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RURAL DEVELOPMENT IN ASIA

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 28, 1967

Hovse oF REPRESENTATIVES.
CoxyiTTEE 0N FOREIGN AFFAIRS,
SUBCOMMITTEE 0N ASIAN aAND PaciFic AFrFarrs,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 2.15 p.m. in room 2255, Rayburn Honse
Office Building, the Honorable Clenient J. Zablocki (chairman of the
subcommitree) presiding.

Mr. Zagrockr The subeommittee will come to order, please.

I would at the outset like to welcome the distinguished gentleman
from Minnesota, Congressman Blatnik. Also, I would like to an-
nounce that, under the rules of the House, photographs and tape
recordings niay not be made while the hearings are in progress.

Today the subcommittee will begin a series of public hearings on
rural institutional development in Asia. During these hearings which
will run into late April, the subcommittee will not only hear expert
academic and nongovernmental witnesses but will bring from the
field Government oflicials from the Departinent of State, Agency for
International Development, U.S. Information Agency, and Depart-
ment of Defense who actually develop and operate our programs.

The primary emphasis during these hearings will be on %‘.aS. efforts
in political, social, and economic development in the rural areas of
Asia, studying in depth those programs being conducted in Thailand,
Vietnam, Laocs, and the Philippines. Members not only of this sub-
committee but the Congress as a whole have been concerned for some
time about the Communist penetration of these rural areas and what
the Tnited States is doing to head it off or combat it.

There are a number of%}asic questions concerning the U.S. efforts in
this most important area. For instance, is it possible to measure how
successful the United States has been in its rural development pro-
grams? One objective of these programs, it seems to me, would be
to encourage central governments to he more responsive to the needs
of the countryside, thereby drawing the rural population closer to
their local and central governments. Are ¥.S. aid programs aimed
at accomplishing this? If not, wbhat and how can the United States
be of the most help to the governments in such efforts? Can it help
at all? Should the United States even have a role and, if so, in what
respect ?

These are just a few of the questions to which we will be seeking
answers over the next 6 weeks or so.

We are indeed privileged to have with us today the Honorable
Edwin O. Reischauer, former U.S. Ambassador to Japan, and pres-
ently professor in east Asian studies at Harvard University. Ambas-
sador Reischauer has written extensively of Asia, in particular on
Japan.

1



2 RURAL DEVELOPMENT IN ASIA

I think it might be well at this point to insert in the record Ambas-
sador Reischauer’s biographical sketch.
(The biographical sketch is as follows:)

B1oGRAPHICAL SKETCH OF Epwiy O, REISCHAUER

Born: October 15, 1910, Tokyo (American Missionary parents).
Academic training ;
Oberlin College (Ohio). A.B., 1921.
Harvard University (1931-33, 1938-39), M.A. 1032, Ph. D. 1939,
T'niversity of Paris, 1933-33.
Tokyo University, 1935-36.
Kyoto Unirersity, 1936-37.
Peking (private study), 1937-38.
Academic positions:
Harvard University :
Instructor 1939 ; Aszociate Professor 1045,
Professor 1950 to 1961: Title: Professor of Japanese History.
Present position : University Professor 1966.
Harvard-Yenching Institate : Director 1956-61.
Association for Asian Studies ; President 1955-56.
Government service :
State Department Service 1941, 1945-44.
War Department Service 194243, 194849
.S, Army, L&, Col. 1943435 (awarded Legion of Merit).
U.S. Ambassador to Japan, April 6. 1961-August 31, 1968.
Mnjor publications:
Various Japanese lapguage texts (with Elisseeff and Yoshihashi).
The Romanization of the Korean Language based upon its phonetic strnee
ture (with George McCune) (1940).
Japan Past and Present (1946, 1953 and 1964).
The United States and Japan (1930, 1957 and 1965).
Translativns from Early Japanese Literature (with Joseph Yamagiwa)
{1951).
Ennin’s Diary: The Record of a Piigrimage to China in Search of the Law
(1955).
Ennin's Travels in Tang China (1955).
Wanted : An Asian Policy (1955).
East Asia: The Great Tradition {with J. K. Fairhapk) (1860).
East Asia: The Modern Transformation (with J. K. Fairbank and A. Craig)
1965).

Mr. Zarrocki. Mr. Reischauer has a short prepared statement which
T will ask him to read into the record.

Mr. Ambassador, the subcommittee operates under a 5-minute rule
during which each member is allowed in turn 5 minutes to ask ques-
tions. After the members present have each had an opportunity to
(a.isk_ questions, they will be permitted additional questions if they so

esire.

Will you proceed, sir.

STATEMENT OF HON. EDWIN 0. REISCHAUER, FORMER U.S. AMBAS
SADOR TO JAPAR, ARD PRESENTLY PROFESSOR IN EAST ASIAN
STUDIES, HARVARD UNIVERSITY

Mr. Rerscaaver. Thank vou, Mr. Zablocki and gentlemen. It is a
privilege to appear hefore this distinguished committee to testify on
the complex subject of political and social development in Asia and
the role of U.S. programs in this process of development.

T must start by saving that I have had no expertence in the plan-
ning or administration of economic aid programs, though I hope that
my long contact with Asia and study of its history may offer some in-
sights on the underlying question of what the U.S. approach should
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be toward political, social, and economic changes in Asia. Tt isto this
more basic aspect of the problem that T have been asked to address my
remarks.

I should first like to repeat some of the points that I made in
testifying before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on Janu-
ary 81. 'These points in brief are—

That Asia is a very large and diverse area, and that therefore
blanket policies cannot and should not be mechaniecally applied to
all of its countries:

That the less developed countries do not enter significantly into
the immediate balance of power in the world and that their long-
range evolution into healthy and prosperous members of inter-

national society is of more Importance to the United States than
are their present political postures or developments over the next
few vears;

That the less developed countries are in a state of flux, seeking
patterns of growth that will help them transcend their colonial
heritage, wipe out past humiliations, and achieve stability and
prosperity as modernized nations, and that therefore rapid change
1s for them not only inevitable bnt for the most part desirable;

That the past colonial relationship between the less developed
countries and the advanced, industrialized nations has left the
former understandably fearful of domination by the industrial-
ized nations, resentful of their proffered leadership, and pro-
foundly suspicious of their efforts to help shape ov elopments
within the less developed countries: and

That differences in culture and race between the countries of
Asia and ourselves further intensify these negative feelings to-
ward us, limiting the influence we can have on changes in Asia
and necessnatmo a special degree of caution, restraint, and mod-
esty in our efforts to play a useful role in Asian dev elopment.

It is because of these bhasic considerations that T suggested to the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee that “we should not seek to play
the role of leader in Asia” but of “friendly outside supporter™ for
“Asian initiatives” and that “we should not sponsor pohtical, social,
or economic change in Asian countries, though we should be responsive
to requests fromn them for aid in carryving out such changes, whenever
we judge that these changes would help in the healthy development of
these countries and that our aid could uscfully contribute to this end.”

I should like to elaborate on these general propositions, but first 1
must point out exceptions to them. When we have already become
o deeply involved in an Asian regime that we are to a large extent
responsible for its very existence, we cannot avoid responsibility for
its nature.

This was the situation at one time in Korea, and 1s the situation in
South Vietnam today. Ideally, such deep involvements should be
avoided, but when through fate or accident or error they have already
developed, an abnormal response is required.

In South Vietnam we find our combat troops heavily committed,
but the war cannot be won on the battlefield alone. The outcome
depends to a large extent on what is achieved in the eeonomic, social,
and political development of South Vietnam. While we must con-
tinue to recognize that we are the outsiders in someone else’s country,
we must exercise here a type of initiative anid even leadership that
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wonld be totally undesirable in our more typical relationships with
Aslan conntries.

T approve of the initiatives we are taking to build up the =ociety and
economy of South Vietnam and to help develop a more representative
form of government. My only regret is that we did not start on such
activities sooner and more vigorously.

The United States has been accused of showing the “arrogance of

wer.” Although such arrogance is an ever-present danger, I per-
sonally feel that this is not our basic problem and that, considering
the vast power we possess, we have o far shown relatively little arro-

ance.
¢ Our problem seems to me more our unconsciousness of the power we
exercise. In cases like those of Korea and Vietnamn, we have failed
to use as much influence in the fields of social and political develop-
ment as the situation demanded.

A more typical situation in Asia, however, is the ane in which we
fail to see that our actions, or at times our lack of action, seem to the

ople of the country concerned an undue exercise of power or in-

uence. We are & huge and strong nation. and our slightest move,
however unwitting, can have a profound impact on others. T felt
this very keenly even in a large and highly advanced country like
Japan. How much more iz it the case in the weak and less developed
countries of the world.

I am afraid that, in our unconsciousness of the tremendous power
we exercise, we have tended toward simple-mindedness in our ap-
proach to the problems of Asia. To be sure, the countries of Asia
need great economic, social. and political changes, and most of them
are quite aware of this fact. For the most part. they wish to move
toward more prosperous, more stable, and more democratic societies,
and these are exactly the goals we would like to see them achieve.

We have great economic resources—virtuallv a third of the world’s
total wealth—and tremendous reservoirs of skill and technical knowl-
edge with which to aid them in achieving these ends. What would
seem more logical than for ns to chart the way and lead them to the
promised land of democraey and affluence? This wounld seem to be
the hvpothetical straight line between two points,

There is one flaw to this approach. however. Tt overlooks =ome
mighty mountain chains that lie in the wav. In other words. it ig-
nores the complex realities of the world in which we live and goes
against basic human nature.

In the first place, I do not think we have the knowledge and wisdom
to chart a course for Asian countries. Each is a very distinetive na-
tion, with its own special qualities, Any course must be based first
of all on the realities of the local situation, which we understand much
less than do the people who live there. Qur role in charting a course
could at best be only supplementary.

The legacy of the colonial past. moreover, makes Asians unwillin
to have us chart their path and lead them into the future. One nee
not, however, cite their particular historical background to see the un-
realism of such an approach. No people is going to let another take
such leadership in their own affairs.

We certainly did not let the Europeans chart our course across the
American Continent, though we were happy to use their capital and
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skills. Today it is we who have the necessary fertilizers of capital and
skills that thie Asians need to help them in their national growth. But
we mnst apply these fertilizers with judicious restraint or else we may
burn or smother the still delicate plant we wish to help grow.

The chief hope for the healthy development of the nations of Asia
is their own nationalistic ardor. The main outside influence that can
help in this development is the wealth and skills of the United States
and the other advanced nations. The problem is that these two forces,
instead of working together in harmony, can all too easily work
against each other. We must learn how best to reduce frictions be-
tween these two great forces and make them pull together.

Mozt fundamental to this problem is the matter of attitudes—or one
might call it stvle. We must be absolutelv certain in our own minds
that we can only be outside, sympathetic helpers and not inside lead-
ers. We must constantly remind ourselves that it is their country we
are dealing with, not ours.

We must renlize that each country has its own way of doing things
and that our ways, however good we find them, may not be practical
or even desirable for other people. We should think not in terms of
exporiing democracy or other of our treasured values, but in terms
of supporting Asian nations in their efforts to reach their own goals,
which in most cases, I feel sure, will include the goal of democracy.
We must realize that the long way around is often a quicker and surer
way of reaching an objective than the short straight line. History
has constantly illustrated this point.

The question of attitudes and style raises the problem of person-
ality and training. I have often felt that the quality of our repre-
sentatives in a country to which we wish to give aid is almost as im-
portant as the nature of our programs. The way one does something
1s usually as meaningful as what one does.

Americans who may be extremely competent in their special fields
and might be very effective in the TUnited States can sometimes—be-
cause of lacks in their background knowledge or because of a certain
insensitivity of personality—do more harm than good when sent
abroad. I have found this to be true even in a country like Japan.
and it is still more the case in the sensitive, less developed countries of
Asia. T would like to see more attention paid to both personality and
training in our missions in Asia.

Even with the right attitudes and people, however, we will always
face the practical problem of the degree of aid we can give to coun-
tries whose nature and actions we cannot approve. Can we give
aid to countries that are not democratic and do not even seem to be
progressing in that direction. or to countries that fail to take certain
badly needed steps in their own development? Can we support
dictatorships? Can we underwrite social injustice or economic in-
competence? Do we not have to attach tight strings to all the aid
we give?

There can be no clear-cut answers to these questions, because the
diversity of Asia is too great for blanket rules, but I think that we
can work out some general guidelines. We should remember that,
because of past experience, present living standards, literacy rates,
and levels of technical skills, democracy is not a political system that
could be put into immediate and full operation in some parts of Asia
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and that progress toward democracy will probably be very slow in
many places. . .

In some countries such progress may be seen for a while only in
basic processes such as the gradual spread of education, rather than
in the development of specific democratic institutions. It is even
possible that democracy may prove quite unattainable in parts of the
world, though I personally feel that the concept of a free, democratic
society is so appealing to men everywhere that almost all countries
will attempt to achieve it.

Much the same can be said about the problems of economic and so-
cial development. Many Asian countries are simply unable to do
the things in these fields that we might consider desirable. For a
long time progress toward a more stable, affluent, and just society may
take place only as a creeping growth at the grassroots level.

The basic point. though, is that we should not judge the utility of
our aid simply in terms of existing conditions or of immediate rapid
progress, but rather should evaloate it in terms of its contribution
over a long period of time toward the development of a more stable,
prosperous, enlightened, and, we would hope, democrutic society.
This fits into the time-scale of our interests in the less developed coun-
tries of Asia, which is not in their present realities but in their poten-
tial as healthy members of the world community over the decades
ahead.

In short, we shonld judge the value of onr aid primarily in terms
of its long-range effect. If it underwrites inaction by backward re-
gimes or helps preserve outmoded institutions, it will obviously be of
no benefit to them or to us.

On the other hand. even in the case of a country whose present in-
stitutions we cannot approve, if our aid were to help lay the founda-
tion for future healthy development, it would be in our interests and
in theirs. In particular we should remember that the key to develop-
ment is what happens to people in the process of a nation’s moderniza-
tion, Their knowledge, their skills, and above all their sense of par-
ticipation in an increasingly just society count more than mere physi-
cal things.

What I have said implies that there shounld be strings of a sort tied
to our aid, but this is perhaps not the way to define 1t. I think it is
a mistake to offer aid on specified conditions, This seems too much
like outside interference. If the conditions are political, they are
particularly offensive and mayv do more harm than good.

It wounld be much better to have the recipient countrv take the ini-
tiative in drawing up aid proposals, tied up and packaged with its
own strings, and let us exercise our judgment in deciding whether the
pronosals appear sound enough to support.

This. of course, would seem to throw the full responsibility for the
planning process on the recipients: and vet one of the great problems
of the less developed countries is exactly their lack of adequate skills
for sound planning. Part of this need might be filled by a process of
informal consultations between the country developing the aid pro-
posal and the aid-giving country.

A fuller and better answer to the problem would be to nrovide the
less developed countries with assistance in planning which is quite
distinct from the giving of aid itself. The problem might be met by
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an international body of experts, paid perhaps by funds supplied from
abroad, but clearly serving the countries for which they are planning
and not the countries of their origin.

Here I am mindful of the experience of the Japanese during the early
decades of their efforts to modernize their country, There was, of
course, no aid to be had at that time, but the Japanese hired the best
experts they could find in the West—usually at great expense—and
since these men were clearly working for Japan, the Japanese used
them extremely well to help plan the development of their nation.

The important point is to remove the aid-giving country from the
position of seeming to determine or chart the future of the recipient
country. This is particularly important when the aid giver is so large
and dominant a country as the United Statee. The wastefnl friction
between the forces of outside aid and internal nationalisin would be
greatly reduced if the planning process could be put fully under the
control of the recipient nation and outside help in planning could be
internationalized 1n this way.

I miglht add that the channeling of the aid itself through interna-
tional agencies would further reduce this friction. I am hopeful, in
this regard, about the role that might be played in East Asia by such
regional institutions as the Asian Development Bank, ECAFE, and
other international organizations. It must be admitted, however, that
international agencies inevitably involve greater complexities and a
heavier overhead than do bilateral instrumentalities, and that there-
fore there may be some reduction in the effectiveness of aid given
through such channels. But this loss should be measured against the
possible loss through friction with nationalism when aid is bilaterally
administered. If viewed in this light, the international channel may
well prove the more efficient.

My remarks have centered on attitudes toward the American role
in Asian development and the style in which we perform our role.
These may seem like intangibles, but my experience has shown me
that it is just such intangibles that often shape history. This is not
surprising, because intangibles such as these have to do with people,
and it is people, rather than things, that make history.

Mr. Zaprockr. Thank you, Ambassador Reischauer, for an excellent
statement.

On page 3 of your statement, Mr. Ambassador, you say that in
Korea and Vietnam we failed to use as much influence in the fields of
social and political development as the situation demanded. Let me
say that 1 tﬁink if we had begun rural development early enough and
intensively enough in Vietnam, we might not now be faced with a
massive pacification effort there.

Nevertheless, your statement seems to me contradictory to your
earlier expressed view that “we should not sponsor political, social, or
economic change in Asian countries.”

Mr. Rerscrausr. I cited that as a specific exception to the general
rule, pointing out that when we have gotten ourselves so involved in
a country that its existence is because of our aid, as in the case of Viet-
nam today, or Korea some years ago, then we are really responsible
for what that country is. This is a moral problem for us Americans,
because we don’t feel we should interfere in other people’s countries,
but if we have interfered to the point where the country exists because
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of us, we should see that it exists properly. I think in those cases we
have failed to live up to our responsibility in seeing that they have a
better regime than they managed to produce for themselves.

Mr. Zasrockr. Therefore, you think that in such a circumstance
the United States should start development activities of that type
sooner and uore vigorously.

Mr. RexscraveR. That is right.

Mr. Zasrockr. Mr. Ambassador, I would be interested in having
your views on the current situation in Thailand. Some experts
believe that the level of insurgency in Thailand is similar to that in
South Vietnam in the late 1950’s. Right now the United States is
actively engaged in attempting to convince the Thai that adminis-
trative, political, social, and economic changes must be made if the
popular support of the government is to be broadened.

My question is, Are we wrong in taking such an active role there, or
do vou see Thailand as another “abnormal” situation where the U'nited
States must become involved ?

Mr. ReiscHAUER. This is closely related to the whole problem of our
military presence in Thailand. In the Senate I was questioned on
that point—what did I think of it in view of my general principles?

T replied that I thought the Thai situation was so deeply involved
in the Vietnamese situation and the Laotian situation that it could not
be divorced from them, particuarly that area up in the northeast. So
we have really to look upon it as an extension of a situation of heavy
commitment already.

That beina =o. on the military =ide I would sayv that we should per-
haps look npon this as an abnormal case in which we <hould try to
exert direct influence to trv to get a better programn in the rural parts
of the northeast.

Mr. Zasrockt. What other abnormal situations in Asia or south-
east Asia do vou see rhat we should actively participate in?

Mr, RriscitavrR. Those are the only areas that I can think of:
South Vietnam. Laos. and Thailand. I have no other exceptions in
mind.

Mr. Zaniockr Mr. Ambassador. on page 4. the last paragraph,
vou indicate that—

The chief hope for the healthy development of the narions of Asia is their
own nationalistic ardor.

I have some questinn about that. Tt seems to me that the national-
istic ardor has snftened the Asian states into =mme undesirable and
unprodnctive situations. T have in mind Indonesia’s confrontation
with Malavsia, of Burma enttinge Western ties to find a “Burmese”
way to socialism. The India-Pakistan war over Kashmir. and the
Thai-Cambadian squabbles.  All these incidents can he traced to na-
tionalism. They have caused tremendous expenditures for arms which
might better Lave heen put to development purposes. Thex have
worked against the establishment of true regionalism in Asia. Would
von care to comment’? )

Mr. Rerscinater. I womld agree with all yvour statements there.
There is no doubt about it that nationalism can always be carried to
extremes. making it a dangerous thing and a harmful thing. We
In our own history have seen that a great deal over the last few
centuries.
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Stull, on bajance, I think the nationalistic ardov of these newer
countries of Asia is a constructive foree despite the destructive fringes
to it. In any case, this is historically inevitable: if these countries
are going to become somnd countries they are going to do it through a
great enthusiasm for themselves as national umts,

Nations are the building blocks of the age in which we live. I
think we are going to have to be fairly tolerant of some of the excesses
of nationalism that show up. It is easy for us who are, in a sense,
past the point where nationalisin was of greatest value to us, it is
easy for ns to eriticize them and say they shouldn’t be 2o nationalistie,
but I just don't think that is quite faiv. They are going to go through
the phase that I think the rest of us, the Envopeans, Americans, the
Japanese, have gone through.

We will have to be fairly rolerant of some of the unpleasant aspects
of nationalism and on balance look upon it as being a force for good
in the construction of Asia, and the independent units which we would
like to see there.

Mr. Zasrockl. Generally, from your statement I gather, Mr. Am-
bassador, that you believe that our assistance in Asia should be of the
same nature we provided through the JCRRE—Joint (‘'ommission for
Rural Reconstruction. You do, I believe, have faith that through
such joint programs we are looked upon as sympathetic helpers and
not inside leaders. Do you believe that

Mr. Retscaaver. That is true, I believe, except 1 think the JCRR,
which was an experiment carried out largely on the istand of Taiwan,
was again noa fuivlv anusual situation. We were invelved in the
existence of the regime there and so more committed to a leader-
ship role. a role of initiatives, than we would be in most places.
Therefore we could have the joint situation in which we took a lot of
leadership. I doubt that in most countries in Asia they will invite us
to play quite that large a role.

I think we should certainly try to contribute ro things of that sort,
if they come up with plans of that tvpe.

Mr. Zsprockl, What T am trying to get from vou is what your
position is, whether you think they ean do it all on their own. Do
thev have the leaders to do it on their own?

Mr. Reiscanater. I don’t think they do. They don’t have enough
expert skill to plan all these things. Therefore. I suggested that a
special effort might be made to try to get more planning skills into
their hands. It will be a healthier situation if those planning skills
are in their hands, and they exereize nltimate political judgment with
a group of international experts to help them do it. We stay on the
outside to lielp provide the know-how, the funds, and so on, insofar as
this gronp can come up with realistie plans,

When we go rushing in and try to organize it ourselves. I think we
are likely to build up a lot of countercurrents to what we are doing. T
ar suggesting mavhe a different styvle of approach.

Mr. Zanvockl, Thank vou, Mr. Ambassador. I think this hearing
has already begun to highlight the problem we are tryving to find the
solution for. Your testimony and presentation. thus far, is prom-
teing to be most helpful toward that end.

Mr. Mailliard.

Mr. Macciarp, Ihave noquestions.

Mr. Ziruocgr, Mr. Hamilton.




10 RURAL DEVELOPMENT IN ASIA

Mr. Hsxmurox. Mr. Reischauver, in your statement before the Sen-
ate you said Vietnam is something we should have avolded. I think
most of us can probably agree to that.

When we decide to put aid into a country and military assistance,
and begin putting men and material in, we ultimately commit our

restige. Doesn’t a momentum build up that is difficult to reverse, at
east from & political standpoint, so that the administrators that have
made that decision feel that even though it is done on a minimal basis
initially they have committed themselves and they have to keep going
with it? TIsn’t it a very difficult thing to reverse this process once
wa have begun it, even in a small way

Mr. Rersciracer. Our recent history would certainly show it is
a very difficult thing. T am quite certain when we got started in our
various commitments in Vietnam nobody envisaged the situation we
have gotten into and they would have all backed right out of it if
they saw it developing in this direction.

We've got to be verv conscious of this problem. As you put it.
we commit our prestice. I don’t see why we have to commit our
prestige, frankly. I think this is what we should not be doing. We
should try tobe helpful. If our help cannot be used successfully there,
it is the local country’s prestige that is committed ; not ours.

This is part of the reason for maybe not having it our plan, but
their plan that we are supporting. )

Mr. Hammurox. Is it possible to put men and material and resources
into a country without committing our prestige?

Mr. Reiscuater. It depends on what you mean by “men and re-
sources.” If vou are talking about Peace Corps people, I am sure
we can. We have not committed our prestige if we have sent a lot
of enthusiastic, idealistic young people to help.

As soon as you put in military advisers, you are at a different level,
that is true. I don’t see why the economic technician commits our
prestige. ) .

Mr. Hammrrox. Do we have some countries in Asia where you would
caution us against overcommitment now #

Mr. Remscaaver. I would caution us against overcommitment in
any country where we are not already overcommitted. There are
going to be a lot of turns in the road of these countries. That is the
nature of the underdeveloped countries.

Mr. Haymurox. What is yvour assessment of military aid in general
in sontheast Asia, thinking now not particularly of Vietnam and
these exceptional countries that you have pointed out.

Mr. Reiscaster. You are getting me beyond my depth. T am not
an expert in these things. T could imagine that there could be cases
of a constabulary sort of aid to groups that preserve peace, that keep
guerilla movements from developing, which might be a valid form
of aid.

On the whole I should think we are going to do better by a country
if we limit the military side of our aid as much as possible and try to
put it into more constructive things.

Mr. Havmmerow. I was also interested in your remarks in your state-
ment to this committee about the development of persons who are
sensitive and have a sense of history. How do we go about doing
that? What procedures is it necessarv for the Government to adont
to put these kinds of people in the field?
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Mr. Rerscaaver. First of all, I don’t think there has been a realiza-
tion of this aspect of the problem. Not enough peopie maybe have
been sensitive enough to the situation in Asia to see that Amer-
ican A may be a fine person, but it’s not really very effective there be-
cause of a lack of sensitivty and ability to really communicate in a way
that is appreciated there, whereas citizen B, who looks not better than
the other man, might be very effective that way.

If we are aware of that problem, we can do something about it. 1
think we have to put a little more effort into training, developing more
language skills, which is one of the ways to achieve this kind of more
sensitive contact.

Mr. Hamirrox. Do you have any particular assessment of our
attempts in South Vietnam, or other areas for that matter, on our
techniques of social and rural development specifically?

Mr. Rerscusver. No.  As Xsaid, I ain not an expert in having deali
with any of these things. Let me just point out that we should not
take our experience in Japan, which I do know about, as being an
example, because we had a defeated nation and one we were ourselves
occupying.  We could do things, and it was proper to do them, of a
sort that is not proper in these independent nations.

The one area that I am really familiar with is not a good example.

Mr. Hamivrox. How encouraging are the movements in Asia to-
ward economic cooperation and regionalism? Do you put real hope
on this for the decade or two decades ahead ¢

Mr. Rerscaater. I was quite a skeptic about this until quite re-
cently, because the talk about regionalism was our talk for a long
time. While there was some talk about Asian and African solidarity,
it was just talk. They were anti-West, but had nothing to pull them
together.

I have changed my tune on this recently because there has been a
great. deal of hopeful forward motion on regional get-togethers, par-
ticularly in the southeast Asiz and east Asian area. I think perhaps
one of the reasons for this is that the one great advanced nation in the
area, Japan, is taking part in the thing.

Mr. Hamgrrox. You feel the initiative is coming from Asian
leaders?

Mr. Resscuaver. Yes. It would be not desirable for us to push this
too hard. 'We might even smother it in that way. But I think we
should do everything we can to back it up. Perhaps try to channel
things through the regional groups insofar as we can.

Mr. Hasnivrox. What is your assessment of the Asian Development
Bank?

Mr. ReiscuaTER. I think it is a very hopeful thing. T think it is
one of the best that has come along.

Mr. Hayitox. This is one of the leading examples

Mr. Retscuaver. Yes. There are a lot of other things of the same
sort on a somewhat more restricted scale that have developed in the last
¥ear or so.

Mr. Haxyirrox. Could you mention soine of those specificallv ?

Mr. Relscaacer. There have been several conferences. They have
not formulated themselves into real organizations yet. There was the
ASPAC conference up in Seoul last vear. The Japanese in the spring
of 1966 called together the ministers of econamics of the various south-
east Asian nations for conferences, to build that feeling of mutual
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interest in each other which probably is valuable economically but is
even more valuable politically.

Mr. Hammrox. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman,

Mr. ZarLockl. Mr. Buchanan.

Mr. Bucraxan., Ambassador Reischauer, you mention on page 7
that in particular we should remember the key to development is what
happens to people in the process of a nation’s modernization, and then
referring back to your statement on page 4, the chief hope for the
healthy development of the nations of Asia is their own nationalistic
ardor.

From the point of view of nationalism and the fate of the people of
Asia, is there in your judgment extant in Asia any new imperialism
that might constitute a threat to Asian nationalism and the welfare of
the people of the various nations of Asia and that should be a matter
of our concern?

Mr. ResscHaver. There are lots of local rivalries. India-Pakistan
is one of the most obvious. There are others like that. That is not
the kind of imperialism you had in mind. You were thinking of some-
thing much more sweeping.

There are really only two countries that conceivably would have the
power for this. One is Japan, and it has absolutely no tendency in
that direction today. I don't know of any country more pacifistic than
the Japanese.

The other is possibly Communist China. I think its imperialistic
threat has been greatly exaggerated in this country. It is not that
strong. Their fundamental philosophy is one of the world being
swept by revolutions that are locally homegrown, rather than neces-
sarily carried by Chinese troops abroad. 1 would be very much sur-
prised if we found Communtist China. even if it were a little bit stronger
than it is today, engaged in anything like imperialistic sweeps through
that part of the world.

Mr. Boenaxax. You would feel that it is unlikely that the Govern-
ment of Communist China is interested in the domination of Asia or
capable of such domination?

r. REmscHAUER. I think it would be interested in the domination
of Asia in the sense of having Communist regimes around that looked
to Peking for leadership, but they think of achieving this in terms of
local revolution. The problem is usually a domestic one rather than
one of external aggression.

So it isn’'t imperialism in the sense of an overt military push, though
they certainly will keep up their efforts of undercover subversion as
long as they have the kind of ideasthey have today.

Mr, Bremaxax. National wars of liberation, some have said, con-
stitute the new Conununist strategy in Asia. You feel that this is to
be distingnished from direct military ageression ?

Mr. RrizscrAUER. Yes. 1 think it 1s quite different becanse the
whole concept of wars of national liberation is that they arve done by
local people. They will feed in arms, leadership: they try to stir it
up. But it has to be done fundamentally by the people there. That
is their concept. I don’t think we have seen them going across their
frontiers, at least from their point of view, except in the Korean war,
where they thoughr they were meeting a menace to thein,
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In the case of the Indian border, I think they thought they were
going across the border in order to rectify it and bring 1t in hne with
what they thought was the correct border.

Mr. BocaaNax. There are those who would say in Vietnam that
the National Liberation Front is the arm in South Vietnam of the
North Vietnamese (Government and therefore would be directly under
the command of the North Vietnamese Govermment. You do not
necessarily accept this point of view, but you see no such

Mr. Reiscuaver, That is a somewhat ditferent case. I think to the
North Vietnamese it 1s all one country. Of course thev are going
across the 17th parallel, but that is a border that they think shouldn’t
exist. It is quite a different thing from, let’s say, having the Chinese
operate deep in another country n an etfort to overthrow the govern-
ment.

Mr. Bucaanax. One other line of questioning, sir. There have been
seme critics of our foreign aid progran who have pointed out that
there should be more people-to-people and project-by-project aid and
there has been some criticism at least in the past that there
has been too much government-to-government aid and too much
reliance upon our aid being channeled through a government that
might be dictatorial or in some other way corrupt. ther you feel
this would be preferable to our playing too direct a hand in a country?

Mr. Rmiscaacer. I think it would be, basically. The governments
will tend to be not very efficient. Many of them will be corrupt, but
remember, practically all countries until fairly recently had more or
less corrupt governments. We shouldn’t be too harsh in our judg-
ments there.

The alternative is for ns to try to work in underneath the govern-
ment, in a sense being subversive for a good cause, as we would say, in
someone else’s country. This is the kind of thing that gets you into
the type of involvements that end up in Vietnam and similar situa-
tlons.

Given the fact that Asian history will have lots of ups and downs for
some time to come, I think it is advisable for us to stay out of roles like
that. People to people is different. If it is a private grouping to peo-
ple in Asia, I think thisis fine. The more of thisthe better.

The American Government to somebody else’s people, another gov-
ernment’s people, is a rather dangerous thing to do. That shows a
kind of arrogance that I think we have to be cantious about.

Mr. Brewraxax. Is there perhaps a need for a greater emphasis on
private aid, therefore?

Mr. ReiscHavuer. As Ambassador to Japan, I always said that the
private citizen can do anything a governmient can do and better, if he
will do it.

Mr. Bucaaxax, Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Zaprocr1. Mr. Fraser.

Mr. Fraser. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

How would you suggest that we ought to proceed in Vietnam where
you carve out an exception to your general rule that we shonld not get
as deeply involved in the internal affairs of another nation? Yousay
that we must work in the economic, social, and political development
of South Vietnam, but how do you think that ought to be done?

T0-996—G7—2
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Mr. Rerscuuaver. Obriously in wartime conditions it is awfully hard
to do much. I think our efforts to get a more representative form of
government—the Constituent Assembly and the elections that it will
lead to—are all to the good. We have obviously put pressure on that
side. I think we must push on that side.

On the other end, you have the grassroots variety of development,
but you have to have an area of security before you can proceed. This
is tied up in the military situation. T am not sure that we have done
a8 much in the areas that we have tried to secure as we should. We
haven't given them enough securitv, and then inside of that, built
enough in the way of institutions. 1In the long run a national govern-
ment. that has a degree of representation to it. and a demonstration of
a better landholding system and a mnore equitable kind of society, will

robably be more of an answer to the Vietcong than the military. An
important other half to it

Mr. Fraser. How do we build an institution in South Vietnam?

Mr. Rerscuater. That is diffieult. T think vou should bring these
questions to people with more knowledge than I have. I suspect the
role of Americans at the grassroots level is fairly limited. We don't
have enough langmage skills and empathy with the people there. T
think we could have done a great deal more in helping train elements
in Vietnam, Vietnamese that is. who would approach these problems
in the right way. The great discrepancy between the power of the
Vietcong and the power of the Vietnamese Army bas been the political
training of the Vietcong, as opposed to what the ARVN has, We
ought to help see that there is better political training. I am using
the term in the broad sense to mean an attitude toward the people and
the institutions to be built on the part of the ARVN,

Mr. Fraser. You say I should address this question to somebody
who may be more expert on the matter?

Mr. RriscHATER. Yes.

Mr. Fraser. T ask vou to cast your eye in a general sense over the
allocation of responsibilities for foreign policy here in Washington.
‘Which agency would vou think would house these kinds of experts?

Mr. Rrrrcraver. The State Department shonld.

Mr. Fraser, Do vou know of any aetivity by the State Department
to develop this kind of expertise?

Mr. Rerscrater. T would imagine so, in the AID programs.

Mr. Fraser. When yvon are talking about State vou are talking
about ATD? )

Mr. Rerscuaver. Iam thinking of those two together.

Mr. Fraser. In State yon wonld say AID is the agency as von
nnderstand it that would house thiskind ) )

Mr. Rriscitaver. Toalargeextent.

AMr. Fraser. Where else?

Mr. Rerscuaver. Obviously the military, the Army, which is down
on the ground there. and is doing a lot of this sort of thing. too.

Mr. Fraser. Wounld you find there the locus of expertise on the in-
stitution bnilding?

Mr. Rerscraver. T think it should be more over in AID. T don’t
know whether there is enough there, or not.

Mr. Fraser. Wonld yon expect if you would read the statutes that
vou would find that AID is charged with this kind of responsibility
which might be termed loosely political development ? '
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Mr. Reiscraver. Probably in the overall statements it wouldn’ say
that because I think this is an esception to the rules. I would hate to
see it in the overall statement that that is what AID is trying to do. I
think we have a special situation in Vietnam in which ATD must take
the lead in thiskind of activity.

Mr. Fraser. Supposing someone over there posed the choice to an
American of whether it was better to butld a local nolice force. one that
would be responsible to local government, or whether the police should
be responsible to the central government or to a province chief?
‘Where would the person be found in the U.S, Government who would
have an informed opinion abont that kind of question?

Mr. RerscHavEr. I suspect in the country team in Saigon and its
local representatives,

Mr. Fraser. What training program, what kind of capacity is
sought to be developed by what agency here that would lead to this
kind of expertise on the country team?

Mr. RerscHATER. You are leading me berond my depth on this one.

Mr. Fraser. These in part are rhetorical questions because I don’t
think there is snch an ageney that has this responsibility.

Mr. Rascracer. If you say so. I will agree with it.

Mr. Fraser. I would have thought that you might have been ex-
posed to some of these activities if they had existed.

Let me pose an jllusiration of the problem we face. In Hawaii
there is a training school for those going to Vietnam. The trainees
are actually sent out, in field work. into some of the rural parts of
Hawaii where they get among the people, identifv the power strie-
ture, draw land maps and so on. As I understand the consolidation
of functions under Ambassador Porter, this may be closed down and
transferred to the Foreign Service Institute in Washington. As T
understand it, the Foreign Service Institute is not ordinarily thonght
of as having a role in this kind of thing. T don’t know if you have
any reaction to the question. I am reciting a set of facts that con-
cern me,

Mr. Rerscaaver. I share your worry. I think that is an organiza-
tion that is meant for a more generalized sitnation. This is a very
specialized one. Yon should have a specialized organization for it.

Mr. Fraser. I don’t want to take more time. I will come back
toit.

Mr. ZasLockr. Mr. Culver.

Mr. Crrver. Mr. Ambassador, on page 2, at the bottom of your
statenient. vou make reference to the abnormal situation, se-called, of
Korea and South Vietnam, and yon say that “Ideally, such deep in-
volvements should be avoided. but when through fate or aecident or
error they have already developed. an abnormal response is required.”

What abont North Korea, the Korean situation? Was that either
fate or accident or error?

Mr. Ruiscrater. 1 wouldn’t want to put those terms on specific
gitnations. I think in the case of Korea it was probably more fate.
We ended un there holding half of that country. and we didn’t know
how to handle it. This brought us into a deep involvement there.
You can’t see sperific errors made except perhaps the original one
in letting the conuntry be divided at the surrender time.

Mr. Crover. Conld vou characterize as fate the invasion by military
foree of Nerth Korea across the in‘ernational boundary line?
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Mr. Ruascuaver. T mean it was fate in the sense that the country
was divided, and the situation grew out of that. There were probably
errors involved too.

Mr. Curnver, What T am trying to suggest is that T think there are
certain hard international realities, power oftentimes calls for T.S.
involvement of a much more concrete description than something like
fate. T would suggest. I wonder what was the attitude of the
Japanese. Mr. Ambassador, toward the North Korean-South Korean
struggle generally by way of a consenzus of attitude? TWhat was
their view?

Mr. RriscHaTER. At that time, remember, they were occupled by
the United States and considered themselves not an independent na-
tion and as being out of world problems. There was extraordinarily
little interest, considering that this was right next door and would af-
fect their future. They were thinking about their own immediate
problems and did not react very strongly to this, one way or another.

Mr. Cowver. Do vou think in retrospect the T.S. experience in
Korea and the subsequent resolution of that conflict on that basis
could be viewed as a plus in terms of the stability of Asia todav?

Mr. Reisenater. Very possibly so, ves. T think T would probably
sav so. I have felt we did the right thing in Kerea most of the way
through. Early on we made some errors in not realizing what we
were getting into. There were errors made when we rather obviously
defined South Korea outside of our area of defense. This mavbe
brought on the war that might otherwise not have come. We conld
only respond to it when invasion came. I am agreeing with vou, 1
think.

Mr. Crover. You suggested that, Mr. Ambassador, if one had the
foresight to envision the inonumental cost of onr enrrent Vietnamese
involvement it would have been a path that we most likely would not
have elected to travel. If at the time of the major decisions to escalate
our involvement there someone could have foreseen the cost but also
foreseen the possibility that, say. in the vear 1970 there would be a
Korean-type peace and the possibility for comparable progress. would
vou still be of the opinion and judgment, in the terms of Asian stabil-
ity. it would have been an unwise decision initially ?

Mr. Rerscitater. Of course we don't know what the total costs
are. We don’t know what it will be by 1970 and what vou described.
I have backed our present position right along as being the right one
in a rather poor series of choices that we have before us. a

Where I think we made mistakes—originally, in the first vears after
1945, T rhink if we had not given support to the French effort to restore
their colonial regime there. vou wonld have gotten a regime under
Ho Chi-Minh. who had a fair number of Communists in his eroup.
But he and his people have alwavs had the strong concept of resistance
to Chine<e control. I think if that had happened we would have
probably had a Tito kind of regime in Vietnam. and probably quite
a bit beyond Tito in terms of being friendly with us. Nobods would
have ever thoughr this was a terrible problem. and we would not have
the various losses, the varions high prices we have paid for the Vietnam
situation but would be probably as well off as we will be if we get this
thing settled by 1970,
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Mr. Corver. Do you feel qualified in making a similar azsessment
of the likelihood in the case of Thailand and Laos in the absence of
U.S. presence and that it would evolve along the Titoist siruation?

Mr. Reiscager. Thailand is an independent country.

Mr. Crrver. In the absence of a TS, presence.

Mr. ReiscHATER. We probably would not have that northeast sitna-
tion. If you had a rather strong nationalistic, even if Communist,
Vietnam between China and the wortheast of Thailand, I doubt if
vou would be having that problem. Laosis a different kind of question.

Mr. Curver. Isn't really the difficulty in northeast Thailand pri-
marily a problem of ethmie divizions and borders that some view as
illogical and unreasonable and that the difficulty, given a Ho Chi-Minh
domination in Viernan. would on the contrary Iikely be quite similar?

Mr. Remsciiaver. You have got a good point there becanse after all it
has been the North Vietnamese who stirred up the trouble in Laos, not
the Chinese.

One element of the northeast part of Thailand. as I understand it,
is that there are a large number of Vietnamese who have fled the war
and are there. If there had not been that continuning war would those
people be there? I am not sure enough of the history to be certain.
I suspect that might be the situation, which would make it much more
stable. You would probably have had a longer history of stability in
that area, which would make it less likely that the present kind of
situation would have developed.

In the case of Laos we have a peculiarly difficult situation. because
this is a very small country in terms of population. but one ethnically
very mixed up. To have any sort of stability there is quite difficult.
I myself have felt that it is not wise for the United States to have
gotten its Erestige so deeply involved in what iz such an obvionsly small
and nnstable part of the world, Let’s give what aid e can. but not to
the point of hurting ourselves.

Mr. Corver. Mr. Ambassador. it has been suggested that the events
of October in 1965 with regard to Indonesia were to a great extent nn-
dertaken by the comforting proximity of United States commitments
in Vietnam. Would von subseribe to that thesis, or do vou think that
it is likely that these events would have transpired totally independent
of that consideration?

Mr. Re1scaaver. One can’t rule ont the possibility that the war in
Vietnam and our strong stand there made this possible. But in
terms of the specific events as of the night of Sepremiber 30 and
October 1. I think those would have happened in any ease. because the
Communists tried to pull their conp by killing off the generals, and
some of the generals escaped and were fighting desperately for their
lives, At that moment thev weren't worrying where the Tth Fleet
was or whether Americans were fighting in Vietnam or not. becanse
theyv were trying to preserve themselves and fight back. ) )

I suspect that most of that story would have transpired in any
case. Butnobody can be absolutely sure of that.

Mr. Curver. Mr. Ambassador, one of the things that tronbles me a
great deal, and I think I speak for other Members of Congress
who have had the opportunity to travel even briefly in some of these
undeveloped sitnations, is the apparent failure to properiy pool and
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evaluate the experience in implementation and administration of some
of our ATID efforts, partieularly with regard to rural development.

“You can go to country X and they say, “Let us show you our grand
scheme for rural development.” You fly for an hour and in country
Y they say, “We would like to show you our 1970’ concept for this
country.” ~ I wonder, even though I understand your suggestion of the
Japanese experiences hardly appear analogous for the application of
gome of our efforts there to something like Vietnam or Laos or Thail-
land, I wonder whether in your judgment and experience as Ambassa-
dor to Japan there has been an ample consideration of the value of
getting men of your background and experience, with your own
admittedly unique experience in the particular country in which you
are involved, to sit down with others and find out does this work and
if so why and would it work here and if not why not and see the extent
to which we can deal in generalities about this great region charac-
terized by diversity that we could come up with some sound concepts
and not see with every change in Saigon AID administration we
throw the baby out with the %)eath water and jettison all our AID
experience nnder this administration and start out afresh with the
bold new initiatives of the other without taking a harder look, more
discriminating look as to what the prior experience has been and what
we can build in the terms of our subsequent programs.

Mr. Rescraver. I think you are right as to the problems we face
in these countries. I think in the foreign service I did run into a kind
of parochialism between the different Embassies. They all wanted to
have their own little show and not get any advice from others. I am
sure this must apply to our AID missions and others, too. There
is a lot of transferable expertise that we perhaps are not using. I
would also be interested, in seeing a transfer of the knowledge
built up by other countries—such as the joint rural reconstruction
experiments in Taiwan and the tremendous thing the Japanese have
done, not only in the land reforms that we helped them put through
at the end of the war. but in a long rural buildup. It would be helpful
lt)(') have this kind of information get around to all the countries a little

it more.

The international kind of planning I was talking about might be
one way of doing this. I think it would be very much to our benefit,
the benefit of the world I mean, to have that kind of krowledge more
widely spread.

Mr. Crover. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. ZasLockr. We will start the second round of questioning.

Mr. Ambassador, are we overcommitted in Asia? If we are, to
what extent are we overcommitted and in which countries in Asia?
I know we have bilateral and multilateral treaties with many countries
but we do not have treaties with others, For example, we do not have
a treaty with Indonesia.

Mr. Rerscaaver. My fear is that mavbe we have the wrong kind
of commitments when I say we may be overcommitted. I don’t want
us to cut down on our overall commitment at all. QOur modern age
has a discrepancy between the advanced, rich countries like ourselves
and the Jess developed ones which have two-thirds of the world popula-
tion, while we have most of the world's wealth. This is an unsound
sitnation in the kind of unitary world we now have. We with one-
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third of the world’s wealth, ought to have a big commitment to try to
help these others get ahead. I don’t think we help them very much
by military commitments. That was my point. Our kind of military
power doesn’t really give them much security against the kind of thing
that they really face, which is largely internal.

I don’t think there is a great danger of external aggression in most
of these areas. Against that perhaps we can do something. I am
all for the presence of the Tth Fleet and our ability to exert military
power when we can successfully doso. But we cannot do much about
guerrilla warfare. This is handled much better by economic and in-
stitutional buildups,

I would like to see us do more for conntries like Indonesia and others
and not worry whether they are allied to us or not allied to us.

Mr. Zssrockr. You did say that in some instances we must give
assistance, for example, military items for security police. This is
exactly how our involvement started in Vietnam,

Mr. RexscHAUER. | rather reluctantly said that there probably are
times when that is desirable. I wouldn’t want to rule it out as a pos-
sibility. It is not the side in which I would like to see our major
effort expended.

Mr. Zsprocgl, Nevertheless, you do see situations in Asia where it
might be necessary on our part to give assistance to certain countries.

Mr. ReiscHATER. I think there are times probably when we should.
We had the Huk uprising in the Philippines,

Mr. Zaprocki. You have said that it is wrong for our country to
sponsor political, social, or economic change in other countries, par-
ticularly Asian countries. Mr. Ambassador, Japan is now giving sub-
stantial economic assistance to other Asian countries, and correct me
if I am wrong, but it is my understanding that Japan attaches con-
ditions to its bilateral aid. Is it, in your opinton, all right for Japan,
in giving assistance, to sponsor political, social or economic change
in Asian countries?

What I am trying to say is, if it is wrong for us to sponsor changes
is it in any way, any degree, proper for other countries, such as Japan?

Mr. Reiscuscer. I don't think Japan gives aid with that kind of
strings attached to it. The trouble with their aid has been that so
much of it is tied to their own commercial development, expansion of
markets, and theyv haven’t given the free kind of aid. They have not
thought enough in termns of the devclopment of couniries to which
they have extended these credits. I don't see any =ign of their trying
to put political conditions on aid. Fundamentally, T think that is
not good for any country to be doing. least of all the strong countries.

Mr. Zsprockl. Do you envision that Japan will play a leading
role in the coming yvears as far as ascisting the other countries in
the Asian area?

Mr. Rerserracer. 1 think there is no doubt about it.  In the Asian
Development Bank. for example. they matched our sum of $204 mil-
lion out of the billion dollars there. This is one thing that is not
controversial in Japanese politics. They all believe they ought to
be doing something. although they are reluctant when it comes to
putting their hands in their pockets and doing it. There is ne doubt
they are going to move more and more into that field. That is one of
my reasons for being relaxed about the dangers in Asia.  Another is
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that the chief source of trouble—China—is in decline rather than ris-
ing right now.

Mr. Zamockr. Will aid from other countries close the gap between
the havesand have-nots?

Mr. Remscaacer. 1 think all of the have nations will have to give
more than they have been giving. But even that won’t do it, becanse
the real problem is the learning of skills in these other countries. e
haven’t yet learned how to transfer these skills well enough. )

Mr. Zaprockr. On page 6, the bottom of the lengthy paragraph, it
BAYyS:

For a long time progress toward a more stable, affiluent. and just society may
take place only as a creeping growth at the grassroots level,

TIs it not true that the gap between the peasants or grassroots and the
urhanized elite in the countries in that part of the world is widening
rather than closing?

Mr. RerscHatER. Yes. I don't have statistics on this. But I would
not be surprised if that were the eondition, This is very commonly
the condition in conntries in the early stage of economic development
Nke that. It is rather hard to work against that. It is not easy to
correct it,is what T am trving to say.

My main point in that paragraph is that we shouldn’t be too de-
manding of quick resnlts hecause perhaps a slow upcreep of literacy
over a 1f-vear period might be the most significant way to eventually
get ahead in a country.

Mr. Zarrockt, That brings me back to this question : Are the coun-
tries in Asia. such as.Japan. in a hetter position to help the have-not
countries, are they better equipped to close this gap, to obtain this long-
term, as you put it, grassroot development, are they better equipped
in their assistance programs than we in the United States?

What I am eoming to is, in vour statement von indicate that we
are not equipped to lay out the plau. to give the assistance that iz nec-
essary in Asia. Arethev better equipped?

Mr. Rerscmater. T don’t think they are better equipped at all. I
think there is probably more technical know-how in Japan that might
be of value to these countries than we have ourselves, because condi-
tions in Japan, densitv of population. the rural economy, and the like.
are perhaps a little hit closer to the conditions in these other countries.
The Japanese experience with modernization might he more relevant
than our own. But I don’t think that makes them better equipped to
do the masterminding. the planning for the future for these other
people than we are, simply becaunse the thing against it is not really so
much our lack of knowledge as it is the fact that it goes against human
nature. The people are going to want to plan for themselves,

Mr. Zasrockl. You maintain that a country receiving multilateral
ald can develop on their own better than they can with aid on a hi-
lateral basis?

Mr. ReErscuiater. T have pointed out that bilateral programs run
the risk of aid given by a major eountry runs the risk of stirring up
countercurrents of nationalism. Yon rednce this friction hy doing
it the other way. '

Mr. ZasrLockl. As yvou know, the President = asking that the new
AID objective be to funnel at least 85 percent of U.S. development
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loans through multilareral chanmnels. Do vou see this objective as
meeting your ideas for administering U.S. aid .

Mr. ﬁEISCllA('ER. I amn all for putting it throngh multilateral chan-
nels insofar as possible,

Mr. Zsprocgr. Do you think the political climate is such here in the
United States and Congress to agree with you !

Mr. Remscaaver. “Insofar as possible” should include that point.
It is a matter, partly, of education, If the American public and
American Congress think it is getting more for its dollars through
multilateral channels, then thev will be more for it. I think they are
getting more for their dollars in the long run throungh multilateral
channels.

Mr. Zssrocki. Until such a climate is developed, it inight be better
if the United States continues doing it

Mr. Reisciraver. This is vour political judgment.

Mr. Zasrocgr. Mr. Buchanan.

Mr. Brenaxax, If we do aet primarily through multilateral
channels it 1s reasonably certain that the people of the recipient coun-
try not only will not feel that we are tryving to dominate them, they will
not know we have had anything to do with it. Will this make any
difference?

Mr. Remsciiacer. I don’t think so. We are not looking for grati-
tude. We are looking for a better world to live in. You are not
iikely to get gratitude for thiskind of thing.

The word “face” came up a great deal in the Senate. I do not think
face or gratitude are things that we need to worry about. Ameriea is
known by everybody to be by all odds the greatest country in the world.
Others, I think, see us as not just the largest country but the one with
the largest heart. I don’t thing we have to worry abour that.

Mr. Bremaxax. In the polemices of the international situation vou
feel even though this rule might not be followed by the other coun-
tries, the Soviet Union, Red China. whatever is done would probably
not to be done on a multilateral basis, vou don’t feel that in this kind
of competitive situation this makes any difference?

Mr. Rewscuater. It is eompetitively to our advantage to do it
multilaterally. If they want to do it unilaterally to their own dis-
advantage, it is too bad for them.

Mr. BrenaxaN. You mentioned that China is in a state of decline.
Surely if there is a sonrce of aggression in Asia it would seem this would
he a likely source. Could vou give us vour judgment of the situation
in China now as to whether it indicates any popular unrest against
the regime or simply competitive forces within a regime? You men-
tioned decline, and it intrigued me.

Mr. Reiscaater. I wouldn't want to suggest that the Chinese
Communist system 1s likely to fall apart. The Chinese are a people
with Jong experience in government and organization, with perhaps
more genius In that field than anx other people in the world. T think
it is improbable that they will fall apart despite all their difficulties.
I do think that they are coming to the point where their past efforts
at progress have added up to such an unmitigated series of disasters
that the leadership will have to recognize that they must go in a some-
what different direction from the one they have been going in. Mao




22 RURAL DEVELOPMENT IN ASIA

is not willing to aceept that. He is fighting desperately for the old
way of doing things that brought him to power. Obviously there
are many others that see it quite differently; otherwise he wouldn't
have the fight that is going on now.

T would think it s safe to assume that in a short period of time,
2 or 3 years, we will find an effort there to go in guite a different direc-
tion than what they are going now. I don’t mean they will throw
out communism, but will try to accommodate themselves a little
bit more to the realities of the world around them. The first step
might be to restore a little bit. more of a relationship with the Soviet
Union. That would be the first step. I would think. I would imagine
they would want to try to build a cleser and more beneficial relation-
ship with Japan, and they might eventually be willing to have some
sort of relationship withus. T think they are very likely to go in a new
direction soon.

Mr. Brocuaxax. That is very encouraging. You stated on page 7,
if T have 1 more minute:

We should judge tbe value of our aid only in terms of its long-range effect. If
it underwrites inaction by backward regimes or helps preserve ontmoded insti-
tutions, it will obviously be of no benefit to them or to us. On the other hand,
even iu the case of a country whose present institutions we cannot approve, if
our aid were to help 1ay the foundation for future healthy development, it would
be in our interests and in theirs.

(iven the diversity of which you have well spoken, could you par-
ticularize onthisat all?

Mr. Reiscnauver. I had basieally in mind military dictatorshins
which are now very common in Asia. I have alwayvs felt they would
be common in Asia. I wonld suspect that they will be common in Asia
for some time to come. That is probably hecause a military system is
one of the easiest things to modernize. We are not very strong on
military dictatorships in this country. but we should not rule out the
possibility of giving aid to dictatorial regimes if our aid seems to be
building the kind of long-range things that might some day make it
gosmble for those countries to go bevond their military dictatorships.

is even conceivable that the same principle would be applied to
Communist countries. We do that in regard to the Tito regime in
Yugoslavia. I could imagine Communist regimes that would have
that relationship with us. We would help them develop skills that
would allow them to grow beyond communism. There are fewer exam-
ples of that sort.

Mr. Zsprocki. Mr. Gallagher.

Mr. Gacnacuer. I join with my colleagues. Mr, Ambassador, in
welcoming you here to the committee tod'n I read your statement,
and I do have a few questions, and some points that I would like you
to enlarge upon.

I am sort of intrigued by your statement that we must think not in
terms of exporting democracv or other of our treasured values, but in
terms of supporting Asian nations in their efforts to reach their own
goals, which in most cases T feel will include the goal of a democracy.
If we could go back a few days. a few vears, reallv, and we could just
talk, if you don’t mind, about Vietnam, was not that the i issne among
many of the people who are now the critics of our policy in Vietnam?
Wasn't the fact that we were not exporting democracy and perhaps
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we should have been supporting democracy during the Diem days when
our conscience couldn’t stand the help that we appeared to be giving
to Diem and Nhu. A lot of people who are now the critics felt that,
well, there was a sort of double standard of what we would accept
earlier and what some of our people are pushing now.

My question really boils down 1o whether or not this is a whole new
concept. Do not some of the critics of our Vietnamese policy now,
were they not in those days advocating exporting democracy, if we were

Ing to be exporting aid, and are we not in this position because we

ollowed their advice?

Mr. Rerscrmaver. Again, we get back to the case of Vietnam. The
same case came up in Korea, and I remember feeling strongly myself
about it at a time when we were stuck with Syngman Rhee. His re-
gime existed because of our military support, and we owed it to the
Korean people to try to push harder for the developinent of a better
regime there because we were involved in its very existence. We
brought Diem to Vietnam in the first place. If we are going to bring
somebody in and install him as a ruler, then we are a little bit responsi-
ble for Wiat he is like.

Right from the moment we got ourselves committed that way in
Vietnam I think we were responsible for having better institutions
than Diem was able to provide. I would agree, in those cases you
have tc take on a greater responsibility. But by and large that 1s a
kind of involvement that we should avoid, I think.,

Mr. Garracaer. Looking back into the development of how it came
about, how do we avoid it? As you say in vour statement here it is
nice to be friendly and we should not seek to play the role of leader
in_Asia, but of friendly outside supporter. By being a friendly out-
side supporter and encouraging people toward self-development do we
not assume a responsibility when their development is challenged by
people other than those within their own country ?

Mr. Rerscuauen, If there is going to be clear and open a ion,
we will probably have to meet it almost anywhere in the world. That
is probably true. You cannot meet it just in selected areas if vou are
really going te be for that kind of world. I doubt very much we are
going to have many cases of that in Asia. Even in the case of the
Korean war, this was two halves of a divided country, and Vietnam
also is a divided country. Otherwise, we have not had aggressions
that we would have to get involved in, with the exception of the
North Vietnamese trying to stir up trouble in Laos. That would be
one case perhaps.

Mr. Corver. India.

Mr. Rescaaver. When you get these bilateral situations, by and
large I think we ought totry to stay out of them.

Mr. Corver. China-India.

Mr. ReiscEauEr. At least from the Chinese pomt of view I think
that was a limited problem, to attempt to correct a border and not an
all-out attempt to subjugate India. The basic problems I think will
be domestic, coming from within, and it is very, very hard for us to
do anything about that. ) )

Mr. Garracurr. When it appears that the support is coming from
without, as appears to be the case in Vietnam, as appears to be the
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case in Thailand, some of the other areas in southeast Asia, what do
we do then when the government comes screaming for help, this gov-
ernment that considers vs their friend? And since we have a role of
leadership, how do we disengage from enlarging our responsibilities
as the problems grow?

Mr. ]I{F,ISCH;\I"}:R. I think we have allowed these problems to appear
as American problems. They come screaming to us as you put it,
They don’t come to the French or English. But these people are
just as much involved in it as we are. It was a natural situation to
get into after the war when we were widely extended and were the
one great power. I think we shonld ent back. Al of the countries of
the world shenld be just as mnch iterested in this sort of thing as we
are. It is prohably less of a menace to us than it is to many. many
others. In other words, I would advocate that we keep our “cool”
ahont ir. We don’t have to get that worried about each of these
situnations.

Mr. Garracuer. Then T would ger back to where we started. We
obvionsly didn't keep our “cool”™ about Mr. Diemn and Mr. Nhu., At
that point. if we were in fact responsible for that government. which
I den’t buy completelv. but if we were. assuming without supposing
that we are, ar that point we had some advisers in there, a very Itmited
number of advisers: however. it would seem to me that we probably
conld have used that as the threar and if the government did not re-
habilitate to the way we eonsider a government should be in those
days we could have gone home. There is a line of thought that we
enconraged if not snpported the coup. Once having done that then
we certainly did become responsible for that government and succeed-
ing governments. The prestige was not at stake in the early Diem
days. Now. we have a number of troops over there, and now it be-
comes a problem for this Nation. whereas before it did not have that
dimension. was not of that magnitude.

The thing that T always find perplexing is when the monk poured
the gasoline on himself. that this became something that our Christian
conscience couldn't tolerate here in the United States. The popular
response was one that I think influenced our Government at that
time. Do we allow this sort of thing 10 happen again. or were we not.
in effect, in those early days trying. as yon pur it here. to export
democracy? We seemn to have a double standard on all of this.

Mr. RelscHater. I think we got ourselves overinvolved from 1945
on in helping the French hegin something unsound and then our-
selves walking into an nnsound situation in 1954, T think we have
became more or less responsible for that government since that time
and got ourselves more and more committed until we ot involved In
doing the things we are doing.

I have been a supporter of what we have been doing. because we
are now 1in that position. My whole plea is that we look at these
things before we get across that fatal line of commitment. In the
long run. if these countries are not able to defend themselves, probably
we arent going to be able to defend them—at least at a reasonahle
price. I think this has been proved pretty much in Vietnam already.
We are paying a tremendous price for the defense of a verv small
country.  Yet if there had been enough strength in that situation to
begin with, we would never have been needed to help defend them.
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We have to realize that our interests, unless we conunir them, are not
that great 1n the first place. This is a long history we are involved in,
Some of these countries will go in and out of undesirable situations
between now and 51} vears from now, or 100 vears fromn now, by which
time I hope we will have reached a more desirable situation than we
have now. We cannot and should not make ourselves responsible for
every one of those countries,

Mr. Gavvacuer, I certainly agree with you, Ambassador. The
thing that has perplexed 1ne is that those who are most eritical of our
situation in Vietnam were the loudest voices toward a commitment
to get rid of Diem regardless of what the consequences were, and we
became the inheritors of everything that followed Diem.

On what vou have just said here, would vou care to comment on a
question: Are the nations of sontheast Asia viable politically? Thar
is to say, are they capable of controlling their own environment and
maintaining order internally ¢

Mr. Rmscnaver. I think they are viable in the sense that they are
going to exist. They have gone through the most difficult period
already. They have gotten started. They have lived for 10 or 20
years, as the case may %e With very few exceptions they are gaining
n strength rather than losing strength.

While my statements that we shouldn’t get curselves that much
conimitted may sound heartless. I think it isn their own best interest,
What we are doing for South Vietnam has not been much in the long-
range interest of South Vietnan.

Mr. GarracHER. It was the spinoff

Mr. RerscHaTER. There might be some spinofl values. Idere we
have a problem. Here we stand in 1967 trying to formulate the prob-
lem we face, but it seemed different in 195+, At least I formulated it
differently in my mind. I had a much clearer concept then of a more
unified Communist menace to that part of the world, though I did
predict even in 1954 that the Chinese and Communist Russians were
going to split. Now, we have a certain amount of hindsight. I think
we can realize that we perhaps overbuilt the concept of a unitary
Communists menace at that time in our minds, We shouldn’t carry that
on into the next decade. I don’t think we have that much of a danger.
I think the countries are mostly viable and we will probably be able
to help them more by not trying to get then alined with us or trying
to show this kind of leadership and playing it somewhat more cool.
When I say “cool” 1 don't mean giving less aid. Mavbe we should

ive more aid. But we should play a less involved role in their
ture.

Mr, Garracaer. Would there be a threat to their political stability
and their political independence if we were not engaged in Vietnam?

Mr. Reiscuacer. One can argue in the case of Thailand there prob-
ably would be, as it is so deeply involved. But take Burma. Burma
obviously feels that it can probably defend itself betrer by refusing
to have anything but the most strictly correct relationship with us. be-
cause the more relationship they have with us the more fear theyv have
that China will put pressure on them. They figure their own interests
are not to be closely tied with us. They are still independent. They
are doing fairly well in the sense of maintaining their own inde-
pendence.
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Mr. GavracrER. Of course, fortunately, at the time they were not a
target. What happens when they become a target?

Mr. Rerscaaver. Well

Mr. Givracrer. Over in the Senate vou said the threat of com-
munism to the continent has failed. It has faded, but it has not
disappeared.

Mr. Rerscuaver. That is right. It depends on what kind of menace
exists. If vou get a strong, indigenous Communist movement that
threatens the Burmese Government, they are seriously threatened
then. Thex have two Communist movements already but neither has
threatened them seriously. If onc threatens them seriously, they are
deeply menaced, but could we help in that situation? Probably not
very mueh and only at tremendous cost, if at all,

Mr. GarvagaER. Of course, vou nst then get to a point of asking:
Are you prepared to write off our desire to sce nations develop viable
political structures without a threat of cutside aggression, or internal
subversion supported by those outside the country? Where is the
breaking point?

Mr. Briscmater. Actually in terms of our immediate interest we
aren't threatened by aggression in most parts of Asia.  The only place
that would be of deep interest to us is Juparn, which has modern kinds
of power. I don’t think we have this threat.

Mr. Gavrnacirer. IT 1t 1= not a threat to ns——

Mr. Reiscaaver. I mean a threat to the countries there We have
had enough history since the war to know that these countries do
defend themselves very well through their nationalistic spirit. In
fact. they seem to do it a little bit better or more easily than with our
military aid. T think von are posing a false problem, perhaps.

Mr. GatLacuer. No false problem exists in Thailand and no false
problem exists in Laos or Cambodia where vou do have a national
liberation front movement which is at various stages of development.
Tt seemis to me that the inaintenance of world order and peace is. if
not the total responsibility of the United States, at least a partial
responsibility, and T think a lot of the people whn wish to develop
free of Communist national liberation-type governments look to us
for help, If this is so, can we afford to let national liberation move-
ments run rampant mn sontheast Asia?  And. further, can we permit
aggression to become the legal means of initinting and forcing change
in the underdeveloped countries and to where we sit back and sayv let
them fieht it ont!?

Mr. Rrecuaver. You are posing problems that aren’t really
existing.

Mr. Garracrer. There are the problems that existed for us and
that is why we are in South Vietnam.

Mr. Rerscuater. Do we find any widespread aggression in Asia at
the present time? Or even, for that matter. very snccessful national
liberation movements going on? There has been a sort of smoldering
Communist movement in Burma. The Huk has never been completely
wiped out in the Philippines. T adinit. But this is not a situation
spreading through all of Asia,

Mr. GavracHER. Yes, but as Congressman Zablocki just mentioned,
without our assistance they probablvy would have been more successful,
certainly the Huks. Certainly without onr being in South Vietnam,
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I would think thac the heat would be on in other countries, if we take
the development of national liberation-type movements, if we are pre-
pared to say that some will sncceed and some won't, that we should
allow a happy balance to cone into the world, that is one thing. And
Malaysia, also——

Mr. Rerscascer. It was stamped out. 1 am all for what was done
in Malaysia and what we supported in the Philippines. In the case of
the Philippines it was done largely by them, not by our soldiers.

Mr. GaLLacder. Not our soldiers, but we gaveaid.

Mr. Reiscaauer. That is right. It is an island, where it can be a
sort of isolated situation. I think you are buildiug up a hyvpothetical
case that this thing is going to happen everywhere. 1 think the actual
situation 15 that it doesn’t look as though 1t will happen everywhere
by a long shot.

Mr. GarLacizer. I 21 not tryving to build up a hypothetical case that
it might happen. What [ am trving to draw upon is your experience
on this so that we dont really get involved in another Vietnam. I
think that is really the interest of many of us here today, and the clas-
sic patterns exist 1n these other countries that we have mentioned.

T am interested in how we handle this. Perhaps the mimuet has
stopped now for the moment because of being locked m by the sad
ntusic of Vietnam, both sides. I would like to know what jusniication
there is for your conclusion that long-range evolution of the underde-
veloped countries is not deperdent on their political, as you said hers,
on their present political postures.

Mr. Reiscuacer. Let’s put it the other way around. What if the
situatton, such as developed in Vietnam, were endemic throughout
Asia? Do you think the United States could do anything about it?
How many Vietnamws could we fight at the same time? Obviously we
can't.

Mr. Garraarer. Not very many of them. On the other hand, where
isthe water level here——

Mr. Ruiscaaver. I am not sure that your propoesition—hecause we
are fighting In Vietnam, that, therefore, there is less of it going on
elsewhere 1 Asia——is correct, I don’t think they are that closely con-
nected. Most of these things have grown out of local conditions.

Mr. Gavnacnex. 1f the Chinese Commumists or the Soviet Commu-
nists didn’t have a few problems of their own right now, wouldn't ihey
be able to give greater assistance to the national liberation fronts!?

Mr. Reisciaver. The types of activities that the Chinese tried to
carry on in Africa I think worked against theni, largely. They got
themselves thrown out i many cases.

Mr. GaiLagner. I agree. But in their own ball park, southeast
Asia, is where we are 1alking about now.

Mr. ReiscHaver. The Burmese think it is easier to do it withount
our help. The Indonesians have felt that way, too.

Mr. Garoacmer. It is a little like the umbrella protection. The
other people are encouraged. Indonesia to some extent, 1t seems to
me, came apart. The fact is the forces opposing communism knew
there was an opposition and if we don’t allow that opposition to exist
or encourage it there will be no opposition other than the national
development of a national liberation front.
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Mr. REiscHAUER. We went over that Indonesian one already. I
do think it was in terms of what was happening specifically there.
Bevond that the Tth Fleet is the thing that gives Indonesia an
option much more than a war in Vietnam. I am for the maintenance
of American military power in that part of the world in a way in which
it can be in reserve to be used if it is necessary. This means primarily
maintenance of a naval power based on the oceans rather than m
countries where vou stir up problems for vourself and maybe weaken
the defense as much as strengthen it by your presence.

Mr. GarragHER, I a completely. This is the thing that I was a
little perplexed about E;e;our statement, that we should play the role
of a friendly outside supporter. Sometimes there has to be a friendly
outside supporter with a lot of muscle and this is the thing in which
we are all interested, I believe.

Mr. Zasrockr. Mr. Hamilton.

Mr. Hammiton. Permit me to pursue the line of questioning that
Mr. Gallagher started. How do you respond to the statements of
some of our top policy planners that the cardinal tenet of American
foreign policy since the end of World War IT has been the mainte-
nance of and the integrity of international boundary lines? George
Ball talked about this in his Northwestern University speech and Mr.
Rostow mentioned it in some lectures he made. You seem to me to be
taking a position different from them. In the formnlation of Ameri-
can foreign policy, or at least in the articulation of it, these men have
stressed the fact that we are going to keep the integrity of these
international boundary lines that were created in the aftermath of
World War II. You are saring it seems to me that we are going to
keep them in certain instances but in other instances we may not. Tt
seems to me vou are at odds with their statements.

Mr. Reiscuater. I don’t think T am. T don’t think international
boundaries have been much challenged in this postwar world. In the
two wars that involved us, Korea and Vietnan, these were not strictly
international boundaries. In the case of the Korean war, it was per-
haps more of a real boundary that was crossed by an external force.
We met it. and I think we were right. That is the only case I know
of that sort of thing.

?_[r. }I.—\)[lLTON. You don’t object to the articulation of that kind of
policy ?

Mr. Rerscuavesr. No. I think the whole world should be com-
mitted to that. We should work to see that we get other people more
committed to these things, rather than thinking of it as being only our
responsibility. This is a matter of stvle. how vou approach the
problem.

Mr. Hawnrrox. You seem to have a different, more passive concept
of our aid program in general. You sav, for example, that the United
States should not sponsor change, and that the recipient countries
should take the initiative.

Would vou agree with that characterization of your position?

Mr. RescHATER. Yes, that is quite correct, becanse I think we
achieve more. Again T am talking more about attitudes and stvle in
this thing, maybe niore than actual realities, because I think we would
have ro insist that the country come up with very hard. clear. good
planning if it wants our support and aid. But we should not be run-
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ning in there to do it for them. .We should try to find ways to help
them get the kind of expertise they need to do it. DBut _ .

Mr. Hamiuron. What if they refuse to take the initiative and we
think it is in our national interest that they do so?

Mr. RrrscHAGER. It is very hard to imagine a case in which it will
be in our vital interest in the sense of a short-range interest. Name
e a country outside of Japan in Asia whose prospects over tlie next 3
yearsis a matter of vital interest to this country.

Mr. Covves. India.

Mr. REiscHAUER. What isthe vital interest? We have a vital inter-
est in 500 million Indians and where they go over a long period of time.
What happens in the next 5 years is not a matter that affects the vital
1nterest of our country.

Mr. Couver. Qur trade is not that large.

Mr. RetscHaUER. It is only in terms of what this would mean for
the future of the world that it would be of great interest to us.

Mr. CoLver. Inthe next 5 years I can envision circumstances involv-
ing India in the subcontinent of Asia which would be of vital impor-
tance to the United States in maintaining peace in the world without
any test of my imagination.

My, RemscHavER. 1 was talking about vital interest in terms of a di-
rect, immediate challenge.

Mr. Corver. Itis far

Mr. ReiscEaUER. You are talking about the peace of the world and
future development, and I agree. We are very much interested in
how they are going to develop. :

Mr. Couver. If that great Asian democratic experiment fails, I
thiﬁk it will be a most fundamental blow to the United States and its
wellare.

Mr. Hammron. Suppose, Mr. Ambassador, you have a country like
Burma that itself does not want to take American assistance in large
quantities, and yet we might think because of its strategic location
next to India and the people there involved that they ought to do a
lot more.

Do we let that go and not attempt to move in aggressively to stop the
tide?

Mr. RescEavER. Can you imagine any way in which we could
move in aggressively that would be effective?

Mr. Havruron. I think we do it, don’t we, when we send military
people in and social and economic planning— .

Mr. Remsciiaver. This is with their asking us to do it?

Mr. Haminron. We actually take the initiative. We move in. We
are the ones who are the aggressive ones, it seems to me, in so much of
our foreign aid and military programs. .

Mr. Remscuaver. This is what I think is wrong with it, when we
think of it in those terms.

Mr. HaMicron. In vour view, if they fail to take the initiative, we
write it off. .

Mr. ReiscHAUER. Right now that is exactly the situation there, that
we don't have major programs there. I think that is right. They
don't want it. We can’t force it on them. We shouldnt try to force
it on them.

To-096—67—3
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Mr. Hamivron, From \;'our exPerienoe with Japan, what is the
Japanese attitude toward Vietnam ! ) )

Mr. Resscnaver. They are very much distressed about it. They
are distressed to see us involved there. They think we may have gotten
into a kind of situation that they got into in China, getting enmeshed
in & war and not being able to get out. Since we are their closest
partner and friend, this disturbs them g'nea.t]{, and the chance of this
escalating into a war with China—myself I don’t think there is a
great danger of this—but this fear gives them a gloomy picture of
the situation. ) o

The Japanese Government has understood the kind of situation
that we have found ourselves in and has on the whole piven us sup-
port. The Japanese public remains very worried.

Mr. Zanmwockr, Mr. Fraser,

Mr. Fraser. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Ambassador, so I won’t forget to say it, I want to say I believe
that your tenure as Ambassador to Japan was really remarkable and
distingnished service. I think also it might be useful to indicate
that in general I am agreeing with everything you are saying, but let
me just pursue a couple of questions that arise out of this dialog.

In the case of the Philippines we gave aid to the Philippine Govern-
ment in the suppression of the Huks. But as you point out, they were
able to do it largely through their own forees with our economic aid
and some military hardware.

Suppose the case had developed to the point that despite our aid to
the Philippine Government we found that they were not able to control
the Huk rebellion, that increasingly large areas of the Philippines
came under their control, and that the effectiveness of the Government
fighting forces appeared to be substantially less than the effectiveness
of those on the other side, and we found that in working through the
central government—this is purely hypothetical now—it turned out to
have many aspects of corruption and so on, so it appeared that we
came to the point where we would have to put in U.S. troops
to carry on the battle, or alternatively to say we had reached the limit
of our capacity to help them in terms of a reasonable commitment.

Is that the point where you feel we have to make the hard, final
decision whether to continue along, or to pull back? I don’t mean to
use the Philippines with its particular strategic situation, but rather
to put the more general situation.

Mr. Rerscuaver. I hate to talk about specific countries. But still
it makes the point clear. We have a special relationship with the
PhilipEines, so getting involved to that extent seems a very under-
standable situation. Then rou do have that very hard decision : will
American soldiers in the Philippines solve this sitnation, when the
Filipinos themselves, with our full aid, cannot do it ?

My guess would be that the American soldiers can't.

My, Fraser. Cannot?

Mr. Rerscnaver. No. They turn nationalism against the outsider
coming in

Mr. Fraser. No matter what happens it may come to the point where
a calculation of our potential may lead us to believe that we should
not et f;thher involved out of consideration to their own future and
olur ownt
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Mr. Resscaver. That is right. In terms of the impact that this
has on other areas too, the cotnmitment of our troops on the soil of
one country may build up adverse reactions in many other places,
affecting our further influence.

Mr. Fraser. Looking at Thailand, we have two kinds of presence
there, as I understand it. We have an economic aid program and,
I presune, aid for rural development, and also a substantial military
presence, which is in support, in part of the Vietham effort,

I would gather from WY]?lt vou say that you feel the continued eco-
nomic aid to Thailand, the continuedysupport of their efforts to control
the insurgency might be justitied.

Mr. Reiscraver. Ithink it is.

Mr. Frasgr. Supposing the insurgency effort grows to the point
where their forces, with our military and economic aid, no longer can
handle the situation. Would you then see us coming to the same
kind of crossroads decision again ¢

Mr. Remscnavek, It would be one of these crossroads decisions. It
would be deeply involved in the whole Vietnamese situation and would
havetobe read in that light.

Mr. Friser. The truth of the matter is, that as we work in these
societies and are forced to work through the central government, we
are working through an uncertain agency in terms of its ability to
relate to its people ?

Mr. REiscHAUER. Yes.

Mr. Fraser. An uncertain capacity to administer?

Mr. ReiscHaTER. Yes,

Mr. Fraser. An inability to inspire the fighting men? There will
be some cases, because the central government is such & poor agency
it doesn’t appear as though they ean make it

Mr. ReiscHATUER. There wigl be failures. The trouble with a less
developed country is that it is less developed. It can't do certain
things very well. The only correction to that. if it would be a cor-
rection, would be something semicolonial, which is probably even
worze. I think we have to just recognize these lunitations to our
ability to control the situation in Asia.

I think all this kind of questioning we have heen having s not
really quite right, beeause it presupposes a less favorable =ituation
than I think exists., These countries are not thit feeble. They have
tremendous pride in themselves. They want independence, and so on.

Mr. Fraser, One of the observations that has oceurred to me as
vou look around the world is that those countries that have gone
Communist have done so through strongly indigenous movements
which have been led. or captured by, Communists; but where the ex-
ternal role has been minimal. I think of the Soviet Union, China,
North Vietnam, and Cuba, where one cannot point to any third other
country as being the instigator.

Mr. Rescuacer. Except in the postwar situation where yon had the
Russian armies and others going across borders. DBut that was a
postwar sitnation. You are quite right now, and I think that points
it all up.

Mr. I])?RASER. Where there has been aggression through a Communist
country stimulating an insurgency movement in another country,
where the primary idea forms in the head of the Communist country
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who trains cadres, puts them in another country. and supplies them
arms. and so on, there is no instance in history where that has suc-
ceeded. so far as I know.

Mr. Ruscaacer. Idon't think so.

Mr. Fraser. Well, one might come to the conclusion that those
countries likely to go Communist are those where there is a strong
Communist indigenous movement or one they have gotten hold of
but. ab=ent that, there is the prospect, with reasonable meazures, the
movement can be stopped ?

Mr. RriscravEr. Yes.

May T go back to a point that came up earlier, whether India is
important to us? It would be a rragedy for ns and the whole world
and all our hopes for a more peaceful better world if the democratic
experiment in India should fail. But if it were to fail it would prob-
ably be because of some really indigenous movement, Communist or
otherwisze, that destroved it. It is against that sort of thing that we
are not very competent to work. We could not do much about it.
Probably our attempt to keep democracy from falling, in a niilitary
wav. might do more damage to India and the prospects for world
peace in the Jong run then if we were to stay out of it.

Mr. Fraser. Mr. Ambassador. thinking of your experience in
Japan, in your judgment would there be any value if people active
politically in the United States, not necessarily officeholders. liad an
opportunity to know the politicians in Japan on a dialog basis,

Mr. Reiscnaver. That 1s a valuable thing. The Japanese Diet has
wanted to have contact with our Members in Congress. T think it
wolld be most useful to have a dialog of that sort,

Mr. Fraser. I am thinking also of the political activists who often
lie behind the Diet Members.

Mr. Rerscraver. At all Jevels that is uzeful. If we are to have a
better world we have to know each other hetter than we do teday.

Mr. Fraser. Do you think it would deepen the understanding of
the people in this country if we had that kind of dialog with the people
inJapan?

Mr. REISCHATER. Yes, sir.

Mr. Fraser. It might deepen the perception that we have in work-
ing ont world problems. 1 realize it is a rhetorical question. We
don’t have this but at the parliamentary level, whiclh doesn’t serve
the purpose.

Mr. ReiscHavEr. This kind of contact is probably more important
with Japan than almost any otler country in the world. It is the
only one advanced great nation that does not come from our own
cultural background and has peculiar problems of language com-
munication with us. I think we have to make more efforts in under-
standing of this sort with them.

Mr. Fraser. 1f our Government could support this without govern-
mental control, do you think this might be useful ?

Mr. RerscHACER. Yes: verv valuable.

Mr. Fraser. I have a lot of questions but T know there are others
who want to ask some,

Mr. Zasrockr. Mr. Culver.

Mr. Crrver. Mr. Ambassador, T was interested in vour response to
Mr. Buchanan’s question with regard to the possibilities and prospects
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for a more realistic attitude on the part of future Chinese leaders and
their role in the world. It is generally said that the Soviet Union has
in recent years come to such a recognition with regard to international
power balance,

Do you think that if we assume that premiss that the Soviet Union
represents the type of evolution we can reasonably anticipate being
forthcoming in the near future or foreseeable future in China, that
part of this realism on the part of the Soviet Union has been brought
about as & result of the commitments militarily and of the United
States in the postwar period ?

Mr. RerscHAUER. Yes; I think it very definitely has. Let me point
out there is a distinction, though, between our containment policy
in Europe and other parts of the world. There it was a firm kind of
containment, based on solid countries that were socially and economi-
cally strong, and where we could, with their cooperation, really put our
military power.

In the less developed countries of the world we do not have that
kind of favorable environment.

Mr. Ccover. Would South Korea be characterized by you, rela-
tively speaking, at the time of the United Nations as an underdevel-
oped country ?

Mr. REISCHACER. Yes.

Mr. Curver. And the job is more difficult when you are working in
that type of environment, but it can be done ?

Mr. Rescraver. It was a clear-cut case, and we did it. I have
always been for what we did there.

Mr. CoLver. It seems to me I accept the idea that the United States
determination in Berlin, in the Lebauon, Cuba, where we demonstrated
both the role and the capacity to resist certain Commnunist efforts, cer-
tainly Korea, have gone a loug ways to bring about this new realism
on the part of this generation of Russian leadership. I was very much
concerned by your description and characterization of the Indo-Chinese
difficulties in 1962 and prior and subsequent years with regard to tlheir
border differences and suggesting that this was really a political dif-
ference on a bilateral basis, and certainly did not represent an effort
on the part of the Chinese to subjugate a whole nation.

Do you believe that political border differences should be resolved
by force or peaceful means?

Mr. Rerscnaver. By peaceful means.

Mr. Crwver. How would vou characterize the differences of Nazi
Germany and Poland and Czechoslovakia prior to World War II?
Arent those bilateral problems involving borders?

Mr. ReiscuatEr. Nazi Germany obvicusly exerted force through
threat, and this was wrong.

Mr. Curver. And aggression. How would you distinguish the Chi-
nese-Indian border incidents, in a general way with regard to this
international premise of a world under law, as opposed to force from
the German experience in these other two situations? What would be
the distinguishing factor that makes the premise of the United States
involvement distinguishable?

Mr. RerscHater. The Czech-German border is a long and old his-
torical border that had been accepted for many hundreds of years.
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The one betwean ¥ndia and China-—wass'’t it called the Corzen Line—
had been drawn, but had net really been accepted by everybody, and
happened 40 go through uninhabited territory. It is a different kind
of sttuation.  You could have maps which showed it differently, which
was the case between China and India.

Mr. Couvmn. How do vou resolve that difference?

Mr. dmscuaver. It should not be done through force. I don’t be-
lieve that at ali.

Mr. Couven. It is not the husiness of the United States in terms of
the maintenance of a durable peace to resist aggression

Mr. Resscuaoer. I don’t remember our having joined in the fight
at all,

Mr. Covver. I was a little cancerned

Mr. Reiscuacer. I don't think anybody suggested that we should.

Mr. Corver. T am sorry

Mr. Rewiscaarer. 1 don't think anybody snggested that we join n
the border fight.

Mr. Crrver. I think we had an important role to play in that difi-
culty, and I think we increased the military aid at that juncture and
it was at the expressed invitation of a very anxious and concerncd In-
dian Government which had prior to that time professed the greatest
imaginable commitment to neutrality and noninvolvemnent.

I was aiso interested ip your suggestion and observation that some
of these countries like Burma and Cambodia and Thailand, although
I don’t know if you specifically mentioned that country, have pub-
licly indicated that they would prefer that the United States not in-
volve themselves directly in the affairs of their country, and its secn-
rity, because of the fact that they felt they could better bring this
about without this relationship. I well recall the meeting with Thai
officials in November of 1963 in which one of their ablest leaders said
in our presence that with the United States withdrawal from Vietnam
that country would fall completely to communism within 6 months,
and his own country wonld go under in a year. He also indicated,
which has subsequently become public knowledge, that they were for-
ever grateful to the United States for our assistance, but it was being
offered at that time and aceepted with the understanding that this
would be privately done, but certainly there was no question whatso-
ever that he viewed it as essential to their survival.

You know, De Gaulle csayvs that he doesn’t need the United States
any more either militarily. But is not that publie displav of con-
fidence bottomed on the realization that the U.S. military shield will
be available if and when in a genuine way the national security of that
country is basically being threatened ?

Mr. Reiscaater. I think there is some confusion over Thailand.
I would not sav that it did not want our militarv commitment to it.
Thailand is one of the reasons we shonld not withdraw from Vietnam,
and I have supported our presence there since we are there, becanse
if we were to withdraw at this stage in histery it might result in all
sorts of collapses around there and in other areas. too. T am not in
disagreement with that. It is true that Bnrma and Cambodia have
stated that they feel they conld protect themselves better withont than
with an alliance with us. I would agree that the French
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Mr. Curvre, Have you observed & marked change in the Cambodian
stance vis-a-vis U.S. participation in Vietnam in the course of the
inst year, that the tides of battle have dramatically changed? It
might lead a cynic {o ohserve that the wave of the future would move
in one direction at. one time, that they identify themselves with a dif-
ferent cause today, and I can understand, because they are primarily
interested in themselves.

Mr. Rerscnaves. I haven’t observed it myself, but I have seen many
comments to that effect, and T wouldn’t be at all surprised

Mr. Curver. It has markedly modified, I was also concerned about
your suggestion that we have this power and we should keep our cool
in using it. Did we keep our cool in Cuba and in aid to Greece and
Lebanon and Berlin and Korea, all these places where isn't 1t true
that this power on the shelves without a demanstrated will and capac-
ity to employ it if necessary does not necessarily have all that magic
consequence !

The Tth Fleet, for example, with all due respect to the old days
where we had a banana diplomacy, is hardly a realistic deterrent te
northeast Thailand Communist aggression, is it? It might be very
effective in discouraging the Chinese mainland regarding frolics as to
Quemoy and Matsu and Taiwan, but what ia the good of a 16-inch gun
in the middle of Laos, otfshore batteries ?

Mr. ReEiscEAUER. You throw all sorts of different examples in

Mr. CoLver. Sort it out

Mr. Re1scaHAUER. Grresce, Europe——

Mr. Corver. I will be very specific, if I may rephrase it for your
benefit.

The Tth Fleet in your judgment, is it an effective military weapon
to resist and defeat Communist wars of liberation in Asia on the main-
land ?

Mr. Rescizacer. Not very widely, no. I believe that we should
have it there. It does have a stabilizing influence. Particularly in
island nations, it is a real defense.

May I reply in a sort of rhetorical question : Do you think the his-
tory of the Vietnam war is sufficient to discourage would-be leaders of
wars of national liberation in other parts of Asia? I am not sure.
They may draw from it conclusions that America is not able to stop
that kind of thing.

Mr. Curver. I would say two things in reply to that: I would say
the one military lesson we can all agree on is that some of the awesome
military power the United States in recent years has been relying on
to maintain the peace of thie world. the nuclear capability, is not rele-
vant to defeating the new type of international, I would submit, to a
great extent, Communist efforts in the world. I think one of the rea-
sons that the war of liberation concept is being currently emploved is
hecause it is the one way to advance and extend the influence of the
Communist world in the light of nuclear realities.

I think the United States is making most impressive military prog-
ress in the ability to refine the U.S. military potential and its potential
in dealing effectively with this type of situation. I think our prohlem
is indeed no longer military in Vietnam, it is social. economic and
political. T think it would be a sobering realization to me, if T were
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sitting in Hanoi and thinking about northeast Thailand, or sitting in
Peking wondering whether or not the United States was a paper tiger.
to see this massively effective commitment in Vietnam making such
great progress militarily. I think that would be a sobering deterrent
to any ambitions that T had, which any Communist understands, which
he feels very sincerely and genuinely represents the best form of gov-
ernment to catapult these countries into the 20th century. )

Mr. Rerscuauer. If you are going to have further wars of national
liberation, they are not going to be thinis that Peking can organize
itself, but will depend on a local group that can do it. I don’t think
those local groups are going to necessarily draw the lessons from
Vietnam that you are drawing from it. I think the whole threat of
wars of national liberation is diminishing primarily because Com-
munist China is proving such a failure at home, for one thing, and
another thing is because the less developed countries of the free
world are beginning to make progress. Thus we are actually doing
a great deal more in stopping wars of national liberation through the
money we are putting into real aid, as opposed to aid for military
things, which is part of the military side, than we are by the tre-
mengius military posture we have maintained. I am for a military
posture insofar as it is effective. I think the 7th Fleet has been suc-
cessful. I think there are situations in which we should try to help
these countries build up the kind of police power that would be useful
against guerrilla activities and subversion. But I think that a much
larger part of the answer to this threat is economic and institutional
development.

Mr. Curver. I think we are in complete agreement on that aspect,
Mr. Ambassador. I think we are basically in disagreement in regard
to the unfortunate necessity of the U.S. military power being applied
in some of these situations and, above all, the demonstration of our
willingness and the capacity to effectively deal with this type of situa-
tion, the new threat, if you will.

I am not thinking about a nice domestic revolutionary civil war
situation, that good old healthy civil war there in the classic sense that
erupts, but I think we have overwhelming evidence of the degree of
control and stimulation and direction of their effort, at least to satisfy
me.

I have just one last question, Mr. Chairman, and that is:

You make reference to the fact that Vietnam is & tremendous price
to pay to develop a very small country. I wonder it it isn’t a very
great principle, this principle that we are going to insist that inter-
national disputes and border difficulties and so on be settled through
political and peaceful means, as opposed to the utilization and employ-
ment of force? I think our commitment to that very great principle
in the immediate postwar period, which I think a great many people
forget as memories of World War II fade, have brought about this
more sobering and rational conduct on the part of the Soviet Union.
The fact that it is expensive, and the fact that when you say how many
more could we afford. we all certainly pray that we won’t have to
face any more: but I think it is also a fact that Vietnam, for all of its
cost today. in fact represents in terms of our total military budget 10
percent of our gross national product, that our military budget com-
pared to the wealth of the Nation has gone down recently, and, we



RURAL DEVELOPMENT IN ASIA 37

could, if you want to get real tough minded about it, probably afford
a number of Vietnams financially. 1 don’t know how many we could
afford politically.

Mr. ReiscHaGER. I agree with you on that. 1 think people have
overstressed the financial cost of the war to us. But the political
hrice we have had to pay is very high. I was struck in coming back
}rom Japan that I came back to find this terrible division over Vietnam
in this dountry. I could see abroad that we also paid a high price
in terms of our influence, The war has certainly placed a strain on
our relations with Japan, which are more important than our relations
with all of southeast Asia.

I might be in complete agreement with vou in this having been
worth the price if it was a clear-cut case of aggression across a border.
It is a much fuzzier, more mixed up thing than that, even in our
minds, and certainly in the minds 0¥ Asians it looks more like an
internal problem.

Mr. Corver. T respect the sophistication of that struggle. I think
it 1s also important when you talk about keeping our cool, that we keep
our cool at home and abroad and that the draft bill, for example—the
draft just prior to World War IT passed by one vote, didn’t it, just
before Pear] Ilarbor—that we have a great problem of political educa-
tion at home. Tlere is no doubt about it. It is also true there is
nothing worse than fair-weather friends. I think it is true of the
community of nations just as in personal relationships.

Mr. Rriscraver. I think the chief difference in our views is that I
have a more optimistic view of Asia. I think it can maintain its inde-
pendence and develop on that basis. (ccasional sethbacks will not nec-
essarily be disastrous to our interest or to the longrun future of Asia.
I think what we stand for in terms of a free and affluent society and
democracy has a great deal more appeal in Asia than many people
realize.

The other side is stuck with all the wrong ideas, and will defeat it-
self. Most of our successes in Asia have not been, strictly speaking,
our successes so much as failures of the other side. This is what 1s
turning things i our favor. This is why I think we can be more re-
laxed about many of these things and, as I say. a bit more modest about
our role and not so worried about defeuse and so on. Intaking a more
relaxed attitude, T think, we will create a climate that actually puts
more strength into the situation in Asia, because Asians then will rea-
lize they are standing on their own feet, and this will nake a better
relationship with us and make it more possible for us to give effective
aid to them.

I am so optimistic that I am suggesting that we take a somewhat less
defensive attitude toward the whole problem and a more positive at-
titude toward it, because I think the situation perinits this.

Mr. Zasrockr. Mr. Buchanan.

Mr. Buonawax. Do you think it is all right for missionaries to try
to continue to effect changes in these countries?

Mr. ReiscHAUER. Missionaries, of course, can. I come from 2 1nis-
sionary background. If you believe strongly in something, you nat-
urally want to share it with others. I see nothing wrong with indi-
vidual Americans doing anything of this sort. Asa government it is
a different matter.



38 RURAL DEVELOPMENT IN ABIA

Mr. Bucaaxax. Thank you. No further questions.

Mr. Zasrock1. Mr. Gallagher,

Mr. Garracuer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Ambassador, we talk about keeping our cool. We could say it
is accurute that the United States, the Administration of the United
States has kept its cool in the development of the unhappy relation-
ship that now exists between the Soviet Government and China, and
would you agree since it is largely overlooked, rhat we could have
really fouled this one up pretty good, that we did keep our cool in the
situation that now exists in China?

Mr. Reiscuaver. I didn't get the last part. We could foul it up if
we didn’t keep our cool ¢

Mr. Garracuer, As I have indicated, that we could foul things——

Mr. RemscravEr. 1 think we have done well when we take thin
in a more relaxed way. Ve have been relaxed in the Sino-Soviet split.
I think the Indonesia case is also a case in point there. Our willing-
ness to let them push us out in almost every way except in diplomatic
relations, our willingness to keep our mouths shut and not try to do
things, I think all this helped the Indonesia situation go in the right
direction.

Mr. GarracaER. Mr. Ambassador, translating this to some of the
smaller countries that may well want to be independent, there might
be an antifreedom group there, are yon su ing in order for them to
learn to stand on their feet that we should stand idly by and let them
get knocked down as much as is needed and say “We went through
it ourselves”?

Mr. Resscuaven, If they are being knocked down from inside, 1
think we probably would do better by not trying to interfere.

Mr. GaLLagaER. Even though it represents less than the majority
feeling in the country?

Mr. Rerscaacer. When you have a small group of guerrillas fight-
ing, I don’t say we shouldn’t give aid in terms of weapons to the gov-
ernment to help them try to stamp it out. I see nothing wrong with
that kind of aid. If the government turns out to be so inefficient or
corrupt it can’t handle the situation even with this outside aid, I don’t
think we probably help in the long run by marching in ourselves,

Mr. GarracHer. Would you say that was the basis of our decision
on Diem?

Mr. RriscHavEr. T think we got off on the wrong foot there right
from the start. If we had settled for a nationalist regime with a
Communist coloration in Vietnam in 1954, we might be in & better
worldwide situation today.

Mr. Gauvacuer. Could you please explain—1 read your statement—
what you mean by our unconsciousness of the tremendous power we
exercise? Can we ever judge the actions that we take before we take
them, and is not hindsight a little easier than foresight? How can
we be unconscious of our power?

Mr. RerscHater. We can do a thing that seems a small economic
thing to us, but might have a tremendous impact on a small country,
for example, in the prices of what it has to sell in the world. We
can make a statement whicl to the loral people is very impressive,
very strong, and yet to us is just one of thousands of statements that
we make, and thinking as we are, of s0 many other things, it may not
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seem terribly important to us. There are many, many cases, I think,
when we don’t realize what the impact is of our action.

Mr. Gartagner. Would you give an example of this simplemind-
edness, I think is the term you used ?

Mr. RescHAUER. An Asian people may want to progress in a cer-
tain direction, and we may want them to go there too, so we decide to
take them by the hand and lead them there. This isall well and good,
but it goes against human nature. We haven’t looked at the situa-
tion from their viewpoint. That is what I meant. It mav be good-
heartedness, but we sometimes rush in and mother-hen things to death.

Mr. GsiracaeR, Can we react differently to a situation that is an
exhibition of power

Mr. Re1scHAUER. 1 am not sure—

Mr. GaiLacHER. An exhibition of power. Say a neighbor of
China or India. How can we react differently and still be conditioned
by our own morality ?

Mr. Rescraver. If, for instance, the Chinese Communists should
try to threaten people with their nuclear weapons, we have to react
very, very strongly and make it quite clear that we will not tolerate
things of that sort.

Mr. GaLracHER. Now where they threaten, where they really do it.

Mr. Rerscaacer. They doitd

Mr. GaLLagEER. Where in Vietnam we have the North Vietnamess
in there and the people say they are not there but are nice fellows.
How can we react differently? Ome of the things that worries me, and
I have listened to this in many instances, it occurs to me that we are
only imposing the strictures of our morality on us and not on them,

It seems to me this is leaving us at somewhat of a disadvantage.

Mr. Reiscuaver. I don’t think that I am suggesting we put any
special strictures of morality on ourselves.

Mr. Garracuer. The strictures of morality on us, I think, but not
on the other side, not necessarily you, but the whole concept of this.
That is, we should act, we are sort of simpleminded, and that is what
your word suggested to me, and on it goes, the other side can do pretty
nearly what 1t wants, we can understand them, but we cannot nnder-
stand why we react, that it is a moral for us to react. I would just like
to——

Mr. Retscaaver. I think I am on your side on this one. I think too
often people have a double morality and try to hold the free world or
the United States to one standard, and then forgive the other side
anything. I think thisisquite wrong.

Mr. GaLLaeuer. Just one more question, since you were in Japan
at the time we made a very difficult decision, and that is to bomb North
Vietnam. Were you consulted on this?

Mr. Rescaacer. I was asked that in the Senate, and I ean’t re-
member just what happened at that time. I remember in other spe-
cific moves of that sort Washington did consult me, but I don’t really
remember a full consultation as to what the Japanese reaction would
be in case we started bombing on that scale.

I remember on the POL when we bombed it last summer, there was a
clear consultation on that one, and I reported that I didn’t think there
would be a very strong reaction against it in Japan, and there wasn’t.
I don’t remember weighing in on this other one.
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Mr. GaLLAGHER. As an expert on southeast Asia. were you not can-
vassed as to what you thought the reaction would be?

Mr. RemscHAUER. I was an expert on Japan. I think if we had
thought more about this, we would have taken a closer reading as to
the reaction throughout the world. My memory, though, isn’t clear
on this point. o

Mr. Garracaer. Do you approve or disapprove the bombing in
North Vietnam as a logical escalation of what )

Mr. RerscHAUER, At the time I did my best to try to explain it to
the Japanese in the terms that it was explained to me: that this action
would help cut off the flow of men and arms from the north, and thus
would help deescalate the war. They expressed skepticism at the
time,

Since then it has been found out we didn't cut off as much as we
hoped to. I think the concept that existed at the time, to make it
painful enough for the north so that it would want to negotiate,
was perhaps unsound psychologically, given the sensitive feelings of
the Asian people to the colonial past.

Mr. GaLragarr. Were you not canvassed originally when we were
getting around to making this decision as to what the reaction of the
Asian people might be?

Mr. Rerscmaver. I can’t remember being, but I conldn’t guarantee
Iwasn't.

Mr. GavracaEr. What do you think now of the present demand that
we stop bombing, and the other part of it that we do a little more
bombing? Now, I would say I would be canvassing vour opinion
at this point.

Mr. Remiscaaver, 1 don’t think there is much more we counld do
in bombing that would be useful and that wonldn't run absolutely un-
acceptable risks. 'We have expanded a few things recently,

Mr. GaLraceer. Risks in what way?

Mr. Reiscaaver. That make enough difference in this flow of goods
or pressures to be worth it. If we were to wipe out. the cities, which
we could do easily

Mr. Garracguer. T am talking about the powerplants, the dams, the
irrigation systems——

Mr. RexscaavEr. The irrigation systems

Mr. GarracaER. POL.

Mr. Rescuaver. We have done POI., power stations, a lot of
things. There is not much left of that sort that vou could add.

Mr. GarLagHER. The power stations remain.

Mr. RewscHauer. They obviously are not going to cut down the
ability of the north

Mr. GarragHER. MIG bases,

Mr. RriscHATER (continuing). In its conduet of the war very much
or nake new pressures that would really make a difference. They lead
n the wrong direction. I think if possible we should find ways to cut
that down.

Mr. GivracHer. I agree. 'What would you think would be some of
those ways?

Mr. Rriscraver. This requires the kind of military information
that T dont have right now. IJow much of the flow we do cut
down——
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Mr. Garragarr. If we got out of the bombing business, because
there are a great many people who feel that this would disengage and
we would all slow down a little bit, are you of that opinion ?

Mr. Rerscnaver. Only mildly so. T think if we were not bombin
them in the north this would make a slightly better psychologica
situation, and we would have a little bit more chance of negotiarions
than we have now. I, myself, am rather skeptical though that we are
going to get negoriations of any sort because I don’t see how the
Viet?lqng and South Vietnamese are going to be able to agree on
anything.

Mr, GarracHER. What is your prognosis ?

Mr. RerscHATER. All T can see as likely in the future is a gradual
diminution of the war. if we can find ways to get it to simmer
down. I think we should be working on long-range strategy in that
direction. That is why I have snggested looking again at that line
across the 17th parallel. If we were able to put that in, it would cut
out the need for any bomibing in the north altogether, and it would dry
up the southward movement of supplies and men. Also efforts to
really pacify a large part of the delta would help, because this would
get both the fowl and the manpower out of the hands of the Vietcong
and would in time Jead to a deescalation of the war. These two
strategies are things that come to my mind

er. GavoacHER. Would you agree that what we are doing is
about——

Mr. Rerscaacer. I have always said that I am a supporter of the
administration policies, which T understand to be to try to bring this
war to an end as soon as possible without escalating to lt-f;e lace where
we get to fighting the Chinese or withdrawing, which I think would
produce many of the dangers that we have been talking about.

Mr. GarzacHer. Thank yvou very much.

Mr. ZaBLockr. Mr. Fraser.

Mr. Fraser. Mr. Ambassador, one of the impressions that 1 get as
I have looked at the Vietnam war is that we don't very carefully look
at who the other side is. I want your reaction to thi1s. We seem to
have the feeling that Communists are strange animals who react dif-
ferently than other human beings and they all wear black hats and
the other side white hats, and if you put enough pressure on them they
will give up because they have a gnilty conscience. My impressicn is
that we don’t understand them well enough, the commitments, the
kind of ideclogy they hold, the commitment to the cause that they fight
for, and as a consequence we make bad judgments about what they are
going todo. I don’t know if you share this feeling or not. T am not
suggesting that this means that one sympathizes with the Communist
system. What I am suggesting is that we aren’t perceptive enough
about what they are, what their relationships are, and the essentially
political character of the movements, and lacking these insights we
say this is external aggressiou, that whatever hapge[ens in the south
always happens in response to the directives out of Hanol and Hanoi
is the principal belligerent; that if we get Hanol out of the war this
istheend of the war.

You may not agree with my concern here, but I believe that it is onr
incapacity, for example, to put ourselves in the shoes of the other side
to get some insights as to how they see the world and to understand
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their political ideologies, that lead us into blind alleys time and time
in. Youmay notshare that view,

Mr. Reriscuauzr. I agree with you very much on that. I think we
forget that Communists exist because these people think that com-
munism is the best way to build the kind of country and society that
they would like to see developed. Particularly in Asia where people
are sc eager to build countries where only colonial regimes existed
fore. Their fundamental motivational force is nationalism; that is, to
build a strong Vietnam or a strong Burma. When we look upon them
as being special kinds of devils in this world, as evil men rather than
Vietnamese who want to build a strong Vietnam, and who think of
communism merely as the best way to do this, we see the whole thing
wrong. It is becanse of that kind of thinking that we don’t have
enough confidence in nationalism’s ability to create strong independ-
ent regimes. We don’t seem to have enough confidence in the things
we believe in. Our kind of society works better than the Communist
society. Even Communists may become educated to ses their system
1sn’t the best way and a modified svstem may be better. This is wh
I think we can be much more relaxed. These are human beings wit
their nationalistic urges as their strongest urges.

Mr. Fraser. One of the things that amazed me was to have the re-
ports, which must have been based on intelligence reports, in 1962 and
1963, that suggested that things were going well in Vietnam, leading
the Secretary of State to talk about withdrawal of troops, and so on.
I have always taken this as a symbol of our inability to understand
these societies, the political dvnamies, because if we had obviously we
wouldn’t have said the things we did.

I know some Americans over there knew differently, some of the
reporters. In our institutional approach to these things our obser-
vations have to fit into our preconceived pigeonholes, and if they
don’t fit we push them in any wav and we analyze things in those
terms. This is why I was asking about Japan. There is one thing
that I think U.S. foreign policy needs and that is to have .deeper,
more perceptive insights into these societies, what are they thinking
about, why are they reacting as they do. If we have this we might

in to understand the limitations on our power, and where we cught
to be a little more reserved in the exercise of it. I feel this keenly. I
don’t find in the style and tradition, for example, of our State Depart-
ment that we tend to get this. The traditions are the old diplomacy,
government-to-government relationships. The idea of getting out as
we do in our own districts, gumshoeing and talking to our people—if
we were doing this is Vietnam—I think we would have understood
more perceptively the problem.

Mr. RriscuAUER. Going back to Korea, I felt strongly we were fly-
ing blind in Korea because we had no Americans who were really
knowledgeable about Korea. We had not trained them. There we
were responsible for half of the country but had no expert knowledge.
I think the same thing has been true in Vietnam. The same thing will
be true in many parts of Asia. As the richest Nation in the world,
we ought to develop more expertise. The State Department is where
we need more of it, but we need it also throughout our country.

Mr. Fraser. I agree. The way the United States can do it success-
fully, of conrse, is not quite so clear. Our State Department people
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traditionally are attached to embassies, and so on, and carry that
responsibility as they move around in society, and it imposes some
limitations on them I think that don't attach te people in a different
capacity.

g[r. Rescaaver. We have developed very good State Department
experts in the Japanese field, where 1t has been a known specialization
for a long time, and we have a lot of good peeple. But there is always
a fight between the generalists and specialists. I think we try to do
the whole State Department operation on a shoestring, that we ought
to have more people.

Mr. Fraser. The village elections were abolished in 1956. This
apparently was of no importaut concern to our Government, at least
measured by any responsible pressure on Diem to change the decision.
Diem might have been a dedicated person, but inherent in the way
he was operating would be the inability to cope with the insurgency
movement. But we didn't have people who were sensitive to this
and understood it.

I worry right now about Thailand. I think we have the impres-
sion that throngh economic aid we are going to effectively work at
what is essentially a political problem in the rural areas, working with
the Central Government which I suspect takes the same attitude
toward the rural area, which is that they den’t have much time for
then

Mr. Rexscuavrr. When you think of what the Vietnam war is
costing us and when vou think this Nation does not have a group of
experts that know what the problem is, it seems absurd. We wouldn’t
spend $5 billion in space development if we didn’t have specialists
in that field. Yet we spend $15 billion in Vietnam without a backup
of knowledge.

Mr. Fraser. This is a style of involvement that is new to America:
How does the society fumetion? How do the groups relate to one
another? What else can yvou do to help them along to work out their
own problems? If we could develop that then I would think our
abilitv to be helpful to these people would be enhanced, and we could
rel¥ less on the military response.

Mr. Reiscaarer. This might be the most important lesson we get
out of Vietnam, that we have to develop a larger corps of experts in
all parts of the world.

Mr. Fraser. I am told today. for example. there is no memory unit
in Washington that is recording our experience in Vietnam. The
experience is found only in personnel who are transferred in and
out every few years.

Mr. ZapLockr. In summation, Mr. Ambassador, it may be true that,
while we shonld not be as fearful and concerned as we are about the
developments in Asia, I think it also behooves some of us to be less
ceritical of TS, efforts. It is fine to say multilateral programs would
ba more snecessful, and that we ought not take the less developed
countries by the hand and lead them, but permit them to grone for
solutions in their own way: vet we must look on the entire situarion in
perspective. o :

Immediately after World War IT the emphasis and our concern
was in Europe. We had the Marshall plan to rebuild the devastated
areas in that part of the world. We completely ignored Asia, and
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this is the greatest criticism against the United States, because we
ignored Asia. Many people feel, for that reason. we now have many
of our present problems there. Even to this very day we are largely
European oriented. That is one reason why we do not have the ex-
pertise in the Asian area we should. Considering the limited re-
sources we have had I think we have done very well. Despite our
concern in Europe a goodly portion was lost to communism. In Asia
very little, areawise, except for the Chinese mainland, has been lost
to communism. That, too, probably could have been avoided. Mr.
Ambassador, I wonder if we can afford at this time to depend upon
multilateral aid channels for assistance to the less developed coun-
tries in Asia. Bearing in mind that it is a less effective way of dis-
bursing aid and we seem to have difficulty locating other govern-
ments who are willing to help. I would not want anything to im-
pede our assistance efforts, both military and economic, to such a fine
ally as the Philippines, and for that matter to India, Pakistan, and
the other countries. .

However, I do hope that in the future multilateral programs will
be developed to relieve the United States of its bilateral obligations in
this area, without leaving a vacuum, otherwise we will really invite
trouble,

Mr. Ambassador, I want to commend you for your eIO(fuent- pres-
entation today. It is quite obvious that some of the members of the
committes don’t agree with you but the purpose of these hearings is
to obtain these various points of view.

It is not because we want to develop democratic governments after
our own pattern, becanse I think these Asian eountries will have to
develop their own governments; the countries must develop their own
leaders, but should we not give some guidance and leadership?

In your testimony before the other body you stated that the imposi-
tion of a democratic constitution on the Japanese by the United States
after World War IT has not been as important in the growth of trnly
democratic institutions in Japan as the natural disposition of the
Japanese themselves. Yet it is my recollection that historically Jap-
anese governments have been autoeratic and anthoritarian. Would
you comment?

Mr. Reiscacer. Mr. Chairman, let me say that T am in complete
agreement with most of what you have said. Let me go back over
the situation. First of all, T do think that we should be proud
of ourselves for our response after the war to the challenge we faced.
We were the only country that could do many things at that time.
We were new to that sort of responsibility, and I think the American
public and the American Government responded magnificently—to be
sure, without much depth of knowledge and experience in these things,
but on the whole, extremely well. As we have gone on we have found
that some of our reactions were not the wisest. I think we should
become more skillful in what we are doing. T am advocating just
some slight changes in attitude, in direction in what we have been
doing. T certainly would agree that we must go on giving the kind
of aid we have been giving. I certainly would not advocate anv
abrupt, sudden change in course. ' ’

Countries that we have guaranteed defense to, we must go on de-
fending until something takes the place of our guarantees. I was
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just trying to point out some general directions in which I think it
would be healthy for us to try to move.

To get back to the specific question about Japan and the American
occupation. Qur occupation of Japan shows that when we have the
responsibilities we must measure up to those responsibilities. We did
take strong and vigorous action in Japan. We had defeated Japan
and we occupied the country and did extremely well in measuring up
to the resulting responsibilities.

I say that we should have done more in the situations in Korea and
Vietnam in the same way, because we had the responsibility there.
The fundamental thing that the Japanese experience teaches us,
though, is that although we did our share in trying to help the Japan-
ese 2o 1o a better model than they had before, their suecess was funda-
nientally something they grew themselves, Japanese postwar democ-
racy is primarily the outgrowth of the institutions and ideas they
themselves developed between the 1880°s and the 1930’s, at which time
they ran into serious trouble. It was a revival of this earlier develop-
ment, as helped by us after the war, that resulted in the great success
of democracy in postwar Japan.

I don’t think we should take from the Japaneze example the idea
that we can export or teach democracy to others. We can help them
achieve it, perhaps, if that is what they are themselves seeking. 1
don’t think we can give it to them.

Mr. Zaprockr. Are we now discussing how far we should go toward
helping them reach. not just a democratic government as we know it,
but establish a government that is stable, economically viable, and has
adequate defenses against aggression? How far do we got

Mr. Reiscaaver. The important thing in all these matters is that,
if we are going to have viable, stable countries in Asia, it is going to
be because they themselves have developed that viability and stability.
We can only be an external force there. If thev are viable only
becanse we are propping them up, this will not last. We have come
to a time when things are a little more relaxed in the world, and we
can look upon our activities not as a crash program—holding a line
that is about to cave in—but more in terms of helping something
develop in Asia. That is why I am advocating that fron now on we
ought to try to take a different approach and different attitude toward
our role in Asia.

Mr. Zarrockr. The situation has now developed in Asia, so as to
make it possible to depart from a crash program and relax a bit?

Mr. Retscaauer. That is right.

Mr. ZapLockl. We couldn’t do so 2 years ago, § years ago, or 10
vears ago, unless we had had the foresight and the wisdom immediately
after the World War not to subscribe to the colonial policies of some
of our allies——

Mr. RerscuatTek. I think we could have made the whole thing a lot
easier for Asians if we had not so concentrated on Europe at the end
of the war.

Mr. Zasrockr. Was it not true that France had a domestic political
situation at that time and we didn’t want to rock the boat!

Mr. Resscuaver. That is why we did what we did. I thought it
was wrong. Everybody interested in Asia thought it was wrong at
that time.
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We put European interests, on French emphasis and so on in Eu-
rope, ahead of the problems of Asia, and now we are paying for it
I think we are getting a little bit better balance in our interests now
between Europe, Asia, and other areas than we had iminediately at
the end of the war.

Mr. Zaniockt. With continued attention, study, and assistance and
without necessarily foisting ourselves upon them I think there can
develop a better, more peaceful and stable area.

Mr. Resscmaver. Yes.

Mr. Zasrockir. Mr. Fraser.

Mr. Fraser. Just one other question. I don't know if you were
going to close it up.

Mr. Zaprocki. Go ahead.

Mr. Fraser. This opens an aspect that I haven't heard discussed.
Much of the rationale for Vietnam involvement is centered around a
China containment policy. What do you say about that$

Mr. Resscraver. At the present moment, I think, it may be some-
what involved in that, if we were to withdraw, this would give a lot
of credence to Mao Tse-tung’s concept of wars of liberation, but if we
had allowed a nationalist regime, whatever its political coloration, to
come to being in Vietnam at the end of the second World War, it
would probably have contained China a lot more cheaply than we are
doing.

Mr. Frasen. If there is a confainment it is an attempt to disprove
a theory enunciated by Mao rather than any role China has played
of a more direct character.

Mr. RemscHAUER. Yes, you remember that southeast Asia has anti-
Chinese feelings. This is a feeling that will contain China if anything
does. I think it will do it successfully.

Mr. Friser. We are faced with the analogy of Munich. I always
thought implicit in the Munich analogy was that failure in Vietnam
must refer then to the new opportunities for China. Since I have
never been able to find China in this war, I couldn’t follow the
reasoning.

Mr. Rescaacer. That is not a good analogy.

Mr. Zasiock1. Thank you very much, Ambassador Reischauer, for
a very enlightening and most interesting presentation concerning
your point of view.

The subcommittee stands adjourned until 10 o’clock tomorrow
morning.

{Whereupon, at 5:10 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned until
Wednesday, March 1, 1967, at 10 a.m.)





