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Q: Could we continue with more about the nature of your responsibilities and 

duties when you were back at the Department of State in late 1949 and 

early 1950? 

UAJ: Well, I actually did not assume my duties until it was around February or 

March, I guess it was, of 1950. Prior to that time, I was on the selection 

boards, the first selection boards. So I'd only really taken up my duties 

by the time the Korean War broke out in June of 1950. 

John Allison was working with Foster Dulles on the Japanese Peace 

Treaty, and Foster had made a trip, I think, to the Far East. And about 

June, also--May or June--John left with Foster Dulles for a trip to Japan 

and Korea and also to Australia. And the war broke out while they were 

there, so I was Acting Officer in Charge, you might say, of the Northeast 

Asian Affairs. Niles Bond was the Officer in Charge of Korean Affairs~ 

We were at the tail end at that time of regretting that the last RCT 

LReconnaissance Combat Tea.!!!./had been pulled out by the A.rmy. The late 

part of 1949, the JCS LJoint Chiefs of Staff/ wanted to pull all of our 
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forces out of Korea. The State Department strongly resisted that, but 

eventually the decision was made to do 80, and of course the attack came 

very shortly thereafter And of course these days, with talk of with-

drawal from Korea, those days very much come to mind~ 

So my responsibilities with regard to Japan were very minimal. The 

treaty was being negotiated. We were not initiating any new policies 

particularly in the occupation out there, and there was very little 

activity on Japan. Korea was a problem of getting up a military advisory 

group and trying to assist the Koreans in building up their own defense 

and getting some money for that after the time Korea became independent. 

So I was primarily engaged in that. 

I was working at that time with Livvy Merchant, who was the Deputy 

Assistant Secretary for Far Eastern Affairs. Initially Walt Butterworth 

was Assistant Secretary' when I came back. He was replaced by Dean Rusk 

I forget the exact dates, but it was shortly after the Korean War broke 

out. And with the outbreak of the war, I was immediately thrust right 

into the middle of it, being the senior officer on Korean Affairs, and 

found myself completely involved in it for the next four years, up to 

the time I left the Department. 

As far as the war itself was concerned, I cannot say that I knew 

of anybody that made any prediction that the war was going to take place. 

Certainly MacArthur's headquarters in Tokyo~ in spite of their effort to 

change the record a little bit on that, had no notion of it. Foster 

Dulles sent back a message how shocked he was, how ill-prepared they were, 
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how ill-informed they were on what was going on And there was nobody 

in Washington that was able to make any predictions on it at that time. 

In that connection I might notice in their defense that MacArthur did not 

permit the CIA [Central Intelligence Agency f. to operate in the area at 

all, so there were no CIA personnel, either in Korea or in Japan at that 

time. So we were relying primarily on the military intelligence and 

what little intelligence we in State had, but that wasn't very much 

Nevertheless, there's no fault to be assessed on it. It can be simply 

Kim II Sung caught us by surprise, along with the Soviets. 

I happened to be out the day of the attack. I had taken my sons 

out to Blue Ridge for an overnight hike, the first time I'd been out of 

town since I arrived. I came down from the height, the mountain that 

we'd climbed, early Sunday morning, and the ranger came up to me and asked 

me whether I was Alexis Johnson, and I said I was. And he said, "Come 

with me." 

I said, you know, "What have I done?" 

He said, "I don't know. The Chief Ranger has been trying to reach 

you all night." 

I said, "What's happened?" And he said he didn't know what had 

happened. I got hold of the Chief Ranger on a field phone they had there, 

and he said the State Department had been trying to reach me all night. 

They had an airplane waiting down at the foot of the mountain for me to 

take me right back. I said, "I'm sorry. I have these seven or eight 

boys. I'm the only driver, and there's no choice but for me to drive back." 
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So we got in the car and drove back I had no radio in the car and specu-

lating all the way back as to what in the world had happened. I should 

have said that I did get hold of the State Department, and I couldn't find 

out what had happened~ But there were people obviously in the office, and 

things were happening. 

I got hold of my wife also on this phone, and she said there was a 

Security Council meeting in New York at one olclock, and I was supposed to 

be there. Well, like women do so often, they think their wives get things' 

messed up. I knew there couldn"t possibly be a Security Council meeting in 

New York on a Sunday, and if there was, it couldn't have anything to do with 

me. So it was only when I got back to Washington that I discovered that 

North Korea had attacked South Korea. I think I washed my face, and I went 

down immediately to the Department, and it was about three days before I 

got home again, we were in such frantic activity at that time. 

My only first contribution was, I recall, drafting a 'message to 

Ambassador {Joh!]) Muccio, who was there, telling him that we didn't expect 

him to stay and be a hero by staying in' Seoul when the Communists came in. 

It looked like the city was going to fall very soon, and for him to be sure 

to get out. Muccio later assured me that he had no intention of being a 

hero, but we just wanted to make sure, he didn't think that he was required 

to stay with the sinking ship. It was nece.ssary to get out. 

Well, we engaged in many telecommunications, what we called "telecoms," 

communications by teletype at that time. These were the days before 

secured telephones. We went over to the Pentagon. I went over with. Dean 
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Rusk""\"--Dean Rusk was Assistant Secretary then, I guess""\"--w(ent over with 

Dean Rusk to these telecoms wh,en we met with the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

He had MacArthur on the other end of the line and Lwer~1 trying to get 

hold of the Embassy and trying to find out what was happening and what 

could be done. There was great confusion, needless to say and the 

situation looked very black. It looked as if we were going to be forced 

out of the country, of course. But fortunately we held on and fortunately 

we had time to plan and to carry out the Inchon operation, which whatever 

else you may think about MacArthur, he was capable of reaching a decision 

on a bold move of that kind, which helped turn things around; not only 

helped, it did turn things around. 

Then during the conduct of the war there was continuous activity 

between State and Defense. We met three or four times a week with the 

Joint Chiefs, and then we got the Allies involved. We had some 16 countries 

that contributed troops or support. And one of our jobs was to keep in 

touch with them and particularly during the time that MacArthur was marching 

north and making various statements which were attracting a great deal of 

attention in this country. The job was to help mollify our Allies, if you 

will, who showed great alarm. There was a lot of diplomatic activity in

volved in this, and you know, we didn't have too much to go on ourselves 

because MacArthur obviously had the bit in his teeth. 

Q: Could you tell me something about Japan's role in the Korean War? Or how 

we viewed what Japan's role should be in the Korean War? 
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Well, one of the first things that happened, of course, was that again I 

can v t re.call he really had any consultation with us in Washington on this. 

MacArthur decided that in spite of Article Nine of the Japanese Constitution, 

that in order to replace the American forces which had to be withdrawn from 

Japan, that what was called euphemistically the Japanese "Self-Defense 

Forces" were set up as a semi-police type organization, but actually a 

military organization. And that was the beginning, of course, of the present 

Japanese Self-Defense Forces. And that euphemism is still in use. 

The question was whether or not we would continue to go through with 

the treaty with Japan, as I've pointed out. We were in the process of try~ 

ing to negotiate the treaty at the time, and I did do some work on that. I 

discussed it a number of times with. Foster Dulles.· This is where I first 

got to know him. Being a good bureaucrat and having in mind the history 

settlements from past wars and so on, I was anxious to get all the loose 

ends tied up, such as claims and well, counterclaims, property issues, 

and all these various issues. Fortunately, Foster Dulles didn't follow my 

advice on this, because to have done so would have obviously tied the 

thing up almost indefinitely. His objective was to get a treaty and to 

leave some of these details to be settled later, which he did. And I think 

the treaty was a masterful job. It was done during the time of war with 
who 

Korea. Dean Acheson, of course~/was Secretary of State, also worked on it. 

I was invited to and was pleased to go to the Peace Conference in 

San Francisco. And as you'll recall, the Communists tried to sabotage 

that meeting, but didn't succeed in doing so. I well remember that we were 
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all puzzled as to why they came because we figured they must have some deep

laid plot to sabotage it by coming. Because the Soviets, of course, were 

obviously strongly opposed to the treaty. I well remember we were watching~

it was held in the Opera House,in the auditorium,in San Francisco. Every

body was waiting for the Communis.t delegations to walk out, and everybody 

was watching Gromyko, who was the delegate there at the conference. I 

well remember that at one point Gromyko got up during the course of the 

meeting to walk out, with a couple of men with him. The Communist delegations 

that were there, I particularly remember the Czech delegation, which was 

headed by a woman, Madame I got to know her when I went to Prague. 

She looked around wildly at Gromyko walking out. Obviously there was con

fusion as to what she should do. She decided the best thing to do was for 

her to get up and walk out, so she got up and walked out. The press 

scrambled allover each other trying to follow him and get to him. He 

walked out to the lobby and walked into the mens' room and in a few 

minutes came back out and resumed his seat, Madame trailing behind 

him. This is one of the little things that you remember out of this. 

But the treaty was obviously a great success and in that regard, I 

will always remember Dean Acheson's closing remarks at the close of the 

conference. His remarks at the close of that conference were the most 

eloquent statement in English--I never heard Churchill live--but the most 

eloquent statement I have ever heard in my life. I was sitting next--in 

the hall you could hear a pin drop--I was sitting next to Bill Nolan, 

Senator Nolan, who was no great admirer of Dean Acheson, as you well know, 
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It was a very moving occasion, a rare one in international affairs. 
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Q: Were you present for Yoshida Shigaru's speech? 

UAJ: Oh, yes. Oh, yes. Yes, yes, I was. I don't--it was a good speech, I 

recall, but I don't recall, it doesn't come to mind particularly at the 

time, except that he handled himself exceedingly well, as he did in the 

conference, handle himself very well. 

Q: Were you aware of any particular problems in the negotiation of the 

Peace Treaty in 1950/1951, either involving ourselves and the Japanese, 

UAJ: 

or ourselves and the British or other allies from that period? 

Well, involving ourselves, a particular problem was Okinawa, and our 

general military base structure in Japan. Obviously, fighting the war 

in Korea, the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

As I was saying, the Joint Chiefs were obviously concerned, properly 

concerned at being able to support the war in Korea from Japan. And as 

far as Okinawa was concerned, they were especially concerned that nothing 

be done to affect their ability to operate out of Okinawa. You might say 

that the price of obtaining U.S. military support for the treaty was that 

Okinawa be separated out, and it was separated out as of that time, so 

that it was treated separately. There was strong sentiment at the time 

that never under any circumstances should we ever let go ot Okinawa. Of 

course, happily over a period of time, that changed, and we were able to 

resolve it and resolve it amicably. It wasn't too serious an issue, 
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although it was made a serious issue, of course, until it was returned by 

the opposition. 

As far as Korea is concerned, the Yoshida government and, in general, 

the people in Japan gave us what you might call 105 percent support. And 

we set up facilities for rebuilding tanks and repairing aircraft in Japan, 

using Japanese technicians and labor. Japan was the source of a great 

amount of the supplies. We used Japanese civilian sailors, merchant 

sailors, to man many of the LST's .Llanding ship, tan~/ and as far as the 

supply side is concerned, I think that the Korean War marks the turning

point in Japan's recovery from the war. You might say-·-oh, what shall I 

say--the vindictive or the stringent controls that we were placing on 

Japan at the time were immediately relaxed because of our necessity of 

getting everything we could out of Japan. And as far as Japanese industry 

is concerned, there were an enormous number of opportunities for it. And 

we bought large amounts of material there. So the war really marked the 

beginning of the take-off of what became the Japanese miracle. 

Incidentally, just as a footnote, I always point out to Europeans 

that the war also meant that NATO .LNorth Atlantic Treaty Organizatio~1 

turned from being just a paper tiger in a paper organization, NATO turned 

into a military organization that h.ad real teeth. That was a result of 

the Korean War. As I always say, security is indivisible. You can~t be 

strong in the Pacific and weak in Europe or vice versa, but the problem 

is convincing both the Asians and the Europeans that this is the case, and 

that because we cooperate with people in one area, we aren't neglecting them. 
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Q: In building up the Japanese Police Reserve, the ultimate Self-Defense Force---

UAJ: You're right. It was called "Police Reserve" first, wasn't it? Then it 

was later called "Self-Defense Force." I stand corre.cted on that. 

Q: I was rather interested in the problem of the purge and then getting 

officers for this Police Reserve. Did you have anything to do Mith the 

question of the purge in 1950/l95l? 

UAJ: No. The purge centered in Tokyo and SCAP and the handling of it* And 

with the Korean War, they did a l80-degree turn, you might say, on most of 

this. It was not a Washington problem as far as we were concerned. 

Q: But it was possible to recruit career officers or to train young Japanese 

as soldiers even though they were called "Police Reserve?" 

UAJ: For the Police Reserve? There was never any problem that I ever heard 

of in Washington on this. This was handled entirely in Tokyo. We had no 

fault to find with it. 

Q: Was there a lot of talk about Japan's economic recovery during the 

negotiations of the treaty? You mentioned that the Korean War seemed to 

turn the Japanese economy around. Was that helpful in negotiating the 

Security Treaty? 

UAJ: Oh, yes, very much so. There was, with respect to Japan, of course, as 

it was with respect to Germany, a sentiment in this country as well as in 

many of the surrounding countries there, that Japan should not be per~ 

mitted to recover economically, that it should be kept in a, well, sub

ordinate economic position, if you will; its steel industry should be held 

back, its shipbuilding should be held back What you might call the--oh, 
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what is the term, revenge or vindictive attitudes, and understandably 

so, of course. But like all such policies, they don't stand up very long, 

particularly when you've got an energetic people like the Japanese and the 

Germans. And whatever sentiment there was in that direction rapidly dis

appeared. I don't recall that it was even a factor any more in negotiating 

the treaty. 

Now the price for getting Australian and New Zealand support for the 

treaty, of course, was the Anzus Pact. And the Anzus Pact was directed 

towards their defense against Japan. They were still thinking in terms 

of the renewal of an attack by Japan~ And the Philippines, let me see, 

did we enter into a bilateral treaty with them at that time? But in any 

event, we had to reassure the Philippines also that we would defend them 

in case Japan's militarism reasserted itself. 

Of course, one of the trickiest problems that Dulles had to deal with 

was the whole problem of China because that emerged, of course, at the 

time. Along with the attack in l{)rea was about simultaneous with the 

final victory, you might say, of the Communists on the mainland and the 

Nationalists retreating to Taiwan. And the question of handling China 

in the treaty was a very tricky one which Dulles handled very, very ably, 

I feel. And during the Korean War, of course, the relationship between 

MacArthur and Chiang Kai-shek turned out to be very explosive politically 

in this country. And so a part of the equation was Taiwan, and the effort 

of Taiwan to contribute troops to Korea and MacArthur's desire to obtain 

troops from Taiwan, which of course would have transferred the Chinese Civil 
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UAJ: 

War to Korea. Now of course then the Chinese intervened, the Chinese 

Communists did intervene, and that raised the pressure for bringing in 

Taiwanese Chinese, you might saY0 These were the tricky political 

issues that had to be dealt with~ 

12 

Then of course, the whole question o::e the Chinese prisoners which so 

long delayed the conclusion of the Armistice because Nationalist elements 

were in the prison camps. And you had large numbers of Chinese who said 

that they would not return to the mainland but wanted to return to Taiwan 

There was real war going on in the camps, and our people out there just 

weren't equipped to understand it or even know that it was going on for 

a period, and understandably so~ We took prisoners, we took them in the 

heat of battle, we threw them into a prison' camp~and then we were not too 

concerned as to what happened inside the camp. But it turned out to be the 

issue upon which the Armistice turned and probably delayed the Armistice, 

oh, for at least a year or a year and a half~ 

What do you know about President Truman's recall of General MacArthur? 

Well, all I can say is that, sitting where I was, I felt that Truman 

was being so much challenged that it was getting to a point ,that he was 

going to "have to do something." It may sound absurd now, but there was 

real concern, real concern that MacArthur would take his bit in his teeth 

and in effect, declare his independence, if you will, in a figurative 

sense, from Washington and from the President, and we would be faced with 

a man on a white horse, if you will, in the situation out there that would 

openly repudiate Washington control. And as I say, that may sound absurd, 



but there was real concern at the time So my own view was that it was 

just a question of when the President was going to act, and I was not 

surprised at his acting at all. In fact, I was enormously relieved at 

his acting. 

My sole immediate responsibility on it was, Dean Rusk, along with 
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Dean Acheson, was attending the meeting at the Blair House the night that 

the decision was made. And Dean called me and asked me whether I thought 

it would be feasible to leave MacArthur in charge of SCAP in Japan for 

the remaining period and put another commander in charge of the war in 

Korea so as to separate the two. And my sole contribution was that I 

didn't think it would be practical. He came back about twelve or 

twelve-thirty, as I recall it, with the messages that we were trying to 

get to Frank Pace to get him to get to MacArthur before the--Frank Pace 

was Secretary of the Army then. He was traveling in Korea, and we were 

trying, both through military channels and through our channels, to get 

Frank Pace and get him over to Tokyo to inform MacArthur before the 

announcement got made. I worked with the communications people trying 

to get some of those messages through. We thought he was down at Pusan. 

Our Embassy was down there then, but we were not able to reach him, and 

as you know the story, we didn't get to Frank Pace, and MacArthur heard 

about it over the radio, which was very unfortunate. It was not intentional, 

certainly, but that's the way it came out unhappily. 

Q: You went back to Japan very late in 1951 or early 1952 to assist in 

negotiating the administrative agreement, didn't you? 

UAJ: No, I wasn't involved in the detailed negotiations of that. Let's see, 
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did I go there? Well, I went to both Japan and Korea several times 

during the Korean War, but primarily in connection with Korea and par-· 

ticularly after the Armistice negotiations started. I made one particular 

trip that was primarily on the prisoner issue, to discover what the facts 

were as far as the prison camps were concerned and what our position 

should be. I was intermittently involved in the administrative agreement, 

but not deeply so. I can't remember, I think Dean Rusk went out on that, 

but I didn't go with him. I can't remember the details. In any event, I 

was not involved in the details of the administrative agreement. 

Q: I was just wondering how Japan looked to you after being away a while 

back in Washington, signs of recovery, progress? 

UAJ; Oh, yes, there was always--of course I'd been there for the four years from 

1945 to 1949, and they were rebuilding then and you could see the signs. 

And then of course 1949 to 1952 .. 

Q: 1949 to 1952. You had some further observations? 

UAJ: Well, I was simply going to say there hadn't been all that qualitative or 

quantitative a change. It was a gradual change which was observable, but 

I wouldn't call it, you know, revolutionary at the time. There hadn't been 

any explosion of development such. as took place later. 

Q: As the occupation was coming to an end, did you find that the Japanese were 

increasingly open in criticism? I understand, for example, that Yoshida 

had some criticisms, and that he wanted MacArthur to review the occupation 

policies and perhaps reverse certain things in 1951 before MacArthur was 

recalled. 
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UAJ: Yes, in general I would say that the Japanese were getting impatient~ 

They felt the time for their .••. 

END SIDE I, CONTINUE SIDE II 

. tutelage, you might say, had passed. A man like Yoshida had pride, 

and they were seeking to achieve more freedom of action, more independence, 

and terminate the occupation. Whereas MacArthur was a strong proponent of 

the treaty, of a treaty with Japan, he took the position and the SCAP gen

eral headquarters took the position that until the occupation was terminated, 

they should go very slow in dismantling, you might say, any of the machinery. 

So there was an inbuilt conflict there because the Japanese thought that 

they were going too slow, and I would say th.ere was a general sentiment 

back here in Washington, at least in the State Department, that we could 

have moved faster than we did. But of course that all disappeared with 

the termination of that treaty and the termination of the occupation. 

Q: You didn't have any sense that they might move quickly to undo any 

educational reforms or economic reforms or even touch land reforms? 

UAJ: My own sense of it was that the educational reform was probably the most 

controversial among the Japanese. I heard more criticism of the educational 

reform. Why fiddle with the way they'd been--at least the organization of 

the middle school. They had lower school, middle school and high school 

and that. Why fiddle with that organization? And I would not have been 

surprised to see them change that very quickly, but it had got pretty well 

established by then, and they didn't, as a matter of fact, move on it. 

Land reform, no. I felt land reform., of all the measures of the 
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occupation, had taken hold and was not going to be changed. And as far 

as the purges, of course, the purges were one of the things they were most 

anxious to get rid of. And looking back on it, many of them were very 

ill-advised, many of the individuals. And I don't know, the whole purge-

I think the whole purge enterprize, you might say, was of very questionable 

value. I'm surprised, you know, that the victims of it, men that I knew 

later who very quickly became very prominent again, surprisingly did not 

express very much open resentment about it. It was like the whole dis

aster that confronted Japan. They take these disasters philosophically, 

both nationally and individually, and this is one of the things that hap

pened and they didn't particularly hold it against us, I'm glad to say 

at least. 

Q: Do you have any special observations of Yoshida himself, the way in which 

he dealt with MacArthur or with SCAP or handled the question of reform? 

UAJ: No, I don"t. I was really not close enough to that to have personal 

observations except that Yoshida was the one Japanese, of course, that 

would stand up to MacArthur and MacArthur had to respect, and they had to 

take him into account. He provided a--well, he was a great man-,-he pro'

vided a great tradition and of course carried on. And the Yoshida 

tradition, so-called, is still strong in Japan. Fukuda, the present prime 

minister, is proud to say that he comes out of the Yoshida tradition, a 

diplomat that made good. 

Q: I would like to ask you about the organization of the Department of State 

for handling relationships with Japan and Korea. Was there a reorganization 
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during the time when you were brought back in 1949 or just before? When 

did we stop calling it Far Eastern Affairs and start calling it Northeast 

Asis or East Asia? 

UAJ: Oh, that was later. I was one of the proponents of that even while I was 

in the Department. It was done after I left the Department. I can't 

remember exactly the date it took place, but there was a strong feeling 

in the Department, I among them, that the name was a misnomer and par

ticularly, of course, when we took in Australia and New Zealand it be...

came even more of a misnomer. But that wasn't any big policy issue. It 

was just a question of breaking old crockery, if you will. The Far East 

Bureau was the first bureau of the Department before any other geographic 

bureau, with a long and honorable traditi.on. And understandably, people 

didn't like to see it disappear., But there was no policy issue involved 

in it. 

Q: What were the first rumblings of some of the Japan and China Foreign 

Service officers m:ight be in trouble over questions of loyalty? In 1950/ 

1951 during the Korean War perhaps? 

UAJ; Well, no, this was even before that, back during 1945 even, well, I would 

say 1946. 

Q; That was Ambassador Hurley's initial attack? 

UAJ: Well, yes, it was somewhat the echo from that. We had in Tokyo at the 

time, we had Jack Servis, John Emerson~ Well, I recall those two in 

particular that were there in Tokyo, and I can recall that Jack Servis 

was-'-well, he became quite ill when he was there. But during the time he 
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was there, which was 1946, as I recall it even, this cloud on the horizon, 

what became McCarthyism, was even then rearing itself. And I'd known 

Jack very well. Of course, in Jack's case, it arose over this so-called, 

oh" what was the papers cas'e? 

Q: The Amerasia Papers? 

UAJ: The Amerasia Papers, that case, yes. And Jack freely admitted that he 

was in the wrong in handling that. But Jack '5 point was that he was: 

punished--I forget exactly, but it was administrative action that was 

taken against him on it. But it kept coming up and coming up and coming 

up and coming up. And poor Jack said, "You know, I've been punished once. 

How many times do I have to go through this?" And he had to go through 

it until the point that he finally had to leave the Service. He was just 

hounded by these people. He did a wrong. It was a wrong thing for him 

to do, but an understandable one. He gave this correspondent a dispatch 

which was his analysis of what was going on, just as a way of making it 

available to him, and it wasn"t any great security, any great state 

secrets that were divulged as a result of it. 

In the case. of John Emerson, I remember this came up in Tokyo. I 

can't remember, 1946, 1947, in there. The charge was made, I recall, 

that John had made contact with some of the Japanese Communists while 

they were still in prison before they~d been released by the occupation. 

You see, quite a number of them were in prison at the end of the war, had 

been imprisoned by the then Japanese Government. And there was some little 

period before the occupation authorities released them. And John was said 



to have visited some of these Communists in prison. The fact of the 

matter was that he did visit them, and he visited them at the request, I 

know, of GZ, that is, General Willoughby's office, if you will, in order 

to interview them because John spoke Japanese. John had had experience 
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in China with the Japanese Communists in China that were with the Chinese 

Communist regime. And obviously John was in an ideal position to inter...

view these fellows, which he did at their request. And his reports, I 

know, were turned right in to GZ. There was no secret, nothing surrpe

titious about it, nothing that was initiated by John. However, this later, 

even at that time, due to various individuals, I think, misinterpreting or 

deliberately misinterpreting what had been done, used this as a weapon 

to "get John Emerson,H why I never quite understood. I have known John 

since we were in college together here in Washington at Georgetown, and 

we used to doubledate before either one of us got married, and we went 

to Japan together to study. I've known John as intimately as anybody'in 

my life, and there's nobody more loyal, there's nobody more capable than 

John Emerson. 

Q: Do you feel that there was a great deal of personality issues at work in 

what was called the "loyalty" hearings of 1951/l95Z? 

UAJ: Yes, I think there were personality issues as well. I don't say that 

those making the charges, I don't say that all of them were insincere. 

If·d say some of them were, and I think there were personality factors 

involved. 

Q: But on the whole the Japan officers were relatively unscathed by comparison 



2Q 

with the China Foreign Service officers in that period? 

UAJ: Yes, in general. Of course, Jack Servis was a China Service officer, but 

then of course he was in Japan at the end of the war. John Emerson was a 

Japanese Service officer primarily, but of course he'd served in China. 

And his troubles, in a large degree, arose out of his China service. But 

they were added to and compounded by these spurious charges of making con

tact with the Japanese Communists in Japan. And that got read into his 

seeking to infiltrate Japanese Communists into the Japanese Government and 

all kinds of wild statements. 

Q: Could I ask you just one last question? 

UAJ: Sure. 

Q: Your involvement with Japan ended to an extent about 1953 or so? And 

you became involved with assignments in Southeast Asia and then went back 

to Japan as ambassador in 1966? 

UAJ: Yes. Well, in 1953 I went as Ambassador to Czechoslovakia. Then simul· ... 

taneously I was made coordinator of our delegation to the Korean conference 

in Geneva and the Indo-China conference. And there I made contact, under 

instructions, with the Chinese Communists there and carried on conversations 

with them for almost three years until 1958, well, the end of 1957 when I 

went to Thailand. Then from Thailand T came back to Washington in 1961 

as Deputy Under Secretary and became involved with the Washington end of 

Japanese affairs of that period. Then I went to Vietnam, then I came back 

to Washington again. And then--I'm thinking aloud·--in 1966, right, I went 

as Ambassador to Japan. Yes. 
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Q: Could you give me your impression as to how important Japanese-American 

relations or Japan was to the Eisenhower and the Kennedy and Johnson 

administrations? Once the occupation was over, did we care very much about 

the Japanese? 

UAJ: Oh, yes. No, I would say that Japan was overwhelmingly the most important 

country in that area to us~ Of course, we had no relations at the time 

with Mainland China. Our economic interests with Japan were growing very, 

very fast. And throughout the period--you see, I came back at the begin

ning of the Kennedy Administration back here, yes--Japan figured very, very 

large in our. . .. 

I might point out that as far as the Kennedy and Johnson period was 

concerned, that Dean Rusk was Secretary of State. Dean of course had been 

Assistant Secretary for Far Eastern Affairs at the time of the Korean War, 

and he was deeply involved in the negotiation of the Japanese Treaty. So 

he was no stranger to Japan or the Japanese to him. So you had, you might 

say, a Japanese expert, to a degree, as Secretary of State. So as far 

as I was concerned, there was never any problem of getting attention to 

the Japanese affairs. 

As far as the two presidents were concerned, Kennedy--I can't 

remember that we had any real serious issues with respect to Japan during 

Kennedy~s brief tenure in office. 

Q: Did this have something to do with the appointment of Reisclj.auer? 

UAJ: Reischauer? Yes. Well, Ed--well, there weren't any real serious-,-in 1960 

the riots over the Security Treaty and Kishi and Eisenhower's trip there 



at that time was a real crisis, of course. But once that was overcome, 

from 196~ on, there was no occasion for serious issues to arise. Trade 

problems had not yet emerged as such. Our Security Treaty problems were 

not serious. We had minor base problems, but there was no real confron-· 

tation or serious issue between the two countries. 
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Now when the Korean War developed--not the Korean War-..,....the Vietnam War 

developed, of course, Japan became, and Japan's attitudes in the area, 

became much more important in this regard. Johnson took much interest in 

it and was much involved. Of course, I went there; I was appointed by 

Johnson, and I was there for the whole Johnson Administration. He was 

keenly interested in Japan. I had lots in the way of personal communica..,

tions with him. We had many trips back here. I came back with Prime 

Minister Sato, of course, on a number of trips. This was when we began 

negotiating for the return of Okinawa, and we did negotiate the return of 

the Bonin Islands, and we did modify our base structure there. We were 

very active. I was very active in that, and the President was interested 

in it and I always felt I had support there. I always had a great deal 

of difficulty in making him understand how Japan worked. He always had 

the idea that Prime Minister Sato should be just the same as President 

Johnson as far as getting things done in Japan. I always had to try to 

persuade him that Prime Minister Sa to just couldn't move quite as fast 

as he could, that he was chairman of a board. And then you had the 

Japanese consensus system and he couldn't give the answers in the same way 

that President Johnson could. He got very impatient with this, but he'd 
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listen to me and say, "Yes All right II But then he'd send me a flash 

telegram, you know, "See Sato and get him to do so and so overnight~1I 

But we made out all righte As a matter of fact~ I was very fond of LBJ 

and I enjoyed those years in Japan very, very much. 

Q: Could I ask you to look back and make some comparisons or contrast Japan 

as it was when you came in 1935, again in 1945, and then when you began 

your ambassadorship in 1966? Anything particularly startling that you'd 

like to comment on? 

UAJ: One thing I~ll say is that the Japanese are still Japanese. The Japanese 

are, I've often said, among the most emotional people I've ever known. 

Most people think of them as being unemotional and undemonstrative, which. 

they are to a, degree. But like emotional people !I they're subj ect to wild 

swings, not excluding ourselves We also are subject to wild swings. 

Look at our own attitudes towards Japan. Before World \va.r II they were 

those ;funny little people over there that made toys that fell apart, 

launched ships that turned over when they were launched, and built airplanes 

that couldn't fly. You know, we had disdain for thein, dealed from the 

back of our hand. Then during the war they' became evil incarnate and 

almost, well, we got an exaggerated idea of'this. Then after the war we 

swung the other way, They became--I particularly remember this with some 

of the officers who went in there. "You know, these are nice little 

people. These girls are cute little girls, and they have flower arrange

ment and tea ceremony and all these things~ You know, we didn~t under

stand these people." And so we swung the other way to over-romanticism 



with regard to them. Then the issues begin to emerge of trade and all 

these issues. Again now we're swinging back)! and I~m concerned about 
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the swing back on our part and changing attitudes in this country towards 

the Japanese. My own feeling is that we need to keep a straight and 

sober line towards them. 

Now as far as the Japanese are concerned, also much the same thing 

except that throughout the period they've always had great respect for 

the United States, and I found that even in the pre-war period. This 

was the great problem that the Japanese military had was overcoming what 

was sort of a deep, unconscious respect for the United States by the 

Japanese people. And even during the war, I well remember the Chief of 

Police in Mukden, after I was interned there, coming around to talk with 

me and saying that, you know, the Japanese can never win the war. And I 

would say, you know, "You're doing pretty well. You've got the Philippines 

and you've sunk the Repulse and carried out Pearl Harbor and all. It seems 

to me you're doing pretty well." 

"No, no. We can't win. The American Navy's just too strong." 

You know, this was while he was arresting thousands of people for 

having dangerous thoughts. Well, there's a central respect for the United 

States that has been a thread. 

As far as our own attitudes are concerned, they've gone up and down, 

of course, violently. And I say, and I say it very advisedly, that they 

could swing again if the two of us don't use care in handling our relations 

with each other. 
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Q: Do you have any special thoughts on the reasons for Japan's economic 

progress and enormous economic growth in the 1960~s? 

UAJ: Yes, several things. First and foremost, an educated population. I've 

always remarked on the fact, of course, that when it came to the major 

restoration, one of the first things the Japanese did was establish education. 

And I think they had universal public education before we had it in most 

of our states here: at least in the United States. Education has always 

been a basic factor. They had education, and of course, they had to work 

at it. They were still willing to work. 

Two, three, they were willing to leave the past behind them. They'd 

tried the military road and they saw that that didn't get them any place. 

And they saw the economic road and work in the economic road as being the 

way to go. And coming back to consensus again, there was a consensus 

driving them towards this econo'mic development. 

And fourth, somewhat ironically, I often point out the fact that 

they had the advantage of not having any natural resources. With the 

corning of the big bulk ocean carrier and the enormous economies that this 

means in hauling raw materials in particular, it meant that Japan could go 

to the cheapest sources of raw materials. I remember when I was in Japan 

they could get coal from West Virginia delivered to a steel mill in Japan, 

tidewater Japan, cheaper than that coal could be delivered to an American 

steel mill in Gary, Indiana, through the economies of the big bulk ocean 

carriers. And this gave them the opportunity to get raw materials at the 

best and most advantageous terms and using their education and their 
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technology, to build up as they did. 

Now they're having the same problem we're having in many ways. That 

is, they're having to run to stand still. They started out with the lower 

technology industries, they moved into the higher technology industries, 

and behind them comes Taiwan, Korea and HongKong taking over, you might 

say, the lower technology industries and with cheaper labor. Japan is 

having to do what we are having to do, to run to stand still. But they're 

doing a pretty good job of it, and I hope that we can continue to work 

together. 

Q: SO that looking back, just at the occupation period itself, that almost 

seven years, do you see it making a difference in Japan's modern period, 

a difference to them and a difference to us? 

UAJ: 

Q: 

UAJ: 

A difference as compared to what? Not having an occupation? Of course 

there's the defeat in the war;that was--

A difference in their politics, their economic system? 

You mean a difference as compared to, at the end of the war, our simply 

walking away and leaving them alone to--' 

Q: Do you think that our period of seven years of being there has made con-

UAJ: 

siderable difference in their political, economic, social and cultural life? 

Oh, yes. Yes, I think it has. But of course it made a difference in re

inforcing those tendencies that were already present in Japan. Parliamentar-

ianism was nothing new in Japan. was nothing new. Where the 

occupation fitted in, where our reforms fitted in with the elements that 

were previously present, it succeeded very, very well, and you can say that 

it reinforced those elements. What would have happened if there hadn't 

been any occupation? What would have happened if we'd just left them 
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utterly alone? Well, that's one of these "ifs" that I think it's 

impossible to speculate on. But as far as the occupation as a whole was 

concerned, I would certainly assess it, and I think most Japanese would 

assess it, as a plus. The Japanese wouldn't assess it as as great a plus 

as many Americans would, but on the whole, I think they would agree that it 

was a plus. 

END OF INTERVIEW 


