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THE SEARCH F O R  SECURITY THROUGH 
C O L L E C T I V E  D E F E N S E  

25 F e b r u a r y  1964 

G E N E R A L  STOUGHTON:  G e n t l e m e n :  Our  s p e a k e r  th i s  m o r n i n g ,  
D r .  A r n o l d  W o l f e r s ,  is  s u c h  a d i s t i n g u i s h e d  p e r s o n  tha t  he h a r d l y  
n e e d s  an i n t r o d u c t i o n  to an a u d i e n c e  l ike  t h i s .  He has  had a long  a s -  
s o c i a t i o n  wi th  m i l i t a r y  and  e d u c a t i o n a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s .  

D r .  W o l f e r s  is  a r e c o g n i z e d  a u t h o r i t y  in h is  f i e ld  bo th  a t  h o m e  
and a b r o a d .  I know of no one tha t  we cou ld  have  go t ten  who cou ld  
d i s c u s s  b e t t e r  fo r  us the s u b j e c t  fo r  t oday ,  "The  S e a r c h  fo r  S e c u r i t y  
T h r o u g h  C o l l e c t i v e  D e f e n s e .  " 

It is  a r e a l  p l e a s u r e  to w e l c o m e  b a c k  to the I n d u s t r i a l  C o l l e g e  
and to p r e s e n t  to the C l a s s  of 1964 D r .  A r n o l d  W o l f e r s .  

D r .  W o l f e r s .  

DR.  W O L F E R S :  G e n e r a l  S toughton  and M e m b e r s  of the I n d u s t r i a l  
C o l l e g e :  T o d a y  I f e e l  a l i t t l e  i n a d e q u a t e .  I u n d e r s t a n d  tha t  m y  f r i e n d ,  
S e c r e t a r y  T y l e r ,  d i s c u s s e d  NATO wi th  you  y e s t e r d a y .  You r e a l i z e  
tha t  he has  a l l  the  i n s i d e  k n o w l e d g e  and I have  only  the ou t s i de  k n o w -  
l e d g e .  It r e m i n d s  m e  a l i t t l e  of the two cows  who w e r e  s t a n d i n g  in 
the f i e l d .  The  m i l k  t r u c k  c a m e  by .  It s a id  on i t ,  " P a s t e u r i z e d ,  E n -  
r i c h e d  wi th  V i t a m i n s ,  and H o m o g e n i z e d .  " One cow sa id  to the o t h e r ,  
"It  m a k e s  one f ee l  i n a d e q u a t e ,  d o e s n ' t  i t ? "  

S p e a k i n g  a b o u t  "The  S e a r c h  fo r  S e c u r i t y  T h r o u g h  C o l l e c t i v e  D e -  
f e n s e ,  " I th ink  tha t  we wi l l  a g r e e  tha t  c o l l e c t i v e  d e f e n s e  is  a kind of 
new e x p r e s s i o n  for  wha t ,  t h r o u g h  the c e n t u r i e s ,  has  b e e n  c a l l e d  
a l l i a n c e s .  We w e r e  a l i t t l e  s h y  about  u s i n g  the w o r d  " a l l i a n c e ,  " a f t e r  
the  w a r .  It w a s  no t  p o p u l a r  in th i s  c o u n t r y ,  wh i l e  c o l l e c t i v e  s e c u r i t y ,  
u n d e r  the U . N . ,  was  v e r y  p o p u l a r ,  so c o l l e c t i v e  d e f e n s e  s e e m e d  a 
n i c e  way  of b r i d g i n g  the gulf  b e t w e e n  the two.  M o r e o v e r ,  in the U . N .  
c h a r t e r ,  n a t i o n s  a r e  g iven  the r i g h t  to i n d i v i d u a l  o r  c o l l e c t i v e  d e f e n s e - -  
" c o l l e c t i v e  s e l f - d e f e n s e "  i t  s a y s  in the U . N .  c h a r t e r .  T h i s  was  a 
l oopho le  t h r o u g h  w h i c h  one cou ld  s m u g g l e  in the old a l l i a n c e  as  a 
m e a n s  by  w h i c h  n a t i o n s  cou ld  m a k e  t h e m s e l v e s  m o r e  s e c u r e .  

1 



442 2 

]But, actually, what it comes to is a return and for this country 
a new beginning in the field of alliances, which you know have always 
been regarded by nations in danger, by nations that felt insecure, as 
an important supplement to their own national armaments. Now, 
alliances are a supplement provided they add to a country's national 
security in the same sense as armaments add or give security. 

The problem was, after the war, that the United States needed 
such supplementation of its Armed Forces, and, as you know, as 
early as 1947 the decision was reached. It was not really a purpose- 
ful, intentional move, but it turned out to be a turning point in Ameri- 
can foreign policy. The decision was reached that this country was 
going to line up with other countries in peacetime with a view to the 
danger threatening from enemy countries. 

The decision to go into the United Nations was not of the same 
nature. Here was a different concept. One was not thinking in terms 
of enemy countries but merely of the possibility of future aggression, 
and, as you know, it provided for a commitment by all member nations 
to participate in sanctions against aggressors, wherever they might 
turn up. 

But this was not the same as the decision to line up with others 
against a specific common foe. It was only when the cold war set 
in and we were aware of the fact that we might be faced again with a 
conqueror in Eurasia that this country decided not to repeat its former 
procedure of waiting until the war was under way but to go in before 
that and see whether it might not prevent the outbreak of war by throw- 
ing its weight on the side of those who might become the victims of 
soviet aggression. It was definitely with an eye to the Soviet Union 
that we entered into this new phase of our history, the establishment 
of collective defense agreements, starting in Europe and then moving 
out, as we shall see, and as you know, to the other parts of the en- 

dangered world. 

It does need a word concerning the usefulness of alliances to the 
United States. It is not by any means as obvious as it has been in 
European history, most of the time, when the countries that were 
endangered by their neighbors would find it necessary, particularly 

the continental ones, to line up together in order to strengthen their 
position--France with Russia, Germany with Austria, and so forth. 
This repeated itself, as you know, through the centuries. 
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I say it was not as obvious in the case of the United States that 
to do so was a way of increasing our own security. If we look at the 
world today, one might ask one's self whether thesd alliances are 
not making us more insecure. One cannot help thinking back to the 
warnings of George Washington, warning this country of entangling 
alliances. Aren't we simply entangling ourselves in the quarrels of 
other nations? Are we not endangering ourselves? It is a question 
we do not even like to ask ourselves any more, because we have de- 
cided that it is not true, but I think it is a good thing to realize what 
the argument is that justifies this rather extraordinary policy by 
which a country separated from the danger zones by great oceans 
commits itself to the defense of countries, most of them very weak 
countries that are extremely vulnerable and thousands of miles away 
from us. The argument is simply that this country has had the ex- 
periences of World War I and World War II in which it discovered 
that, if war breaks out across the.oceans and a conqueror begins to 
roll across Eurasia, this country inevitably becomes involved be- 
cause of the indirect threat to our security. 

W h e n  we  e n t e r e d  i n t o  t h e s e  a l l i a n c e s ,  t h e r e  w a s  s t i l l  n o  d i r e c t  
t h r e a t .  T h e r e  w a s  n o t  a c o u n t r y  in  t h e  w o r l d  t h a t  c o u l d  a t t a c k  t h e  
U n i t e d  S t a t e s .  I t  h a s  h a p p e n e d  o n l y  in  t he  l a s t  f e w  y e a r s ,  w h e n  t h e  
S o v i e t s  e q u i p p e d  t h e m s e l v e s  w i t h  l o n g - r a n g e  b o m b e r s  a n d  l o n g - r a n g e  
r o c k e t s ,  t h a t  f o r  t h e  f i r s t  t i m e  t h i s  c o u n t r y  b e c a m e  d i r e c t l y  t h r e a t e n -  
ed  b y  a f o r e i g n  c o u n t r y .  A n d  d o  n o t  f o r g e t  t h a t ,  a s  f a r  a s  t h e  d i r e c t  
t h r e a t  i s  c o n c e r n e d  e v e n  t o d a y ,  t h e r e  i s  v e r y  l i t t l e  t h e  a l l i e s  c a n  d o  
to  h e l p  u s  m e e t  t h a t  t h r e a t .  T h e  w a y  to m e e t  t h e  s o v i e t  n u c l e a r  
t h r e a t  i s  to  h a v e  n u c l e a r  f o r c e s  of  a s t r a t e g i c  c h a r a c t e r  in  t h i s  c o u n -  
t r y ,  a n d  t h e  a l l i e s  c a n  a t  b e s t  g i v e  u s  s o m e  m a r g i n a l  a s s i s t a n c e .  

So w h a t  we  w e r e  o u t  f o r  w e r e  n o t  m u t u a l - a s s i s t a n c e  p a c t s  in  t h e  
o ld  s e n s e  of  a l l i a n c e s ,  b u t  p a c t s  b y  w h i c h  w e  c o m m i t  o u r s e l v e s  to  
t h e  d e f e n s e  of  r a t h e r  r e m o t e  c o u n t r i e s ,  t h e  r e a s o n  b e i n g  w h a t  w e  
r e a l i z e  t h a t  w h a t  h a p p e n s  to  t h e m  w o u l d  in  t h e  e n d  h a p p e n  to  u s .  If 
t h e  S o v i e t - C h i n e s e  b l o c  g o t  c o n t r o l  o v e r  E u r a s i a ,  t h e  o f f s h o r e  i s l a n d s  
w o u l d  go ,  a n d  t h i s  c o u n t r y  w o u l d  f i n d  i t s e l f  i s o l a t e d ,  in  a w o r l d  d o m i -  
n a t e d  b y  t h e  C o m m u n i s t s .  

T h e  r a t i o n a l e  b e h i n d  o u r  a l l i a n c e s ,  I w o u l d  s a y  t h e n ,  w h e t h e r  we  
w e r e  a w a r e  o f  i t  o r  n o t ,  i s  a n  a t t e m p t  to  c r e a t e  a s t e a d y  w o r l d  b a l a n c e  
of  p o w e r  i n  w h i c h  we  a r e  s a f e  a g a i n s t  a d r i v e  by  t he  C o m m u n i s t s  to  
g a i n  w o r l d  d o m i n a t i o n  o r  to  t i p  t he  b a l a n c e  i r r e v e r s i b l y  in  t h e i r  o w n  
f a v o r .  
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If  y o u  n o w  l o o k  a t  t h e  a l l i a n c e s  f r o m  t h a t  p o i n t  of  v i e w ,  t h e  p r o b -  

l e m  t h a t  p o s e s  i t s e l f  to  u s  d a y  a f t e r  day  i s :  C a n  we  a f f o r d  to  l e t  t h i s  
o r  t h a t  p l a c e  g o ?  Do  we  h a v e  to  t h r o w  o u r s e l v e s  in  t o  s a v e  p e o p l e ,  
w h e t h e r  t h e y  be  in  B e r l i n  o r  V i e t n a m ,  in  o r d e r  t h a t  t h e  w o r l d  b a l a n c e  
r e m a i n s  s t a b l e  e n o u g h  f o r  u s  to  be  s e c u r e ?  

W h e t h e r  we  m i g h t  o r  s h o u l d  go b e y o n d  t h a t  a n d  m a k e  i t  m o r e  
s e c u r e  b y  t i p p i n g  t he  b a l a n c e  in  o u r  f a v o r  i s  a s e c o n d  c o n s i d e r a t i o n .  
B u t  n o n e  of o u r  a l l i a n c e s  w e r e  e n t e r e d  i n t o  w i t h  a n  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  
t h a t  o u r  a l l i e s  w o u l d  h e l p  u s  to  t i p  t h e  b a l a n c e  in  o u r  f a v o r .  T h e y  w e r e  
d e f e n s i v e  a l l  t h e  w a y  t h r o u g h .  T h e s e  c o u n t r i e s  e x c e p t  f o r  t h e  R e p u b -  
l i c s  of  C h i n a  a n d  K o r e a ,  w e r e  h e s i t a n t  e v e n  to e n t e r  i n t o  d e f e n s i v e  
a l l i a n c e s  w i t h  t h e  s e n s e  of  i n s e c u r i t y  a n d  w e a k n e s s  w h i c h  h a s  p r e -  
v a i l e d  in  m o s t  a l l i e d  c o u n t r i e s  e v e n  to  t h e  p r e s e n t  d a y .  T h e  b e s t  
t h e y  h o p e d  f o r  w a s  to  be  a b l e  to  h o l d  on  to  w h a t  t h e y  h a d .  So t h e  
b e s t  we  c o u l d  h o p e  f o r  w a s  to  h a v e  a s s i s t a n c e  f r o m  t h e m  to  m a i n t a i n  
a p r e c a r i o u s  b a l a n c e  b u t  s t i l l  one  w h i c h  s e e m e d  t e n a b l e  a n d  w h i c h  
h a s  p r o v e d  to  be  t e n a b l e  to  t h i s  d a y .  

H o w  t h e y  w o u l d  r e a c t  i f  we  e v e r  w e n t  b e y o n d  t h a t ,  f o r  i n s t a n c e ,  
if we  s e t  ou t  to  c o n q u e r  N o r t h  V i e t n a m ,  we  d o  n o t  k n o w ,  b e c a u s e  
f r o m  t h e i r  p o i n t  of v i e w  t h i s  w o u l d  m e a n  r u n n i n g  i n t o  m u c h  g r e a t e r  
r i s k s  t h a n  t h e y  w e r e  w i l l i n g  to  f a c e  w h e n  t h e y  l i n e d  up  w i t h  t h e  U n i t e d  
S t a t e s  in  t he  v a r i o u s  d e f e n s e  t r e a t i e s  w h i c h  we  h a v e  s i g n e d  w i t h  t h e m .  

N o w ,  g o i n g  to t he  E u r o p e a n  s c e n e  f i r s t ,  w h i c h  y o u  d i s c u s s e d  
y e s t e r d a y  w i t h  S e c r e t a r y  T y l e r ,  t h e  E u r o p e a n  s i t u a t i o n  s e e m e d  t h e  
s i m p l e s t .  T h a t  i s  w h e r e  w e  h a d  s u f f e r e d  m o s t  in  b o t h  W o r l d  W a r s  
a n d  w h e r e  i t  s e e m e d  m o s t  n a t u r a l  t h a t  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  s h o u l d  e s -  
t a b l i s h  f o r  i t s e l f  a p o s i t i o n  i t  h a d  g a i n e d  w i t h  m u c h  b l o o d  a n d  t o i l  
in  t h e  c o u r s e  of t w o  W o r l d  W a r s .  I t  w o u l d  p r o j e c t  i t s  s t r e n g t h  o n t o  
t h e  E u r o p e a n  s c e n e  s o  t h a t  t he  l i n e  c o u l d  be  h e l d  t h e r e  a g a i n s t  t h e  
S o v i e t  U n i o n .  A n d  t h e  S o v i e t  U n i o n  w a s  a n d  i s  t o d a y  t h e  d o m i n a n t  
t h r e a t  to  t he  s e c u r i t y  of t h i s  c o u n t r y  a n d  of t h e  vchole  W e s t e r n  VCorld 

So, with that in mind, we initiated and signed the NATO Pact 

by which 15 countries on both sides of the Atlantic committed them- 

selves to the concept that an attack on one was an attack on all. If 
we look at it from the way it has developed since then, we can under- 

stand why it has begun to run into serious difficulties. I am not going 

to minimize these difficulties. They are very great though perhaps 

even greater for our Asian alliances. 



In the beginning, as I said, things seemed simple, because every- 
body was thinking in terms of World War II and what it would take to 
prevent another conquest of Western Europe calling for subsequent 
liberation. It would obviously take a strong "shield" on the Iron Cur- 
tain so that the Russians could not hope to gain control of Europe. 
In the beginning, in the first place, everything was set on this idea 
of a strong "shield, " to which the European countries seemed ready 
to commit themselves and to build up sufficient forces to hold that 
line. One must not forget that the nuclear age had only just set in 
and there was only a kind of vague sentiment that the few atomic 
bombs which the United States could be credited with would help back 
up the "shield", or that at least the American Air Force and Navy 
would give a lot of backing to a "shield" which was, however, to be 
primarily European. 
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T h e n  we put in m o r e  t r o o p s  to m a k e  it  s t r o n g e r ,  b e c a u s e  the 
E u r o p e a n s  w e r e  no t  c o m i n g  t h r o u g h  wi th  s u f f i c i e n t  e f f o r t s .  The  
E u r o p e a n  peop le  did no t  have  t h e i r  h e a r t  in it .  NATO to t hem r e a l l y  
m e a n t  on ly  the  a s s u r a n c e  tha t  the Uni t ed  S t a t e s  s o m e h o w  would  take  
c a r e  of t h e m .  T h e r e  w a s  no m i l i t a n c y  le f t  in E u r o p e .  The  G e r m a n s  
had b e e n  k n o c k e d  out ,  and it  took t i m e  b e f o r e  they  e v e n  got  to b e i n g  
an a r m e d  n a t i o n  aga in .  NATO in the e a r l y  days  w a s  r e a l l y  not  m u c h  
m o r e  than  a p s y c h o l o g i c a l  f a c t o r ,  a m i l i t a r y  bluff ,  as  f a r  as  i ts  
m i l i t a r y  v a l u e  was  c o n c e r n e d .  V e r y  soon  we d i s c o v e r e d  tha t  the 
f o r c e  l e v e l s  w o r k e d  out  at  L i s b o n  w e r e  not  go ing  to be r e a c h e d .  

But  t hen  c a m e  a s e c o n d  p h a s e ,  w h i c h  w a s  the happy  phase  fo r  
NATO and the E u r o p e a n s ,  n a m e l y ,  the p h a s e  of A m e r i c a n  n u c l e a r  
s u p r e m a c y ,  the t i m e  w h e n  we and t h e y - - w e  t e l l i n g  t h e m  to do s o - -  
w e r e  r e l y i n g  on the A m e r i c a n  t h r e a t  of m a s s i v e  r e t a l i a t i o n .  So t hey  
cou ld  s e t t l e  down r a t h e r  c o m f o r t a b l y  wi thou t  m u c h  e f f o r t  on t h e i r  
p a r t .  Al l  i t  took was  an A m e r i c a n  t r i p  w i r e  as  it  was  sa id  w h i c h  
would  t h r e a t e n  to r e l e a s e  A m e r i c a n  s t r a t e g i c  i n t e r v e n t i o n  if E u r o p e  
w e r e  a t t a c k e d .  The  a s s u m p t i o n  was  tha t  the Sov i e t s  would  r e c o g n i z e  
the i m m e n s e  d a n g e r  to t h e m  if t hey  got e n t a n g l e d  w i th  the s u p e r i o r  
A m e r i c a n  s t r a t e g i c  f o r c e  t hey  p r o b a b l y  did j u s t  tha t .  

This second phase continued into the midfifties. As far as Euro- 
pean psychology was concerned, it remains prevalent until a few 
y e a r s  ago.  The  m i l i t a r y  e f f o r t  w a s  m a i n l y  on ou r  s i d e - - t h o u g h  not  
e n t i r e l y ,  b e c a u s e  t h e y  did m a k e  s o m e  e f fo r t ,  and the G e r m a n s  b e g a n  
to he lp  bu i ld  up m o r e  than a t r i p  w i r e .  The B r i t i s h ,  the F r e n c h ,  the 
B e l g i a n s ,  and the D u t c h  w e r e  not  in i t  wi th  t h e i r  h e a r t .  T h e y  did not  
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f e e l  t h a t  t h e r e  w a s  a n y  n e e d  f o r  s u c h  an  e f f o r t ;  i n  f a c t ,  t h e y  h a d  
n o  f a i t h  in  i t .  T h e y  w e r e  n o t  g o i n g  to  p r e p a r e  to  f i g h t  a w a r  in  E u -  
r o p e .  I t  h a d  to  b e  d e t e r r e n c e ,  o r  i t  w o u l d  b e  t h e  e n d  of E u r o p e .  

This idea that it had to be deterrence and nothing else, that it 
was dangerous even to prepare actually to fight a war if nuclear de- 
terrence failed because that might give the Russians the idea that 
they could get away with a lesser war. This sentiment is still very 
strong today and has, in the last few years, thrown NATO into a very 
dangerous turmoil and into controversies, from which we do not see 

an exit, yet. 

W h a t  i s  t h e  p r o b l e m  ? T h e  p r o b l e m  i s  t h a t  d e t e r r e n c e  d o e s  n o t  
l o o k  a s  w a t e r t i g h t  a n y  m o r e  a s  i t  d i d  in  t h e  f i f t i e s .  I t  h a s  b e e n  g r a d -  
u a l l y  r e a l i z e d - - a l t h o u g h  we  m a y  h a v e  t r i e d  to  h i d e  t h e  f a c t  e v e n  to 
o u r s e l v e s - - t h a t  m a y b e  t he  A m e r i c a n  s t r a t e g i c  d e t e r r e n t  m i g h t  f a i l  
to  d e t e r  t h e  R u s s i a n s  b e c a u s e  o u r  n u c l e a r  t h r e a t  m i g h t  n o t  b e  c r e d i -  
b l e  a n y  m o r e .  T h e  g r e a t  c h a n g e  t h a t  c a m e  a b o u t  w a s  t h e  e s t a b l i s h -  
m e n t  of  a s o v i e t  s t r a t e g i c  f o r c e  w h i c h  m a d e  A m e r i c a  i m m e n s e l y  
v u l n e r a b l e .  E u r o p e  u n d e r s t o o d  t h a t  n o  m a t t e r  h o w  s t r o n g  o u r  s t r a -  
t e g i c  f o r c e  i s  i t  w i l l  n o t  be  a b l e  to  k n o c k  o u t  e n o u g h  of  t h e  R u s s i a n  
c o u n t e r f o r c e  to  m a k e  u s  s a f e  a g a i n s t  i n t o l e r a b l e  r e t a l i a t o r y  d a m a g e .  

Under these circumstances the Europeans began to ask them- 
selves: "(a) Is this deterrent credible? Does it protect us at least 
against conventional attack on a big scale by the Russians ? And, (b) 
Are the Americans actually going to come to our assistance at the 
risk of incalculable losses to themselves? Would we sacrifice Paris 
for Detroit? Would we do this and that for the Americans? Why 
should they do it for us. " Suddenly the nuclear umbrella appeared 

to have leaks. 

What reaction was possible to this situation? Here our views 
and the views of an important number of people in Europe, not only 
of de Gaulle, began to divide. One view was that if the American 
deterrent was not reliable, the European nations must have their 
own. Let us not forget that the British were the ones who first ex- 
pressed this view. Then came the French, with de GauUe insisting 
that the remote umbrella was not good enough, that he must have his 
own, at least as a supplement, at least as a fallback position. We 
insisted that this kind of proliferation of nuclear weapons would 
break up the alliance, and would make a rational strategy a con- 
trolled nuclear response, impossible. So the big fight came about 
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proliferation and our struggle against independent deterrents parti- 
cularly in the hands of the French where it surely would provoke 
the Germans to follow suit. 

I think our fear that the Germans would follow the French and 
throw all their effort into strategic forces is not justified. To 
countries that are not immediately on the Iron Curtain, like Brit- 

ain and France, a conventional war on the continent seems a very 
remote possibility. They do not think of themselves as immediately 
in the first line of a soviet attack. They are much more inclined, 
therefore, to think in terms of deterrence by long-range nuclear 
weapons, than to think of this in terms of a struggle with the Russians 
on land. Only the Germans have gone through the struggle on land. 
Only they know what the steamroller from the East actually means. 
To the French the Russians were always allies. To the British 
they have been quite remote. The Germans, however, understand that 
that even in the first shock their country would be overrun and so 
they are willing to build up a very considerable army, the biggest 
and the strongest on the continent outside of the American army in 
Germany. Even the Germans cannot face the danger of another 
struggle with the Russians unless we are at their side with consid- 
erable strength. 

I was in Germany in October. I just happened to fly over on the 
same day as the Big Lift to lecture to a group of German staff of- 
ficers on the very day when the forces of the Big Lift began to land 
in Germany. The effect on them was shattering because they under- 
stood it to mean that sometime in the future we were going to pull 
out our troops and begin to protect Germany from the distance. This 
to them meant that they were going to be alone to face the Russians, 
for which they do not feel themselves capable. The Hudson Institute 
has said recently that the Germans could do it alone, but they do not 
believe it. We should not overestimate their sense of strength. We 
tend to overestimate it. They still have defeat too strongly in their 
bones and they know that they are not liked. Also they are a parti- 
tioned country. They do not feel strong and therefore, everything 
depends for them on the visible presence of American troops and a 
very strong American force on the continent. 

W h e r e ,  t h e n ,  d o e s  N A T O  go  f r o m  h e r e ?  W e  h a v e  i n s i s t e d  t h a t  
t h e  m o s t  i m p o r t a n t  t h i n g  i s  to  b u i l d  u p  s t r o n g  c o n v e n t i o n a l  f o r c e s ,  
s o  t h a t  we  h a v e  a n  a l t e r n a t i v e  o t h e r  t h a n  e i t h e r  a n u c l e a r  h o l o c a u s t  
o r  s u r r e n d e r .  B u t  we  h a v e  n o t  s o l d  t h i s  i d e a  y e t  to  t h e  E u r o p e a n s .  

447 
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My hope is  tha t  as  t i m e  goes  on t hey  wi l l  get  a w a y  f r o m  the i d e a  of 
m a s s i v e  r e t a l i a t i o n  and s e e  tha t  i t  c a n n o t  be m a d e  as  r e l i a b l e  any  
m o r e .  Then  I would  hope tha t  t hey  would  g r a d u a l l y  u n d e r s t a n d  tha t ,  
a g a i n s t  l e s s e r  p r o v o c a t i o n s ,  t hey  m u s t  be e q u i p p e d  wi th  a d e q u a t e  
c o n v e n t i o n a l  f o r c e s  and tha t  they  c a n n o t  l e a v e  tha t  t a s k  e n t i r e l y  to 
the Uni ted  S t a t e s  or  even  to the Uni ted  S t a t e s  and G e r m a n y .  

If tha t  h a p p e n s ,  the q u e s t i o n  s t i l l  r e m a i n s  as  to w h e t h e r  the 
s t r a t e g i c  f o r c e s  of the W e s t  can  be un i t ed  a g a i n  o r  w h e t h e r  t h e y  
a r e  to r e m a i n  sp l i t  in to  at  l e a s t  t h r e e  s e p a r a t e  p a r t s  and  e v e n t u a l l y  
into  m o r e .  As  you know,  the M L F  is an  a t t e m p t  to s o l v e  the p r o b -  
l e m  of G e r m a n y ,  n a m e l y ,  to give the G e r m a n s  a s u b s t i t u t e  f o r  t h e i r  
own n u c l e a r  f o r c e s .  Maybe  th i s  w i l l  w o r k  fo r  a w h i l e .  M a y b e  i t  w i l l  
w o r k  b e c a u s e  the G e r m a n s  r e a l l y  have  a t r e m e n d o u s  i n n e r  r e s i s t a n c e  
a g a i n s t  b u i l d i n g  up t h e i r  own n u c l e a r  f o r c e .  T h e y  know how p r o v o c -  
a t ive  th i s  would  be on the R u s s i a n s ,  and a l s o  on t h e i r  a l l i e s .  So 
m a y b e  the M L F  wi l l  t ake  c a r e  of the G e r m a n  p r o b l e m  fo r  qu i te  a 
w h i l e .  

But it does not solve the problem of proliferation, because the 
French are not going to give up their force de frappe in favor of the 
MLF. My personal feeling is that we had better accept the idea that 
countries in the front line, so to speak, on the other side of the At- 
lantic, will want to have some nuclear force of their own, and 1 do 
not think we need to be so nervous about the idea that they might 
trigger us. How can they, after all? If we do not want to go into a 
nuclear war that they started without our agreement we will not go 
in--period. All we have to say is that we will not. They cannot 
trigger us into a nuclear war. When it comes to conducting a rational 
policy, they are pretty rational people, too. The military in all 
countries, fortunately, are rational people. If one wants to work 
out a plan of conducting a war rationally in a particular theater of 
war, why should we be able to work this out with the British and not 
work it out with the continental countries ? 

I th ink we a r e  f a r  too n e r v o u s  abou t  wha t  de Gau l l e  is  planning" 
to do or  is  able  to do.  He knows  as  we l l  as  we do tha t  F r a n c e ' s  
n u c l e a r  f o r c e  wi l l  be a r e l a t i v e l y  m i n o r  f o r c e ,  j u s t  enough  to s e r v e  
as  a m i n i m u m  d e t e r r e n t .  As  a m a t t e r  of f ac t ,  I am not  qu i te  s u r e  
w h e t h e r  one can  ge t  a n y t h i n g  b e t t e r  than  a m i n i m u m  d e t e r r e n t ,  a n y -  
way .  The  days  of c o u n t e r f o r c e  s t r a t e g y  m a y  be r u n n i n g  out .  It m a y  
be r e a l i z e d  v e r y  soon tha t  no c o u n t r y ,  h o w e v e r  p o w e r f u l ,  cou ld  hope 
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to  d i s a r m  t h e  n u c l e a r  f o r c e s  of  a n  e n e m y  w h e n  t h e y  b e c o m e  m o r e  
a n d  m o r e  m o b i l e  o r  h a r d e n e d .  So t h a t  in  t h e  e n d  m a y b e  we  a l s o  
w i l l  h a v e  o n l y  a m i n i m u m  d e t e r r e n t ,  a n d  we  c a n n o t  d e n y  to  t h e  
F r e n c h ,  i f  t h e y  c a n  a f f o r d  i t ,  o r  to  t h e  B r i t i s h - - o r  m a y b e  e v e n  to 
t h e  G e r m a n s - - t h e  k i n d  of  r e s e r v e  p o w e r  t h a t  g i v e s  a s e n s e  of  r e l a -  
t i v e  s e c u r i t y  in  a n  a g e  of  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s .  

But what we need is coordination of our forces, and cooperation, 
not integration, which goes too far, but some form in which nuclear 
strategy can be worked out together. We have no common nuclear 
strategy today. 

Well, that is the condition in which we find ourselves with re- 
gard to Europe. The strategic controversy increased the feeling 
of the Europeans that they need more independence. But aside from 
it we are dealing with increasingly stronger countries which have 
their own views and their own interests. We will have to deal with 
them in a fashion much more along the lines of traditional alliances 
where one ally did not dominate all the others and or tried to force 
them into integration but where allies had to come to agreements 
about the way in which they were going to defend themselves together. 

M o v i n g  n o w  to  t h e  o t h e r  t h e a t e r s ,  i t  s o o n  b e c a m e  o b v i o u s  t h a t  
E u r o p e  w a s  n o t  t he  o n l y  d a n g e r  s p o t .  A s  s o o n  a s  C o m m u n i s t  C h i n a  
b e g a n  to  r e v e a l  i t s  p o t e n t i a l  p o w e r ,  a n d  e s p e c i a l l y  w i t h  t h e  K o r e a n  
w a r  i t  b e c a m e  c l e a r  t h a t  w e  w e r e  v u l n e r a b l e  on  two  f r o n t s ,  t h a t  we~ 
c o u l d  n o  m o r e  l e t  A s i a  go  t h a n  E u r o p e .  In  t h e  a f t e r m a t h  of  t h e  
Korean war we began to look for allies in the Far East. It was a 
rather dismal situation we found there. If there was weakness in 
Europe, it was nothing compared with the weakness that existed in 
the Far East. We had not only knocked out the Japanese military 
force but made it impossible, practically, for the Japanese to re- 
~.onsider their total disarmament. If the Europeans had no fighting 
spirt! left, the Japanese seemed to have even less. What else was 
there ? 

C h i a n g  K a i - s h e k  on  T a i w a n  h a d  a n  a r m y  a n d  a c o n s i d e r a b l e  o n e .  
S o u t h  K o r e a  h a d  w h a t  w a s  l e f t  o f  t h e  S o u t h  K o r e a n  f o r c e ,  a n d  t h e r e  
w e r e  i s l a n d s  o f  v a r i o u s  t y p e s  t h a t  m i g h t  t o g e t h e r  f o r m  s o m e  k i n d  of  
b a r r i e r  a g a i n s t  t h e  R e d  C h i n e s e .  F o r t u n a t e l y  f o r  u s ,  C h i n a  w a s  
s t i l l  a p a p e r  t i g e r .  If C h i n a  h a d  r e a l l y  b e e n  a m a j o r  p o w e r  s h e  c o u l d  
h a v e  s w e p t  h e r  o p p o r t u n i t y  of  t h e  E u r a s i a n  m a i n l a n d  and  m a y b e  c o u l d  
h a v e  e v e n  g o t t e n  c o n t r o l  o v e r  s o m e  of  t h e  i s l a n d s .  B u t ,  f o r  o u r  
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naval strength and our air strength, and the remnants of armies on 
the continent, China was fortunately no match. She may become one. 
She may be able to mobilize the resources which she has though I 
think we are inclined to be too much impressed by numbers. It is 
not because she has 600 million or 700 million people that she is a 
tremendous threat. This is her weakness. ]But she has great natural 
resources, tremendous human energy and no doubt the most inten- 
sive, imperialist, missionary zeal, at the command of a very strong 
governmental system. 

In view of the danger in Asia after the Korean war, Mr. Dulles 
turned to the task of building up what alliances he could. He could 
not get all countries to join. No "NATO" could be established there. 
It had to be alliances with individual countries. They hated each 
other. They had been enemies of each other. There was no solidarity 
there. There is not today. 

So we entered into a treaty with Japan. We entered into a col- 
lective defense treaty with the Philippines. We turned to Australia 
and New Zealand and signed the ANZUS Pact. Then we turned to 
the Republic of China which became one of our strongest commit- 
ments. 

These were not commitments of a truly alliance character. We 
did not say we would go to war if any of them were attacked, but we 
said that any attack on them would be a threat to our peace and secu- 
rity, and we would consult with them over the measures that would 
have to be taken. This was an American guarantee, if you like. 
They regarded it as that. After all, we had gone in on behalf of 
South Korea. We had demonstrated that we could be counted upon. 
When it came to the struggle in the Formosa Straits our Navy was 
there and we were giving support. There was no doubt that we would 
defend Taiwan. Therefore, others were also willing to fall in line 
in the Far East. 

Now, when we move to southeast Asia, continental southeast 
Asia, things were more difficult from the beginning. It is not ac- 
cidental that our gravest crisis is in Laos, Cambodia, and, mainly, 
in Vietnam. These are countries that are at least as vulnerable and 
exposed as the countries of Europe. They are on the mainland where 
guarantees given by insular countries usually fall on rather skeptical 
ears. One is never quite sure whether the allies from the islands 
will really be there when the time comes. The French still remember 
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how long it took in the First World War and how long it took in 
the Second World War until the United States was ready to save them. 

What we did, then, in Southeast Asia was a kind of patchwork 
job, the best we could do, to get at least some common bonds that 
would give a certain strength to the area. What was done in the 
Manila Pact was to set up in 1954 what is called the Southeast Asian 
Treaty Organization, SEATO, a multilateral collective defense agree- 
ment. But I need not tell you what a shaky edifice it is. The papers 
are saying in these days that it is doubtful whether it still exists. The 
French are cold, to say the least, toward SEATO. Cambodia, Laos, 
and Vietnam are not members but they are guaranteed by the pact. 
If they turn against the pact that weakens the situation immensely, 
because without places on which to land, places on which to deploy, 
places from which to fight are essential. Pakistan is a member but 
is very remote. It is quite doubtful whether she has a place in a 
Southeast Asia Treaty, but she was willing to go along for reasons 
that had little to do with the area. Britain today is more firmly 
behind SEATO, or, let us say, behind the American position in that 
area, because she is very deeply engaged in the struggle between 
Malaysia and Indonesia. But the SEATO Treaty is not really directed 
against Indonesia. It could hardly be turned around from its direc- 
tion against China to serve in the defense of Malaysia. As soon as the 
the direction of an alliance becomes questionable there is sure to be 
friction, if not a break between the allies. 

We have  had th i s  e x p e r i e n c e  in o t h e r  p l a c e s .  One c a n n o t  th ink  
of NATO as  the F r e n c h  did at  the b e g i n n i n g ,  as  an  a l l i a n c e  a g a i n s t  
G e r m a n y .  In the b e g i n n i n g  th is  i d e a  w a s  qui te  s e r i o u s l y  he ld  in 
F r a n c e .  A c t u a l l y  the t r e a t y  s a y s  no th ing  about  the e n e m y .  To.day 
th is  is  out  of the q u e s t i o n .  Take  our  t r e a t y  wi th  P a k i s t a n .  The  
P a k i s t a n i s  r e g a r d  e v e r y  t r e a t y  as  a t r e a t y  a g a i n s t  Ind ia .  You can  put 
in to  the t ex t  w h a t e v e r  you  l i k e - - i t  is  e i t h e r  a t r e a t y  a g a i n s t  Ind ia  o r  
it  i s  w o r t h l e s s  ! 

So one cannot turn alliance treaties around. Therefore, I am 
afraid that the conflict the British are engaged in does not really 
lead them to any real solidarity with SEATO. 

When it comes to Australia and New Zealand, the only thing 

they are afraid of is a Japanese or a Chinese or an Indonesian attack 

in their direction. But, when it comes to the defense of South Vietnam 

or Cambodia, Australia and New Zealand are not much of an asset 
to us. 
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So that one can really say that SEATO has become an American 

guarantee pact with those countries that are willing to be defended by 
the United States. One has to say "those that are willing to be de- 
fended, " because, as you know, not every country is willing to have 
a guarantee pact with the United States. Some are afraid of provok- 
in~g the other side and others who are really in danger have an in- 
clination to go neutral, with the hope that neutrality will protect them 
better than against an attack an alliance with a country that is very 
remote and may not come to their assistance in time to save them 
from being overrun. So that is why we are having trouble with Cam- 
bodia, and we have had trouble with Laos. And we may get into more 
trouble in the Far East as time goes on. 

Thailand is still a relatively staunch supporter of the American 
guarantee, and Pakistan, at its end, is still hoping that it can rely 
on our guarantee, but apparently it has been shaken in its belief 
since we have gone to the help of India. 

So o n e  c a n n o t  h e l p  s a y i n g  t h a t ,  a s  f a r  a s  c o l l e c t i v e  d e f e n s e  i s  
c o n c e r n e d ,  w e  a r e  p r e t t y  m u c h  on  o u r  o w n ,  a n d  t h e  a n t i c i p a t e d  c o l -  
l e c t i v e  a s p e c t  h a s  f a d e d  c o n s i d e r a b l y .  I t h i n k  t h i s  i s  n o t  t r u e  f o r  
J a p a n ,  S o u t h  K o r e a  a n d  F o r m o s a ,  a n d  m a y b e  n o t  f o r  T h a i l a n d ,  a n d  
i t  m a y  n o t ,  in  t h e  l o n g r u n ,  b e  t r u e  f o r  s o m e  of  t h e  o t h e r  c o u n t r i e s  
in  t h a t  a r e a .  B u t  a t  t h e  m o m e n t  i t  i s  m a i n l y  A m e r i c a n  s t r e n g t h  
t h a t  c o u n t s .  W i t h  o u r  s t r o n g  N a v y  a n d  A i r  F o r c e  we  d o  h a v e  a r e l a -  
t i v e l y  f a v o r a b l e  a c c e s s  to  t h e  a r e a  a n d  t h e s e  a l l i a n c e s  d o  g i v e  u s  a 
t o e h o l d  on  t h e  c o n t i n e n t  w h i c h  i s  i m p o r t a n t .  T h e r e f o r e ,  i t  m a y  b e  
p o s s i b l e ,  if n e c e s s a r y  b y  s t r e n g t h e n i n g  o u r  f o r c e s  o v e r  t h e r e  a n d  
g o i n g  in  on  a b i g g e r  s c a l e ,  t h a t  we  m a y  be  a b l e  to  p r o v e  to  t h e  a r e a  
t h a t  we  r e a l l y  a r e  t h e  k i n d  of  g u a r a n t o r  t h e y  n e e d .  T h i s  m i g h t  t u r n  
t h e  t i d e  in  o u r  f a v o r .  B u t  I d o  n o t  k n o w ' w h a t  w o u l d  be  m o r e  l i k e l y  
to  t u r n  t h e  t i d e ,  w h e t h e r  i t  w i l l  b e  a n  A m e r i c a n  d e f e a t  i n  S o u t h  
V i e t n a m  o r  a n  A m e r i c a n  p u s h  i n t o  N o r t h  V i e t n a m .  I d o  n o t  k n o w  
w h i c h  of  t h e  two  w o u l d  h a v e  t he  g r e a t e r  p s y c h o l o g i c a l  s h o c k  e f f e c t .  
P r o b a b l y  s o m e t h i n g  w i l l  h a v e  to h a p p e n  of  a v e r y  d r a s t i c  n a t u r e  i f  
we  w a n t  to  m o b i l i z e  a l l i e d  s t r e n g t h  in  t h o s e  a r e a s  t h a t  w o u l d  be  of  
s e r i o u s  c o n s e q u e n c e  to  o u r  p o s i t i o n .  B u t  i t  i s  a p o s i t i o n  of  v i t a l  
i n t e r e s t ,  b e c a u s e  if  i t  b e g i n s  to  c r u m b l e ,  t h e r e  i s  n o  w a y  of  s a y i n g  
w h e r e  i t  w i l l  s t o p .  

If we  go  f r o m  t h e  S E A T O  a r e a  w e s t w a r d ,  we  c o m e  i n t o  a n  a l m o s t  
c o m p l e t e  m i l i t a r y  v a c u u m .  W e  c o u l d  a f f o r d  to  l e a v e  B u r m a  a n d  I n d i a  
a s  a v a c u u m ,  b e c a u s e  t h e y  s e e m e d  to  h a v e  a n o t h e r  p r o t e c t i o n ,  n a m e l y ,  
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the  m o u n t a i n  r a n g e s  of the H i m a l a y a s ,  w h i c h  m a d e  t hem l e s s  v u l -  
n e r a b l e ,  p e r h a p s  not  v u l n e r a b l e  a t  a l l  and c e r t a i n l y  not  v u l n e r a b l e  
to the Sov ie t  Union.  But ,  as  we know now,  t hey  a r e  v u l n e r a b l e  to 
the  C h i n e s e - - t h o u g h  not  as  v u l n e r a b l e  p e r h a p s  a s  i t  l ooked  w h e n  the 
C h i n e s e  c r o s s e d  the H i m a l a y a s  and m a r c h e d  into  Ind ia .  I do not  
th ink  it  is  a c c i d e n t a l  t ha t  t hey  t u r n e d  b a c k  a f t e r  a s h o r t  w h i l e .  L o -  
g i s t i c a l l y ,  and in t e r m s  of g e o g r a p h y ,  g e n e r a l l y ,  t h e i r  e x c u r s i o n  
w a s  t h o r o u g h l y  a d v e n t u r o u s .  Maybe  it  would  have  b e e n  the b e s t  th ing  
to l e t  t h e m  m o v e  on as  f a r  as  t hey  cou ld  to d i s c o v e r  how f a r  t hey  
w e r e  out  on a l i m b .  But  I c an  s e e  why the I n d i a n s  did not  c h e r i s h  
tha t  i d e a .  

A n y w a y ,  th is  is  not  the m o s t  i m p o r t a n t  s e c t i o n ,  e x c e p t  p e r h a p s  
fo r  N o r t h e r n  B u r m a .  But  when  we go f u r t h e r  W e s t  we get  into a 
d a n g e r o u s  gap in the d e f e n s e  p e r i m e t e r  of the f r e e  w o r l d .  I n e e d  
h a r d l y  s a y  a n y t h i n g  about  i t .  The  C E N T O  T r e a t y ,  of w h i c h  we a r e  
no t  e v e n  a m e m b e r ,  c an  h a r d l y  be s a id  to be in e x i s t e n c e .  I r a q  has  
d r o p p e d  out .  The  B r i t i s h  have  not  put  m u c h  into  i t .  T u r k e y  is  a 
m e m b e r  of NATO,  P a k i s t a n  is  our  s e p a r a t e  a l l y  and so is I r a n .  It 
r e m a i n s  a v e r y  w e a k  p o s i t i o n  b e c a u s e  t h e r e  is  p r a c t i c a l l y  no l o c a l  
s t r e n g t h  t h e r e  tha t  a m o u n t s  to m u c h .  Our  good f o r t u n e  i s  that  the 
S o v i e t s  have  not  t r i e d  to push  t h r o u g h .  T h e y  m a y  have  t h e i r  own 
r e a s o n s  why they  do not  wan t  to b e c o m e  e n t a n g l e d  w i th  us o v e r  r e l a -  
t i v e l y  d i f f i cu l t  t e r r a i n  in I r a n  and to the s o u t h  of I r a n .  

So I c anno t  l e a v e  you w i th  the i m p r e s s i o n  tha t  our  a l l i a n c e  s y s t e m ,  
e x c e p t  fo r  NATO,  is  a v e r y  s t r o n g  p r o t e c t i o n  of our  s e c u r i t y ,  but  i t  
m a y  be the b e s t  we  can  a t t a i n  at  the m o m e n t .  The q u e s t i o n  i s ,  wha t  
we can  do in the l o n g r u n  to g ive  i t  m o r e  s o l i d i t y ,  to c r e a t e  m o r e  
s o l i d a r i t y ,  to e n c o u r a g e  m o r e  r e s i s t a n c e ,  and to bui ld  up ou r  d e f e n s e s  
to m e e t  the g r o w i n g  d a n g e r  tha t  Ch ina  m i g h t  b e c o m e  a m a j o r  p o w e r .  

C O L O N E L  AUSTIN:  G e n t l e m e n ,  D r .  W o l f e r s  is  r e a d y  fo r  y o u r  
q u e s t i o n s .  We have  a l r e a d y  in the  f a c u l t y  lounge  p l an t ed  one wi th  
h i m  w h i c h  I w i l l  r e s t a t e  to h i m .  T h a t  i s :  Wi th  the b e n e f i t  of h ind -  
s igh t ,  D r .  W o l f e r s ,  if we w e r e  to do it  a l l  o v e r  aga in ,  would  you 
have  a d v i s e d  the Uni t ed  S ta t e s  to have  e n t e r e d  into the a l l i a n c e s  w h i c h  
it ha s ,  in  the s e n s e  w h i c h  you  d i s c u s s e d  a m o m e n t  a g o ?  

DR.  W O L F E R S :  W e l l ,  if the  a l t e r n a t i v e  would  have  b e e n  r e t u r n -  
ing  to F o r t r e s s  A m e r i c a ,  I would  d e f i n i t e l y  n e v e r  have  r e c o m m e n d e d  
tha t .  I cou ld  no t  i m a g i n e  a p r o u d ,  s t r o n g ,  v i c t o r i o u s  c o u n t r y  s i m p l y  
g iv ing  up h a v i n g  i n f l u e n c e  in the  w o r l d  and l e t t i n g  th ings  d r i f t  aga in  
to the po in t  w h e r e  th i s  c o u n t r y  would  be d r a g g e d  into  a w a r  w h i c h  i t  
had  not  t r i e d  to p r e v e n t .  T h i s  I th ink  would  have  b e e n  d i s a s t r o u s .  
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But, if you ask me whether the specific alliances, the whole 
series of alliances, look reasonable now, if one looks back, I would 
say that as far as NATO is concerned I would never question the 
need for the United States to project its power into Europe at the end 
of the war. After all, we were in part responsible for the fact that 
the Soviets were able to march into the heart of Europe, and the rest 
of Europe was in no position to stand up against them. Whether they 
would have expanded to the Atlantic nobody can tell, but the invitation 
was certainly there as far as Europe was concerned. We had our 
troops over in Germany as the only safeguard for Europe. I think 
the treaty was in order. As a matter of fact, I recommende d it very 
strongly at the time. I had just visited Europe and talked to members 
of the General Staffs of Western European countries and members of 
the governments. I believe I was one of the first who insisted in a 
memorandum published by the Yale Institute of International Studies 
that we would make Germany an ally rather than keeping her in the 
position of a Protectorate and that we build up strength there. So 
there I have no question. 

When it comes to the Far East, I do not think I would have taken 
the initiative for anything like SEATO or CENTO. There we were 
running after countries to get them to be our allies instead of waiting 
until they came around and showed that they really meant it When 
they said they were going to help defend themselves. 

In  t h e  c a s e  of  J a p a n  i t  i s  a d i f f e r e n t  m a t t e r ,  s i n c e  w e  w e r e  t h e  
c o n t r o l l i n g  p o w e r .  I t h i n k  we  f o o l e d  o u r s e l v e s  i n t o  b e l i e v i n g  t h a t  
we  c o u l d  c r e a t e  a k i n d  of  N A T O  in  A s i a ,  w h e n  in  f a c t  we  s h o u l d  h a v e  
l o o k e d  a t  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  f r o m  p l a c e  to  p l a c e .  I w o u l d  h a v e  s u g g e s t e d ,  
I t h i n k ,  t h a t  we  s h o u l d  h a v e  s i m p l y  t r i e d  to  h o l d  s o m e  of  t h e  s t r a t e -  
g i c  p o s i t i o n s ,  v i t a l  to  u s ,  f o r  t he  b a l a n c e  of  w o r l d  p o w e r ,  a n d  t h e n  
l e t  t he  d e v e l o p m e n t  d r a w  u s  to  p l a c e s  w h e r e  t h e r e  w a s  r e a l  w i l l i n g -  
n e s s  a n d  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  a n d  s o l i d a r i t y  to  t a k e  a s t a n d  a g a i n s t  t he  
S o v i e t s  o r  t h e  C h i n e s e .  

Q U E S T I O N :  O n e  of  t he  m a n y  p r o b l e m s  t h a t  we  h a v e  in  d e f e n s e  
t o d a y  i s  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  of  a p r o p e r  n u c l e a r  s t r a t e g y .  A t  o n e  e n d  of  
t h e  ~ s c a l e  w e  h a v e  t he  c o u n t e r f o r c e  a n d  a t  t h e  o t h e r  e n d  a c o u n t e r c i t y  
d o c t r i n e .  O u r  s t r a t e g y  a t  t h e  m o m e n t  i s  s o m e w h a t  a k i n  to  t h e  c o u n t e r -  
f o r c e  t h e o r y .  C o u l d  we  h a v e  y o u r  v i e w s  on  t h e s e  s t r a t e g i e s ,  a n d  
p e r h a p s  a n  i n d i c a t i o n  of  w h e r e  we  s h o u l d  g o ?  
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DR. WOLFERS: If one comes to the conclusion that the idea of 
an effective counterforce blow, one that would really reduce the 
enemy force to where it could do only tolerable damage has to be 
given up, the temptation is to say, "All right, then, let's accept the 

cle Gaulle view that a bit of" countercity force is all we can get ally- 
way and is moreover enough to deter the other side. '~ I do not think 
we can go to that extreme. If we do, then it means that nuclear weap- 
ons cannot be used in a militarily meaningful sense because swapping 
cities is not a meaningful strategy. Then we are really back to a 
position where we are absolutely at the mercy of the opponent. If 
he does not want to lose cities, fine; if he does, all we can do is to 
take revenge. 

But, is there something in between? This question is difficult 
to answer. I think we have to have a force that can be pinpointed 
against military targets, and we must think in terms of less than 
total nuclear war, and in less than total nuclear war, where both 
sides are deterred from going all-out, we must be able to strike at 
meaningful targets. So thai we do come down to a kind of relative 
counterforce capability. But it is not enough, I am afraid. It is 
enough to protect us, I think, but it is not enough in itself to protect 
our overseas allies. We want to be able to protect our overseas 
allies in the years to come. Maybe we can still do it by sheer nu- 
clear threat, but, as time goes on their security will depend on our 
ability to deter attacks that remain below the level of all-out nuclear 
attack. Otherwise I am afraid they will be lost. 

QUESTION: Sir, would you give us your impression of the state 
of health of the OAS? 

DR. WOLFERS: I do not know whether I shouldgo into the topic 
of the OAS, which was not mentioned in the outline of my topic, I do 
not know too much about the Latin American situation; moreover the 
OAS is not an alliance in the traditional sense. It really is a collec- 
tive security system, by which we promise to defend each other 
against any and all internal as well as external foes. It isnot directed 
against any single enemy. It is a kind of regional UN, which means 
that, for military purposes, there is very little to it. If it came to 
a matter of real fighting, the OAS would be just as little available as 
the U.N., I think. I do not believe that the collective security can 
operate. But, when it comes to strengthening regimes against sub- 
version, or when it comes to expressing some solidarity against a 
threat, like the Cuban threat, it has some value. It at least has the 
value of legitimizing actions we might otherwise have to take alone. 
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Thi s  is  a l l  t ha t  i t  d o e s ,  but ,  of c o u r s e ,  a t  a p r i c e .  It does  g ive  

us a c e r t a i n  l e g i t i m a c y  when  we ac t ,  but  i t  a l s o  r e s t r a i n s  us .  I t  i s  
h a r d  to d e c i d e  in a d v a n c e - - w h e t h e r  the r e s t r a i n t s  a r e  go ing  to be 
m o r e  h a r m f u l  than  the b a c k i n g ,  w h i c h  is  m o r e  a m o r a l  b a c k i n g ,  is  
go ing  to be he lp fu l .  Th i s  I would  not  wan t  to d e c i d e  in a g e n e r a l  w a y .  
A f t e r  a l l ,  we a r e  no t  a b s o l u t e l y  r e s t r a i n e d .  We a r e  no t  a b s o l u t e l y  
bound.  We s t i l l  have  the ab i l i t y  and ,  if we wan t ,  the wi l l  to go it  
a l o n e .  On o t h e r  O c c a s i o n s ,  as  l ong  as  we can  a f fo rd  i t ,  i t  is  f ine  to 
have  the b a c k i n g  of t h e s e  R e p u b l i c s ,  b e c a u s e  i t  c r e a t e s  a c e r t a i n  
a m o u n t  of s o l i d a r i t y  and of c o o p e r a t i o n  in th i s  h e m i s p h e r e .  

QUESTION:  Can  you  d i s c u s s  fo r  us the r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  if any ,  
b e t w e e n  the  C o m m o n  M a r k e t  and N A T O ?  

D R .  W O L F E R S :  As f a r  as  the C o m m o n  M a r k e t  and NATO a r e  
c o n c e r n e d ,  t hey  r e a l l y  a r e  not  r e l a t e d .  I t h ink  one has  to e m p h a s i z e  
tha t .  The  E u r o p e a n s  have  gone into  the C o m m o n  M a r k e t  no t  w i th  
an i d e a  of m a k i n g  t h e m s e l v e s  s t r o n g  a g a i n s t  the Sov i e t  Union .  T h e y  
have  s h i e d  away  f r o m  any  s u g g e s t i o n  tha t  tha t  was  wha t  t hey  w e r e  
do ing ,  and t hey  w e r e  not  do ing  i t  fo r  tha t  p u r p o s e .  The  p u r p o s e  w a s  
to give t h e m  e c o n o m i c  s t r e n g t h .  The  p u r p o s e  w a s  to b e g i n  to c r e a t e  
uni ty  in E u r o p e ,  not  a g a i n s t  the Sov ie t  Union  s p e c i f i c a l l y  but  as  a 
r e t u r n  to a p o w e r f u l  p o s i t i o n  fo r  E u r o p e .  

T h i s  t hey  had to l i m i t  to s ix  c o u n t r i e s ,  b e c a u s e  the o t h e r s  wou ld  
not  go a long  on the t e r m s  of the Six.  Of c o u r s e  the e f f e c t  is  tha t  i t  
i s  d i r e c t e d  in a s e n s e  j u s t  as  m u c h  a g a i n s t  o u r s e l v e s  as  a g a i n s t  any  
o t h e r  o u t s i d e r ,  as  f a r  a s  the e c o n o m i c  s ide  is  c o n c e r n e d .  It  i s  d i -  
r e c t e d  a g a i n s t  us only  in the s e n s e  tha t  t hey  a r e  go ing  to p r o t e c t  
t h e m s e l v e s  to s o m e  e x t e n t  a g a i n s t  a l l  o u t s i d e r s  in o r d e r  to c r e a t e  
i n t e r n a l  un i ty  and s o l i d a r i t y .  It has  in tha t  s e n s e  not  w o r k e d  out  as  
h a r m o n i o u s l y  wi th  us as  ou r  d e f e n d e r s  of the C o m m o n  M a r k e t  e x -  
p e c t e d .  We s i m p l y  took it  fo r  g r a n t e d  tha t  wha t  w a s  good f o r  E u r o p e  
was  good fo r  the A t l a n t i c  C o m m u n i t y .  T h i s  is no t  n e c e s s a r i l y  so .  
And I m u s t  s ay ,  if you  wan t  to un i te  E u r o p e ,  if you  wan t  to m e r g e  i t  
in to  a Uni ted  S t a t e s  of E u r o p e ,  you have  got to a l l ow  t h e m  to s h o w  a 
c e r t a i n  a n t a g o n i s m  a g a i n s t  the ou t s ide  w o r l d  and e m p h a s i z e  tha t  
t h e i r  p r i m e  i n t e r e s t  and i d e n t i t y  is  w i th  t h e i r  own g r o u p .  

Th i s  is wha t  we  a r e  up a g a i n s t  and wha t  we a r e  go ing  to be up 
a g a i n s t  in the K e n n e d y  Round .  I th ink  th i s  is  i n e v i t a b l e  and we shou ld  
a c c e p t  i t  as  long  as  i t  d o e s  not  h u r t  us too m u c h ,  if we s t i l l  wan t  
E u r o p e a n  uni ty  and s t r e n g t h .  And we have  s o m e  i n t e r e s t  in hav ing  
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a s t r o n g e r  and un i ted  E u r o p e ,  b e c a u s e  we do not  wan t  to ge t  e n -  
t a n g l e d  in E u r o p e a n  q u a r r e l s  a g a i n ,  and in a s e n s e ,  of c o u r s e ,  in 
the  end ,  it  d o e s  he lp  NATO,  if i t  c r e a t e s  un i ty  and s t r e n g t h .  

QUESTION:  D r .  W o l f e r s ,  w i l l  you  p l e a s e  g ive  y o u r  op in ion  on 
the f e a s i b i l i t y  and l i k e l i h o o d  of an i n t e r n a t i o n a l i z e d  a c c e s s  to B e r l i n  
m a t e r i a l i z i n g  ? 

DR.  W O L F E R S :  One can  s p e c u l a t e  abou t  the possibilities of 
f u t u r e  a g r e e m e n t s  wi th  the Sov ie t  b loc  and E a s t e r n  E u r o p e .  T h i s  
i s  one  of the p o s s i b l e  c o m p r o m i s e s  w h i c h  can  be d i s c u s s e d ,  but  
the  B e r l i n e r s  in W e s t  B e r l i n  and the G e r m a n s  a r e  go ing  to be t e r r i -  
b ly  r e l u c t a n t  to depend  on a U . N .  g u a r a n t e e d  a c c e s s  r a t h e r  than on 
an A m e r i c a n  g u a r a n t e e d  a c c e s s .  A f t e r  a l l ,  the U . N .  i s  a v e r y  w e a k  
r e e d  fo r  t h e m  to l e a n  on in  any  s u c h  c o n f l i c t  as  m i g h t  a r i s e  o v e r  the 
a c c e s s .  T h e r e f o r e ,  at  the m o m e n t  any  change  if s e r i o u s l y  s u g g e s t e d ,  
immediately creates the impression in Germany that maybe our posi- 
tion is weakening. Many Berliners including Mr. Brandt, have said 
to me, "The American flag is what counts. " Now, eventually, I 
think they may find that if we come to agreements with the Soviets 
they need not be the sufferers and might even gain by an agreement 
in which other countries would feel that after the maximum had been 
done to satisfy the Soviet bloc the protection of Berlin was more than 
ever an interest of everybody. 

I think it is conceivable that something of that kind might be worked 
into a future agreement, which is, however, still very remote. The 
difficulty in reaching any agreement is the sensitivity of this very 
vulnerable population in West Berlin and the sensitivity of the whole 
of Germany to anything that might suggest a permanent partition of 
the country and a stabilization of the present status quo. 

QUESTION:  D r .  W o l f e r s ,  you  d i s c u s s e d  and po in ted  out  the d i f -  
f i c u l t i e s  of c h o o s i n g  b e t w e e n  a c o u n t e r f o r c e  s t r a t e g y ,  a c o n v e n t i o n a l  
s t r a t e g y  and o t h e r s .  I s n ' t  t h e r e  d e v e l o p i n g  an i n t e r m e d i a t e  p o s s i -  
b i l i t y  in the use  of t a c t i c a l  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  if t h e s e  
b e c o m e  c l e a n  and t h e r e f o r e  m o r e  p r a c t i c a l  fo r  b a t t l e f i e l d  d e p l o y -  
m e n t ?  Would  you  c a r e  to d i s c u s s  the p o s s i b i l i t y  of th i s  b e i n g  open  
to the a l l i a n c e  ? 

DR.  W O L F E R S :  I th ink  the t a c t i c a l  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  a r e  l i k e l y  
to b e c o m e  " c o n v e n t i o n a l " .  I do not  th ink  th is  can  be a v o i d e d  v e r y  
long .  It m e a n s  on ly  tha t  we  have  found a new kind of f i r e  p o w e r  w h i c h  
m i g h t  be m o r e  he lp fu l  to us than  to the o t h e r  s i d e ,  but  the i d e a  tha t  
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it is necessarily favorable to the defense is not generally held any 
more. It is not necessarily true. Actually, we may not gain very 
much if we resort to tactical nuclear weapons, since the other side 
has them, too. After all, if we do want to defend that line we had 
better defend it with the minimum of damage to the battlefield coun- 
tries, otherwise they will cave in. 

The Germans are divided on this. On the whole they think that 
tactical nuclear weapons would help them. But then you immediately 
come to the question of the medium-range rockets, and there, as 
you know, the battle lines are drawn much more tight at the moment. 
The Germans and other European countries are exposed to middle- 
range soviet rockets and nuclear weapons, and there are no land- 
based, medium-range rockets on the Western side. That has led to 
the big debate about sea-based Polaris rockets as a substitute for 
land-based weapons, and about who should control the Polaris mis- 
siles. Here you get right into the MLF debate, which originally waS 
mainly an answer to the question raised by General Norstadt and his 
successor, namely concerning NATO needs, or SACEUR needs of a 
medium-range ballistic force. Since no country except West Ger- 
many wants to have these land-based missiles on its own soil, the 
ocean is the only place in which it is practical and actually prudent 
to base them. 

W h e t h e r  t h e r e  s h o u l d  be  a s i n g l e  m u l t i l a t e r a l  f o r c e  o r  s e v e r a l  
n a t i o n a l  f o r c e s ,  i s  o p e n  to  d e b a t e .  T h i s  i s  r e a l l y  a m o r e  s e r i o u s  
p r o b l e m  a t  t h e  m o m e n t  t h a n  t h a t  of  t h e  t a c t i c a l  w e a p o n s .  T h e y  a r e  
a v a i l a b l e  on  t h e  s p o t  a l r e a d y .  

QUESTION: Spain is becoming more important to us in terms 
of military bases, yet she remains outside of NATO. Should she 
be brought into NATO ? 

D R .  W O L F E R S :  I t h i n k  I w o u l d  w a n t  to  s a y  two  t h i n g s  o n  t h a t  
p o i n t .  (a) I do  n o t  t h i n k  s h e  c o u l d  b e  d r a w n  i n t o  N A T O  e v e n  t o d a y .  
T h e  o p p o s i t i o n  to  F a s c i s t  S p a i n  i s  s t i l l  v e r y  s t r o n g  in  E u r o p e .  M a y b e  
t h i s  c o u l d  be  o v e r c o m e ,  b u t  I a m  n o t  s u r e  t h a t  we w a n t  i t .  O u r  s p e -  
c i a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  S p a i n  h a s  g r e a t  a d v a n t a g e s .  S p a i n  i s  n o t  o n l y  
a b a s e  f o r  m e d i u m - r a n g e  r o c k e t s  a n d  b o m b e r s  b u t  i s  a l s o  a s u p p l y  
b a s e  f o r  o p e r a t i o n s  in  t h e  M i d d l e  E a s t .  I t  m a y  a t  t i m e s  b e  e a s i e r  
f o r  u s  to  d e a l  w i t h  a s i n g l e  c o u n t r y  t h a n  if  s u c h  o p e r a t i o n s  h a d  to  
be  c o n d u c t e d  t h r o u g h  t h e  N A T O  C o u n c i l .  So  in  a s e n s e  h e r e  a g a i n  
a b i l a t e r a l  a r r a n g e m e n t  h a s  p r o v e d  to  b e  r a t h e r  m o r e  e f f e c t i v e .  
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(b) Whether as a base Spain will continue to have the same impor- 

tance for us is an open question. As'you know, the intercontinental 
type of rocket operation is becoming more and more practical, and 
the bases abroad are becoming more vulnerable. We are probably 
going to be in trouble with Libya. We have already lost out in Mo- 
rocco. And how long we can maintain the present position in Spain 
is an open question. It may all have to be moved out into the ocean. 
Whether onto submarines or onto surface vessels Spain may lose 
much of its strategic importance. 

QUESTION: Sir, would you give us your views on the part the 
United States has played in the Greek, Turkish, Cyprus problem, 
and, following that, your feeling as to what effect the outcome of the 
situation will have onthe NATO alliance. 

DR. WOLFERS: I do not know whether it is recognized in all 
the NATO countries how serious this struggle between Greece and 
Turkey might become. There is no question in my mind that a key 
position in NATO is in danger. After all, Turkey is one of the pil- 
lars of this NATO system ~. We can hardly dare to get into a fight 
with Turkey. But it would also be difficult, of course, to line up 
against Greece. Therefore, we have a tremendous interest in pre- 
venting a direct clash between Turkey and Greece, in which case 
we would probably have to take sides, if only because the Soviets 
would probably take sides. At the moment it looks as if the Soviets 
were leaning strongly toward Makarios, and that means Greece. 
They would not mind a pincer movement on Turkey. That pushes us 
over to the Turkish side, with very serious consequences for our 
relations with Greece. 

I do not know what we can do. I am not sure whether NATO is 
really prepared to put a NATO force into Cyprus. The French im- 
mediately said that they would abstain, that they did not want to get 
involved. I can see no sign that other NATO countries want to be 
involved. So it comes down to either some U.N. solution, which is 
always of doubtful value to us because of the conflict within the U.N. 
between the East and the West, or it will eventually have to become 
an Anglo-American operation. 

It is not something pleasing to contemplate, since the Turkish 
minority is really in a very dangerous position, and I do not know 
how long Turkey will stand by, with its navy right off the shores of 
Cyprus, while the Greek Cypriots expel the Turks or mistreat them. 
After all, the Turks drove the Greeks out of the Near East, and it 
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is  qui te  p o s s i b l e  tha t  the G r e e k s  m i g h t  th ink  tha t  th i s  was  the t i m e  
fo r  r e v e n g e .  But  tha t  does  not  m a k e  it m o r e  p l e a s a n t  to c o n t e m p l a t e .  
It is  a v e r y  bad s i t u a t i o n .  

QUESTION:  S i r ,  would  you  c o m m e n t  upon the e f f e c t  of ou r  r e l a -  
t i o n s h i p  wi th  I s r a e l  on our  r e l a t i o n s h i p  wi th  the o t h e r  M i d d l e  E a s t e r n  
c o u n t r i e s  and the a d v a n t a g e  tha t  th is  m a y  give R u s s i a ?  

DR.  W O L F E R S :  You do s e e m  to wan t  to t ake  m e  f r o m  one A m e r i -  
can  d i l e m m a  to the nex t .  E x c e p t  for  the T u r k i s h - G r e e k  one ,  I th ink  
ou r  w o r s t  d i l e m m a  is  posed  by the A r a b - I s r a e l  c o n f l i c t .  If you  look  
at  tha t  a r e a  you  see  how w e a k  our  p o s i t i o n  i s .  The  A r a b s  a r e  b l i n d -  
ing  t h e m s e l v e s  to any s o v i e t  t h r e a t ,  w h i c h  in f ac t  ha s  n e v e r  r e a l l y  
m a t e r i a l i z e d  fo r  t h e m .  T h e y  a r e  c o n c e n t r a t i n g  on wha t  t h e y  r e g a r d  
as  the I s r a e l i  d a n g e r .  

N a s s e r ,  who m i g h t  uni te  the A r a b s  and m i g h t  m a k e  E g y p t . a  
r e l a t i v e l y  p o w e r f u l  c o u n t r y ,  i s  c o n c e n t r a t i n g  e n t i r e l y  on I s r a e l ,  bu t  
is  s t i l l  m u c h  w e a k e r  than  I s r a e l .  One can u n d e r s t a n d  why  they  c o n -  
c e n t r a t e  in tha t  d i r e c t i o n  if they  canno t  c o m e  to t e r m s  wi th  I s r a e l ,  
w h i c h  they  do not  wan t  to do.  

So here we are in a very tough position. We can side with one 

or the other party, which then means that what we get is another 

enemy. We do not get any real supplement to our strength. Again, 

it is one of those situations where all our effort has to be diplomatic 

and an attempt to moderate the conflict in order to prevent it from 

degenerating into war. As long as it does not degenerate into war 

these countries, after all, remain free, if ever there should be a 
soviet invasion to move in the direction we would like them to move. 
But, once they are in war, then we are on one side and the Soviets 

on the other, almost inevitably. 

QUESTION: Sir, I may have a military mind, but something you 
said rather worries me. This is the fact that we are facing a mili-  
tant ideology and more particularly a dictatorship. Throughout 
history, when a dictator thought that he could move, he moved. The 
only thing that is keeping the U.S.S.R. from moving right now is our 
strategic force which does today, and I think will in the future deter 
the Soviets. What you said, sir,  is that we cannot use our counter- 
force. I think the only reason the Russians are not moving is be- 
cause they think we might use our strategic force. 
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DR. WOLFERS: Well, what they do think is that we might go 

into a war. I do not think Khrushchev assumes that we could disarm 
him, but he does not want even a part of that. The Soviets are surely 
very much scared of the American nuclear force. They are scared 
of a nuclear war. There is no question abot~t it. Everything they 
have achieved goes by the board, whether we strike effectively at 
his counterforce or only at his cities. This will be the end of the 
rise of the soviet industrial system, and now, with China on his rear, 
he certainly has no desire to give over Siberia to the Chinese. 

So, you are quite right. It is still our strategic force that is 
holding him under control. Moreover, he has internal weaknesses, 
his conflict with the Chinese, and his difficulty with the satellites-- 
and the strength of the NATO shield forces is considerable, too. If 
the Russians got involved in any big fight with us, it is not out of the 
question that the West Germans might take East Germany or even 

more. 

So he is not in an invulnerable position, he is in an insecure 
position. He may talk about dominating the world but 1 think 
Khrushchev is very pleased if he can hold his own. But this does 
not mean that we are safe, because, while he has to hold his own 
and struggle to hold his own, he takes advantage of any weakness 
that appears, and, if there is a Greek-Turkish war where he could 
profit by giving assistance to the Greeks, probably in a subtle and 
not open fashion, and if he can weaken Turkey, it will relieve his 

position immensely, so also if he could split NATO. 

These conflicts do not facilitate our position or make it safe, 
but I do think we have succeeded in making North America relatively 
safe from attack. I think we have also made Europe relatively safe 
from nuclear attack. Therefore, we have achieved something. But 
there are still a lot of vulnerabilities of which the Soviets can take 

advantage. 

QUESTION: Dr. Wolfers, the Philippine Islands appear to be 
one of the more pro-American and more solid-citizens island groups 
that you have mentioned. Do you see them as a major anchor for us, 

for our Pacific plan? 

DR. WOLFERS: Surely, until quite recently we could regard 

the Philippines as a very important position. After all, what we 
need usually are harbors and bases and supply depots, and all that 
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kind of thing. As long as the Philippines were reliable and safe this 
was important. Now, as you know, in recent months or so, even 
that position of ours has become somewhat more shaky. At the same 
time that Pakistan alliance became more shaky, the Philippine one 

became more shaky too, partly because they have caught on to this 
nationalistic desire to be liberated from their protectors, partly, 
however, because of the Malaysian issue. So that things do not look 
as good there. If things turn badly in southeast Asia, one cannot be 
sure whether the Philippines might not seek refuge in neutrality. I 
do not think the danger is acute now, but it is curious that there is 
no position any more where one can say that it is i00 percent on our 
side. I would say that of Spain, I would say it of the Philippines, I 
would say it of almost any other country. There is everywhere the 
temptation of neutrality, there is the nationalistic, popular senti- 
ment, which resents the overlordship even of a benign overlord like 
the United States. There is the fear of the growing strength of China 
in one area or in another. All of these operate against us, and we 
have to make up for all of this in some fashion. 

QUESTION: Sir, with respect to the friendly nations, and also 
the nations like the Philippines, do you think that we should perhaps 
change our doctrine and promote the doctrine of neutrality for younger 
countries ? 

DR. WOLFERS: I have been in favor of that in some instances. 
Maybe it is a prejudice of mine because I was born in Switzerland! 
I think we could have done better with some countries if we had not 
tried to press them into alliances or alinements. After all, this 
country was the best example in history of a neutral country. For 
weak countries and emerging countries, neutrality does give some 
protection. It puts less pressure on the domestic situation and it 
provokes the opponents a little less than it does if they line up with 
a major country. 

Now, it is hard to say which ones should have been left to be 
neutral. But we would never have wanted Yugoslavia to be neutral 
if she had not decided for herself. The same is true for some Of the 
other countries. We wanted them all on our side and we wanted them 
definitely lined up with us. We pressured them as much as we could. 
The result is a lot of neutrality all over the world. 

For us it creates difficulties. Neutral countries do not allow us 

to have bases. Neutral countries do not give us any kind of military 

support. 
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QUESTION: Doctor, do you foresee Japan ever returning to an 

attempt to move toward seizing power in the Far East as they once 
did before World War II ? 

DR. WOLFERS: The first answer is that there is not much of 
a vacuum into which Japan' could move because the Chinese are there. 
But I think Japan eventually will catch on again to the fact that she is 
potentially very strong. I would not be surprised if China went on 
having internal difficulties, and if Japan were to rise again to the 
position of the major power in the Far East. It is a little early to 
predict that, because she has moved very slowly. Industrially she 
has moved fast, and, of course, all of her neighbors are aware of 
the danger of Japanese expansion and would not look at it favorably 
today. But eventually, if opportunities offer themselves, and if 
the Japanese really get back on their feet, also militarily, I have 
no doubt that she is potentially a great power. 

QUESTION: Sir, do you visualize that we can give up any of our 
alliances or guarantee relationships today, particularly those that 
are not really worth while without losing face before the entire world ? 

DR. WOLFERS: It is a very difficult thing to do. That is the 
trouble about alliances. They all get linked together by the fact that, 
if yogi drop one ally, all the others begin to get scared. But, of 
course, some of these alliances maysimply fade away, as they are 
already doing. We may find that we have a lot of alliances on paper 
but very few allies. 

C O L O N E L  AUSTIN:  G e n t l e m e n ,  today  we a r e  the p r o u d  p o s -  
s e s s e r s  of 5 h o u r s  of D r .  W o l f e r s '  l i f e .  As you know,  he is  going  
to be in ou r  s p e c i a l  d i s c u s s i o n  g r o u p s  and a l so  wi th  us fo r  l u n c h .  
T h e n  he goes  to New Y o r k ,  w h e r e  they  b e c o m e  the b e n e f i c i a r i e s  o~' 
h is  t i m e .  

In addition to thanking you because you have come to help us, we 
note that you are 72 years young, Dr. Wolfers, and I think that the 
entire group here joins me in expressing the hope that the United 
States and the free world for many years will be the beneficiaries of 
your outstanding contributions. Thank you very much. 

46,,  

(16 A p r  1 9 6 4 - - 7 , 6 0 0 ) O / s y b : p d  

U. S. G O V E R N M E N T  P R I N T I N G  O F F I C E  : 1 9 6 4  O - 7 3 3 - 7 0 0 ( 1 4 0 0 )  


