
Ladies and Gentlemen: It is my great honor and privilege to have an opportunity to speak 

at this Naval Academy, cradle of the number-one Navy in the world. We ex-naval officers of 

the Imperial Japanese Navy have high respect for the United States Navy and are very 

grateful for the assistance and guidance rendered to our postwar new navy, that is the 

Maritime Self-Defense Force. Majority of Japanese leading people also feel many thanks to 

your Navy, especially the Seventh Fleet, which is preserving the peace and security of the 

Western Pacific area. 

In the first place, I would like to talk about how the tactical concept of the Imperial 

Japanese Navy had changed for the period of about 20 years up to the time of the Pacific 

War which started in December, 1941, because in this transition of the concept, many 

lessons can be learned and many reflections must be made. 

There is no doubt the Japanese Navy had a traditional concept of the so-called 

"Decisive Battle,, and the "Principles of Naval Warfare," which was considered to be a 

sort of our tactical bible taught us that a battle should always be fought in the form of 

"Decisive Battle." 

A good embodied example of this concept was shown by Admiral Togo, a symbol of the 

Japanese Navy. The idea "Be sure to fight whenever you meet an enemy" is considered to be 

derived from this "Decisive Battle" concept. 

However, in the year when I entered the Naval Academy some incidents occurred 

which made a crack in this idea. As a result of Washington Conference in 1921 

and London Conference in 1930, Japan’s ration in the number of battleships and other 

ships to that of the United States and Britain became 60%. 

From that moment, our Navy modified its strategic policy from "Decisive Battle," that 

is to say, as a means to supplement our inferior strength of 60% of an enemy force, it was 

decided to adopt a policy of the "Offensive Defense." 

This means that while strategically being defensive, we tactically took an offensive 

stand. On the other hand, every effort was also made towards qualitative improvement in 

our spiritual and material war potentials. 

The policy was, however, based on the idea that battleships were still the main 

strength and all other forces were just auxiliary to supplement the inferior number of 

battleships which were considered to play major role in the Decisive Battle. 

The forces of submarines, destroyers, aircraft, etc, should be used before both main 

forces go into action so that they may inflict such damage upon the enemy main force as 



can bring about almost parity strength between the two main forces. Then the Decisive 

Battle should be fought. 

This is what was called the "Diminution Operation." Accordingly, the features of this 

operation were surprise attacks by submarines, night attacks by destroyers, air attack, 

etc. For this purpose, the airplanes of the Japanese aircraft carriers were mainly torpedo 

planes and dive-bombers and fighters were only a few. 

With the increase of air power, the idea raised its head that there was no victory 

without mastery of the air. This gave birth to the tactics of "destroying enemy aircraft 

carriers first.” 

Since around 1935, our naval air force had devoted itself to the training of these 

tactics, but there was less change in the idea of battleships being a main force. 

Various elaborate plans were tried, but it was proved in war games and fleet exercises 

that if an operation was conducted with similar force composition, the force with superior 

number usually gained victory. 

In the war games or in the fleet exercises both forces were composed of Japanese naval 

officers with the same tactical idea. Therefore, even if one side should be hypothesized 

as the U. S. force, it was clear that there was no innovation. 

The results of the exercise yearly conducted by the Combined Fleet and of the 

innumerable war games held at the War College showed that the chances were against the 

Japanese side in most cases. 

To overcome the unfavorable results, what the Japanese Navy sought out was tactful use 

of various forces and improvement in technique and skill of shooting, torpedo attacking, 

bombing, etc. 

The major training was, therefore, conducted in the form of the so-called "Fleet versus 

Fleet Battle" based on the idea that victory must be quickly won through the Decisive 

Battle between both main forces. 

Enough studies on the fleet formation, its deployment and the attack method were made 

and considerable fruits seemed to be obtained but the training for area offensive and 

defensive operations and also for protecting sea communication were regarded as a 

secondary problem. 

This later brought many disadvantages upon the Japanese Navy when the tide of war 

turned against us during the Pacific War. 

A new theory was established in order to win victory in naval war, not with the 



armament of similar force composition but with that of characteristic force composition. 

This was the theory that aircraft should be a main naval strength and battleships be 

abolished. 

In 1936, such a theory was almost simultaneously advocated by the following officers: 

(1) Some pilots assigned to the Combined Fleet. 

(2) Captain Takijiro Onishi who was then Vice Commander of Yokosuka  

Naval Air Station that was regarded as a sort of our Naval Air nucleus and was 

responsible for studies on the naval air strategy and tactics, experiments for new air 

weapons and armaments, and guidance on air education and training. Captain Onishi was 

later promoted to Vice Admiral and Vice Chief of the Naval Staff. 

And so myself, I was then a student at the Naval War College. 

The proposal made by the pilots of the fleet and Captain Onishi was just a theory of 

air power being the main strength, but the one proposed by myself was as follows: "The 

nucleus foces of the Navy should consist of aircraft carriers, land based air units and 

submarine forces, and ships and craft smaller than cruisers should be kept as auxiliary 

forces, but battleships must be abolished." 

There were two reasons for this idea. 

The first reason was as follows: With improvement of skill in torpedo 

attacking by aircraft and bombings at the annual naval exercise, it was proved that 

battleship forces could be easily destroyed by aircraft alone and that the antiair power 

of the fleet could not check the air attack. 

Accordingly, if we could have the command of the air without superior air power, we 

would be able to destroy the enemy main force with our air attack force only. 

The second reason was as follows: If our forces engaged in a battle with battleships 

should become just aircraft and submarines, what would be the targets worthwhile for large 

caliber guns like 14 inch and 16 inch guns, the main armament of battleships? 

The battleships would become useless, useless things just existing for providing our 

enemy with good targets. 

This proposal was most severely criticized at the War College. The main point of their 

position was as follows: 

The air operation largely depends upon the weather. The result of the exercise showed 

that both friendly and enemy air strength were eventually weakened in the air to air 

battle conducted at the initial stage of a war, and that the final victory in the naval 



war was decided by the battleships versus battleship fight. 

My contention was as follows: 

Although I admit that the air operation is much influenced by weather, in such a 

weather as does not permit the air operation, surface ships are also just floating woods 

and cannot engage in effective action. As long as air superiority is maintained, we have 

freedom of choice on whether to challenge or evade a battle. 

The so-called “Mutual Kill” is applicable to any type of weapon and is not just the 

thing for aircraft. 

If the “Mutual Kill" theory is right, then we had better build up surplus sircraft in 

addition to the airplanes which are assumed to be lost in the "Mutual Kill" battle, even 

by decreasing the number of other types of surface ships. This was my opposing theory. 

My idea, however, was not accepted by the brains of the Navy Department, but this 

argument motivated the creation of a Study Committee on air effectiveness and we began to 

examine effectiveness of air attack by using real bombs and warhead torpedoes, etc. This 

was our sole fruit. The data of these experiments provided us with quite useful 

information in drafting the plan on the attack against Pearl Harbor in later years. 

In 1939 and 1940, the Combined Fleet was given one training and study theme and often 

conducted the exercises for this purpose. This was a coordinated attack method with 80-100 

aircraft including dive-bombers, torpedo planes, bombers, and fighter CAPs, and this 

method was based on the idea that there was a need of simultaneous attack with a large 

number of aircraft in order to obtain more results from air attack. It was commonly 

understood in the Navy that aircraft carriers had to be dispersed when used, because an 

aircraft carrier was quite vulnerable to enemy attack and concentration of those carriers 

was considered to be quite dangerous. It was, however, a task of extreme difficulty that 

many squadrons of aircraft taking off from aircraft carriers, each of which was separated 

by tens or hundreds of miles away made a rendezvous at a point on the sea. The radio 

guidance was, of course, impossible because of radio silence, and there was no other means 

but dead reckoning navigation. It was indeed a very difficult scheme to make dispersal 

disposition of aircraft carriers compatible with simultaneous and coordinated attack by 

many air squadrons. 

In October 1940 I returned to Japan from Britain and was assigned as a member of the 

staff of the 1st Carrier Squadron, and this scheme was one of important problems that I 

had, so looking for a solution to this, I thought and thought for several weeks so as to 



solve this contradictory problem. 

One day while watching a newsreel, I saw four American aircraft carriers steaming in a 

column formation. This gave me a hint and I hit upon the idea on the concentrative use of 

aircraft carriers. In 1941 this was repeatedly tested in the fleet and was put into 

practical use in such operations as Pearl Harbor, Indian Ocean, Midway, etc. 

According to this method, there was naturally no problem in the rendezvous of air 

squadrons launched from each aircraft carrier, but there was much possibility of each 

aircraft carrier simultaneously being exposed to attack by enemy aircraft. However, on the 

other hand, there was advantage that CAPs and anti-aircraft fire could be concentrated 

against attacking aircraft. 

If the conduct and operation of the war should be properly carried out, there was a 

good chance that we could draw the enemy toward us and destroy it. 

Taking the above mentioned into consideration, by the middle of 1941 the First Air 

Fleet decided the following two tactical principles in connection with basic use of its 

aircraft carriers: 

First, in case of attacking land bases, all carriers should be concentrically used, 

that is all kept together in one large box-like formation. Secondly, in case of the air to 

air battle between friendly and enemy carriers, the two aircraft carriers of each carrier 

squadron should be concentrated inside one screen of escorts but the carrier squadrons 

should be spread out and be deployed so as to encircle the enemy force. 

In the Pacific War, up to the Midway operation, only the first method had been used. At 

the Battle of Midway, as we were unable to obtain enough information concerning the 

movement of the U.S. Fleet, we had no time to shift the method from the first one to the 

second one. 

This is one of the reasons why we lost the battle. 

The second method was used at the Battle of the South Pacific and Marianas. We made our 

utmost effort in improving the skill in order to supplement inferior strength of the so-

called "60% Navy." 

While carrying out hard training, new ideas were conceived one by one. It seemed to me 

that the Fleet Air Force particularly obtained excellent results. 

The skill reached just before the outbreak of the war by the pilots and air-crews of 

the 1st Carrier Squadron that carried out the attack on Pearl Harbor were as follows: 

 



 Horizontal Bombing: Altitude 3,000 meters; target old type battleship Settsu; 

target speed 16-18 knots with free evasive manuever; target aqusition with a 

formation of 5 aircraft that was 50%; percentage of hits, 10%. 

 Dive Bombing: against a battleship with high speed and free evasive maneuver; 

percentage of hits, 40%. 

 Torpedo Attack: against a battleship with high speed and free evasive manuever; 

percentage of hits, daytime more than 80%, night time 70%. 

 

As for the skill of our fighter squadrons, it can't be shown by figures, but we 

were quite confident of their skill because there were many pilots who had actual 

fighting experience through the China Incident and moreover, our Zero fighter had 

superb capability. It was particularly so in a fighter to fighter battle. 

Defects of the Japanese fighter were exposed when it fought against B-17s. 

It was due to negligence of the lessons learned from the air warfare in Europe. For 

instance, we did not appreciate the importance of defensive armor of aircraft . 

As for the operational use of naval fighters, the following is worthy of special 

mention. 

In the light of the lessons derived from the China Incident, a new tactical 

idea arose that the key point in air warfare was the best use of long range 

fighters and henceforth there was a marked tendency that the fighter squadrons 

which had so far been used for defense, to be used for offense. 

Throughout the Pacific War, I learned many lessons and the major ones were as follows: 

1) There is no miracle in war. Sun-tzu, in his famous Chinese book on strategy, 

wrote, “The prospect of a war must be made prior to the start of the war." 

Victory or defeat depends upon its prospect. If one has sure prospect for victory, he 

will win. If one has uncertain prospect for it he will have little chance of victory. If 

one does not even make prospect, he will have much less chance of victory. Therefore, in 

so doing, one can foretell the result of the war even without fighting. 

It is indeed true. As I mentioned above, it was clearly known that the leading role in 

naval warfare had already been shifted from ship to aircraft before the outbreak of the 

war. The Navy was just hesitant in carrying it out. 

The numerical results obtained from war games or fleet exercises showed that the 

results of the actual battle were nearly equal to one of war games or fleet exercises. 



The spiritual power in military force is an essential factor but it should be regarded 

as a so-called "plus" factor. 

The idea to cover material shortage with spiritual power should not be adopted by 

military planners. 

2) In the case of deciding the nation’s course, retreat or altering the course must 

also be taken into account under certain situations. We should not stake the national fate 

on a game of chance. 

In air or sea warfare, the first-line force must be thorough with the principle, "Be 

sure to fight whenever you meet an enemy." 

The idea of the so-called "Gradual Diminution Operation" gave birth to the second 

thought that the unfavorable battle had to be evaded till the two opposed main forces 

would fight with each other. 

Such thinking very often became a cause for our missing important chances for victory. 

In my idea, it does not matter whether we win each battle or not. It is, however, 

important to act up to the traditional spirit that whenever we see our enemy, we should 

never fail to attack against him without considering the strengths of both forces. 

Under certain circumstances, we cannot sometimes obey an order to win over an enemy, 

but we can always carry out an order to attack the enemy under any circumstances. 

The military force, which is strictly keeping such a traditional spirit, can always 

contribute to security and advancement of the country in the long flow of history. 

3) War shall not be fought on for a long period. It should be fought in a short 

time. Sun-tzu wrote: "A prolonged war can never benefit a country. Those who cannot 

realize how harmful a war is do not know how to profit from war.” 

Japan had been taking up arms for a period of 14 years since the Manchurian Incident in 

1931 until 1945. To use military force for a long period never contributes to maintaining 

stricter military discipline and strong forces. 

Even when we cannot but resort to arms in accordance with the national policy, the 

force must be used as rapidly as possible, like a flying arrow just shot from a strong 

bow. 

Sun-tzu wrote: "Remain composed likea big mountain when not to move but move like 

lightening when to move." 

Thank you very much.



[A question-and-answer period followed:] 

Question: 

Well, I think, it is fitting and proper that I should honor a question first asked by 

a veteran of the Battle of Pearl Harbor, Captain Tesig, who would like to ask the 

General, why the Japanese striking force at Pearl Harbor did not bomb the fuel dumps at 

Hawaii? That question was asked this afternoon by the press and, frankly, I was not 

satisfied with the answer either, so, General, could you answer that question again? 

Answer: 

The order we received at that time was that the fleet should attack the aircraft 

carriers and the battleships first and the purpose of the attack was to prevent the 

United States Fleet . . . from interfering during the time our fleet was going to occupy 

the South area; that was for about six months. So at the time of the attack, we did not 

have any idea to attack such fuel dumps and so forth. 

Question: 

Thank you. A question from Midshipman Paul, Fourth Class. How influential do you 

feel, General, the Japanese Self-Defense land forces will become in regards to the 

future of Asia? I presume that would include Vietnam. 

Answer: 

You are asking, I think, about ground forces? 

Question: 

Ground forces, yes; well we could expand that to the Japanese military. 

Answer: 

The present Constitution of Japan prohibits the Self-Defense forces of Japan being 

dispatched overseas to do any kind of mission. That is the understanding of Article Nine 

of our present Constitution. Therefore, as long as the present Constitution is existing 

and the same such condition where we cannot dispatch any forces to overseas, we will be 

content. However, personally, I think that the entirety of Asian countries suffered as 

the only one country which is in a peaceful status and fittest progress is Japan, and so 

many countries in Asia suffered and the United States dispatched forces and helped 

suffering countries. 

It is not favorable to see such a condition here when only Japan can do anything, so 

I have been trying to persuade Japanese people that Japan should do. In other words, 

personally, I should think that Japan should take much more responsibilities on the 



preservation of peace and security of Asia, but if we put emphasis in such a matter of 

taking responsibilites, some Asian people and even some American people might have some 

kind of suspicion that Japan would have again some intention of conquering Asia so I do 

not like to discuss this matter tonight because it is a very difficult one, but it is 

quite sure that Japan should take more responsibility in the Far East. 

Question: 

The gentlemen of the Press, upon which we depend so heavily, would like the General 

to answer in English, to a couple of questions, and I wanted to pick fairly easy ones, 

so I picked one from a Navy wife who asked, [Laughter] no offense; have the Japanese 

people accepted the fact that the Emperor is no longer a god? 

Answer: 

They think that he is no longer a god, but they respect him. 

Question: 

That was too easy. There are questions here regarding what was wrong with the U.S. 

Navy in 1941 and I am sure the General cannot answer that; maybe some of your retired 

officers could, but if you could answer one more in English please; Japan is now seeking 

the return of Okinawa; Professor Lewis of the History Department asks: Is there a 

similar demand that Russia return the Kurile Islands to the North? 

Answer: 

Yes, we are anxious to have some negotiations with Russia to take back the Kurile 

Islands; as far as I have heard there is no possibility to have negotiations with 

Russia. Russia, everything has been said, nothing to discuss with you. [laughter] 

Question: 

Former Chief Pharmacist Mate J. J. Mason of the USS Dorsey, at Pearl Harbor on 

December 7th, asks this question: why did you concentrate on hitting our battleships and 

neglect the submarine base? 

Answer: 

That is a very hard question. We would like to attack the aircraft carriers, but 

there were no aircraft carriers [laughter] and then we concentrated on the battleships 

and the initial program had no intention to attack the submarine bases. 

Question: 

Professor Potter of the English History and Government Department; at the Battle of 

Midway, why was the main body of battleships separate from the carrier force under 



Nagumo? 

Answer: 

I cannot understand this even myself! [laughter] That is at the time of transition of 

the strategical concept from battleship to aircraft and I think in the headquarters of 

the Combined Fleet, they recognized that the aircraft was superior, but they remained in 

the concept of order. At that time, the Japanese Navy had been influenced particularly 

by the leading officers, had been influenced by such old tactics, old salts, that is why 

in practicability they cannot shift 100%; that is why in the Battle of Midway, when they 

were going to make a plan, naturally they had to put some kind of emphasis on 

battleships ans so forth. 

Question: 

Rear Admiral Fitzgerald, Staff Duty Officer on the battleship Maryland on December 

7th, asks you if there was ever any consideration given for making a landing in Hawaii, 

even for a short time? 

Answer: 

About several months prior to the outbreak of the war, I recommended to bring some 

landing forces with us, but it was rejected by higher authority. 

Question: 

And, as far as you know, that was the end of the matter? 

Answer: 

And others hold that if we had landed in Hawaii, I think that there would be many 

difficulties because support of the landing forces would be about 3,000 miles away. 

Question: 

Midshipman Estes, First Class, asks why Japan failed to establish a mass training 

program for pilots to replace those lost in the early battles; why would you always keep 

them on the front lines instead of sending them back? 

Answer: 

As a matter of fact, we wanted to do a mass production on Navy pilots, but since the 

U.S. Navy so quickly counterattacked and gave much damage to our naval aviation source, 

we could not maintain that, that is the truth. 

Question: 

Lt. Commander Powers of the English History and Government Department asks why should 

such a promising naval officer as Admiral Yamaguchi, who was a Comcardiv 2 of the Battle 



of Midway, choose to die with his ship, the carrier Hiryu, when it was sunk, when he was 

so baddly needed by the Navy? 

Answer: 

It is a most difficult problem of the naval officer as a warrior. I believe Admiral 

Yamaguchi had two courses to choose only. Admiral Yamaguchi and all Japanese naval 

officers had a kind of Oriental philosophy which comes from a so-called bushido, which 

is the spirit of the warrior. Whenever samurai meet the two to be chosen, he would 

select more difficult one. I believe Admiral Yamaguchi selected the more difficult one, 

which is sink with his warrior ship. I beleve that Admiral Yamaguchi came from such a 

family group which always honors purity of spirit; that is why if he would survive, he 

would make some kind of very bad spot in the history of his family group. That is why he 

chose death with his ship so it could have two ways; to carry his philosophy as a 

samurai—bushido—and also keep the honor of his family group. 

Question: 

Mr. White of the Baltimore Sun and even others are also asking this: why do you think 

Japan should assume a greater role in the Far East—military reasons, economic reasons, 

why do you think the role should be increased? 

Answer: 

There are many reasons. It is not only a matter of military affairs or economic 

affairs. By Japan in the Far East, I have thought like this even as an individual 

person; if the people allow that individual suffered and have difficulty, time out that 

man can enjoy his happiness and also prosperity. The only way a person can enjoy, should 

have the same prosperity and happiness as other people. When the other Asian people 

suffered from poverty and other difficulties, how can Japan enjoy our prosperity and 

riches? That would be dishonorable. I think that should be applied to every affair 

connected with Japan. 

Question: 

Midshipman Steppian, First Class, asked: were you ever aware early in the war, that 

we had broken your codes? 

Answer: 

I myself was under the consideration that the code was known by the other side, not 

only before the war, but also during the war, particularly at the time Admiral Yamamoto, 

Commander in Chief of the Combined Fleet, was shot and killed by U. S. aircraft; 



suspicion was much more increased, but unfortunately, those people involved in 

intelligence in the Japanese Navy didn’t believe that way. I was surprised to find how 

everything was decoded by U.S. facilities after the war. 

Question: This is a subject, I think, so sensitive to the Japanese because we made 

fun of it during the war. We did not understand Japan. We called their suicide bombs 

Baka, which means fool, and the General would like me to read his statement. You may 

understand me, perhaps, better. 

[General Genda’s remarks and a letter are read aloud:] 

It may be difficult for you to understand the reason why the Japanese race, who dared 

such historically unprecedented action as suicide attack and who attempted the most 

furious resistance against the Allied powers, was so obedient to the occupation 

policies. We must admit that the major reason why the postwar occupation was 

successfully carried out was attributable to the Emperor system. 

Also, the Japanese people, including myself, would not obey the order to surrender if 

it was issued under the Presidential System. As for the loyalty of the Japanese race in 

the past, a propaganda point that it was forced by the state authority was totally wrong 

and a misunderstanding. If you read the writings of the officers and men of the Kamikazi 

Special Attack Force, there are 4,500 such letters for the Navy alone, you can take in 

what was behind the fact that those young men sacrificed themselves for the sake of 

their country. 

[A letter, written in 1945 from a Japanese kamikaze pilot to his mother, is read 

aloud:] 

“Dear Mother: You were so kind enough to take care of me for a long time, for which I 

thank you from the bottom of my heart. We are really unusally blessed because 

we have been brought up by an unusually fond parent. I now keenly feel deepness 

of the parental love. I am now going to die for the sake of my country as a 

member of the Special Attack Force and my heart is filled with happiness. Please 

forgive me for preceding you in death, without returning the kindness shown by 

my parents. I have nothing to add or say, I feel inclined to see you once more 

before parting from each other forever. Although I feel I'm being irresponsible 

for my preceding you to the grave and joining my father in heaven, I am sure 

you will forgive me for the sake of my country. When you are notified of my 

death in action, please praise me and say to me, well done, with a smile. I shall 



not be happy if you lament my death. I rather desire that you smile, please 

smile sweetly. I do wish you to live happily. I am so pleased to be able to 

see my deceased father in heaven. I want to write more but have no time to do 

so. I sincerely wish you every happiness.” 

Question: 

Was the Japanese High Command surprised that Yokosuka Naval Base was not attacked by 

the B-29's? 

Answer: 

No. 

Question: 

You were not surprised? 

Answer: 

Yokosuka Naval Base was not bombed by B-29’s. 

Question: 

Didn’t you wonder why it was not bombed? 

Answer: 

I thought that reason why United States Air Forces and Navy didn’t bomb Yokosuka or 

some vital points is United States of America had known already they would make victory 

against Japan. That’s why they didn’t have to attack or bomb Yokosuka. 

Question; 

A number of people wonder at what point you felt Japan would lose the war. What was 

the turning point, the decisive battle of World War II in the Pacific? 

Answer: 

Midway was the turning point in the Pacific War. 

Question: 

There is certain mythology that exists in this country, if I may editorialize 

slightly, Franklin D. Roosevelt planned the attack on Pearl Harbor. Would you comment on 

that [laughter] since you planned it? Did you tell President Roosevelt that you were 

going to attack Pearl Harbor? 

Answer: 

I don't believe it was right, there was no chance for President Roosevelt to plan the 

Pearl Harbor attack, but since, as I understand the United States political 

organization, for example, declaration of war should be decided by Diet [Congress], 



that’s why President Roosevelt might wish that Japan attack Pearl Harbor somehow. This 

is just my imagination, but there might be the possibility that President Roosevelt 

might have wished that Japan would take the iniative to take action in the war. 

Question: 

General, where were you when the atomic bomb was dropped on Hiroshima, and what did 

you think about the atomic bomb when you had just learned of it? 

Answer: 

I was commanding a fighter wing. 

Question: 

Did you feel that this was unfair, to use atomic weapons? 

Answer: 

I think that if we had atomic bomb ...we might use that [laughter and applause]; we 

were fighting each other for the fate of our country. 

Question: 

If I may say so, this is the difference between a professional and an amateur. This 

is a fairly honest answer. I think the last question will have to be this: do you think. 

General, there should be a mutual security pact of East Asian nations, including Japan, 

in the future? A mutual defense security pact between Far Eastern nations with Japan as 

a full member? 

Answer: 

With or without the United States? 

Question: 

Well, either way. 

Answer: 

You mean a collective security? 

Question: 

Let’s say yes, with the United States, all major Pacific powers. 

Answer: 

As a personal opinion, I believe that not only Asian countries, but also all 

countries locating in West Pacific should have collective security treaty. I mean mutual 

security treaty. Ourselves, but in my opinion I also would like the United States would 

join that security treaty also. 

Thank you, General. 



 


