether an emergency ex1sts and for the abrogation of the Tmlta-
tions 1mposed by the Administrative Agreement if necessary “to
carry out the purposes.of Article I.of the Security Treaty ai and to
ensure the security of United States forces. A combined C Command
with a United States Commander may be established by agreement

w1th the Government of Japan.

1 Copies of telegram 1649 and Topad 1651 from Tokyo, Documents 500 and 501,
are attached to the source text.

Other attachments, besides that printed below, include: Article I of the U.S.-
Japan Security Treaty, the language of Article XXII from the Jan. 22 draft of the
Administrative Agreement, and the original JCS language of Aug. 1951. For text of
the last-named draft, see footnote 6, Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. vi, Part 1, p. 1283.



1148 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME XIV

Current Negotiations With the Japanese

The Japanese have in these negotiations been taking the kind of
position that might be expected of a friendly sovereign nation.
They have informally expressed their willingness to do all that we
ask in our draft of the Administrative Agreement. However, be-
cause of domestic political difficulties they cannot in a public docu-
ment subscribe to some of the commitments which we have re-
quested them to make. This situation applies particularly to Article
XXII. There has been great public concern in Japan over such

questlons as our possible use of Japanese bases for atomlc attacks
upon Chlna or Russia and possible commitments for the _use ¢ of Jap-
anese forces. In our opinion, the Japanese are not overestlmatmg
their domestic problem when they say that the prov1s10n Tfor the
virtual abrogation of the limitations of the Agreement in : an emer-
gency situation would undoubtedly create the 1mpressxon among

the Japanese people that the Agreement is a mere scrap of

The Japanese have put forward as their proposal the following
simple statement:

in the Japan area, the Governments of Japan and the United
States shall immediately consult together with a view to taking
necessary measures to carry out the purpose of Article I of the Se-

“‘“ “In the event of hostilities, or imminently threatened hostilities,
|
l‘ curity Treaty.”

This language does not give us a clear right to take necessary
measures to meet an emergency situation, and therefore will be un-
satisfactory to the Joint Chiefs. Mr. Rusk, with Earl Johnson’s con-
currence, says that the following should be the chief elements of
our position:

(a) The limitations of the Administrative Agreement should not
apply in an emergency.

(b) The United States forces must act in an emergency to carry
out the purposes of the Security Treaty and to provide for their
own security. 77

.-~ (c) We should accept the principle of consultation on joint meas-
ures which the United States and Japan might agree to take in an
emergency.

Mr. Rusk suggests that we may find it both necessary and desira-
ble to go one step further and agree to consultation even w1tB re-

spect"to measures taken by the United States, since such consulta-

tion would 1nev1tab1y have to be undertaken even though we could
not m mal{e“our necessary action sulglect to its results. He also points
out that in the negotiations we still have major difficulties with re-
spect to facilities and areas, the sharing of expenses, and jurisdic-
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tion. His belief is that we should not utlhze our ammumtlon on
this arficle. ™ "~ - o

The last attachment 2 is a draft of language which might be a
reasonable compromise. I have talked with Frank Nash about this
subject, and he believes that it may be possible to find a middle
ground which will be acceptable to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and he
is giving our suggested language some further consideration.

Recommendation

The United States Government should authorize Mr. Rusk to
accept the principle of consultation even with respect to the meas-
ures the United States forces must take in an emergency. It should
be left to Mr. Rusk's discretion to achieve the best possible result
on_Article XXII" and the greatest aﬁvantage m'the “nqggtﬁgjlons

from whatever concession is made to the Japanese viewpoint. The
chief reasons for the adoption of this recommendation follow:

1. Consultation with the Japanese, even in an emergency, is inev-
itable and would in any event be undertaken practically simulta-
neously with action to meet the emergency.

2. United States interests are probably best protected by avoiding
public disclosure in the Agreement of the full extent of Japanese
willingness to cooperate with us in the event of an emergency. Yo-
shida’s best line now might be that these matters can most appro-
priately be left to further consideration and consultation between
the two Governments.

3. However sweeping the language of the Agreement, it means
nothing unless we have the full and willing support of the Japa-
nese Government and people.

4. We need the support of the present Japanese Government for
many measures which are unpopular in Japan—rearmament, repa-
rations, restrictions on trade with mainland China, and facilities
and areas for our forces. We should avoid imposing any further
burden upon them unless it is absolutely necessary.

This subject will have to be taken up by the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
but you may wish to discuss with Mr. Lovett the main questions of
policy which are involved.

2 Printed below.
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[Attachment]

ARrTICLE XXII
DEFENSE MEASURES

This Agreement assumes peace, not war. It assumes that the
presence of United States forces in and about Japan will deter
attack and prevent hostilities in the Japan area.

If these assumptions should prove not to be the case, and if there
should be hostilities or imminently threatened hostilities in the
Japan area, a new situation will have arisen the character of
which cannot be foreseen, and the Governments of Japan and the
United States shall immediately consult together concerning the
necessary measures, including appropriate joint measures, to carry
out the purposes of Article 1 of the United States-Japan Security
Treaty.

In the event of such hostilities or imminently threatened hostil-
ities the Commander of the United States forces in and about
Japan will have the inherent rights of a field commander whose
forces are subject to hostile attack, to make such disposition of his
forces in and about Japan as he may judge to be required for their
safety and the performance of their mission.

No. 504
611.94/2-952 Telegram

The United States Political Adviser to SCAP (Sebald) to the
Department of State

SECRET PRIORITY Tokyo, February 9, 1952.

1660. CX 63235. This is Sebald’s 1660. Rptd SecDef. No. 17. From
Rusk. Fol is new text art 23 which we anticipate using as basis for
discussion with Japs:

“l. It is agreed that the US will bear for the duration of this
agreement without cost to Japan certain basic expenses of the US
Armed Forces stationed in Japan, including pay and allowances,
rations, military equipment, and transportation to and from Japan.

“2. It is agreed that Japan will:

(a) Furnish for the duration of this agreement without cost
to the US and make compensation where appropriate to the
owners and suppliers thereof all facilities and areas as provid-
ed in art two, para one, including facilities and areas jointly
used such as those at airfields and ports, utilized by the US for
purposes of this agreement.
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(b) Make available without cost to the US, until the effective
date of any new arrangement reached as a result of periodic
re-examination, an amount of Jap currency equivalent to $155
million per annum for expenses under this agreement. The
rate of exchange at which yen payments will be credited shall
be the official par value, or that rate most favorable to the US
authorized by the Jap Govt or used in any Jap Govt transac-
tion with any party, and which, if both countries have agreed
par values with the International Monetary Fund, is not pro-
hibited by the arts of agreement of the fund.

“3. It is agreed that arrangements will be effected between the
Govts of Japan and the US for accounting applicable to financial
transactions arising out of this agreement.” Rationale and com-
ments fol in later telegram.

SEBALD

No. 505
611.94/2-952:Telegram

The Secretary of State to the Office of the United States Political
Aduviser to SCAP (Sebald) !

SECRET WASHINGTON, February 9, 1952—1:24 p.m.
PRIORITY

2185. Joint State-Defense msg. For Rusk. Urtel 1631 Feb 6 (CX
62996, Rusk’s 12).

1. Re Article 3.

You are authorized accept, if it becomes necessary to conclusion
Agreement, deletion para 2 subj to its being recorded in formal
agreed minutes as agreed interpretation para 1 and subj foll con-
siderations.

We are concerned by proposal relegate to secret minutes matters
which shld be in agreement itself, for reasons indicated urmsg, and
suggest that concession if found necessary be made only near ter-
mination negots to avoid precedent.

Believe present comprehensive language of para 1 wld not be
strengthened by addition specific rights which cld be construed as
limiting general authority. However, if you have suggested word-
ing, pls submit.

Believe para 2 (g) not clearly within scope para 1 and therefore
wld not be adequately covered by inclusion in agreed minutes. This
right must be expressly included, perhaps in Article 11.

2. Re Article 16.

! Drafted in NA and cleared by phone with the Office of the Secretary of Defense.
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Believe 50-50 formula fol logically from expense formula Article
23 and shld be accepted by Jap. This need not be sticking point on
entire negot and desirability concession must be evaluated in light
total negotiating situation. If you consider necessary you are au-
thorized accept 75-25.

3. Re Article 16.

No objection inclusion provision for ex gratia payment similar
para 6 Article 8 NATO agreement. If included, suggest you point
out to Japs that necessary fol administrative requirements US law
within framework ex gratia provision.

ACHESON

No. 506
611.94/2-1052: Telegram

The United States Political Adviser to SCAP (Sebald) to the
Department of State

SECRET PRIORITY Tokyo, February 10, 1952.

1664. Info SecDef CX 63288. This is Sebald’s 1664, Feb 10.
Number 18. From Rusk. Ref my number 17 ! regarding Article 23.
Proposed draft results from discussion Diehl, Johnson, Hamblen,
Morrison and myself as effort simplification and clarity in further
discussions with Japanese. Principal objection our original lan-
guage is its vague and ill-defined concepts and difficulty in support-
ing with hard figures.

Following para references to Washington draft article 23.

Para 1 dropped since phrases “relative contribution”, “total re-
sources” as interpreted by Japanese require unnecessary financial
procedures of controversial and impractical character. Binding this
agreement to “any comparable arrangements for collective security
concluded by US with other powers” opens way for Japs to secure
copies of all such agreements and under most-favored nation rea-
soning bargain for concessions granted any other nation.

Para 2 retained in new draft with exception of parity principle.
This concept omitted as involving calculations based on unrealistic
definition of local costs.

Para 3 reworded without reducing either Japanese responsibility
or financial commitment.

1 Telegram 1660 from Tokyo, Document 504.
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Para 4 dropped as involving open end commitment by US to bear
costs in all “other” category. This may have to be reinserted to
meet Japanese arguments in favor of its inclusion.

In para 5, requirement for accurate accounting retained but
statement of principle dropped as unnecessary to satisfactory im-
plementation this article.

Para 6 dropped as superfluous.

Right of US to utilize dollar or yen funds lawfully acquired is un-
questioned. Consider inadvisable to indicate any Jap right to block
which is implied in para 6.

We understand language paras 1 and latter part para 2 intended
primarily as window dressing for eyes Japanese public. Conse-
quently we believe deletion desirable in view Japanese resistance
to language.

Does Department see objection our using this draft as basis nego-
tiation?

SEBALD

No. 507
795.00/2-2852: Telegram

The Commander in Chief, Far East (Ridgway) to the Department of
Defense

SECRET Tokyo, February 11, 1952—12:55 a.m.

C 63311. Frank Nash from Earl Johnson. Department distribu-
tion only. Reurmsg DA 900472. ! Optimistic estimate negotiations
will be completed 16.

Re progress Article 22 have not receded from Dept position. How-
ever, realistic appraisal in my opinion, there is only limited chance
that Japanese will accept principle of unilateral action and then
only as it is nec for protection of US. Armed Forces. Any other
action mcludmg defense of Japan by US Forces they 1n51st must

embody principle of consultation.

“Your attention invited Rusk’s Serial Cable no 14 2 to Sec State re
Article 22 which sets forth problem of negotiation succinctly and
fairly. Subsequent discussions confirm appraisal set forth therein.
Dept should realize that bulk of our arguments have been present-
ed. While additional pressure may result in inclusion of principles
set forth our draft Article 22. The political powers in Japan most

friendly to United States may be unseated if they agree. Moreover,

1 See footnote 2, Document 495.
2 Telegram 1649 from Tokyo, Document 500.
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if we succeed in inclusion of our principle on this basis, we may
lose our cause, for as practical matter it would only be effective to
degree Japanese are willing to allow it to be.

Do not know degree to which Dept position is to be held in order
to achieve a world posture for reasons of German negotiations.
However, desire to call your attention to following:

(a) Japanese since peace conference have been encouraged to and
have assumed full sovereignty in negotiations, latest example, fish-
eries pact.

(b) Japanese fully informed on and unhesitatingly and cleverly
exploiting their strategic position in relation to NATO, etc.

(c) Japanese thoroughly aware US domestic political situation,
the home sensitivities it produces, and momentum presently
behind ratification of treaties.

(d) Japanese either purposely insensitive to or interpret different-
ly than we do the threat to their independence contained in
Korean affair and lack of self defensive strength.

Suggest for your urgent consideration following:

(a) Article 22 paragraph 1 as finally approved before departing
throws whole subject of defense measures in time of imminently
threatened or actual hostilities back into security treaty language.
In effect, grants US nothing it does not already have under that
treaty.

(b) Paragraph 2 is really a vestigial remnant of what was once
basis of authority for US exercising unilateral option on establish-
ing a combined command and naming commander. As finally writ-
ten, option was eliminated and was made subject to agreement. As
practical matter, it gives US nothing would not have without the
paragraph.

(¢) Trend of negotiations indicates if pressure for unilateral
action in paragraph 1 continued, Japanese will probably insist on
answers to such possibly embarrassing questions as:

(1) What are our plans if Korean truce negotiations fail and
what will Japan’s position be?

(2) What size and composition of forces do we plan in Far
East?

(3) What exactly is meant by “Japan area”?

My instructions prior departure these questions were to be avoid-
ed.

(d) Accession to Japanese demand for inclusion of consultation
principle will in sense impose restrictions on rights granted under
security treaty.

Request Dept advise on which is preferred course, assuming fore-
going observations prove correct:
(a) Continue to press for original position and be prepared to

answer embarrassing questions. )
(b) Accept Japanese amendment providing diluted version.
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(c) Rely on security treaty language and eliminate completely Ar-
ticle 22 from adm agreement.

For your information, my personal observation is that Ambassa-
dor Rusk has held shrewdly and consistently to agreed to position
and will employ every possible argument for obtaining desired posi-
tion.

No. 508

611.94/2-1152

Memorandum by the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the Secretary of
Defense (Lovett)

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, 11 February 1952.

Subject: Proposed Changes to the Draft Administrative Agreement
Between the United States and Japan

1. In accordance with the request contained in your memoran-

dum dated 9 February 1952, the Joint Chiefs of Staff have consid-

ered the cable from the Supreme Commander for the Allied Powers

e e A oar,

1952) 1 in n which Mr. Rusk quened hlS Department as to the United

States _position re regarding certain propqsed changes in Article XXII
of the Draft Administrative Agreement Between the United States
and Japan.

2. From the United States military point of view, not only the
present governmental authorities, but also all future governments
of Japan throughout the period in which the U.S. Japan Security
Treaty is in effect must, in the event_of hostilities or imminently
threatened hostlhtles in the Japan area, be unequivocally bound to:

a. Respect the rights of the United States to 1nsure the securlty
of its forces in Japan; and T

b-Consult with the Government of the United States with a view
to_taking appropriate combined measures for the defense of the
Japan arewa,,guﬂch measures normally, and unless otherwise mutual-
ly agreed in the light of the ability of Japan increasingly to assume
responsibility for its own defense, to include the establishment of a
combined command and the designation by the United States of a
commander thereof to exercise operational command over all
United States forces in the Japan area and over all Japanese secu-
rity organizations in Japan, except local police, capable of contrib-
uting to the defense of Japan.

1 Telegram 1649 from Tokyo, Document 500.
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3. The right to insure the security of United States forces in
Japan (see subparagraph 2a above) in the event of hostilities or im-
minently threatened hostilities, must be specifically recognized by
the Government of Japan in order to insure that thé Commander
in Chief, Far East will enjoy the requisite degree of fréeedom of
action in prov1d1ng for this security. Such arrangements are an es-
sential concomitant to the retention of Umted States forces in a
sovereign Japan. I

‘4. Although it might be possible at some future date to make cer-
tain adjustments in command arrangements, as warranted by in-
crease in the capability of Japan for its own defense, or by the
coming into force of such individual or collective security disposi-
tions as are envisaged in Article IV of the United States-Japan Se-
curity Treaty, the Joint Chiefs of Staff feel that the Administrative
Agreement must include provision for the establishment of a com-
bined command ‘and the designation of a commander thereof by the
United States without which the defense of the Japan area will be
Jeopardlzed This requirement, however, does not preclude future
review of these command arrangements.

5. In consonance with the foregoing, and in light of the develop-
ments in the negotiations, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommend that
Article XXII of the Draft Administrative Agreement with Japan be

revised to read as follows:

“In the event of hostilities, or imminently threatened hostilities,
in the Japan area, the United States may take such actions as may
be necessary to insure the security of its forces in the Japan area,
and the Governments of Japan and of the United States shall im-
mediately consult together with a view to taking necessary meas-
ures for the defense of that area and to carry out the purpose of
Article I of the Security Treaty. Pending the coming into force of
such individual or collective security dispositions envisaged in Arti-
cle IV of the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty as will satisfactorily pro-
vide for the maintenance of international peace and security in the
Japan area, it is agreed that a unified command, under a com-
mander to be designated by the United States, would be estab-
lished. This commander would exercise operational command over
all United States forces in the Japan area and over all Japanese
security forces in Japan, except local police, capable of contributing
to the defense of Japan. As Japan becomes capable of assuming re-
sponsibility for its own defense, this arrangement may be modified
by mutual agreement.”

6. It will be noted that the language suggested permits such nec-
essary adjustments as may be warranted by future increases in the
capability of Japan to provide for its own defense. Additionally, the
language, by reference to Article IV of the US-Japan Security
Treaty, implies that the suggested command arrangements may be
subject to review in the eventuality of the establishment of other
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collective defense arrangements in the area. In any event, refer-
ence to the establishment of a command organization for the de-
fense of Japan is necessary in order to provide the basis for pre-
planning for the contingency of hostilities.

7. In connection with all of the foregoing, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff recommend that you insist that military considerations are
overriding in the requirement that the substance of the matter in
paragraph 2 above be included in the Administrative Agreement
and that the United States Government position be in consonance
therewith.

For the Joint Chiefs of Staff:
J. LaAwToN COLLINS
Chief of Staff, U.S. Army

No. 509
611.94/2-1352

The Secretary of Defense (Lovett) to the Secretary of State

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, 13 February 1952.

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: The Department of Defense has considered
recommendations made by Ambassador Rusk in his message No. 14
of 8 February 1952,! in connection with Article XXII, ‘“Defense
Measures”, in the Administrative Agreement negotiations in
Japan. There is attached for your information a memorandum by
the Joint Chiefs of Staff on this subject dated 11 February 1952. 2

Representatives of our respective Departments have discussed
this matter and have agreed upon the following redraft of Article
XXII:

“In the event of hostilities, or imminently threatened hostilities,
in the Japan area, the United States may take such actions as may
be necessary to insure the security of its forces in the Japan area,
and the Governments of Japan and of the United States shall im-
mediately consult together with a view to taking necessary meas-
ures for the defense of that area and to carry out the purpose of
Article I of the Security Treaty. Pending the coming into force of
such individual or collective security dispositions envisaged in Arti-
cle IV of the United States-Japan Security Treaty as will satisfac-
torily provide for the maintenance of international peace and secu-
rity in the Japan area, the United States may, in agreement with
the Government of Japan, establish a combined command and des-
ignate a commander thereof. This commander would exercise oper-
ational command over all United States forces in the Japan area

1 Telegram 1649 from Tokyo, Document 500.
2 Supra.
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and over all Japanese security forces in Japan, except local police,
capable of contributing to the defense of Japan. As Japan becomes
capable of assuming responsibility for its own defense, this ar-
rangement may be modified by mutual agreement.”

If you concur in the revised draft of Article XXII, it is suggested
that arrangements be made to transmit the information to Ambas-
sador Rusk. 2 It is my view that inclusion in the Administrative
Agreement of the substance of Article XXII, as worded above, is es-
sential.

Sincerely yours,

RoBerT A. LOVETT

3 The revised draft was transmitted to Tokyo in telegram 2193, Feb. 12, not print-
ed. (611.94/2-1252)

No. 510
Tokyo Post files, 320.1 Bilateral Security Treaty

Memorandum by the United States Political Adviser to SCAP
(Sebald) to Dean Rusk, Special Representative of the President

SECRET Tokyo, February 14, 1952.
Subject: Revised Article XXII (Deptel 2193) !

I believe that the penultimate sentence could be omitted without
doing violence to the scope of the revised Article. The antepenulti-
mate sentence states “. . .2 establish a combined command and
designate a commander thereof.” It appears to me that a definition
of what the commander might do, as contained in the following
sentence, is redundant and might, in some respects, be considered
as restrictive. Moreover, the commander of a combined command
in time of emergency would, of necessity, perform, among other
duties, the functions contained in the penultimate sentence.

As a matter of tactics, I would suggest that the Japanese be ap-
proached with the revised Article XXII, but that, in the meantime,
authority be requested as an ultimate position to omit the penulti-

mate sentence.
W.dJ. S.

1 See footnote 3, supra.
2 Ellipsis in the source text.
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No. 511

694.001/2-1452: Telegram

The Acting Secretary of State to the United States Political Adviser
to SCAP (Sebald)?

SECRET WasHINGTON, February 14, 1952—6:28 p.m.
PRIORITY
Topad 2226. Eyes only Rusk from Dulles. Probably Jap peace
treaty will not come before Senate before end next week and more
likely week beginning Feb. 25. No important business considered
this week account absences connected Lincoln’s birthday speech-
making. Hawaii-Alaska Statehood bills next order of business
which may involve protracted debate, Jap peace treaty probably
next. Despite President’s policy to push ratification as rapidly as
possible, irrespective status Adminis. Agreement, relying on his
power to withhold deposit instrument of ratification, members Def
Dept have conveyed contrary wish to enough Senators so that it
wld be difficult to get Senate take up Treaty ratification until Ad-
minis. Agreement concluded. It seems likely there may be consider-
able difficulty with negot Jap-Chi treaty. Accordingly hope Ad-
minis. Agreement may be concluded by latter part of next week as
otherwise there might be Senate postponement this account with
possible other postponements as new controversial matters come
upon scene such as difficult Formosa negots.
WEBB

! Drafted and approved for transmission by Dulles; cleared with Allison in FE.

No. 512

611.94/2-1552

Memorandum by the Acting Secretary of State and the Secretary of
Defense (Lovett) to the President

SECRET [WaASHINGTON,] February 15, 1952.
Subject: Interim Policy with Respect to Japan

1. Attached as Tab A is a draft memorandum for your approval
containing interim policy guidance with respect to Japan. This
guidance is designed primarily to anticipate political, military and
administrative questions that may arise in the development of the
post-Treaty relationship between the United States and Japan.
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2. This Interim Policy is supplementary to, and does not super-
sede, the current policies on Japan established by the National Se-
curity Council. If it meets with your approval, we suggest that you
submit it to the National Security Council for its information, and
that at the same time you request the National Security Council to
prepare a policy report on Japan as soon as possible. If approved by
you, the attached draft memorandum should be considered interim
national policy on Japan pending the completion of the National
Security Council policy report.

3. Attached as Tab B is a proposed Interim Directive to the Com-
mander in Chief, Far East concerning the Joint Committee provid-
ed in the Administrative Agreement with Japan. The proposed di-
rective is intimately related to the Interim Policy and incorporates
it by reference. If approved by you, it will be issued by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff to the Commander in Chief, Far East as interim
guidance and authority concerning facilities and areas in Japan for
use by United States forces.

4. It is important that there be interim policy guidance for those
who are conducting United States relations with Japan in this dif-
ficult period of transition before the Treaty of Peace becomes effec-
tive. The attached documents will provide that guidance.

5. It is recommended:

a. that you approve the Interim Policy (Tab A) for immediate im-
plementation by the Secretaries of State and Defense as appropri-
ate.

b. that you transmit this Interim Policy to the National Security
Council for its information and request the National Security
Council to prepare a policy report on Japan as soon as possible,
and

c. that you approve the draft directive to the Commander in
Chief, Far East (Tab B). !

JAMES E. WEBB RoBERT A. LOVETT

[Tab A]

MEMORANDUM BY THE PRESIDENT

Subject: Interim Policy with Respect to Japan

1 In a memorandum to the Secretary of Defense and the Acting Secretary of State
dated Feb. 20, President Truman approved both the Interim Policy and the Draft
Directive, directed the implementation of each, and stated that he was requesting
the NSC to prepare a policy report on Japan for his consideration. (611.94/2-2052)

On Feb. 21, the President’s memorandum, and the memorandum printed here,
with both enclosures, were circulated to members of the National Security Council
as NSC 125, “Interim Policy With Respect to Japan”. (S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351)
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On the recommendation of the Secretaries of State and Defense,
I have approved the following interim policy with respect to Japan.
This interim policy is supplementary to, and does not supersede,
the current policies on Japan established by the NSC. It will be in
effect pending the completion of a policy report on Japan which
the National Security Council will now undertake to complete. ~

1. The security of Japan is of such vital strategic importance to
the United States position in the Far East that the United States
cannot permit hostile forces to gain control of any part of the terri-
tory of Japan. United States forces in Japan will be performing a
security mission of the highest importance to the United States na-
tional interest.

2. The overriding requirement for United States policy affecting
all post-Treaty arrangements with Japan is the necessity for pre--
serving and strengthening the voluntary and strong commitment of
the Japanese Government and people to a close association and to
joint action with the United States and the free world. The United
States can attain its long-range security objectives in the Far East
to the fullest extent only if Japan, in its own self-interest, fully rec-
ognizes its stake in the free world, develops close political, military
and economic cooperation with the United States and other free
nations, particularly in Asia, and assumes its fair share of the
common burdens of the free world.

3. In as much as U.S. forces in Japan will be undertaking a secu-
rity mission of vital importance to the security of Japan and to the
United States, post-treaty arrangements for United States forces in
Japan must ensure that such forces are able to carry out their
military mission, and in particular, that the Commander-in-Chief,
Far East, is afforded the latitude and authority necessary to carry
out his responsibilities in case of hostilities or the threat of immi-
nent hostilities. The arrangements for the defense of Japan should
be such as to permit all security forces in Japan immediately to
meet an attack on Japan which could be launched without warn-
1ng%e effective execution of this military mission will dépend, to
a great extent, upon the continuing agreement and consent of the
Government of Japan.

4. To encourage Japan to become an effective, responsive and co-
operative partner, the United States must accord Japan the courte-
sy and consideration to which her potential future role and her
sovereign position entitle her. The United States attitude toward
Japan must constantly show a tactful regard and a sympathetic
understanding in all relations with the Japanese in which the
questions of prestige, equality, status, sovereignty and ‘‘face” are
involved, in view of the particular sensitivity of the Japanese to
various forms of discrimination. The United States should in gener-
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al accord to Japan the same relationships which exist between the
United States and other friendly allies in whose territory United
States forces are stationed. On the other hand, the United States
should not create problems for itself in other countries by making
exceptionally favorable arrangements with Japan.

5. At the same time, the Japanese must be led to understand
that the United States-Japanese security arrangements are a
common enterpnse in which the Japanese should be even more vi-
tally interested than we, that they are being assisted in meeting a
responsibility basically their own, and that it is incumbent tipon
them to do everything possible to reduce or remove irritations and
obstacles standing in the way of complete and cordial cooperation
in this field. Full use should be made of experience in other areas
to show the Japanese what “self-help and mutual aid” mean in
terms of joint action, joint contribution, and joint responsibility.

6. Post-Treaty relationships between the United States and
Japan will have an important bearing upon United States relations
with other Governments and peoples in Asia and the Pacific. A
genuinely voluntary United States-Japanese_partnership will add
greatly to United States prestige and influence throughout Asia;
conversel)y’ it w111 be disastrous if it should develop that the _pres-
ence of the Unlted States forces i in Japan is contrary to the wishes
of the Japanese themselves and appears to the people of Asia to be
an expression of “western imperialism.”

7. United States programs and courses of action with respect to
Japan should be designed to promote Japan’s economic develop-
ment, political stability, and military contribution to the collective
security of non-Communist nations in Asia. To this end, the United
States should seek to preserve the positive accomplishments of the
occupation to the greatest extent possible; assist Japan in building
up its industrial and agricultural resources, in developing and
maintaining a strong trading position, particularly with Southeast
Asia; and support the establishment of Japanese military forces
consiStent “with the requirements of a sound economy and the
needs of collective security in the Far East.

8. All post-Treaty arrangements with Japan must be conducted
in such a way as to maintain and advance the prestige of the
United States and its representatives in Japan since such prestige
is fundamental to satisfactory United States-Japanese relations. It
will depend upon many factors including the political, economic,
and military strength of the United States, Japanese confidence in
our continuing adherence to underlying moral and political objec-
tives which are in harmony with those of Japan, the unity of view
presented by United States officials to the Japanese, and the re-
spect and admiration for Americans as individuals.
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9. Post-Treaty arrangements for United States forces in Japan
should be such as to maintain the dignity, health, morale and pres-
tige of these forces while in Japan. On the other hand, every e effort
United States forces in J apan, and the securlty arrangements with
Japan from Becomlng a domestic pohtlcal issue in Japan. Every
reasonable effort should be made to allay the anxieties of non-Com-
munist elements regarding these matters, including opposition par-
ties, labor and intellectual groups. Both United States and Japa-
nese authorities should make continuous efforts to develop cordial
relations between the Japanese people and United States personnel
in Japan.

10. The principle of consultation between appropriate United
States and Japanese authorities on matters involving post-Treaty
arrangements and agreements should be observed. Minor irrita-
tions might be disposed of by friendly and timely consultation on a
local basis. Many questions of prestige and public relations can be
handled by evidences of joint responsibility for action taken.

11. The latter portion of Article I of the Security Treaty is a pro-
vision against an emergency arising from indirect attacks upon
Japan by outside powers. This article does not authorize interfer-
ence by the United States in Japanese domestic political affairs.

12. A continuous and intensive orientation and information pro-
gram shall be conducted among all United States military and ci-
vilian personnel in Japan in support of the policies and principles
outlined above, in order to foster an attitude and conduct on the
part of Americans which will strengthen friendly relations between
the United States and Japan.

13. Dealings with Japanese labor should be such as to preserve,
and to encourage the Japanese to preserve, the labor reforms
achieved by the occupation, and in particular to encourage as far
as suitable the development and strengthening of free labor union
movements as the collective bargaining agencies of labor.

[Tab B]

INTERIM DIRECTIVE TO CINCFE CONCERNING THE JOINT COMMITTEE
PROVIDED IN THE ADMINISTRATIVE AGREEMENT WITH JAPAN

1. Thls dlrectlve consists of interim guldance and authonty for

provided wwle XXIV of the draft, Admlmstratlve Agreement
with Japan, and for the negotiations in this committee concerning
facilities and areas in Japan for use by United States forces as set
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forth in Article II of the above agreement. At an appropriate later
date a more comprehensive directive concerning post-treaty rela-
tionships betwéen the United States forces.and Japan.may be
issued. It is expected however, that such a comprehensive directive
would not essentially modify the provisions of this directive. All
previous instructions in conflict herewith are rescinded.

2. General:

a. An Administrative Agreement, called for in Article III of the
security treaty, is being negotiated between the Governments of
the United States and Japan. The United States draft of that
agreement has been furnished you separately. The final version as
agreed upon by the two governments will be considered as being
incorporated by this reference in this directive.

b. The interim policy guidance with respect to Japan which was
approved by the President on———is incorporated by this refer-
ence in this directive.

3. The Joint Committee (Article XXIV of the draft Administra-
tive Agreement):

a. You are authorized to designate the United States Representa-
tive and Staff of the Joint Committee for the conduct of negotia-
tions in the Joint Committee on matters within the Joint Commit-
tee’s functions. However, prior to the coming into force of the
United States-Japan Security Treaty, the Joint Committee will
have no authority to make decisions in the manner intended by the
Administrative Agreement;

b. You will keep the United States Government informed of ne-
gotiations in the Joint Committee by reports to the Joint Chiefs of
Staff. Directives will be transmitted to you by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff on all matters arising in the Joint Committee which require
such directives;

c. Upon the coming into force of the Treaty of Peace with Japan,
you will keep the United States Ambassador fully and currently in-
formed of all negotiations in the Joint Committee. The United
States Ambassador will furnish political advice to you on matters
before the Joint Committee and will designate a political officer to
assist the United States Representative on the committee;

4. Facilities and areas (Article II of the draft Administrative
Agreement):

a. Your arrangements concerning facilities and areas for the use
of United States forces in Japan should at all times be consistent
with the following considerations:

(1) The efficient execution of your military mission;

(2) The availability of funds to support such arrangements;

(8) As little interference as possible with the economy of
Japan; and

(4) Minimization of irritations inherent in the stationing of
United States troops in a sovereign Japan;
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b. Consistent with subparagraph 4 a above, you should endeavor
to find facilities and areas for the use of United States forces
within the following categories:

(1) Facilities and areas formerly used by Japanese armed
forces;

(2) Facilities and areas designated for joint use by United
States and Japanese security forces; such joint use might be
actual, or contingent upon the further development of Japa-
nese security forces;

(3) Facilities and areas specifically built for military use
since 14 August 1945;

(4) New construction;

(5) Facilities and areas owned by the Japanese Government;
and

(6) Facilities and areas which are available on a commercial
basis.

c. United States military installations should be located to the
extent feasible, within the limitations prescribed in subparagraph
4a above, outside of the down-town areas of large metropolitan cen-
ters in Japan such as Tokyo, Yokohoma, Nagoya, Kyoto, Osaka,
and Kobe;

d. In anticipation of the ratification of the peace treaty, appropri-
ate steps, consistent with subparagraph 4 a above, should be taken
toward:

(1) Placing United States forces in Japan in areas planned
for their post-treaty occupancy; and

(2) The early return to Japanese control of the largest feasi-
ble number of important buildings and facilities in the metro-
politan and industrial areas;

e. If there are inescapable delays in the necessary readjustments,
you should arrange for full and timely explanation to the Japanese
governmental authorities;

f. You will keep the needs of the United States forces for facili-
ties and areas under continuous review with the objective of re-
turning promptly to Japan such of these facilities and areas as are
no longer required; and

g. You will keep under continuous review facilities and areas
temporarily not being used by the United States with the view that
interim use may be made thereof by the Japanese, where in your
opinion such use is not harmful to the purposes for which the fa-
cilities and areas are normally used by United States armed forces.



1166 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME XIV

No. 513
611.94/2-1552: Telegram

The United States Political Adviser to SCAP (Sebald) to the
Department of State

SECRET NIACT Tokyo, February 15, 1952,

1689. Reptd Secretary of Defense CX 63631. This is Sebald’s 1689.
No. 22 from Rusk. Coming next message is proposed text amended
Art 2 and exchange of notes subject third sentence our original
para 1. It now seems clear that we can get more satisfactory com-
mitment reference third sentence our para 1 in public exchange of
notes simultaneous with signing admin agreement than we can get
on face of agreement itself. Both Okazaki and our State Dept law-
yers consider that status and validity of an agreement registered in
exchange of notes is same as admin agreement itself. Okazaki says
Jap practice is same as international law that documents accompa-
nying each other registering agreement on same subject are “part
and parcel of same agreement”. Dept will wish assure itself this
point.

Question then arises as to why Japs are unwilling to include
commitment in Art 2 itself. Reasons which have been given by
Japs are:

1. Our third sentence means to many Japs that occupation
merely continues into post treaty period; it is of utmost importance
to Japs that it be clear occupation ends on effective date peace
treaty, that holding of property by US forces for 90 days under Art
6 peace treaty is under that treaty and not under occupation pro-
curement demand, and that otherwise use of facilities and areas by
US forces is on basis agreement with Japan.

2. Our third sentence would greatly disturb many Japs, including
many otherwise friendly to US, who have grave doubts about
degree of urgency US forces will feel in placing arrangements on
new basis of agreement. In this connection Okazaki, who states
many Japs are expressing doubts our “integrity” on this point, has
emphasized desire Jap Govt place itself in best possible position to
counter actual or incipient anti-American sentiment which being
systematically provoked on this point by Commies and other ele-
ments unfriendly to US.

3. Subject is one of provisional nature which will be overtaken by
processes of agreement and adjustment; exchange of notes can
lapse when agreements have been completed and would not, there-
fore, be appropriate to main body admin agreement.

4. Bulk of facilities and areas should and can be agreed within
period indicated; commitment to US should assure Japs that we
are talking about exceptional cases and not bulk facilities now held
by occupation. Comment: Exchange of notes involves no limitation
on numbers of “exceptional cases”. Even Japs like Okazaki have
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stated publicly that Japs should expect that US forces will remain
in large proportion of facilities now being used. However, “excep-
tional cases” will undoubtedly prove to be those in controversy, in-
volving conflict of interest between US military requirements and
pressures on and by Jap Govt to obtain release. If considerable pro-
portion facilities required by our forces prove to be in this category,
we must expect Jap charge not only that we are doing violence to
concept of exceptional cases in exchange of notes, but also that we
are abusing peace treaty itself. Argument would concern choice
urban, industrial and commercial installations on which pressures
are likely to be strong. Unless we are prepared to rest our case for
continued use of such unagreed facilities on exceptional character
and essential need, exchange of notes has in it seeds of future trou-
ble, but I see little prospect that we can improve our position by
present unequivocal commitments on face of agreement that leaves
matter solely in US hands.

5. Exchange of notes will not encounter sustained interest and
objection Jap Diet and public opinion as would same commitment
in agreement.

We have tried various drafts Art 2 with Japs to get core this
commitment in art itself, including considerable window dressing
in effort make more palatable. Japs fully recognize issue is who has
decision on continued use facﬂltles not yet agreed and appear de-
termined not glve~ flat commitment to US in agreement though
wxlhng do so exchange of notes. Their drafts Art 2 this point con-
tinue to insist “consultations for these arrangements shall be com-
pleted at the earliest possible date and not in any case later than
90 days after the coming into effect on [of] this agreement”.

Based on experience and impressions this visit I have no misgiv-
ings about determination US military authorities here to give
urgent attention and make bona fide effort conclude satisfactory
arrangements facilities and areas earliest possible date. There is no
lack understanding such authorities of political as well as military
elements this problem. Jap misgivings are natural until more info
is available and in view some cases tactless talk or action by subor-
dinate officials in dealing with local Jap owners or officials. Al-
though subject will be difficult, I see no reason why bulk (numeri-
cally) of necessary agreements cannot be reached within 90 days ef-
fective date treaty.

In view of importance this commitment to us, I recommend that
we agree to obtain it in public exchange of notes and not try to
insist upon our proposed method.

Further, I recommend that if exchange of notes is used, we use
draft submitted which contains essential commitment we need in
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language which Japs will agree. Please reply niact. ! Johnson has
seen.
SEBALD

! For the reply, see Topad 2272 to Tokyo, Document 525.

No. 514
611.94/2-1552:Telegram

The United States Political Adviser to SCAP (Sebald) to the
Department of State

SECRET Tokyo, February 15, 1952.

1690. Rptd Secretary Defense, CX 3630. This is Sebald’s 1690. No.
23 from Rusk. Herewith changes text Article 2 and exchange notes
same subject referred to in my number 22. !

In Article 2, para 1, delete third sentence. Begin para 2 “At the
request of either party, Japan and the United States shall review
such arrangements and may agree, etc.” Our para 4 becomes 4 (a).
Insert “and nationals” after “Japanese authorities” and substitute
“provided that it is agreed that” for words “if in the opinion of the
United States authorities”.

Comment: This change still required US agreement but is less of-
fensive Japanese.

Add new para 4 (b) to read:

“(b) With respect to such facilities and areas as target ranges and
maneuver grounds which are to be used by US armed forces for
limited periods of time, the Joint Committee shall specify in the

agreements covering such facilities and areas the extent to which
the provisions of this agreement shall apply.”

Comment: Japanese have in mind ranges and maneuver areas
used few weeks of year regarding which we should not have broad
rights administrative agreement over ‘facilities and areas”
throughout year possibly affecting large numbers Japanese farmers
and fishermen. Suggested 4 (b) acceptable to Japanese in lieu of
more restrictive language proposed by them reading:

“(b) The provisions of this agreement shall be applicable to such
facilities and areas as target ranges and maneuver grounds only
while they are in use by the US armed forces and to the extent
appropriate for the purposes for which their use is granted.”

Draft text US note to Japan now follows:

1 Supra.
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“Excellency:

“In Article 2, para 1, of the administrative agreement between
the US of America and Japan signed today, it is stipulated that
‘specific facilities and areas shall be determined by the two govts in
consultation through the Joint Committee provided for in Article
24 of this agreement’. The US Govt is confident that our two govts
are agreed that such consultation shall be on an urgent basis in
order to complete such arrangements at the earliest possible date
and before the expiration of 90 days following the effective date of
the treaty of peace with Japan. With this in mind, the US Govt is
prepared to join with the Japanese Govt in constituting a prelimi-
nary working group, consisting of a rep and the necessary staff
from each side, to begin such consultations immediately, with the
understanding that the task of the preliminary working group
would be taken over by the Joint Committee upon the effective
date of the administrative agreement.

“There may be some exceptional cases where agreements may
not have been reached as to specific facilities and areas, or alterna-
tive facilities completed, within 90 days after the coming into effect
of the treaty of peace. It would be much appreciated, therefore, if
Japan would grant the continued use of such particular facilities or
areas by US armed forces pending agreement by the two govts
through the Joint Committee.

“Accept, Excellency, the assurances etc.”

Draft text Japanese note to US now follows:

“Excellency:

“I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of Your Excel-
lency’s note of today’s date in which Your Excellency has informed
me as follows: (Here would be inserted body of US note as was done
in UN forces exchange of notes.)

“The Japanese Govt fully shares the desire of the US Govt to ini-
tiate consultations on an urgent basis in order to complete arrange-
ments for facilities and areas at the earliest possible date and
before the expiration of 90 days following the effective date of the
treaty of peace with Japan. The Japanese Govt agrees, therefore, to
the immediate constitution of the preliminary working group re-
ferred to in Your Excellency’s note, with the understanding that
the task of the preliminary working group would be taken over by
the Joint Committee upon the effective date of the administrative
agreement.

“With full cognizance of the contents of Your Excellency’s note, I
have the honor, on behalf of the Japanese Govt, to confirm that, in
those exceptional cases where agreements have not been reached
as to specific facilities and areas, or alternative facilities completed,
within 90 days after the coming into effect of this agreement,
Japan will grant the continued use of such particular facilities or
areas by US armed forces pending agreement by the two govts
through the Joint Committee.

“Accept, Excellency, the assurances etc.”

SEBALD
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No. 515

611.94/2-1552:Telegram

The Assistant Secretary of the Army (Johnson) to the Department of
the Army

SECRET Tokyo, February 15, 1952.

CX 63651. (Army Message) Sent to Secretary Defense JCS, Frank
Nash from Earl Johnson rptd Department of State. Re Rusk’s
series No. 22 ! and 23. 2 Purposely refrained from concurring refer-
ence message 22, primarily as it contains recommendations on pro-
cedure which, personally, not competent judge, i.e. official status
exchange of notes under new constitutional government.

While insistence of Japanese on this method of procedure virtu-
ally precludes obtaining our desired principle expressed sentence 3
paragraph 1 Article 2 any other way, nevertheless Dept should rec-
ognize method once adopted may be extended to solve other contro-
versial issues, i.e. Article 22. However should point out no intima-
tion or discussion with Japs re use of this procedure any other arti-
cles. Nor should inference be drawn Japs would be willing settle
Article 22 this basis.

Desire call attention Article 3 security treaty provides for adm
agreements in plural and exchange notes may fall within that cate-
gory.

Assuming note procedure legally satisfactory and that establish-
ing precedent not overly objectionable, should point out while Japs
gave following commitment (as explained in paragraph 4 Rusk’s
message No. 22) it is in terms of restricted language i.e. “exception-
al cases” “specific facilities” “particular facilities”. My sense of ne-
gotiations in terms of timing is that necessity for mutual agree-
ment at earliest possible date these cases remains highly signifi-
cant.

Discussed with Ridgway. Comments acceptable to him. Copies
furnished Rusk, SCAP.

1 Telegram 1689 from Tokyo, Document 513.
2 Supra.
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No. 516
Editorial Note

In telegram 1705 from Tokyo, February 16, marked “Number 26
from Rusk”, the Special Representative transmitted a revised text
of Article XV of the Administrative Agreement and concluded:

“Changes in Article 15 consist almost entirely of additions of
phrases or sentences to Washington draft. Most insertions intended
to clarify or to insure that there are no instancesin which crimi-
nals dre left outside scope of both” US and-Jap-jurisdiction or en-
forcement” procedures. First senténceé paragraph 4 of ‘Washitigton
draft inserted at beginning of new text in interests of-both Japs
and ourselves to emphasize as public relations matter what is ex-
pected to be long-term arrangement on criminal jurisdiction. Ar-
rangement in paragraph 4 of new text whereby we may, on Jap re-
quest, waive jurisdiction in particular cases considered desirable in
order to establish precedent for waiver of jurisdiction by Japan on
our request when NATO formula is put into effect. We consider no
difference in substance between new and old drafts but new lan-
@ra%(e) more palatable to Japs. .

oth State and Delense reps USDel concur in changes made.”
(611.94/2-1654)

Additional brief changes in Article XV were made for reasons de-
scribed in telegram 2289 to Tokyo, February 23, and telegram 1767
from Tokyo, February 25, neither printed. (611.94/2-2352 and
611.94/ 2-2552, respectively) Article XV was eventually renum-
bered XVII.

No. 517

611.94/2-1752: Telegram

The United States Political Adviser to SCAP (Sebald) to the
Department of State

SECRET PRIORITY Tokyo, February 17, 1952.

1707. CX 63794. This is Sebald’s 1707, rptd SecDef Feb 17. No. 27
from Rusk. Accompanied by Johnson and Bond, had most serious
talk with Okazaki and Nishimura sub Art XXII ! I said US Govt
had given most careful sympathetic consideration views Jap Govt,
and was able meet such views in important respects and desired to

1 Bond’s memorandum of this conversation, held on Feb. 16, has attached to it
notes from which Rusk made his presentation. (611.94/2-2352) Rusk subsequently
handed a copy of the notes to Okazaki, together with the revised text of Article
XXII.
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make new suggestions re Art XXII. Such proposals made in great
seriousness but in full spirit cooperation and US Govt hopes Jap
Govt will give them most careful consideration to determine wheth-
er there is not basis for agreement new text.

As Jap Govt knows, right of US Forces to act in own security is
elementary rlght which no govt can cloud with respect its own
forces and right which is implicit in existence Security Treaty and
presence US Forces Japan. At same time US Govt recognizes neces-
sity full consultation in event hostilities or imminent threat there-
carrylng out purpose Art 1 of Security Treaty.

US Govt attaches greatest importance to efforts now being made
by free nations to organize for peace: US now has security arrange-
ments with almost 40 nations, of which Jap one of first importance.
We can best avoid war by determined expression solidarity, and
solidarity is best registered by definite indications that nations are
in fact joining to assure their security. Altho primary purpose Se-
curity Treaty is to prevent war rather than provide machinery
waging war, indication of practical machinery is step toward peace.
US Govt also considers advantage note provisional character ar-
rangements Pacific. 2 Jap Govt itself had suggested that joint com-
mittee “study and prepare concrete program” re Art 1 of Security
Treaty; US Govt believes new text provides means accomplishing
this which are better than joint committee, fully occupied with
other matters.

Our new draft should help allay any doubts that US considers
security Jap is matter gravest importance both countries. Our draft
Art XXII does not itself commit Jap to any specific action field of
rearmament, but does provide agreement may be reached on com-
bined command drawing together US Forces Japan area and such
Jap security forces as are capable contributing defense Japan; we
believe Japan could not wish to do less in event emergency.

Altho there are number security questions which could not be
answered admin agreement, we believe existence such questions
should be recognized and provision made for consultations regard-
ing them. Silence would excite speculation and give rise charges
secret understandings.

2 According to the notes mentioned in footnote 1 above, Rusk’s full presentation of
this point was as follows: “My Government considers the Security Treaty between
our two Governments as a provisional measure, pending the development of further
collective security arrangements as envisaged in Article IV of the Security Treaty.
My Government believes that it would be useful to acknowledge in Article XXII the
temporary character of such arrangements pending a broader and more satisfactory
disposition by the nations concerned, regarding the maintenance of peace in the Pa-
cific.”
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US Govt and people now carrying heavy burden responsibility se-
curity peace-loving nations and hopes Japan will find acceptable
draft which proclaims our solidarity in matters upon which future
peace of Pacific depends and makes clear that US and Japan are
equal partners in this vital relationship.

Okazaki said he could not comment without study our text and
consultation PriMin, but would try to let us have Jap Govt reac-
tions Monday. As off-hand comment, he stated our language still
appears leave US and Japan in unequal position regarding estab-
lishment combined command and designation commander. He also
stated question combined command raised serious constitutional
questions for Jap Govt since it is only in emergency that Jap secu-
rity forces come under command PriMin, otherwise Jap Govt has
no direct control over all elements apparently covered by our text.
Okazaki states question of combined command of peculiar difficulty
for Japan because the arrangement is bilateral with the US, which
has been occupying power.

After consultation Johnson, text furnished Okazaki omitted last
sentence text contained Deptel 2193. 2 Reasons:

(1) Provisions for revision covered in general art that subject.

(2) Revision would appear to be limited to issue of rearmament,
whereas many other factors would also affect such revision.

(3) To imply revision arrangements not yet made strongly sug-
gests secret understanding about imminence such arrangements.

(4) Language about “capability” derogatory to Japs at period of
extreme sensitivity.

(5) Believe important not to inject admin agreement into present
difficult domestic debate on rearmament.

SEBALD

3 See footnote 3, Document 509.

No. 518

611.94/2-1752: Telegram

The United States Political Adviser to SCAP (Sebald) to the
Department of State

SECRET PRIORITY Tokyo, February 17, 1952—3 p.m.

Topad 1708. For Allison and Dulles from Rusk. Re Deptel 2226. *
Only obstacles early completion administrative agreement are Arti-
cles IT and XXII. Dept reaction our solution Article II not yet recd.

! Document 511.
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Japanese reaction our new Article XXII will come tomorrow. Be-
lieve we must either get agreement on Article XXII within next
few days or put matter off for further negotiation since knowledge
administrative agreement blocked by irreconcilable differences two
govts on XXII wld create extremely undesirable situation. On
above analysis, see no reason why we can not dispose of adminis-
trative agreement during coming week, by Wednesday 2 if Dept can
react remaining points speedily.

SEBALD

2 Feb. 20.

No. 519
611.94/2-1852: Telegram

The United States Political Adviser to SCAP (Sebald) to the
Department of State

SECRET NIACT Tokyo, February 18, 1952.

1715. Repeated info Secretary Defense C 63824. This is Sebald’s
1715. No. 27 from Rusk. Fol personal study draft Article 2 and ex-
change of notes, Prime Minister Yoshida has requested modifica-
tion of language to brmg out that ‘US-Japanese_arrangements on
fggﬂiﬁes and_areas need not await coming into effect administra-
tive agreement and also language confirming that use of facﬂltles
and areas by US forces after effective date of peace treaty is on
ba51s of rlghts given under peace treaty and agreement between
US and Japan Japanese know that acceptability method exchange
of notes has not been agreed US Govt and no commitments made
here that respect.

To meet Yoshida’s points, fol changes should be made in texts
submitted my No. 23, Feb 15: !

Amend second sentence Article 2 to read:

“Agreements on specific facilities and areas, not already reached
by the two govts by the effective date of this agreement, shall be

concluded in consultation between the two govts through the Joint
Committee provided for in Article 24 of this agreement.

New first para US note to Japan to read as follows:

“In the course of our discussion on the terms of the administra-
tive agreement signed today, Your Excellency has stated as the
opinion of the Japanese Govt that, as the occupation of Japan by

1 Telegram 1690 from Tokyo, Document 514.
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the Allied powers comes to an end on the coming into force of the
treaty of peace with Japan, the use of facilities and areas by US
forces on the basis of occupation requistion also comes to an end on
the same date; thereafter, the use of such facilities and areas by
US forces must be based upon agreement between the two govts,
subject to the rights which each might have under the treaty of
peace with Japan. I hereby confirm that such is also the opinion of
the US Govt.”

Old first para same note becomes new second para with deletion
of words “between the US of America and Japan signed today” and
with quotation of sentence from para one of Article 2 modified as
above. Also, at end of old first para amend language to read as fol-
lows:

“. . .2 with the understanding that the arrangements made by
the preliminary working group shall be put into effect as agreed
and that the task of the preliminary working group would be taken
over by the Joint Committee upon the effective date of the admin-
istrative agreement.”

Text Japanese note to US would then be modified accordingly.
SEBALD

2 Ellipsis in the source text.

No. 520
611.94/2-2352

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Counselor of the Mission in
Japan (Bond)

SECRET Tokvo, February 18, 1952.
Participants: Ambassador Rusk

Assistant Secretary Johnson

Mr. Bond

Minister Okazaki

Mr. Nishimura
Subject: Informal Discussion with Japanese Delegation Concerning

Administrative Agreement Negotiations.

The above listed members of the U.S. and Japanese Delegations
met again today at 3:30 p.m. to continue their informal discussions
on the Administrative Agreement negotiations.

With respect to Article II, Ambassador Rusk stated that he had
sent the ngy‘yufstvgelegatiqummﬁmmﬁ for
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consideration. ! Minister Okazaki expressed the opinion that, if the
U.S. Government accepts that proposal, Article II would be dis-
posed of.

Turning to Article XXII, Minister Okazaki stated that the Japa-
nese Government had considered the statement of U.S. views and
the proposed redraft of Article XXII handed to them on February
16 by Ambassador Rusk, and that he had certain informal com-
ments to make orally and informally on behalf of his Government
with respect to that subject. He then distributed the text of such
comments (a copy of which is attached) 2 which he proceeded to
read orally. Following the conclusion of the reading of these com-
ments, Minister Okazaki stated that he was not entirely satisfied
with the languagé in which they were couched, and that he would
therefore be appreciative if the U'S. Delegatlon would accept those
comments as tentative and entirely informal. He went on to say
that the Japanese Government is now giving consideration to a for-
mula for Article XXII which might be satisfactory to both parties,
which he hoped would be ready on the following day. He reiterated
that, although there would appear to be no alternative to a com-
bined command in time of emergency, a public commitment o that
effect in the Administrative Agreement would sound jle__.j_ieath
knell” of the Liberal Party. He added that it would also tend to be
destructive of the will of the National Police Reserve to ﬁght in de-
fense of their country.

“Ambassador Rusk thanked Minister Okazaki for his presenta-
tion, and stated that he desired clarification on one or two points
raised by those comments. With reference to the statement con-
tained in the attached presentation to the effect that Japan’s secu-
rity forces “are not supposed to engage in any belligerent action for
protecting the state against threat from outside”, he inquired
whether this meant that Japan could not defend itself in the event
of unprovoked attack. He also asked how that language could be
reconciled with the reference in the Security Treaty to the “inher-
ent right of individual and collective self-defense”’, and whether the
latter phraseology would not constitute a legal basis for Japanese
participation in joint defense measures in the event of such an
attack. Minister Okazaki replied that it was mainly by reason of
the sentence to which Ambassador Rusk referred that he had ex-
pressed a reservation as to the language of his Government’s pres-
entation. He stated that Article V of the Peace Treaty is interpret-
ed by his Government to mean that Japan as a sovereign state pos-
sesses the right of self-defense, but that a question arises as to how

1 See telegram 1690 from Tokyo, Document 514.
2 Not printed.
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and to what extent the Japanese people desire to implement that
right; i.e. through amendment of the Constitution, new legislation,
etc. He added that, apart from the sentence quoted by Ambassador
Rusk, he saw no contradiction between the text of the Japanese
comments and the principles set forth in the Security Treaty and
in Article V of the Peace Treaty. He reiterated that the text of the
comments which he had presented should be considered as provi-
sional, inasmuch as they would require revision on certain points.
Referring to the constitutional bar against the establishment of
Japanese armed forces, Minister Okazaki stated that some legal
theorists in Japan hold that Article IX of the Constitution does not
preclude the maintenance of armed forces for self-defense, but that
other theorists hold the contrary view.

Ambassador Rusk stated that the legal advisers on his Delega-
tion had suggested the possible deletion of the Article titles in the
final text of the Administrative Agreement, and inquired whether
this might not be helpful in the case of Article XXII. Minister Oka-
zaki indicated that it might be. In response to a further question
from Ambassador Rusk, Minister Okazaki stated that he expected
to have the views of his Government on Article XXII ready for
presentation to the U.S. Delegation by the afternoon of the follow-
ing day. At this juncture Minister Okazaki said that he would like
to put forward on his own responsibility, informally and not for the
record, a suggested formula for covering the subject of joint defense
measures; he then showed to the members of the U.S. Delegation a
redraft of that Article utilizing the formula that “nothing in this
Agreement shall preclude” the taking of the necessary measures by
the two Governments.

Ambassador Rusk then inquired whether the principal difficulty
for The Japanese Government with respect to Article XXII Ties in
tTl”’ mere mentmn of a “éombmed" command of in fﬁe re’tentlon of
a conimand. Minister Okazaki rephed that the resewf’ons énter-
tained by the Japanese Government on thls Article arise primarily
o“f ‘of concern as to the reaction of the Dlet mainly on the Consti-
tutional i issue. He emphas1zed that the Japanese people would will-
meg accept a ‘UsS. Commander-ln-Chlef under” pressiire of an
actual emergency situation, but that it is not politically feasible for
t‘H""Japanese Government to commit itself to such action imad-
vance of such a contlngency He went on to say that the Japanese
people like to think of the eventual possibility of a Japanese Com-
mander-in-Chief heading all security forces in Japan at some later
date, and that, although this is recognized as unrealistic in so far
as the immediate future is concerned, the door must at least osten-
sibly be left open to such a possibility. He stated that Article XXII

L
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i.volves a serious political issue which affects the very existence of
the Liberal Party and the present Government; he added that the
Liberal Party is easily the most reliable political party in Japan
and that it would be unwise to weaken it over this issue. He then
expressed the view that acceptance of a provision along the lines of
the U.S. draft of Article XXII would ‘“certainly” bring about the
defeat of the Government party in the next general elections. Am-
bassador Rusk then inquired what the attitude of the Democratic
Party would be on this point. Minister Okazaki replied that both
the Democratic Party and the Green Breeze Society, as well as all
other Japanese political parties, would oppose such a provision,
even though most of them would recognize the inevitability in
practice of acting in accordance therewith in the event of an emer-
gency. He added that the Administrative Agreement cannot be
made to work without mutual confidence of the two nations, and
that on the Japanese side such confidence could not survive the ac-
ceptance of Article XXII in its present form. He reiterated that the
present Japanese Government, including the Prime Minister,
admits the necessity at this stage of a U.S. Commander-in-Chief in
the event of emergency, but that it cannot make a public commit-
ment to that effect.

Assistant Secretary Johnson inquired of Minister Okazaki as to
whether the Japanese Government would object to the inclusion in
Article XXII of a reference to Article IV of the Security Treaty.
Minister Okazaki replied that he would have to see the language in
which such reference might be couched, but that they had already
agreed to a reference to Article I of the Security Treaty and that in
principle he saw no reason why mention could not also be made of
Article IV.

]\—A Minister Okazaki then reiterated with considerable emphasis

| that, whatever may be the substance of Article XXII, it will be vir-

i tually impossible for the Japanese Government to agree to any

i mention therein of a ‘“combined command” or “combined com-

L mander”’. He stated that the Diet is already attacking the expan-
sion of the National Police Reserve, at least in part because of a
suspicion that Japanese land forces are being built up for the pur-
pose of being sacrificed as cannon-fodder under a U.S. Commander-
in-Chief and in the service of U.S. objectives. He said that, under
such circumstances, the very mention of a U.S. Commander-in-
Chief is politically bad. Minister Okazaki then asked Assistant Sec-
retary Johnson if the Defense Department is very insistent on the
maintenance of its position on Article XXII. Mr. Johnson replied
that he was confident that such is in fact the case, and that he
would not undertake to say that they could be dissuaded from that
position.
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In reply to a question from Mr. Johnson, Minister Okazaki stated
that, although he would not like to be so quoted, the Japanese Gov-
ernment is thinking in terms of the eventual amendment of Article
IX of the Constitution, but only after the Government has won the
forthcoming general elections and has had an opportunity to pre-
pare the way with Japanese public opinion.

Ambassador Rusk then asked whether, in the revision of the Jap-
anese Government’s position on this subject, mention of a joint
command could be included among the measures of Japanese coop-
eration in the field of defense. He pointed out that demonstration
of free world solidarity in the face of threatened aggression is an
important deterrent and one which should be reflected in the rela-
tionship between the U.S. and Japan, just as it is in the relation-
ships between the U.S. and the countries of Western Europe.

Minister Okazaki stated that his Government would try to meet
the point of view expressed by Mr. Rusk to the maximum extent,
as it is also anxious to conclude the Administrative Agreement at
the earliest possible time. Ambassador Rusk stated that, in view of
their tentative nature, he would not report to Washington the
views of the Japanese Government on this subject as set forth in
Minister Okazaki’s presentation, pending the receipt of their fur-
ther comments as promised by Minister Okazaki. Minister Okazaki
agreed that what he had said should be off-the-record for the time
being, adding that, in view of the vital importance of this subject,
extensive consultation would be necessary within the Japanese
Government in the formulation of a position.

NiLes W. BonD

No. 521

611.94/2-1352: Telegram

The Acting Secretary of State to the United States Political Adviser
to SCAP (Sebald)*

SECRET WASHINGTON, February 18, 1952—6:55 p.m.
NIACT

2213. For Rusk. This is State-Treas-Defense msg but not finally

cleared by Defense. Will advise as soon as final clearance recd.
Urtels 1660 (CX 63235, Rusk 17), 2 1664 (CX 63288, Rusk 18). 3 No

! Drafted in the Office of Northeast Asian Affairs by Hemmendinger; approved
for transmission by McClurkin; and repeated for information to Defense.

2 Document 504.

3 Document 506.
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objection redraft Art 23 proposed in Rusk 18 except as indicated
below:
1. Re redraft Art 23 (as quoted in Rusk 17):

New para 2 (a).

Change phrases ‘“facilities and areas” to read “facilities areas
and rights of way”’.

Believe it important to include phrase ‘“and the furnishings,
equipment and fixtures in use by US on effective date of this agree-
ment”, unless this is definitely established by ref to Art II.

New para 2 (b).

To preclude possible use of 155 million dols for expenses not con-
templated by US (such as real estate procurement) believe wording
“for purpose of procurement by the US of supplies, transportation,
and other services in Jap” shld be substituted for phrase “‘expenses
of this agreement.”

Time of determination of conversion rate shld be clearly stated
to prevent possible misunderstandings. If date of payment objec-
tionable, consider most favorable rate during preceding calendar
month up to and including date of payment.

Words “at option of US” or equivalent shld be retained to pre-
vent ambiguity.

Instead of “or used in any Jap Govt transaction with any party”
prefer language along lines “or used in any transaction with any
party by the Jap Govt or its agencies or by Jap banks authorized to
deal in fon exchange.” Narrower language has involved difficulties
in other US agreements.

2. If para 6 of orig draft Art 23 is deleted, important to incorpo-
rate substance in official record to avoid implication that US share
will necessarily be financed entirely with dols.

WEBB

No. 52
693.94/2-1952

The British Ambassador (Franks) to the Acting Secretary of State

CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, 19 February, 1952.

DeEAR MR. ACTING SECRETARY OF STATE: On the 9th January
during the visit to Washington of the Prime Minister and Mr.
Eden, Foster Dulles handed to me an informal memorandum !
summarising recent exchanges on the subject of Japan’s relations
with China.

I understood that this document was prepared primarily for use
within the Department of State, and was only given to me because

1 Document 466.
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it was thought that Mr. Eden, who had of course played no direct
part in the earlier negotiations, might find it convenient to have
this summary by him. At a later stage, when it was possible to look
more closely at the details of the document, we found it contained
statements which, in varying degrees, differed from the Foreign
Office record and omitted or touched lightly on considerations
which had, in fact, loomed large in the formulation of the attitude
of His Late Majesty’s Government.

I send this letter not in any desire to enter into controversy but,
because policy towards China remains the subject of acute public
interest and much public discussion in both our countries, I think
it wise to place on record the fact that our absence of comment on
the memorandum does not imply that it corresponds in every re-
spect with our own record, or recollection of the events, or our out-
look upon them. 2

Yours sincerely,

OLIVER FRANKS

2 A covering note dated Feb. 28 reads: “Return to FE—MTr. Allison. Noted. JFD”.

No. 523
611.94/2-1952:Telegram

The United States Political Adviser to SCAP (Sebald) to the
Department of State

SECRET NIACT Tokyo, February 19, 1952.

1736. CX 63920. This is Sebald’s 1736 rptd Secretary of Defense.
Number 29 from Rusk. Further discussions with Okazaki have pro-
duced fol text! Art 22 which I believe to be maximum we can
obtain from Jap Govt this subject. Text fols:

! In his memorandum of the conversation held on Feb. 19, Bond stated:

“Minister Okazaki distributed copies of a Japanese redraft of Article XXII, which
was then considered. (With reference to the inclusion in that redraft of the term
“combined command”, which he had previously indicated would not be acceptable to
the Prime Minister, Minister Okazaki explained that it had been only with the
greatest difficulty that he managed to persuade the Prime Minister to agree to that
phrase.) After considerable discussion, Ambassador Rusk handed to Minister Oka-
zaki a suggested revision of the Japanese redraft, incorporating certain points which
Ambassador Rusk had explained were of importance to the U.S. Government on this
subject. Minister Okazaki expressed the personal opinion that the revised text
would be acceptable to his Government, but undertook to confirm that fact and to
inform Ambassador Rusk at the earliest possible time.” (611.94/2-2352)

A text of this redraft as originally distributed by Okazaki has not been found in
Department of State files.
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¥— “l. In the event of hostilities, or imminently threatened hostil-
, ities, in the Japan area, the US may take such actions as may be
| necessary to insure the security of its forces in the Japan area, and
( shall take steps at once to inform the Govt of Japan of the action
| taken or to be taken by it, and the Govt of Japan and of the US
i shall immediately consult together with a view to taking necessary
; measures for the defense of that area and to carry out the purposes
of Art 1 of the Security Treaty.

“2. Pending the coming into force of such arrangements or dispo-
sitions envisaged in Art 4 of the Security Treaty as will satisfacto-
rily provide for the maintenance of international peace and securi-
ty in the Japan area, the Govts of Japan and of the US may con-
sult and prepare the necessary measures, including combined com-
mand, for the defense of Japan to be taken jointly by them in the
event of hostilities or imminently threatened hostilities in the
Japan area, and may put jointly into effect those measures as occa-
sion arises, subject to the constitutional provisions applicable to
each party.”

Comments:

1. For background, see my Nos. 14 2 and 28. 3

2. Above text obtained after much consultation Jap polit leaders
and over PriMin’s strong objection make any mention combined
command.

3. Focus Jap polit debate likely to be on implications this Art;
Jap Govt negotiating agreement under full impact daily bitter dis-
cussions Diet this and related issues: Editorial comment concen-
trating same subject, with emphasis on equal status Jap and consti-
tutional issues.

4. Our second draft Art 22 contains no important agreement or
commitment going beyond above text.

5. Right of US forces to act in own security in emergency is
nailed down; such action must be immediately followed by, but is
not conditional upon info to Jap Govt, whose vital interest it is im-
possible to deny.

6. I do not believe we can get more unless we are prepared use
threats and pressures which, if backed up, would be disastrous US-
Jap relations. If we have more specific arrangements in mind,
above text leaves way open for consultation about them; in any
event our earlier text did not provide any agreement now as to
more specific arrangements.

7. Alternatives before us are, broadly,

/T (a) Accept text given above;
\/ 1 (b) Delete Art 22 and discuss entire matter later;

2 Telegram 1649 from Tokyo, Document 500.

3 Telegram 1735 from Tokyo, Feb. 19, not printed. (611.94/2-1952) It contains a
summary of the talk described in Bond’s memorandum of conversation, Document
520.
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(c) Use only short general sentence, then consult later;
(d) Prolong negotiations here to try obtain difference between
above text and our second draft. -

8. Among alternatives, any of first three can be accomplished. —
First alternative will produce considerable amount acrimonious
debate and will increase pressures to obtain restrictions on broad
rights under Security Treaty. Second alternative might have been
wise originally, as leaving us maximum freedom of action, but it is
now known subject has been at issue in negotiations and complete
silence might now excite suspicions. Third alternative would be to
use some such sentence as “in the event of hostilities, or imminent-
ly threatened hostilities, in the Japan area, the Governments of
the United States and Japan shall immediately consult together
with a view to taking necessary joint measures for the defense o
that area and to carry out the purposes of Art 1 of the Security
Treaty”.

This alternative would not cloud our rights under Security
Treaty, would involve minimum domestic debate Japan and would
not raise constitutional issues. Fourth alternative is no choice at
all, because it would be fruitless and would produce highly danger-
ous build-up of anti-American feeling here, even among groups or-
dinarily friendly to US.

9. My recommendation is that we promptly accept first alterna-
tive if our policy is to get as much of our draft as we can. In this
case, no significant changes of language should be attempted. My
own personal judgment is that our_interests are best served by
third alternative. I strongly recommend against fourth alternative.
Info ¢opy furnished Ridgway, please reply niact.

SEBALD

*In telegram C 63919 from SCAP, Tokyo, to the Department of the Army, also
dated Feb. 19, marked “From Earl Johnson” and “For JCS, SecDef Wash DC for
Frank Nash”, Johnson referred to the text quoted at the beginning of telegram 1736
as a “watered down version”, and the short form quoted in paragraph 8 of the
“Comments” as a ‘“generalized version” of Article XXII, and commented: “Watered
down version would be more restrictive on US commander than gvleralized ver-
sion.” After further analysis of alternatives he concluded:

“Believe long-range relations US-Japs would be improved if draft as submitted
were replaced by generalized version. If generalized version not acceptable to Dept,
suggest in interest of strengthening bargaining position with Japan following
coming into force of treaty and adm agreement that any reference to ‘combined
command’ be deleted.

“This message discussed with General Ridgway, as have been Rusk’s numbers 28
and 29. Ridgway concurs this message and recommends generalized version which
he considers adequate from military viewpoint.” (Department of Defense files)
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No. 524

794C.0221/2-2052

The Acting Director of the Office of Northeast Asian Affairs
(McClurkin) to the United States Political Adviser to SCAP
(Sebald)

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] February 20, 1952.

DEAR BiLe: I am enclosing herewith for your information a copy
of a memorandum ! recently cleared throughout the Department
and approved by the Secretary, which sets forth the Department’s
position with regard to the disposition of the Ryukyus and Bonins
and instructs Ambassador Cowen to take up the matter with De-
fense. This he intends to do in a few days’ time, as soon as we have
finished with problems relating to the Administrative Agreement.

I am not certain whether we shall be able to budge the JCS from
their position at this time; however, if we fail in our present objec-
tives of returning general control of the islands to Japan in the
near future, we shall concentrate our efforts on liberalizing the
present JCS Directive for U.S. Civil Administration in the Ryu-
kyus 2 to permit a greater degree of self-government for the inhab-
itants and encourage closer ties with Japan. In this connection we
found the Mission’s Despatch no. 1021, January 17, 1952, transmit-
ting Iguchi’s memorandum concerning a ‘‘practicable arrange-
ment” for the Southern Islands of great interest, and we shall en-
deavor so far as possible to have these points covered in any forth-
coming revision of the present Directive.

Your reports on the Ryukyus have all been read with great inter-
est here, and we are looking forward to receiving additional mate-
rial from time to time.

Sincerely yours,

RoBeRT J. G. MCCLURKIN

! Document 488.
2 JCS 1231/14, dated Oct. 4, 1950, is printed in Foreign Relations, 1950, vol. vi, p.
1313.
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611.94/2-2052:Telegram

The Secretary of State to the United States Political Adviser to
SCAP (Sebald)

SECRET WASHINGTON, February 20, 1952—7:42 p.m.
NIACT

Topad 2272. For Rusk. State Dept distribution only. Fol is text of
JCS memo to Sec Def concerning Art II: ?

1. JCS have reviewed cable Nrs 222 and 23 2 from Amb Rusk
and cable Nr DA IN 105674 ¢ from Asst Sec of Army Johnson,
which were forwarded by ur recent undated memo, all concerning
status of negots on Art II of Draft Administrative Agreement be-
tween USA and Jap. JCS have also considered cable Nr 27 5 from
Amb Rusk concerning same subj.

“2. JCS consider it essential that agreement be reached at this—v7
time between Govts of US and Jap, which will legally provide to /
US specific rights for retention during post-treaty period of facili-
ties and areas essential to armed forces of US in order for it to |
carry out its obligations with respect to defense of Jap and oper- |
ations in Korea. '

“3. JCS note that particular aspect of matter of facilities and
areas covered in Art II of Draft Administrative Agreement, which
is in dispute, is temporary in nature in that use of such faciiities
and areas is subj to adjustment as other agreed upon arrangements
can be made effective. Accordingly, and without prejudice to JCS
position with regard to other Art in Draft Administrative Agree-
ment, JCS wld not object to an exchange of notes in lieu of specific
provisions in Art II of Agreement provided this method equally in-
sures that obligation binds Govt of Jap throughout the period of ad-
justment.

“4. JCS, therefore, have no recommendation with respect to spe-
cific changes in language in either Draft Administrative Agree-
ment or in suggested exchange of notes, but must insist that sub-
stance of requirements of para 2 above be met in whatever form
such agreement is achieved. In this connection, JCS feel that draft
exchange of notes proposed by Amb Rusk in his Nr 23, as modified
by his Nr 27, and revisions of para 1 of Art II of Draft Administra-
tive Agreement also proposed in those cables, fail to meet US re-
quirements for use of facilities and areas by US forces until other
arrangements can be made effective.

! This memorandum is dated Feb. 19. (Department of Defense files)
2 Telegram 1689 from Tokyo, Document 513.
3 Telegram 1690 from Tokyo, Document 514.
4 Reference to Army Message CX 63651 from Tokyo, Document 515.
5 Telegram 1707 from Tokyo, Document 517.
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6. JCS do not ob{'ect to changes recommended by Amb Rusk in
his Nr 23 which deal with paras 2 and 4 of Art II of Draft Adminis-
trative Agreement.” &

WEBB

6 Telegram 2271 to Tokyo, also sent the evening of Feb. 20, (drafted and approved
for transmission by McClurkin), reads in part:

“Suggested language for exchange notes re facilities and areas to conform JCS po-
sition being prepared within Def but no desire here to restrict ur negotiating flexi-
bility by precise language. No objection to ur preparing draft along lines conforming
JCS position but will be nec have final review here of any language tentatively
agreed with Japs.” (611.94/2-2052)

No. 526
611.94/2-2152 Telegram

The United States Political Adviser to SCAP (Sebald) to the
Department of State

SECRET NIACT Tokyo, February 21, 1952.

1742. CX 63990. This is Sebald’s 1742 rptd Secretary of Defense
Feb. 21. Number 31 from Rusk. Personal for Webb. For delivery to
Webb early Thursday ! morning. All hands here agree any delay
now can only result in deterioration our position on admin agree-
ment. This due to pressures Diet debate, editorial criticism Jap
Govt and growing attempt Jap negotiators to reopen provisionally
agreed arts to try to amend contrary to our interest. Jap Govt-
leaders yesterday made statements in Diet debate which already
prejudice our compromise solution Art 22. Believe it of great impor-
tance we have telecon not later than 6 p.m. Thurs Wash time with
Wash party consisting of State-Defense group able to reach deci-
sions on all outstanding issues admin agreement. Please have
someone confirm by telephone. 2

Info copy furnished Ridgway.

SEBALD

1 Feb. 21.

2 Action notations on this telegram indicate that a telephone call was made, ap-
parently by McClurkin, on Feb. 21. No memorandum of this call or record of other
action taken along the lines suggested in telegram 1742, has been found in Depart-
ment of State files.
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Tokyo Post files, 320.1 Bilateral Security Treaty: Telegram

The Assistant Chief of Army Staff for Operations (Jenkins) to the
General Headquarters, Far East Command, in Japan !

SECRET WASHINGTON, 22 February, 1952.
OPERATIONAL IMMEDIATE

DA 901763. JCS have forwarded memo 2 to Secy Def summariz-
ing their views on Art 22 of Admin Agreement. Pertinent extracts
this memo fol:

“1. JCS have studied C 63919 3 from Johnson relative to status of
negotiations on Art 22 of Admin Agreement. They have also re-
viewed Rusk 14, ¢ 28, and 29. 5

“2. JCS, from strictly mil point of view, believe United States se-
curity interests would best be served by adherence to substance of
Art 22 as set Torth in_neégotiating draft, or as proposed in their
memo dated 11 Feb. ¢ On other hand, they recognize thit political
considerations may be overriding inasmuch as whole hearted sup-
part-or Jap AUtk and peoplé is fandamental to efféctivensss of any
agreement achieved. T

“3. JCS also prefer proposed ‘water-down version’ rather than
‘generalized version’. It appears, however, that Jap Governmental
auth consider ‘water-down version’ unpalatable in some respects.
Further, if publicized, this version might precipitate public discus-
sion unfavorable to United States, which possibly could lead to fall
of present Yoshida Government. Also, it seems that if Jap people
learned that Jap Govt had acceded to this agreement under pres-
sure result would, in all probability, have adverse effects upon
future United States-Jap relations and upon favorable position now
enjoyed in Japan by United States Armed Forces.

“4. JCS note views of Gen Ridgway that in his opinion ‘general-
ized version’ is adequate from mil viewpoint and further that he
recommends its acceptance. They also note ‘generalized version’
this art is acceptable to Rusk and Johnson. In view all of foregoing,
JCS, while, from a strictly mil point of view preferring inclusion of
specific provisions for establishment of a combined command and
designation of a United States commander thereof, recognize that
political considerations may be overriding. Accordingly, and in
light of such considerations, JCS now interpose no_objection .to
adoption_of ‘generalized version” proposed to become Art 22 of
Admin Agreement, which reads as fol:

‘In the event of hostilities, or imminently threatened hostilities,
in the Japan area, the Govts of the US and Japan shall immediate-

1 Telegram marked ‘‘Pass to Rusk and Johnson for info.” ¢ QN‘F" “
2 Dated Feb. 20.

3 See footnote 4, Document 523.

4 Telegram 1649 from Tokyo, Document 500.
5 See Document 523.

¢ Document 508.
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ly consult together with a view to taking nec joint measures for the
defense of that area and to carry out the purposes of Art 1 of the
Security Treaty.’” 7

JENKINS

7 This text is identical to the final wording, except that “carry” was replaced by
“carrying” in the final text of what became Article XXIV.

No. 528

611.94/2-2352

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Counselor of the Mission in
Japan (Bond)

SECRET Tokyo, February 23, 1952.
Participants:

Ambassador Rusk

Assistant Secretary Johnson

Mr. Bond

Minister Okazaki

Mr. Nishimura
Subject: Informal Discussion with Japanese Delegation Concerning

Administrative Agreement Negotiations

The above listed members of the two Delegations met again at
4:30 p.m. today to continue their informal conversations concerning
the Administrative Agreement negotiations.

Ambassador Rusk stated that he wished to discuss Articles II and
XXII in the light of new instructions from Washington, where care-
ful consideration had been given to the views of the Japanese Gov-
ernment on these subjects. He added that the U.S. had been able to
meet the Japanese views on both Articles to an important degree.

He stated that, although there is general agreement on the text
of Article II itself ! and on the principle of the accompanying ex-
change of notes, Washington had expressed some concern as to the
proposed language of these notes. He said that he had undertaken
to incorporate certain of the points raised by Washington in a re-
draft of the exchange of notes, in an endeavor to reconcile the re-
spective viewpoints of Washington and the Japanese Government.

1In telegram 2280 to Tokyo, Feb. 21, marked “For Rusk”, and “State-Def Msg”,
the Department transmitted, for the purpose of implementing the JCS position on
Article II (contained in Topad 2272 to Tokyo, Document 525), a new text of Article II
and the proposed related exchange of notes. (611.94/2-2152) This text was in sub-
stance the same as that finally agreed on, with the exceptions shown in the tele-

gram 1760, infra.
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He then distributed the text 2 of his revised drafts, which he pro-
ceeded to explain to Minister Okazaki. During the course of such
explanation, Ambassador Rusk pointed out that the changes sug-
gested by Washington were primarily motivated by a strong desire
for more specific assurances regarding the right of U.S. security
forces to remain in such facilities as might not be agreed upon
during the 90-day period.

Ambassador Rusk then stated that, before hearing the views of
the Japanese Delegation on the suggested revision of the exchange
of notes under Article II, he wished to go on and cover the remain-
der of his new instructions by explaining Washington’s latest point
of view regarding Article XXII. He stated that the views of the
Japanese Government regarding the problem presented by the lan-
guage of Article XXII, particularly that concerning a ‘“combined
command”, had led to a complete re-examination of the problem in
Washington, in the light of the political problems which might be
created for the Prime M1n1ster and the Japanese Government by
that Article. He w went on to say. ‘that. there-was-a-strong disiticlina-
tion in Washington to do anything which would add unnecessarily
to the difficult problems which would confront the Japanese Gov-
ernment “duringthe  for rthcoming important’ “period of “transition
from occupation to “full sovereignty, and that it had accordmg]y
been"decided i "Washington to recede from the previous U.S. posi-
tion~onArticle XXII and to accept in its stead a broad general
stafefient along the linés originally proposed by the Japanese Gov-
ernment. He stated that he wished to make it clear, howeveér, that
this did not mean that the U. S‘"Giii';éfiiiiiéﬁimhéa ‘changed "its desi-
dérata with Tespect t6 Article XXII, nor did it mean that the U.S.
Government will not want to discuss at a_ later date the subject
matter formerly dealt with in AArtlcle XXIL H.g,rg_lterated that, on
the contrary, this change was indicative merely of recogmtlon on
the part of the U.S. Government of the political difficulties which
might be created for the Japanese Government by the lanéuage
which we had previously proposed. Ambassador Rusk then handed
Minister Okazaki the text of his Government’s proposed redraft of
Article XXII. 3

Reverting to Article II, Minister Okazaki advanced certain
changes of language in the proposed exchange of notes, which,
after discussion with certain members of his Delegation, Ambassa-
dor Rusk said that he would refer to Washington for approval. Am-
bassador Rusk stated that at the present advanced stage of the ne-

2 Available documentation does not indicate whether or not this draft was identi-
cal to that contained in telegram 2280, cited in footnote 1 above.
3 See the last paragraph of telegram DA 901763, supra.
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gotiations the U.S. Delegation would need to be assured, in refer-
ring this matter to Washington, that these changes represented the
firm position of the Japanese Government and would not be subject
to further substantial revision. Minister Okazaki confirmed that
his suggestions could be regarded as representing the firm position
of his Government. Ambassador Rusk stated that it was the wish of
his Delegation to omit any mention of Articles II and XXII from
the Official Minutes, * and to have everything having to do with
those Articles included in the text of the Administrative Agree-
ment, and, in the case of Article II, in the accompanying exchange
of notes. Minister Okazaki stated that his Delegation was in agree-
ment on that point.

Turning again to Article XXII, Ambassador Rusk stated that, de-
spite the most recent change in the position of his Government on
this Article, we were nonetheless grateful for the strenuous efforts
of the Prime Minister and Minister Okazaki to meet our views on

“this Article. Minister Okazaki then gave assurance that the dele-
i tion of the phrase “combined command” from Article XXII will not
be interpreted by the Japanese Government to mean that we are
no longer interested in the establishment of such a command. As-
sistant Secretary Johnson stated that Minister Okazaki and the
Prime Minister might be interested to know that General Ridgway
had been of considerable help on Article XXII. Minister Okazaki
stated that he would convey that information to the Prime Minis-
ter.

Minister Okazaki concluded by saying that the change in the
U.S. position on Article XXII would “greatly strengthen” the posi-
tion of the Japanese Government in dealing with opposition to the
security arrangements between the U.S. and Japan.

NiLes W. Bonp

4 Not found in Department of State files.

No. 529
611.94/2-2352: Telegram

The United States Political Adviser to SCAP (Sebald) to the
Department of State

SECRET NIACT Tokyo, February 23, 1952.
1760. Rptd Secretary Defense CX 64172. This is Sebald’s 1760.

No. 36 from Rusk. After consultation with Johnson and Ridgway,
language final para exchange of notes art 2 was discussed with
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Okazaki with result that fol is submitted for final clearance US
Govt. Text final para US note to Japan:

“However, unavoidable delays may arise in the determination
and preparation of facilities and areas necessary to carry out the
purposes stated in art 1 of the security treaty. It would be much
appreciated, therefore, if Japan would grant the continued use of
those particular facilities and areas, with respect to which agree-
ments and arrangements have not been completed by the expira-
tion of 90 days after the effective date of the treaty of peace with
Japan, pending the completion of such agreements and arrange-
ments.” !

Corresponding change would be made text note Japan to US, of
which final para would read:

“With full appreciation of the contents of your Excellency’s note,
I have the honor, on behalf of the Jap Govt, to confirm that the
Jap Govt will grant to the US the continued use of those particular
facilities and areas, with respect to which agreements and arrange-
ments have not been completed by the expiration of 90 days after
the effective date of the treaty of peace with Japan, pending the
completion of such agreement and arrangements.” 2

Pls note that above language takes into account that it is contin-
ued use of facilities and areas on which agreements and arrange-
ments have not been completed by expiration 90 days after date of
Jap treaty instead of facilities now in use. Many of facilities “now”
in use will have been agreed upon and many others will have been
returned to Japan. Jap commitment, therefore, is on those facilities
and areas on which there would be any problem.

Note also use of words “will grant”. We believe that confirmation
now that the Jap Govt will grant continued use of the facilities and
areas referred to is as binding and satisfactory a commitment as
we would have if present tense “grants” were used. Okazaki said
since entire situation was one cast in future tense, it would look

! The suggested text of this paragraph in telegram 2280 to Tokyo, Feb. 21, was as
follows:

“ ‘It is recognized that delays may arise in the determination of the specific facili-
ties and areas mentioned in Art 2, para 1 of the Administrative Agreement between
the USA and Jap signed today. It wid be much appreciated, therefore, if Jap wid
grant continued use of those particular facilities and areas now in use by US Armed
forces pending agreement by the 2 Govts through the Joint Comite.” ”’

Regarding telegram 2280, see footnote 1, supra.,

2 The suggested text of this paragraph in telegram 2280 was as follows:

“ ‘With full appreciation contents of ur excellency’s note, I have the honor, on
behalf of Jap Govt, to confirm that Jap Govt recognizes that delays may arise in
determination of specific facilities and areas mentioned in Art 2, Para 1 of Adminis-
trative Agreement between USA and Jap signed today. Accordingly, Jap grants to
US continued use of those particular facilities and areas now in use by US Armed
Forces pending agreement by 2 Govts through the Joint Comite.’”
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“most peculiar” to use present tense on this word. He strongly in-
sisted that commitment Jap Govt is same in both instances.

Okazaki expressed deep gratitude for understanding US Govt re-
garding art 22 and said that our generalized language would great-
ly strengthen Jap Govt in supporting admin agreement. Okazaki
and I agreed that we should not complicate arts 2 and 22 by inser-
tion of any comments in the official minutes.

Believe proposed text gives full effect to desires JCS and to real
meaning of commitment we wanted under our original draft.
Strongly urge its immediate approval by quickest available commu-
nications. 3

Info copy furnished Ridgway.

SEBALD

3 The Department cabled its approval of the changes in telegram 2288 to Tokyo,
Feb. 23, which had been cleared with the Department of Defense. (611.94/2-2352)

No. 530
611.94/2-2552: Telegram

The United States Political Adviser to SCAP (Sebald) to the
Department of State

SECRET NIACT Tokyo, February 25, 1952.

1776. Info SecDef. CX 64258. This is Sebald’s 1776 rptd SecDef.
Number 42 from Rusk. Believe Dept should have certain state-
ments to be made in minutes ! connection old Art 23 on expenses.
Biggest problem arose from fact that, in computing $155 million
Jap contribution, basic data and figures were those taken from
TOW procedures and included Jap taxes. In approving this amount
Jap budget, SCAP authorities had before them breakdown of fig-
ures showing tax element approximately 900 million yen. Same
amount showed up on revenue side Jap budget. Budget was ap-
proved and submitted Diet this basis and commitment made that
this amount was all Jap would be asked to contribute first year
under admin agreement. When we raised question tax exemption,
Japs had to insist that we either pay taxes of amount included, or
reduce total by same amount. Alternative would be effort change
budget in difficult stage budget action by Diet. Japs also felt our

1 Full text of these statements is included in the Official Minutes of the Tenth
Joint Meeting for the Negotiation of the Administrative Agreement, held Feb. 26.
(611.94/2-2652)
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raising this question was contrary assurances re size of contribu-
tion.

This problem exists only for first year, but is one on which US
was committed. Minutes will try to straighten out tangle thereby
created. Our solution is that during period when Japs are making
disbursements, pending legislative authority for US Forces to do so,
Japs will pay bills including tax element as with TOW. After we
make disbursement direct, Japs would remit to us their contribu-
tion less tax element and we would procure with same exemptions
as with other funds. Net result is that contribution first year is
about $2% million less than we thought in Wash, but is same as
agreed in Tokyo between us and Jap budget people.

Fol are texts statements to be made in minutes:

“(By Okazaki): It is my understanding that the yen fund provided
in para 2 (b) shall be transferred to a US special account by the
Jap Govt on a quarterly basis. The obligation program shall also be
on a quarterly basis and shall be prepared in concert with the Jap
Govt. With respect to receipts, obligations and cash payments of
the special account, monthly reports (including reports for shorter
periods, if necessary) shall be promptly transmitted to the Jap Govt
to facilitate necessary adjustments on subsequent transfers. Dis-
bursements from this account shall meet standard requirements as
agreed by both parties along the line of standards required by the
General Accounting Office, US Govt, with due consideration given
to the standard practices in Japan, and Jap members of the Joint
Committee may audit the special account with the assistance of
government experts and with the cooperation of US authorities.

“(By Rusk): I understand that disbursement of this fund will be
made by the US. However, enabling legislation will be required of
the US Congress before such disbursement procedure can be placed
in effect. As an interim measure, I understand that disbursement
of these funds shall be made by Jap disbursing officers but that
such disbursements will be made under the programming proce-
dures which you have described.

“(By Okazaki): I agree. Inasmuch as payment of taxes is the
normal established practice of the Jap Govt, the Jap currency re-
ferred to in para 2 (b) provided by means of a Jap Govt appropria-
tion includes an element for payment of taxes. It is therefore un-
derstood that the 1952-53 appropriation for defense expenses in-
cludes taxes.

“(By Rusk): I understand that as a budgetary practice your de-
fense appropriations may include an element for taxes. However,
as a principle governing international relations it is basically inap-
propriate for one govt to pay taxes to another govt in matters per-
taining to joint and mutual defense efforts. Therefore, I believe
that such funds appropriated by the Jap Govt should not be deplet-
ed by the payment of direct taxes, since such depletion would re-
quire an increase in the contribution of the US to offset such pay-
ments without adding to the joint and mutual defense effort. It is
recognized, however, that the computation for the Jap contribution
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for 1952-53 did include a tax element and therefore should include
the payment of taxes. In succeeding years it is agreed that both
parties will adhere to the general principle of relief from taxation
and future estimates will be so computed. Such funds as are turned
over to the US from the Jap appropriation for 1952-53 disburse-
rrllent by the US shall be reduced by the amount of the agreed tax
element”.

Minutes will also contain fol statement as requested by Dept:

“(By Rusk): It is understood that nothing in this agreement shall
prevent the US from utilizing for the defrayment of expenses
which are to be borne by the US under this agreement, dollar or
yen funds lawfully required by the US.” 2

Info copy furnished Ridgway.
SEBALD

2In the document cited in footnote 1 above, the word ‘““acquired” replaces “re-
quired” in this sentence.

No. 531
611.94/2-2752: Telegram

The United States Political Adviser to SCAP (Sebald) to the
Department of State

CONFIDENTIAL Tokyo, February 27, 1952—5 p.m.
PRIORITY

Topad 1795. Ref Mistel 1783, Feb 26 [27].! State Minister Okazaki
presented draft administrative agreement to Cabinet yesterday.
Approval given with little objection. Cabinet agreed rush bills as

e
rgulred by agreement s provisions on taxatlon, safety measures for

able, generallS' critical, sometlmes bitter. Progressive reform chief
Nomiki characterized adoption ‘“nationality principle” criminal ju-
risdiction as “subservient and disgraceful”. Upper House Ryokufu-
kai, 2 although generally satisfied with agreement as whole, ex-
pressed dissatisfaction with “nationality principle” contending na-
tionality principle more appropriate for “sovereign nations on
equal footing.” Both right and left wing Socialists, as expected, ex-
pressed opposition. Mizutani of right wing policy council said prin-
ciple “places serious restriction on our sovereignty.” Left-winger

1 In this telegram the Mission reported that a partial leakage of the terms of the
Administrative Agreement had occurred. (611.94/2-2752)
2 The Green Breeze Society.
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Wada said “this not agreement between two nations on equal basis.
Will establish military bases everywhere in country and place
nearly half public facilities under military custody.” Later in day
opposition parties issued fol statement: “Govt and its party are se-
cretly concluding agreement that restricts sovereignty of state and
basic human rights of people. Moreover, they have used majority
power force through budget bill which inseparably related to ad-
ministrative agreement. This is dictatorial politics, ignoring Diet’s
right of deliberation.”

Although text of agreement will not be released until tomorrow,
editorial comment today on basis substantial leak yesterday almost
universally adverse, suggesting press ready criticize for criticism’s
sake. Most criticism directed at criminal jurisdiction which some
felt tantamount to extrality. Also, general feeling disappointment
administrative agreement not brought before Diet for approval.

Mainichi said ‘“‘administrative agreement does not satisfy us
fully and we cannot but question to what extent agreement reflects
wishes and trends national sentiment.” Again “we can understand
that US does not like see drastic change from status of occupation
force but from Japanese standpoint only through such change can
Japanese people finally feel they are independent sovereign
Japan.” Same daily regretted agreement did not clarify such points
as use US troops in time emergency, facilities and areas and com-
pensation damages caused by US soldiers on duty. Suggested effort
be made revise agreement after it is signed, ending on plea that
agreement not be allowed damage relations between two countries,
saying, ‘“what is important is that contents of agreement must not
be allowed impair in slightest degree spirit reconciliation and
mutual trust that underlies peace treaty and security pact.”

Some of frankest criticism came from Asahi which said “there is
not a clause in agreement that reminds us of appearance of inde-
pendent Japan. We recognize no evidence of Yoshida govt, which is
highhanded in domestic administration but conciliatory in foreign
relations, having tried protect our line of autonomy and independ-
ence. In response public opinion, some consideration apparently
given to matter court jurisdiction but that was all. Apparent that
during negotiations on administrative agreement govt quite compli-
ant with America’s requests.” Asahi continued point out its dissat-
isfaction with criminal jurisdiction provisions by referring again to
such cases as Senju bank robbery.

SEBALD
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(Fo.552)

John Foster Dulles, Consultant to the Secretary of State, to the
Prime Minister of Japan (Yoshida) !

894.10/1-3052

[WAsSHINGTON,] February 28, 1952.

My DEAr MR. YosHIDA: I have taken very seriously your letter of
December 22, 1951, 2 as well as our prior conversation in Tokyo
with respect to a loan by the United States to Japan. I understand
and sympathize with your motives in addressing me as you have,
and appreciate the difficulties which you are courageously facing
in the enterprise in which we are both engaged. With your request
in mind, I have referred to the possibility of loans to Japan in my
opening statement to the Foreign Relations Committee of the
United States Senate on January 21, and amplified this statement
in reaplying to questions by Senator Smith and Senator Green on
January 22. I hope that these expressions will have been of some
service to you.

I have deferred a reply to your letter in order that I might dis-
cuss the problem adequately with the officers of the United States
Government who are concerned with United States financial
policy. I am now enclosing a letter covering the points discussed.

You are free to use the enclosed letter as you may see fit. Howev-
er, neither the Export-Import Bank nor the International Bank
looks with favor upon the public discussion of matters which are
still in an exploratory state, and I would suggest that in your own
interest as well you do not permit publicity to be given which
would arouse concrete expectations of immediate results that
might not be borne out by events.

Sincerely yours,

JoHN FosTerR DULLES

1 Attached to a memorandum from Burnita O'Day, of the Office of the Secretary,
to Hemmendinger dated Feb. 29. Also covered by a note dated Feb. 28 from Dulles
to Sebald, which reads as follows: “I enclose two letters to Yoshida. The longer
letter results from interdepartmental conferences and the result is rather sterile.
You may think that it is not worth delivering. If so use your judgement.” Depart-
ment of State files do not indicate whether or not the longer letter was delivered.

The longer letter is attached. In it Dulles indicated that both the IBRD and the
Export-Import Bank had procedures which required direct application for loans.

2 For text, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. vi, Part 1, p. 1466.



JAPAN 1197
No. 533

611.94/2-2752

Memorandum Prepared in the Department of State !

SECRET [WAsSHINGTON?, undated.]

RECORD OF JAPANESE GOVERNMENT'S PosiTION DURING COURSE OF
NEGOTIATION OF ADMINISTRATIVE AGREEMENT

The following summarizes, by Articles, the d1§p051t1 ion_of propos-
als made by the Japanese Government for changes in the draft ad-
ministrative agreement whlch was_ submltted to them in behalf of
the U.S. Delegation about January 23, 1952 2'g fow ays before t e
U Delegation arrived in Tokyo for the negotiations. =~

Numbers of Arficlés are those of text of final agreement. Where
the numbers of Washington draft differ, they are shown in paren-
theses.

Article I

The Japanese Government took the position that the “civilian
component” should be defined as in NATO, and consequently
should not include:

(a) nationals of third states or stateless persons

(b) persons serving with or accompanying the US armed forces
(c) contractors with the US armed forces

(d) employees of contractors with the US armed forces

" (e) persons under contract with contractors with the US armed
orces.

The Japanese ultimately conceded that the civilian component
should be defined to include category (b), and that categories (c)
and (d) should be given substantially the same privileges as other
members of the civilian component, although these privileges were
to be conferred upon them in a separate article, rather than by in-
cluding them within the term “civilian component”. We agreed to
exclude categories (a) and (e) from the definition of “civilian compo-
nent”.

Article IT

The Japanese insisted at the start of the negotiations that the
third sentence of paragraph 1, which authorized the US to continue
to use facilities presently in use until arrangements for other facili-

1 Although this document may have been drafted considerably later, it is printed
under date of Feb. 28 in connection with conclusion of the negotiation of the Admin-
istrative Agreement. The file copy gives no indication of authorship.

2 See footnote 3, Document 481.
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ties could be made through the Joint Committee, should be deleted.
They contended that such an authorization amounted to a continu-
ation of procurement demand after the occupation had ended. They
were willing, however, to include the substance of the third sen-
tence in an exchange of notes to be signed simultaneously with the
Agreement.

Both sides prepared drafts of the exchange of notes in which
Japan would authorize our forces to continue to use facilities and
areas now in use, in cases where agreement on the use of facilities
and areas had not been reached within 90 days after the effective
date of the peace treaty. Difficulty arose over the effort of the Jap-
anese to include in the notes a statement by us either that we had
no doubt agreement on facilities and areas could be reached within
the 90-day period, or that every effort would be made to complete
agreement within that period. We, on the other hand, sought to in-
clude a statement by the Japanese recognizing that delays might
arise in reaching and giving effect to agreement.

The outcome was an exchange of notes in which we agreed to
begin consultation on facilities and areas immediately, and on an
urgent basis, in order to complete such arrangements at the earli-
est possible date. The Japanese, on the other hand recognized that
“unavoidable delays [’?] may arise in the determination and prepa-
ration of facilities and areas and agreed to grant to the US the con-
tinual use of particular facilities and areas on which agreements
had not been reached within 90 days after the effective date of the
peace treaty.

Article ITT

The Japanese proposed, and we agreed, to provide for consulta-
tion between the two governments concerning the exercise outside
the facilities and areas of the rights, power, and authority granted
in this article. The Japanese asked that paragraph two, the item-
ization of rights of the US, be deleted from the Agreement, but
later agreed to include the text of the paragraph in the official
Minutes of the negotiations.

Article IV

The Japanese proposed, and we agreed, to revise the language of
paragraph one to provide that the offsetting of US and Japanese
claims arising out of changes in condition of facilities and areas
would apply to all facilities and areas at the time of their becoming
available to the US forces instead of at the time of the coming into
force of the Agreement. We proposed, and the Japanese agreed, to
add to paragraph one a phrase making clear that the US had no
obligation to compensate for changes in facilities and areas.
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Article V

In compliance with a Japanese request we agreed to put into the
Minutes concerning this article a statement specifying (1) that com-
mercial vessels should not be treated in the same way as US public
vessels under this Article unless they were on bareboat, voyage or
time charter to the US; and (2) that commercial cargo and private
passengers were carried by such vessels only in exceptional cases.
We agreed to insert in the text of the article an undertaking to
notify the appropriate Japanese authorities in the event any com-
mercial cargo or passengers were carried on such vessels or air-
craft. Upon Japanese agreement to grant freedom of access and
movement to US forces between facilities and areas and between
such facilities and areas and ports, we did not insist upon freedom
of movement by land between ports of Japan.

Article VI
No Japanese proposal was made on this article.

Article VII

The Japanese objected to the provision that rates paid by the US
armed forces for public utilities and services should be no less fa-
vorable than those applicable “to any department or agency of the
Government of Japan” because, for historic reasons, the Japanese
police are granted a very substantial discount on telecommunica-
tions rates. We agreed to change the ending of the article in order
to prescribe that rates should be no less favorable than those appli-
cable to “the ministries and agencies of the Government of Japan”.
A statement was put into the Minutes that for the time being we
would not ask for the special police discount, but we did not consid-
er that the US should pay for any significant period rates higher
than those paid by the JNPR.

Article VIIT

The Japanese objected to the provision that all of the meteorolog-
ical services which they were obliged to furnish should be fur-
nished without expense to the US. They insisted that the expense
for such services should be handled in the same way as the expense
for all other services under the provisions of Article XIII. We
agreed to delete from the article the phrase “without expense to
the US” upon the Japanese agreeing to insert in the Minutes a
statement that the charges for these services would be limited to
such expense as was incurred by the Japanese solely for purposes
of furnishing information to the US armed forces, and excluding
any expense which the Japanese incurred in order to furnish serv-
ices to the Japanese public or to the international community. We
agreed to itemize in the Article the services to be furnished, since
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the itemization merely expressed in detail what was already in-
cluded in the general language of our original draft.

Article IX
No proposals were made on this article.

Article X

This is a new article proposed by the Japanese. We agreed to it
with slight modifications.

Article XI (Washington Article X)

The Japanese first wanted to deny any exemptions from import
duties to contractors. They then offered to grant exemptions only
to contractors who were brought to Japan from the United States,
and who were not ordinarily resident in Japan. They also made
several proposals about certifications to be furnished in cases of im-
ports by contractors. They finally agreed, in effect, to permit con-
tractors to import duty free materials, supplies and equipment to
be used exclusively by the US armed forces or ultimately to be in-
corporated into articles or facilities used by such forces, provided
that the US take delivery and certify that such goods were to be
used for the purposes specified.

The Japanese were unwilling to give an exemption to members
of the US armed forces, the civilian component, and their depend-
ents in the terms of our draft which exempted from import duty all
property consigned to or for the personal use of such persons. We
accepted their statement of the exemption to be accorded to such
persons which is much more detailed than ours, but which still per-
mits exemption from duty of all goods imported in reasonable
quantities for personal use, provided that such goods are brought
in by such persons at the time of their entry into Japan or are
mailed into Japan through US military post offices. We agreed that
such persons are not permitted to import goods free of duty other
than at time of entrance or through the mails, except “vehicles and
parts” which may be imported for private use free of duty at any
time.

We agreed to insert in the Article the provision that the grant-
ing of exemptions from import duties did not oblige the Japanese
to grant refunds of customs duties and domestic excises which had
already been collected. The Japanese offered to exempt from cus-
toms examination units and members of the US armed forces
under orders entering or leaving Japan. We accepted about two-
thirds of the Japanese proposals aimed at providing safeguards
against abuse of the privileges granted in the Article.
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Article XII (Washington Article XI)

Both sides worked toward expanding this Article to specify the
taxes on goods procured by the US armed forces from which they
would be entitled to claim exemption. Provision was made for ex-
emptions from or refunds of any present or future Japanese taxes
which might be found to constitute a significant and readily identi-
fiable part of the gross purchase price.

The Japanese were at first unwilling to grant any tax exemption
to contractors procuring goods for ultimate use by our forces. They
later offered to insert in the Minutes a statement prescribing pro-
cedures for such exemptions. They finally agreed to include in the
article a provision recognizing that procurement for ultimate use
by our forces should be exempt from tax, and to insert in the Min-
utes a statement prescribing procedures for obtaining such exemp-
tions.

At Japanese request the provision concerning conditions of em-
ployment of Japanese labor was expanded to specify that rights of
such workers should be those prescribed by Japanese law. There
was also included in the article a prohibition against disposal to
unauthorized persons of goods purchased tax-free.

Article XIIT (Washington Article XII)

Both sides agreed that exemption from income tax should not be
granted to persons who, for US income tax purposes, claimed to be
residents of Japan. At first, the Japanese were unwilling to grant
an exemption from income taxation to contractors ordinarily resi-
dent in the United States or to employees of such contractors. They
later stated they were willing to reduce their income taxes on such
income to amounts which did not exceed the taxes such persons
would have to pay under US income tax laws. In the end they
agreed to grant income tax exemption to such persons, but the pro-
vision conferring such exemption was inserted in a new Article
XIV.

The Japanese were unwilling to exempt from taxation in Japan
holdings by members of the US armed forces, etc., of intangible
property registered in Japan, or to grant exemption from automo-
bile taxes. We agreed to the Japanese position but insisted that the
exemption on automobile taxes be limited to “taxes payable in re-
spect to the use of roads by private vehicles”.

Article XIV

This is a new Article, proposed by the Japanese to cover contrac-
tors and their employees. When they first proposed the Article, the
Japanese attempted to deny such persons several of the privileges
granted to the civilian component. As finally agreed, however, the
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Article provides that contractors shall be treated in the same way
as members of the civilian component except with respect to crimi-
nal jurisdiction. It was agreed that the Japanese should have the
primary right to exercise criminal jurisdiction over such persons. If
they chose not to exercise this right, the US military authorities
would then have the right to exercise jurisdiction.

Article XV (Washington No. XIII)

The Japanese proposed that US army newspapers which were
circulated to the general public should not be exempted from Japa-
nese regulations, etc. We agreed that such newspapers sold to the
public should be subject to Japanese regulations, etc., to the extent
of such circulation. We agreed to a Japanese request that PXs etc.,
should be required to comply with Japanese law with respect to the
employment of Japanese labor. The provision on this subject is
identical with a corresponding provision in Article XII concerning
employment by the US armed forces.

Article XVI (Washington No. XIV)

No substantial changes were proposed by the Japanese in this
Article.

Article XVII (Washington No. XV)

The Japanese requested that the Agreement authorize Japanese
courts and authorities to exercise jurisdiction over offenses commit-
ted outside the facilities and areas by members of the US armed
forces, etc., where the offending party is a Japanese national. We
refused to agree, and the Japanese ultimately accepted a provision
stating that the US would give sympathetic consideration to a re-
quest by Japan for waiver by the US of its right to exercise juris-
diction in such cases where Japan considered such waiver to be of
particular importance.

The Japanese sought to deny US military authorities the right to
exercise exclusive jurisdiction over (a) contractors, (b) employees of
contractors, (¢) persons of only Japanese nationality who were de-
pendents of members of our forces or of the civilian component. It
was agreed that Japan and the US should exercise concurrent ju-
risdiction with Japan over these categories (a) and (b) with Japan
to have the primary right to exercise jurisdiction. We relinquished
any claim to exercise jurisdiction over category (c).

The Japanese proposed, and with modifications we agreed to a
number of additions to clarify the language of the Article and to
prevent criminals from escaping the jurisdiction or enforcement
procedures of either the Japanese or US Government.
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Article XVIII (Washington No. XVI)

The Japanese first proposed that the cost of settling claims aris-
ing out of acts of members and employees of the United States
armed forces in the performance of official duty be divided on a 75-
25, rather than a 50-50 basis. They later agreed that the entire cost
of settling claims should be lumped with other expenses of main-
taining United States armed forces in Japan and, pursuant to Arti-
cle XXIII, either paid out of the Japanese contribution of $155 mil-
lion or borne by the United States. We refused to agree to lump
costs of settling claims with other expenses incurred under the
agreement since the Japanese contribution of $155 million had
been determined on the assumption it would not include costs of
settling claims, and since the United States would not be willing to
bear the entire cost of settling claims the amount of which had
been determined by the Japanese Government. The ultimate deci-
sion was to treat costs of settling claims separately from other ex-
penses and to leave terms of sharing of costs to be determined by
future agreement between the two Governments.

The Japanese also proposed that Article XVI be expanded to pro-
vide procedures for ex gratia payments of claims arising out of acts
of members of the United States armed forces, the civilian compo-
nent, and their dependents not in the performance of official duty.
The procedures proposed were the same as those provided in the
NATO agreement. We accepted the Japanese proposal with the
modification that it apply only to claims arising out of the acts of
members of, and employees of the United States armed forces.

The Japanese objected to the provision that the United States
would have the exclusive right to determine whether members or
employees had acted in the performance of official duty. They sug-
gested that an arbitrator be appointed, or that the determination
be referred to the Joint Committee. They ultimately accepted our
proposal which recognized that the United States had the primary
right to decide such a question, and that disputes could be referred
to the Joint Committee for “consultation.”

Article XIX (Washington No. XVII)

The Japanese proposed a slight change in the phrasing of this
Article which we accepted.

Article XX (Washington No. XVIII)

The Japanese asked that there be inserted in the paragraph au-
thorizing American banks to establish facilities for handling Mili-
tary Payments a provision requiring such banks to maintain such
facilities physically separate from their Japanese commercial bank-
ing business and subject to “over-all supervision” by the Japanese
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Ministry of Finance. They ultimately abandoned their proposal
concerning supervision on our agreeing to insert in the Minutes
that monthly reports of the total MPC-yen conversions be supplied
to the Japanese Government. We agreed to certain additional lan-
guage to state affirmatively that we would take steps to prevent
unauthorized use of military payment certificates.

Article XXI (Washington No. XIX)

The Japanese were unwilling in this Agreement to grant to
“other officers and employees of the US Government” the right to
use US military post offices. We agreed to delete the quoted phrase
with the understanding that the official Minutes would show the
Japanese Government intended to grant such privileges to the des-
ignated persons.

Article XXII (Washington No. XX)
No proposal was made by the Japanese Government.

Article XXIIT (Washington No. XXI)

The Japanese proposed a slight change in the language of the
Article, which we accepted.

Article XXIV (Washington No. XXII)

The Japanese made their strongest argument against this article.
They first asked that it be deleted entirely. They argued that there
should be consultation between the two Governments before we
took action even to defend our own forces in Japan. They believed
the Diet would consider that the commitments in our Article XXII
went beyond Article III of the Security Treaty since latter refers
only to “disposition of US forces in and about Japan”. The Diet
might, as a consequence, insist on legislative review of the entire
agreement. The Article raised questions of highest political and se-
curity importance which could not be dealt with in the administra-
tive agreement. In reply we argued that we must have assurance
that our forces would be free to defend themselves in an emergen-
cy, and that arrangements for action in the event of hostilities or
the threat of hostilities were “conditions which shall govern the
disposition” of our forces within the meaning of Article III of the
Security Treaty.

It was ultimately recognized that so many controversial issues
were raised by the language of this Article that it would be prefer-
able for the Article to state simply that the two Governments
would consult on mutual defense measures.

Article XXV (Washington No. XXIII)

The Japanese raised a number of questions concerning the mean-
ing of such phrases in our draft as “relative contributions”, “total
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resources”’, and “any comparable arrangements for collective secu-
rity”. They also questioned references in the article to dividing
“local costs” on a basis of parity. We were unable to give a satisfac-
tory definition of local costs. Since they had no objection to the sub-
stance of the article (the obligation to furnish real estate rent free
and to turn over $155 million), it was agreed that non-essential lan-
guage be eliminated from the Article.

The Japanese contended that their contribution of $155 million
should be reduced because in computing that amount, the United
States had assumed taxes would be paid on procurement in Japan
and now the Japanese had agreed to exempt such procurement
from taxation. They claimed that, in submitting their budget to
SCAP for approval, and subsequently to the Diet, they had includ-
ed in their estimates of revenue, a return of approximately 900 mil-
lion yen in taxes out of their 65 billion expenditure for expenses of
United States troops. We recognized that taxes had been included
in fixing the Japanese share, and agreed to insert in the Minutes a
statement that the tax element of the Japanese contribution for
1952-53 be deducted when payments were made by the Japanese.
In subsequent years contributions were to be based on the assump-
tion of tax-free purchasing by our forces.

The Japanese at first contemplated expenditure by themselves of
their monetary contribution. They ultimately agreed to turn their
contribution over to the US.

Article XX VI (Washington No. XXIV)

We agreed to the Japanese proposal to delete the word, “senior”.
We refused to go along with the Japanese proposal that provision
be made for the two Governments each to appoint two representa-
tives, since the Security Treaty has two roles to play, military and
political.

Article XX VII (Washington No. XXV)

The Japanese proposed an additional sentence concerning the ef-
fective date of the Agreement which would recognize the fact that
some of the provisions could not be implemented by Japan until
the Diet had enacted legislation. We changed the wording of the
sentence to avoid any implication that the Diet could veto provi-
sions of the Agreement. As amended, the sentence was inserted.

Article XXVIIT

This is a new Article proposed by the Japanese to specify that if
either party requested the revision of any Article of the Agree-
ment, the two Governments would enter into negotiation. We ac-
cepted their language.
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Article XXIX (Washington No. XXVI)

A slight change was made in this Article to make it conform
with new Article XXVIII.

No. 534

693.941/2-2852: Telegram

The Secretary of State to the Office of the United States Political
Adviser to SCAP (Sebald) !

CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, February 28, 1952—5:21 p.m.
PRIORITY

Topad 2334. Sebald from Dulles. Discussion with Senators Smith
and Knowland indicates growing reluctance several Senators act
on Jap Treaty while Taipei negots in what appears critical state
and while certain elements spread suspicion Jap Govt not negotiat-
ing in good faith, but would seek pretext to break negots as soon as
US Senate acted. Don’t believe this reflects majority Senate opin-
ion but in view of almost unlimited possibilities of delay which
Senate procedure affords even small minority, suggest that, at your
discretion, you bring situation to Yoshida’s attn in the hope good
progress can be made and atmosphere of suspicion dispelled.
Having gone so far, and we believe rightly so, to win US Congres-
sional goodwill, don’t believe result should be prejudiced by techni-
calities on matters of substance. We on our side, will be prepared,
if appropriate occasion arises, to use good offices to urge Chi not
make unreasonable demands not contemplated by multilateral or
Yoshida-Dulles formula.

On basis present Senate calendar earliest possible consideration
would be end next week or first fol week. 2

ACHESON

1 Drafted and approved for transmission by Dulles; cleared by Allison for FE.

2 In his memorandum of a conversation held with President Truman on Feb. 28,
Acheson stated: “The President said he would get in touch with Senator Ernest Mc-
Farland of Arizona on Monday. He believes it was a wise thing to put the Japanese
Treaty ahead of the Tidelands bill and believes that that could and should be done.
He thought that they had to dispose in some way of the Hawaiian Statehood bill
this week.” (Secretary’s Memoranda, lot 53 D 444)

However, in telegram 2371 to Tokyo, Mar. 4, the Department reported that the
Senate on Mar. 3 had voted to consider the Tidelands oil bill first. “Therefore out-
look is for treaty not to come up at least until next week and for at least several
days debate thereon.” (694.001/3-452)
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No. 535
794.00/2-2952
The United States Political Adviser to SCAP (Sebald) to the
Department of State
[Extract]
SECRET Tokyo, February 29, 1952.
No. 1214 ~

Subject Weekly Political Notes from Japan

1. Admmlstratwe Agreement Szgned 1 (Thls item secret) The Ad-
ministrative Agreement was signed on February 28, 1952, at the
Japanese Ministry of Foreign Affairs by Dean Rusk and Earl D.
Johnson for the United States and Katsuo Okazaki for Japan. The
text was released to the press the same day.

The last week of the negotiations was concerned mamly with (1)
rev1smg the Brov1s1on ‘regarding defense measures, a “generalized”
version _‘preRared by “the Unlted Stabes which proved highly accept-
able to the Japanese, (2) amendlng the wording regarding contin-
ued usé”TM ?é?htws and areas_by the United States, forces and
agreemg "to an exchange of notes on this matter, and (3) resolvmg

certain questions regarding taxation to be made by Japan on its
contribution of $155,000,000 for the maintenance of the United
States forces, where it was agreed that since Japan had already
drawn up its budget for the fiscal year 1952-1953 on the basis that
this sum could be subject to taxation, there would be no objection
this year but in succeeding years it would not be appropriate that
Japan diminish its contribution through taxes.

The Agreement was signed in an atmosphere of great public in-
terest and apprehension, which was reflected at the signing cere-
mony by a flood of klieg lights and clicking cameras and batteries
of microphones. The Budget Committee of the House of Represent-
atives had for several weeks been wrestling with the budget, and
Opposition politicians had used this opportunity to grill Govern-
ment leaders on all aspects of the Agreement, including rearma-
ment, despatch abroad of the National Police Reserve, jurisdiction,
taxation, and even expenses. A series of robberies, generally report-
ed as involving foreigners in United States army uniforms, had sus-
tained the attention aroused by the Senju bank holdup of February

1 The Agreement, together with accompanying exchange of notes, entered into
force on Apr. 28, 1952. For text, see 3 UST (pt. 3) 3341.
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18, and pointed up the significance of the criminal jurisdiction pro-
visions of the anticipated Agreement.

On February 26, a new high in public interest was reached when
Asahi and Yomiuri published detailed summaries of the Agree-
ment, probably based on information received from the Finance
Ministry, which contained accurate outlines of a number of clauses
regarding expenses, taxation, and procurement, but was generally
vague or inaccurate on other major items such as facilities and
areas, jurisdiction, and defense measures. These articles served,
however, to provoke bitter attacks in the Diet and press, and
charges of extraterritoriality swelled. The Opposition issued a
statement condemning the Government’s conduct of the negotia-
tions and in the Budget Committee proposed a vote of no-confi-
dence in State Minister Okazaki on the ground that he had failed
to report adequately the contents of the Agreement to the Diet.
Various lawyers and commentators argued that the criminal juris-
diction provisions, as reported in the press, would constitute a vio-
lation of Japan’s sovereignty and thereby continued to concentrate
public interest on the issue of extraterritoriality.

Publication of the text of the Agreement and press conference by
Mr. Rusk and Mr. Okazaki did not appear substantially to reduce
criticism of the Agreement, even though there seemed to be at
least temporarily a lessening of public apprehension as efforts were
made to understand its terms. Opposition leaders continued to
attack the Government and announced their plan to hold a public
rally in protest on March 6. The press generally took the view that
the Agreement was not concluded on an equal basis and that it
failed to answer important questions regarding criminal jurisdic-
tion and emergency defense measures. There was also some con-
cern over hitherto neglected technical issues, such as use of mili-
tary currency and dollar checks by the United States forces, the
free entry of United States vessels, planes, and personnel, and the
right to equal use of Japanese public utilities.

It is still too early to assess Japanese reaction in proper perspec-
tive, but the mood of concern tinged with bitterness would appear
to presage a period of difficulty in United States-Japan relations.
(RBF) 2

For the Political Adviser:
JOHN M. STEEVES
First Secretary of Mission

2 Richard B. Finn, Third Secretary of Mission.
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No. 53§>
693.941/3-152: Telegram

The United States Political Adviser to SCAP (Sebald) to the
Department of State

SECRET Tokyo, March 1, 1952—2 p.m.
PRIORITY

Topad 1822. Dulles from Sebald. In absence Yoshida, discussed
urtel 2334, Feb 28, with Iguchi whose reactions generally confirm
comment penultimate para mytel 1815, Feb 29. ! Regarding what
appears wide area difference between Chinese and Japanese
drafts, 2 1 expressed concern that Japanese appear to have over-
looked important commitment that substance Japanese-Chinese
treaty wld be in accordance with principles of multilateral. Iguchi
replied that while my view seemingly correct, he felt confident in
consequence negotiations satisfactory middle-ground will be
reached. Iguchi said Japanese considerably concerned over Chinese
demand treaty must apply all China and then brought into con-
formity Yoshida-Dulles formula by separate document. States Jap-
anese can not agree this proposal which is main stumbling block
present negotiations. On other hand, Kawada already instructed
agree use ‘“‘peace”’ treaty in title.

Iguchi fully aware Senate atmosphere and we consider problem
sufficient importance be brought directly Yoshida’s attention. In-

! The antepenultimate and penultimate paragraphs of this telegram read:

“Comment: As we view situation here were it not for possible effect upon forth-
coming Senate deliberations San Francisco treaties present negots in Taipei shld not
be unduly alarming. Chi are certainly a match for Japs in negots of this kind and
while latter undoubtedly take courage from real or implied support US as indicated
by close relationship fostered thru peace and security treaties and successful conclu-
sion admin agreement, they nevertheless fearful Chi might take advantage hitherto
preferred sitn, powerful support certain elements Wash and long history Jap aggres-
sion Chi mainland. We believe our immed objective shld be ensure continued negot
without reaching point where mutual distrust might bring Taipei conf to sudden
end. From all we can gather Japs will exert utmost to continue talks and are fully
alive to serious consequences which wld fol intransigent attitude or failure reach
acceptable compromise with Chi.

“On other hand during this initial sitn of mutual sparring for position US might
be placed in invidious position being charged with exerting undue pressure upon
Japs perhaps in consequence Chi airing their concepts in public press. We fully ap-
preciate desirability Japs explicitly carrying out provisions Yoshida to Dulles ltr
and believe they will do so but only after some delay and rptd attempts whittle
down what they consider unreasonable Chi demands.” (693.941/2-2952)

2 A copy of the Chinese draft as of Feb. 21, is enclosed with an unnumbered des-
patch dated Feb. 23 from the Embassy in Taipei to the Office of the U.S. Political
Adviser to SCAP. (Tokyo Post files, 320 Formosa-Japan)

No copy of the Japanese draft of Mar. 1 has been found in Department of State
files.
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terview being arranged afternoon March 4 subsequent to which I
will advise you further.
SEBALD

794.5/3-352

The Assistant Secretary of State for Far Eastern Affairs (Allison) to
John C. Houston, Jr., Vice Chairman for Stockpile and Interna-
tional Programming, Munitions Board

TOP SECRET [WaAsSHINGTON,] March 3, 1952.

My DeaAr MR. Houston: In your letter of February 19, 1952 ! you
request the concurrence of the Department of State in the immedi-
ate placement of orders in Japan for the production of combat end
equipment for export to friendly foreign countries. You state that
in addition to the obvious time advantage to be gained by placing
such orders now, rather than postponing action until the termina-
tion of the Occupation, the Department of Defense is desirous of ob-
ligating prior to 30 June certain funds now available under current
appropriations.

As stated in Mr. Rusk’s letter of June 22, 1951 to Mr. Van
Atten, 2 mentioned in your letter, and previous correspondence be-
tween the Department of State and the Department of Defense, the
Department of State, in view of the FEC policy decisions which
govern a proposal of this nature, has been reluctant to approve pro-
duction in Japan for export to areas other than Korea of items de-
signed solely for military purposes prior to the coming into force of
the Peace Treaty. However, the considerations mentioned by you 3
are appreciated and the Department of State is desirous of cooper-
ating in every possible way with the Department of Defense in this
matter.

! Not printed, but see footnote 3, below.

2 For text, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. vi, Part 1, p. 1137.

31In the letter of Feb. 19 Houston stated: “It has become apparent, however, that
expanded production would result in significant savings to the United States, since
total orders which it has been able to place to date for support of the JNPR or the
Allied effort in Korea have been inadequate to permit Japan economically to
produce combat end items. Accordingly, in order to reduce costs of manufacturing,
to strengthen the industrial mobilization base in Japan, and to improve Japan’s ca-
pabilities to provide for her own defense, the Department of Defense is desirous of
utilizing Japanese facilities to produce ammunition and combat end products now
needed to provide military assistance to Southeast Asian countries.” (790.5 MAP/2-
1952)
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Recognizing the validity of these FEC policy decisions until the
effective date of the Treaty of Peace with Japan, the Department of

State, nevertheless, percelves no objection to the 1mmed1ate e place-

AT

ment_of orders in Japan_ for “produ.gtlon of combat and equipment
for export to areas other than Korea or to the initiation of the pro-
duction of such combat end items, prov1ded there is no dehvery of

such items to areas other than Korea before the effective date of

AT e e

the Treaty‘of Peace. with. Japan or _specification in_the contract as

to the place of delivery. It is the * understanding of the Department
of State that the type of combat end ex  equipment to pe manufactured

in Japan for export to areas other than Korea is s1m11ar to that

Allied effort in Korea. .

In view of the time which it will take to place the orders and to
put Japanese facilities into production, the Department of State
considers that the foregoing proviso creates no effective obstacle to
the accomplishment of the United States objective which is to
strengthen the industrial mobilization base in Japan. The proviso
would, however, have the effect of avoiding any international com-
plications at this time.

Sincerely yours,

JOHN M. ALLISON

4 Concerning this point, the attachment to a memorandum dated Mar. 7 from
McClurkin to Allison reads in part: “in August 1950 the Department concurred in
the policy that certain Japanese munitions plants were to be used for production of
articles required in the Korean campaign on the grounds that North Korean aggres-
sion constituted defiance of the United Nations and represented a threat to the oc-
cupation so that SCAP was justified in making what use he might determine of
these war facilities in accordance with paragraph 10 of FEC 084/21. It is the under-
standing of the Department that no advantage was taken of SCAP’s authority under
paragraph 10 of FEC 084/21 to permit manufacture of combat end equipment in
Japan either for the Korean effort or the NPR until late November and early De-
cember 1951 when orders amounting to $20,000,000 were placed in Japan by the De-
partment of Defense for the production of ammunition for the NPR.” (794.00/3-752)

6 0. 538

693.941/3-452 Telegram N——

The United States Political Adviser to SCAP (Sebald) to the
Department of State

SECRET PRIORITY Tokyo, March 4, 1952—T7 p.m.

Topad 1842. Dulles from Sebald. Re mytel 1822 Mar 1. Discussed
salient points urtel 2334 Feb 28 with Yoshida and especially
stressed desirability creating atmosphere of goodwill and dispelling
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suspicion and recriminations Taipei negots. Yoshida explained that
Kawada has obviously been taking rigid attitude in endeavor stay
within Yoshida-Dulles letter and formula and is also somewhat
hesitant in view feeling Chinese will out-negotiate Jap mission. He
said he fully understands situation and will instruct Kawada adopt
more liberal attitude and do everything possible create healthy at-
mosphere. He asked me assure you there was no cause for worry.
Yoshida reiterated that Chinese are skillful negotiators who place
great emphasis upon language employed. When I remarked there
are rumors Jap mission wld seek pretext break negots as soon as
US Senate acted, Yoshida with chuckle replied “we are not that
clever”.

I told Yoshida of my concern regarding wide area of difference
between Chi and Jap draft treaties and wondered whether, on the
basis these two drafts, negotiations cld produce mutually satis
treaty. Yoshida admitted Jap draft very short but said he felt
Kawada might be well-advised adopt some Chi suggestions for addi-
tional articles.

I believe discussion with Yoshida will be productive desired re-
sults but it is probable some days will elapse before change in
Kawada’s negotiating attitude becomes apparent and is mirrored
by improved Chi press reactions.

SEBALD

No. 539
693.941/3-552 Telegram

The Chargé in the Republic of China (Rankin) to the Department of
State !

SECRET Tarpel, March 5, 1952—9 p.m.

1130. During call on Generalissimo, yesterday for purpose of pre-
senting Emb’s new Counselor Jones, 2 we discussed Jap Treaty ne-
gotiations in some detail. Generalissimo emphasized importance to
Chi of first numbered point mytel 1123 March 5.3 He hoped US

1 Repeated to Tokyo.

2 Howard Palfrey Jones.

3 In this telegram Rankin reported on his conversation held on Mar. 5 with Minis-
ter Yeh. Rankin stated that Yeh'’s first point was that while the Chinese Govern-
ment did not expect specific recognition in the bilateral treaty of its position as one
of the victorious allies, or of its sovereignty over the mainland, it was not willing to
sign a treaty which failed to imply the former, or which would give up the latter.
(693.941/3-552)
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wld continue support Chi Govt in its position as one of victorious
allies.

Generalissimo thinks Japs will make grave error if they fail em-
brace this opportunity for reconciliation with Chi Govt. He regards
tenor of Jap draft of bilat treaty as mistake from their own stand-
point, adding that Japan’s only hope for continued freedom from
Communist domination lies in liberation of Chi mainland from
Communism. He naturally regards his govt as chosen instrument
to accomplish such liberation. In attempting analyze Jap motiva-
tion Generalissimo expressed fear that they are toying with idea of
third force among Chi iese. I asked where they expected find such
force. He did not answer directly but it may be assumed he had in
mind elements which collaborated with Japs during war and which
Chi here suspect have been negotiating with Amers more recently.

I sympathized with Generalissimo’s disappointment over progress
of Chi-Jap talks to date but noted that three important steps had
been taken:

1. Japs actually sent important treaty del to Taipei.

2. Japs agreed to “peace” treaty.

3. Japs apparently will treat with Govt of Repub of Chi as such
and not as “local” Govt.

I remarked that one more step—admittedly long one—needs to
be taken: Conclusion of treaty. I said we must not expect it to be
entirely satisfactory to all concerned, but that if it materializes in
form which contains nothing definitely unsatisfactory its actual
conclusion wld in itself be most important accomplishment from
Chi’s standpoint. I expressed appreciation of patience skill and
hard work of FonMin and other responsible Chi officials in this
connection.

In reply Generalissimo expressed hope of treaty’s early conclu-
sion and repeated his desire for US support in persuading Japs to
be reasonable. 4

RANKIN

4 In telegram 643 to Taipei, Mar. 7, the Department replied: “Dept appreciates ur
taking opportunity afforded by Jones call to discuss Jap treaty negots with Gimo
and believes you correctly pointed out importance of (a) progress which has been
made and (b) fact that conclusion of Jap treaty, even one mtg only minimum Chi
requirements, wld be advantageous to Chi. It is hoped your observations will encour-
age Gimo give Yeh full confidence and allow him wide latitude which necessary if
treaty negots are to progress rapidly.” (693.941/3-652)
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No. 540
794.5/3-1852

The Counselor of Mission in Japan (Waring) to the Deputy Director
of the Office of Northeast Asian Affairs (McClurkin)

TOP SECRET Tokyo, March 18, 1952.
OFFICIAL-INFORMAL

My DEAr Bos: Ken Morrow ! came to my office on March 13 to
discuss the accomplishments of the recent Marquat mission to
Washington. 2 Also present were Peyton Kerr ® and George Arta-
monoff, head of the small MSA staff in Tokyo—the latter at Mor-
row’s request. This letter has been drafted by Peyton Kerr.

Two general subjects were discussed: (1) the prospect for military
orders for Japan and (2) the question of establishing a staff in
Tokyo to promote economic mobilization and coordination of pro-
curement.

Following is a summary of Morrow’s remarks.

Military Orders for Japan

A 10-division military force has been decided upon for Japan and
equipment lists have been worked out. The total estimated cost of
equipment for these 10 divisions is $777,000,000.

Approximately $40-65 million is still available for expenditure in
Japan from U.S. military appropriations for fiscal 1952. Working
with JLC and other appropriate military groups in Japan, Morrow
has been given responsibility for preparing plans for expenditure of
these funds in Japan for military equipment. He proposes to com-
plete such plans within 30 days.

The U.S. military budget for fiscal 1953 will include $300 million
for the JNPR. (An additional $300 million is promised for fiscal
1954.) If results obtained through expenditure of the $40-65 million
referred to above are satisfactory, approximately $110 million of
these funds will be spent in Japan. This $110 million plus $40 mil-
lion from fiscal 1952 appropriations make up the $150 million re-
ferred to by General Marquat in his press release of March 11,
1952. (Despatch 1263, March 15, 1952.) 4

The United States wishes to dispose of certain equipment. With
respect to vehicles, U.S. forces are to be completely re-equipped

1 A senior official in the Economic and Scientific Section of SCAP.

2 A group headed by Maj. Gen. W. F. Marquat, Chief of the Economic and Scien-
tific Section of SCAP, had left Tokyo on Jan. 26 and had returned to Tokyo early in
March.

3 First Secretary of the Mission in Japan.

4 Not printed. (894.10/3-1552)
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with new-model jeeps and 6 x 6 trucks by December 1953. For this
reason, the question of whether (and to what extent) the JNPR
should be supplied with second-hand equipment takes on added im-
portance. Morrow predicts that vehicles supplied to the JNPR will
be a combination of rebuilt and new construction in Japan. There
are approximately 100,000 vehicles in the Far East available for a
rebuilding program. Rebuilding means expenditure of $1,400 per
unit in Japan, a total potential expenditure therefore of
$140,000,000.

The estimate of $777 million for the total cost of equipment for
10 divisions is “phony” in the sense that Japan is to be charged re-
placement cost for the rebuilt jeeps and trucks. This estimate also
includes a substantial charge for crating and shipping. Shipping
charges can be earned by Japan to the extent that Japanese ships
are available. A bill, sponsored by the Defense Department, to
make 50 ships from the reserve fleet available to Japan will be in-
troduced within two weeks.

The above figures are for the JNPR and do not include the possi-
bility of MDAP off-shore procurement in Japan. The first order
from MDAP funds to be placed in Japan amounts to $7 million for
equipment for Indo-China. As in the case of JNPR equipment,
Morrow predicts that results obtained from this order will deter-
mine the extent of additional MDAP off-shore procurement in
Japan.

We had been previously informed of a controversy in Washington
over whether U.S. military appropriations should be used to main-
tain the U.S. military production base or should be used in part for
off-shore procurement. A recent telegram indicated that this con-
troversy had been resolved and that off-shore procurement in
Japan would be comparatively small. In view of the discrepancy be-
tween this telegram and Morrow’s relatively optimistic figures for
prospective military expenditures in Japan, we asked him whether
the controversy referred to had in fact been resolved. He indicated
that he thought it has not been resolved completely.

Concerning the question of an economic mobilization staff in
Tokyo, Morrow indicated that Mr. Foster, Under [Deputy] Secretary
of Defense, favors establishment of such a staff by MSA but that a
majority of the MSA legal staff considers that this is impossible
under present MSA legislation. MSA does not want to set up such
a staff for the added reason that such a move would give rise to
pressure from Japan for an aid program. On March 12, Mr. Foster
issued an order designating the Army as the coordinating agency
for off-shore procurement but Japan was omitted, apparently be-
cause it was considered ‘“that SCAP had adequate authority”.
Morrow indicated that opinion is divided within the Department as
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to whether such a staff should be a part of the Embassy. He indi-
cated further that, if this staff is in the Embassy, the Department
had agreed that salaries would be more or less in line with those to
which ESS personnel have become accustomed. He stated further
that the Department is interested in recruiting only himself and
approximately 10 other members of Morrow’s own staff in ESS and
is not interested in other top echelon ESS officials. He urged that a
decision be expedited because it has been necessary to drop two ad-
ditional members of his staff (his price man and his labor-force
man), since he returned from Washington to meet reduction-in-
force requirements, and because he himself must decide among al-
ternative employment offers he has received.

I have sent a separate letter to you on the subject of an economic-
mobilization staff in Tokyo. 5

Accept cordial regards.

Sincerely yours,

FraNk

5 Dated Mar. 17, not printed. (794.0221/3-1752)

No. 541
Editorial Note

On March 20, the Senate gave its advice and consent to ratifica-
tion (without reservations) of the Japanese Peace Treaty and the
three Pacific security treaties. The vote on the Peace Treaty was
66-10; that on the Security Treaty between the United States and
Japan was 58-9.

Although no reservations were adopted, the Senate did make a
“declaration” with respect to its action: “As part of such advice
and consent the Senate states that nothing the treaty contains is
deemed to dimish or prejudice, in favor of the Soviet Union, the
right, title, and interest of Japan, or the Allied Powers as defined
in said treaty, in and to South Sakhalin and its adjacent islands,
the Kurile Islands, the Habomai Islands, the island of Shikotan, or
any other territory, rights, or interests possessed by Japan on De-
cember 7, 1941, or to confer any right, title, or benefit therein or
thereto on the Soviet Union; and also that nothing in the said
treaty, or the advice and consent of the Senate to the ratification
thereof, implies recognition on the part of the United States of the
provisions in favor of the Soviet Union of the so-called ‘Yalta
agreement’ regarding Japan of February 11, 1945.” (Department of
State Bulletin, May 5, 1952, page 689)



JAPAN 1217

For Secretary Acheson’s statement of March 21 concerning com-
pletion of Senate action on the four treaties, see ibid.,, March 31,

1952, page 491.
¢ No. 542
‘\.A

Memorandum by John Foster Dulles, Consultant to the Secretary of
State, to the Secretary of State !

694.001/3-2152

[WasHINGTON,] March 21, 1952.

The proposed reservation to the Japanese Peace Treaty to the
effect that “China” shall be deemed to be the National Govern-
ment got 29 votes against 48. This was despite the fact that the res-
ervation was vigorously opposed by both Senator Smith and Sena-
tor Knowland, who are known as being staunch supporters of the
National regime.

The Senate attitude on this matter makes it quite apparent to
me that the reservation would have been adopted had the Japanese
Government not taken the decision to deal with the Nationals on
the terms of Prime Minister Yoshida’s letter to me of December 24.

The reservation, if adopted, would have involved an attempt to
impose our particular Chinese views in the Treaty itself and would
have been rejected by a large number of the other signatories with
the result that the entire Treaty structure would have collapsed.

I know that what we did put an undesirable strain upon our
U.K. relations but it was not nearly as bad as what seems to me
was clearly the alternative.

JFD

! Drafted by Dulles.
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No. 543
794.00/5-2652

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Commander in Chief, Far
East (Ridgway) !

[Extract]
SECRET [TOKYO,] March 26, 1952—4 30-5:20 p m.

7. Speakmg of the Commumst threat in Japan he [Yoshlda] out-
lined his plan of shortly beginning a campaign of education of the
Japanese people, an element of which would be the sending of rep-
resentatives of the Liberal Party throughout the country districts
of Japan, because he said the farmers were substantial people and
honest thinkers. “From here,” he pointed out, “the people, under-
standing the Communist threat, would themselves demand that
Japan provide its own protection by rearming.”

“Rather than me urging rearmament,” he said, “I want the
demand for it and for revision of the Constitution to permit it, to
come from the people. Under this plan I feel sure it will. We are
going to watch a Gallup poll and when we get about two-thirds who
demand rearmament, then the Government can move openly in
that direction.”

“If the Government should try to move now in that direction, it
would find itself strongly attacked by the Opposition and probably
saddled with a lot of members of the extreme Right, former Gener-
als and Admirals particularly.” ‘“Neither the extreme Right nor
the extreme Left,” he said, ‘“would be good for my people. We want
the support of the middle-of-the-roaders, and that is why the farm
populatlon w1th its honesty and stablhty, is so 1mportant 72

M B. RIDGWAY
General, United States Army

1 This extract is part of one of several excerpts from records of conversations held
between General Ridgway and Prime Minister Yoshida (during 1951-1952) which
the General gave to Ambassador Robert Murphy and which the latter transmitted
to Allison in a letter dated May 26, not printed. The entire packet is attached to
Allison’s reply dated June 11, in which the Assistant Secretary commented in part:
“It is also of interest to note that Yoshida has long been alive to the Communist
threat, and that he has plans for educating the Japanese people to the necessity.of
dealing with this threat effectively. Education along such lines should, as Yoshida
points out, assist in awakening the people to demand rearmament rather than
having the Government faced with the necessity of forcing this issue.”

2 In a memorandum to Allison concerning a conversation held May 23 in Wash-
ington with General Ridgway, Bruce reported the General’s views on Japanese rear-

mament as follows:
Continued
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794.5/3-2152

The Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for International Security
Affairs (Nash) to the Assistant Secretary of State for Far Eastern
Affairs (Allison)

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, March 27, 1952.

DEArR MR. ALLisON: The questions outlined in your letter of 7
February 1952, which you indicated would serve as a basis for
drafting an NSC paper on Japan, have been considered by this
office, the staff of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Munitions Board,
and other interested offices within the Department of Defense. Ac-
cordingly, the following information is submitted for use in prepar-
ing a draft NSC paper. It might be mentioned that these views are,
for the present, informa] and will be subject to further review at
the time the NSC paper is circulated for comment. Some of the fol-
lowing information has already been furnished your staff in discus-
sions with representatives of this office.

I The effective potential over the next few years of United States
and Japanese military forces in Japan in resisting attack.

A. It is vitally desirable, from a U.S. security viewpoint, to
defend Japan against attack. This defense is desirable to the point
of acceptance of war in its accomplishment. It is probable that U.S.
forces in collaboration and cooperation with the Japanese National
Police Reserve will be able to maintain the security of Japan from
external aggression.

1. It is probable that all of Japan can be held against attack.
Even if the island of Hokkaido were invaded and portions of that
island occupied by Soviet forces launching an attack from Sakha-
lin, the mission of our forces will be to regain that territory.

2. A large part of Japanese production facilities would be unable
to remain in operation in event of hostilities due to enemy air
attack from nearby bases. It is believed that the nearness of enemy

“Japanese rearmament is impeded (a) by financial considerations and (b) by the
fact that the Prime Minister is determined not to allow the reconstitution of the
traditional officer caste. The General approves of this attitude regarding officers
and has confidence that the Japanese are handling the problem of rearmament
wisely within the limitations of their capabilities. He says there is a psychological
difficulty in our having first indoctrinated the Japanese people with the undesirabil-
ity of having land forces and now being faced with the necessity of indoctrinating
them in the desirability of so doing.” (Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation, lot
65 D 238)
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air bases would pose a situation that would render it very difficult
to prevent large-scale bombing of the Japanese industries. Howev-
er, even with the mass aerial offensive by U.S. air during World
War II large segments of Japanese industry remained in operation.
Some guidance by the United States will be required in the restora-
tion of Japanese industry in order that it be so located as to pre-
vent large-scale destruction by hostile air.

3.kThe answer to this question will be supplied within the next
week.

B. The answer to this question appear< in the memorandum for-
warded to the Secretary of Defense from the Joint Chiefs of Staff
on 12 December 1951, subject: High Level State-Defense Mission on
Japanese Defense Forces. ! This was transmitted to State Depart-
ment by the Secretary of Defense on 10 January 1952. (Further ref-
erence to this document will be indicated by the abbreviation
MJDF).

1. Four divisions now. Two more divisions by 31 March 1953.
Total of ten divisions to be reached by 31 March 1954. The Japa-
nese division equals in strength and armament one U.S. division
with the exception of the omission of the divisional tank battalion.
Regimental tank companies, however, are included. The Japanese
division slice is approximately 25,000 men. For further information
concerning this question see MJDF.

2. a. Yes. See MJDF.

b. Yes. See MJDF.

c. No—not for the foreseeable future.

C. 1. For the ground forces this cost will amount to 200 million
dollars per year per division. It is estimated that the cost of main-
taining U.S. Naval plus U.S. Air Forces in Japan will be approxi-
mately equal to the total ground forces cost.

a. More than two-thirds. Primarily all house-keeping facilities
will be furnished by Japan.

(1) A maximum of one-third. When Japan develops an arma-
ment industry this amount will be greater.

b. 180 million dollars per year (See Administrative Agreement).

2. For 1951 and 1952, 31 billion yen. For 1952 and 1953, 113 bil-
lion yen.

a. The equipment for the first four divisions of the JNPR is cur-
rently being furnished to the Japanese. It is believed that the
equipment which is not provided for in this year’s budget will prob-
ably be turned over to the JNPR as a result of troop withdrawals
from Japan and Korea. In 1952 the Army expended 24%2 million
dollars in Japan.

1 Printed in Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. vi, Part 1, pp. 1432-1435.
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b. (1) No estimate available.
c. (1) Less than one-third.
(2) One-third.

II. Development and use of Japanese industrial capacity for the
production of military supplies and implements of war.

A. As has already been stated the equipment for four divisions of
the JNPR is already in Japan. Equipment now being supplied to
the JNPR is furnished from the budget of the U.S. Army and this
will continue until such time as Japan becomes a completely inde-
pendent state. After that time, what priority will be assigned for
delivery of military equipment to Japan is not known. However, as
has been stated above, U.S. forces withdrawing from Japan and
Korea will leave their ‘equipment for the arming of . Japanese
forces. This Brlmarlly Ar\efers to ground “forces. However, certain
equipment and supplies will no doubt also be made available by
withdrawing Naval and Air Forces Because of this situation scarci-
ties and delays in U.S. industrial productlon will not affect the
aB'Ilty of the United States to supply forces in Japan as much as it

will ~_‘,e_l_f'_t"eggvg)ur ability to supply forces elsewhere

1. This question was answered to some extent in A above. Specifi-
cally, there is now a shortage of wheeled equipment such as the Y
ton, % ton, and 2 Y% ton trucks. The omission of the tank battalion
from the Japanese division was not dictated because of shortages,
rather it is because of the limited road net in Japan and the nature
of the terrain which makes most of Japan poor tank country. The
shortage of wheeled vehicles also will not be so disadvantageous to
military operations on Japan as it would be in countries with
highly developed road nets where the terrain is relatively flat.

2. 1954. 1t is believed that at that time and after that time it will
Be difficult to obtain direct appropriations for military aid to
apan.

B. 1. It is believed that Japanese industry should produce certain (
types of ammunition for U.S. forces in Japan.

2. It is probably not realistic to expect Japanese industry to fur-
nish military supplies and equipment for U.S. forces stationed else-
where.

3. Japanese industry should furnish ammunition, clothes, equip-
ment and all but the heaviest of weapons for Japanese security
forces.

4. Other friendly forces in Asia can be supplied with ammunition
and light military equipment by Japanese industry. This would be
advantageous to the United States and beneficial to the economy of
Japan.

C. 1. Encouragement of Japanese light armament industry is nec-
essary at the present time. It is believed that in the period follow-
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ing a complete independence of Japan it will be more difficult as
time progresses to discourage the Japanese from developing heavy
armament industries. The United States will be in a position to
some extent to curtail the developing of Japanese heavy armament
industries through economic controls and the curtailment of ex-
ports of raw materials. However, it is too early to state that such
discouragement would be to our advantage.
Sincerely yours,
F. C. NasH

No. 545

Tokyo Post files, 322.3 Ryukyus

Memorandum by the Ambassador-designate to Japan (Murphy) to
the Assistant Secretary of State for Far Eastern Affairs (Allison)

SECRET [WasHINGTON,] March 31, 1952.
Subijt:d Eventual Return to Japan of the Ryukyu and Bonin Is-
ands

I have now had informal talks with Secretary of the Army Pace,
Assistant Secretary Earl Johnson, General Magruder ! and Gener-
al Hamblen, Chief of the Occupied Areas Office, in each of which I
have touched lightly on the question of the eventual return of the
Ryukyu and the Bonin Islands. In each instance the view was ex-
pressed that Defense is split on the question but that the Joint
Chiefs, especially General Bradley, are most reluctant to move in
the direction of the Department’s point of view. In each case I in-
quired why the distinction has been made between these lesser is-
lands and the main Japanese islands; why the same arrangement
for them would not be satisfactory. The explanation was given that
General Bradley had felt strongly that no change in the status of
the main islands should be made until after the termination of the
war in Korea and that he and the Joint Chiefs went along most
reluctantly under the pressure of a major political decision. The
Joint Chiefs, however, are determined to stand fast regarding the
Ryukyus especially, although there is considerable sentiment in
other parts of Defense in favor of a relaxation, particularly as the
Ryukyus are administratively and economically a burden. General
Hamblen expressed the opinion that it would be necessary for a
trial period to elapse in order to determine the effectiveness of our
arrangements for the main Japanese islands. If a concession were

! Maj. Gen. Carter B. Magruder, Deputy for Programs in the Office of the Assist-
ant Chief of Army Staff for Logistics.
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made regarding the Ryukyus now and then a little later we were
faced with failure of our arrangements for the main islands, we
would be subject to double criticism for having yielded prematurely
regarding the Ryukyus. The importance strategically of the latter
islands to our defense establishment is too great to experiment
with lightly. General Hamblen thought that a year’s trial would be
an adequate period in which to determine the efficacy of the
present arrangements. Incidentally, General Hamblen disclosed to
me voluntarily that General Ridgway had made a recommendation
to Defense favorable to the immediate transfer of the Ryukyus and
the Bonin Islands under circumstances similar to those related to
the main islands.

No. 546
Princeton University, H. Alexander Smith papers

The Assistant Secretary of State for Far Eastern Affairs (Allison) to
Senator H. Alexander Smith of New Jersey

WASHINGTON, April 1, 1952.

My DEeAr SENATOR SMITH: You have asked whether the Security
Treaty with Australia and New Zealand, the Security Treaty with
Japan, and the Mutual Defense Treaty with the Philippines would
bind the United States to go to war in the event that any of these
four countries is attacked by an outside power.

The Security Treaty with Australia and New Zealand and the
Mutual Defense Treaty with the Philippines specifically state that
each Party recognize that an armed attack in the Pacific area on
any of the Parties would be dangerous to its own peace and safety
and provide that in such an eventuality each Party would act to
meet the common danger in accordance with its Constitutional
processes. Thus, the United States would not be automatically
drawn into a war involving these three countries.

The Security Treaty with Japan provides that the United States
shall have the right to station forces in and about Japan and that
such forces may be utilized to contribute to the maintenance of in-
ternational peace and security in the Far East and to the security
of Japan. The Treaty does not legally bind the United States to
fight in the event that Japan is attacked; it simply makes available
to the United States strategic bases and facilities for its use in the
event that it determines to help defend Japan.

In considering these three treaties it should be borne in mind
that they are not intended to involve the United States in a war; as
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a matter of fact they are carefully worded to avoid any automatic
involvement on the part of the United States. The essential pur-
pose of these treaties is to deter any would-be aggressor from at-
tacking certain countries which the United States considers to be
of the utmost importance to its own security. In effect, the treaties
serve notice on such a would-be aggressor that the United States is
deeply concerned with the maintenance of peace and security in
this area and will take appropriate steps to help maintain peace
and security in the event of an armed attack on the area.
Sincerely yours,
JOoHN M. ALLISON

No. 547

State-JCS Meetings, lot 61 D 417

Memorandum of the Substance of Discussion at a Department of
State-Joint Chiefs of Staff Meeting, Held in Washington, April 2,
1952, 11 a.m. ?

TOP SECRET

[Here follows a list of the persons present (14). All of the Joint
Chiefs attended. The Department of State group was led by Mat-
thews.]

Ryukyus 2

Mr. Matthews: We thought it would be useful to talk over the
Ryukyus problem. We don’t expect a decision, but we thought with
Ambassador Sebald and Ambassador Murphy here it would be
useful to exchange views.

Mr. Allison: The issue was brought to a head by the negotiation
of the Administrative Agreement. Article 3 reserves our rights and
powers over the Ryukyus and gives us authority to set up a trustee-
ship if we should want one, and to administer the islands pending
our decision. We realize that the fundamental U.S. policy is to

1 The source text bears the following notation: ‘“(State Draft. Not cleared with any
of the participants.)”

2 In a memorandum to the Secretary dated Mar. 31, Allison stated: “On March 24,
1952 you requested that a survey be made within the Department to ensure that all
interested offices still support the position that the United States not seek a trustee-
ship over the Ryukyu and Bonin Islands, but make bilateral arrangements with
Japan for the return of the islands to Japanese control provided the United States
may retain control over such military facilities therein as are deemed essential by
the JCS. It is understood that arrangements have now been made for a conference
with the JCS on April 2, 1952 in order to discuss this problem.”

In the remainder of the memorandum Allison stated FE's desire that the Depart-
ment continue the policy just quoted. (NA files, lot 54 D 539, 15.5 Ryukyus)
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retain long-term strategic control of the Ryukyus, and we take this
as our basic objective. There has been, however, great to do in
Japan over the Administrative Agreement. We must take Japanese
opinion into account. There are some obvious disadvantages to a
trusteeship. It would make us responsible for one million people, it
would create expenses for us in maintaining the islands, and it
might have an adverse effect in our long term ties with the Japa-
nese. Our feeling has been that it would be useful if we could make
a political gesture of agreeing to Japanese sovereignty over the is-
lands and obtain agreement with the Japanese for any military
rights that may be necessary. These rights would not have to be
limited to those provided for in the Administrative Agreement.
There is also the possibility that we might make definite arrange-
ments for Okinawa as against those for the other islands. The deci-
sion should be made soon, and we believe it would be useful to set
up a joint committee between State and Defense to work out our
position.

Ambassador Sebald: ® As matters stand now, the Japanese have
residual sovereignty over the Nansei Islands. There are many unre-
solved questions as to what this means. For example, who issues
travel documents, etc? There is also a political problem—the rising
desire on the part of the inhabitants to return to Japan. There is a
petition from the Amani-O-Shima to this effect, which was signed
by a large percentage of the population. There is also interest in
the problem of Japan itself. If we don’t settle it soon, we may have
considerable irredentist feeling in Japan. From my talks with Japa-
nese officials, I believe there is no problem in our securing control
over anything we actually need. The Japanese realize Okinawa is
important to the United States and also that our presence there is
important to them. At the present time and for the next three to
six months, our negotiating position is strong. The Japanese, how-
ever, don’t want us to have a trusteeship. I believe that if we made
some political gesture to the Japanese along lines of sovereignty, it
would help Japanese reaction to the Administrative Agreement.

General Vandenberg: What effect would this have on court mar-
tial rights? Supposing an airman runs down a native. Who would
try him? Or what would happen if we wanted to move a consider-
able amount of the population away from some dangerous area, or
to move people to build additional airfields?

Ambassador Sebald: Things like this could be worked out in ne-
gotiations. We might set up a joint board.

General Vandenberg: Our experience in Newfoundland and else-
where has been difficult. If we are going to wage atomic war, which

3 Ambassador Sebald left Tokyo for Washington on Mar. 18.
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might be unpopular with the Japanese, we would have to have a
free hand. If we didn’t have a free hand we would lose 90 per cent
of the value of the base.

General Collins: I can see major problems. There are five air-
fields there now. Supposing the Okinawans say there isn’t enough
farm land and we should have only one. They would appeal to the
Japanese Government and we would be in all sorts of difficulties.

General Vandenberg: Or else we might want seven airfields or
we might want to make extended airfields and we would get into
more problems.

Ambassador Sebald: Couldn’t this be worked out by a committee
to meet the terms of your actual requirements?

General Bradley: There are some other problems in this. We
would like to have a base at Okinawa. The question is, can we get
it other than by agreement for trusteeship. Maybe we can work out
an agreement with the Japanese Government. The example of
Egypt and the British isn’t a very hopeful one, and Japan may not
always be in our corner. Moreover, it isn’t just Okinawa. We need
warning services if we have a major base on Okinawa and this
would mean we would need facilities on the other islands.

General Collins: We don’t envisage staying in Japan indefinitely,
but if we build up Okinawa into a major base we do envisage stay-
ing there indefinitely.

General Bradley: There is the other question as to whether we
can get funds from Congress for anything short of this sort of per-
manent base that a trusteeship would involve.

Admiral Fechteler: I wonder if I could ask why Ambassador
Sebald puts emphasis on our bargaining position in the next three
to six months.

Ambassador Sebald: Just because the more time that elapses the
more Japanese political pressure will grow and it may reach a
point where no Japanese government can stand up against it.

Mr. Nitze: As long as the question is unresolved, public interest
will build up.

Ambassador Murphy: General Bradley mentioned the need for
other islands. Can you say specifically what other islands you
mean?

General Vandenberg: During the war we had airfields between
Okinawa and Guam. It’s hard to tell what you need for air warn-
ing, but early warning facilities are imperative.

Ambassador Cowen: How much pressure is generated by the
desire of the people of the islands to return to Japan, and how
much pressure comes from the desire of the Japanese to have them
returned.
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Ambassador Sebald: The people of the islands are practically
unanimous in their desire to return to Japan.

Ambassador Cowen: Are the Japanese people able to provide the
deficit assistance that the islands need?

General Bradley: I doubt it. Three years ago I rather thought
Okinawans liked the setup under U.S. Administration. As I see it,
it really boils down to whether or not we pull back our Pacific de-
fense line or not. I agree with General Collins—I doubt if the local
people would want to be part of Japan and still have the U.S.
around.

General Collins: I don’t think we should rush into a decision to
give Okinawa back. The Japanese are going to have differences
with us about trade with the mainland. They are not going to want
U.S. troops in Japan indefinitely. We are liable to have real differ-
ences of opinion with the Japanese, but in Okinawa we already
have permanent constructions and we should think seriously about
giving up our base there. ‘

Mr. Allison: There is no question but that we want to have a
base there. What we want to do is work out with you your specifi-
cations.

Admiral Fechteler: What'’s the pressure for the return of the
Bonins?

Ambassador Sebald: No real pressure, it’s just sentimental rea-
sons.

Admiral Fechteler: The Bonins are of real value to the Navy.

Mr. Cowen: But a naval base does not go into the interior of the
island.

General Bradley: If you give back all places except a few,
wouldn’t you be under pressure constantly to give up the rest. Our
position in Japan is temporary, but if we are going to stay in Oki-
nawa we should stay there permanently. If you want a joint group
to work up our position we could designate our plans committee.

Mr. Matthews: Cowen can work for us.

Mr. Cowen: I think the study should be based on the assumption
that we want a permanent base in Okinawa.

[Here follows discussion of the situation in Korea.]
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No. 548

694.001/4-152

Memorandum by the Secretary of State to the President !

CONFIDENTIAL [WASHINGTON,] April 14, 1952.
Subject: Ratification of the Japanese Peace Treaty

In accordance with your memorandum of April 1, 1952, 2 the De-
partment of State is withholding any announcement establishing
an irrevocable date for bringing the Treaty of Peace with Japan
into force.

For the following reasons I strongly recommend that every possi-
ble effort be made to bring the Treaty into effect on or about April
16 or within not more than ten days thereafter:

1. Since the beginning of the negotiations for the Treaty the
United States has consistently urged the great importance of con-
cluding peace with Japan as quickly as possible. The Treaty pro-
vides that it will come into effect when the ratifications of six
named countries, including the United States, have been deposited
with the United States. Five countries other than the United
States have now completed the ratification procedures and it is ex-
pected will very shortly deposit their ratifications. This fact is well
known to the Japanese and therefore any substantial delay by the
United States in bringing the Treaty into effect will receive promi-
nent attention in Japan, and unless the reasons therefor are such
as to appeal to the Japanese as being of overwhelming importance
the reactions against the United States can well be expected to be
very adverse.

2. The desire of the Japanese that the Treaty be brought into
effect as soon as possible was a major factor in expediting recent
negotiations on the Administrative Agreement for stationing of
United States forces in Japan in accordance with the Security
Treaty and the undertaking by the Japanese of negotiations of a
peace treaty with the Chinese Nationalist Government. Those steps
having been taken, the Japanese Government and people would be

! Drafted by Johnson.

2In this memorandum to the Secretary, the President stated that important
powers of the U.S. Government would lapse if the Japanese Peace Treaty was
brought into force prior to enactment of the Emergency Powers Continuation Bill
then before the Congress. The President added:

“In view of the serious doubt, as matters now stand, whether that act can be en-
acted before April 16, the date on which it was hoped the Treaty could be brought
into effect, I would like your immediate recommendation as to further postpone-
ment of the effective date of the Treaty. Until we can discuss this, please make no
announcement that will establish irrevocably a date for bringing the Treaty into
force.” (694.001/4-152)
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very disturbed at any material delay by the United States Govern-
ment in bringing the Treaty into effect, and elements unfriendly to
the United States and Japan could be expected to exploit the situa-
tion to the maximum.

3. Extensive political and administrative arrangements have
been made by the Department of Defense, the Department of State,
the Supreme Commander of the Allied Powers, the United Nations
Command, the Government of Japan, and other foreign Govern-
ments on the assumption that the Treaty would be coming into
effect by the first half of April. Many of these arrangements, such
as agreements with foreign Governments on the termination of the
Far Eastern Commission and the Allied Council for Japan; reduc-
tions in force by General Headquarters, Supreme Commander for
the Allied Powers; turn back of responsibilities to the Japanese
Government by the Supreme Commander for the Allied Powers;
personnel arrangements; and other such actions, many of which it
is impossible to reverse, have necessarily been in progress for some
months past. A major delay in bringing the Treaty into effect will
seriously interfere with these plans for an orderly transition from
the present occupation status to peacetime relations with Japan. In
this connection, it is essential that the Japanese Government and
the Departments and Agencies of the United States Government
concerned, and desirable that the foreign Governments concerned,
be given not less than ten days, and preferably two weeks, advance
notice of the firm date of coming into effect of the Treaty.

4. Urgent negotiations are now being carried on with the Japa-
nese concerning the arrangements for Japanese support of the
United Nations operations in Korea and for the presence in Japan
of troops of United Nations countries other than the United States
engaged in the Korean hostilities. There have been some indica-
tions that the Australian and New Zealand Governments may at-
tempt to withhold deposit of their ratifications of the Treaty in an
effort to bring pressure on the Japanese to accede in such arrange-
ments to some provisions that are repugnant to the Japanese and
considered undesirable by the United States Government. The
United States Government is not in a position effectively to oppose
these efforts until such time as it, itself, is clearly prepared to
bring the Treaty into effect as far as it is concerned and thereby
place upon the Australian and New Zealand Governments the full
onus of any delay. Also, if the Japanese are aware that the United
States is not in any event bringing the Treaty into effect for some
time the present incentive to expedite the completion of negotia-
tions of this agreement on terms satisfactory to the Unified Com-
mand is removed.
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Therefore, I strongly recommend that a Joint Resolution extend-
ing your Emergency Powers for sixty days, as suggested in the last
paragraph of the memorandum from the Director of the Bureau of
the Budget enclosed with your memorandum, 3 immediately be
sought from the Congress on a most urgent basis. I have discussed
this matter with the Secretary of Defense and the Departments of
State and Defense will be prepared to give all possible assistance in
obtaining prompt and favorable action by the Congress in this
regard. ¢

DEAN ACHESON

3 Not found attached to the President’s memorandum. In a memorandum to the
Secretary dated Apr. 3, Allison summarized it as follows:

“The memorandum from the Director of the Bureau of the Budget enclosed in the
President’s memorandum notes that the Emergency Powers Continuation Act is
now in subcommittee of the Judiciary Committee of the House and that unless ex-
traordinary measures are taken, at least three to four weeks will be required by the
House to act on the legislation, following which at least a similar period of time will
be required for consideration in the Senate. Therefore, if the Treaty of Peace with
Japan is not to be brought into effect until normal legislative action is completed on
the measure, it appears that the coming into effect of the Treaty may be delayed for
at least several months.”

Elsewhere in his memorandum Allison stated:

“As early as October, 1951 the Bureau of the Budget expressed to the Department
the realization that enactment of legislation for continuation of the President’s
emergency powers would probably be required if those powers were to be continued
into the post-treaty period. All such planning has been based on the assumption
that the Treaty of Peace with Japan would be brought into effect not later than
April of this year and at the time the question was first discussed in October of last
year it was the understanding of the Department of State that the Bureau of the
Budget was undertaking whatever arrangements it considered necessary.” (694.001/
4-152)

4 In his memorandum of a conversation held Apr. 7 with Truman, Acheson stated
that the President had approved the recommendation above and was that day send-
ing requests to both Houses for enactment of the 60-day extension. The Secretary
concluded: “We should be prepared to give all possible assistance to the pushing of
these bills.” (694.001/4-2752)

Extension of the Emergency Powers to June 1, 1952, was enacted in P.L. 313, a
Joint Resolution approved on Apr. 14. For text, see 66 Stat. 54.

No. 549
611.94/4-752
Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State for Far Eastern
Affairs (Allison) to the Secretary of State

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] April 7, 1952.

Subject: State Department Interest and Participation in Matters
Concerning Japanese Rearmament.
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Problem

To assure that the Department of State is consulted by the agen-
cies of the Department of Defense in Washington and in Tokyo re-
garding all important matters that concern Japanese rearmament.
Such matters should include basic plans, general policies and im-
portant decisions. There should be no withholding of such informa-
tion.

Discussion
Japanese rearmament is and will continue to be at least as much

of a political problem as a military one, in as much as the develop-
ment and expansion of Japanese military forces go to the very
heart of Japan’s future and explore the sensitivé nerves of Japan’s
political life. By way of illustration there are the following matters
regarding Japanese rearmament which raise critical political

issues:

1. The very question of rearmament is an acute political issue in
Japan since it involves the complicated question of constitutional
amendment, alignment of political parties and basic Japanese for-
eign relations, particularly vis-a-vis the Soviet Union and the
United States. Any action by us in this connection can create seri-
ous political repercussions in Japan. The nature and timing of an
announcement of the letting of munitions contracts or of an inten-
tion to turn over heavy military equipment to the National Police
Reserve could have a profound influence upon a Japanese domestic
election, and could threaten the overthrow of the present Japanese
Government.

2. The expansion of Japanese defense forces—ground, air and
naval—creates an equally acute issue in international relations.
Australia, New Zealand, the United Kingdom, France, the Philip-
pines, and Indonesia have all expressed at various times their con-
cern lest Japanese rearmament proceed too rapidly and Japanese
militarism revive. Japan’s relations with Korea will likewise be vi-
tally affected by what is done to rearm Japan.

3. The construction of facilities in Japan from United States
funds will affect the economic and social life of the Japanese people
in many areas of Japan. The State Department should be fully in-
formed, and should be consulted, regarding the size, location and
timing of such construction. As a result of questions raised by the
Bureau of the Budget, this problem is on the way to solution.

4. The allocation of Japanese funds either for the construction of
United States facilities or for Japanese defense forces involves Jap-
anese budgetary questions that affect other public activities in
Japan as well as the general political issue of rearmament and ex-
pansion of the National Police Reserve. Relations between the Jap-
anese and United States Governments on this particular question
cannot be left solely to United States military channels.

5. The utilization of Japanese industrial resources for military
and other purposes will be a complex arrangement of many inter-
related factors. Competition for scarce materials and facilities as
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well as the possibility of price rises owing to competitive bidding
can seriously affect the Japanese economy.

The responsible military authorities in the United States Govern-
ment are anxious to build up Japanese forces as a counterweight to
Communist military strength in the Far East. There is a constant
tendency on the part of American military officials to surge ahead
on Japanese rearmament with little regard for its political impact.
With all due respect to the important and cogent military require-
ments of the situation in the Far East and in Japan, the interests
of the American people will benefit from close understanding be-
tween both Departments on this matter. Skillful handling of its ex-
plosive potential will be possible only with such understanding.

A Specific Issue

Telegram 2079 of April 1, 1952, from Tokyo (attached as Tab A) !
describes a specific situation in this general field in which it is de-
sirable that there be intervention by the Department of State,
since there are important political implications to the actions now
being taken by General Ridgway.

The Japanese budget for their fiscal year which began April 1 in-
cludes 57 billion yen for the National Police Reserve. It also appro-
priates 56 billion yen for undisclosed security objects. General Ridg-
way has been urging Prime Minister Yoshida to double the size of
the National Police Reserve during this fiscal year and to use all of
the 56 billion yen for that purpose. Yoshida is wary of the serious
internal political problems involved in moving rapidly ahead with
such an expansion program, and has never committed himself—at
least publicly—to anything more than an increase from the present
strength of 75,000 to a strength of 110,000. 2 This increase would
not require all of the available funds, so he has proposed that some
portion of the money be used to construct facilities into which
United States troops could be moved as part of the program of relo-
cation outside of major metropolitan centers. Probably as a means
of blocking this suggestion, General Ridgway recently announced
in Tokyo that the Japanese Government would not have to pay a
cent for the relocation of United States troops.

In the meantime, the Department of Defense is endeavoring to
secure the release of approximately $50,000,000 of this year’s funds
and the authorization of $80,000,000 in the Public Works Authori-

1 Not printed.

2In Topad 2079 Bond commented: ‘“Jap tactics appear to be continue dodging
CINCFE pressure in effort avoid any commitment prior effective date peace treaty.
Thereafter, Japs presumably hope to be in a position deal only with Emb on this
question as being policy matter outside scope CINCFE'’s responsibilities.” (611.94/4-
152)
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zation Bill for the next fiscal year for the construction of new fa-
cilities in Japan. The new authorization would be added to a con-
tinuing authorization of $50,000,000 in this year’s budget for which
no appropriation has yet been made. We have informally told both
Defense and the Bureau of the Budget that we are heartily in favor
of the immediate release of the $50,000,000 and that subject to a
review of the general scope and nature of the proposed program we
would support the request for funds in fiscal year 1953. Arrange-
ments have been made for such a review.

To the extent that the Japanese can construct facilities out of
their own budgeted funds, the United States will be relieved of an
item of expense. In addition, the political factors involved in Japan
are so serious that too rapid an expansion of the National Police
Reserve before the Liberal Party has had time to prepare the way
might cause the downfall of the present government. Since the
very presence of United States troops in Japan creates an incentive
for the Japanese to move ahead with building up their own forces
and thus rid Japan of foreign troops, it does not seem desirable to
exert pressure upon them to move at a rate which they believe to
be politically suicidal.

Recommendations

I recommend:

1. That you sign the attached letter (Tab B) 3 to the Secretary of
Defense. It sets forth much of the foregoing material and urges
consultation between representatives of State and Defense to deter-
mine a United States Government position on these matters prior
to further discussion with the Japanese Government.

2. That in all discussions with the Department of Defense of re-
lated matters—for example, the relations between the Ambassador
and the Commander-in-Chief, Far East, in the post-treaty period—
the Department of State representatives consistently maintain the
position that there must be complete consultation and coordination
between the State and Defense Departments, both here and in
Tokyo, on plans and policies with respect to Japanese rearma-
ment. 4

3 Not found attached.

4 In the letter as sent by the Secretary to Lovett on Apr. 14 (drafted Apr. 8) there
is a specific recommendation that a coordinating group be set up between the two
Departments, with Allison as the chief State representative. (611.94/4-752) Addition-
al documents in file 611.94 for May and June 1952 indicate that agreement was
reached to establish a Joint State-Defense Working Group on Japan and Korea,
with Young and Sullivan as the principal State and Defense representatives, respec-
tively. The group held its first meeting on July 8, 1952. Minutes of meetings held
through Jan. 7, 1953, are in NA files, lot 57 D 149, “Japan-Korea 1952: State De-
fense Working Group”.
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No. 550
693.941/4-752: Telegram S
The Acting United States Political Adviser to SCAP (Bond) ! to the
Department of State
SECRET PRIORITY Tokyo, April 7, 1952—6 p.m.

Topad 2134. Re Taipei’s 1264 to Dept rptd Tokyo 207, April 2;
Mistel 2123, rptd Taipei 116, April 4, and Taipei’s 1282, rptd Tokyo
213, April 5.2 Ability Nationalist Govt obtain maximum conces-
sions bilateral treaty and expeditious settlement understandable.
However, Mission gravely concerned possible consequences of sug-
gestions US put pressure on Japs. Jap press and public indifference
Taipei talks thus far reflects general opinion Jap has little to gain
from Taipei treaty since Nationalist China in their view only
minor power and also has little to lose if negots fail since Yoshida
letter and govt Diet commitments involve no implications beyond
Formosa. Jap concern with overall China problem, however intense
and any pressure to secure Jap concessions to Taipei especially on
points related to Chinese mainland would produce severe reaction.
Every opposition party has attacked various aspects govt decision
negotiations Taipei even on present limited basis. Nor is there en-
thusiasm within Liberal Party for Taipei pact and only Prime Min-
ister’s personal prestige and authority have won grudging accept-
ance opening negotiations after critical Diet interpellations defin-
ing close limits Japanese opposition. Before independence attained
and Korean war ended Japanese extreme unwilling prejudice
future China policy by any appearance acknowledging Nationalist
China sovereignty over mainland, a position in which they no
doubt believe they can count on British support.

Regardless foregoing attitudes believe Yoshida govt sincere in its
expressed desire conclude peace treaty with Chinese Nationalists
on basis Yoshida letter. Iguchi has told me his govt strongly re-
sents implication, which he attributes to “China lobby” that with
US Senate ratification San Francisco peace treaty Japanese have
ceased to care whether or not bilateral with Chinese Nationalists
concluded.

Since general election due within nine months, situation cld
become critical if govt compelled under foreign pressure exceed
commitments to Diet on this unpopular issue. Recent resurgence
independent spirit throughout Japanese society pronounced, and

1 Repeated for information to Taipei. Sebald left Tokyo on Mar. 18. On Apr. 25, he

was appointed Ambassador to Burma.
2 None printed. (693.941/4-252, 693.941/4-452, and 693.941/4-452, respectively)
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Japanese can be expected react with pent-up feelings of six occupa-
tion years to deny protracted dictation for [from?] foreign powers.
Japanese officials acceding such pressure wld be subject public con-
demnation. In current pre-election maneuvers, every party and
candidate now endeavoring prove self “worthy of sovereignty.”
Thus any major instance govt yielding Japanese interests under
foreign pressure cld also become decisive election factor.

Appreciation this danger plainly revealed in such developments
as growing sensitivity FonOff to discuss Taipei negotiations with
Mission, sudden Japanese stiffness in preliminary working group,
advance re Commonwealth garrison conditions, and strong attitude
toward Korean treaty.

US pressure on Japan to conclude Taipei pact on distasteful
terms cld hardly be concealed successfully since issues already
clearly known to public. Moreover, Japanese public alerted by
Kyodo report at Taipei Mar 31 quoting “highly competent source”
to effect US intervention probable if talks broken off. Also, not-
withstanding denial, Japanese public regards even initiation Taipei
talks as concession to US pressure, and wld attribute any unfavor-
able terms beyond previous Japanese Govt commitments to US in-
tervention.

In viewing problem Taipei negotiations Mission fully aware ne-
cessity maintain integrity and cooperation Chinese Nationalist
Govt as anti-Commie ally, especially in consideration China’s UN
seat. Believed, however, this situation must also be weighed against
vital part US expects Japanese to play in consequence security
treaty and administrative agreement. US still retains considerable
political capital in Japan but many difficult issues involved in post-
treaty security arrangements, plus such problems as future of
democratic reforms, retention export controls and Korean problem,
all competing for its expenditure and total may prove insufficient
ensure satisfactory attainment all US objectives in Japan. If treaty
with Taipei becomes symbol Japanese subjection foreign interven-
tion in closing phase occupation, adverse Japanese public reaction
will unquestionably prejudice future relations with US as well as
important issue future Nationalist China-Japanese cooperation in
security field.

Bonbp
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No. 551
795.00/4-2952: Telegram

The Commander in Chief, Far East (Ridgway) to the Department of
the Army

SECRET ROUTINE Tokyo, April 9, 1952—3:37 p.m.

C 66619. 1. With the early coming into force of the Peace Treaty
and the changing status of Japan from that of an occupied country
to that of a sovereign nation, I feel it incumbent upon me to
present for your consideration my views on certain matters relat-
ing to US military policy in the Far East.

2. A. The most vital factor in the achievement of US objectives in
the Orient is the continued maintenance of Japanese faith in our
commitment to guarantee the essential security of Japan, until it is
capable of assuming that responsibility of a sovereign state. During
my service as SCAP I have several times heard influential Japa-
nese express such deep concern over the possible lack of continuity
of US intentions to protect Japan as to amount almost to fear. On
each such occasion I have sought to impress upon the individuals
concerned, and later upon the highest Japanese governmental au-
thorities, the firm intention of the US to provide essential protec-
tion to Japan during that period when Japan is creating the essen-
tial forces to permit her to assume responsibility for her own de-
fense. With the effectuation of the treaties it will, I think, become
more than ever important to US interests that our long range in-
tentions be mad'ekpc”)s'itlve and clear, and that ‘this be done from
time to j_uye so as to preclude the building up in the Japanese
mind of any idea, however weakly founded, that we do not in fact
intend to continue our protective shield over them until they can
substitute one of their own. The factor of possible political pressure
for economic é?lvantage, in this expressed concern by Japanese, is
of course recognized.

The Japanese, in common with other Oriental peoples outside
the Soviet orbit, will be subject to steadily mounting internal and
external pressures directed from the Kremlin. They will be ever
mindful of their close proximity to a Communist dominated Asiatic
mainland and ever alert to any indication of a weakening in our
political or military policies toward them. Japanese response to US
leadership will be predicated upon a constant realistic appraisal of
US intentions and commitments on a positive and long range basis.
What they think our intentions are, may be even more important
than what these intentions actually are.
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Therefore I suggest that at an appropriate time shortly after the
coming into effect of the Security Pact, the Japanese be publicly
and authoritatively reassured of our firm mtentmns . While such a
statement should go far toward allaymg any trepldatlon on the
part of the Japanese, there must necessarily be continued concrete
assistance toward the development of essential Japanese Security
Forces, and continued insistence that Japan shall make proper and
timely contribution thereto.

B. The programs for development of the security forces of Japan
and Korea are closely interrelated and a._proper and goutrollgd bal-
ance must be maintained. US support and maintenance of ROK
Military Forces, if unrelated to similar assistance to Japan, could
have serious adverse effects on our “relations” with both govern-
ments, and consequently upon our Far East position. It may be
that a bilateral security pact between Japan and the ROK, howev-
er infeasible at this time, could later eventuate, and even perhaps,
at a still more distant date, be a prelude to a more encompassing
Pacific security pact embracing the other free nations of the
Orient. If so, then the interrelation of US programs for arming Chi-
nese Nationalist and Southeast Asian forces likewise has important
bearing, political as well as military, on our Japanese and ROK
programs.

C. In due time Japan may be expected to seek membership in the
UN. ! That her people have an awareness of the responsibilities
which such membership entails, and a desire to meet these respon-
sibilities, has been adequately demonstrated both spiritually and
materially. Despite subversive efforts intended to spread disunity
in Japan there has been conspicuous accord if [in?] the manner in
which the great majority of Japan’s agricultural and industrial
workers have thrown themselves behind the UN’s war effort in
Korea. Her churches and charitable institutions, from their own
meager resources, responded immediately to alleviate conditions
among war ravaged Korean families, and thousands of Japanese
have given their blood for the care of our wounded. Japan’s request
for membership in the UN organization should, I think, be provid-
ed full US support. While realizing the objections to be overcome,
our support would further provide positive proof to the Japanese as
to which nations were friends and which enemies.

3. These views are submitted because of the imminent and unla-
mented demise of SCAP. Summarizing:

A. I consider it of signal importance that our government, as
often as may be necessary, seek to reassure the Japanese people

! For documentation on this question, see vol. u1, pp. 802 ff.
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that our policy toward Japan will remain constant, and that our
security interests in the Pacific are inseparable from their own.

B. We must be ever alert to the intimate relationship between
the development of the Japanese and ROK security forces and the
need for their joint alignment against a common foe. Moreover, the
development of Chinese Nationalist and Southeast Asian military
forces is in turn a closely related problem.

C. We must continue to press vigorously for completion of the de-
sired expansion of Japanese security forces, and at substantially
the rate now programmed.

D. Japan should receive strong US support in her endeavor to
secure membership in the UN, including, I believe, an authorita-
tive US government statement to that effect, published shortly fol-
lowing the effective date of the treaties. Even though membership
should be long delayed, our support would emphasize the integrity
of US intentions toward the Japanese people.

E. Finally, we must by word and deed do everything within our
power to overcome any feeling in the Oriental mind that our inter-
est in Asia is casual, temporary or overshadowed by our interests
in other regions.

No. 552
694.001/4-1052

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State for Far Eastern
Affairs (Allison) to the Secretary of State

CONFIDENTIAL [WASHINGTON,] April 10, 1952.
Subject: Coming Into Effect of Japanese Peace Treaty

At your meeting with the President this morning it is recom-
mended that, in view of the favorable action completed yesterday
by the Congress on the extension of Emergency Powers and the ne-
cessity for the Department to be in a position to make an early an-
nouncement with regard to the bringing into effect of the Treaty of
Peace with Japan, you suggest that he now sign the Instrument of
Ratification and transmit it to the Department. Deposit of the rati-
fication by the Department will not be effected until the date upon
which it is determined that the Treaty can and should be brought
into effect.

It now appears possible that by next Monday or Tuesday, April
14 or 15, it will be possible to give the minimum ten days notice of
the date for bringing the Treaty into effect, which would thus be
about April 24.
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The situation as of this morning with regard to the deposits of
ratifications of other key signatories is as follows:

1. The United Kingdom deposited its ratification on January 3.

2. Australia deposited its ratification this morning.

3. New Zealand is today expecting authorization to make the de-
posit of the ratification instrument which is now being held by the
Embassy.

4. Canada—Parliamentary action was completed yesterday and
the Embassy expects to receive the instrument of ratification to-
gether with instructions for its immediate deposit within the next
few days.

5. Pakistan—The instrument of ratification has been dispatched
to the Embassy and its receipt is expected within the next few days
together with authorization for its immediate deposit.

6. Ceylon—The instrument of ratification has been transmitted
to the Embassy and should be received very shortly together with
authorization for its deposit.

7. France—Parliamentary procedures for ratification have been
completed and the Embassy anticipates receiving the instrument of
ratification together with authorization for its deposit during the
course of the next week.

As the deposit of ratifications of only five of the above-mentioned
countries, in addition to that of the United States, is necessary to
bring the Treaty into effect, it now appears entirely reasonable to
expect that the Treaty can be brought into effect during the month
of April. !

If the President desires to sign the Instrument of Ratification,
the documents required therefor will be completed and transmitted
to him by the Department today.

You also may wish to mention to the President that the Depart-
ment will be sending to the White House today or early tomorrow
the papers for the transmittal by him to the Senate of the nomina-
tion of Mr. Robert Murphy as Ambassador to Japan.

It is also suggested that you recommend to the President that he
sign the three Security Treaties, that is, with Japan, with the Phil-
ippines, and with Australia and New Zealand, so that action may
be taken by the Department to bring these Treaties into effect at
the appropriate time.

The timing of the bringing into effect of all of these Treaties will
be carried out in consultation with the Department of Defense.

1 New Zealand deposited its ratification later on Apr. 10, Canada and Pakistan on
Apr. 17, and France on Apr. 18.
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No. 553
694.001/4-1052

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Secretary of State

CONFIDENTIAL [WasHINGTON,] April 10, 1952.
MEETING WITH THE PRESIDENT

Item 2. Japanese Peace Treaty

I went over with the President the material contained in Mr.
Allison’s memorandum of April 10. ! The President agreed that the
action taken by Congress extending emergency powers until June 1
was adequate for our present purposes. He authorized us to proceed
in accordance with Mr. Allison’s memorandum in concert with the
Department of Defense. He said that he would sign the authoriza-
tion to deposit the ratification when it reached him. He under-
stands that on Monday or Tuesday 2 we will give the ten-day notice
in the event that the requisite number of ratifications have been
deposited so that he may bring the treaty into effect on the 24th or
25th of April. 3

He also authorizes us to send over the nomination of Mr. Robert
Murphy as Ambassador to Japan.

! Supra.

2 Apr. 14-15.

3 President Truman signed the four Pacific treaties on Apr. 15, and his signature
constituted U.S. ratification of each of them. For the President’s statement released
to the press that same day, see Department of State Bulletin, Apr. 28, 1952, p. 658.
In a footnote to this text the Department explained that ratifications of the Japa-
nese Peace Treaty had hitherto been deposited by four of the countries named in
Article 23, including Japan, and that subject to the necessary and expected prior
deposit of at least two more, the United States planned to deposit its own ratifica-
tion on Apr. 28, thereby bringing the treaty into effect among all those countries
whose ratifications had by then been deposited.

No. 554
693.941/4-1252: Telegram

The Chargé in the Republic of China (Rankin) to the Department of
State !

SECRET TarpEl, April 12, 1952—5 a.m.

1314. FonMin told me yesterday that lengthy memo handed him
Apr 8 by Kawada, embodying latest Jap comments on bilateral

1 Repeated for information to Tokyo.
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treaty, was satisfactory to FonOff except for minor points. He was
so informing Generalissimo last night. “Minor” points involved
questions of phraseology and matters related to entry sojourn fish-
eries and mining rights. FonMin thought all of these cld be re-
solved. In every case Chi Govt wishes adhere more closely to San
Francisco text but is willing compromise on working within limits.

Wajima called yesterday and informed me he intends return to
Tokyo Apr 15. He hopes and apparently expects to take back with
him an agreed draft for consideration by Jap Cabinet. Latter wld
involve about five days, due certain necessary procedures, after
which two weeks needed to pass treaty through Diet. Wajima's
latest info is that an American Treaty will become effective about
Apr 25. He hoped Diet wld be able act on bilateral treaty before
end of session early May.

Feeling in Chi Govt circles is that treaty again well on way and
only serious hurdle is possibility Jap Govt “repudiating” its del as
Chi consider happened on Mar 28.

RANKIN

No. 555
693.941/4-1452; Telegram

The Chargé in the Republic of China (Rankin) to the Department of
State !

SECRET NIACT TAi1pE1, April 14, 1952—11 a. m.

1315. In meeting between Chi and Jap dels treaty yesterday dif-
ference in wording scope of application clause as between second
Chinese suggestion of Sept 26 (mytel 419, Sept 27) 2 and Yoshida
letter to Dulles threatened create major stumbling block. Chi draft
which apparently suggested phrasing in Yoshida letter (Deptel 531
Jan 17) refers to territories which are now and which may hereaf-
ter etc. Actual text of Yoshida letter, however, refers to territories
which now or which etc.

In response to FonMin’s query what Japs meant by ‘“or” it
became evident that Jap del was reading much into this choice of
words re future of Formosa and possibly sovereignty over such is-
lands as Kinmen [Quemoy].?

1 Repeated for information to Tokyo.

2 See Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. v1, Part 1, p. 1362.

3 In telegram 1316 from Taipei, Apr. 14, repeated to Tokyo, Rankin in part report-
ed: “Further inquiry indicates Chi-Jap differences over wording of scope of treaty’s
application result from fact that both in Chi and Jap languages ‘or’ indicates degree

Continued
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Urgently request Dept’s interpretation above point. 4
RANKIN

of exclusivity which in English would be rendered ‘neither—or [norl.” (693.941/4-
1452)

4 In Topad 748 to Taipei, Apr. 14, repeated to Tokyo, drafted in CA and cleared in
NA and FE, the Department referred the Embassy to telegram 579 (Document 502)
and stated: “Dept does not believe that difference opinion over use word ‘and’ or ‘or’
should be any ‘stumbling block’.” (693.941/4-1452) However, in telegram 230 from
Taipei to Tokyo, Apr. 15, repeated to the Department as telegram 1319, Rankin re-
ported that the Japanese Delegation had indicated it would accept the Chinese posi-
tion in the matter and that Yeh therefore did not want the position taken in Topad
748 conveyed to the Japanese Government. (693.941/4~1552)

693.941/4-1952: Telegram

The Chargé in the Republic of China (Rankin) to the Department of
State !

SECRET TarpEl, April 19, 1952—11 a.m.

1334. Last night Foreign Minister confirmed to me reports mytel
1331, April 18, Tokyo 237, 2 Kawada has not communicated with
- him again but sent junior staff member Nagata to call on Chinese
Vice Foreign Minister Hu at his residence. Nagata left taxi at dis-
tance from house and came on foot as he said to avoid reporters.
He indicated Kawada thought Tokyo had let him down again and
was greatly discouraged. Not only had Japanese FonOff refused
accept Kawada’s recommendation re scope application and proper-
ty of collaborationist regimes but had also raised about five addi-
tional points which everyone here assumed settled.

Foreign Minister himself expressed discouragement. Although he
did not advance it as his view, he indicated there was speculation
in Chinese official circles whether latest development reflects shift
Japanese govt position due (1) imminent coming into force San
Francisco treaty, (2) possibility early armistice Korea (3) prospects
trade with Chinese Communists encouraged by Moscow economic
conference.

Foreign Minister further commented he understood cliques to
exist in Japanese FonOff. Kawada as personal friend Yoshida re-

! Repeated for information to Tokyo.

2In this telegram the Embassy reported that negotiators for the Republic of
China and for Japan had on Apr. 16 tentatively reached agreement on treaty terms
but that Kawada had received new instructions which appeared to jeopardize the
conclusion of a treaty. (693.941/4-1852)
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portedly disapproved of by professional level in FonOff. He thought
this might explain some of current difficulties.
RANKIN

No. 557
NA files, lot 54 D 198

Memorandum by the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense
(Lovett) to the President

SECRET WASHINGTON, April 22, 1952.

Subject: Future Relationships Between the Chiefs of the United
States Diplomatic Mission in Japan and the Commander-in-
Chief, Far East.

1. Attached as Tab A is a draft memorandum for your approval
containing the principles to govern the relationships between the
Chief of the United Stat_es Diplomatic Mission in Japan and the
Commander-in-Chief, Far East, after the Treaty of Peace with
Japan and the United States—Japan Security Treaty have come
into force. In brief, these principles prov1de that the Chlef of the
D1plomatlc "Mission, as your representative and acting on your
behalf, shall be responsible for all governmental relations in Japan
between the United States and Japan, that the Commander-in-
Chlef Far East, may “deal directly. with appropriate representatives
of the Japanese Government on military matters, and that all nec-
essary steps shall be taken to ensure concordance and the ex-
change of necessary information between them.

2. Except with respect to military assistance activities, the princi-
ples stated in the attached draft memorandum are in general com-
parable to those which govern the relationship between United
States ambassadors and United States military commanders else-
where in the world.

3. The nature of the procedures provided for dealing with mat-
ters connected with military assistance to Japan was determined
by the following factors:

(a) Our relations with Japan bear a special importance for all of
our policy objectives in the Far East; consequently, the closest co-
ordination of the political, economic, and military aspects of these
relations is required.

(b) In the immediate future Japan’s security will depend to a
large extent on United States military forces.

(c) Since it has been considered undesirable to make public
before the effective date of the Treaty of . Peace the nature “and
extent of out plans for military -assistance to Japan, there is no
prov1s10n for such ass1stance in 'the Miitual Security Act of 1951 or.
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in the program for fiscal year 1953. Funds for this purpose have
been included in the Department of Defense budget.

(d) In accordance with the Interim Directive which you approved
on February 20, 1952, the Commander-in-Chief, Far East is respon-
sible for the participation of the United States in the joint commit-
tee provided by Article XXVI of the Administrative Agreement be-
tween the United States and Japan.

4. The Departments of State and Defense have consulted togeth-
er extensively and have carefully worked out the principles in the
attached memorandum. Both Departments are in full accord in
this matter.

5. It is important that the relationships between the Chief of Dip-
lomatic Mission in Japan and the Commander-in-Chief, Far East be
established by the time the Treaty of Peace with Japan and the Se-
curity Treaty with Japan and the United States have come into
force.

6. It is recommended that you approve the attached memoran-
dum.

DEAN ACHESON RoBERT A. LOVETT

[Attachment]

MEMORANDUM BY THE PRESIDENT !

Subject: Principles Governing the Relationships Between the Chief
of the United States Diplomatic Mission in Japan and the
Commander-in-Chief, Far East, in the Post-Treaty Period

1. On the recommendation of the Secretaries of State and De-
fense, I have approved the following principles to govern the rela-
tionships between the Chief of the Diplomatic Mission in Japan
and the Commander-in-Chief, Far East, after the Treaty of Peace
with Japan and the Security Treaty between the United States and
Japan have come into force.

a. The Chief of the Diplomatic Mission to Japan, as the repre-
sentative of the President and acting on his behalf, shall be respon-
sible under the immediate supervision of the Secretary of State for
all governmental relations in Japan between the United States and
Japan, and shall exercise the appropriate functions of a chief of
Diplomatic Mission.

b. The Commander-in-Chief, Far East, shall take precedence
among United States representatives in Japan immediately after

1 President Truman signed this memorandum on Apr. 23 and transmitted it to
General Bradley on Apr. 24 under a brief covering memorandum. (NA files, lot 54 D
199)
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the Chief of the United States Diplomatic Mission, but shall not be
subordinate to him in the performance of his military duties.

c. Except as indicated herein, the Commander-in-Chief shall be
governed by only such orders and instructions as are officially
transmitted to him by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, by their authorized
agent, or by superior authority in the direct chain of military com-
mand within the United States Government.

d. The Commander-in-Chief, Far East, is authorized to administer
and to deal directly with appropriate representatives of the Japa-
nese Government with respect to:

(1) All military matters in implementation of agreements
reached between the United States and Japan, including mat-
ters affecting the security of the Commander-in-Chief’s Forces,
the defense of Japan, and, to the extent provided by such
agreements between the United States and Japan, the com-
mand and deployment of Japanese forces and combined strate-
gic planning.

(2) The participation of the United States in the Joint Com-
mittee provided by Article XXVI of the Administrative Agree-
ment between the United States and Japan, including the des-
ignation of the United States representative and staff of the
Committee and the conduct of negotiations. The Commander-
in-Chief, Far East, will keep the United States Government in-
formed of discussions in the Joint Committee by periodic re-
ports to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The Commander-in-Chief, Far
East, will keep the United States Ambassador informed at all
times of the status of negotiations in the Joint Committee. The
United States Ambassador will furnish political advice to the
Commander-in-Chief, Far East, on matters before the Joint
Committee and will designate a political officer to work with
the United States section of the Joint Committee. Directives
will be issued to the Commander-in-Chief, Far East, by the
Joint Chiefs of Staff on matters arising in the Joint Committee
requiring such directives.

e. With respect to United States military assistance to Japan, the
Commander-in-Chief is authorized to administer and to deal direct-
ly with appropriate representatives of the Japanese Government
on all military aspects of such assistance, including organization,
training, and equipping of Japanese forces, to the extent provided
by and within the terms of any intergovernmental arrangements
between the United States and Japan.

f. The Chief of the United States Diplomatic Mission and the
Commander-in-Chief shall take all necessary steps to ensure con-
cordance and the exchange of necessary information between them
on matters which lie within the sphere of responsibility of each
that may affect the other. If a difference arises between them over
policy affecting military matters, (including matters of military as-
sistance) the question shall be referred by them to the Department
of State, and through the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the Department of
Defense, respectively, for resolution, and action shall be withheld
in the meantime. However, in the event of an emergency affecting
the security of his Forces, or the imminent threat of such an emer-
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gency, the Commander-in-Chief may take whatever action he con-
siders essential to safeguard the security of his Forces.

HARRrY S. TRUMAN
APRIL 23, 1952.

No. 558
693.941/4-2252: Telegram

The Charge in the Republic of China (Rankin) to the Department of
State !

SECRET TarpeEr, April 22, 1952—11 a.m.

1344. Director Treaty Dept FonOff, informed Emb officer today
that Jap del at informal meeting Sat afternoon presented revisions
draft treaty text proposed by Jap Govt. Kawada at same time ex-
plained del feared revisions unacceptable to Chi Govt and had al-
ready wired Tokyo asking Jap Govt reconsider. Reply was to
present proposal as originally instructed.

Japs asked that:

1. Word “or” be retained in scope application formula in ex-
change of notes (Embtel 1315 April 14, Tokyo 227), but permit Chi
del in agreed minutes state that ‘“or which” might be interpreted
as “and which”. Jap del wld simply take note of Chi del statement.

2. Clauses relating property of collaborationist regimes and prop-
erty Jap Dip and Consular estabs set up under these regimes shld
be covered in statement by Chi del to be placed in agreed minutes.
Jap del did reply: “I take note of your statement. I believe that
these questions shld be made the subj of arrangement when they
have come up as actual issues fol the future development of the sit-
uation.”

Chi FonMin rejected Jap suggestions on both counts and insisted
on return to text dels agreed upon Apr 16.

Dir Treaty Dept believed difficult for Chi Govt change position re
collaborationist property in Jap, since Chi Govt's legal position
toward sovereignty over mainland might be impaired. Use of word
“and” in scope application clause was Generalissimo’s own in origi-
nal Chi suggestion. As such he felt wld be difficult get Generalissi-
mo change, especially view different tone conveyed by use Chi Huo
(Mathews 2402) 2 instead Chi (Mathews 468). However, FonMin

! Repeated for information to Tokyo.

2R. H. Mathews, Mathews’ Chinese-English Dictionary (China Inland Mission,
1931; rev. ed., Cambridge, Harvard University Press, 1943). The revised edition re-
tains the original pagination.
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later informed me he probably would accept Jap position on first
numbered point above if second question cld be resolved.

No further meetings planned pending Jap del receipt message
Tokyo’s reaction Chi rejection proposed revisions.

No. 559
693.94/4-1952:Telegram

The Secretary of State to the Office of the United States Political
Adviser to SCAP (Sebald)*

RANKIN

SECRET WASHINGTON, April 23, 1952—6 p.m.
PRIORITY

Topad 2847. Re Taipei’s 1334 rptd info Tokyo 239.2 Dept con-
cerned that for second time Jap FonOff has failed support its del
Taipei after it had apparently reached agreement on treaty with
Chi. Chi report that Jap FonOff has raised 5 additional pts which if
true seems represent deliberate Jap effort delay conclusion treaty.
In view fact agreement apparently reached by Jap and Chi dels on
basis Jap memo handed to Chi FonMin Apr 8 (Taipei's 1314 rptd
226 to Tokyo) 3 if not understood why additional pts now raised by
Japs.

You are requested call on FonOff soonest ascertain present
status negots. You shld pt out to FonOff desirability concluded
negots with Chi prior to date SF treaty comes into effect, otherwise
Chi like Sovs may well endeavor to embarrass US and Jap by at-
tempts to extend occupation organs beyond that date. Having pro-
gressed thus far with major issues settled negots shld not be stalled
now over minor pts especially as further delay conclusion treaty
may indirectly play into Sov hands. Also Sen Fon Rel Comite still
concerned re lack of Chi-Jap agreement which was understood to
be in offing at time of Sen approval of Treaty of Peace.

FYI Allison is calling in Takeuchi also to discuss matter along
foregoing lines. ¢

ACHESON

! Drafted in CA by Martin and in FE by Johnson; cleared in NA; and repeated to
Taipei.

2 Document 556.

3 Document 554.

4In Topad 2295 from Tokyo, Apr. 25, Bond reported that he had talked with
Wajima on the basis of telegram 2847. Wajima had then put forth the Japanese po-
sition on the various issues involved in the negotiations. “Re question US interest in
Taipei talks, Wajima stated frankly JG has from outset*been concerned lest Diet
gain impression US in any way limiting Jap freedom of action in these negots. He
added he had for this reason urged Jap correspondents in Taipei play down US par-
ticipation.” (693.941/4-2552)
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No. 560
693.941/4-2452: Telegram

The Secretary of State to the Office of the United States Political
Adviser to SCAP (Sebald) 1

SECRET WASHINGTON, April 24, 1952—7:14 p.m.
PRIORITY

Topad 2866. Re Deptel 2847 rptd info Taipei 769. 2 Today Allison
discussed matter with Takeuchi along lines of reftel. Asked him
immed convey his govt gen concern of US Govt over further delay
in reaching agreement on treaty with Chi. Pointed out US not
taking position on particular details.

Takeuchi stated just recd detailed explanation from his govt of
negots which left him with impression that negots in delicate stage.
Asked assurances that Chi wld not be informed in any manner of
US action in this matter and indicated that any publicity wld be
most unfortunate. Allison agreed.

Accordingly request that steps be taken to assure that there be
no publicity on steps US govt has taken in this respect and that
particular care be taken to prevent Chi Govt from learning of US
discussions in Tokyo and Wash with Japs. Will inform Mission any
significant developments. 3

ACHESON

1 Drafted by Young; cleared in CA; and repeated to Taipei.

2 Supra.

3In telegram 1370 from Taipei, Apr. 28, repeated to Tokyo, the Chargé reported:

“FonMin Yeh informed me Apr 27 p.m. he wld suggest to Pres Chiang Chi Govt
accept latest Jap proposals (substantially same as reported in Embtel 1344 Apr 22 to
Tokyo 242) as they differed only slightly from Chi counter proposals. Taipei morning
papers today headline signing of peace treaty Apr 28 at 3 p.m. FonOff confirms sign-
ing will take place at 3 p.m. today which press points out will be 7 1/2 hours before
SF treaty becomes effective in Tokyo.” (693.941/4-2852) For telegram 1344, see Doc-
ument 558.

For text of the Treaty of Peace between the Republic of China and Japan, with
Protocol, Exchange of Notes, and Agreed Minutes, see United Nations Treaty Series
(UNTS), vol. 138, 1952, p. 3.
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No. 561

795.00/4-2952:Telegram

The Supreme Commander, Allied Powers (Ridgway) to the
Department of the Army

RESTRICTED Tokyo, April 25, 1952—11:12 a.m.
PRIORITY

C 67454. A. Following receipt of notification of the termination of
the post of Supreme Commander for the Allied Powers which I
have held by authority of the President since 11 April 1951, I have
issued orders eff 2230 hours 28 April 1952, for the inactivation of
Gen Hgs, Supreme Commander for the Allied Powers, and all its
appointive agency. Admin disposition of records and property and
release of remaining assigned personnel will proceed with dispatch.

B. In closing this historic operation I wish to express my sincere
gratitude to the DA, the JCS, and the Secretary of Defense for
their unfailing support and guidance throughout my tenure of
office. I also take this opportunity to commend the many men and
women, military and civilian, who have served in the occupation of
Japan. By their integrity, loyalty, devotion to dy and exemplary
conduct, they have helped to write a unique chapter in the annals
of the US military establishment and in the history of US Foreign
Relations. In so doing, they have helped to establish a firm founda-
tion for a structure of enduring friendship and cooperation between
the peoples of Japan and the US.

C. In case parts of this message are to be used in Wash ceremo-
ny, for your info Tokyo release of related actions will be at 28
April, 14001.

No. 562

693.941/4-2652

The First Secretary of the Mission in Japan (Steeves) to the
Department of State

RESTRICTED Tokvo, April 26, 1952.
No. 1459
Subject: Observations on Foreign Policy and the Administrative
Agreement by Kumao Nishimura
There is enclosed for the Department’s information a generally
self-explanatory Memorandum of Conversation between Mr.
Kumao Nishimura, Chief of the Treaty Bureau of Ministry of For-
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eign Affairs, and Mr. R. B. Finn of the Mission. The Mission sug-
gests the following specific comments regarding the enclosed
memorandum:

1. Mr. Nishimura indicated his feeling that Japan was going too
far toward meeting the position of the National Government of
China in the present negotiations and said he had been overruled
at least once by the Prime Minister. There have been reports in
the press to the effect that certain high officials of the Foreign
Office are split in their views as to how far Japan should go in
dealing with National China and that Mr. Nishimura was the
leader of the “go slow” group. Mr. Nishimura’s statements reported
in the enclosed memorandum may be evidence in support of these
press reports, although he indicated that Japan desires to conclude
an agreement with National China.

2. The remarks attributed to Prime Minister Yoshida to the
effect that Japan might be able to assist the United States in deal-
ing with Far Eastern problems appear to be a reiteration of the
Prime Minister’s view that Japan knows more about China than
does the United States. It would appear probable that the Prime
Minister has not abandoned his idea that Japan should engage in
some limited relations with Communist China, possibly to serve as
a “fifth column” on behalf of the democracies.

3. Mr. Nishimura’s remarks about the more favorable impression
of the Administrative Agreement being received by the Japanese
appear to conform with the optimistic view he has several times ex-
pressed to the effect that once Japanese people understood the
Agreement and the intentions of the United States, criticism and
resentment would largely subside. At the time the Agreement was
being negotiated, Mr. Nishimura expressed the opinion that dissat-
isfaction then being voiced in the press would disappear once the
Agreement was made public, an opinion that was not justified by
the reception accorded the Agreement on its publication.

4. Mr. Nishimura’s comment that depurgees feel resentment
toward the United States because of their purge is considered to
foreshadow a significant problem in future Japanese relations with
the United States, although the future importance of the purgees
and the extent of their anti-Americanism are not presently foresee-
able.

JOHN M. STEEVES

[Enclosure]

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Second Secretary of the
Mission in Japan (Finn)

RESTRICTED Tokvo, April 23, 1952.

Subject: Diplomatic Problems Faced by Japan; Administrative
Agreement
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Participants: Mr. Kumao Nishimura, Chief of Treaty Bureau,
Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Mr. R. B. Finn, Second Secretary of Mission

In an informal conversation on April 22 the following matters of
possible interest were discussed.

1. Relations with China. Mr. Nishimura said that on April 22
Prime Minister Yoshida, Minister of State Okazaki, and he had dis-
cussed the negotiations now taking place in Taipei. The Prime Min-
ister and Mr. Okazaki decided that Japan should attempt by state-
ments in the Official Minutes to meet the position of the National
Government regarding the scope of application of the proposed
treaty, despite Mr. Nishimura’s objection that Japan was going too
far to meet the Chinese position. He also said that Chinese repre-
sentatives were concerned that the wording of the clause on the
treaty’s scope of application (“territories now or hereafter under
control of National Government”) might raise an inference that
National China’s claim to Formosa could be subject to some form of
United Nations control depending on future developments.

Regarding the Yoshida letter of December 24 to Mr. Dulles, Mr.
Nishimura said that the Prime Minister had been strongly im-
pressed by his discussion of the China problem at San Francisco
with Secretary of State Acheson,! who had advised Japan not to
be “hasty” in making its decision about a peace settlement with
China. Mr. Yoshida had therefore been “very much vexed” by later
developments in United States policy and by the position taken by
Mr. Dulles, who had been present at the conversation in San Fran-
cisco.

Mr. Nishimura indicated, however, that Japan was fully pre-
pared to make strenuous efforts to reach agreement with National
China. Mr. Nishimura also said the Prime Minister was extremely
interested in United States Far Eastern policy and had many times
expressed the view that Japan, as an old nation familiar with the
Far East, could assist and even guide the United States, which is
inexperienced in foreign policy and has got itself in a ‘“circle” on
the China question.

2. Relations with Korea. Regarding the present negotiations, Mr.
Nishimura observed that the issues raised by the property claims
of the two Governments were so complicated that months would be
required to settle them. I asked whether the Japanese Government
actually expected that it would recover any of its property in
Korea, private or public, and Mr. Nishimura said no and added

! For a memorandum by Sebald of a conversation held at San Francisco on
Sept. 3, 1951, between the Prime Minister and Secretary Acheson, Dulles, and other
American officials, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. v1, Part 1, p. 1315.
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that the Japanese position was designed largely to protect Japan
against the excessive claims being made by Korea to property in
Japan. I asked how Mr. Nishimura thought the problem would be
solved and he said that eventually the Japanese expected a recipro-
cal waiver of claims and were attempting to maneuver the Koreans
into a position where the Koreans would make this proposal. I
asked whether the Japanese expected the Koreans to waive their
_ claims to allegedly looted cultural objects, postal savings accounts,
wages due conscript labor, and items of that sort, and Mr. Nishi-
mura replied that Japan hoped to include these items in any recip-
rocal waiver of claims since the amounts claimed by Korea would
probably be very high.

I commented that it was desirable for Japan and Korea to have
some legal basis for diplomatic relations upon the coming into force
of the Peace Treaty. Mr. Nishimura said that within a few days
Japan would propose to the Koreans that notes be exchanged pro-
viding for establishment of diplomatic relations; I inferred the Jap-
anese proposal would be made without prejudice to the present dis-
cussions. Mr. Nishimura felt that United States assistance in gain-
ing Korean acceptance of this proposal might be sought.

By way of comment, Mr. Nishimura said he thought the San
Francisco Treaty was defective in the treatment accorded Japanese
external assets, although he agreed with my observation that some
such solution as Article XIV, A,2, was necessary in view of the wa-
tered-down reparations provisions of the Treaty. Mr. Nishimura
also said President Rhee’s view that Japan’s control of Korea from
1910 to 1945 was illegal and all acts thereunder null and void posed
a serious obstacle to resolution of problems between the two coun-
tries and he indicated that he was pessimistic concerning their
good relations while President Rhee remains in office.

3. Diplomatic Relations with Other Countries. Mr. Nishimura
said the Japanese Government was gratified and encouraged by the
cordiality attending its negotiations with a number of other coun-
tries for resumption of diplomatic relations. He said this was par-
ticularly so in respect to India, with whom relations will be estab-
lished on April 28 pursuant to exchanges of notes. Similarly, ar-
rangements have been made with Spain, Portugal, Italy, Norway,
Denmark, Yugoslavia, and apparently several other countries. In
the case of the Philippines and Indonesia Japan has proposed that
diplomatic relations be resumed on April 28; this proposal will
probably be accepted by Indonesia and possibly by the Philippines,
despite the failure of both countries to ratify the Peace Treaty, al-
though there is considerable concern in Manila lest the Philippine
Senate consider its constitutional prerogatives to be involved. Dip-
lomatic relations with the Netherlands will also be resumed on
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April 28 by an exchange of notes, although the Netherlands has
not yet ratified the Peace Treaty.

In regard to the Soviet Union Mr. Nishimura said the Japanese
Government intended to follow closely the policy to be declared or
otherwise adopted by the United States in respect to official Soviet
activity in Japan. I got the impression that the Japanese do not
contemplate issuing any strong statement or taking any strong
measures in this regard. Mr. Nishimura also said that a Soviet
vessel is expected to arrive at a Japanese port on or shortly after
April 28 and that the problem of how to treat its passengers and
cargo is now under consideration by the Foreign Office, added em-
phasis being given to this matter since this will be the first test of
post-treaty Japanese-Soviet relations.

4. Administrative Agreement. 1 asked Mr. Nishimura whether in
his opinion the Japanese attitude toward the Administrative
Agreement and the security arrangements with the United States
would prove to be a serious obstacle to good relations between the
two countries. He said no and that he felt the Japanese were al-
ready gaining a favorable impression of United States intentions,
particularly as a result of the accomplishments of the Preliminary
Working Group and the understanding attitude of the American
representatives in the Group. He expects that future steps to im-
plement the Administrative Agreement will further the good im-
pression already made. I observed that a number of Japanese crit-
ics, such as Professors Kisaburo Yokota and Hikomatsu Kawakami,
had made sharp attacks on legal points in the Agreement and had
gone unchallenged, and I inquired whether the Japanese Govern-
ment might in some way attempt to present a more balanced pic-
ture to the Japanese public. Mr. Nishimura said the Government
was aware of the need for fuller information on the Agreement and
that it was planned to issue a pamphlet on April 28 explaining the
Agreement and refuting some of the legal criticisms made against
it.

I asked whether Mr. Nishimura felt there had been in connec-
tion with the Administrative Agreement any significant develop-
ment of anti-American feeling in Japan and commented that such
a development together with a possible truce in Korea might seri-
ously weaken the desire of many Japanese to cooperate whole-
heartedly in the security arrangements with the United States. Mr.
Nishimura said he thought a truce in Korea would undoubtedly
lead many Japanese to believe that the threat to Japan's security,
together with the need for American forces in Japan, was largely
ended and that this situation would pose serious problems in the
conduct of Japan’s foreign policy. He also said that depurgees were
showing marked antipathy toward the United States and he men-
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tioned Professor Kawakami, Mamoru Shigemitsu, and former For-
eign Minister Hachiro Arita 2 in this category. He said the latter
two had several times told Foreign Office officials and the Prime
Minister that Japan was following an unduly pro-American policy
and that this was undesirable for Japan. Mr. Nishimura observed
that most purgees could not help being anti-American as an ex-
pression of resentment over their treatment under the Occupation.

R. B. FINN

2 Arita had been Foreign Minister several times. His last tenure had been Janu-
ary-July 1940.

No. 563
Editorial Note

On April 28, in a ceremony held at the Department of State, the
United States deposited there its instrument of ratification of the
Japanese Peace Treaty, thereby bringing the treaty into force be-
tween Japan and Argentina, Australia, Canada, France, Mexico,
New Zealand, Pakistan, the United Kingdom, and the United
States.

Immediately after the deposit of ratification, Ryuji Takeuchi,
hitherto Chief of the Japanese Government Overseas Agency in
Washington, presented his credentials to Secretary Acheson as
Chargé d’Affaires of Japan. Ratification of the United States-
Japan Security Treaty were then exchanged, bringing that treaty
also into effect.

According to the Department’s press release, dated April 28, both
treaties were deemed to have gone into effect at 9:30 a.m. EST. For
text of this release, with explanatory notes, see Department of
State Bulletin, May 5, 1952, page 6817.

For text of President Truman’s proclamation of the Peace Treaty
and of the termination of the state of war with Japan, dated April
28, see ibid., page 689. A statement by Prime Minister Yoshida,
read at the ceremony by Takeuchi, is ibid., page 688. Dulles’ state-
ment dated April 28 is ibid.

Text of Allison’s address, “A New Approach to Treaty Making”,
made before the American Society of International Law in Wash-
ington on April 24, is ibid., page 689.

With the coming into force of the Peace Treaty both the office
and the organization of SCAP came to an end, and the United
States Embassy in Japan was reestablished. Ambassador Murphy,
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who had received his formal appointment on April 18, assumed
charge. He presented his letter of credence on May 9.

No. 564

694.95B1/4-2852

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State for Far Eastern
Affairs (Allison) to the Secretary of State !

CONFIDENTIAL [WASHINGTON,] April 28, 1952.

Subject: Forthcoming Interview with the Korean Ambassador, Dr.
Yu Chan Yang.

Dr. Yu Chan Yang, the Korean Ambassador, has recently re-
turned from Tokyo, where he has been head of the Korean delega-
tion to negotiate a Treaty of Friendship with the Japanese Govern-
ment.2 Dr. Yang has requested an appointment with you on April
29, at which time it is expected that he will wish to discuss the
progress of these negotiations.

Preliminary discussions looking toward the negotiation of a
Korean-Japanese Treaty of Friendship were opened at Tokyo on
October 20, 1951, under the exercise of good offices by SCAP, who
furnished an observer.?

Formal negotiations were commenced at Tokyo on February 15,
1952, on the basis of the following agenda:

1. Establishment of diplomatic relations.

2. Status of residents in Japan of Korean ancestry.

3. Settlement of claims between Korea and Japan.

4. Fishing rights.

5. Transfer of marine cables.

6. Establishment of a basis for subsequent negotiation of a Treaty
of Commerce and Navigation.

The formal negotiations have been conducted without the pres-
ence of an American observer. Initial progress was fairly smooth
and agreement was achieved on items 1 and 2 of the agenda with-
out undue difficulty. With respect to items 3 and 4, however, in-
creasingly serious disagreement has developed.

With regard to claims, the Japanese having offered monetary set-
tlement or settlement-in-kind for vessels having Korean registry as
of August 9, 1945 in an amount of one billion yen. The Koreans

1 Drafted by Arthur B. Emmons, III, Acting Officer in Charge of Korean Affairs.

2 The negotiations had been suspended on Apr. 25.

3 For a summary of this phase of the talks, sse Emmons’ memorandum of a con-
versation held on Dec. 12, 1951, between Ambassador Yang and Allison, in Foreign
Relations, 1951, vol. v, Part 1, p. 1311.
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have not as yet formally accepted this offer. The Korean delegation
has put forward a demand for the liquidated assets of branch prop-
erties in Japan of former Japanese-owned corporations having
headquarters in Korea, on the ground that such assets were vested
under United States Military Government Ordinance 33 to be
turned over to the Korean Government. The Japanese have intro-
duced what can be considered in the nature of a counter-claim for
private Japanese property in Korea, which the Koreans regard as
renounced by the Treaty of Peace with Japan.

Formally, the claims issue turns on the construction of Article 4
of the multilateral Treaty of Peace, (Tab A).* Article 4 (a) provides
that the disposition of property and claims between Japan and au-
thorities administering renounced territories shall be the subject of
special arrangements between Japan and such authorities, subject,
however, to paragraph 4(b). By paragraph 4(b), Japan recognizes
the validity of dispositions of Japanese property made by or pursu-
ant to United States Military Government directives. In the De-
partment’s opinion, the Japanese are precluded from asserting
claims to property in Korea, but are entitled to have the loss of
such property taken into account in connection with the special ar-
rangements contemplated by paragraph 4(a). Also, the Department
has taken the position that the property in Japan of Korean corpo-
rations which were beneficially Japanese-owned was not within the
jurisdiction of the United States Military Government in Korea
and has not become the property of the Republic of Korea. Hence,
with minor exceptions the mutual waiver of claims would appear
to be an equitable solution.

The Koreans, however, have insisted upon the unilateral with-
drawal of the Japanese claims before proceeding further with the
negotiations. By letter, dated March 25, 1952, Dr. Yang requested
an interpretation by the Department of Article 4(b) of the Treaty,
to assist the refutation of Japanese claims. A reply has been pre-
pared which supports the Korean position but goes on to indicate
that the loss of Japanese property in Korea is relevant to the con-
sideration of Korean claims under paragraph 4(a). Copies of this ex-
change of correspondence are attached for reference (Tab B).®

4 Not printed.

5 Not printed. The draft U.S. reply reads in part:

“The United States is of the opinion that by virtue of Article 4(b) of the Treaty of
Peace with Japan and the relevant directives and acts of the United States Military
Government in Korea all right, title and interest of Japan and of Japanese nation-
als in property within the jurisdiction of the Republic of Korea have been divested.
Accordingly, in the opinion of the United States, valid claim to such assets or to an
interest therein cannot be asserted by Japan. The disposition of such assets, which

Japan has recognized as valid in Article 4(b) of the Treaty, is relevant, however, in
Continued
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The fisheries question has also been a matter of great contention.
The Korean position was initially that the so-called MacArthur
Line established by SCAP, limiting the area in which Japanese
fishing boats could operate, should be written into the Japanese
Peace Treaty. The United States did not acquiesce in this request
and the Line has now been abolished. The Korean Government
then issued a unilateral declaration purporting to establish Korean
jurisdiction over extensive high seas areas surrounding the penin-
sula for fishing control purposes.® This declaration has received no
support either from the United States or other foreign nations.

We have urged upon both sides the desirability of negotiating a
fisheries agreement based upon the principle of conversation and
not upon an attempt to delimit high seas areas from which fisher-
men of either nation should be excluded. In so doing, it has been
pointed out that fishing treaties which have recently been negotiat-
ed by the United States are based upon the conservation principle.
The United States-Japanese-Canadian Treaty is an example. Fur-
thermore, the Japanese Government presumably would be willing
to follow the conservation principle in the current negotiations
with Korea and, in fact, has now expressed willingness for the
present unilaterally to restrict fishing operations of its nationals in
waters of mutual Japanese-Korean concern in accordance with this
principle. The Japanese are also willing to defer the fisheries issue
for later negotiation apart from the treaty.

In general, the negotiations on each side have been marked by
suspicion and by recrimination. One of the major problems is, of
course, the natural Korean distrust of the Japanese, and the Kore-
ans are most concerned over any claims from this powerful neigh-
bor which they consider to be extravagant. Much of this acrimony
unfortunately has been aired in the press or in public statements,
particularly on the part of Korean officials including the President,
the Foreign Minister, and even Dr. Yang himself, as head of the
Korean delegation (Tab C).7 The effect of this has been to create an

the opinion of the United States, in the consideration of the arrangements contem-
plated by Article 4(a) of the Treaty.”

The note was delivered without change on Apr. 29. (See the memorandum of con-
versation, infra.)

In a memorandum to Johnson dated Apr. 17, McClurkin had in part stated: “The
Mission at Tokyo has informed us that they believe the Japanese claims are largely
for bargaining purposes to counter the Korean claims and that they have, several
times, informed representatives of the Japanese Foreign Office of the inadvisability
of making such claims and thus exacerbating Korean-Japanese relations.”
(694.95B1/4-1252)

6 The boundary of this area became known as the “Rhee Line”.

7 Not found attached.
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emotional atmosphere in which it has been increasingly difficult to
reach any compromise solution.

Officers of the Department have on frequent occasions attempted
to dissuade the Korean Government through its Embassy in Wash-
ington from these outbursts, but with little success. As a matter of
policy, we have instructed our missions in Tokyo and Pusan to use
their good offices informally with each side in an effort to moder-
ate the differences which have arisen and to assist in the conclu-
sion of an equitable treaty. At the same time, however, it has been
considered unwise for the United States to intervene openly in the
negotiations, despite Korean anxiety that we do so, since it is be-
lieved that if the treaty is to have permanent value its terms must
be arrived at through independent negotiation, free from outside
pressure on either Government.

The Department has recommended to our missions in both coun-
tries that they suggest to the respective governments the holding
in abevance of the claims and fisheries issues for later negotiation,
and the prompt conclusion of a treaty disposing of the remaining
issues, most of which have now been resolved. It is important in
the interests of the stability of the Pacific area that Korea and
Japan take this major step forward in developing a sound and
friendly relationship.

Recommendations
In your discussion with Dr. Yang, it is recommended that:

(1) You stress the vital importance both to Korea and to the sta-
bility of the Far East of the early conclusion of a treaty which
places Korean-Japanese relations on a sound and equitable basis.

(2) You point out the necessity for a certain degree of flexibility
and willingness to compromise on each side, and the importance of
continuing the negotiations in an atmosphere of greater under-
standing. Dr. Yang’s attention might be called in a forceful manner
to the great damage which intemperate statements on his part and
on the part of other high officials of his government are causing to
any prospects for the satisfactory conclusion of this important
treaty, and he might be informed that we are making the same
representations to the Japanese.

If specific discussion arises as to methods of making progress, it
might be suggested to Dr. Yang in the case of the unresolved
claims issue that in the interests of moving ahead with the treaty
each side withdraw its claims to property in the territory of the
other or, alternatively, that negotiation on this issue be deferred to
a later date. With regard to fisheries, the suggestion might be
made that this issue also be left for further discussion outside of
the framework of the present negotiations.
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694.95B1/4-2952

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Secretary of State !

SECRET [WASHINGTON,] April 29, 1952.
Subject: Korean-Japanese Negotiations for a Treaty of Friendship

Participants: The Secretary
Dr. You Chan Yang, Korean Ambassador
Mr. Pyo Wook Han, Counselor, Korean Embassy
Mr. J. M. Allison, Assistant Secretary for Far
Eastern Affairs
Mr. A. B. Emmons, 3rd., Officer in Charge, Korean
Affairs

Ambassador Yang called on me at 3:45 this afternoon to discuss
the progress of the negotiations between the Korean and Japanese
Governments, looking toward the conclusion of a treaty of friend-
ship. Ambassador Yang explained that he had just returned from
representing the Korean Government at these negotiations in
Tokyo, and wished to bring the Department up to date concerning
his views on these negotiations. He handed me an Aide-Mémoire,
dated April 29, 1952, setting forth the views of the Republic of
Korea concerning certain phases of the negotiations (copy at-
tached). 2

The Ambassador briefly reviewed the course of the negotiations
to date, indicating that general agreement had been reached as to
the status of Korean residents in Japan. With regard to the settle-
ment of the status of Japanese vessels of Korean registry present
in Korean waters as of August 9, 1945, of which the Korean Gov-
ernment is asking restitution, the Ambassador stated that although
the Japanese had offered restitution of only some 6,000 tons, his
Government estimated that some 74,000 tons had actually been
present in Pusan alone.

The Ambassador pointed out, however, that the main stumbling
block concerned the matter of claims, explaining that the Japanese
Government had put forward claims to property rights and privi-
leges in Korea which, if accepted, would virtually mean the de-
struction of Korean sovereignty because of the size and scope of
such claims. He recalled that he had addressed a letter on this sub-
ject to the Department, dated March 25, 1952. Dr. Yang indicated
that the Japanese, furthermore, were demanding not only restitu-

1 Drafted by Emmons.
2 Not printed.
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tion of such property but also that it be returned in good condition,
despite the damage caused by the current hostilities. The Ambassa-
dor expressed his belief that were it not for the introduction of
these Japanese claims in the recent phase of the negotiations, the
other outstanding issues could easily be solved and that a treaty
could be signed with a minimum of delay. He insisted that the Jap-
anese claims were completely unwarranted and without foundation
and stated that Article 4 of the Japanese Peace Treaty clearly indi-
cated the untenable nature of such claims. Dr. Yang explained that
he had urged the Japanese delegation to withdraw these claims
and to proceed with the treaty; this they refused to do, and he had
therefore been forced to inform the Japanese delegation that fur-
ther progress on the treaty at this time appeared to be impossible.

The Ambassador stressed the fact that his delegation had en-
tered the negotiations in a friendly and frank spirit and had sought
sincerely to work out a fair basis for the conclusion of a treaty. He
claimed that the Japanese, however, had not responded in the
same spirit and that the introduction of their unreasonable proper-
ty claims indicated a clear lack of sincerity which largely nullified
the value of further negotiation with the Japanese.

The Ambassador went on to point out that while the Korean del-
egation had initially treated the Japanese property claims as a
matter of confidence, there had been continual Japanese leaks to
the press concerning it and that of necessity, once made public
their claims could not be allowed to stand unchallenged by the
Korean Government. He reluctantly had felt impelled, therefore, to
issue public statements in refutation of them, although there were
other confidential matters regarding the negotiations upon which
his delegation continued to maintain silence.

The Ambassador stated that his Government fully appreciated
the importance of establishing relations with Japan upon a sound
foundation, since both countries are menaced by Communism and
both are receiving very substantial United States aid, the objective
of which might be vitiated were relations between the two coun-
tries allowed to deteriorate. He emphasized, however, that the
Korean Government was helpless to proceed in the face of Japa-
nese insistence upon their clearly unfounded property claims.

I emphasized to Dr. Yang the great importance which the United
States attached to the establishment of firm and friendly relations
between Korea and Japan, and the profound influence which the
character of these relations would exercise over the stability of the
Far East. I stated that it was most unfortunate that the treaty ne-
gotiations had been allowed to become the subject of public conten-
tion between the two countries and urged strongly upon Dr. Yang
the importance of each side’s refraining from actions which would



JAPAN 1261

tend to create an atmosphere in which further negotiations would
be difficult or impossible.

I then referred to Dr. Yang’s letter of March 25 concerning Japa-
nese claims and informed him that a reply had been prepared in
which the United States clearly took the position that, in view of
the provisions of the Japanese Treaty, such claims could not be sus-
tained. 3 I pointed out, however, that while this was the case the
Department believed that the Japanese claims might properly be
considered as relevant in regard to any special arrangements
which might be worked out between the two countries dealing with
the disposition of property. I suggested that if the claims issue
could not readily be resolved in the current treaty negotiations
there would be great merit in undertaking discussions on this
matter as a separate issue, since I considered it to be most impor-
tant for Korea and Japan, as soon as possible, to work out a treaty
which would provide the basis for a full resumption of normal dip-
lomatic and other friendly relations.

With regard to the fisheries issue, I suggested that a fruitful ap-
proach might be for discussions to be conducted on the basis of a
conservation treaty rather than upon the establishment on any ar-
bitrary delimitation of high seas areas from which one side or the
other would be excluded. Dr. Yang replied that the Korean delega-
tion was prepared to discuss this whole fisheries question with the
Japanese in the most friendly spirit and was anxious to reach a
mutually satisfactory solution and that he had so stated to the Jap-
anese delegation. The approach which the Korean Government had
thus far favored, however, would provide a mutually agreed line
drawn in the straits of Tsushima to delimit areas in which the
boats of each nation could operate, thus avoiding the possibility of
direct conflict between Korean and Japanese fishermen. The Am-
bassador did not indicate, however, that the Korean Government
would insist upon such a formula in any future negotiations on the
fisheries question.

Mr. Allison pointed out that naturally the negotiations with the
Japanese were being carried on under very considerable difficulty
arising from the ill feeling which had inevitably resulted from 40
years of Japanese occupation of Korea. He stressed that for this
reason it was all the more important that a treaty of friendship be
concluded, at the earliest possible date, which would provide for a
sound foundation governing future Korean-Japanese relations. He
also urged upon Dr. Yang the desirability of leaving aside for the
moment any further discussion of the claims issue, and pointed out
that this matter would be susceptible of negotiation at any time

3 See footnote 5, supra.
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and should not be permitted to prejudice the outcome of the
present highly important negotiations; in any case, the Korean po-
sition would remain strong with regard to the property to which
the Japanese Government was laying claim since, as a practical
matter, the property was in Korean hands, and, in addition, the
Korean Government now had the assurance of the United States
that under the terms of the Japanese Treaty the Japanese Govern-
ment had no sound legal foundation for the position which they
had taken with respect to this property. Mr. Allison was of the
opinion that an agreement to discuss the matter in the future im-
plied no commitment as to ultimate disposition of this property.

I suggested that in any negotiation it was natural to assume that
each side would advance certain claims and counterclaims as a
matter of normal bargaining procedure. This did not mean, howev-
er, that either side was acting in bad faith or that such claims had
to be accepted. I indicated my belief that the present situation
might reflect such a maneuver, but that this should not be allowed
to disrupt the negotiations on the treaty.

Dr. Yang again remarked that his attitude toward the negotia-
tions had been one of sincerity and fairness and that his delegation
had consistently been prepared to meet the Japanese half-way in
the negotiations. He still believed, however, that the Korean Gov-
ernment could not afford to ignore the arbitrary action taken by
the Japanese in putting forward their unwarranted claims and
that little progress could be made unless these claims were with-
drawn. Dr. Yang agreed, however, to a suggestion that he discuss
the matter further with Mr. Allison and other officers of the De-
partment.

The Ambassador thanked me for this opportunity to express, in a
frank and friendly fashion, the views of his Government concern-
ing the treaty negotiations with Japan.

No. 566
611.93/5-2352: Telegram

The Ambassador in Japan (Murphy) to the Department of State

SECRET Tokyo, May 23, 1952—5 p.m.

229. For Allison eyes only. Last evening at dinner Prime Minis-

/ ter Yoshida blandly told me that he thought the Japanese could be
useful as a “fifth column” in China. He said that Ogata has had
three conversations with the Generalissimo in Formosa and he
hoped that eventually some understanding could be developed. He
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believed that the Chinese “who are much cleverer than we Japa-
nese” under present circumstances are not averse now to the idea
of a working arrangement. He thought that a good many Japanese
with valuable contacts on the Chinese mainland wld be available
for an effort in a number of regions.

Prime Minister added that Japan having made so many past
blunders “in China and elsewhere,” having failed as a military
power, shld now try the role of “honest broker”’. Perhaps as an in-
termediary, he said, Japan wld enjoy better success. Whatever hap-
pened a return to militarism should be avoided at all cost and with
his customary chuckle “we must of course remain democratic.”

I am not certain what, if any, value to attach to this volu