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in Asia, our exprience of Asia, the sufferings of countries that were our
résponsibility, the gallant and finally successful part played by our arms
against Japan—all these meant that the terms of the coming peace were in
our minds from the moment the war ended. We played our part in war.
We had our contribution to make to peace.

The present treaty is not, however, the handiwork of the United States
and Britain alone—very far from it. In the first place our contribution to
the treaty has itself been influenced and determined, through constant discus-
sion, with the Commonwealth as a whole. About that I will say more in a
moment. Next, a great number of the other countries at war with Japan
have expressed comments on the treaty and these have now been incorporat-
ed in the document before us. The presnet treaty is in fact a composite
document, contributed from many different sources, in which practically all
the powers concerned (including the sponsors) sacrificed points of importance
to themselves in the interests of general agreement.

8% 31 9ASHOY v~ EREROEH (KD

In the disasters which followed on Japan’s entry into the war, the
peoples of our Far Eastern territories suffered heavy losses. There was
serious damage to their economies and living standards. In defending
them, we, together with the Commonwealth and the Colonies, suffered
grievous casualties. The resources and manpower of the Commonwealth,
and particularly of its members in the Pacific and in Asia, were a notable
and resolute contribution to the final defeat of Japan.

It was appropriate therefore that, though the greater part of the oc-
cupation forces in Japan was composed of United States troops, a representa-
tive Commonwealth Division, commanded by an Australian general, should
have gone to Japan for occupation duties shortly after the surrender.

At the Moscow Conference in December 1945 it was decided to establish
the Far Eastern Commission to lay down the broad policies which were to
govern the occupation of Japan, and it was considered proper that members
of the Commonwealth who had committed troops or whose territory had
been ocecupied by Japanese forces should all be represented on that body.
The Commonwealth countries thus carried their close wartime association
with their Allies into the 6-year period which followed the end of hostilities.

By the middle of 1947 it appeared that the occupation regime in Japan
was well on the way to accomplishing the tasks which had been laid upon
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it by the Potsdam Proclamation and the policy decisions made by the Far
Eastern Commission. It was not surprising therefore that the United
States Government and the Governments of all members of the British Com-~
monwealth who had been in such continueus and close touch over Japanese
affairs should almost simultaneously have begun to consider what steps
should be taken to bring about a peace treaty with Japan. On 11th July
1947 the United States Government proposed that the 11 countries then
represented on the Far Eastern Commission should agree to the summon-
ing of a preliminary peace conference. The Government of Australia had
in the meantime invited the other Commonwealth Governments to. a meeting
at Canberra in August of that year to consider the same subject.

At that meeting in 1947 members of the Commonwealth were unanimous
that a peace treaty with Japan should be concluded as soon as possible. They
agreed with the proposal already made by the Government of the United
States that at the peace conference there should be no right of veto by the
Four Great Powers, but that the states principally concerned in the war
against Japan should have an equal voice in the drafting of the peace
treaty. )

Unfortunately, progress could not be made on the United States pro-
posals because the Governments of the Soviet Union and China objected, not
to the principle of an early peace treaty—anl I think I can fairly say that
all the countries principally concerned were agreed on this—but to the
procedure to be followed. In its notes of July 1947 and November 1947 to
the United States and Chinese Governments, the Government of the Soviet
Union expressed the view that the preparation of a peace treaty with Japan
should be entrusted to the Council of Foreign Ministers. As I have already
indicated, this view was unacceptable to us.

At the end of 1947, therefore, it looked as though a peace treaty with
Japan would have to be delayed. But the Governments. of the Common-
wealth still thought that the sooner Japan became fully responsible for the
conduct of her own: affairs, the easier and quicker would be the return to
normal conditions in Asia and the Pacific. At the Commonwealth Foreign
Ministers” Conference at Colombo in January 1950; the Ministers considered
that a treaty was overdue and that every effort should be made to get negoti-
ations moving. As a first step, a working party of Commonwealth officials.
was set up to study the problem. Then, in September 1950, the United
States Government proposed to begin informal discussions with states mem-
bers of the Far Eastern Commission, and this was followed by the com-~
muniqué of the London Conference of Commonwealth Prime Ministers in
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January 1951 which again stressed the urgent need for the early conclusion.

of a Japanese peace treaty.

While the many delays had been disappointing, the preparatory work done
during this time was most valuable. We were able to give proper study to the
difficulties facing us. We faced them in the knowledge that the countries
with interest in the peace treaty would not be of the same mind upon many
of the subjects with which the treaty would deal. We held throughout to
the view that the treaty should be concluded soon—as soon as possible. We
appreciated the success of the Occupation in guiding Japan into the ways
of peace and toward the adoption of a liberal and democratic way of life
once she was free and sovereign. But we believed that the time had come
for her to exercise the responsibilities of this democratic life hereself.

Because we thought it urgent to conclude peace, we agreed whole-
heartedly with the procedure adopted for preparing the treaty. We thought
that the diplomatic channel affored the quickest and best method of finding
out the views of the countries at war with Japan. As 1 have already ex-
plained, we could not accept the view that the treaty should be prepared by
the Council of Foreign Ministers of the United Kingdom, United States,
Soviet Union, and China. The argument that it should be so prepared rest-
ed on a misinterpretation of the Potsdam Agreement. But apart from this
we did not want to be held up indefinitely by a veto, and finally we felt most
strongly that this procedure would not have been fair to many countries
which had long, close, and bitter experience of the war against Japan.
We welcomed the procedure adopted, since it provided for a wide basis of
consultation among the powers at war with Japan and it saved the Japanese
peace treaty from the indefinite postponement which has baffled all our ef-
forts to reach a settlement over Austria.

Next, I should like to say that we in the British Commonwealth have
believed right from the earliest days, even when the memories of Japanese
aggression were still fresh in our minds, that the peace settlement with
Japan should be a liberal and generous one. We agree cordially with what

Mr. Dulles has said about this, and are convinced that Japan should be given:

the best possible chance of resuming an honorable place among the free na-
tions of the world.

This is not to say that we in the Commonwealth have forgotten the acts
of cruelty and violence with which Japan’s aggression was accompanied.
The people of Malaya and Hong Kong have not forgotten their direct ex-
perience of Japanese occupation—its degradation and beastliness. But all
of us—and India has been at one with us in this—have agreed that in the
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peace settlement it is our moral duty to rise above considerations of hatred
and revenge; .that it is our duty not to dwell on the past, but to turn our
eyes toward the future.

Let me here say a word about India, whose representatives we are very
sorry not to see with us in San Francisco today. India, like Pakistan,
played a conspicuous and distinguished part in the-defeat of Japan. India
was with us in the Commonwealth consultations of which I have just spoken.
India agreed with us throughout on the principle of a liberal and early
peace, and was indeed one of the strongest advocates of this policy. It is,
therefore, a matter of great regret to us that the Indian Government have
not felt it possible to participate in the treaty because of sincere concern
about certain of its terms. We believe, for reasons which I shall develop
shortly, that these anxieties on the part of the Indian Government are un-
founded.

The other great absentee from our Conference today is China. Ever
gince 1937 the Chinese people played a brave and determined part in resist-
ing Japanese aggression. No country has a better claim, on grounds of long
and bitter experience of Japanese violence, to take part in the peace treaty.
Unfortunately, however, it is a situation of fact that the Governments at
war with Japan are not agreed among themselves as to what government
would possess  the lawful and practical authority to commit the whole
Chinese nation to permanent engagements. The participation of China in
the peace settlement would thus have entailed waiting until general agree-
ment on this question was reached among the other powers. This delay
would have been inconsistent with our general agreement on the need for an
urgent peace treaty.

We have, therefore, regretfully decided that there is no alternative but
to conclude the present multilateral peace treaty without any signature on
behalf of China. At the same time, the treaty safeguards the interests of
the Chinese people by provisions designed to ensure that major benefits will
accrue to China notwithstanding the absence of any signature or ratifica-
tion of the treaty on China’s behalf. The treaty thus provides that, when it
comes into force, all Japan’s special rights and interests in China will auto-
matically be renounced, and that China will have the right to deal on its own
account with Japanese property in China.

This procedure will not imply any alteration in the various positions
regarding China taken up by the Governments signatory to the present
treaty. The United Kingdom Government, as is well known, have recognized
the Central People’s Government as the legitimate Government of China,
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and still maintain this view. Japan’s future attitude toward China will
necessarily be for determination by Japan herself in the -exercise of the.

sovereign and independent status contemplated by the treaty. The treaty
has been framed so as not to prejudice that important principle.
This selution is the outcome of long and anxious consultation among

governments. The United Kingdom Govermment endorse it as being the only

possible solution in the difficult circumstances obtaining.

The treaty also provides for Japan to renounce its sovereignty over
Formosa and the Pescadores Islands. The treaty itself does not determine
the future of these islands. The future of Formosa was referred to in the
Cairo Declaration but that Declaration also contained provisions in respect
to Korea, together with the basic principles of non-aggression and no ter-

ritorial ambitions. Until China shows by her action that she accepts those

provisions and principles, it will be difficult to reach a final settlement of the
problem of Formosa. In due course a solution must be found, in accord
with the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United Nations. In
the meantime, however, it would be wrong to postpone making peace with
Japan. We therefore came to the conclusion that the preper treatment of
Formosa in the context of the Japanese peace treaty was for the treaty to
provide only for renunciation of JFapanese sovereignty.

You will not expect me now to dwell in detail on all the territorial pro-
visions of the treaty.They are based on the provisions of the Potsdam Pro-
clamation, which provided that Japanese sovereignty should be confined to
the four main islands and such other islands as the powers which signed:
that Declaration might subsequently determine. As regards the Ryukyu and
Bonin Islands, the treaty does not remove these from J é;pane‘se sovereignty;
it provides for a continuance of United States administration over the
Ryukyu Islands south of 29° north latitude; that is to say that those islands
nearest to Japan itself are to remain not only under Japanese sovereignty,
but under Japanese administration as well. This is in marked contrast with
the provision for the complete renunciation of Japanese sovereignty over
the Kurile Islands, the other principal group which aproaches close to the
main islands of Japan, and which is now occupied by the Soviet Union. We
have agreed to the renunciation of Japanese sovereignty over the Kurile
Islands, but we think that this comparisen should be borne in mind by those
who. criticize the provisions relating to the more southerly of the Ryukyus,
and to the Bonin Islands.

The treaty contains no restrictions upon Japanese rearmament.
Experience in regard to such restrictions in previous treaties has shown
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that in the course of time they have become a dead letter. Indeed, not only
have they failed to achieve the desired result, but they have provided a
breeding ground for the germs of nationalism in its most dangerous form.

Moreover. Japan’s dependence on imported raw materials must in the
foreseeable future- make it impossible in- practice for her. to rearm.to the
point of threatening the peace.

On the contrary, the problem today is not Japan’s  disarmament, but
her defense. Today she has no arms of any description and no armed forces
apart from the police. She is; therefore, in no position to resist aggression
should aggression be contemplated against her.

In the present treaty Japan accepts the obligations set forth in article
2 of the Charter of the United Nations. At the same time the Allied Powers
recognize that Japan possesses the inherent right of individual or collective
gelf-defense referred to in'article 51 of the Charter.

It is at present proposed that the security of Japan should be ensured
by her voluntary conclusion of a defense pact with the United States, where-
by forces will ‘be maintained in and around Japan for the defense of Japan-
ese territory. Such a pact of course in no way indicates an intention on
the part of the United States to build up the armed forces of Japan to a
point where she could again become a danger to her neighbors. The British
Government are entirely satisfied that no such intention exists, and that
the aim of the arrangement between Japan and the United States is to ensure
that Japan herself cannot become a victim of aggression. It would have
been reasonable to hope that we might have left the possibility of aggres-
sion against Japan out of account, but the aggression in fact committed by
North Korea last year, and the moral and material support given to the ag-
gressors, compel us to consider the defense of Japan as a matter of practical
importance.

The provisions of the draft treaty, in accordance with the intentions of
the wartime agreements between the major Allies, remove Japan from the
special  position which she had acquired in Asia and in the Pacific. Later
provisions of this instrument follow logically from the basic intention of the
wartime agreements in taking away .from Japan the position of political in-
fluence in Europe and in Africa which she gained as one of the major Allies
of the First World War.

In the course of these 11 months of negotiation, however, we have. never
lost sight of the fact that, if Japan were to return to the society of free
nations without the power and influence which her former empire and world
position had gained. for her, it was imperative that she must be free to trade.
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We considered that Japan must be able to: maintain a sound. economy and to
provide a reasonable standard of living: for her growing population. In con-
sequence the United Kingdom was: in full agreement with all countries which
took part in the Pacific war that the. peace treaty should not contain restric-
tions upon Japanese industry or commerce. It has been suggested that we,
remembering the very severe and damaging Japanese competition: which our
industries had to face before the war, wished to-take advantage of the peace
treaty to safeguard our own position. This is untrue, and no such restric-
tions have been imposed. It is true that much concern has been expressed
in Britain about the risk to our own economy from a revival of Japanese
competition. This anxiety has been widespread and sincerely felt, but we
recognized that the imposition of economic restrictions in the treaty would
have been inappropriate.

The preamble to the draft treaty, its commercial articles and the first
declaration attached to it combine to place Japan as a free country once more
in a position to regulate her trading relations with other states on a basis
of equality. We trust that this will come about the more readily as a result
of Japan’s expressed intention to observe internationally accepted fair trade
practices and to be a party to a number of the more important international
instruments and conventions which help to govern world trade.

The reparation provisions of the draft treaty also give effect to the
principle of viability. During the 6-year occupation Japan has been a
financial liability and her essential imports of food and raw materials have
cost the United States Government more than two thousand million dollars
in that time. The draft treaty, therefore, while stating the principle that
Japan should, in equity, be required to make due reparation for the damage
and suffering which she caused by embarking on an aggressive war, recog-
nizes that if she is to continue to develop as a healthy and peace-loving state,
adequate reparation cannot be made.

This was a difficult decision for governments to take. As I have al-
ready said, British territories in Asia in common with the territories of
many other powers received damage much of which has not yet been made
good. It might have been easier to require Japan to pay compensation, hop-
ing that something would have been forthcoming. But we concluded that
this would have been a short-sighted policy and would certainly have laid
the foundation of a lasting resentment between ourselves and Japan.

We have, however, agreed that Japan should make such reparation as,
on & realistic estimate, we believe she can afford. In the first place, Japan
will, if required, render to any of the Allied Powers whose terrvitory she
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overran, assistance in repairing the damage .done by Japanese occupation.
The draft treaty provides for the resumption by Allied  nationals of their.
property and all their property rights-in Japan. If these have been: destroy-
ed or cannot be returned, the Japanese Government has undertaken to pay
compensation. Finally, the draft treaty gives each of the Allies -the right
to seize all Japanese assets within its territory (subject to certain customary
exceptions) and expresses Japan’s desire to make recompense, out of the
proceeds of Japanese assets in neutral and the suffering ex-enemy countries,
for the suffering endured by prisoners of war who fell into her hands.

Apart from the provisions whiech embody major decisions of policy,
there are a number of others whoese aim is to replace upon a firm basis the
trade and financial relations of the parties to the treaty. Examples. which
I might give are the provisions dealing with Japan’s overseas indebtedness,
Allied industrial property and copyrights, and suits between Allied nation-
als and Japanese nationals which were pending at the outbreak of war.

A war completely disrupts international trade and commerce, and it is
in our view right that a peace settlement should attempt to lay down general
rules to govern their resumption. It was for this reason that the United
Kingdom has sponsored the protocol which has been circulated as one of the
peace treaty documents. Its first three sections follow the precedent of an-
nex 16 to the peace treaty with Italy and provide on similar lines rules to
govern contracts, periods of prescription and negotiable instruments as
between Japan and those states at war with her which may decide to sign it.
Parts D and E of the Protocol provide procedure for the settlement by
Japanese and Allied insurance co'mpanies of all matters outstanding in. con-
nection with insurance contracts. affected by war. We hope that the
Protocol, by obviating the necessity for lengthy and expensive litigation, will
materially help to restore that basis of confidence and willingness to meet
obligations which. is so important to. the smooth conduct of international
trade.

Britain has a special tradition of interest in the affairs of Japan and
of sympathy with the Japanese people. This tradition has unfortunately
been broken by the events: of the last 20 years. Nevertheless our belief is
that the present solemn occasion, with its conscious decision by the Allied
Powers: here assembled to reject the pressure of prejudice and put our faith
upoen the development of reason and amity will previde the opportunity. for
our renewing those former ties of interest and sympathy with Japan.

We should: none of us underestimate the problems which will have to be
faced and: solved by Japan when she resumes the exercisé of her spwereign
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independence on the coming into force of the present treaty. Nevertheless
she has powerful advantages on her side. She has the great qualities of her
people, who will now be free to devote them entirely to constructive tasks.
Gone is the militarist faction which misruled Japan for so many years and
manipulated her ancient institutions to suit their -own ambitions. She hag
succeeded in preserving the monarchical structure which is so peculiarly
suited to the character of her people; it has emerged from the years of
defeat and occupation strengthened by its adaptation to democratic forms.
Under the guidance of the occupation she has been able to resume her contacts
with the liberal and progressive ideas of the free world.

Mr. President, it is our hope that from the peace settlement a genuinely
democratic Japan will emerge. We realize that there can be no guarantee
that this will be so. The peace treaty is to that extent necessarily an act
of faith but one which we believe to be justified. Whatever may happen,
the Allied Powers will have done their utmost to achieve the desired end.
In the treaty before us they will have given Japan one of the moét generous
peace settlements ever imposed upon a defeated enemy, to help her on the
return journey to what we regard as her rightful place among the free and
peaceful nations of the world. Our best wishes go with her.

182 32 9ASHD /7 maA =3 « VERBOED (GED)

The Delegate of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics—A. A. Gromyko
(Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs): Mr. Chairman, Honorable Delegates,
the Soviet Delegation considers it necessary at the very outset to stress the
importance of the question of the Peace Treaty with Japan.The importance
of this question can be seen from the fact that many of the countries re-
presented’ at the present Conference were objects. of Japanese aggression,
not to speak of the Chinese People’s Republic, the people of which during a
long period of time had to struggle single-handed against the Japanese ag-
gressor who invaded its territory.

In 1931 the Japanese Army invaded Manchuria. After a 6-years oc-
cupation of Manchuria, which was converted by Japan into a military base
for a further expansion of aggression on the Asiatic continent, militarist
Japan in 1937 invaded- Central China and ocecupied vitally important centers
of China. The Chinese people in the struggle against the Japanese aggres-
sor have suffered severe losses both in human lives:and in material values.

Fighting for its independence -in this struggle against Japanese aggres-
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sion, having taken upon itself the main brunt of the struggle  against this
aggression, the Chinese people have afforded an invaluable contribution to
the cause of struggle against Japanese militarists -and have expedited the
final victory of freedom-loving peoples. ’

It is a well-known fact that 13 years ago militarist Japan invaded the
Soviet Unionh in the Vlédivostok ‘region at Lake Hasan. Having received
an appropriate repulse the Japanese militarists,” however, did not abandon
their aggressive plans in regard to the Soviet Union. In 1939 the aggres-
sive forces of Japan repeated their attack in another place, in the region of
the Mongolian People’s Republic, at Halhingol, in order to break.through
onto Soviet territory.

In spite of the fact that this time as well they were duly repelled by the
armed forces of the Soviet Union, the Japanese militarists nevertheless, as
is known, did not abandon their aggressive plans in respect of the Soviet
Union, did not conceal the fact that they had set as their aim the seizure of
the Soviet Far East.

A number of other states in Asia and the Far East, including India,
Burma, Indonesia, and the Philippines, have suffered from Japanese aggres-
sion..

Finally, the peoples of the United States also know what Japanese ag-
gression means, since the attack on the American Pacific naval base, Pearl
Harbor, is still fresh in their memories. This attack on the United States
widened the scope of Japanese aggression. After this attack the Japanese
militarists invaded a number of other countries in Asia and the Far East.
The war as expanded enveloped all Asia. In the course of nearly 15 years
one after the other of the countries of Asia and the Far East were subject-
ed to attacks by Japanese militarists. It was necessary to exert united
efforts of the Powers in order to save the independence of the countries
which were attacked by the Japanese aggressor and to create conditions for
the establishment of a durable peace in the Far East. Many countries
of Asia and the Far East have suffered great losses while fighting for their
national independence against the Japanese militarists.

All this goes to show that it is high time to make use of the conditions
created as a result of the defeat of the Japanese aggressor and to establish
peace in the Far East. Guided by this fact the Soviet Union has already
repeatedly proposed to undertake practical steps providing for the solution of
this task. In the course of recent years it proposed to -accelerate the conclu-
sion of a peace treaty with Japan. It goes without saying that the Soviet
Union has always proceeded and is proceeding from -the fact that - peace
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should be democratic conforming to the interests of the peoples and not
profitable only for certain circles .of insatiable imperialists. Peace has to be
such as actually to satisfy the legitimate claims of the peace-leving states
and first and foremost of those which were the object -of .Japanese aggression,
such as not to allow the rebirth of Japan as an aggressive state.

Hence, we should consider a peace treaty and a peace settlement with
Japan of such a nature that it would not permit Japanese militarism to raise
its head again and would provide for peace and security for all countries of
Asia and the Far East.

In this are interested not only countries which have suffered from
Japanese aggression but the Japanese people themselves who are paying
for the crimes committed by Japanese militarists who have dragged them
into an aggressive war against -other nations and peoples. The national
interests of the Japanese people regquire that there should exist peaceful
relations between Japan and other nations and first and foremost with its
neighboring countries.

The Soviet Delegation considers it necessary to point.out the im-
portance of the question of the peace treaty with Japan because not all of
the participants of the present Conference display a desire to prevent the
use of a situation wherein the Japanese militarists could again lead Japan
along the path of aggression. Moreover, the American-British draft of a
peace treaty with Japan submitted to the Conference goes to show that the
authors of this draft are more anxious to clear the path for the rebirth of
Japanese militarism and to push Japan again along the path .aggression and
military adventure.

First and foremost this can be said about the United States whose policy
in regard to Japan has yielded sufficient evidence to show that the Govern-
mént of the United States has its own special plans in regard to Japan,
plans which have nothing in commen with the interests of a real peace set-
tlement with Japan, with the interests of maintaining and strengthening
peace in the Far East.

In considering the question of the peace treaty with Japan there first -of
all arises the question, what are the principles which should serve as bases
for this treaty; how provide for the prevention of Japan being again con-
verted into an aggressive state; how provide that the fate of Japan should
not again fall into the hands of militarists who are already raising their
heads in' Japan unabashedly declaring openly their plans for revenge?

This task can be successfully resolved if the participants -of the Con-
ference will proceed from the principles which found their expression in- well
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known international agreements pertaining to Japan and the implementation
of which would provide for the prevention of the rebirth of Japanese mili-
tarism. This concerns first of all such agreements as the Cairo Declaration
of 1943, the Potsdam Declaration of 1945 and the Yalta Agreement of 1945,
under which the United States, Great Britain, China and the Soviet Union
undertook specific obligations both as regards the completion of the war with
Japan and the peace settlement with Japan and the transformation of it into
a peace-loving democratic state.

This concerns also such agreements as the United Nations Declaration
of January 1, 1942, under which the United Nations undertook obligations
not to conclude a separate peace with enemy states including Japan, and the
decisions of the Far Eastern Commission having as its members the Soviet
Union, Great Britain, the United States, China, France, the Netherlands,
Canada, Australia, New Zealand, India and the Philippines on the basic post-
surrender policy for Japan, adopted after the end of the war with Japan.

It is known that the Potsdam Declaration of 1945 and the resolutions
of the Far Eastern Commission on the basic post-surrender policy for Japan
adopted in accordance with this Declaration provide for the eradication of
Japanese militarism and prevention of conditions which would permit the
rebirth of militarism in Japan. The decision of the Far Eastern Commis-
sion “Basic Post-Surrender Policy for Japan” of June 19, 1947, imposes on
Japan, for example, rigid restrictions in respect of its armed forces.

The Potsdam Declaration points out the necessity of eliminating the
power and influence “of those who have deceived and misled the people of
Japan into embarking on world conquest”. It also shows the necessity of
taking measures to prevent Japan from re-arming and following the path
of conquests.

Agreements of the Powers in regard to Japan provide for the elimina-
tion of Japanese militarism and the transformation of Japan into a peace-
loving state capable of maintaining normal relations with other mnations and
peoples, including its neighboring states which have most suffered from
Japanese aggression. Those who actually desire not to permit the repeti-
tion of Japanese aggression and provide for peaceful relations between
Japan and other states cannot but support this aim.

Thus, the task of demilitarization of Japan is one of the principal tasks
which should be reselved by the peace treaty with Japan. This, first of all,
means that the peace treaty with Japan should include provisions restrict-
ing the strength of its armed forces—Iland, naval, and air. It is known that
the Japanese militarists preparing for: aggression against other states have
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created numerous armed forces, land, naval and air. On the eve of Japan’s
attack on Pear! Harbor the strength of the Japanese Army amounted to
3,200,000 men. By the time of Japan’s capitulation in August 1945, the
strength of the Japanese Army amounted to approximately 6,000,000 men.
The so-called Kwantung army, which was a select Japanese army located on
the territory of Manchuria occupied by Japanese militarists, amounted to
nearly a million men.

It goes without saying that all these unduly inflated armed. forces of
Japan were maintained at the cost of plundering the working population.
Japanese militarists, following the example set by their partner in aggres-
sion, Hitlerite Germany, having set as their aim the reduction to slavery of
entire nations and peoples, ‘did not care much about the vital interests of
the Japanese people, and tightened still further the taxed pressure on the
Japanese peasant and worker in order to squeeze out more money to prepare
for war and then to conduct war.

While preparing and concluding the peace treaty with Japan there has
to be resolved the task of guarantees against the rebirth of Japanese mili-
tarism, of guarantees which would exclude the possibility of a repetition of
Japanese ag‘gression.

It goes without saying that after the conclusion of the peace treaty all
occupation troops should be withdrawn from Japan, and her territory should
not be used for the maintenance of foreign military bases. The absence in
the peace treaty of a specific and clear indication to that effect contradicts
the very aim of a peace settlement with Japan which should lead to the re-
establishment of her sovereignty and also contradicts the interests of the
maintenance of peace in the Far East.

The above-mentioned agreements of the Powers provide for the trans-

formation of Japan into a democratic state. In the Potsdam Declaration it.

is directly stated that “the Japanese Government shall remove all obstacles
to the revival and strengthening of democratic tendencies among the
Japanese people”. It is also said there that there shall be established
“freedom of speech, of religion, and of thought, as well as respect for the
fundamental human rights”. In the decisions of the Far Eastern Com-
mission on the “Basic Post-Surrender Policy for Japan” it is stated that
“The Japanese people shall be encouraged to develop a desire for individual
liberties and respect for fundamental human rghts, particularly the freedoms
of religion, assembly and association, speech and the press. They shall be
encouraged to form democratic and representative organizations.”

Such is the second vital task set by the Powers during the time of war
with Japan—the task of the. democratization of Japan. The purpose for
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setting this task is quite clear. Militarist Japan was ruled by a reactionary
clique. The entire political and social life - was under the control of this
clique and the big Japanese trusts—Mitsubishi, Mitsui, and others which
supported ‘it. Hence follows the task of the demilitarization of Japan. The
prevention of the rebirth of Japanese militarism is closely interlinked with
the task of the democratization of the political and social life of the country,
with thé task of establishing in Japan a democratic order under which the
fate of the country will not depend on the arbitrariness of a group of reac-
tionary militarists.

This means that the peace treaty with Japan must have clauses provid-
ing for the implementation of the principles expressed in the Potsdam
Declaration and in other decisions of the Powers, regarding the necessity for
the revival and strengthening of democratic tendencies among the Japanese
people, regarding the democratization of Japan.

Of great importance in connection with the preparation of a peace trea-
ty with Japan are the questions pertaining to the development of Japanese
economy. It is known that in the past this economy served the purposes of
militarist circles. Its development was directed in such a way as to prepare
Japanese industry and agriculture for the satisfaction of war needs. A
characteristic feature of Japanese economy both before and during the war
wag its militarization which was detrimental to the vital needs of the Japan-
ese people. The basic resources of industry and agriculture were used for
the production of armaments and strategic material and not for the needs
of the civil population.

This means that the peace treaty with Japan should have clauses
piroviding for both restrictions of armed forces of Japan and the prevention
of militarization of its economy. At the same time, the Peace Treaty must
not place obstacles in the path of the development of peaceful Japanese
economy. This principle has already been formulated in the Potsdam
Declaration signed by the United States, Great Britain, China, and the
U.S.8.R.

Proceeding from this principle of the Potsdam Declaration, the Soviet
‘Government in September 1948, introduced in the Far Eastern Commission
a proposal to the effect that not only would there be a prohibition on the
reestablishment and creation of Japanese war industry and the establish-
ment of an appropriate control over this prohibition, but also there would
be no restriction on the reestablishment and development of peaceful in-
dustry designed to satisfy the needs of the Japanese population as well as
the development of Japan’s trade with .other countries according to the needs
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of the peaceful economy of Japan.

In its remarks of May 7, 1951, on the draft peace treaty previously
circulated by the U.S. Government the Soviet Government, proceeding from
the above principle, insisted that no restrictions should be imposed on Japan
as regards the development of its peaceful economy and that all restrictions
should be removed in respect of Japan’s trade with other states. Is it
necessary to dwell at length on the fact that providing for an unlimited
development of the peaceful economy of Japan and the development of its
foreign trade corresponds not only to the interests of the maintenance of
peace in the Far East and establishment of good-neighbor relations between
Japan and other states, particularly those neighboring with it, but also cor-
responds to the interests of the Japanese people? Such a development of
Japan’s economy would for the first time open before the Japanese people an
opportunity for an improvement of its welfare.

To object to the inclusion of such clauses in the peace treaty with Japan
can only occur to those who try to strangle Japanese economy and to make
it depend on the interests of foreign monopolies. To object to the inclusion
of such clauses in the peace treaty can only occur to those who strive as well
to direct the development of Japanese economy in the future not to the
satisfaction of peaceful requirements of the Japanese people not to
strengthening of normal economic relations of Japan with other states, but
to the militarization of Japan, for the adaptation of its economy to the plans
for a new war in the Far East which are cherished by certain great powers.

A healthy, peaceful economy of Japan would easily permit the satisfac-
tion of the legitimate claims of a number of states which have suffered from
Japanese occupation and afford compensation for the damage caused by the
Japanese aggressor. It would be much easier for Japan to do this than to
pay for the damage by using directly the labor of the Japanese population as
is provided for by the American-British draft. It is not difficult to under-
stand what has prompted the proposal contained in the draft. It has been
prompted by the desire to make use of the cheap labor of the Japanese
worker and peasant without any regard to the fact that this slavery-like
form of redeeming the damage would divert a considerable part of its pro-
ductive forces. It is profitable not for the countries which are legitimately
claiming the redemption by Japan of damages inflicted on them and which
have a surplus of manpower, but is profitable to certain great powers which
want to benefit at the expense of cheap labor of the Japanese.

The peace treaty with Japan should, naturally, resolve 2 number of ter-
ritorial questions comnected with the peace settlement with Japan. It is
known that in this respect as well the United States, Great Britain, China
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and the Soviet Union undertook specific obligations. These obligations are
outlined in the Cairo Declaration, in the Potsdam Declaration, and in the
Yalta Agreement.

These agreements recognize the absolutely indisputable rights of
China, now the Chinese People’s Republic, to territories severed from it.
It is an indisputable fact that original Chinese territories which were
severed from it, such as Taiwan (Formosa), the Pescadores, the Paracel
Islands and other Chinese territories, should be returned to the Chinese
People’s Republic.

The rights of the Soviet Union to the southern part of the Sakhalin
Island and all the islands adjacent to it, as well as to the Kurile Island, which
are at present under the sovereignty of the Soviet Union, are equally in-
disputable.

Thus, while resolving the territorial questions in connection with the
préparation of a peace treaty with Japan, there should not be any lack of
clarity if we are to proceed from the indisputable rights of states to terri-
tories which Japan got hold of by the force of arms.

Such are the main principles which, in accordance with already exist-
ing international agreements, should form the basis of a peace treaty with
Japan and the implementation of which would mean the establishment of a
durable peace in the Far East.

There arises a question as to what extent the American-British draft
of a peace treaty with Japan corresponds to the principles which have been
'outlined in appropriate agreements of the Allied Powers in respect of Japan
and, consequently, as to what extent it meets the interests of maintaining
peace in the Far East.

In connection with this it is first of all quite appropriate to ask whether
this draft contains any guarantees against the rebirth of Japan as an ag-
gressive state. It is regretted that it does not contain any guarantees in
this respect. That it does not contain any guarantees against rebirth of
Japanese militarism can be seen from the fact that it does not provide for
any restrictions on the number of the armed forces of Japan. At the same
time it is well known that the peace treaties concluded after the Second
World War with other states, for example, the peace treaty with Italy, con-
tain clear and specific provisions restricting the strength of the armed
forces of those states. Japan, however, in this respect is being placed into
a privileged position as compared to other states in spite of the fact that
‘there are no reasons for doing so.

Thus, the American-British draff is in gross contradiction with the
principles on the basis of which tan be built a real peace treaty with Japan
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capable of establishing peace in the Far East and of giving guarantees that
Japanese aggression shall not be repeated.

This draft is also contradictory to the decisions of the Far Eastern
Commission, which, as early as in 1947 in the above-mentioned document on
the “Basic Post-Surrender Policy for Japan,” set out to “complete the task
of physical and spiritual demilitarization of Japan by measures including
total disarmament, economic reform designed to deprive Japan of power to
make war, elimination of militarist influences and stern justice to war
criminals and requiring a period of strict control”. This decision was
adopted by all states members of the Far Eastern Commission: Australia,
Canada, China, France, India, the Netherlands, New Zealand, the Philippines,
the U.S.S.R., Great Britain, and the U.S.A.

The authors of the American-British draft peace treaty with Japan try
to minimize the importance of this fact, making references to the effect that
allegedly the decision of the Far Eastern Commission is valid only for the
period preceding the conclusion of a peace treaty with Japan. However, it
is not difficult to show the complete inadequacy of such attempts. It is
sufficient to point out that this decision directly outlines measures which
should “deprive Japan of power to make war”. This fact goes to show quite
clearly that the decision of the Far Eastern Commission covers the entire
postwar period as well.

The American-British draft peace treaty with Japan follows the path
of the existing practice of the American occupation authorities in Japan in
the reestablishment of all kinds of militarist organizations, in the construc-
tion and expansion of military, naval, and air bases in Japan, in the re-
establishment of the land, naval, and air forces and in the expansion and
modernization of former Japanese military arsenals. Japanese industry is
being converted more and more to produce armaments and strategic war
material. The material and manpower resources of Japan are being widely
used by the United States in its military intervention in Xorea, illegally
conducted under the flag of the United Nations.

All these measures implemented in Japan by the Government of the
U.S.A., as well as the American-British draft peace treaty with Japan which
is now under consideration, show that the Government of the United States
ignores the obligations undertaken together with other states to prevent the
rebirth of Japan as an aggressive state. The Government of the United
States is gambling on the reestablishment of Japanese militarism, to which
those states which are really interested in securing a true peace in the Far
East cannot but object in a most resolute way.
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Thus, the American-British draft does not contain any guarantees what-
soever against the rebirth of Japanese militarism, guarantees providing for
the security of those countries which have suffered from aggression on the
part of militarist Japan, in spite of the fact that this should be one of the
principal tasks in connection with' the preparation of a peace treaty with
Japan.

The American-British draft provides for the participation of Japan in
military bloes created under the aegis of the United States whose purpose
has nothing in common with the interests of maintaining peace in the Far
East. It is well known what purpose is being pursued by the inclusion in the
draft peace treaty of a clause providing for the conclusion by Japan of
military agreements with other states. The Government of the United
States attempts to make the Peace Treaty itself prejudge the question of
the conclusion of a military agreement between the United States and to.
make of Japan an American military base at the time of the conclusion of
a peace treaty.

The Government of the United States is substituting for the task of
preventing the rebirth of Japanese militarism and ensuring the future
security of countries that have suffered from Japanese aggression that of
concluding a military agreement with Japan. It is not difficult to under-
stand that the conclusion of such an agreement will stiil further push.
Japan along the path of the reestablishment of militarism, will still further
encourage the activities of militaristic circles in Japan, who, disregarding
the national interests of the Japanese people, are prepared to start new
military adventures against the neighboring states.

The American-British draft peace treaty imposes on Japan an obliga-
tion to join a military grouping directed against the countries near Japan
and first and foremost against the Soviet Union and the Chinese People’s
Republic. This can be seen from the fact that in the military agreement
provided for by the American-British draft peace treaty the participation.
of such countries as the Chinese People’s Republic and the Soviet Union is.
being exch;ded.

The real nature of this requirement, the purpose of which is to tie
Japan hand and foot at the present time by obligations regarding its
participation in a military grouping headed by the U.S.A., cannot be con-
cealed by any false phrases regarding the right of Japan for “individual
and collective self-defense”, since there exists no threat for Japan on the
part of the states neighboring with it. In these circumstances any re-
ferences to thé necessity for Japan to join any military blocs allegedly for-
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the purpose of self-defense are groundless. Any refences to the necessity
for Japan to: enter into: military agreements and alliances with. other states,
under the pretext that this is allegedly being prompted by the interests of
self-defense of Japan are the more ridiculous: since, as is known, Japan hag
not been subjected for centuries to any attack from any side.

Such references are obviously being made in order to mislead public
opinion as regards the real aims which the authors of the American-British
draft link up with the driving of Japan into their aggressive military blocs
since these aims have nothing in common with the maintenance of peace
in the Far East.

The driving of Japan into military blocs provided for by the American-
British draft peace treaty cannot but cause anxiety on the part of states
which are really interested in safeguarding and maintenance of peace in
the Far East.

In connection with this it is also necessary to dwell on the question of
the withdrawal of the occupation forces from the territory of Japan and of
the prevention of the creation of foreign military bases on Japanese ter-
ritory.

As is known, in the peace treaties concluded after the Second World War,
including the Peace Treaty with Italy, it is specifically stated that the oc-
cupation shall be terminated as soon as possible, and, in any case, not later
than within 90 days from the date of the coming into force of the peace trea-
ty. The American-British draft (article 6) formally contains such a provi-
sion. However, the same article speaks of the: possibility of retaining armed
forces on Japanese territory “under or in consequence of any bilateral or
multilateral agreements which have been or may be made between one or
more of the Allied Powers, on the one hand, and Japan on the other.”

It is clear that this reservation: makes of the provision for the with-
drawal of occupation forces within 90 days an empty phrase which conveys
nothing and which is used clearly for the purpose: of misleading naive people
regarding the real sense of this article of the draft. Its real meaning, how-
ever, is that already agreements are being imposed upon Japan under which
it undertakes in advance te yield its. territory for the establishment of
American military, naval and air bases in accordance with the aggressive
plans of the United States in the Far East.

Who: is not aware of the fact that during a prolonged period of time the
Government of the United States and the present Japanese Government have
been negotiating- the retention of American oceupation forces on: the terri-
tory of Japan and of Americam military bases in Japam even: after the: coneclu-
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sion of a peace treaty with it? Who is net aware of the fact that in the
course of these negotiations the Government' of Japan is being subjected to
flagrant pressure on the part of the United States who actually controls the
political and economic. life of the country?

As regards the American-British draft peace treaty with Japan in the
part pertaining to territorial questioms, the Delegation of the U.S.S.R. con-
siders it necessary to state that this draft grossly violates the indisputable
rights of China to the return of integral parts of Chinese territory:Taiwan,
the Pescadores, the Paracel and other islands severed from it by the Japan-
ese militarists. The draft contains only a reference to the renunciation by
Japan of its rights to these territories but intentionally omits any mention
of the further fate of these territories. In reality, however, Taiwan and the
said islands have been captured by the United States of America and the
United States wants to legalize these aggressive actions in the draft peace
treaty under discussion. Meanwhile the fate of these territories should be
absolutely clear—they must be returned to the Chinese people, the master of
their land.

Similarly, by attempting to violate grossly the sovereign rights of the
Soviet Union regarding Southern Sakhalin and the islands adjacent to it, as
well as the Kurile Islands already under the sovereignty of the Soviet Union,
the draft also confines itself to a mere mention of the renunciation by Japan
of rights, title and claims to these territories and makes no mention of the
historic appurtenance of these territories and the indisputable obligation on
the part of Japan to recognize the sovereignty of the Soviet Union over these
parts of the territory of the U.S.8.R. We do not speak of the fact that by
introducing such proposals on territorial questions the United States and
Great Britain, who at an appropriate time signed the Cairo and Potsdam
Declarations, as well as the Yalta Agreement, have taken the path of flagrant
violation of obligations undertaken by them under these international agree-
ments,

The American-British draft provides for the exclusion of the Islands of
Ryukyu, Bonin, Rosario, Volcano, Parece Vela, Marcus and Daito. from the
sovereignty of Japan and their transfer under the administration of the
United States of America under the pretext of including them in the trustee-
ship system of the United Nations. However, it is well known that such a
severance of the said islands from Japan is not provided for by the above-
mentioned agreements of the powers, or by the decision of the Security
Council which alone has the right to take decisions regarding trusteeship
over territory of strategic importance. This means that the requirement
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contained in the American-British draft is arbitrary and illegal.

It is vain to look in the American-British draft peace treaty for any
provisions “pertaining to the democratization of Japan. In this respect as
well the draft does not satisfy the requirements which should be met by a
peace treaty with Japan. And this in spite of the fact that the Potsdam
Declaration expressly states that it is necessary to democratize Japan. The
decisions of the Far Eastern Commission, as we have. already pointed out,
speak of the necessity of encouraging the Japanese people to form . ‘“demo-
cratic and representative organizations,” and to respect fundamental human
rights. As regards the present situation in Japan in this respect, it can be
seen from the fact that during the entire period of occupation repressions
against Japanese trade-unions, against democratic parties and outstanding
democratic leaders of Japan, against progressive organs of the Japanese
press liave been carried out with the approval and ‘direct encouragement on
the part of the American occupation authorities.

This draft likewise does not contain any mention of the inadmissibility
to create in Japan various types of militarist and Fascist organizations and
other similar organizations the danger of the rebirth of which is the more
real since many of them are already openly functioning. And this in spite

of the fact that the decision of the Far Eastern Commission expressly states.

that “All organizations inspired by the spirit of militarism and aggression
shall be rigidly suppressed.” All this makes us think seriously  what the
authors of the American-British draft peace treaty are up to, what path they
are forcing Japan to take. After a careful analysis of the American-British
draft peace treaty with Japan it becomes quite clear that this draft is in-
tended not only for the rebirth of Japanese militarism—which makes real
the danger of a repitetion of Japanese aggression—but it is also intended
to place again at the steering wheel of the country militarists and reaction-
aries who have already brought Japan to a national catastrophe.

Finally, those provisions of the American-British draft which are devot-
ed to economic questions merit serious attention. As regards the economic
question, the principal attention is devoted to the safeguarding of economic
privileges obtained by certain states in Japan and first of all by the United
States of America after the war and during the occupation of Japan.

The draft contains detailed clauses providing for the maintenance by
foreign monopolies of a commanding position in Japanese economy. This
concerns Japanese industry, Japanese shipping, Japan’s foreign trade and
guaranteeing various rights and claim of foreign firms and juridical persons
against Japan. At the same time the draft treaty does not contain anything
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that would secure for Japan an un-hampered development of its peaceful in-
dustries, its foreign trade, the development of its navigation and commercial
shipbuilding. And this cannot be considered as accidental. It is .no. secret
as to who is interested in getting the Japanese industry into an ‘iron grip
and to flood Japanese markeéts with foreign manufactured goods.

We shall in vain look in this. draft for any mention of the fact that
Japan shall receive, on ‘equal terms with other states, access to raw- material
sources in spite of the fact that this hcs been expressly provided for by the
Potsdam Declaration. The draft does not contain such a provision. It is
absent because it is' unprofitable for the United States and Great Britain
which are attempting to get hold of all principal world raw material sources.

Thus, the American-British draft peace treaty with Japan submitted to
the Conference cannot, in any measure, serve the purpose of a peace settle-
ment with Japan or give any guarantees against the recurrence of Japanese
aggression in the future.

The American-British draft peace treaty does not and cannot satisfy
any state that in deed and not in word stands for the establishment of a
durable peace and the elimination of a threat of a new war. Such a draft
cannot satisfy especially the countries of ‘Asia -and the Far East whose peoples
have suffered most from the consequences of Japanese aggression and can-
not permit a revival of Japanese militarism that is bearing a permanent
threat to the peaceful existence of its neighbor countries in the Far East.
it is for this reason that the American-British draft peace treaty met with
opposition .on the part of a number of countries: the Chinese People’s Re-
public, India, Burma, and others.

In its statement of August 15, the Central People’s. Government of the
Chinese People’s Republic justly evaluated the American-British draft peace
treaty stating that “in reality this treaty is a treaty for the preparation of
a new war and not a genuine peace treaty” and that it “constitutes a threat
to the peoples of Asia, violates peace and security throughout the world and
is prejudicial to the interests of the Japanese people”.

It is also a well-known fact that the Government of India condemned
the American-British draft peace treaty stating that it cannot be a party
to this treaty in view of the fact that “the settlement provided for by it
cannot be anything else but the source of .discontent among the Japanese
people and shall sow the seeds of future dissension and of a possible con-
flict in the Far BEast”.

To sum up, the following conclusions regarding the American-British
draft peace treaty can be drawn:
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1. The draft does not contain any guarantees against the reestablish-
ment of Japanese militarism, the transformation of Japan into an aggres-
sive state. The draft does not contain any guarantees ensuring the security
of countries which have suffered from aggression on the part of militarist
Japan. The draft creates conditions for the reestablishment of Japanese
militarism, creates a danger of a new Japanese aggression.

2. The draft treaty actually does not provide for the withdrawal of
foreign occupation forces. On the contrary, it ensures the presence of
foreign armed forces on the territory of Japan and the maintenance of
foreign military bases in Japan even after the signing of a peace treaty.
Under the pretext of self-defense of Japan the draft provides for the partici-
pation of Japan in an aggressive military alliance with the United States.

3. The draft treaty not only fails to provide for obligations that Japan
should not join any coalitions directed against any of the states which
participated in the war against militarist Japan, but on the contrary is clear-
ing the path for Japan’s participation in aggressive blocs in the Far East
created under the aegis of the United States.

4. The draft treaty does not contain any provisions on the democrati-
zation of Japan, on the ensurance of democratic rights to the Japanese people,
which creates a direct threat to 2 rebirth in Japan of the prewar Fascist
order. '

5. The draft treaty is flagrantly violating the legitimate rights of the
Chinese people to the integral part of China—Taiwan (Formosa), the
Pescadores and Paracel Islands and other territories severed from China as
a result of Japanese aggression.

6. The draft treaty is in contradiction to the obligations undertaken
by the United States and Great Britain under the Yalta Agreement regard-
ing the return of Sakhalin and the transfer of the Kurile Islands to the
Soviet Union.

7. The numerous economic clauses are designed to ensure for foreign,
in the first place American, monopolies the privileges which they have ob-
tained during the period of occupation, Japanese economy is being placed in
a slavery-like dependence from these foreign monopolies.

8. The draft actually ignores the legitimate claims of state that have
suffered from Japanese occupation regarding the redemption by Japan for
the damage that they have suffered. At the same time, providing for the
redemption of losses direct by the labor of the Japanese population it im-
poses on. Japan a slavery-like form of reparations.

9. The American-British draft is not a treaty of peace but a treaty for
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the preparation of a new war in the Far East.

It iz not difficult to understand how to explain the fact that the
American-British draft peace treaty with Japan not only contains no gunaran-
tees against the re-establishment of Japanese militarism but, on the contrary,
creates conditions for the rebirth of Japan as an aggressive state. This -
can be explained by the fact that the plans of the authors of the American-
British draft as regards Japan have nothing in common with the task to
prevent the re-establishment of Japanese militarism, to ensure peace and
security for states that have suffered most from Japanese aggression. How-
ever, those states that have suffered most from Japanese aggression and
therefore are most interested in not permitting it to recur were prevented
from. participating in the preparation of a peace treaty with Japan. And
this in spite of the fact that the procedure for the preparation of a peace
treaty with Japan was provided for by the Potsdam Agreement which es-
tablished the Council of Foreign Ministers of five Powers—the U.S.S.R., the
U.S., China, Great Britain, and France, and by the well-known United Na-
tions Declaration of January 1, 1942, ensuring that no separate peace trea-
ties be concluded with states that were at war with the Allied and Associat-
ed Powers. In the Potsdam Declaration it was expressly stated that the
Council of Foreign Ministers was being created first and foremost for “pre-
paratory work on a peaceful settlement” and that while drawing up ap-
propriate peace treaties “the Council shall be composed of members represent-
ing those States that have signed the terms of capitulation dictated to the
enemy state concerned”.

Thus, there is no lack of clarity on the question regarding the procedure
for the preparation of a peace treaty with Japan. Those who not in words
but in deeds observe the obligations undertaken in accordance with inter-
national agreements must strictly follow the procedure for the preparation
of a peace treaty with Japan provided for by these agreements. There can-
not be any justification for the fact that the Governments of the U.S.A. and
Great Britain have taken info their hands the preparation of a peace treaty
and are now forcing other states to conclude a separate peace with Japan
prepared by these Governments.

It is appropriate to recall that it was this procedure that had been
followed at the time when the peace treaties with Italy, Bulgaria, Hungary,
Rumania and Finland were being prepared. As one can see, experience also
confirms the just demand of the Soviet Union and of the Chinese People’s
Republic the Government of which has repeatedly outlined its point of view
to this effect, regarding the necessity to adhere strictly to the procedure for
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the  preparation of a peace treaty with Japan under which the Council of
Foreign Ministers is charged with the preparation of the peace treaty.

In the preparation of a peace treaty with Japan there should participate
all other countries that were in a state of war with Japan, as was the case
when peace treaties with other countries were concluded. The Soviet Gov-
ernment has. submitted an appropriate proposal in this respect as eaﬂy as its
note of December 30, 1947, to the Chinese Government and its note of Janu-
ary 4, 1948, to the Government of Great Britain.

The Government of the United States, which has usurped the right of
the initiative of the preparation of a peace treaty with Japan, contrary to
the obligations it has undertaken, resolutely objects to the preparation of
the peace treaty by the Council of Foreign Ministers. In support of such a
position an argument is put forward that allegedly such a procedure will hold
up the preparation of the peace treaty. However, the groundlessness of such
an assertion is obvious, which is testified to by the fact that such a task has
been carried out by the Council of Foreign Ministers in other cases since it
was possible to conclude peace treaties with the fivée above-mentioned coun-
tries as far back as four years ago.

The Governments of the United States and Great Britain which have
jointly submitted the draft peace treaty have chosen another path, having
illegally, from the very outset, banned both the Soviet Union and the
Chinese People’s Republic from any participation in the preparation of the
Peace Treaty, without the participation of which there can be no question of
accomplishing a peace settlement with Japan. The Soviet Government -has
already drawn the attention of the Government of the United States to this
fact in its remarks of May 7 on the American draft peace treaty and also
in its note of June 10, 1951. The Chinese nation which was forced to con-
duct a prolonged and severe war against militarist Japan that invaded its
territory has suffered particularly heavy losses in this struggle. Therefore,
the Government of the Chinese People’s Republic as the sole legitimate re-
presentative to express the will of the Chinese people cannot be banned from
the preparation of a peace treaty with Japan. The Soviet Government fully
shares in this question the point of view expressed in appropriate state-
ments of the Government of the Chinese People’s Republic, in particular in
its statement of May 22 and in that of August 15, 1951, and insists:on a
full participation of the Chinese People’s Republic in the preparation and
discussion of the peace treaty with Japan. Those states which, following in
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the wake of the United States and Great Britain, are prepared to sign the
peace treaty without the participation of the Chinese People’s Republic, India,
and Burma which are particularly interested in a peace settlementv with
Japan, take upon themselves a heavy responsibility for the aftermath of
such an unjust and illegal act.

What is the situation that the .present Conference in San Francisco
has to face?

The Governments of the TUnited States of America and of Great
Britain have put before the Conference the fact that China has not taken
and is not taking part in the preparation and discussion of a peace:treaty
with Japan. It is clear that in these circumstances: no real peace -settle-
ment in the Far East will be achieved. Is it possible for peoples which
can openly and freely express their feeling of justice and their longing for
peace among the nations to reconcile themselves to this position?

India, as well as Burma, has refused to participate in the San Francisco
Conference, stating that the American-British draft is unacceptable. It
means that not only China, but also India, the principal states of Asia, are
banned from the participation in the preparation and discussion of the draft
peace treaty with Japan which is being imposed on the participants of the
present Conference by the United States of America and Great Britain. Is
it not true that such actions discredit the authors of this draft and does
it not mean that such a policy is a policy of bankruptcy?

The Soviet Union has not refused to take part in the San Francisco
Conference. The reason for this is that it is necessary to voice publicly
the truth about the American-British draft and to oppose it with demands
for such a peace treaty with Japan that shall in fact meet the interests of
a peace settlement in the Far East and serve to strengthen a universal
peace. '

Whereas, the American-British draft peace treaty with Japan does not
answer the requirements necessary for a peace treaty with Japan, the
Soviet Delegation proposes the following amendments to be made in . the
draft of = peace treaty submitted by the Governments of the U.S.A. and
Great Britain to the Conference for its consideration.

The Vice President of the Conference—P.; C. Spender: Order, order.
Do I understand: that the representative is proposing to move certain
amendments to the draft treaty?

The - Delegate of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics—A. A.
Gromyko: I am making a declaration, and I am defending my position. I
have the right to speak and I ask, Mr. President, to continue.
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The Vice President of the Conferemce—P. C. Spender: Continue.

The Delegate of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics—A. A.
Gromyko:

1. To Article 2.

a) To include, instead of paragraphs “b” and “f”, & paragraph read-
ing as follows: “Japan recognizes full sovereignty of the Chinese People’s
Republic over Manchuria, the Island of Taiwan (Formosa) with all the
islands adjacent to it, the Penhuletac Islands (the Pescadores), the Tun-
shatsuntao Islands (the Pratas Islands), as well as over the Islands of
Sishatsuntao and Chunshatsuntao (the Paracel Islands, the group of Am-
phitrites, the shoal of Maxfield) and Nanshatsuntao Islands including the
Spratly, and renounces all right, title and claim to the territories named
herein”.

b) Paragraph “c” is to be amended to read as follows: “Japan
recognizes full sovereignty of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics over
southern part of the Sakhalin Island, with all the islands adjacent to that
part, and over the Kurile Islands and renounces all right, title, and claim
to these territories”.

2. To Article 3.

Article 8 to be amended to read as follows: “The sovereignty of Japan
will extend to the territory consisting of the Islands of Homshu, Kushu,
Sikoku, Hokkaido, as well as the Islands of Ryukyu, Bonin, Rosario, Volcano,
Parece Vela, Marcus, Tsushima and other islands which formed part of
Japan prior to December 7, 1941, except those territories and islands which
are named in Article 2”.

3. To Article 6.

Paragraph “a” to be amended to read as follows: “All armed forces of
the Allied and Associated Powers shall be withdrawn from Japan, as soon
as possible and, in any case, not later than 90 days since the date of the
coming into force of the present treaty, and after that no Allied or As-
sociated Power or any other foreign power shall have its troops or military
bases on the territory of Japan”.

4. To Article 14. )

Paragraph “a” and subparagraph 1 of the same paragraph to be re-
placed by the folowing text: “Japan undertakes to compensate the damage
caused by military operations against the Allied or Associated Powers, as
well as by the occupation of the territories of certain Allied and Associated
Powers. The amount and the sources of payment of the reparations to be
paid by Japan shall be considered at s conference of the states concerned
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with the ‘express participation of the nations which were subjected to
Japanese occupation, namely, the Chinese People’s Republic, Indonesia, the
Philippines, Burma, with Japan being invited to that conference”.

5. To Article 23.

To insert, instead of paragraphs “a” and “b”, a paragraph reading as
follows: ‘“The present treaty shall be ratified by the states which sign it,
including Japan, and will come into force for all the states, which will then
ratify it, when the instruments of ratification have been deposited by
Japan and by a majority of the following states, including the United
States of America, the Soviet Union, the Chinese People’s Republic, and the
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Nothern Ireland; namely, Australia,
Burma, Canada, Ceylon, France, India, Indonesia, the Netherlands, the.
Mongolian People’s Republic, New Zealand, Pakistan, the Philippines, the
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Nothern Ireland, the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics, the Chinese People’s Republic and the United States of
America. It shall come into force for each state which subsequently rati-
fies it, on the date of the deposit of the instrument of ratification”.

6. A mew article (in Chapter IV).

“Japan undertakes to remove all obstacles to the revival and strength-
ening of democratic tendencies among the Japanese people, to take all mea-
sures necessary to secure to all persons under Japanese jurisdiction, with-
out distinction as to race, sex, language, or religion the enjoyment of human
rights and of the fundamental freedoms, including freedom of expression,
of press and publication, of religious worship, of political opinion, and of
public meetings”.

7. A mew article (in Chapter IV).

“Japan undertakes not to permit the resurgence on Japanese territory
of Fascist and militarist organizations, whether political, military or semi-
military, whose purpose it.is to deprive the people of their democratic
rights”.

8. A mew article (in Chapter III).

“Japan undertakes not to enter into any coalitions or military alliances
directed against any Power which participated with its armed forces in the
war against Japan”.

9. A new article (in Chapter III).

“Japanese land, air, and naval armaments shall be closely restricted to
meeting exclusively the tasks of self-defense. In accordance with the fore-
going, Japan is authorized to have armed forces, including the frontier
guards and gendarmerie, of not more than:

a) A land army, including anti-aircraft artillery, with a total strength
of 150,000 personnel;
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b) A navy with a personnel strength of 25,000 and a total tonnage of
75,000 tons;

¢) An air force, including naval air arm, of 200 fighter and recon-
naissance aircraft and of 150 transport, air-sea rescue, training, and liai-
son aircraft including reserves aircraft, with a total personnel strength of
20,000. Japan shall not possess or acquire any aircraft designed primarily
as bombers with internal bomb-carrying facilities.

d) The total number of medium and heavy fanks in the Japanese
armed forces shall not exceed 200.

e) The strength of the armed forces shall in each case include com-
bat, service, and overhead personnel”.

10. A new article (in Chapter III).

“Japan is prohibited to conduct in any form military training of the
population on the scale exceeding ther equirements of the armed forces which
Japan is permitted to maintain under article....of the present treaty lay-
ing down the size of the armed forces of Japan”.

11. A new article (in Chapter III).

“Japan shall not possess, construct, or experiment with: (1) any
atomic weapon and other means of mass destruction of human life, includ-
ing bacteriological and chemical weapons; (II) any self-propelled or guided
missiles or apparatus connected with their discharge (other than torpedoes
and torpedo launching gear comprising the normal armament of naval ves-
sels permitted by the present treaty); (III) any guns with a range of over
30 kilometers; (IV) sea mines or torpedoes of non contact types actuated
by influence mechanisms; (V) any torpedoes capable of being manned.

12. A new article (in Chapter IV).

“No restrictions shall be imposed on Japan in developing her peaceful
industries or in developing her trade with other States or in obtaining
access to raw materials in accordance with the requirements of the peace-
ful economy of Japan. Similarly, no restrictions shall be imposed on Japan

in developing her commercial shipping or in the construction of merchant
vessels”.

13. A mew article (in Chapter III).
“l. The Straits of La Perouse (Soya) and Nemuro, along the entire
Japanese coast, as well as the straits of Tsugaru and Tsushima shall be

demilitarized. These straits shall always be open for the passage of merch-
ant ships of all countries.

2. The Straits named in paragraph 1 of this article shall be open for

the passage of only such warships as belong to the Powers adjacent to the
Sea of Japan”.
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The Delegate of Japan—Shigeru Yoshida (Prime Minister and Minister
of Foreign Affairs): The peace treaty before the Conference contains no
punitive or retaliatory clauses; nor does it impose upon Japan any perma-
nent restrictions or disabilities. It will restore the Japanese people to full
sovereignty, equality, and freedom, and reinstate us as a free and equal
member in the community of nations. It is not a treaty of vengeance, but
an instrument of reconsiliation. The Japanese Delegation gladly accepts
this fair and generous treaty.

On the other hand, during these past few days in this very conference
hall eriticisms and complaints have been voiced by some delegations against
this treaty. It is impossible that anyone can be completely satisfied with a
multilateral peace settlement of this kind. Even we Japanese, who are
happy to accept the treaty, find in it certain points which cause us pain and
anxiety.

1 speak of this with diffidence, bearing in mind the treaty’s f#irness
and magnanimity unparalleled in history and the position of Japan. But
I would be remiss in my obligation to my own people if I failed to call your
attention to these points.

In the first place, there is the matter of territorial disposition. As
regards the Ryukyu archipelago and the Bonins which may be placed under
United Nations trusteeship, I welcome in the name of the Japanese nation
the statements by the American .and British Delegates on the residual
sovereignty of Japan over the islands south of the 29th degree, north lati-
tude. I cannot but hope that the administration of these islands will be
put back into Japanese hands in the not distant future with the reestablish-
ment of world security—especially the security of Asia.

With respect to the Xuriles and South Sakhalin, I cannot yield to the
claim of the Soviet Delegate that Japan had grabbed them by aggression.
At the time of the opening of Japan, her ownership of two islands of
Etoroff and Kunashiri of the South Kuriles was not questioned at all by
the Czarist government. But the North Kuriles north of Urruppu and
the southern half of Sakhalin were areas open to both Japanese and Russian
settlers. On May 7, 1875 the Japanese and Russian Governments effected
through peaceful negotiations an arrangement under which South Sakhalin
was made Russian territory, and the North Kuriles were in exchange made
Japanese territory.

But really, under the name of “exchange” Japan simply ceded South
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Sakhalin to Russia in order to settle the territorial dispute. It was under
the Treaty of Portsmouth of 1905 concluded through the intermediary of
President Theodore Roosevelt of the United States that South Sakhalin be-
came also Japanese territory.

Both Sakhalin and the North and South Kuriles were taken unilater-
ally by Russia as of September 20, 1945, shortly after Japan’s surrender.
Even the islands of Habomai and Shikotan, constituting part of Hokkaido,
one of Japan’s four main islands, are still being occupied by Soviet forces
simply because they happened to be garrisoned by Japanese troops at the
time when the war ended.

The second point is economic. Japan has lost 45 percent of her entire
territory together with its resources. Her population of almost 84 million
has to be confined within the remaining areas, which are war-devastated,
with their important cities bombed and burnt. The peace treaty will
deprive Japan of her vast overseas assets. Moreover, article 14 empowers
Allied Nations, which have suffered no damage from the war, to seize
Japanese private property in their countries. There is fear as to whether
Japan, reduced to such a. predicament, could ever manage to pay reparations
to certain designated Allied Powers without shifting the burden upon the
other Allied Powers. However, we have undertaken the obligations of the
treaty in this respect, and we mean to carry them out. I solicit the under-
standing and support of the governments concerned vis-d-vis Japan’s efforts
toward .a satisfactory solution of this problem in the face of huge difficul-
ties.

With her war-shattered economy salvaged through American aid, Japan
is making progress on the road of recovery. We are determined that our
nation shall cease to be a burden on other countries but shall contribute
positively to world prosperity, while observing fully the fair trade practices
in international commerce. For this purpose domestic laws have already
been promulgated. By perfecting this legislative machinery and by partici-
pating in the various international agreements we intend to contribute
to the wholesome development of world trade. The present treaty opens
the door to the realization of such aspirations of Japan in the field of inter-
national economy. But the same door may be closed by the Allied Nations
at any time. This may be an inherent feature of such a peace treaty. I
only hope that the door will be kept open by all countries as widely as pos-
sible.

Since my speech was prepared I have heard the three questions put to
me this morning by the distinguished Foreign Minister of Indonesia. The
questions seek to resolve doubts such as have been expressed by some others.
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The answer to these questions is “Yes” since that means in our opinion a
fair interpretation of articles 14 and 9 of the treaty. I hope that this
answer will resolve any doubts of others as to Japan’s good intentions.
under the treaty.

Thirdly, there is the question of repatriation. The conclusion of this
peace treaty arouses afresh the anxiety of the Japanese people regarding
the fate of the more than 340 thousand of their compatriots, who have
failed to return. In the name of humanity I would like to appeal to all
Allied Powers for continued assistance and cooperation toward speeding
the repatriation of these hapless Japanese nationals through the instru-
mentality of the United Nations, or by any other means. We are thank-
ful that a provision relating to repatriation has been inserted in the treaty
at the final stage of drafting.

In spite of the existence of these causes for anxiety, or rather because
of it, Japan is all the more anxious to conclude the peace treaty. For we
expect that Japan as a sovereign and equal power would gain wider op-
portunities for eliminating anxiety, as wel as for dissipating the dissatis-
factions, apprehensions, and misgivings on the part of other powers.

I hope the peace treaty will be signed by as many as possible of the
countries represented at this Conference. Japan is determined to establish
with them relations of mutual trust and understanding and to work together
for the advancement of the cause of world democracy and world freedom.

It is with keen regret that the Japanese Delegation notes the absence
of India and Burma. As an Asiatic nation Japan is specially desirous to
cultivate relations of closest friendship and cooperation with other Asiatic
nations with whom we share common problems, common spiritual and cul-
tural heritages, and common aspirations and ideals. We hope Japan may
become a good member of the world community by being first a good mem-
ber of the immediate neighborhood by contributing her full share toward
its prosperity and progress.

As regards China, I confine my remarks to two points. The first point
is that like others, we regret that disunity prevents China from being here.
The second is that the role of China trade in Japanese economy, important
as it is, has often been exaggerated, as proven by our experience of the past
6 years.

Unfortunately, the sinister forces of totalitarian oppression and tyran-
ny operate still throughout the globe. These forces are sweeping over half
the Asiatic continent, sowing seeds of dissension, spreading unrest and
confusion, and breaking out into open aggression here and there—indeed,
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at the very door of Japan. Being unarmed as we are, we must, in order
to ward off the danger of war, seek help from a country that can and will
help us. That is why we shall conclude a security pact with the United
States under which American troops will be retained in Japan temporarily
until the danger is past, or international peace and security will have been
assured under the United Nations auspices or a collective security arrange-
ment. Japan was exposed once to the menace of Czarist imperialism from
the north which threatened the Kuriles and Hokkaido. Today it is the
Communist menace that threatens her from the same direction. When the
Allied troops are withdrawn from our country with the conclusion of peace,
producing a state of vacuum in the country, it is clear as day that this tide
of aggression will beat down upon our shores. It is imperative for the
sake of our very existence that we take an adequate security measure.

This should not raise the bugbear of Japanese peril. Japan, beaten
and battered, dispossessed of her overseas possessions and resources, is ab-
solutely incapable of equipping herseif for modern warfare to such an ex-
tent as to make her a military menace to her neighbors. For that she has
not the materials; she has not the means; she has not the will.

President Truman at the opening ceremony of this Conference spoke
of the sweeping political and social reforms of the spiritual regeneration,
as well as the material rehabilitation of Japan, which the country has rea-
lized during the past six postwar years of Allied occupation under the wise
direction and benevolent guidance of the Supreme Commander for the Allied
Powers, General of the Army Douglas MacArthur, and his successor,
General Ridgway. Japan of today is no longer the Japan of yesterday.
We will not fail your expectations of us as a new nation dedicated to peace,
democracy, and freedom.

Almost a century has passed since Japan first entered the world com-
munity by concluding a treaty of amity with the United States of America
in 1854. Meanwhile there have been two world -wars bringing astounding
changes on the map of the Far East. Present at this Conference are the
delegates representing a number of new states—most of which are members
of the United Nations, born here in San Francisco 6 years ago. They are
united with many other states in the East and the West in the one purpose
to advance the cause of world democracy and freedom and to promote world
peace and prosperity through unreserved cooperation under the Charter of
the United Nations.

I am glad to believe that the signing of the Japanese Peace Treaty
today marks- one good fruit of their noble endeavors in that direction. It
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is my sincere hope that Japan will soon be permitted to join that glorious
world orgdhization of yours. For it is'in the very language of the Charter
itcelf that there is to be found the essence of the ideals and the determina-
tion of the new Japan.

Nowhere more than in Japan itself can there be found today 2 greater
determination to play a full part in saving “succeeding generations from the
scourge of war.”

We have listened here to the delegates who have recalled the terrible
human suffering, and the great material destruction of the late war in the
Pacific. It is with feelings of sorrow that we recall the part played in that
catastrophic human experience by the old Japan.

I speak of the old Japan, because out of the ashes of the old Japan
there has risen a new Japan.

My people have been among those who suffered greatly from the de-
struction and devastation of the recent war. Purged by that suffering of
all untoward ambition, of all desire for the path of military conquest, my
people burn now with a passionate desire to live at peace with their
neighbors in the Far Kast, and in the entire world, and to rebuild their
society so that it will in ever greater fullness yield a better life for all.

Japan has opened a new chapter in its history.

We see in the future a new era among nations, an era of peace and
harmony as described in the opening words of the Charter of the United
Nations. :

We seek to take our place among the nations who are dedicated to
peace, to justice, to progress and freedom, and we pledge ourselves that
Japan shall play its full part in striving toward these ends.

We pray that henceforth not only Japan but all mankind may know the.
blessings of harmony and progress.

— BTN AEBED 4 o—

SPEECH OF PRIME MINISTER SEIGERU YOSHIDA,
CHIEF DELEGATE OF JAPAN (draft)

Japan gladly. accepts the peace treaty, as it stands. In saying this L
express the sentiment of a preponderant majority of the Japanese people.
The treaty contains no punitive or retaliatory clauses. Nor does it im-
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fose upon our nation permanent restrictions or disabilities. It will restore
us to full sovereignty and equality and freedom and reinstate Japan in the
community of nations as a free, and equal member. It is nof a treaty of
vengeance but an instrument of “reconciliation,” as was once described by
Mr. Dulles. And as suech, the treaty is accepted by our nation.

Oh the other hand, during these past few days in this very conference
hall criticisms and complaints have been voiced by some delegations against
this greaty. I am sorry but not surprised. It is impossible that anyone
can be completely satisfied with a multilateral peace settlement of this kind.
Even we Japanese, who are happy to accept the treafy, find in it certain
points which cause us pain and anxiety.

I speak of this with diffidence, bearing in mind the magnanimity of the
treaty and the position of Japan. But I would be remiss in my obligation
to my own people if I failed to call your attention to these points.

In the first place, there is the matter of territorial disposition. Under
the treaty Japan is to lose various overseas possessions, constituting 45%
of her entire territory. These areas have been either always Japanese ter-
ritory, or acquired since the Meiji Restoration through cession, annexation
or exchange. Their acquisition in each case was effected by treaty accord-
ing to the then prevailing legitimate procedure, and as such recognized by
all countries. None of them was “grabbed” or “stolen.” Nor did Japan
enslave any people anywhere. This point must be made clear for the sake
of history.

The attachment of a people to their ancestral homeland is a universal
sentiment that transcends all material considerations or calculations. The
territory to be detached from Japan includes the South Kuriles—our home
territory—Japan’s title to which has never been questioned by any country
in the past. Even the islands of Habomai and Shikotan, constituting a part
of Hokkaido, are held under military occupation.

We are apprehensive of the future of Amami Oshima and other islands
of the Nansei Archipelago, which are to be detached from Japan. At this
very moment their inhabitants are lifting their voices in prayer for umion
‘with the homeland.

The second point is ecomomic. Japan has lost 45 percent of her entire
territory together with its resources. Her population of almost 84 million
has to be crammed into the remaining areas, which are war-devastated,
with their important cities bombed and burnt. The peaece treaty will
deprive Japan of her wast overseas assets; it empowers Allied nations,
which have suffered no damage from the war, {0 seize Japanese private
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property in their countries. It is feared if Japan, reduced to such a
predicament, could ever manage to pay reparations to certain designated
Allied Powers without shifting the burden upon the other Allied Powers.

Thirdly, there is the question of repatriation.

The conclusion of this peace treaty arouses afresh the anxitely of the
Japanese people regarding the fate of the more than 340 thousand of their
compatriots, who have failed to return. In the name of humanity I would
like to appeal to all Allied Powers for continued assistance and cooperation
toward speeding the repatriation of these hapless Japanese nationals through
the instrumentality of the United Nations, or by any other means. We are
thankful that a provision relating to repatriation has been inserted in the
treaty at the final stage of drafting.

In spite of the existence of these causes for grievance and anxiety, or
rather because of it, Japan is all the more anxious to conclude the peace
treaty. For we expect that Japan as a sovereign and equal Power would
gain wider opportunities for eliminating such causes, as well as for dis-
sipating the dissatisfactions of other Powers and effecting amicable ad-
justments of the issues pending between us and those Powers.

I hope the peace treaty will be signed by as many as possible of the
countries répresented at this conference. Japan i§ determined to est-
ablish with them relations of mutual trust and understanding and to work
together for the advancement of this cause of world democracy and world
freedom.

It is with keen regret that the Japanese delegation notes the absence
of India and Burma. As an Asiatic nation Japan is specially desirous to
cultivate relations of closest friendship and cooperation with other Asiatic
nations with whom we share common problems, common spiritual and cul-
tural heritages, and common agpirations and ideals. We hope Japan may
become a good member of the world community by being first a good mem-
ber of the immediate neighborhood by contributing her full share toward
its prosperity and progress.

Unfortunately, the sinister forces of totalitarian oppression and tyrany
operate still throughout the globe. These forces are sweeping over half
the Asiatic continent, sowing seeds of dissension, spreading unrest and
confusion, and breaking out into open aggression here and there-—indeed,
at the very door of Japan. Being unarmed as we are, we must seek pro-
tection from a country that can give us protection. That is why we are
concluding a security pact with the United States under which American
troops will be retained in Japan temporarily until the danger has past, or
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we are pfeprared to defend ourselves.

This. should not raise the bugbear of Japanese peril. Japan, beaten
and battered, dispossessed of her overseas possessions and resources, is
absolutely incapable to equip herself for modern warfare to such an extent
as to make her a military menace to her neighbours. For that she has not
the materials; she has not the means; she has not the will.

I do not ask you to take me at my word. 1 invite you to take a good
look at us and find out for yourselves. President Truman at the opening
ceremony of this Conference spoke of the sweeping political and social re-
forms of the spiritual regeneration, as well as the material rehabilitation
of Japan, which the country has. realized during the past six postwar.years
of Allied occupation and under the wise direction and benevolent guidance
of the Supreme Commander for the Allied Powers, General of the Army,
Douglas MacArthur, and his successor, General Ridgway. Japan of today
is no longer Japan of yesterday.

The peace treaty generously omits a surveillance clause. But I ask
the Allies—I ask the world—to keep a close watch on us. I want you all
to watch and see how we go about discharging our obligations under the
present treaty and fulfilling our pledge to abide by the principles of the
United Nations Charter and to uphold that lofty Declaration of Human
Rights. Japan will not betray your trust. We will not fail your expecta-
tions of us as a new nation dedicated to peace, democracy, and freedom.
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INDONESIAN DELEGATION TO THE
JAPANESE PEACE CONFERENCE
San Francisco
September 5, 1951
Excellency :

With reference to the meeting between the Heads of the Indonesian
and Japanese delegations in the Palace Hotel at San Francisco on Seppt-
ember 4, 1951, followed by further discussions of representatives of said
delegations on the same date, I have the honour to state that the following
is the understanding of the Indonesian Delegation in regard to the results
of the above-mentioned meetings:

1. Japan is prepared to pay reparations to Indonesia for damage suffered
by Indonesia during the second world war in accordance with the pro-
visions stipulated in article 14 of the Japanese Peace Treaty.

2. Those reparations will be specified and the amount thereof fixed in a

bilateral treaty between Indonesia and Japan, which will be concluded as
soon as possible after the signing of the Peace Treaty.

8. Disputes which might arise between Indonesia and Japan concerning
the interpretation or execution of the reparations treaty to be con-
cluded, which cannot be settled by diplomatic means, shall be settled
in acordance with the provisions in article 22 of the Japanese Peace
Treaty. '

The Indonesian delegation would be grateful if the Japanese Delega-
tion would confirm the above through the intermediary of the Delegation
of the United States of America.

Accept, Excellency, the assurances of my highest consideration.

His Excellency

Shigeru Yoghida,

Prime Minister and concurrently,

Minister of Foreign Affairs,

Chairman of the Japanese Delegation

to the Japanese Peace Conference,
San Francisco.

Ahmad Subardjo
Minister of I:‘ioreign Affairs

an
Chairman of the Indonesian,
Delegation to the Japanese
Peace Conference.
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September 6, 1951

Excellency:

I have the honor to ‘acknowledge the receipt of your Excellency’s note
dated September 5, 1951, asking confirmation by my delegation of the follow-
ing understanding in connection with our meeting in the Palace Hotel at
San Francisco on September 5, 1951
1. Japan is prepared to pay reparations to Indonesia for damage suffered

by Indonesia during the second world war in accordance with the provi-

sions stipulated in article 14 of the Japanese Peace Treaty.

2. Those reparations will be specified and the amount thereof fixed in a
bilateral treaty between Indonesia and Japan, which will be concluded
as soon as possible after the signing of the Peace Treaty.l

3. Disputes which might arise between Indonesia and Japan concerning the
interpretation or execution of the reparations treaty to be concluded,
which cannot be settled by diplomatic means, shall be settled in accord-
ance with the provisions in article 22 of the Japanese Treaty.

I have the honor to confirm hereby the above-stated understanding.

Accept, Excellency, the assurances of my highest consideration.

Shigeru Yoshida
Prime Minister and

concurrently
Minister of Foreign Affairs

an
Chief Delegate to the Japanese
Peace Conference.

His Excellency
Ahmad Subardjo,
Minister of Foreign Affairs,

an

Chairman of the Indonesian,

Delegation to the Japanese,
Peace Conference.
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INDONESIAN DELEGATION TO THE
JAPANESE PEACE CONFERENCE

San Francisco
September 6, 1951
Excellency :

With reference to the conversation held by representatives of the
Indonesian and Japanese Delegations on Wednesday night September 5,
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1951, in the Palace Hotel at San Francisco on the subject of fishing and
fisheries on the high seas, I have the honour to state that the following is
the understanding of the Indonesian Delegation in regard to the results of
that conversation.

It was understood that in accordance ‘with article 9 of the Japanese
Peace Treaty the regulation or limitation of fishing and the conservation
" and development of fisheries on the high seas between and surrounding the
Indonesian islands. would be settlled in a friendly and brotherly way bet-
ween the Indonesian and Japanese nations and would be the subject of a
Treaty between Indonesia and Japan, to be concluded as soon as possible
after the signing of the Peace Treaty.

It was further understood that said Treaty would be based on the
principle that in the interest of both nations fishing activities on the above-
mentioned seas should be regulated and limited in order fo preserve the
amount of fish in those seas and to safeguard the seafood supply of the
Indonesian people.

This letter is forwarded to you through the intermediary of the De-
legation of the United States of America to the Japanese Peace Confer-
ence.

The Indonesian Delegation would be grateful if the Japanese Delega-
tion would confirm the sbove in the same way.

Please accept, Excellency, the assurances of my highest consideration.

Ahmad Subardjo
Minister of Foreign Affairs
and
Chairman of the Indonesian
Delegation to the Japanese
Peace Conference

His Excellency,

Shigeru Yoshida

Prime Minister and Concurrently
Minister of Foreign Affairs

Chairman of the Japanese Delegation
to the Japanese Peace Conference

San Francisco.
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September 6, 1951
Excellency,

I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your Excellency’s note
dated September 6, 1951, stating the understanding of the Indonesian Dele-
gation in regard to the results of the conversation held by representatives
of the Indonesian and the Japanese Delegations on September 5, 1951, as
follows:

It was understood that in accordance with article 9 of the Japanese
Peace Treaty the regulation or limitation of fishing and the conserva-
tion and development of fisheries on the high seas between and sur-
rounding the Indonesian islands would be settled in a friendly and
brotherly way between the Indonesian and Japanese nations and would
be the subject of a Treaty between Indonesia and Japan, to be conclud-
ed as soon as possible after the signing of the Peace Treaty.

It was further understood that said Treaty would be based on the
principle that in the interest of both nations fishing activities on the
above-mentioned seas should be regulated and limited in order to
preserve the amount of fish in those seas and to safeguard the seafood
supply of the Indonesian people.

I have the honor to confirm hereby the understanding of the Indo-
nesian Delegation, it being understood, however, that the internationally
recognized freedom of high seas should always be respected and that no
waiver of international rights of the Japanese Government is implied here-
by.

Please accept, Excellency, the assurances of my highest consideration.

Shigeru Yoshida
Prime Minister and Concurrently
Minister for Foreign Affairs,
Chief Delegate to the Japanese
Peace Treaty Conference.

His Excellency Ahmad Subardjo,
Minister of Foreign Affairs and
Chairman of the Indonesian Delegation,
To the Japanese Peace Treaty Conference.
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AIDE-MEMOIRE

At 11:01 a.m., September 4, 1951, Prime Minister Shigeru Yoshida of
Japan, accompanied by his private secretary, Mr. Akira Matsui, was ushered
into the suite of General Carlos P. Romulo, Secretary of Foreign Affairs of
the Philippines, at the Hotel St. Francis. As they shook hands, the follow-
ing conversation ensued:

Prime Minister
YOSHIDA: Good morning, Your Excellency.

Secretary
ROMULO: Good morning, Mr. Prime Minister, I want you to know
that yours is the first Japanese hand I have shaken since
the war.

YOSHIDA: I have come to pay my respects to Your Excellency and
to express the regret of my Government and people for the:
damage done in the Philippines by the Japanese Army....

ROMULO:  ...... and the suffering caused the Filipino people. I have
nothing much to say. I prefer to listen.

At this point, the conversation was interrupted for about ten minutes.
as newspaper reporters, press and radio correspondents, photographers and.
movie cameramen -entered the room. At the request of the radio correspond-
ents, Secretary Romulo and Prime Minister Yoshida spoke briefly before the:
microphones as follows:

ROMULO: I have received Prime Minister Yoshida today not in the
spirit of letting bygones be bygones but in the spirit that.
bygones must not be repeated.

YOSHIDA: I have come to pay my respects and to express the regrets
of the Japanese people and Government for the damage and.
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suffering inflicted -on the Philippines by the Japanese
Army.
After the newspaper reporters, correspondents and photographers left,
the conversation was resumed.

ROMULO: In connection with the proposed peace treaty with Japan,
you must be aware that reparations is of prime concern to
the Philippines. The Filipino people are united in demand-
ing the payment of adequate reparations from Japan and
I am here to fight for their interests.

YOSHIDA: I wish to assure you, Your Excellency, that the Japanese
people and Government are ready to do all that is humanly
possible to meet your claims.

ROMULO: You are aware, of course, that there are limitations in the
proposed treaty regarding reparations with which the
Filipino people do not and cannot agree. I hope, there-
fore, that in the course of the bilateral arrangements on
reparations between the Philippines and Japan, it will be
possible to make these provisions conform more closely to
the wishes of the Filipino people.

YOSHIDA: ‘I have no doubt but that this will be done. You can name
the place and the time and our negotiators will be there.

ROMULO: There are certain other matters which we have to discuss,
such as the barter agreements between our countries and
guarantees against the resurgence of Japanese militarism.

YOSHIDA: I want you to know, Your Excellency, that I have always
opposed militarism in my country. I was imprisoned by
the militarists because of my stand. I also wish to assure
you that the Japanese people have been chastened as a re-
sult of our tragic experience under militarism.

ROMULO: Mr. Prime Minister, you and I are here to obey the bidd-
ing of our peoples. It is important for me to be able to
tell my people, as you have just said, that the Japanese
people and Government will do all that humanly possible
to meet our claims.

YOSHIDA: You can give them that assurance, Your Excellency. By
the way, are you signing the peace treaty?

ROMULO: We will follow closely the course of the Conference.© We
are here to defend the interests of the Filipino people.

YOSHIDA: Are you signing the treaty?
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ROMULO: We will decide that later.

YOSHIDA.: When Mr. Dulles went to Japan, he asked the Japanese
Government to do the best it can to mweet the Philippine
demands, and we promised %o -do 0. Have you seen
General MacArthur lately?

ROMULO: Yes, I saw him five days ago in New York at his suite in
the Waldorf-Astoria. He expressed deep concern over the
question of reparations and said that he hoped the Philip-
pines and Japan would come to a suitable agreement. He
promised to help. When you go to New York, I am sure
that he will take up this matter with yeu. How long are
you staying in San Francisco?

YOSHIDA: I cannot stay very long because I am needed in Japan, but
I would be ready to have further conversations with you
after the Conference is over,

ROMULO: I would prefer that these conversations take place before
the signing of the treaty.

YOSHIDA: I am at your disposal, Your Excellency, and I would be
ready to meet you at any time. I am staying at the Scott
House here in San Francisco, and if there is any informa-
tion that you need, your secretary may get in touch with
me at any time.

Before leaving, Your Excellency, I wish to express to you
my deep regret for what you personally suffered during
the war.

ROMULO: I appreciate the sentiment, coming as it does from you,
Mr. Prime Minister, for as I have said, you are the first
Japanese 1 have talked with since the war.

YOSHIDA: I wish to thank you for this audience.

At 11:05 am., September 5, 1951, Mr. Kumao Nishimura, Director of
the Bureau of Treaties, Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan and Secretary-
‘General of the Japanese Delegation, telephoned the office of the Philippine
Delegation at the Hotel St. Francis, asking if it would be possible for him
to confer with someone in the Philippine Delegation that day concerning the
matters which had been discussed between General Romulo and Prime Mini-
gter Yoshida.

General Romulo decided to designate Congressman Diosdado Macapa-
gal, Dr. Vicento G. Sinco, Minister Salvador P. Lopez, Counselor Lucas V.
Madamba, and ‘Counselor Eduarde Quintero to meet Mr. Nishimura at the
office of the Philippine Delegation at 6:00 pun. that day.

(342)

— 354 —

& 49~50
82 49 R 6V 7 = REAEILEHRLLENE

QUESTIONS PROPOUNDED BY THE PHILIPPINE DELEGATION TO
THE JAPANESE DELEGATION REGARDING REPARATIONS

1. Is the Japanese Government in a position to indicate provisional
estimate of the amount of reparations it can pay to the Philippines?

2. If the question of Japanese capacity to pay should arise in the course of
the bilateral negotiations between Japan and the Philippines, will
Japan agree to the creation of an impartial commission to investigate
Japan’s capacity to pay?

3. In interpreting Article 14 (a) 1, does the Japanese Government agree
that the clause “services of the Japanese people in production” would
include the manufacture free of cost of consumer as well as capital
goods out of raw materials supplied by the Philippines as well as out
of raw materials available in Japan, the use of which would not impose
a foreign exchange burden on Japan?

4. Does the Japanese Government interpret *he word “services” to in-
clude, for example, the use of Japanese boitoms for the shipment of
Philippine raw materials for processing in Japan and the shipment of
the finished goods back to the Philippines without cost?

5. Does the Japanese Government agree that Philippine raw materials
sent to Japan for processing and the finished goods shall enter, remain
or leave Japan free of customs duties, storage fees and other charges
on exports and imports?

A 50 9F3HRTR AT ATHUVAEBFEEED + 5 v FRBEHE

My dear Mr. Prime Minister:

Seme guestion has arisen as to the interpretation of the reference in
Article 4(b) to “claims of the Allied Powers and their nationals” which
the Allied Powers agree to waive. The question is whether this Article a)
obligates each Allied Government to confiscate the private claims of its
nationals so that aftér the Treaty comes inte force these claims will be non-
existent or b) involves a waiver by the Allied Powers of the legal right of
the government and their nationals to prosecute their claims.

The distinction is important because ceytain governments are prevented
by constitutional provisions from confiscating private property of their nation-
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als and might even lay themselves open to liability if they sought to do so.
Also, there are certain types of private claims by Allied nationals which we
would assume. the Japanese Government might want to dealwith in its own
way as a matter of good conscience or of enlightened expediency.

It is our view that the second interpretation above put is the correct
interpretation of Article 14(b).

I would appreciate your confirmation of our interpretation in this
respect.

Sincerely yours,

His Excellency
Shigeru Yoshida,
Prime Minister of Japan.

{482 51 9 B4 BY—HAMKELDL BEINICF TV AREOAT — b
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Suggested Statement by the Koreign Minister of the Government
of the Netherlands

Some question has arisen as to the interpretation of the reference in
Article 14 (b) to “claims of the Allied Powers and their nationals” which

the Allied Powers agree to waive. 1t is my Government’s view that Article

14 (b) as a matter of correct interpretation does not involve the expropria-
tion by the Allied governments of the private claims of Allied nationals so
that after the Treaty comes into force these claims will be non-existent.
The question is important because some governments, including my
own, are under certain limitations of constitutional and other governing
laws 2s to confiscating or expropriating private property of their nationals.
Also, there are certain types of private claims by Allied nationals which we
would assume the Japanese Government might want voluntarily to deal with
in its own way as a matter of good conscience or of enlightened expediency.

482 52 9ASHY— AL P RFECFELE LbNEER

Japanese Delegation is willing to confirm the interpretation of Article
14 (b) of the Government of the Netherlands that it does not involve the
expropriation by the Allied governments of the private claims of Allied
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nationals so that after the Treaty comes into force these claims will be non-
existent. Japanese Delegation wants to add, in its confirmation note, that
the same interpretation shall be applicable to Article 19 (a) and (b) which
stipulate the waiver by Japan of certain claims of Japanese nationals
against Allied governments and their nationals.

So far as it concerns the second paragraph of the statement of the
Government of the Netherlands, Japanese Government is prepared to take
note of it.

18253 9ASHRIIEY — R A PREXIZHELL ALRE © BER
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In view of the constitutional legal limitations referred to by the Gov-
ernment of the Netherlands, the Government of Japan does not consider
that the Government of the Netherlands by signing the Treaty has itself
expropriated the private claims of its nationals so that, as a consequence
thereof, after the Treaty comes into force these claims would be non-
existent.

However, the Japanese Government points out that, under the Treaty,
Allied nationals will not be able to obtain satisfaction regarding such
claims, although, as the Netherlands Government suggests, there are certain
types of private claims by Allied nationals which the Japanese Government
might wish voluntarily to deal with.

183 54 9 AT BDHF 7 v FREDEKEH

San Francisco, September 7, 1951.
Dear Mr. Prime Minister,

I beg to draw the attention of Your Excellency to the paragraph in the
address to President and Delegates of the Peace Conference I made yester-
day, reading as follows:

“Some question has arisen as to the interpretation of the reference
in article 14 (b) to ,“claims of Allied Powers and their nationals”

which the Allied Powers agree to waive.

It is my Governments view that article 14 (b) as a matter of cor-
rect interpretation does not involve the expropriation by each Allied
Government of the private claims of its nationals so that after the
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