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Upon the conclusion of the Spanish-American War, the 1898 Treaty of Paris forced
Spain to cede Puerto Rico, parts of the West Indies, Guam, and the Philippines to the
United States. Over the past 110 years, the United States has instituted a myriad of
political, economic, and security policies to promote American interests with varying
degrees of success. George Santayana, once famously said, “Those who do not learn
from history are doomed to repeat it.” Therefore, reflecting on the past specifically; the
interwar period of 1919-1933 can provide insights to inform United States decisions with
respect to the Asia-Pacific region today. This paper uses operational design to compare
and contrast the strategic environment from 1919-1933 to today, then compare and
contrast the problem the United States attempted to solve during these same two
periods, and finally, examine the approach outcomes of the interwar period to inform

U.S. decision making in the region today.






A Look Back to Look Forward: Insights from 1919-1933 Applied to America’s
2011 Shift to the Pacific

Here, we see the future. As the world’s fastest-growing region -- and home
to more than half the global economy -- the Asia Pacific is critical to
achieving my highest priority, and that's creating jobs and opportunity for
the American people. With most of the world’s nuclear power and some
half of humanity, Asia will largely define whether the century ahead will be
marked by conflict or cooperation, needless suffering or human progress.

—President Barack Obama, 2011*

United States Shift to the Asia Pacific Region: Rationale and Challenges

After a decade of foreign policy focused on Irag and Afghanistan, in November
2011, the United States announced it would expand and intensify its already significant
role in the Asia Pacific region. President Barack Obama, in an address to the Australian
Parliament stated, “the United States is a Pacific power,” and that, “the United States
will play a larger and long term role in shaping this region [the Asia-Pacific] and its
future.” Four major developments prompted the Obama and his Administration to
realign United States policy and strategy with the Asia-Pacific. First, growing business
and trade in the region, particularly with China, was important to America’s economic
future. Second, China’s more aggressive claims to disputed maritime territories and
increasing military capability and capacity threatened freedom of navigation and the
ability of the United States to project power in the region. Third, the end of combat
operations and significant troop with drawl from Iraq and Afghanistan meant the United
States could apply military power elsewhere in the world if needed. And fourth, efforts
to significantly cut defense spending in the U.S. federal government’s budget created a
perception U.S. commitment in Asia could wane.® A shift to the Pacific would allow the

United States to shape the norms and rules of the region while promoting U.S. interests.



According to National Security Advisor Tom Donilon, the goal of the United States in the
region was to ensure international law and norms were respected, that commerce and
freedom of navigation were not impeded, that emerging powers built trust with their
neighbors, and that disagreements were resolved peacefully without threats or
coercion.”

Having an American presence in the Asia Pacific region is nothing new. Upon
the conclusion of the Spanish-American War, the 1898 Treaty of Paris forced Spain to
cede Puerto Rico, parts of the West Indies, Guam, and the Philippines to the United
States.” Over the past 110 years, the United States has instituted a myriad of political
economic, and security policies to promote American interests with varying degrees of
success. George Santayana, once famously said, “Those who do not learn from history
are doomed to repeat it.”® Therefore, reflecting on the past specifically; the interwar
period of 1919-1933 can provide insights to inform United States decisions with respect
to the Asia-Pacific region today.

Such a dramatic shift in Obama’s policy and strategy however, also comes with
substantial challenges, to include: a national fiscal crisis, China’s perception that this
policy is one of containment, and the regional concern that future administrations will
not follow through on what Obama started. First, the United States reached its statutory
debt limit and is facing a fiscal crisis. The statutory debt limit is the total amount of
money the United States government is authorized to borrow to meet its existing legal
obligations such as Social Security, military pay, and interest on the national debt but it
does authorize new spending commitments.” As of January 2013, the United States

gross national debt was $16.4 trillion. While raw numbers are interesting, the more



telling statistic is when debt is expressed as a percentage of the overall economy or
gross domestic product. In this case, $16.4 trillion equates to 105% of America’s gross
domestic product.® Despite the Budget Control Act of 2011 which will trigger automatic
spending cuts, commonly called “sequestration”, government spending will still eclipse
revenue, resulting in an unsustainable and growing national debt. The Budget Control
Act of 2011 automatically cuts $1.2 trillion out of $46.3 trillion in total spending.® 42.6%
of that sequestration was defense spending.’® Draconian defense cuts, unrealized
entitlement reform, and failure to adequately address the national debt in a meaningful
way will adversely affect the global economy and constrain the United States when
America tries to leverage instruments of national power. Second, China perceives the
United States shift to the Pacific as a way for America to contain China. In fact, the
Chinese believe, “the United States is a revisionist power that seeks to curtail China’s
political influence and harm China’s interests.”** China’s perception of the United States
could complicate relationships between the two nations and make it difficult for the
United States to obtain Chinese cooperation on a myriad of issues. Worst case China’s
reaction to America’s increased emphasis in the Pacific could even lead to conflict,
especially in the South and East China Sea. The third challenge facing the United
States with a shift to the Pacific is perception that America may not be commited to a
long-term policy, which risks the future of American credibility. Many nations in the
region see a long-term pattern of American decline and worry about the weak United
States economy and specifically the implications for defense spending. Will the U.S.
have the ability and resources to deploy forces in the long term? Nations in the region

guestioned whether the United States was ready to increase investment in the region



and whether or not America could truly afford that investment.** Skepticism that the
United States can stay focused on the Asia-Pacific could potentially make nations in the
region less likely to negotiate with the United States for security. And our focus on
“Building Partner Capacity” may be seen as simply asking our Allies to pay the bill. The
inability of the United States to shift some of the burden -- getting other states to do
more for their security so the United States can do less -- ultimately puts American
interests at risk.*®

Operational Design

The framework for this paper is organized into three sections that follow
operational design. Operational design is a framework for strategy formulation at the
theater strategic level which underpins a campaign or major operation plan.** Users of
operational design then apply the elements of national power to change the current
strategic environment to one that is more aligned with United States’ interests. The
three aspects of operational design are: understand the environment, define the
problem, and develop the approach. This paper will first, compare and contrast the
strategic environment from 1919-1933 to today, second, compare and contrast the
problem the United States attempted to solve during these same two periods, and third,
examine the approach outcomes of the interwar period to inform U.S. decision making
in the region today.

Understanding the Environment

To fully understand the environment operational design users not only
understand the relationships between the actors, factors, and influences in the strategic
environment but also identify the friction points, trends, and end state of what each actor

desires. Actors in the environment can be specific people, nation states, non- state
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actors, or any type of organization or group. Factors are anything that contributes to or
influences an outcome. Influences are the effect of something on a person, place, or
event. But simply understanding who the actors, factors, and influences is only the first
step to understanding the environment. Understanding the relationships between
actors, factors, and influences will assist in identifying trends and potential friction points
in the environment. Understanding relationships and identifying trends and friction
points assist with developing lines of effort or the “ways” of strategy to change the
strategic environment and achieve the desired end state. The end state, or what each
actor ultimately wants the strategic environment to look like will provide more insight into
defining the problem and determining the best approach.

1919-1933 Interwar Strategic Environment

The strategic environment during the interwar period from 1919 to 1933 is best
framed by events surrounding the end of World War | and the conclusion of the
Manchurian Crisis in 1933, which saw Japanese hegemony manifest through a railroad
“accident” followed by military expansion into Manchuria. 1919-1933 clearly defined
military and economic winners and losers and set the stage for nations to seek power in
consonance with their purpose and interests. During the interwar period most of the
world focused on the reconstruction of Europe with the exception of reducing Japanese
naval power in the Pacific. World War | engulfed most of the nations in Europe with the
primary actors including France, Belgium, Germany, Austria, Hungary, Turkey, Russia,
Serbia, and Great Britain but also involved Japan and China in the Pacific. Japan, allied
with France, Britain and Russia, agreed to enter the war if she was promised Germany’s
Pacific territories of the Northern Marianas Islands, the Marshall Islands, the Federated

States of Micronesia and Palu, as well as Samoa. China participated in the war by
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providing labor of over 140,000 to Britain and France who buried the dead, dug
trenches, and worked in munitions factories.” The Allied Powers largely rebuffed
China’s requests at the Paris Peace Conference at the end of World War I. Japan, on
the other hand gained considerable territory and increased its sphere of influence.

During World War |, Japan primarily secured the sea lanes of South Pacific and
Indian Oceans against the German navy. In 1915 however, Japan presented China
with The Twenty One Demands which would make China a Japanese protectorate.
Pressure from the United States forced Japan to rescind the demands. It was clear
Japan wanted to acquire territory and expand its influence in the Pacific.

The Treaty of Versailles, signed in 1919 at the Paris Peace conference formally
ended World War I. France, Britain, Italy and the United States (the Allies) stripped
Germany of 13.5% of its 1914 territories that included some seven million people, all of
its overseas territories, returned Alsace-Lorraine to France, enlarged Belgium’s
boarders, granted parts of East Prussia to Lithuania, and Czechoslovakia received the
Sudetenland. The Treaty restricted Germany’s military to a maximum of 100,000 and a
banned the use of heavy atrtillery, gas, tanks and aircraft.’® Similarly, the Treaty banned
German submarines and restricted naval shipping to under 10,000 tons. The most
controversial aspect of the Treaty however, levied punitive damages that ultimately
amounted to roughly $33 billion (about $402 billion today).'” Famous British economist
John Maynard Keynes, whose ideas much of the world’s economy is based on today,
stormed out of the Paris Peace Conference arguing that reparations would cripple
Germany's economy. By 1923, Germany had defaulted on its reparations so many

times that France sent troops to occupy the Ruhr region in northern Germany to force



them to pay.'® Eventually The Dawes Plan and the Young Plan amended Germany'’s
reparation amounts based on what Germany could pay and not on what the Allies
demanded. But Germany wasn’t the only country who encountered challenges with
inflation and repaying war reparations.

The United States lent more than $10B to Italy, Britain, and France for both the
conduct of the World War | and reconstruction efforts that followed.'* The Republican
presidents of the 1920s, Woodrow Wilson, Warren G. Harding, Calvin Coolidge, and
Herbert Hoover, consistently denied that any link existed between war debt payments
owed to the U.S. and the reparations payments expected from Germany. However,
France, Britain, and Italy were unable to repay the United States because Germany
could not pay them.® The result was the establishment of the gold exchange standard.
The gold exchange standard pegged every countries currency to the US dollar and
British pound which were then backed by the dollar. When the 1929 Great Depression
began countries tried to cash in their pounds and dollars for gold. There wasn’t enough,
the gold exchange standard died in 1933 and fiat currencies reigned. Most countries
around the globe became isolationist in nature, focused on domestic problems. The
United States and Europe, scarred from the massive losses of World War |, adopted an
attitude of non-intervention and mere consultation when Japan invaded Manchuria in
1931. Despite China’s repeated attempts to invoke the Nine Power Treaty, the Kellogg-
Braind Act, and consult the United Nations, Manchuria fell to Japan. All the while, fiat
currencies ultimately led to massive trade imbalances just prior to the start of World War
1. Clearly, Germany’s default on war reparations, Britain, France, and Italy’s inability

to pay war debts to the United States, Japan’s thirst to become a great power, the



League of Nations perceived as a debating body, and the effects of the Great
Depression were all friction points during the interwar period. With this myriad of friction
points it is not surprising the United States and Japan had different ideas of what the
future strategic environment should be.

Throughout the interwar period The United States and Japan had conflicting end
states. Japan either alone or with other countries, waged wars of aggression against
any country or countries, “which might oppose her purpose of securing the military,
naval, political and economic domination of East Asia and of the Pacific and Indian
Oceans and their adjoining countries and neighbouring islands.”® The United States
however saw the strategic environment a little differently. President Woodrow Wilson’s
famous 14 point speech at the Paris Peace Conference in 1919 provides insight into the
United States’ desired strategic environment end state for the interwar period. Wilson’s
14 points can be summarized as the “abolition of secret treaties, a reduction in
armaments, an adjustment in colonial claims in the interests of both native peoples and
colonists, and freedom of the seas.”® His proposals for a peaceful rules based post
war world order were, “the removal of economic barriers between nations, the promise
of self-determination for those oppressed minorities, and a world organization that
would provide a system of collective security for all nations.”*
Current Asia Pacific Strategic Environment

Thirty six nations comprise the Asia Pacific region and are home to more than
50% of the world’s population, five of the ten world’s largest militaries, two of the three
world’s largest economies, and over the next ten years will become the world’s largest
consumer market.* The significant actors in the region include the countries of Japan,

South Korea, Australia, the Philippines, Thailand and emerging powers such as China,
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India, and Indonesia. Other prominent actors focused on economic prosperity include
the organizations of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), the Asian
Pacific Economic Council (APEC), the World Trade Organization (WTO), and the Trans
Pacific Partnership (TTP).

The region spans both the Pacific and Indian oceans that are increasingly “linked

126

by shipping and strategy,””” giving it enormous trade and military value. An estimated
$5 trillion worth of trade, including oil and gas between Europe and the Middle East and
East Asia is shipped through its waters focused on the Straits of Malacca.”’ Key factors
in the region besides shipping and trade include a March 2013 change in Chinese
national leadership, North Korean successful long range missile tests, the expanding
population’s thirst for energy and food in the region, and the five mutual defense treaties
the United States has with Japan, South Korea, Australia, the Philippines, and Thailand.
Given these factors it becomes obvious that, “U.S. economic and security interests are
inextricably linked to developments in the arc extending from the Western Pacific and
East Asia into the Indian Ocean Region and South Asia, creating a mix of evolving
challenges and opportunities.”® The United States clearly has decided that what
happens in the Asia Pacific region is in our vital interests.

Vital influences in the region include but are not limited to, the United States not
ratifying the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS), North Korea
successfully developing small nuclear warheads for its missiles, China more

aggressively claiming and defending the embroiled Spratly Islands and Scarborough

Shoal in the South China Sea, and the effect Japan’s debasing Yen will have on the



global economy. These complex and often interrelated influences help assemble the
forces that will shape trends and friction points.

After a comprehensive examination of relationships between actors, factors, and
influences in the Asia Pacific region, one can identify many trends and friction points.
Primary general trends include piracy at both ends of the Straits of Malacca, increasing
human rights violations, wide spread corruption, transnational and international criminal
activity and terrorism, historic and strong nationalism, developing nations increasing
investment in military capability and capacity, multiple cross boarder tensions, increased
natural disasters, and a competition for natural resources such as fish, precious metals,
oil, and natural gas. Noteworthy friction points include disputed sovereignty over
islands in the South China and East China Sea, freedom of navigation issues based on
the interpretation of UNCLOS, human rights violations that affect trade agreements and
membership in economic organizations, and trade imbalances between China and other
nations in the region.

China, Taiwan, Vietnam, the Philippines, Malaysia, and Brunei, all claim
sovereignty to the Spratly islands in the South China Sea. China, Taiwan, and Japan
contest the ownership of the Senkaku Islands in the East China Sea. Sovereignty of the
Spratly and Senkaku islands are extremely important in the region because of the
resources that come with it. Whichever nation can claim sovereignty and enforce it can
claim national territory out to 12.1 nm and establish an Economic Exclusion Zone (EEZ)
that extends out to 200 nautical miles.” A nation has sole exploitation rights over all
natural resources within the EEZ. But natural resources are not the only reason a

nation would declare an EEZ.
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UNCLOS also stipulates navigational rights in the EEZ. The United States and
China dispute freedom of navigation rights concerning military activities within the EEZ
specifically between 12.1nm and 200nm. The United States cites Articles 58 and 87 of
UNCLOS to enjoy unqualified freedom of navigation and over flight as on the high seas.
The United States contends military activities such as operating military equipment,
intelligence gathering, surveillance and reconnaissance activities, exercises, operations,
and surveys are legal. China argues however, that freedoms stipulated in article 58
have qualifications specifically; “due regard” for the rights of all other States and the
overarching principle of “for peaceful purpose and use.”® Therefore, China believes
military operations, intelligence gathering, surveillance and reconnaissance activities,
exercises, and surveys infringe on China’s national security interests and can be
interpreted as a hostile use of force or a threat of the use of force. In essence, China
and the United States interpret UNCLOS to suit their own strategic interest.

The third friction point in the region revolves around human rights issues.
Despite progress, human right violations in the Asia Pacific region continue to be a
significant challenge misaligned with U.S. interests. Some issues are specific to certain
countries while others are region wide. China, North Korea, Burma, Malaysia, Vietnam,
Cambodia, India, Indonesia are some of the worst offenders. However, Australia, New
Zealand, and Singapore have made drastic improvements and are leaders in human
rights reform.** To influence another’s behavior, the United States has historically
imposed economic sanctions on those countries with substantial human rights
violations. The United States has drastically reduced the number of countries it

imposed unilateral sanctions on since 1992; from 29 to now just 6 in including Burma
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and North Korea in the region.** In addition to sanctions the United States can also
withhold membership into organizations formed to promote trade and economic
prosperity. For example, the United States will not permit China to join the Trans Pacific
Partnership. Holding human rights as a core value may spur other regional actors to
turn away from the United States and develop bi-lateral multi-lateral relationships with
China.

The last primary friction point in the region encompasses trade imbalances
amongst the three world’s largest economies in the region: the United States, Japan
and China. Japan last reported a trade surplus in July 2012 of $62B and an overall
surplus in only the last 7 of 24 months.*® The trade figures underscore a broader trend
of Japan's declining global economic clout and a rapidly aging population, compounding
the immediate problem of increased reliance on fuel imports due to the loss of nuclear
power. In 2011-2012, the yen's surge to record levels against the dollar and euro made
Japanese exports more expensive and lessened the value of foreign-earned income
when brought home. As imports continue to rise and exports continue to decline Japan
still faces stiff competition from South Korea, Taiwan and Singapore, where labor and
production costs are cheaper. The U.S. goods trade deficit with Japan was $62.6 billion
in 2011 and is expected to slightly decrease in the coming years due to Japan’s
increased reliance on energy resources.* China in 2011-2012 was in an economic
recovery and unlike Japan, posted trade surpluses in 21 of 24 months.* The U.S.
goods trade deficit with China was $295.5 billion in 2011 and has increased since

then.* In the last 24 months the United States has never had a trade surplus nor a
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trade deficit less than $385B.%" Therefore, while China’s economy is growing Japan and
the United States is anemically growing or close to stagnant year over year.

In the Asia Pacific region many countries have different ideas of what the future
should look like. However, the United States and China have potentially conflicting end
states. The United States end state is a region in which the United States is a global
leader, America and her allies are secure, a vibrant open international economic system
promoting prosperity exists, and countries respect universal values. China’s end state
is a region in which China achieves the status of an equal great world power while
“blunting destabilizing influences from abroad, avoiding territorial losses, reducing its
neighbor’s suspicions, and sustaining economic growth.”® These two end states
provide insight into the motivations of each actor. Understanding motivation can help
shape strategy ways and means to change the strategic environment and align it more
closely with U.S. interests

Similarities

There are three crucial similarities between the strategic environment of 1919-
1930 and the strategic environment of today in the Asia Pacific region. First, there are
similar major rising world powers in the region. During the interwar period it was Japan
leading economic, political, and social change. Today it is China. Both China and
Japan have long standing disputed territorial claims in the region. Today, China makes
historical sovereign claims to the Diaoyu (Senkaku) islands but so does Japan. In 1931,
Japan made historical sovereign claims to Manchuria just as China did. China wants
the Diaoyu islands because of its resources just as Japan wanted Manchuria for its
resources.>® Also, China has, just as Japan had, a multitude of global security

agreements that could potentially embroil other countries in conflict. Lastly, and maybe
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most importantly, China firmly believes now, just as Japan did then that it is their
nation’s right, that it is their country’s destiny, to become an equal great power in the
world. Today, the United States top trading partner in the Asia Pacific region is China.
According to the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission in Congress,
in 2012 40% of all imports into the United States come from China.*® In 1935, Japan
was America’s largest trading partner in the region accounting for 43% of overall
trade.** The second similarity is the criticality of freedom of navigation in the global
commons remains paramount. Maritime geography has not been drastically changed in
the last 110 years and the shipping lanes and trade routes in the Asia-Pacific region
have largely remained the same. As the world’s population has grown so has the
amount of traffic in the global commons in the Asia Pacific region. The third similarity
between the two strategic environments is an intense competition for energy resources.
During the interwar period Japan expanded into Manchuria for its available land and its
coal resources. Today China lays claim to the Spratly Islands, the Senkaku Islands, the
Scarborough Shoal, and the Paracel Islands because of the oil, gas, and fishing rights
associated with an EEZ.

Differences

Three key differences exist between the strategic environment of the interwar
period of 1919-1933 and today. First, the cyberspace domain exists today but didn’t
during the interwar period. The inventions of the computer, the cloud, and the internet
have created an entirely new domain to attack and defend. Such things as the
television, internet, and social media did not exist during the interwar period, and can
spread information at a pace not possible in the past. Second, warfare has evolved

from being a state sponsored activity to now include much greater non-state sponsored
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activity such as terrorism designed to attack an existing political order. The history of
terrorism dates back to the 1st century with the Sicarii or “dagger men.” The Sicarii or
Jewish state sponsored assassins murdered enemies and collaborators in their
campaign to oust their Roman rulers from Judea. Today’s terrorists rely heavily on the
mass media to create an aura of terror among many people. The third key difference
between the strategic environment of the interwar period and today is the increased
number of influential multilateral organizations in the region such as ASEAN, APEC, the
WTO, and TPP. The first of these organizations was created after World War Il in a
response to a growing and increasingly interconnected global economy. And fourth, the
population of the world has exponentially increased in size and the economy has
become more globally interdependent. During the interwar period the United States
was not concerned with the economies of Japan and China. But today because of the
amount of trade and investment the United States has in the second and third world’s
largest economies, the US would ignore China and Japan to its peril. Once users of
operational design understand the relationships between actors, factors, and influences,
have identified trends, friction points, and end states, users of operational design are
better informed to define the problem.

Define the Problem

United States Problem During the Interwar period

Based on the friction points of the period and conflicting end states with Japan,
the United States defined the problem then as: “How does the United States assure
and sustain economic vitality while devoting sufficient resources to maintain American
preeminence in the Pacific and avoiding costly naval expansion to balance an

ascending Japan?”
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United States Problem Today:

The United States faces a similar problem today with China as it faced with
Japan during the interwar period. Today the United States defines the problem as,
“‘How does the United States promote security and stability in the Southeast Asia region
in a whole of government approach working by, with, and through all of our regional
partners and allies while avoiding open conflict with China?”

Similarities

The United States has distinct similarities between the problem she faced during
the interwar period and the challenge she faces in the Asia Pacific today. First, both
China and Japan had a strong sense of nationalism and their history, and believed in
their country’s right to be an equal great world power. Both wanted to expand their
sphere of influence economically, politically, and militarily. In 1915 Japan presented her
21 Demands to China to essentially make China a protectorate. Even though Japan
failed it did not keep her from acquiring territory. At the conclusion of World War |
Japan received all of Germany’s Pacific territories and in 1931 successfully invaded
China owned Manchuria. Today, China’s “9 dash map” clearly define China’s territory
to include Taiwan, the Diaoyu Islands (the Senkaku Islands of Japan) in the East China
Sea, and the Paracel Islands, Scarborough Shoal, and Spratly Islands in the South
China Sea.”* Additionally, both Japan and China had growing naval capacity and
capability. The United States was so concerned over Japan’s navy during the interwar
period America signed the 1922 Nine Power Treaty and the 1930 London Naval
Conference Treaty to limit Japan’s naval tonnage, types of capabilities, and any future
ship building. Today, China’s navy consists of 225,000 sailors organized into three

fleets composed of surface forces, submarine forces, naval aviation, and coastal
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defense forces.*® Of note, China operates the largest submarine fleet in the Pacific and
landed a fighter jet on its first air craft carrier in November 2012.*

Differences

There were three distinct differences between the problem the United States
faced during the interwar period and the problem it faces today. First, during the
interwar period the United States’ biggest trading partner was Europe. Europe was
recovering from the devastation of World War | and The United States funded some of
the reconstruction and recovery efforts there. Today, China and Japan are America’s
biggest trading partners and neither country is recovering from a recent world war.
Second, unlike the interwar period where most other nations were indebted to the
United States, today, the United States is heavily indebted to China. And third, the
nature of treaties are different today. During the interwar period, treaty themes revolved
around disarmament and non-involvement. Most treaties like the Four and Five Power
Treaty simply required consultation. Today, the United States has defense treaties with
Japan, Australia, and South Korea that require the United States to commit forces. The
similarities are more important than the differences because the similarities reflect the
parallels between Japan and China as rising powers, both of whom the United States
wanted to avoid conflict with.

Examine the Approach

While examining the approach to solve any problem, operational design requires
the identification of general lines of effort, a determination of decisive points and
objectives, a description of a broad concept to accomplish the objectives, a
determination of the likely second and third order effects on the environment, and an

assessment and mitigation of risk. However, the United States key to solving both her
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interwar period and current day problem lie in balancing economic development with
relative military capacity and capability. Therefore, defense treaties and economic
development during these two periods will be the focus of the approach.

United States Interwar Period Approach

Defense Treaties

In the wake of World War I, U.S. officials and private citizens made significant efforts
to guarantee the United States would not be drawn into another war.** It was President
Woodrow Wilson who led the effort to ensure the peaceful future of the United States.
President Wilson clearly articulates the interests of the United States at the start of the
interwar period in his famous 14 points speech given to a joint session of Congress on
January 8, 1918. President Wilson’s intent was to articulate causes of World War | as
well as proposals for a peaceful post-war world order. President Wilson’s 14 points can
be summarized as the “abolition of secret treaties, a reduction in armaments, an
adjustment in colonial claims in the interests of both native peoples and colonists, and
freedom of the seas.”*® His proposals for a peaceful rules based post war world order
were, “the removal of economic barriers between nations, the promise of self-
determination for those oppressed minorities, and a world organization that would
provide a system of collective security for all nations.”*’ America’s interests articulated
in Wilson’s 14 Point speech became the framework for all aspects of United States
policy starting in 1919. However, Britain and France, more concerned with regaining
what they had lost during World War One and punishing Germany, scuttled most of
Wilson’s points at Versailles.*® But, Wilson’s point calling for a world organization that
would provide some system of collective security, later known as the League of Nations,

was incorporated into the Treaty of Versailles. But that was Europe. In the Asia-Pacific
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Region, United States foreign policy focused primarily on Japan and China. Besides
the interest of peace, the two biggest interests that drove American policy were
disarmament and isolationism.*®

One of the biggest lessons the United States learned from World War | was how
incredibly expensive a Navy is to operate and maintain. The major world navy powers
attended the London Naval Conference in 1921. The result of that conference was the
Four Power Treaty, the Five Power Treaty, and the Nine Power Treaty which
collectively focused on consultation rather than a commitment of forces as well as the
reduction of capability and capacity of the world’s four largest navies specifically the
United States, Great Britain, Japan, and France. The goal of the United States while
negotiating these treaties was to maintain America’s naval superiority without having to
invest heavily in her fleet and to avoid any commitment of US military forces. In
essence, the United States pursued security on the cheap and believed that a reduced
number of weapons reduced the likelihood of conflict.

The 1921 Four Power Treaty

In 1921, The United States of America, the British Empire, France and Japan signed
the Four Power Treaty. The Four Power Treaty replaced the Anglo-Japanese Treaty of
1902. In the years following World War |, U.S. policymakers saw Japan as the greatest
rising military threat. “Heavily militarized and looking to expand its influence and
territory, Japan had the potential to threaten U.S. colonial possessions in Asia and the
profitable China trade.”® The Anglo-Japanese Treaty was a source of concern for the
United States because the 1902 treaty obligated Britain and Japan to become allies. If
the United States were to end up in a war with Japan, Britain would be obligated to join

Japan in the fight against the United States. By abrogating the 1902 Anglo-Japanese
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Treaty and creating a Four-Power agreement, the US, Britain, France, and Japan
ensured that no one country would be obligated to engage in a conflict, but that a
mechanism would exist for discussions if a conflict emerged.® Additionally, the Four
Power Treaty stipulated all four countries “promised to respect each other’s Pacific

possessions,”*?

and notify one another in event that any other country launched an
attack in area.>® However, the Four Power Treaty did not address disarmament. To
address naval disarmament participants at the 1921-1922 London Conference created
the Five Powers Treaty.

The 1922 Five Powers Treaty

The United States, Great Britain, Japan, France, and Italy signed the Five Powers
Treaty in 1922. The Five Power Treaty was the cornerstone of naval disarmament
during the interwar period. It called for each of the five involved countries to maintain a
set ratio of warship tonnage. The treaty allowed the United States and Britain 500,000
tons, Japan 300,000 tons, and France and Italy both 175,000 tons or a ratio of
5:5:3:1.75:1.75.>* Japan preferred less disparity between her and the United States and
Britain and proposed the tonnage be allott