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I. Introduction
Some of logical consequences of the new defense strategy and the Nixon

Doctrine which were both formulated during the first year of the Nixon
Administration are as follows: the full normalization of relations between
the United States and the People’s Republic of China [PRC] (January 1,
1979); the subsequent termination of the Mutual Defense Treaty with
Taiwan (the end of 1979); the Sino-Japanese Peace and Friendship Treaty
(August 12, 1978); the withdrawal of American ground combat forces
from South Korea, which was announced to be held in abeyance on July
29, 1979 by President Carter; and Japan’s deepened defense cooperation
with the United States.

This essay is to give a brief description of the origins and the nature
of the Nixon Doctrine and the new defense strategy — the “one-and-one-
half-war” strategy—and the reversion of Okinawa to Japan and its mean-

ings for Japan.

II. A New Era of U. S. Foreign and Defense Policy

When President Nixon took office in 1969, the foreign policy subscribed
to by America since the end of World War II was on the wane. “A New
Era” of American foreign policy and defense strategy was now being
drafted. What required the United States to re-define its foreign and de-
fense policy for a new era?*

First, the European nations and Japan were emerging in the arena of
international politics as major economic powers and very potent com-
petitors of the United States, with political vitality and national self-
confidence, so that they were strong enough, on the one hand, to run
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counter to American interest and, on the other, to begin to share respon-
sibilities for the international pelitical situation.

Second, the once monolithic Communist world was shattered, resulting
in the growth of power of individual Communist nations with two centers
—one in Peking and the cther in Moscow.

Third, the Third World powers were emerging. There was a marked
disparity in power smong them. They represented a new surge of nation-
alism and increasing mdependence and self-confidence to the world poli-
tical scene.

Fourth, oonce the United States had enjoyed a superpower status with
a monopofy and overwhelming superiority of nuclear weapons by possess-
ing two military capabilities: (1) effectiveness and credibility of second
strike capability against nuclear attack by another country; and (2) the
intervention capability of deploying its military forces for combat almost
anywhere in the world. ¥ The United States had been the only nation
which possessed these two capabilities. However, the Soviet Union also
came to possess second strike capability and was then moving forward
in developing its intervention capability. Furthermore, the People’s Re-
public of China acquired nuclear weapons.

Fifth, the “isms” lost their vitality in the world of politics toward the
end of the 1960s.*> That is to say, the era of ideology seemed to be
dying away.

Sixth, many Americans were not unified; their morale was not very
high; they lost confidence in what their Government had been pursuing
since the end of World War II. Particularly, the Vietnam War caused
very deep and serious division at home, and many domestic problems,
such as poverty, violence, racial prejudice, and urbanization, were wait-
ing to be solved. There was an increasingly growing, fully understandable
fecling among Americans that they had taken on a disproportionate share
of global problems and that other peoples should share this burden with
them.

In sum, internationally the world changed drastically, moving from
bipolarity to multipolarity. The consensus cemented by the Cold War
consciousness was destroyed.®

III. Reassessment of U. S. Foreign Policy—The Nixon Doctrine



The years of American primacy since the end of World War II were
a period in the past. Under these circumstances the United States was
required to reassess its postwar foreign policy. Dr. Henry Kissinger,
the architect of Nixon’s foreign policy, indicated the necessity of U. S.
foreign policy assessment in saying: “An important task facing the govern-
ment is that of creating a new foundation of theory for the foreign
policy of the United States. We have reached a time when the notions
by which we were guided in the postwar period are dying away.”® This,
to be sure, was the most urgent task that the Nixon Administration had
to face, The result of this effort to create a new foundation of U. S.
foreign policy materialized as the so-called “Nixon (Guam) Doctrine.”

Prior to Nixon’s trip to Asia in the summer of 1969, he and Henry Kiss-
inger discussed how to relate American intentions to the concerns of
allies and friends, particularly in Asia, over the new strategy under the
Nixon Administration. On July 18 Henry Kissinger outlined the Admin-
istration’s philosophy for a post-Vietnam Asia in a backgrounder at the
White House:®

The issue of the nature of commitments in the United States oiten takes
the form of a discussion of legal obligations. But on a deeper level and
on the level that has to concern the President, the relationship of the United
States to other countries depends in part, of course, on the legal relation-
ships but more fundamentally on the conception the United States has
of its role in the world and on the intrinsic significance of the countries
in relationship to overall security and overall progress.

What we do want to discuss is, as I pointed out, how these countries
visualize their own future because, as one looks ahead to the next decade,
it is self-evident that the future of Asia, Southeast Asia, which we will
be visiting, will have to depend not on prescriptions made in Washington,
but on the dynamism and creativity and cooperation of the region.

We remain willing to participate, but we cannot supply all the concep-
tions and all the resources. The initiative has to move increasingly into

that region. For that reason, it is important that we consider our views
of their future.

About a month later, President Nixon on a stopover during his trip to
Asia gave an off-the-record press conference on the island of Guam, in
which he made two points clear: (1) the United States intention to keep
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all its treaty commitments, and (2) the United States encouragement that
Asian nations themselves should take responsibilities for their military
defense, except for the threat of 2 major power involving nuclear weapons.
And he went on to note: “I want to be sure that our policies in the
future all over the world, in Asia, Latin America, Africa and the rest,
reduce American involvement.”” So July 25, it is safe to say, marks the
date in which the U. S. shifted its stance after twenty years of unchanged
postwar foreign policy.

In his remarks at Guam, President Nixon for the first time introduced
a new element into U. S. foreign policy towards Asia. From now on, the
U. S. would maintain a lower profile. This initial fruit of the Nixon
Doctrine has its seed in his essay in the October, 1967, issue of Foreign
Affairs. Nixon writes:

I am not arguing that the day is past when the United States would
respond militarily to Communist threats in the less stable parts of the
world, or that a unilateral response to a unilateral request for help is
out of the question.  But other nations must recognize that the role of
the United States as world policeman is likely to be limited in the
future. To ensure that a U. S. response will be forthcoming if needed,
machinery must be created that is capable of meeting two conditions:
(a) a collective effort by the nation of the region to contain the threat
by themselves; and, if that effort fails, (b) a collective request to the
United States for assistance.®
In this citation he hinted at the necessity of revising American foreign
policy principles established by the idea of containmént, ‘as seen for ex-
ample in the Truman Doctrine and the Marshall Plan of 1947, to cite
just a few documents. To be sure, in a drastically changed world the
United States needs a “policy for a world it can neither escape nor
dominate.” Such kind of a possible policy is the Nixon Doctrine, be-
cause the doctrine is not aimed at isolationism, nor at withdrawal of
U. S. forces, but at a reduction of U. S. involvement, discarding the idea
of policing the world, and guarding its own national security interests.
“The Nixon Doctrine,” Nixon writes in his Memoirs, “was not a formula
for getting America oyt of Asia, but one that provided the only sound
basis for America’s staying iz and continuing to play a responsible role
helping the non-Communist nations and neutrals as well as our Asian
allies to defend their independence.”®
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After all, the Nixon Doctrine is a product of an idea based on a balance
of choice. This can be justified in President Nixon’s remark: “Let us
not...pose a false choice between meeting our responsibilities abroad and
meeting the needs of our people at home.”* That is to say, his policy
is one based on apparent world trends and the weariness on the part of
Americans to overextend their commitments clearly produced in the pro-
tracted war in Vietnam. The United States, Nixon states, “cannot live in
isolation if it expects to live in peace,”'® and “the way to peace is not
by giving up our friends or letting down our allies.”'® In order to
build a structure of world peace, the United States is not permitted to
have any intention of withdrawing from the world. The only issue before
the United States is to formulate a policy or a doctrine with a thought
of “how we can be most effective in meeting our responsibilities, protecting
our interests, and thereby building peace.”'®

IV. Three Elements in the Nixon Doctrine

The new doctrine seeks to reflect four possible realities: (1) a major
American role in foreign affairs remains indispensable; (2) other nations
can and should assume greater responsibilities; (3) the change in the
strategic relationship calls for new doctrines; (4) the emerging polycen-
trism of the Communist world presents different challenges and new
opportunities.’® Based on these realities apparent in the world, President
Nixon clearly formulated first in his Vietnamization speech of November
3, 1969, and secondly in his Foreign Policy Report of February 18, 1970,
the Nixon Doctrine containing the following three elements as guidelines
for new U. S. foreign policy:

First, the United States will keep all of its treaty commitments. Second,
the United States shall provide a shield if a nuclear power threatens the
freedom of a nation allied with it or of a nation whose survival it con-
siders vital to its security. Third, in cases involving other types of
aggression the United States shall furnish military and economic assist-
ance when requested in accordance with its treaty commitments. But
the U. S. shall look to the nation directly threatened to assume the
primary responsibility of providing the manpower for its defense.1®

In order to carry out the new direction in U. S. foreign policy under

the Nixon Doctrine, three basic principles are required as guiding prin-
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ciples: (1) a partnership which guides U. S. relations with all friendly
nations; (2) strength; and (3) a willingness to negotiate.!” With these
three guiding principles, the Nixon Doctrine aims at animating all the
fields of U. S. foreign policy in its economic, defense, negotiating, and
global postures. :

V. Okinawa Reversion in harmony with the Nixon Doctrine

U. S. foreign policy toward Japan under the Nixon Doctrine aimed at
forcing Japan to reassess the importance of its ties with the United States
in a drastically changed world——particularly in the face of the possible
realization of the Sino-U. S. rapprochement, the subsequent easing of ten-
sions in East Asia, and forcing Japan both to play a more autoncmous
role in world affairs and to create a more reciprocal and equal relationship
with the United States.

In his 1970 message on U. S. foreign policy President Nixon articulated
the importance of Japan within the framework of the Nixon Doctrine as
follows:

Our cooperation with Japan will be crucial to our efforts to help other
Asian nations develop in peace. Japan’s partnership with us will be a
key to the success of the Nixon Doctrine in Asian.... A sound relation-
ship with Japan is crucial in our common effort to secure peace, security
and a rising living standard in the Pacific area.'®

Around the end of the 1960s Japan was approaching a turning point
of great importance in its relationships with the United States. In the
economic field, Japan had emerged not only as the largest overseas trad-
ing partner of the United States but its largest competitor. To be sure,
Japan was considered to be a great and leading industrial as well as an
economic power—the third economic power in the world. It was natural
that Japan as a leading industrial nation should desire a more “independent”
foreign policy. There was the “growing nationalistic urge in Japan to
get out from under America’s shadow.”®

On the part of the United States, frustrated by the protracted war in
Vietnam, there was felt a growing need to re-define American commit-
ments abroad.

On both sides of the Pacific Ocean, opinion leaders and intellectuals
began to put emphasis on the growing need for Japan and the United
States to formulate and conduct a realistic foreign policy in response to
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the changing realities at home and abroad. Edwin O. Reischauer
writes:

American policies toward Japan must be formulated in the light of Ja-
pan’s potential role in Asia and the sensitivities in Japanese-American
relations. There is no reason for the United States to oppose either of
the ground swells in Japan toward lessened dependence on American
military defense and greater independence of American foreign policy.
Only a Japan that feels independent of American domination in foreign
policy will be able to see clearly the basic identity of Japanese and
American interests or will be able to be an effective element in a multiple
balance of forces in Asia. If a lessening of dependence on American
military defense helps the Japanese gain this sense of independence of
American foreign policy, this would be a helpful step.2®

Richard Nixon wrote about the relations with Japan in Foreign Affairs
in October, 1976:

Looking toward the future, one must recognize that it simply is not
realistic to expect a nation moving into the first rank of major power to
be totally dependent for its own security on another nation, however
close the ties .... Not to trust Japan today with its own armed forces
and with responsibility for its own defense would be to place its people
and its government under a disability which, whatever its roots in painful
recent history, ill accords with the role Japan must play in helping
secure the common safety of non-Communist Asia.2?

At the same time. Richard Nixon never forgot to write about the im-
portance of the U. S. role in Asia, in concert with the impertance of
Japanese role in regional security:

Weary with war, disheartened with allies, disillusioned with aid, dis-
mayed at domestic crises, many Americans are heeding the call of the
new isolationism. And they are not alone; there is a tendency in the
whole Western world to turn inward, to become parochial and isolation-
ist—dangerously so. But there can be neither peace nor security a gener-
ation hence unless we recognize now the massiveness of the forces at
work in Asia, where more than half the world’s people live and where
the greatest explosive potential is lodged.2»

To a great extent, America’s Asian policy under the Nixon Doctrine was
directed towards Japan. “Japan’s partnership with us,” President Nixon
said, “will be a key to the success of the Nixon Doctrine.”?® In response
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to the growing nationalism manifested in the pressures in Japan for
reversion of.Okinawa and in order not to worsen the American defense
relationship with Japan, the Nixon Administration decided to re-examine
its policy toward Japan, listing Okinawa among the "priority issues to be
examined.

By the way, the problem of Okinawa had been pointed out by several
opinion leaders and intellectuals both in Japan and the United States. In
1967, for instance, Edwin O. Reischauer wrote as follows:

There is one problem in our defense relationship with Japan, however,
that has become more serious over the last few years. This is the
problem of Okinawa, or the Ryukyus. The more that Japanese selfcon-
fidence has recovered, the greater has become the problem of American
military administration over the million Japanese inhabitants of these
islands . ... The demand for full reversion of Ckinawa to Japanese
administration, however, will inevitably keep growing . ... Today this
constitutes perhaps the gravest problem in Japanese-American relations.2®

In 1968 he also wrote, “We shall either continue to have a friendly
defense relationship ‘with Japan and bases in both Japan proper and
Okinawa, if these are needed, or we shall have effective bases in neither
and a hostile Japan to boot.” He went as far as to write “It is high time
that we solved the Okinawa problem. The islands must be returned to
Japan by 1970, or at least a clear, early date for their return must be
fixed by that time.”?®

Before Richard Nixon's inauguration, the problem of Okinawa was
apparently a “problem of when and how rather than of what,” and if a
mutual agreement as to when and how Okinawa should be returned to
Japan was not made before 1970, it was likely that this problem would
result in a deterioration of Japanese-American relations.?® On April 25 at
a Review Group meeting and on April 30 at an NSC meeting, it was decided
that under the Nixon Doctrine the Government would encourage Japan—
the keystone of U. S. Pacific policy—to play in place of the United States
a larger political role to some extent in a post-Vietnam Asia, and to
make moderate increases in Japan's defense capability, even though the
United States would not apply pressure on Japan to develop substantially
larger forces. To be sure, the Nixon Administration hoped that the return
of Okinawa could “serve as an incentive for Japan to assume greater
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responsibility for Asian stability and defense.”’ President Nixon wrote
in his State of the World message for 1970 that “we chose the second
course [the strengthening of our relationship with Japan over a long term]
because our cooperation with Japan will be crucial to our efforts to help
other Asian nations develop in peace.”?®’ Under the Nixon Doctrine, the
United States wanted Japan to involve itself into the framework of U. S.
military strategy as an equal partner.

As the 1960s drew to a close, there was growing a new nationalism in
Japan. The Japanese wanted less dependence on American military defense
and greater independence from American foreign policy. They were also
urging for diplomatic activities in order to acquire international tutelage
more proper to the economic power of the country itself. These move-
ments were being supported for two reasons. The escalation of the Viet-
nam War gave rise to a dissatisfaction among most of the Japanese peo-
ple with the security treaty relations with the United States. And about
twenty years of national efforts had brought their country to the status
of the third economic power in the world.

A new nationalism had produced a consciousness of “autonomous de-
fense,” which meant that the Japanese should have its own defense
capabilities, while still under the American security umbrella. In October
1970, Yasuhito Nakasone, Director General of the Defense Agency, made
public a paper called Nippon no Boei [Defense of Japan]—Japan’s first
White Paper on Defense. He supported a buildup of an “autonomous
defense capability” for the Self Defense Forces. The basic concepts were:
(1) All military strategies are exclusively defensive; (2) Japan will take
an independent or autonomous defense position under the Japan-U. S.
Security system; (8) Japan will formulate a concept of a “non-nuclear
medium sized nation” with appropriate defense responsibilities.?®’

Japan was willing to play a gradually growing significant role in Asia
without assuming security responsibilities outside of her land within the
framework of the Japan-U. S. Security Treaty system. The article written
by Kiichi Aichi, then Foreign Minister, is significant enough to under-
stand the intention on the part of the Japanese Government to invclve
itself in a new relationship with the United States under the Nixon
Doctrine by the materialization of the reversion of Okinawa to its sover-
eignty. His article reads: 3%
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Obviously a simple transfer of peacekeeping responsibilities in Asia from
the United States to Japan is out of the question because of Japan's
constitutional limitation and the great disparity in both actual and
potential military power between our two countries.

. it is reasonable to assume that for some time to come there will
be no substitute for the continuing presence of American deterrent power
to counter effectively any designs for large-scale military adventures in
the area.

Japan’s Self-Defense Forces are now making an important contribution to
the keeping of the peace in East Asia because of the vital role they
play in guaranteeing the primary defense of Japan. As a result, the
American military presence is able to devote itself to the ultimate
mission which it alone is equipped to perform: the deterrence of major
war. This same division of labor will be applicable to Okinawa, after
reversion, when Japan will be prepared to assume full responsibility for
local security against aggression.

VI. Okinawa Negotiations

On January 21, the day after Nixon’s Inauguration, Henry Kissinger
ordered an inter-agency study of U. S. policy toward Japan, particularly
Okinawa. After several meetings the Nixon Administration arrived at
an understanding that the reversion of Okinawa was “politically im-
perative,” even though the Joint Chiefs of Staff thought that U. S.
Okinawa bases were inestimably valuable from a military and strategic
point of view.’t

The Administration worked so fast that by the end of April it achieved
a consensus on the major principles regarding U. S. and Japanese rela-
tionships. It was agreed that Japan was the cornerstone of U. S. Asian
policy, that it must be a fundamental cbjective by the U. S. to make the
relationship strong, that the United States would seek to continue the
Security Treaty without amendment after 1970, and that the U. S. would
encourage Japan to play a larger political role in Asia and to make
moderate increases in its defense capability, though the U. S. would not
put pressure on Japan to develop substantially larger forces.

An agreement was made with regard to these major principles at an
April 25 Review Group meeting and President Nixon approved them at
an April 30 NSC meeting.??



What is important is the problem of Japan’s assumption of greater
responsibility for maintaining peace and stability in Asia. This problem
was summed up by Alex Johnson, the Under Secretary of State for
Political Affairs and a former Ambassador to Japan: “If properly handled,
our reversion of Okinawa could serve as an incentive for Japan to assume
greater responsibility for Asian stability and defense.”®® On May 21
Takezo Shimoda made an emphatic response to Henry Kissinger, who
discussed Japan’s view of its future role in Asia along this line. Shimoda
agreed that Japan would willingly assume Asian responsibilities to a far
greater degree, if the Okinawa prcblem were settled in 1969.%%

In June, 1969, the Okinawa negotiations were formally and diplomatically
commenced between the two countries. Foreign Minister Kiichi Aichi set
forth Japan’s basic positicns concerning the reversion, which are cited
above in his Foreign Affairs article. And in late July in Tokyo Secretary
of State William P. Rogers and Kiichi Aichi discussed the problem of
reversion to Japan of administrative rights over Okinawa. On August 3,
Rogers confirmed in a press conference that the United States in principle
had agreed to turn over Okinawa to Japanese sovereignty’®

Under the Nixon Doctrine and through the Okinawa negotiat.oxs, the
United States was successful in drawing Japan into the framework of the
Japan-U. S. Security Treaty system. A joint statement by Prime Mirﬁster
Eisaku Sato and President Nixon on November 21, 1969, is nothing more
than a statement of Japan’s positive participation in the U. S. Asian
policy based on the Nixon Doctrine. In connection with this, Rogers’
statement before the hearings on Okinawa reversion treaty on October
27, 1971, is significant. He testified to the effect that the United States
was going to maintain its interest in Asia and in the Pacific area, and
that it was going to continue to play a very important role in the area,
even though it could see an increasingly important role for Japan to play.
He went on to say that “We hope and expect that Japan will play an
increasingly important role in Asia. I have referred to the military aspects
of increased budget for military purposes with Japan proper,” and that
in larger framework of international political environment the Okinawa
reversion “would be a further step in carrying out the principles of the
Nixon Doctrine.”?®

At the same hearings, Rogers answered that “under the terms of the
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treaty, Japan.has agreed to assume responsibility for the defense of
Okinawa against outside attack....Well, they will develop a military
capability on Okinawa which does not now exist.”® When asked whether
Japan would have to increase her military forces in order to meet the
capability to take her responsibility to defend Okinawa, Rogers replied
that “there will have to be an increase and they are prepared to do
that.,”*® Thus the Okinawa reversion marked a turning point in the post-
World War II Japan-U. S. relations. It opened the door to Japan’s gradual
strengthening of its Self-Defense Forces in two ways: by taking on the
responsibility of the defense burden once assumed by the United States,
and by serving as a sort of impetus for Japan’s gradual development
of its own security, independent of the United States.

VII. New Defense Strategy—One-and-One-Half-War Strategy

The Nixon Doctrine is a product on a glcbal scale of the new U. S. de-
fense strategy. During most of the 1960s, prior to the Nixon Administra-
tion the United States nominally had planned forces for a “twoc-and-one-
half-war” strategy, the two major wars being the one in Europe between
NATO and the Warsaw Pact and the other one between the United States
and Chinese-supported forces in Asia.*® According to this strategy, the
United States was expected to maintain enough forces to defend NATO
for three months against the Soviet Union, to defend Korea or Southeast
Asia against a full-scale attack from the People’s Republic of China, and
to cope with a minor contingency.*®

A reexamination of the military strategy undertaken by Henry Kis-
singer and his staff produced the finding that this strategy was ineffec-
tive and that above all it was beyond U. S. capability, because the force
levels the “two-and-one-half-war” strategy required had not been reached,
and particularly because the strategy was found to have been based on
an unrealistic assumption—a possible simultaneous attack by both the
PRC and the Soviet Union despite the Sinc-Soviet conflict or “demonstra-
ble antagonism between the two major Communist powers.”4

Recognition of the strife between the PRC and the Soviet Union made
it possible for the Nixon Administration to establish the “one-and-one-
half-war” strategy. President Nixon reported: “The prospects for a coor-
dinated two-front attack on our allies by Russia and China are low both
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because of the risks of nuclear war and the improbability of Sino-Soviet
cooperation. In any event, we do not believe that such a coordinated
attack should be met primarily by U. S. conventional forces.”®

President Nixon, based on Henry Kissinger’s recommendation of October
2, 1969, decided to adopt a “one-and-one-half-war” strategy—Strategy 2
which “would maintain forces capable of either a NATO initial defense
or a defense against a full-scale Chinese attack in Korea or Southeast
Asia. That is, we would not maintain forces to fight on a large scale in
Europe and Asia simultaneously.”?® President Nixon reported:

In the effort to harmonize doctrine and capability, we chose what is best
described as the “one and one-half war” strategy. Under it we will
maintain in peace-time general purpose forces adequate for simultaneously
meeting a major Communist attack in either Europe or Asia, assisting
allies against non-Chinese threats in Asia, and contending with a con-
tingency elsewhere4®

The adoption of the “one-and-one-half-war” strategy meant that the
United States military policy did not see the People’s Republic of China
[PRC] as a principal threat, and that it distinguished the purposes of
the PRC from those of the Soviet Union.*® This change in attitude
toward the PRC was made public in the President’s first Foreign Policy
Report on January 18, 1970, two days before the Warsaw meeting: “The
Chinese are a great and vital people who should not remain isclated from
the international community. In the long run, no stable and enduring in-
ternational order is conceivable without the contribution of this nation
of more than 700 million people. ... many of our basic interests are not in
conflict [with the PRC}.... it is certainly in our interests, and in the
interest of peace and stability in Asia and the world, that we take what
steps we can toward improved practical relations with Peking.”4®

In formulating the “one-and-cne-half-war” strategy, the U. S. took
advantage of the conflict between the PRC and the Soviet Union, even
though President Nixon did not express which side he would take in the
conflict.*”” However, his Administration was in favor of the PRC against
the Soviet Union.

A new national security strategy of realistic deterrence was spelled
out, which was designed to prevent wars “by furthering the President’s
goal of building a viable structure of peace based on adequate strength,



true partnership, and meaningful negotiations.™® Defense Report on
President Nixow's Stralegy for Peace: Toward a National Securilty Strategy
of Realistic Deterrence and Annual Dezfense Department Repori FY
197 3: National Security Sirvategy of Realistic Detervence show that the
new strategy is named the National Security Strategy of Realistic
Deterrence. According to the reports, its aim is “to discourage—and even-
tually to eliminate—the use of military force as a means by which one
nation seeks to impose its will upon another,” and it seeks to “deter war,
but insures adequate capabilities to protect our nation and its interests
should deterrence fail.”®

The strategy is also based on the central thesis that the Unitea States
will take part in the defense and development of allies and friends, but
it cannot—and will not—*“conceive ¢/l the plans, design al/ the programs,
execute ¢l/ the decisions and undertake g/l the defense of the free
nations of the world.”s®

Based on this aim and thesis, the United States is determined to
provide adequate military forces so that it may deter war with its
friends and allies.’”> In other words, the three key elements of which
the Nixon Doctrine consists require a new defense strategy, in which
the three basic criteria for national security planning are established.’®

1. Preservation by the United States of an adequate strategic nuclear
capability as the cornerstone of the Free World’s nuclear deterrent.
2, Development and/or continued maintenance of Free World forces
that are effective, and minimize the likelihood of requiring the employ-

ment of strategic nuclear forces if deterrence should fail

3. An International Security Assistance Program that will enhance self-
defense capabilities throughout the Free World, and, when coupled
with diplomatic and other actions, will encourage regional cooperation
and/or security agreements among friends and allies of the United
States.

These three basic criteria are implemented by four guidelines: (1)
In deterring strategic nuclear warfare primary reliance will continue to
be placed on U. S. strategic deterrent forces; (2) In deterring theater
nuclear warfare the U. S. also has primary responsibility, but certain of
our allies are able to share this responsibility by virtue of their own
nuclear capabilities; (3) In deterring theater conventional warfare—for
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example, a major war in Europe—U.S. and allied forces share responsibility;
(4) In deterring subtheater or localized warfare, the country or ally which
is threatened bears the primary burden, particularly for providing man-
power, but when U. S. interests or obligations are at stake we must be
prepared to provide assistance as appropriate.’® In other words, the
United States expects or asks its allies and friends to share the burdens
of defense by enhancing partnership, one of the three guiding principles
under the Nixon Doctrine. |

VIII. Improved Sinoc-U. S. Relations and Deepened Japan-U. S. Military
Cooperation

The establishment of full diplematic relations between the People’s
Republic of China and the United States was made on January 1, 1979.
It was a logical consequence of the Nixon Doctrine and the new military
strategy, which also took into consideration the Sinc-Soviet strife. Also
as a result of the Nixon Doctrine, there has been a growing awareness
of the importance of Japan-U. S. relations, military, political, and eco-
nomic, in order to assure the security and stability in East Asia. The
Guidelines for Japan-United States Defense Cooperation agreed on Nov-
ember 27, 1978, have opened the door for joint planning and exercises and
greater cooperation in many key defense areas. To cite one example of such
joint exercises, on October 23, 1979, Maritime Self-Defense Force Chief
of Staff Yohei Ogawa announced that the Maritime Self-Defense Force
would participate in a joint mid-Pacific naval manuever to take place in
spring, 1980, by the United States, Canada, Australia and New Zealand.**

Mike Mansfield, U. S. Ambassador to Japan, said on June 16, 1978, “you
know that the United States and Japan are much more to each other
than economic partners and competitors. We are military allies joined
in a mutual security treaty which is vital- to the preservation of security
and stability in Northeast Asia.”®® {Emphasis added).

To sum up, United States foreign and defense policies formulated and
executed under the Nixon Administration and continued by Presidents
Gerald R. Ford and Jimmy Carter have produced improved trilateral
relations between the United States, Japan, and the People’s Republic of
China, to the favor of the United States, in East Asia. Richard C. Hol-
brooke, Assistant Secretary for East Asian and Pacific Affairs, said in
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his speech “Changing Perspectives of U. S. Policy in East Asia” on June
16, 1978:

From the standpoint of security, the strategic balance that exists today
among the four most powerful countries in the region(East Asia]—China,
Japan, the Soviet Union, and the United States—is clearly in our nation’s
interests. Although important differences remain with Peking, it is fair
to say that the United States, China, and Japan share an interest in
maintaining that stability—a significant and hopeful change from the
pattern of the past half century in which U. S. Far Eastern policy con-
stantly required us to choose, in effect, between China and Japan. This
situatioh, true only since Henry Kissinger’s 1971 trip to Peking, has
created dramatic new opportunities throughout Asia. It is one of our main
tasks not to lose these opportunities—which are diplomatic, strategic,
political, and economic—through inattention, inaction, or misunder-
standing.’®
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