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THE U.S. ADMINISTRATION OF THE RYUKYU ISLANDS

AND THE REVERSION OF OKINAWA (1961-1972)

Hiroshi Hosaka

Introduction

In this treaties, I highlight the period from the early years of 1960's to the month of

May 1972, when the reversion of Okinawa took place.

My energy was directed mainly to clarify the Japanese-U.S. negotiations over the

returning of the administration of the Ryukyu Islands, which ended up in the form of

"Reversion With Home-land Level Restrictions Without Nuclear Weapons." It should be

noted that the fact that diplomatic documents executed from 1969 to 1971, during which

years the negotiation reached its climax, still remain heavily veiled and undisclosed at this

point in time by the Japanese and the U.S. governments from political considerations. This

has prevented me from carrying out examination widely and from many different angles.

However, the memoirs recently published by the high ranking Japanese and the U.S.

ex-officials or by the officials directly involved in the reversion negotiations helped my

examination to a lesser extent. This treatise is to explain the political bargaining which

took place between Japan and the U.S., which was most exemplified in the final phase of 1972

reversion, with the aid of recently published memorirs, and utilizing the minutes of the

U.S_ Congress and Japanese Diet, newspapers, magazines, and other documents executed

by the USCAR(The United States Civil Administration of the Ryukyu Islands), and inter

views with the people concerned.

The important themes to be given consideration are the" reversion movement" and the

various political problems such as the public election of Chief Executive of the Government

of the Ryukyus ( GRI), the transferring of jurisdic tional power to GRI, the riot that

occurred at Koza city in 1970, transportation of poisonous gas', all of which without fail

catch the eyes of historians, but they are for the most part excluded from this treatise

due to the restricted number of pages of this report and the limited availability of refer

ence materials.

The next treatise scheduled to succeed this will focus light on how the Okinawans

evaluated and how they realized the reversion.

To conclude, the reversion to the mainland Japan was used as a tool of political

bargaining between the governments of Japan and the U.S. contrary to and neglecting the

hopes and expectations for peace cherished by the Okinawan people. The U.S. sought more

effective and lawful maintenance of the U.S. bases in the Ryukyus in return for the rever-
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sion of the Ryukyu Islands to Japan. On the other hand, the Government of Japan could

keep respecting the non-nuclear policy by realizing the "Reversion With Home-land Level

Restrictions Without Nuclear Weapons," and thereby got rid of the critical internal polio

tical problem and preserved the stable government by the conservative political party.

* Books and treatises to be referred to are listed below; Gregory Henderson, ed,

Public Diplomacy and Political Change, New York: Praeger, 1973. Albert Seigal, United

States Policy toward Okinawa, 1945 -1972. Doctorial dissertation, West Virginia Univer

sity, 1978. Neal Abel, Marcot, The Japanese Foreign Policymaking Process: A Case

Study-Okinawa Reversion, Doctorial dissertation, Georgetown University, 1981. John K.

Emmerson, Arms, Yen & Power, Tokyo, Charles E. Tuttle-Company, 1972. Herbert A.

Kampf, The United States and Okinawa ,- A study in Dependency Relationship, Doctorial

dissertation, The City University of New York, 1972.

I Kennedy's New Policy and High Commissioner Caraway's Administra

tion of Okinawa.

1. Kennedy's New Policy

On March 19, 1962, President John F.Kennedy announced his New Policy for Okinawa

with respect to the U.S. administration of Okinawa. This new policy revised Presidential

Executive Order 10713 issued on June 5, 1957, and worked out more concrete arrangements

for the U.S. administration of Okinawa in line with closer Japan-U.S. cooperation based

on the meeting held in June 1961 between Prime Minister Hayato Ikeda and President

Kennedy. Included in the New Policy were three basic items as follows:

(1) To enhance the welfare and well-being of the inhabitants of Okinawa
and, for that purpose, to ask Congress to amend the Price Act to remove
the present $6 million limit on assistance to Okinawa; (2) to enter into
discussions with the Japanese government to work out the precise arrange
ments of a co-operative relationship between the United States and Japan
in providing assistance to promote the welfare and economic development
of the Okinawa people; (3) to make some modifications in the governmen
tal structure and procedures of the administration of Okinawa which
included (a) the appointment of a 'civilian' civil administrator (an office
under the High Commissioner which had been previously occupied by
military personnel), (b) restating the Executive Order to clarify the
restricted purposes of the veto power of the High Commissioner, (c)
provisions for nomination of the Chief Executive of the GRI by the
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legislature, (d) transfer, when possible, of certain governmental functions
to the GRI, and so on.1

In his statement President Kennedy acknowledged "the desires of the Ryukyuan people

to assert their identity as Japanese" and went on to say "I recognize the Ryukyus to be a

part of the Japanese homeland." And further he stated "I (have directed) to minimize the

stress that will accompany the antcipated eventual restoration of the Ryukyu Islands to

Japanese administration."

The concept of "residual sovereignty" was always in the minds of the U.S. administra

tors of Okinawa. But President Kennedy's statement wherein he recognizes "Ryukyus to be

a part of the Japanese homeland" outdistanced the concept here-to-fore held by the U.S.,

although the U.S. still held on to the idea that U.S. bases in Okinawa were of the greatest

importance in maintaining peace in the Far East. This idea was well expressed in the words

bases is of the greatest importance in maintaining our deterrent power in the face of

threats to the peace in the Far East."

peace in the Far East."

Although acknowledging that the Ryukyu Islands were part of the Japanese homeland,

the New Policy only stressed that the importance of the U.S. bases in the Ryukyus

remained the same. Consequently, the Presidential Statement only served to give democratic

camouflage to the U.S. ruling over the Ryukyu Islands, satisfying people both in mainland

Japan and in the Ryukyu Islands.

In October 1961, prior to the statement of Kennedy's New Policy, the Task Force

Ryukyus was dispatched to Okinawa. "As a result of the deep concern of the High Commis

siOller of the Ryukyu Islands, General Caraway", the Task Force headed by Carl Kaysen,

Deputy Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs, was composed of five

officials from the White House, the State Department, the Agency for International Develop

ment, the Department of Labor, and the Defense Department, accompanied by a working

group of eight members.

This Task Force arrived in Okinawa in two groups, on October 5 and 13 respectively

and carried out more than 21 days of investigation. During their stay, they contacted

authorities from the Okinawa side and conducted professional investigations on political,

economic, labor and other problems. On their way back to the U.S., they stopped in

Tokyo to meet with the U.S. Ambassador to Japan, Edwin O. Reishauer and with high

ranking officials of the Japanese Government. Members of the Task Force Ryukyus, upon

returning to the U.S., debated among themselves and drafted their Report and Recommenda-
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tion in December 1961, although it was unofficial.

According to the Report, Task Force Ryukyus was established on August 11, 1961 by

the National Security Action Memorandum (No 68). The aims of, and considerations to be

given in undertaking the investigation are noticed in the following:

(The Task Force Ryukyus was) directed to investigate the extent to which
economic and social conditions contribute to the dissatisfaction of the
Ryukyuans, what measures can we undertake to improve economic and
social conditions, and what specific steps are needed to make such a
program effective. In carrying out its task the group will bear in mind the
importance to us of (a) Okinawa as a military base, (b) continued friendly
relations with Japan, and (e) our responsibility to the people of the Ryukyus
under the peace treaty with Japan.3

From the above sentences, it becomes clear that the Recommendation was intended to

coordinate the desires of Japan, the U.S., and the Ryukyus with a view to secure the best

and safest method of effective maintaining and management of the U.S. bases in the Ryukyu

Islands. The statement by President Kennedy expressed that "the Ryukyuans are Japanese

and naturally wish to be reunited with home islands." However, the Kaysen Report, without

taking any form of recommendation, stated that:

The source of our present and potential problems in the Ryukyus lies in the
fact that the population feels itself to be Japanese, the basically, with the
exception of a small group of businessmen who benefit substantially from
our presence, there is a widespread but not intense desire to return to
Japanese administration, and a widespread and much stronger tendency to
compare the present situation of the Ryukyus with what it would be under
Japanese administration. It is difficult to conclude whether or not the
Ryukyus would be better off if they had remained part of Japan and there
had been no American bases there:

Regarding the U.S. bases, the Kennedy Statement stated that" the base on Okinawa is

very important to all nations in the Far East." The Kaysen Report clarified the U.S. needs

in Okinawa: "Okinawa is our most important base in the Western Pacific. Its value reflects

not only the installation and facilities contained therein, but the fact that our use of it is free

of the restraints imposed by the existance of another political authority."5

Accordingly, it can be said that the Kaysen Report, trying hard to compromise the two

factors-maintaining the U.S. bases and recognizing that the Ryukyuans are Japanese-ended

up presenting recommendations including programs for econmic and social development of
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the Ryukyu Islands, thereby providing a kind of first-aid therapy for the time being.

The Recommendations presented by the Kaysen Report fell into three categories "to

improve economic and social conditions." The first category concerned U.S. dealings with

Japan in respect to the Ryukyus. The second dealt with levels and types of external aid for

economic and social development in the Ryukyus. The third concerned relations between the

U.S. Civil Administration and the Government of the Ryukyu Islands.

Under these three categories, Kaysen Report provided various recommendations regard

ing political, economic, and social problems, and almost all of them, with a few items and

specific measures excepted, were reflected in the Kennedy Statement. Measures not

mentioned in the Kennedy Statement showed: Movement toward less restrictive policy in the

field of civil rights, such as revision of Ordinance No. 145 requiring U.S. approval of labor

union officials, and revision of Ordinance No. 116 to better fit Ryukyuan conditions"

Revision of the two so-called labor ordinances, Ordinance No. 145 and No 116, requested

by the Ryukyuan-side and also by the International Confederation of Free Trade Unions

(ICFTU), was recommended on condition thas the U.S. bases in the Ryukyus were not

directly affected or hampered thereby. And as to the specific measures to be taken, The

Kaysen Report stated" We suggest that a labor advisor who is a specialist in labor law be

assigned from Washington or from the Tokyo Embassy to assist the existing staff in

formulating technical revisions required in order to make the labor code work better."

Another recommendation not included in the Kennedy Statement was: " The provision

of a U.S. immigration quota of 100 Ryukyuans per year as long as the Islands remain under

U.S. administration."

The immigration problem, in the Keysen Report's final recommendation, was described

as "somewhat outside this classification", and as such, Task Force Ryukyus did not lay

much weight thereon, and did not mention any background explanation.

Meanwhile, among the actions delineated in the Kennedy Statement, specifically section

(5) of 5, advised simply that" the Civil Administrator shall be a civilian." The Kaysen

Report was more specific and gave four-page space to detailed provisions regarding the

relation between the High Commissioner and the Government of the Ryukyu Islands:

1. Organization of U.S. Civil Administration
We recommended that the Civil Administrator be a civilian, appointed by
the Secretary Defense, after consultation with the Secretary of State and
approval by the President. We recommended that HICOM and USCAR
staffs be reorganized to reflect the three principal functions of U.S. adminis
tration in the Islands:
(1) The office of the High Commissioner has certain basic functions which
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cannot be delegated. These include the use of the veto power, the promulga
tion of basic ordinance, and relations with Japan through the U.S. Ambassa
dor in Tokyo.
(2) The Civil Administrator's office under the supervision of the High
Commissioner, has two functions. including (a) supervision and control over
GRI and negotiation with the Chief Executive and other branches of GRI on
all masters not relating to technical or economic development; and (b)

providing technical assistance to the GRI both to the regular government
departments and to the economic development effort. These two functions
should be carried out under the Civil Administrator-the first set by the
Deputy Civil Administrator's office and the second set by Technical and
Economic Development. It might even be desirable if these two offices could
be located in different buildings to emphasize the separation of function.8

Judging from above excerpts, it was possible for a President-approved Civil Administra

tion to perform large-scale independent function in the Ryukyu Islands, although under the

direction and supervision of the High Commissioner.

It may well be said that it was thought from the very beginning that a Military

Government and Civil Administration hardly go well together. and this idea was reflected

in the desirabirity of offices to be located in a manner "to emphasize the separation

of functions."

On the other hand, the Kaysen Report recommended greater autonomy to the Govern

ment of the Ryukyu Islands (GRI):

The High Commissioner and the Civil Administrator give as much autonomy
as possible to the GRI consistent with the security of the base, in order to
develop its responsibility and establish a more viable relation between it and
the United States. Examples of steps toward both the form and substance
of more autonomy include (a) nomination of Chief Executive by
Legislature subject to High Commissioner's approval (b) revlsmg prior
coordination of legislation with USCAR, limiting it only to matters
directly affecting the security of bases. and requiring the majority party to
take responsibility and initiative in seeking USCAR approval (c) increasing
criminal jurisdiction of GRI courts to almost all cases where Ryukyuans
are defendants. and (ct) transferring, where advisable. USCAR corpora
tions and other functions to GRP

"In the Ryukyus today the United States exercises complete authority over a people who

consider us alien" noted the Kaysen Report in the explanation of backgrounds for more

autonomy, and acknowledged the necessity of more autonomy, though expressing that it was

the U.S. intention not to shorten nor renounce all and any powers responsed in the U.S.. It

further went on to say that "We believe the United States can and must take measures to
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improve our relations with the Ryukyuans, and that these measures will at the same time

enhance the security of the base."

The United States always considered ways to persuade the inhabitants of the Ryukyus

toward more effective maintaining of the bases in the Ryukyus, and recommendations for

more autonomy would only be interpreted to have reflected the judgement that more

autonomy to the GRI would eventually lead to greater security of the U.S. bases.

2. U.S. Congressional Debates regarding the Kaysen Report and HICOM Caraway's

Administration of Okinawa.

The Report and Recommendation prepared in December 1961 by Task Force Ryukyus,

though not official yet, was reviewed by four departments-States, Defense, Finance, and

Labor and also by the Agency for International Development. After a review, it was

scheduled to be submitted officially to President Kennedy in January 1962..

However, there arose a hot dipute between the State and Defense Department, the

former insisting that political consideration should be paid to Ryukyuan-Japanese relations

and to the U.S. powers over the Ryukyu Islands, and the latter adhereing to the status quo

from a military point of view. Referring to that, Priscilla Clapp explained:

In the process of drawing up the Kaysen Report no effort had been made
to get at the details of the base issue or to question the military
arguments for the bases on Okinawa, or even the necessity of military
administration to secure these bases. Insofar as the report did deal with
these issues, it generally reflected the views of the Army Chief of Staff,
in whom the responsibility for administering the islands was vested.
Therefore, by concious design, no fundamental disagreement was expres
sed with the basic posture of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The most important
parts of the report were those done by the Stae Department and the White
House, dealing with strategies for increasing aid and modifying the right
of the American position on retaining administrative right without actually
affecting the conduct of military administration and operations."

"The most important parts of the report" referred to by Clapp were (l) the statement

made by State Department and the White House that "Ryukyuans are Japanese and (Presi

dent Kennedy) will accompany the anticipated eventual restoration of the Ryukyu Islands to

Japanese administration", (2) President Kennedy proposed "to ask Congress to increase aid

to Okinawa", to begin working out arrangements for Japanese cooperation in economic
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assistance to Okinawa, and (3)" to institute measures that would tend to modify the military

administration, specifically the appointment of a civilian administrator to assist the military

High Commissioner." Consequently, it can be said that Kennedy's New Policy came out as

a compromise brought about between the Defense Department and the State Department

White House side.12

On May 9, 1962 "a Bill amending the Act Providing for the Economic and Social

Development in the Ryukyu Islands" ( H.R. 10937) was submitted by the U.S. Government

to the Subcommittee of the Committee on Armed Service, House of Representatives, with

the aim of increasing the present level of $6 million for economic aid (Price Law or Public

Law 86-629 ; 74 Stat. 462) to $25 million.

From the beginning, opposition was anticipated in the Congress as the Price Law

provided for the amount required for "the development of an effective and responsible

Ryukyuan Government, based on democratic principles and supported by a sound financial

structure, and with making every effort to improve the welfare and well-being of the

inhabitants",13 this amount being charged by the President to the Secretary of State.

Present at this subcommittee on the first day was Depty Undersecretary U. Alexis

Johnson from the State Depertment. Johnson stated, "We proceed from the premise that

Okinawa is important to our defence interest and will remain so for the indefinite future," and

pointed out three aspects to be considered saying "Now, there are three aspects really to this

question of our ability to stay there." They are first, "the attitude of the Ryukyuan people

themselves," second, "the question of U.S. relationship with Japan with respect to the

Ryukyus", and finally the third, "how our presence in the Ryukyus is viewed by the rest of

the free world."I'

Referring to the first aspect, Johnson said, "a part of the psychological problem is that

they feel themselves neither fish nor fowl, neither Americans nor Japanese, nor can they feel

themselves Ryukyuans in the sense of the Ryukyu Islands becoming an independent entity."

And in the testimony made later, he supported the position of the Ryukyuans, saying

that "It is quite clear the Ryukyus don't think of themselves as moving toward eventual

independence. They think of themselves only in terms of moving back into association

with Japan"lS Furthermore, he went on to say that there was left to the Ryukyuans

"no alternative but identification with Japan," and, " The problem is frankly to face it

as a compromise here. We are trying to compromise with all the factors concerned to

achieve the objective of staying there as long as we need to stay there."
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It was made clear that "A Bill to Amend the Price Law" was intended to promote

economic and social development of the Ryukyu Islands with a view to maintaining the bases

for a long period of time, based upon the premise that the military bases in the Ryukyus were

the most important ones in the Far East.

High Commissioner Paul W. Caraway from the Ryukyu Islands testified on the second

day (May 10) of the hearing by the Subcommittee of the Committee on the Armed Services.

In his testimony, Caraway responded to Congressman Kelleher's statement that "Mr.

Gilpatric signed a letter dated April 11, 1962, which indicated that you, as High Commis

sioner, General, didn't feel any real need for a civilian civil administrator there," as follows:

The civil administrator is, as you know, an assistant to the High Commis
sioner. He is not deputy high commissioner. He has no powers other than
those that might be given by the High Commissioner to him for some specific
purpose. The only context in which I have gone through this is that it made
no real difference to the High Commissioner whether you had a military
man as a administrator or a civilian as a civil administrator. What is
required is that they be good men, and second, that there be a clear
understanding that he is an assistant of the High Commissioner."16

Such a strong statement by High Commissioner Caraway was possible because the Defense

Department had been expressing a similar sentiment, and was also thought to have represent

ed the contention held by the Defense Department. 17

One important thing to be noted is that the administrative measures for the Ryukyus, no

matter what good intention may have been intended by the executive authority back in the

U.S., could be easily changed, depending on the interpretation there of by the person in

Okinawa with the highest responsibility in his favor. Kennedy's New Policy had been carried

out in the spirit and letter in which it was written it would strengthen the U.S. position, but

instead Caraway carried out strict measures which created a cyclonically sensational impact

in the Ryukyu Islands. It was called "Caraway Senpu ( Caraway typhoon)."

On May 16, 1962 the Committee on Armed Service (House of Representatives) passed,

without amendment and recommendation, the bill Amending Act Providing for the Economic

and Social Development in the Ryukyu Islands (the Bill H.R. 10937). But at the committee

on Armed Services, the Senate, held on June 14, 1962, questions were raised concerning the

purpose and duration of the U.S. holding on the Ryukyu Islands, and the maximum upper

level of economic aid under the Price Law was decreased at the 87th Senate to $12 million

from the initially proposed $25 millinn. 18
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Meanwhile, when the Foreign Aid and Related Agencies Appropriation Bill, 1963 was

laid before the House of Representatives Committee on November 18, 1962, the amount was

decreased down to $7.9 million.19

Although the maximum amount of annual grant as economic aid to the Ryukyu Islands

for the execution of the New Okinawa Policy was settled at $12 million as recommended by

the Committee on Armed Services, only $ 6.95 million 'actually appropriated decided as

economic aid under the amended Price Law for Fiscal year 1963. Akio Watanabe explained

the U.S. Congress's decision as follows:

" The strongest reason for their attitude (House of Representatives and
Senate) to Kennedy's Okinawa Policy was that it would be unwise to
spend American money on the Ryukyus if they were to be returned
sooner or later to Japan. From this viewpoint, they opposed any action
that might weaken the American position on Okinawa. It seemed to
them, therefore, that Dulles's reference to Japan's residual sovereignty
over Okinawa was the cause of the whole trouble about Okinawa; they
regarded as nonsense Kennedy's recognition of the fact that the Ryukyus
were part of the Japanese homeland and also his allowing the people of
Okinawa the right to hoist the Japanese flag"2o

3. The Administration of High Commissioner Caraway

The supreme commander who ruled the Ryukyu Islands from 1961 to 1964 was Lieuten

ant General Paul W. Caraway, who succeeded High Commissioner Donald P. Booth in

February 1961.

From 1956 to 1957, General Caraway had assumed command of the 7th Infantry Division

in Korea, then rounded out as J -3 United Nations and Far East Command in Tokyo, and,

upon deactivation of Far East Command, become Chief of Staff of U.S. Forces, Japan. Upon

his return to the United States in June 1958, General Caraway was assigned as the Army

Member, Joint Strategic Survey Council, Office of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, serving in that

capacity until January 1961.

His assignment records show that High Commissioner Caraway had a working career in

Asia, and always had positions in strategic and planning fields.

The situation of the Ryukyu Islands in the year of 1961 when Lieutenant General

Caraway was appointed as High Commissioner was far from the U.S. ideal toward securing

better maintenance and management of the U.S. bases. The Government of Japan was

beginning to have a bigger say and getting more involved in the Ryukyuan matters through
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economic aid. The reversion movement was gainning momentum, and demands were voiced

in the Ryukyuan Legislature for more autonomy as well as the extention of the legislator's

terms.

To High Commissioner Caraway, the Ryukyu Islands were of the greatest strategic

value in securing peace for the U.S. and for the rest of the free world. He allowed no

uncertainty regarding the operation of the bases. In the eyes of High Commissioner Caraway,

the aforementioned situations developing in the Ryukyus seemed to lead to the interference

with, and impairment of the freedom of military mobility. He appealed his fears and

uncertainties to the Undersecretary of the Army, Stephen Ailes, who visited the U.S. bases

in the Ryukyus in July 1961.21

After a year as High Commissioner, he began to enforce his high-handed measures.

Among them were (l) tightened prior consultation as to the law drafted by the Ryukyuan

Legislature, (2) introduction of the Air America, carried out disregarding the intention of

the political and economic societies of the Ryukyus, and (3) the intervention into the banks,

spurred by the outbreak of unauthorized loans. These measures gave Caraway several

aliases among the Ryukyuans, such as "Rationalist" "Perfectionist" and at worst "Work

Devil and Tyranist."

Brian Casey, a writer of the Honolulu Advertiser, who visited the Ryukyus about six

months after General Caraway's assignment, wrote a series entitled "Inside Okinawa:

Island Paradox". His impressions, after meeting with Caraway, were as follows:

Caraway indicated he will move cautiously in the area of increased self
government for the Okinawa people. 'There has been a steady accretion of
self-government with the advice and under the supervision of the American
administration. This process will continue. I for one won't try to
accelerate the self-government process. By that I don't mean they aren't
capable of more self-government. But they can be harmed if put under
forced draft"22
......Caraway emphasized that there was a "very little reservoir of manage
rial and legislative skills available to the U.S. administration. We have
tried to utilize the competence that was available. It's purely a Question
of trial and error how fast you can go. This is not a drag race but a
longterm effort." What about accusations that he's running a one-man
show, that he has shunted aside Brig. Gen. John G. Ondrick, director of
the so-called U.S. Civil Administration? "The High Commissioner" said
Caraway, pointing to himself: is the civil administrator of the Ryukyu
Islands. USCAR is simply my staff. I just operate differently than did my
predecessors. '
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Casey's series was on the Honolulu Advertiser newspaper in 15 parts, in which

sometimes harshly and sometimes humorously, he described the contradictions found in the

U.S. Military Government.

Refael Steinberg, a writer of the Washington Post, also made a harsh description of

American policies toward the Ryukyu Islands in his serial article "Our Unhappy Asia

Bastion."

In his article, Steinberg described Caraway's personality, extracting from comments

made by Akio Nagamine, Speaker of the Ryukyuan Legislature.

The High Commissioner studies hard. He goes around and talks to people.
This is good. But because he knows so much, he acts in a straightforward
way without discussing things. He says, 'I am right, even if you are not
satisfied, even if it makes you unhappy. My way is right, so do it my way.,
That's how he is. Everything is decided according to his opinion.23

Further, he criticized the non - understanding attitude shown by the American people

living there toward the Ryukyuans: "Most Americans here have little sympathy for or

understanding of Okinawan traditions and desires. 'The Okinawans have all the autonomy

they need, says one high official. Caraway adds, 'They show no inclination to accept further

responsibility' and another American office complains: 'All they know how to do is imitate

Japan'."

In concluding the Steinberg series, the Washington Post in its editorial of May 5, 1964,

insisted on the returning of the administration of the Ryukyus to Japan. This was the first

time the paper took this stand. The Washington Post editorial read as follows:

This (military) rule has deprived them of self-government and has cut their
historic relations with Japan at the same time, furnishing them with a local
and national resentment. No forethought or managerial skill can divest of
difficulty the predicament of a large military garrison in the midst of an alien
civilian population. The very presence of our troops, with their different
customs, habits and morals and with their ostentatious affluence is a daily
affront to Okinawans.

"That affront cannot be totally eliminated, but it can be diminished if its diminution is

made a first object of policy", the Washington Post wrote, and went on to propose that "(1)

the U.S. bases be made as small as possible, (2) the civilian population be conferred with

self-government, and (3) an appropriate schedule be devised for the return of Okinawa to

Japan."
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In response to the editorial of May 5, Secretary of the Army, Ailes made an antagonistic

contribution to the Washington Post, which is an unprecedented act by the Secretary of

the Army. Ailes defended the military administration by pointing out five items: (l) Under

the given situation they must exercise the effective powers of sovereignty in Okinawa; (2)

the Okinawan people's standard of living has been raised through the U.S. presence; (3) the

Government of the Ryukyu Islands has learned the democratic form of government from the

U.S.; (4) the long-range prospect for Okinawa is not for the status of becoming an indepen

dent nation but rather for her reversion to Japan and becoming a Japanese prefecture; (5)

all people everywhere prefer to be under the political administration of the nation to which

they ultimately belong. Accordingly, a strong reversion attitude undoubtedly exists in

Okinawa.24

Secretary of the Army Ailes was not the only person who was surprised at Steinberg's

series. The United States Civil Administration of the Ryukyu Islands (USCAR) was also

astounded, and prepared detailed documents to contend against the Steinberg series on an

item-to-item basis were published. Some portion of its defense were published in the Morning

Star, a daily English newspaper then being published in Okinawa;5 But its contention, though

made as a counter-argument to the Steinberg series, merely relied on the news which took

up only the favorable side of the Caraway Administration and which news appeared in the

local Okinawan newspapers such as the Okinawa Times, the Ryukyu Simpo, and the

Morning Star.

At the closing of this chapter, I deal with the Caraway's remark: "Autonomy is a myth".

This was followed by repercussions of great magnitude from within and without. This should

not be omitted when dealing with Caraway's administration of the Ryukyu Islands.

High Commissioner Caraway made the following speech on March 6, 1963, at a

dinner-party hosted by the Golden Gate Club:

Government is a practical business, not a pipe dream or the crying of slogans
by pressure groups. Government is the Art of the Possible, and what is
possible here is far from autonomy. For in the Ryukyu Islands, we can only
have delegations of responsibility from one level of government to another.
If we are to face reality, we must conclude that autonomy for the Ryukyus,
or any area that is a political subdivision, is impossible. It is no more
possible with a State, or a province, or a prefectural government than
it is under the United States Civil Administration as provided by Article
III of the Treaty of Peace with Japan. Autonomy at the present time
is a myth-it does't exist, and it won't exist unless you Ryukyuans
determine of your own free wills that you will once again to become an
independent nation -state.26
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Caraway was originally an expert in law, and legalitism peculiar to his position can be

noticed in his speech. The concept of autonomy means self·administration by the sovereign

state, and in that sense the word " autonomy " leaves no trouble behind. But the word,

notwithstanding its theoretical meaning, should be interpreted based on actual practice.

That is to say, it is necessary to pay attention to the circumstances in which the word is

uttered. In the eyes of High Commissioner Caraway, who saw the strong demand by the

Ryukyuans for autonomy as decreasing and threatening the U.S. administration of the

Ryukyu Islands, no autonomy should be granted for any reason whatsoever, even despite the

fact that increased self-administration had been proposed in Kennedy's New Policy of March

1962.

U.Alexis Johnson, then the Deputy Undersecretary of State, expressed his views in his

memoirs regarding Caraway's personality and administration as follows: "(General Cara

way) was an able fighting officer and very conscientious, but his attitude towards the

Okinawans was extremely paternalistic, and he kept the limited self-government we had

established for the Ryukyus tightly reined. He was convinced that we should hold on to all

administrative rights indefinitely and thus interpreted any indication of Japanese interest in

regaining the islands as a threat to our security. He would not even allow Japanese onto the

Ryukyus without a special visa".27

High commissioner Caraway's administration of the Ryukyu Islands from 1961 through

1964 reflected the strong position held by the U.S. armed forces, and it was a bitter

experience for the Ryukyuans who had no alternative but to be governed by an administrator

unable to take care of the developing situation properly.

II Japan-U.S. Partnership and the Visit to Okinawa by Prime Minister Sato

1. The First Sato·Johnson meeting and Its Effects

In July 1964, during the election of the Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) President

candidate, Eisaku Sato struck out the reversion of Okinawa to Japan as one of his election

campaign slogans. This slogan was adopted by his campaign strategists as the subject of the

so-called "S-Sakusen" (S-Operation). Though he lost and Hayato Ikeda won the election,

Sato became new LDP President in November the same year after Ikeda's resignation due to

illness, and thus became Prime Minister with virtually no opposition.

Sato had no specific measures for the problem of Okinawa, as the said slogan had been

proposed as a mere election promise. But whatever his political intentions, the slogan
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actually worked effectively. Haruhiko Fukui, who made a comprehensive report on the

Okinawa reversion process by the Government of Japan, stated as follows:

The reversion issue had merits as an election campaign slogan. First, Sato's
competitors, Prime Minister Ikeda and Foreign Minister Aiichro Fujiyama
had not spoken a word on reversion before, and so it was a fresh slogan.
Secondly, the issue would appeal to the heightening wave of nationalism and
eventually catch without fail the mass media, and thirdly, it gave Sato a
kind of grand cause for challenging the Prime Minister Ikeda whose popular
ity was not so low. 28

The first meeting between Prime Minister Sato and President Johnson was held for three

days from January 12, 1965. The three main subjects of the meeting were (1) the discussions

about the Southeast Asian situations including China and Vietnam, (2) explanation of Japan's

self-motivated diplomacy such as the policy of separating political from economic concerns

toward China, and (3) the Okinawa problems.29

With regard to the last subject, Japan provided the talking paper to the American side,

which contained three main items.

1. Promotion of the Kennedy New Policy, specifically increasing the auton
omy of the Government of the Ryukyu Islands and measures for promoting
Japan- U.S. co-operation with regard to Okinawa;

2. Increased economic aid by Japan and the U.S.;
3. Realizing a Japanese visit to the graves at the Bonin Islands In the

possession of the U.S.

In the Japan-U.S. joint communique announced on the 13th of the same month, the Prime

Minister "expressed the desire that as soon as possible the administration control over these

islands will be restored to Japan and also a deep interest in the expansion of the autonomy

of the inhabitants of the Ryukyus and further promoting their welfare", and President

Johnson in response to this, stated that he looked toward "the day when the security interests

of the free world in the Far East will permit the realization of this desire."30

At once, reaction to the communique spread fast over Okinawa. The Democratic Party

of Okinawa expressed its gratitude to Prime Minister Sato for presenting the Okinawa

problems so frankly. However, Ichiro Nagamine, Speaker of the Ryukyuan Legislature,

stated that the communique was a reconfirmation of the Kennedy New Policy, but the

question remained as to how it would take shape. And on January 15, 1965, the Okinawa

Times editorialized that "the communique was far below the expectation of the inhabitants

of the Ryukyus because the problems concerning the return of administrative authority and
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expansion of autonomy were shelved." It noted that the only alternative for the inhabitants

of Okinawa was to look to the Government of Japan to improve the situation. On the

same day, the Ryukyu Shimpo expressed regret that, with the exception of the expansion

of the Consultative Committee's functions, the communique was no improvement over the

Ikeda-Kennedy Statement of June 1962.

Soon after the first Sato-Johnson meeting, Ambassador Edwin O. Reischauer visited

Okinawa in February 1965 to discuss with Okinawan leaders about the expansion of the

functions of the existing Japan-U.S. Consultative Committee. The Ambassador, after

consulting with High Commissioner Albert Watson II over the issue of economic aid to

Okinawa, gave a lecture at the regular meeting of the Golden Gate Club entitled "Japan

u. S. Relations as regards to Okinawa". He reported in his lecture that when he returned

to the U. S. in January, he appealed to many people about the Okinawa problems, and in

sisted upon the need for Japnese self-defense efforts in the following:

In this regard (i.e. referring to the necessity of the military to maintain
peace) I would say that it is you Japanese of Okinawa who make the
contribution to facing this problem together, much more than the great
mass of Japanese in Japan itself. You have sacrifices, we all understand
that your sacrifices are meaningful sacrifices, though --- because they are
sacrifices that help contribute to the defense of Japan. Okinawa is
essential to the defense of Japan --- it is essential to maintaining as
much stability as we all are able to maintain --- it isn't as much as we
would want but at least there's been no war.31

It had been conceived that in the context of the Japan·U.S. relationship, the U.S. bases

in Okinawa contributed to the security of the Far East, and Ambassador Reischauer pointed

out that" Okinawa is essential to the defense of Japan." This was the veiw different from

the one here-so-fore held American people concerned. This view was repeatedly expressed

in his answers to the questions raised from among the audience.

A question was voiced from the floor: "If Okinawa can contribute to maintaining

international democratic order, as you put it, defense of Japan, will it be possible in the

future for the United States to retain U. S. bases here and return administrative rights to

Japan?" The Ambassador replied .. I think I can give a general type of answer. The pres

ence of the situation exists in order to make possible the necessary degree of defense of

Japan and military contribution to the stability of this part of the world."

According to Reischauer's book in 1965, he is said to have recommended to the State

Department that: "the Okinawa question should become a subject of discretion, with the
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Japanese government and that the U.S. government should undertake a study of future U.S.

requirements on Okinawa."32

It is said that an especially important point in his recommendation was "the question of

whether a Japanese administration of Okinawa would impair the operation of the bases."

Though Ambassador Reischauer's recommendation also faced opposition fromJCS and was

not carried out immediately, his proposal that the Okinawa problem should become a subject

of governmental discussion between Japan and the U.S. was based upon Reischauer's far

sighted discretion, and deserves high evaluation.

2. Prime Minister Sato's Visit to Okinawa

On August 19, 1965, Prime Minister Sato visited Okinawa. His was the first Prime

Ministerial visit to Okinawa after the war.33 He made a historical remark at the Naha

International Airport: "I am well aware that the post-war period is not over for Japan unless

and until Okinawa's return to its home country is realized." Drafting the statement to be

made at his arrival was started from preceding July. Kokichi Yamano, Chief of the Liaison

Bureau for the Special Districts in the Prime Minister's Office, who drafted it, disclosed his

experience of difficulty saying that ''The most difficult thing I encountered in preparing for

Prime Minister Sato's visit to Okinawa was to think out what should be done to effectively

and dramatically stage out the historic event, that is, the first Prime Ministerial visit ever

made in 20 the years after the war. Especially, the content of the statement and commit

ments to be made by the government on mainland Japan for one million compatriots in

Okinawa."34

Notwithstanding the political consideration paid by executive authorities, Prime

Minister Sato's knowledge about Okinawa was not necessarily so rich. The episode written

by Yamano in his book shows that he was surprised at Prime Minister Sato's remark uttered

near the closing of a meeting. Attending the meeting were people concerned from the

Secretariat of Cabinet, the Prime Minister's Office and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, who

have studied in prepartion for the Sato-Johonson meeting scheduled for January 1965.

Wrote Yamano: "I was surprised to hear him ask me, 'Is education in Okinawa done

using the Japanese language?' He seemed to have been relieved by my answer that the

'Japanese language is used for education in Okinawa and English is not the language used."35

One more important matter to be decided upon before the Prime Minister's visit was to

determine the main economic aid to be offered by the Government of Japan. Yamano, after

consultation with Nobumoto Ohama, President of Nampo Doho Engo Kai (Association for

Relief of Our Compatriots in the Southern Area) supported the idea of Japanese Govern-
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ment's sharing 50% of teacher's salaries for compulsory education in Okinawa. One reason

for proposing this financial aid to the U.S. was to increase the Japanese Government's say in

Okinawa matters through increased financial assistance. Another reason is stated by

Yamano:

(Economic aid in terms of sharing expenses for teacher's salaries) will eventu
ally accelerate the attainment of identification with mainland Japan in the
field of education. It will recover Japanese authority over education under
the plan of Separating Administration of the Ryukyu Islands from the U.S.
Bases, so-called "Separation Formula". This plan was debated at the
Special Committee of the Liberal Democratic Party on the Okinawa Prob
lem (Soichi Shirai as Chairman)."36

However, the Minister of Foreign Affairs, handing out a talking paper, objected to the

"Separation Formula" at the Committee of Ministers Concerned with Okinawa Problems,

held on September 7 after Prime Minister Sato's visit to Okinawa.

"The partial returning of authority exercised by the U.S. as well as the returning of

administrative power separate from U.S. bases are difficult to be accomplished due to

various hard problems to be solved. Accordingly, it would be wise to strengthen the sense

of Okinawa.Japan solidarity by filling the gaps existing in many fields between Okinawa and

mainland Japan. Eventually it will lead to the return of administrative power over

Okinawa."37 This was the view expressed in the talking paper.

The transferring of authority over education to Japan was proposed to High Commis

sioner Watson in August 1966, when Kiyoshi Mori, Director General of the Prime Minister's

Office visited Okinawa, but was rejected on the grounds that "loss of administrative rights

would reduce or destroy the freedom of our military forces to act, and would seriously impair

the utility of Okinawa as a base of defense for the United States."

One more important event to be noted was the demonstration staged by the Okinawans

demanding reversion to Japan during Pime Minister Sato's visit to Okinawa. On the evening

of Prime Minister Sato's arrival in Okinawa August 19,. meetings were held and demonstra

tions staged, led by the Fukki Kyo (Council for the Return of Okinawa Prefecture to

the Fatherland). Approximately 20,000 demonstrators held a sit-in in front of the

Okinawa Tokyu Hotel where Prime Minister Sato was scheduled to be accomodated for

the night. They demanded a meeting with the Prime Minister and their sit-in lasted until

midnight. The Prime Minister was forced to move to the guest house located within

U.S. military facilities. Stated Haruhiko Fukui, referring to the demonstration "The

experience ( mass demonstrations ) impressed Prime Minister Sato and his accompaning
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staff with the unfathomable energy that the reversion movement possesed, and provided

them an opportunity to consider seriously the impact that the Okinawa problem might have

with respect to the future of the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty."38

3. High Commissioner Watson's Administration of the Ryukyu Islands.

In August 1964, High Commissioner Caraway left Okinawa after resignation partly in

the form of recall, and he was succeeded by Lieutenant General Albert Watson, II. At the

assumption of his new post, John M. Steadman, Deputy Undersecretary of the Army for

International Affairs, was involved in selecting for a man of high political knowledge and

capacity was a new High Commissioner. In connection with the selection of the new High

Commissioner, the U.S. Embassy in Japan began to be more involved with a view to

providing better co-ordination and arrangement with the Japanese Government.39 High

Commissioner Watson came to his new assignment in Okinawa as if he were to "clear the

scene of the wreckage of a violent typhoon," but still the basic stance held by him as to

the armed forces in Okinawa remaind the same as that of his predecessor Caraway. If any

change was to be found, it was" the low posture" adopted in the administration of Okinawa

by the Americans. High Commissioner Watson's first address given at the Ryukyuan

Legislature after his inauguration stated Watson's basic policies: "I shall not recommend

any specific acts of legislation because, following the Executive Order, I recognize it to be

the responsibility of the Legislature to enact such laws on matters of domestic application as

will contribute to the welfare and well-being of the people. I shall cite some areas in which

it appears to me··· .. ·but leave it up to this body to take such action as you consider desirable

or necessary."40

In the portion of his speech "Necessity for free would bases continues ...... ," he said:

"The use of the Ryukyu Islands as a great Free World base in the defense of the Western

Pacific has required and still requires sacrifice on the part of the Ryukyuan people, and you

may rest assured that the Free World Allies of Japan and the United States are grateful. But

let us not forget that the people of all other areas of the Free Would including the United

States also are making sacrifices now for a better future.

The direct administration of Okinawa enforced by Watson's predecessor Carway was

well exemplified by his remark "Autonomy is a myth." In contrast, low-postured Watson

eveluated the role of the Ryukyuan Legislature and stressed the requirement of "sacrifice on

the part of the Ryukyuan people." Militarily speaking, Okinawa was considered as "a great

Free World base in the defense of the Western Pacific", and Okinawa was still believed to

play the role of "the Keystone of the Pacific." The changed posture taken under High
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Commissioner Watson's administration can be seen in his expression "reasonable acquies

cence." This expression is read in the following portion of his testimony given on March 31,

1965, at the Subcommittee of the Committee on Approprition, House of Representatives.

We operate in the Ryukyu Islands on the basis of a belief that we can operate
our bases there efficiently and effectively only if the more than 900,000
people are reasonably acquiescent to our presence and our administration of
the islands. The Ryukyuan people are overwhelmingly receptive to the
presence of our bases, because these bases provided security and are the
mainstay of their economy. They are reasonably acquiescent to continued
administration by the United States despite the fact that the islands have
been declared to be a part of the homeland of Japan; the fact that rule by
foreigners is never genuinely popular; and the feeling that the presence of
strong U.S. forces subjects them and their island to potential attack by
forces hostile to the free world. In my considered judgement, this reason·
able acquiescence in our administration can exist only for so long as the
people continue to derive substantial economic and social benefits from our
presence.41

At any time as the opportunity arose, Watson explained his own view using the wording

such as "the sacrifice of the Ryukyuan people" and "reasonable acquiescence," and never

failed to make it known that the U.S. bases were contributing to a greater degree to

Okinawan economy. Generally, this concept of economic contribution was called the "bases

crop theory". The remark made by Watson that "the bases are the No.1 crop" was especially

well remembered.42

He was always thinking that the military and civil affairs went together well even if no

alteration was made to the U.S. military administration. But the inhabitants of Okinawa

were moving the other way, and USCAR was paying careful attention to their reversion

movement and to the protest activities connected therewith.43

III Paving the Way to the Reversion of Okinawa (The First Sato-Johnson

Meeting)

1. Reversion Debate in America

In 1965, as mentioned before, U.S. Ambassador to Japan Reischauer recommended that

Washington start Japanese- American consultation regarding the reversion of Okinawa.

And in March 1966, Interdepartmental Working Group (Dept. of State-Dept. of Defense) was

-120-



set up, but there arose a conflict between State Department and Defense Department.

"The state Department was proposing a study of possible effects of reversion and the Joint

Chiefs were holding out against any consideration of reversion.""

This conflict led to the establishment of a Special Study Group (The chairman of this

Special Study Group was Japan Country Director Richard Sneider) in June 1966 to give

careful consideration "to the urgency of the local pressures in Japan and Okinawa."

Priscilla Clapp described the strong position held by the Defense Department up to 1966:

"The Defense Department's official position on Okinawa reversion was an unqualified

representation of the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff - total insistence on the necessity to

maintain administrative control over the islands and adamant refusal to consider, or even

discuss, reversion. "45

But in 1967, military authorities made a complete change in their position. The process

leading to this change is explained by Clapp:

The 1967 interdepartment study thus described the conventional base opera
tions and evaluated which of these operations would be sacrificed under the
restrictions of the security treaty. The surprising fact emerging from the
study was that the only conventional function to be sacrificed under the base
status prescribed by the treaty was the use of the airfield for launching
bombing runs. Thus the arguments about the extraordinary flexibility
allowed the Okinawan bases through continued administrative control had
been based largely on potential, rather than actual, use. When this became
apparent to military, particularly JCS, observers, they began to look more
sympathetically on the political arguments in favor of reversion, and it
became a question not of whether reversion, but when and how."46

At the time the Special Study Group reached some sort of conclusion, the Japanese

Foreign Minister, Takeo Miki, was reported to have been planning a visit to America in

September. The study group hurried to work out its final decision prior to Miki's arrival

with respect to the attitude to be taken toward the reversion issue. At the final co-ordination

stage, however, no decision came to be reached, because it was the opinion of the Secretary

of State that the U.S. strategic interest in Okinawa having been vital, no consideration be

given to the question of reversion anti I Japan was prepared to discuss post-reversion base

status.

Parallel to the reversion debate in the U.S., negotiations were being held in Tokyo

between high ranking officials from the Japanese and U.S. governments. In July 1966,

Deputy Undersecretary U.Alexis Johnson was assigned to the post of American Ambassador
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to Japan. In October the same year, Ambassador Johnson came to Tokyo, and without delay

tackled the most important problem lying between Japan and the U.S., that is, the Okinawa

reversion problem.

He demanded that the Japanese Government, as a first step, clarify its own basic

position in order for Japan-U.S. consultation to start as soon as possible, but it took time

before the Japanese Government responded to his demand. The reason for the delayed

response was that Japanese officials had in their hands a fundamental question to solve,

which is described in the following:

They knew they wanted the islands back, but they also had to resolve a
fundamental question before settling on a bargaining strategy for obtaining
that basic objective: If administrative rights over the Ryukyus reverted to
Tokyo, should the United States retain its present rights to mount opera
tions from the bases there without consulting the Japanese government ?'7

The Japanese Government hesitated to show how they thought about the post-reversion

use of bases by the U.S. military forces. Ambassador Johnson held a secret meeting with

ForeignMinister Miki on July 15, 1967. Present at this meeting were Counsellor of the Foreign

Ministry Nobuhiko Ushiba, and Fumihiko Togo and Sumio Edamura of Foregin Affairs

Ministry's North American Affairs Bureau. Foreign Minister Miki asked: "What are the

requirements the United States would need as a minimum to provide defense capabilities for

Japan and the area?" Ambassador Johnson explained that it was not just the U.S.'s

requirements, but Japan's needs. He said: "···the basic issue raised by reversion was

Okinawa's future effectiveness as a deterrent to aggression. Not just our nuclear weapons

but our conventional forces on the island deterred China and North Korea from trying some

aggressive maneuver that might otherwise tempt them. If our freedom of action on Okinawa

was reduced, this deterrent would be also. "'8

Ambassador Johnson was not thinking of any change to the status of the U.S. bases in

Okinawa, considering the on-going grave phase of the Vietnam war and the intentions of

U.S. military authorities. What he had in mind was the non-application of the" prior con

sultation" provision to the armed forces stationed in Okinawa after reversion, which were

deployed for the defense of Taiwan and South Korea.

Foreign Minister Miki further proposed with respect to nuclear weapons in Okinawa that

land-based nuclear weapons were no longer required due to development of the Polaris

submarine. To this, Ambassador Johnson responded: "Yes, we can do anything, but what

is the effect? Unleashing a Polaris attack was a drastic step that might easily entrain a
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spiralling series of responses and counter-responses that a smaller response with tactical

nuclear weapons might not. A graduated deterrent was the most effective deterrent because

it permitted us to respond at a level corresponding to the aggression. So Okinawa's nuclear

weapons still had strategic importance."49

At this Miki-Johnson meeting, no conclusion was reached. The American position

toward the reversion of Okinawa was made clear that freedom of use of the U.S. bases in

Okinawa meant the non-application of "prior consultation" provision under the Security

Treaty, and nuclear weapons in Okinawa were considered as strategic nuclear weapons.

At the Miki-Johnson meeting of July 15 the same year, the same statement was

repeatedly made by the Japanese to see the American response. Said Ambassador Johnson

regarding the reversion issue: "the crucial questions were how soon and under what condi

tions," pointing out the problems to be considered. Prime Minister Sato's judgement on the

American proposal was another concern of Ambassador Johnson, but Prime Minister Sato

only stated" Okinawa reversion was by no means explicit."

Ambassador Johnson, returning to the U.S. before the Joint Meeting of Japanese and

American Cabinet Ministers scheduled for September 3 at Williamsburg in Virginia, met with

both Secretary McN amara and Secretary Rusk to discuss the Okinawa problems. Applying

the "prior consultation" clause to the Okinawa bases would impair the operation of U.S.

forces to a greater degree, Secretary of Defense McN amara pointed out, and insisted:

"Homeland level restrictions on the Okinawa bases would not seriously compromise our

interests." And it is said that when Miki met Secretary McNamara, he "took a very firm

stance on the necessity of our (U.S.) retaining freedom of use and nuclear weapons storage

rights on Okinawa."5o

On September 16, Miki met Secretary of State Rusk, and again encountered the firm

American stance. Foreign Minister Miki set out to persuade the American side by stating

"how crucial an agreement on Okinawa was to the survival of Sato Government." Respond

ing to Miki, Secretary Rusk said that there existed two levels of debate in the Okinawa

reversion issue, one being "the requirements of Japanese popular opinion," and the other "the

deepest security needs and commitments of our two countries." He gave a conclusive

statement that "we understood the special importance the Sato government placed on

reversion and Japan's nuclear sensitivities. But American soldiers could not be made

mercenaries for Japan," Rusk stressed," if we had a common purpose, then Japan had to

contribute to accomplishing it."51

Back in Japan after a series of meetings, Ambassador Johnson started drafting a joint

communique to be announced after the Sato-Johnson meeting scheduled for September the
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same year. The most debated point was how to deal with the expression relating to the date

of reversion of Okinawa. Japan repeatedly proposed that "the earliest possible date" should

be included in the language of the joint communique. But this proposal was rejected by

Ambassador Johnson on the basis of his reasoning that no commitment should be made

regarding the date due to uncertain problems of the future. Instead he proposed that efforts

be made by Japan and the U.S. toward the economic and social development of Okinawa.

After finishing in Japan the working-level co-ordination for the joint communique,

Ambassador Johnson, on November 8, 1967, returned to the U.S. before Prime Minister

Sato's departure to the U.S..

Arriving in Washington D.C., Johnson was surprised to learn that Kei Wakazumi, a

professor of Kyoto Sangyo Uuiversity, had visited there as Prime Minister Sato's private

emissary with a mission to convey a new proposal to the President's National Security

Adviser, Walt Rostow. Wakazumi proposed that the phrase "within a few years" be included

in the text of the joint communique to be announced after the Sato-Johnson meeting. This

expression was neither stated by Foreign Minister Miki to Ambassador Johnson. Said

Ambassodr Johnson: "······Sato did not entirely trust Miki and wanted to make sure that he,

not Miki, controlled the terms Japan offered in the negotiations."52

On November 12, Ambassodor Johnson greeted Prime Minister Sato and his party at

Seatsle. On their way to Washington D.C. aboard the U.S. Presidential plane, Prime

Minister Sato told Ambassador Johnson that "a date would be set for the return of Okinawa

within a few years which would satisfy the requirements of both countries," and to this

Ambassador Johnson replied: "···the important question to settle was not the time of

reversion but the conditions under which it would be a wise move for both governments."53

Ambassador Johnson continued to say that the current Japanese people's requirements would

pose difficulties regarding the U.S. retaining nuclear weapons and the "prior consultation"

practice. Calling Sato's attention to the importance of the on-going security problem, he said

that the final decision would be given by the President.

At the first Sato-Johnson meeting of November 14, Prime Minister Sato presented a

"within few years" formula, and after the meeting, the President called Ambassador Johnson

and consulted with him for a long time. The President was concerned about congressional

reaction to the inclusion of a specific time of reversion in the text of the communique, and

asked him to sound out the Chairman of the Armed Services Committee, State of Geor

gia elect Senator Richard Russel. Ambassador Johnson reported to his immediate superior

Secretary Rusk, and to the Assistant Secretary for Far Eastern Affairs Bill Bundy.

Secretary Rusk called up Senator Russel and found that "Russel, who stoutly opposed
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anything that would set a time limit for reversion."5.

At the meeting of Japanese and American high ranking officials held in the morning of

November 15, which preceded the second Sato-Johnson meeting, Prime Minister Sato solved

the problem of inserting the phrase "within a few years," which was the hardest problem

in a series of negotiations, by expressing his belief:

Sato said he recognized that reversion raised both political and security
problems for both countries, but expressed a belief that the effectiveness of
our bases would be strengthened by reversion because Japan would be forced
to live up to its security responsibilities by this action. 55

The most pleased and astonished person by knowing Sato's position was Ambassador

Johnson. Because, aside from the political nature of the Okinawa problem between Japan

and the U.S., Ambassdor Johnson had consistently stressed that the Okinawa problem was

a genuine military problem, and requested that Japan took "political responsibility" for the

joint defense of Asia compatible with its strength. Prime Minister Sato's remark

that"Japan would be forced to live up to its security responsibilities by this action "was

interpreted as his explicit assrurance that the storage of nuclear weapons in Okinawa and

the elastic prior consultation practice would be dealt with positively respecting American

intentions. Consequently, Sato's assurance worked and the phrase "within a few years"

came to be included in the text of Japan-U.S. Joint Communique announced on November

15.56

2. Reversion Debate in Japan

After Prime Minister Sato's visit to Okinawa in August 1965, debate upon the

Okinawa reversion problem was generally In support of "the plan to recover Japanese

authority over education," which had been favored by the Discussion Group on the

Okinawa Problem (Chairman: Nobumoto Ohama), an advisory Committee to the Prime

Minister's Office and to the Director General. This plan, however, met opposition from

the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, on September 7, 1965 at the meeting of the Committee

of Ministers Concerned with Okinawa Problems, and was also rejected by High Commis

sioner Watson in August 1966 when Director General Kiyoshi Mori, Prime Minister's Office

of the Japanese Government,conferred with him, due to its impracticability for maintaining

and controlling the U.S. bases in Okinawa. This plan was not employed by Prime Minister

Sato. He was on his campaign stump for general elections to the House of Representatives.
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He made a statement at Otsu city in Shiga Prefecture on January 19, 1967, and expressed

that he would consider it more desirable to solved the Okinawa problem by the return of what

he termed "comprehensive administrative right" rather than of the one authority of

education. This expression clarified that he began to deal with the Okinawa reversion issue

in the context of Japan-U.S. security rather than in the context of compatriotism.

In fact, in December 1966, just before the Prime Minister Sato's statement at Otsu,

Fumihiko Togo, newly-appointed North American Division Head, visited Okinawa and asked

the following question to James Martin, Political Advisor of the U.S. Administration:

"Japan-U.S. Security Treaty, and Agreement under Article V of the Treaty of Mutual

Coorperation and Security between Japan and the U.S., regarding Facilities and Area and the

U.S. armed forces in Japan (the Status of Forces Agreement) will be applied to Okinawa as

they are in mainland Japan, but what about the prior consultation provisions?"57 To this

Martin responded: "Japanese initiative is welcomed, but when can the Japanese Government

start negotiations regarding these matters ?"

As reflected in Ambassador Johnson's insistence mentioned before, there appeared for

the U.S. to be no possibility of giving away the right of the storage of nuclear weapons and

the freedom of use of the U.S. bases in Okinawa.

As if to represent the American stand, Takezo Shimoda, Undersecretary for Foreign

Affairs and later Japanese Ambassador to the U.S., proposed in February 1, 1967 what was

called the "reversion with nuclear weapons formula." His argument was that "It is required

of the Japanese people to have a determined attitude regarding whether to allow the U.S. the

freedom of use of bases in Okinawa even after the reversion, if all powers be requested to

be returned by the U.S. in the situation of continued tension in the Far Easf'58 Undersecretary

Shimoda made a similar statement at a press conference held on June 15 the same year prior

to his departure to a new place of assignment as Japanese Ambassador to the U.S .. Yoshio

Tajima, who made a detailed analysis of the series of Shimoda statements, wrote that

Prime Minister Sato himself had at that time no concrete measures toward Okinawa rever

sion (regarding nuclear weapons and prior consultation), and that "he· .. is letting specialists

at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and organizations of intellectuals on the Okinawa problem

study every possible way for accomplishing reversion."59 In consideration of this, it can be

said that Shimoda's statement served as a kind of an "observation balloon."

In the meantime, the President of the Southern Compatriots Relief Association,

Nobumoto Ohama, visited the U.S. together with Ichiro Suetsugu, a Council member of the

Association and stayed there for about one and a half month from March 1967. Their major

objective was to exchange views frankly for the fundamental settlment of the Okinawa
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problem by conferring with governmental, congressionnal, academic, private and informa

tion circles. Returning to Japan, Ohama announced the following message:

First, since this is a problem which should be proposed from the Japanese
side, we will strongly advise the Government to draw up a blue-print for
the settlement of the problem and to reversion and to establish a procedural
plan promptly. Secondly, we keenly realize, in this connection, that positive
studies necessary to create early an opportunity for Japanese and U.S.
experts to exchange opinions. On this point, we obtained approval from
many people on the American side and already promised some arrange
ments. We intend to promote them with co-operation of various circles.
Thirdly, because the problem pertains to the basis of Japanese and U.S.
foreign policies and because it is a complicated matter linked with the
international situation, settlement of the problem will require strong public
opinion as the background by all means."60

Ohama's proposal was on August 1 the same year received by the advisory organ to

the Prime Minister, that is, the Council on Okinawa Problems, which was re-organized.

Tadao Hisazumi was a member of the Council who presented a remarkable report on

how to deal with the U.S. bases. At the second meeting of the Council on Okinawa Problems

held on September 12, Hisazumi presented his opinion in writing under the title "Okinawa

Henkan to Kichi no Toriatsukai ni tsuite (Concerning the revesion of Okinawa and the

treatment of the U.S. bases)." Stressing that the priority should be placed on early

returning of administrative power to Japan, and that method of handing the U.S. bases

should be considered as a selective condition for the accomplishment of the reversion,

he provided the following four private recommendations: 1) negotiations be made so that

all rights be returned by 1970 at the latest including a preparatory period: 2) along with

the return of all rights, efforts be made toward placing the U.S. bases eventually under the

Security Treaty as they were in mainland Japan; 3) as to nuclear weapons deployed in

Okinawa, respecting the nuclear policy here-to-fore-held by the Government of Japan,

request first that Mace-B bases be removed; 4) the setting up of a special joint consultative

organ between Japan and the U.S. with a view to promoting preparations for reversion and

re-arangement of the bases.61

At the fifth meeting of the Council of Okinawa Problems held on October 19, it was

decided that the interim report should be submitted to Prime Minister Sato. Based on this

decision, Kokichi Yamano, Chief of the Liaison Bureau for the Special Districts in the Prime

Minister's Office, together with the Foreign Ministry's North American Affairs Bureau,

drafted an "Interim Report': which was submitted on October 25 to the Council. This draft
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was, so to speak, the product of a compromise between the Prime Minister's Office and the

Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Reference to the time of reversion here-to-fore proposed by

Chairman Ohama of the Council was excluded from the draft. As to the reference to

reversion time, strong opposition came from the Foreign Ministry which was engaged in

Japan-U.S. working group level negotiations, which also opposed the proposal to set up a

joint consultative organ. At the meeting of the Council on October 25, it was decided that the

"Interim Report" would not be submitted to the Prime Minister, and at the close of the same

month, the revision of the original "Interim Report" was immediately made between Chair

man Ohama of the Council and Chief of the Liaison Bureau Yamano. The proposals included

in the "Interim Report" submitted on November 1 were as given below :

······this council would like to see an agreement between Japan and the
United States on the following points as a result of Prime Minister Sato's
trip to the U.S. at this time: 1.) Reach a fundamental understanding on
concrete reversion plans in anticipation of an early return of administra
tive rights as affecting Okinawa and the Ogasawara islands. It is desired,
in this connection, that the two countries reach an agreement to decide the
time of the return of administrative rights within three years.
2.) Arrive at an agreement to hold consultations continuously in the future
between Japan and the United States to solve problems related to the
return of administrative rights affecting Okinawa and the Ogasawara
islands.
3.) Reach a fundamental understanding on plans and policies of the Japanese
Government to rectify differences presently existing between Okinawa and
Japan proper and also to promote a state of oneness between them until
the administrative rights are finally returned to Japan."62

As mentioned earlier, this "Interim Report" became the basic principle on which Prime

Minister Sato depended in making his decision regarding his attitude toward the Japan-U.S.

summit conference.

The most important point to be noticed in the course of debate as to negotiations for

Okinawa reversion were: a discord between Foregin Ministry and the Council on Okinawa

Problems: and Prime Minister Sato's political posture in his daringly inserting the phrase

"within a few years" into the joint Communique. Commonly seen in these two points was that

almost no consideration was given to the hopes and expectations cherished by Okinawan

people toward reversion, and that only the policies and tactics bringing benefits to their own

positions had been adopted in the course of reversion negotiations.
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IV Preparations for Reversion and the Decision for Reversion

1. Negotiations in the U.S. on the Returning of Okinawa to Japan

Following the Sato-Johnson meeting of November 1967, Okinawa problems came to be

debated over the time and method of reversion, specifically how to deal with the U.S. bases.63

After the summit, an official "joint and continuous" meeting was held in Tokyo in May

27, 1968 between Foreign Minister Miki and Ambassador Johnson. This meeting was widely

broadcast by mass media, aided by a speculation on Foreign Minister Miki's candidacy for

Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) President. However, the result was just a repetition of

views here-to fore expressed by each side, Japan and the U.S.. Ambassador Johnson, taking

into account Japanese public opinion, stated: ".. · .. ·1 came to believe that the United States

could ultimately accept 'homeland-level' restrictions on freedom of use and nuclear weapons

storage for the Okinawa bases·· ';'64 and anticipating opposition back in the U.S. went on to say,

"if international tensions began to mount to such a degree that returning nuclear weapons to

Okinawa became necessary, the Security Treaty would allow us to do that as long as we

consulted with the Japanese government. Moving the weapons themselves would not take

much time."

In November the same year, Sato was re-elected as Prime Minister, and Kiichi Aichi

took the post of Foreign Minister. Ambassador Johnson energetically had meetings with the

newly appointed Foreign Minister from December 1968 to January 1969, because Aichi's

political belief was almost identical to Prime Minister Sato's. At the Aichi- Johnson meeting

of January 10, 1969, an important proposal was made by the Japanese side. Saying that he

had a talk with Prime Minister Sato during the New Year's holidays and that he discussed

the Okinawa problem, Aichi explained: Sato hoped that the reversion of Okinawa take

place around 1972; and that though Japanese public opinion was in favor of homeland-level

restrictions on the U.S. bases, Sato was said to have proposed that" but if the United State

could not accept homeland-level restrictions immediately and insisted on an agreement

permitting their(U.S.)Okinawa forces, for an interim period, to store nuclear weapons or had

freedom of use without prior consultation" then it was especially important for the strength

of Sato's government to reach a reversion agreement quickly."65 Then Aich disclosed a new

formula. His new formula was that "... the bases' present freedoms continue through

reversion, to be phased out gradually when both governments agreed that the homeland-level

restrictions could be applied without jeopardy to regional security."

The new formula presented to Ambassador Johnson was later called a favorable inter

pretation of the prior consultation provision, and it can be said that the reversion around 1972,
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with the eventual homeland-level restrictions on the U.S. bases, was at that time in the mind

of Sato. Welcoming the proposal, Johnson frankly said: "It showed the Japanese were

finally devoting a serious thought to defining their own security interests. I thought this

formula might serve as a good basis for agreement."

In the meantime, in January 1969, Richard Nixon took his oath as the new President

of the U.S., and shortly thereafter, on Ianuary 29, 1969, there appeared seven National

Security Study Memoranda (NSSMs). This was part of what was called the Nixon NSC

System, which provided for the reorganization of the internal structure to strengthen the

existing National Security Council. According to Prisilla Clapp, it was reflected in NSSM-5

that the Removal from Okinawa of nuclear weapons could be offset by obtaining new

understanding from Japan on prior consultation. Concretely it was thought: "Combined with

a more explict commitment from the Japanese to the security of Korea, Taiwan, and

Vietnam, the new understanding on prior consultation would introduce the possibility of

using the U.S. bases in Japan for conventional operations, and perhaps the redeployment of

nuclear weapons should an emergency arise that led Japan to feel severely threatend."66

After discussion by the NSC Review Group, the NSSM-5 was deliberated on April 30 by

the National Security Council. At this meeting, fundamental principles for overall policies

toward Japan were approved. There, however, still existed a discord between State Depart

ment and the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS). Henry Kissinger, Assistant to the President for

National Security Affairs described: "The main point of contention was that the Joint Chiefs

of Staff insisted on a continuing right to use our Okinawan facilities for nuclear storage. At

the NSC meeting of April 30, Alexis Johnson, the Under Secretary of Ssate for Political

Affairs and a former Ambassador to Japan, summed up the key issue: "If properly

handled, our reversion of Okinawa could serve as an incensive for Japan to assume greater

responsibility for Asian stability and defense. But the nuclear issue was highly sensitive; we

needed to show some understanding for Japanese sensibilities."67

Based on the accord reached at the NSC on April 30, President Nixon on May 28 the

same year placed his signature on the document drafted by the NSC staff, and the National

Security Decision Memerandum(NSDM) was completed. This memorandum was said to have

established the so-called "Reversion with Nuclear Weapons Removed" policy. Johnson

stated: "···he (President Nixon) was prepared to agree to Okinawa's reversion to Japanese

control by 1972 if a satisfactory understanding could be worked out in 1969 on the essential

elements the agreement would contain, and if detailed negotiations could be finished by 1972.

If everything else could be settled satisfactorily, the document said the President would be

willing to concede about withdrawing our nuclear weapons."66

-130-



In establishing this policy, it is thought to have reflected the statement by U.S. Alexis

Johnson that "Some consideration must be paid to the Japanese people's sentiment toward

nuclear weapons." It seemed that noting was mentioned, however, regarding the transit and

redeployment in Okinawa of nuclear weapons in cases of emergency, which later aroused

wider debate in Japan.

The NSDM was revealed by the New York Times, and it was immediately published in

the June 3 edition.59 To this exposure, the State Department only had to say that no

decision whatsoever had been made with respect to the Okinawa reversion problem.

Shortly after the decision as to the NSDM, Aichi-Rogers (Wiliam P. Rogers, Secretary

of State) meeting was held on June 2. The American principal policies having been estab

lished already, there appeared no discord with regard to reversion. Thereafter, the American

side made hasty preparations for the Sato-Nixon Summit scheduled for November. Dick

Sneider was dispatched to Tokyo to assist Ambassador Martin Meyer who succeeded

Johnson. in Washington, Marshall Green was appinted as the chaiman of an inter

department working group. At this time especially, the JCS was demanding freedom of use

of the U.S. bases in Okinawa. However, the White House's view seemed to be that no

functional decrease would be incurred through the favorable interpretation of the prior

consultation clause. The only problem left to the American side was how to deal with the

nuclear weapons. We see how nuclear weapons were dealt with by quoting Kissinger's

record:

This left the nuclear question. Nixon had agreed to give up the right to store
nuclear weapons in Okinawa; we thought it important to retain the right to
reintroduce them in an emergency. The result was a complicated exchange
between "Yoshida"(Sato's emissary-writer's note) and me to find a formula
to meet the domestic necessities of both sides. The Japanese wanted a
statement that nuclear weapons would be dealt with in accordance with "the
policy of the Japanese government as described by the Prime Minister."
This could mean anything; in the Japanese contex it was bound to be
interpreted as prohibiting the introduction of nuclear weapons. Our Joint
Chiefs, on the other hand, insisted on some formula on which they could base
the reintroduction of nuclear weapons in an emergency......Alexis Johnson
and I finally came up with a formula as ingenious as it was empty. The U.
S..Japanese Security Treaty had a provision for prior consultation over
emergencies. If we referred to it in the communique, both sides could
satisfy their requirements: Sato could maintain the antinuclear stance of his
government; Nixon could claim that the clause gave us the right to raise the
issue of nuclear weapons on Okinawa even in advance of an actual emer
gency. I put this formula to "Yoshida", who in turn obtained Sato's
approvaJ.7°

-131-



As explicit in Kissinger's record, though America would withdraw nuclear weapons at

the time of reversion, reintroduction thereof could be considered in an emergency. Following

the Sato-Johnson meeting of 1967, Sato sent a "secret" emissary to Washington. Somewhat

ironically said Under Secretary Johnson: "In good Japanese fashion Sato dispatched a

'secret' emissary to Kissinger to act as a 'nakadachi' or 'go-between' with the President.

The Japanese knew this would appeal both to Kissinger's love of the conspiratorial and

Nixon's dread of face-to-face confrontation."71

And in October 1969, the JCS which was insisting that freedom of use of the U.S. bases

in Okinawa should be secured, finally consented to the withdrawal of nuclear weapons,

acknowledging that the reversion was inevitable. The last point to be tackled at by the

U.S. was to make such a provision to be included in the Joint Communique that would allow

the U.S. to use bases in Okinawa to the utmost availability even under Japanese sovereignty.

Kissinger acted as producer: "Sato would open with the standard Japanese position opposing

any introduction of nuclear weapons. Nixon would counter by tabling a very tough formula

tion of our maximum position. Sato upon a few minutes' reflection would then produce

the previously agreed compromise. After pondering the matter for the benefit of officials

(or at least of the record), Nixon would accept Sato's 'compromise.' That way the formula

was a Japanese idea; it had not been imposed; the record would be pristine."72

Accepting the Japanese proposal, Nixon conceded with regard to nuclear weapons, and

the Japanese-side retained the position to say "Yes" or "No" through favorable Japanese

interpretation regarding "prior consultation." In that way the settlement was made.

In this connection, the Sato-Nixon Joint Communique announced on November 24, 1969,

its stand on nuclear weapons as follows:

8. The Prime Minister described in detail the particular sentiment of the
Japanese people against nuclear weapons and the policy of the Japanese
Government reflecting such sentiment. The President expressed his deep
understanding and assured the Prime Minister that, without prejudice to
the position of the United States Government with respect to the prior
consultation system under the Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security,
the reversion of Okinawa would be carried out in a manner consistent with
the policy of the Japanese Government as described by the Prime
Minister.73

In announcing the J oint Communique, a background explanation was given at the

National Press Club by both Japan and the U.S.. Japanese Foreign Minister Aichi and Under

Secretary of State Johnson explained respectively, but there apparently existed discrepancies

between them in regard to the issue involving nuclear weapons in paragraph (8lof the Joint
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Communique. Said Aichi: "It is not that introduction of nuclear weapons into Japan is

prohibited by law under existing prior consultation system, but that Japanese Government's

policy is to decline the introduction of nuclear weapons in Japan based upon its three

non-nuclear principles." Johnson's explanation was: "In effect, this paragraph (8) says that

the United States would not exercise the right to store nuclear weapons on Okinawa at

the time reversion takes place, that is in 1972. But you will note that the paragraph very

carefully preserves our right to consult with Japan if in the case of an exceptional

situation, we would feel it necessary to do so. And this applies specifically so nuclear

weapons. Consultation means that they can decide either way, yes or no. I think the Prime

Minister and the Forign Minister have several times spoke on this subject."74

Furthermore Johnson referred to the function of the U.S. bases in the mainland Japan:

"Theoretically our action may be curtailed with respect to Okinawa. But our theoretical

action with respect to bases in Japan is enlarged."

According to Johnson's account, Nixon gave his assent only to the reversion of Okinawa

when he made reference in paragraph 8 to the consistency with the policy of the Japanese

Government, and specifically clarified the U.S. position in the portion that goes "without

prejudice to the position of the United States Government with respect to the prior consulta

tion system." It must be noted that Johnson's statement made in the background explanation

was if in the case of an exceptional situation." And, furthermore, it can be contended that

the reversion of Okinawa with the U.S. bases being placed under the homeland·level

restrictions apparently meant that the U.S. bases in mainland Japan would be dealt with in

the same manner as those in Okinawa.

2. Preparetions and the Reversion Decision in Japan

It was Nobumoto Ohama, President of the Southern Compartriots Relief Association

who spoke about the time of reversion. He was the first man who voiced about the time of

reversion among the responsible people in Japan. In his speech at Ishigaki City (Okinawa

Prefecture) on January 7, 1968, Ohama said, "The reversion of Okinawa will be arranged

by March next year, and will be realized in 1972." Referring to Ohama's remark, the

Government and ruling party described it as "just a private opinion".

On the contrary, the Socialist Party contended that "Ohama's remark is to give support

to Sato's Government, and was meant to mislead and mamipulate the public opinion."75 No

concrete ground was provided for Ohama's remark at that time, but it became clearer at the

Scholastic Exchange Meeting at Stanford University ( May 3-4), 1968. The main proposi·

tions provided by Ohama were :
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1) The sentiment of people will be aggravated by the U.S.'s adhering to the
administration of Okinawa, leading to difficulty in maintaining the U.S.
bases.

2) Three years allowance is most desired for the preparation for reversion.
3) Retaining nuclear weapons in Okinawa will not be in conformity with the

sentiment of Japanese people and will sow the seeds of future difficulties.

Based upon the above-mentioned propositions, Ohama provided a blueprint for the solution

of the Okinawa problem as follows:

1) The military bases should be separated from the matters of civil adminis
tration so that the administrative rights can be returned in its entirety to
Japan at a time to be decided as soon as possible. The United States has
so far maintained military bases and used them freely on the ground of full
administrative rights; but there is no logical foundation, in fact, for the
U.S. assersion that it cannot freely use on Okinawa without retaining its
full administrative rights.

2) Two steps should be taken as the procedure for the return of Okinawa's
administrative rights to Japan, and the exact time for the reversion
should be agreed upon before 1970.

3) Okinawa's administrative rights should be returned by 1972. It is consid
ered that the three-year period from now until 1972 will provide the U.S.
and Japan with time needed to take measures to smoothly transfer all
matters of civil administration from the U.S. hand to Japan.

4) After completion of Okinawa's reversion to Japan, the status of military
bases on Okinawa should be reduced to that of those bases in Japan.
governed by provision of the security treaty.76

In spite of Chairman Ohama's remark at Ishigaki City and Stanford University, Prime

Minister Sato held until March 1969 a firm position that no decision had yet been made with

respect to the status of "the U.S. bases in Okinawa." As mention earlier, the U.S. was

insisting until May 1969, on the reversion "with nuclear weapons allowed" and as such it was

thought that there existed no way for the Japanese-side to easily give reference thereto. It

was in February 1969 that Sato's proposal concrete measures for reversion were put forth,

though that was within the Japanese government.

According to Fumihiko Togo, Director of the North American Bureau of the Foreign

Ministry, Prime Minister Sato, that month, is said to have told the people concerned that

"I wish reversion be carried out in the form of home-land level of restrictions being placed

upon the U.S. bases, with prior consultation included."77 Following Sato's proposal, the

Foreign Ministry decided to enter into working-level negotiations with the U.S. on

major views toward upholding the Security Treaty, realization of reversion in 1972, and

application of the Security Treaty to Okinawa after reversion, and the regional defense of
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Japan. On the basis of this decision, Togo visited the U.S. in April the same year in order

to pave a road for the preparation of negotiations with the U.S.. Togo expressed his

apprehension that "in regard to nuclear weapons, the American side is felt to be considering

with an aim of removing nuclear weapons at the time of reversion," and said that it was

unpredictable for him how the nuclear weapons would be dealt with in case of emergency

( in case of war ).

Generally speaking, Sato's decision with respect to the reversion of Okinawa is said to

have been made on March 10, 1969 at the Budget Committee, the House of Councillors. A

treatise by Fukui pointed out three factors which were said to have led to Sato's decision:

1) The political posture required for General Election measures (N ovember
1968);

2) The proposal for "Reversion with Home-land level Restrictions without
Nuclear Weapons" made by the Okinawa Base Problem Study Commit
tee, a subordinate organ of the Okinawa Problem Consultative Commit
tee (March 8, 1969);

3) The theory of non-requirement of nuclear weapons, presented by
Osamu Umehara, Director of the Secretariat of the National Defense
Council (February 1969).78

Measures required for the General Election, item 1 above was felt necessary in the face

of Miki's candidacy for General Election after resigning his position of Foreign Minister in

October 1968. Miki had taken a leading role in inter-governmental negotiations during the

second Sato-Nixon meeting. In announcing his candidacy, Miki stressed the "Home-land

level restriction without nuclear weapons," and criticized openly Sato's indecisiveness. Sato

was thus placed in a completely opposite position compared with the position held by him at

time of his campaigning for the LDP presidency in July 1964 against then Prime Minister

Ikeda. Miki's political posture forced Sato to disclose his position clearly.

The proposal made by Okinawa Base Problem Study Committee referred to in item 2)

above exerted a strong influence in Sato's adopting the position of "home-land level restric

tions and without nuclear weapons." From January 28 to 31, 1969, the "Japan-U.S. Kyoto

Conference" was held at the initiative of this Study Committee and the Okinawa Problems

Consultative Committee. Attending from Japan were 14 members of the Committee (chaired

by Tadao Kusumi), Chairman of the Consultative Committee Nobumoto Ohama, Chairman

of the Council for Return of Okinawa Prefecture to the Fatherland (Fukkikyo) Shinei Kyan,

and from the American side were nine members including General Maxwell D.Taylor

and Professor Edwin O. Reischauer. Based on the results of the Japan-U.S. Kyoto Confer

ence, the Study Committee prepared a report and submitted it to Prime Minister Sato on
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March 8. The report as summarized contained the following main points:

1) An agreement for the en bloc return of the administrative rights over

Okinawa should be reached within the year 1969 and the timing set during

this year between the governments of Japan and the U.S.. As to the time

for reversion, it is desirable that it be the sooner the better. It should be

before 1972.

2) After the return of administrative rights, the U.S. -Japan Security

Treaty should be fully applied to Okinawa. Accordingly, the U.S. bases in

the said area should come under the Status of Forces Agreement under the

U.S.-Japan Security Treaty, and naturally be subject to prior consulta

tion system as stipulated in the exchanged notes accompaning the Security

Treaty.

3) There is a great concentration of American military bases in Okinawa

and not a few bases are closely intermixed with areas occupied by the

local population. Therefore, it is desirable to reduce and consolidate

American bases insofar as possible before reversion. After the return,

Japan will assume primary responsibility for the defense of Okinawa, and

take charge of land defense, coastal patrol and local air defense. It is

necessary, therefore, to speed up plans for the transfer of bases involved

in such functions.

4) Along with the decision for the return of administrative rights, in order

to promote a smooth carrying out of the reversion, a joint Japan-U.S.

consultative body should be set Up.79

The basic policies toward the returning to Japan of administrative rights over Okinawa

and the status of the U.S. bases, reported by the Study Committee, were as summarized as

above, and what aroused debate later was the statement in the report, which said simply, and

without elaboration, that "Non-deployment of nuclear weapons in Okinawa is for the benefit

of Japan" and Japan was not putting forward with reversion without nuclear weapons.

As mentioned earlier, subsequent to the Study Committee's Report, Prime Minister Sato

voiced "home-land level restrictions and reversion in 1972" at the Diet, but what was

especially note-worthy was the rising of a opinion that, with regard to prior consultation,

there could be 'Yes' or 'N 0', and "the U.S. military maneuvers should be accepted if they were

to benefit Japan." Therefore, it can be said that Japan, not to quot from Johnson's treatise,

was giving thought to the idea of providing actual freedom of use of the U.S. bases by the

elastic and not too strict enforcement of prior consultation system.
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The portion of paragraph 8 of the Joint Communique, which says "without prejudice to

the position of the United States Government with respect to the prior consultation system

under the Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security" was said to be the joint product of

Under Secretaqy Johnson and Special Advisor to the President, Kissinger. However, the fact

was that the said portion was inserted based upon the Japanese proposal made at Aichi

Rogers meeting in September 1969.80

At the Closing --The Singing of the Agreement between Japan and the U.S. Concern

ing the Ryukyu Islands and the Daito Islands.

It can be concluded that Sato-Nixon meeting in November 1969 led to the acknowledge

ment of the substantial freedom of use of the U.S. bases by the elastic enforcement of the

prior consultation system. About half a year after the Summit, Japan and the U.S. started

to work substansially on the "Agreement between Japan and the United States concerning the

Ryukyu Islands and the Daito Islands" (hereafter referred to as the "Okinawa Reversion

Agreement"), but most of this work was carried out under the veil of secrecy. The only

information available to the people about the negotiations was a series fragmentary com

ments either from mass media or from Government officials.

In January 1970, at a hearing at the Committee on Foreign Relations, Senate, Under

Secretary of State Johnson stated regarding the reversion of Okinawa: "We are giving them

the Japanese back only the administration of Okinawa together with the headaches and costs

of the administration."81 By headaches, Johnson was referring to the "reasonable acquies

cence" and "sacrifice" on the part of Okinawan people over 25 years since the end of the War,

both of which had contributed to the U.S. military administration and had also almost

reached a breaking point.

This can also be noted in the statement of Secretary of State Willam P. Rodgers:

It was clear in 1969, and it remains clear today, that continuance of a
situation in which a million Japanese are still living under U.S. military
administration more than 25 years after the end of World War II has
subjected our position in the Ryukyu Islands and our relationship with Japan
to increasing strain. Such a situation is no longer tenable. It is not in
keeping with our national character or our national interest; nor is consis
tent with history.B2

And Rodgers, in the following statement describes how the Okinawan people's acquies

cence toward the U.S. bases had almost reached its limit:
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There was also reason to believe that the longer the reversion was delayed,
the greater the chance would be of an open clash between demonstrators
demanding reversion and American military forces protecting our bases.
The 1968 election of Chief Executive Yara on a platform of immediate
reversion and the growing militancy of student and leftist radicalism on
Okinawa had made it apparent that to further delay a reversion agreement
would be to erode rapidly the acquiescence of the local population necessary
to the continued effective operration of our base structure in the islands.B3

It can be said that Redger's argument for reversion was made from political and moral

points of view. On the other hand, the Pentagon put forth the national (U.S.) merits more

definitely. Deputy Secretary of Defense David Packerd said at the Senate public hearing

on the Okinawa Reversion Agreement:

The final subject I would like to discuss with you is the military facilities we
will maintain on Okinawa and those that will be released to the Government
of Japan. First, we will maintain all those facilities essential to the
performance of the missions of our military units deployed in Okinawa.
Those facilities that will be released are either no longer required by our
forces or will no longer be required once and as the missions for the immedi
ate defense of Okinawa are transferred to the Japanese self-defense force.B4

Military facilities no longer essential to the U.S. forces were those to be transferred to

the Japanese Self-Defense Forces, and with this transfer, the U.S. would be able to concen

trate on their defense of Taiwan, South Korea, and elsewhere clearly indicated by the

Government of Japan in the Japan-U.S. Joint Cmmunique. Another reversion merit to the

U.S. was the saving of the "extra costs ': The U.S., morally obliged in the administration of

of Okinawa, was spending a tremendous amount of the Federal budget annually for the

enhancement of the welfare of Okinawan people. After the reversion, in addition to freedom

of use of the bases, the U.S. would be relieved of spending the costs therefor. The extra

costs saved by the reversion were classified into two categories: one was the U.S. assets

of the Ryukyu Electric Power Corporation, Ryukyu Domestic Water Corporation, Ryukyu

Development Loan corporation, and the Bank of the Ryukyus, etc., ownership thereof was

transferred to Japan at a total cost of $ 320 million; the other was the U.S. expenditures

of about $ 60 million for maintaining the bases. In connection to this, Deputy Secretary

David Packerd explained:

When the Japanese Self-Defense Forces assume the defense mission of
Okinawa, this will make available about $35 million a year for that DOD
missions. This assumes that some of our forces will be withdrawn and
assigned to other missions, and to the extent that is done we will be able to
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realize savings in the neighborhood of $35 million a year····· -. Tranfer of
administrative responsibility will mean a savings in the United States of
about $20 million per year. This was the cost of running the U.S. Civil
administration including its aid appropriations prior to the decision to begin
reversion negotiations-' -" -. The figure has sharply reduced already in an
ticipation of reversion. Weare currently leasing the private land which we
use for our bases on Okinawa. Under the terms of the Mutual Security
Treaty and the related SOFA, Japan provides us, free of charge, our
required facilities and areas. Thus the land rentals on Okinawa which
currently cost us over $ 10 million a year will be assumed by the
Japanese Government upon reversion.8s

Government of Japan and the Ministry of Finance denied that Japan had purchased

Okinawa from the U.S. in its explanatory statement about how negotiations for reversion

went on. Viewed, however, from the U.S. side, it was apparently the "selling of Okinawa",

and the selling of administration in its entirety".

To conclude, the U.S. yielded to Japan by removing nuclear weapons from Okinawa,

and preserved its relationship with Japan, which led to a strengthened partnership.

And after 1972, the year of reversion, the U.S. bases continued to operate without

any interference or significant public opposition.

On September 21, 1971, President Nixon sent documents relating to the Okinawa

Reversion Agreement and others connected thereto to seek the recommendation and approval

of the Senate. The Senate started discussion on October 27 with a hearing at the Committee

on Foreign Relations, and approved them on November 2 with all members' U6) ayes, and on

November 3 submitted a report to the plenary session of the Senate. At the Senate, on

November 10, the Okinawa Reversion Agreement was signed with 84 ayes, 6 nays and 10

abstentions. Based on this, President Nixon on Feburary 29, 1972 completed the ratification

procedure.

In parallel to this, in Japan, the Okinawa Reversion Agreement was discussed at the

Diet, but on November 17, 1971 the LDP and the Government of Japan railroaded the

ratification. On March 10, 1972, the agreement was attested to by Emperor Hirohito. All

of the congressional procedures were thus complete on both Japan and the U.S. sides and on

March 15, 1972 in Tokyo, the instruments of ratification were exchanged. Two month's

later on May 15, 1972, the reversion of Okinawa was formally accomplished.

The last High Commissioner to Okinawa, James B. Lampart, who ruled Okinawa as

'Monarch', stated in leaving Okinawa: ........ today's closing ceremony is an occasion for

nostalgia but also for pride-an occasion for looking back with satisfaction on the work of
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USCAR over the years and of looking foward to a future of further advancement by the

people of Okinawa."s6

For the Okinawa "Prefectural people" who had a rare experience of beging ruled by

foreigners, the 27 year period after World War II was. in its true meaning, a history of

resistance against the foreign race, the U.S. forces. Even after becoming one of the

Prefectures of Japan, it is not an overstatement to say that there lie many difficulties ahead

on its path to the future.
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