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and the changing nature of our ammmnmm ﬁmncunmsmnnm.

etter to MAINE

[from

Senator W& : ..

& Wlnifed Hiafes Denafe \ﬁ\%

March 1, 1969

Dear Friends:

During the mid-February Congressional recess, I spent a week in Japan participating
in the Japanese-American Hdnmwvmﬂwumamnnmﬂ% Conference vaSmowmm by Columbia cupdmnmvn%. i
It was the third mcor nobmmﬁmunm to cm rmwm mwnnm mcncsa Hmmu mum the mmoonm H rmdm mnnmu&mm

. The issue that was most in mdwmmSOm mcﬁwsm ‘the 'six mm%m of” mmsuuno -dusk Bmmnunmm ‘was
{..nawa. Okinawa is not a large island, v:n Hn is HBvOﬂnman to nwm cspnmm mnmnmm vmnm:mm
om its effect on our position in Asia. T

In Japan, the Okinawa issue is intensely emotional. _If it is not resolved in a smw
supported by a majority of the Japanese people, it could threaten oounpscmnwos of the-
American-Japanese Security Treaty and undermine vamu R @ﬂoa>smnwnmu monmumn P Hpowv,uw;
well as our relations génerally. ,

A million Okinawans live under American military rule, and they consider themselves
deprived of human rights and their rights as Japanese ‘¢citizens. ~'They and 'mainland Japanese i
want to have the issue settled generally.

The question of Okinawa involves first .the reversiom of civil administrative control
of the island to the Japanese. We have conceded since World War II that Okinawa--at some
time-—- should be returned to Japan, but no date for- reversion,:even of maBuﬁpmwnmnwdm con—-
trol, has yet been negotiated.: I am convinced that’ the United States’ and’Japan’ should mmwmm
this year on a date for beginning of the wm<mﬂmwou wuonmmm ,srpn: oocHa begin as early-as": i
1970 or 1971. : :

The most difficult vwovwms Hb<ow<mm is, of course, the status om American BHHHanw p
bases, once administrative control is returned to the umvmnmmm. The key question is'whether :
the use of our military bases on Okinawa should be:!limited, and if so, how much. We must
consider the Okinawa bases in light of their psmownmuom no our entire’ »mwma moamwms wowpo%

In this regard, sm,ﬂocwa have to weigh the judgments of our military and foreign-
policy experts carefully. Our objective should be to move’ toward a reduction -of our
military presence in Japan. Specific recommendations toward that end should be seriously
considered this year. 1In any event, I am mnﬂoamww in favot.of moving . nosmﬂm,mmnH%;HmWn0|.
ration om nH<HH maawswmnnmnwou of Okinawa to n:m mo<mnsamun ‘of umwma. ' : :

Sincerely,
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MACH | ASPORT

PLUS CA CHANGE--

There is a French saying quite appropriate to the continued fight over the
Machiasport Foreign Trade Zone proposal: "Plus ca change, plus c'est ‘1a meme chose."
--The more things change, “the more They are the same.
During the last days of the Johnson Administration, Senator Muskie and other New
England congressional leaders, along with Governor Curtis and his col leagues, pressed
Secrefary of Commerce C. R. Smith to make a decision on.the trade zone without getting
it bogged down in the of ! import license problem. The ol | question, Senator Muskie-said; if
should be resolved outside the decision on the trade zone. Secretary Smith' declined o w
make that decision. v ‘

After the NiXon Administration took office, Secretary of Commerce Maurice Stans
indicated he wanfed o make an early decision on the trade zone. The alternate members
- of the Foreign Trade Zone Board voted approval of the project.  President Nixon took oil .
policy decisions out of Interior Secretary Hickel's hands. Secretary Stans announced .
that he would not act on the trade zone application until after an oil import decision
had been reached.

1

--PLUS C'EST LA MEME CHOSE.

OIL POLLUTION IN CALAIS

The o0il spill which has covered three miles of beaches and shoreline of the St.
Croix River at Calais underscores the need for enactment of the Water Quality Improve-
ment Act, which Senator Muskie introduced last month.

The St. Croix River incident is similar to other tragedies involving oil discharges
from vessels, shore installations and off-shore oil rigs in other parts of the country.
It represents a constant threat to our waterways and the adjoining shores.
£ oA
Remedies under present law are limited, but Senator Muskie requested the Internationdt”
Joint Commission to investigate the Calais spill, its origins and possible steps to clean
it up. Y
r s
The Water Quality Improvement Act would have provided the mechanism in the St. Croix
case for immediate action to control and clean up such a spill before it became a major
environmental problem.

Senator Muskie is pressing for enactment of the bill this spring.

LEGISLATION

Regional Development Act of 1969. Senator Muskie introduced this bill to extend
and expand the programs and opportunities of the five regional econcmic development
commissions, including New England's.

They were authorized under the Public Works and Economic Development Act of 1965,
which Senator Muskie introduced. I+ts objective is to provide Federal help for regions
whose economies lag behind the national average.

In 1967, the Act was amended to authorize the commissions to make initial supple-
mental grants to on-going Federal grant-in-aid projects as a modest program to strengthen
regional economies. In additfion, the amendments directed the commissions to develop cem-

' prehensive long-range economic plans defining needs and priorities and proposing programs
to meet:the needs.

RotiorMaskielsybit]_this year.would enable the commissions fo_implement those: long=-_ ...
“authorizing $50 mi'llTon for each. commission over:the next:two.years.: The W

¢ e “range “U_m\Jw,., by authori < ext:- \
bill also would extend Federal technical assistance to the commissions, and authorize »
them to continue their supplemental grant .programs. : CamEL H

Senator Muskie said, "The long-range plans developed by the regional commissions
represent agreementnby both Federal and State governments on what needs to be done and
the sharing of responsibilities for doing it. Now the commissions need the authorization
to carry out their plans in accordance .with the objectives of the Congress in 1965."
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Proceedings of 50th National Convention of the
American Legion, New Orleans, La.:September 6-12, 1968
(91st Congress, lst Session.....House Document No. 83)

: p. 247, Register No. 1338 (New Jersey Department Executiv

Committee) "To Retain Islands of Iwo Jima and Oki
for Permanent U.S. Possessions'

p. 254, Memorials on Guam

p. 274, Memorial on Guam to American dead of World War II
Resolution 296-1967
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247, Report of the National Adjutant
Foreign relations commission
Action on Referred Resolutions

REGISTER NO. 1338 (NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE) —*F0 RETAIN
ISLANDS OF IWO JIMA AND OKINAWA FOR PERMANENT U.S. POSSESSIONS'

meeting of April 29-30, 196S. It was r
to the full commission’s preconvention

Resolutions received from national adjutant

This resolution was’ initially received during the executive subcommitiee
eferred to the staff for study and report

ontained in the chairman’s report to

|
1
i
|
"
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meeting in New Orleuns. (This action wus

the May 1-2, 1968, NEC meeting.)
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for precisely opposite reasons.). -
" In a letter dated February 1, 196GS, the Assistant Secretarv of St'lte for Con-

p. 254, Report of the National Adjutant

Foreign relations commission
Conclusion

Memorials on Guam.—The House Foreign Affairs Committee failed to hold
hearings on our bill, House Resolution 44'» which would declare it to be the
sense of the House of Representatives thﬂ‘?’t opposes “the proposal of the South

Pacific Memorial Association or any other group or organization to construct
on Guam a monumeut dedicated to Japanese servicemen who died while fighting
Aniérican forces.” This was based on a 1966 convention resolution, No. 166, ex-
pressing the Legion’s opposition to such a memorial on Guam. Also, we failed in
our efforts to get the Congress to add $200,000 to the fiscal year 1969 appropria-

tions of the American Battle Monuments Commission, for the purpose of its

constructing on Guam an already plamned and designed memorial to the Amer-
ican-servicemen who lost their lives there in World War II. This effort was
pursuant to resolution No. 296 of the 1967 convention, On the other hand, the
Department of State—during the report period—expressed to Congress “hat
eemed to be a reversal of its earlier position regarding a Japanese memorial on
Guam. Initially, the State Department had indicated that it “approved” such
a memorial project on the grounds that it “would be consistent with our encour-
agement of the promotion and maintenance of close and friendly relations with
our ally, Japan.” (Our resolution, No. 296, had pointed out, howerver, that the
State - Department opposed an American wal-dead memoual on Okinawa—

ffresswnal Relations advised the chairman of the House Committee on Foreign

"~ Affairs that the Department had taken steps to correct “any misinterpretation”
. by advising the South Pacific Memorial Association’s representatives that the’
. Department-did not have authority to give official authorization: to their project,
/- and-that the proposal had “provoked a great deal of controversy, which had cast
"~a cloud over the original intent of promoting friendly relations.”- The, Depart-

ment’s spokesman also stated that the promoters of the Japanese memorial had

been advised that they ‘may well wish: to reconsider” the project. This letter
* to.the chajirman was prompted by ‘the Legion’s bill, ‘House Resolution 475, which
- Congressman’ Selden:of Alabama, mtroduced at our request. It thezefore, had

a good effect, even though it was not gzven fo1 mal conqldel atmn
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P.- 274, Report of the National Adjutant

Legislative commission
Foreign relations

Alemorial on Guam to American dead of World War IT
Resolution 296—1967 (Res. 116—1966)

For previous action on_Resolution 116, 1966, see 1967 report.

H.R. 17522, May 24, 1968, Replesentfttne Roonev (New York), to make appro-
priations for the Dep'trtments of State, Justice, Commerce, the Judiciary and
related agencles for fiscal year 1969; House Report 1468. -

the Hougy 968.
%1_311_119,1_‘.426& Trector Strm"er wrote to Senator MeClellan, chairman,

Subcomiittee on Departments of State, Justice, Commerce, the Judiciary and
Related Agencies, Senate Committee on Appropriations, and to each member
of the subcommittee, requesting that $200,000 be added to the above appropria-
tion bill for the erechon of a memorial on Guam to Amerlcan dead of World
War IL

handy

H;R 17522 n'lssed the § g; ate July 29, 1968, and went to conference

{
i
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U.S. DEFENSE POLICY IN ASIA: THE OKINAWA QUESTION

“The ‘future status of Okinawa is the number one
issue in Japanese' politics,” a Japanese Embassy official
commented in mid-summer 1969. “It is also the biggest
problem facing U.S.-Japanese relations.”

U.S. officials agree that a satisfactory arrangement
on Okinawa is a prerequisite for continued close ties with
Japan. These. ties are described by U.S. diplomats as of
incalculable value to the United States.

“The outcome of negotiations on the Okinawa question
will affect U.S.-Japanese political relations in the years
- ahead.” More 1mmedlately, the outcome will have an im-

@"ortant ‘bearing on the prospects for continuing the nine-

year-old ‘U.S. -Japan, Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and
Securxty :The treaty will be extended automatically and
mdeﬁmtely on-June 23, 1970, unless at any time there-
1fter either party wishes to negotiate a revision or gives
one-year notice that it wishes to dissolve the pact.

Both govemments are firmly committed to the treaty
‘and ‘the relationship it symbolizes, but they differ on its
extension to Okinawa. The _government. of Premier Eisaku
Sato has demanded reversion of Okinawa and the other

" islands. of the Okinawa chain (or Ryukyus, as they are

called by the United States) to Japanese administration

" by 1972. At.that time, the Sato government contends, the

U.S. bases on Okinawa—the use of which is currently un-
restricted—should be governed by the limitations now
applying- to bases in mainland Japan, as spelled out in
documents relating to the mutual security treaty and the
Japanese constitution. In effect, this would ban nuclear

é»weapons on QOkinawa and would require prior consulta-

'»=ion with Japan on the use of the bases for offensive com-
bat missions not directly related to Japan’s defense.
‘Demands for ‘mainland status intensified after the

é Iuly 24, 1969, disclosure that poison gas had been stored

BN Okmawa Although the Defense Department quickly
promrsed to remove the gas, such incidents create what
one Japanese ‘Embassy official has called a “credibility
gap” in U.S.-Japanese relations, adding to the pressure
for prior consultation on Okinawa military operatlons
The U.S.' Government has agreed that the issues of
admlmstratlve reversion and the status of the bases are
inseparable, But it views the question from the perspective
of its far-reaching Asian. defense commitments and its
ablllty to honor them.
* Whether "U.S. security requirements necessarlly en-
tail continued totally free use of Okinawa is a major point

", of controversy between the United ‘States and Japan as

well as among American defense analysts. So, too, is the
nature ‘and extent of the Communist threat facing Asia,
;which, in turn, will affect the future U.S. military role in
the Far East.

Negotiations on Okinawa began April 2, 1‘)(‘9 when a
preliminary soundmv was taken by Japan's influential
elder statesman, former. President Nobusuke Kishi, who
came to Washington for the funeral of former President
lerfht D Frsenhower Kishi preqented to Mr Nmon his

COPYRIGHT 1949 COMGRESSIONAL QUARTERLY 1NC.
- Reproduction proh bited 1n whotz a7 10 port except by ediarial chents

personal view that reversion should occur as soon as pos-
sible, combined with the removal of nuclear weapons from
U.S. bases on Okinawa.

By the end of May, the Japanese government had
settled on its proposals, which Foreign Minister Kiichi
Aichi conveyed to President Nixon and Administration
officials during a five-day visit to Washington June 2-6.

Officials on both sides hoped that most of the major
differences in the two governments’ positions could be re-
solved when Aichi returned to Washington Sept. 11. Sato

will come to the United States in late November. Both

governments believe that substantial progress in working
out a satisfactory arrangement must be made by then.

The Issues

For additional background, see E.R.R. Report of
June 25, 1969: “"Okinawa Question” 1969 Vol. I, p. 473.

Administration of the Ryukyus. Japan annexed Oki-
nawa and the other Ryukyu islands in 1879. But the United
States has governed the territory since Japanese officials
unconditionally surrendered it in 1945, following one of
the costliest battles of the Pacific. Article 3 of the 1951
peace treaty with Japan formally sealed the U.S. position
as the “sole administering authority,” with the “right to
exercise all and any powers of administration, legislation
and jurisdiction over the territory and inhabitants of
these islands.” (Okinawa has been governed by a U.S.
military high commissioner, but increasing civilian con-
trol has been gradually turned over to Okinawans.)

By 1967, a poll showed that 100 percent of Okinawan
respondents |, favored immediate reversion to Japanese
control; by 1969, all of Japan’s leading political parties
were lobbying vigorously for an immediate return of the
Ryukyus. ‘

The reversion issue indicates a more general reasser-
tion of Japanese pride and independence—also demon-
strated by the early September visit of Aichi to Moscow,
where he discussed the return of the Soviet-held Kurile
islands.

Demands for administrative reversion have been mag-
nified by widespread opposition to U.S. free use of the
bases. Most Japanese—including the Liberal-Democratic
ruling party—believe that political reversion is a means
to obtain limitations on the use of these bases. The link
between the two issues was emphasized in November 1968,
when the United States allowed Okinawans to participate
in the first popular election of a local chief executive. The
victor—Chobyo Yara—ran on a platform of immediate
reversion to Japanese control, removal of nuclear weapons
and an end to B-52 Vietnam bombing missions originating
on Okinawa.

Although all U.S. Presidents since 1951 hawve ac-
knowledged Japan’s ultimate sovereignty over the is-
lands, 'no firm date for ‘reversion has been fixed, because

Sept. 12, 1969—PAGE 1697,
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Okinawa - 2 . -

U.S. M ih?arv Preseﬂce in Japan

Okinawa., The United States maintains what
American military officials proudly refer to as a $2-
billion complex on Okinawa. About 110 square miles
(or 25 percent of the total land surface) have been ap-
propriated for 120 bases on an island 3/8 the area of
Rhode Island. Added to a population of 900,000
Okinawans are 45,000 U.S. troops. Americans in 1968
spent $260 million in Okinawa—in addition to official
U.S. Government aid of about $24 million.

Okinawa is the only Asian base in which the
United States has a totally free hand. Its position is
extremely strategic, since the island lies within 1,000
miles of Taiwan, most of Korea, large parts of Japan
proper, the Philippines and Communist China.

Okinawa serves as a fueling and supply station
for American activities in Asia, including combat op-
erations in Vietnam. A counter-guerrilla warfare
school, extensive warehouses and military hospitals
and the computer center for Vietnam logistics are lo-
cated on the island. The 5,620-acre Kadena Air Base
is one of the largest Air Force installations in Asia
and is able to handle an almost unlimited number of
all types of U.S. planes. Special forces train for Viet-
nam in the Okinawan jungles; the Marines have a
division headquarters; and the Navy operates several
ports. Psychological warfare operations, radio moni-
toring, intelligence  operations, Voice of America
broadcast facilities to the Asian mainland—all are
located on Okinawa. So, too, are two chemical com-
panies—the 267th and 137th—under the 2nd Logis-
tical Command, which " has testmg facilities for
chemical warfare.

B-52 bombers have been statloned in Okinawa
since 1966. Additional B-52s were sent there following
the January 1968 seizure of the Pueblo by North Ko-
rea. They have been flying sorties to Vietnam regular-
ly since then, although the United ‘States has not
officially acknowledged this. )

The U.S. military has neither confirmed nor de-
nied the presence of nuclear weapons on the island,
but it is known that they are stockpiled on Okinawa.

Japan. The United States has reduced the num-
ber of its military installations in mainland Japan
from more than 2,500 in 1952 to 149 in mid-1969. In
1968, the United States agreed to a further reduction
of 50 minor installations. The United States main-
tains six major bases and two naval installations in
Japan, employmg 35,200 Americans in uniform. The
U.S. presence is,’ accordmg to a State Department of-
ficial,: “very v1snble and is accentuated by the fact
- that the bases are in or near population centers. -

The Japanese government’s position on the U.S.
bases in Okinawa and on the mainland is that they
are necessary and should remain. Of the major opos-
sition parties, the Democratic Socialists and Komeito
will settle for mainland status for Okinawa as a first
step toward the eventual removal of all U.S. troops
from Japan. The Socialist and Communist Parties de-
mand lmmedlate removal of all-U.S. bases.

Vi

U.S. officials have felt that doing so would jeopardize
military operations that have been regarded as-essential
for Asian defense.

When Sato visited Washington in 1967, he expected
to reach an agreement. on reversion. But the premier suc-
ceeded only in obtaining return’ of the Bonin island chain
(which reverted to Japan June 26, 1968) and a pledge by
President Johnson to keep the status of Okinawa under
continuous review. -

The premier has pledged to bring home a specific
reversion timetable after his November talks with Mr.
Nixon: " U.S. and Japanese diplomats have said Sato’s
political future depends on the success of his mission.

The constraints of Japanese public opinion on Sato’s
negotiating position are fully understood by the Nixon Ad-
ministration. Moreover, the Administration recognizes that
an. alternative to the Sato government would be one
which—at least temporarily—would have to be less friend-
ly to the United States. U.S. officials are therefore taking
into account the fact that it may be impossible to main-
tain the status quo of U.S. administrative control, com-
bined with completely free use of the bases. .A semi-
official Japanese advisory council cautioned March 10
that the strategic value of retaining control over the is-
lands” administration “would be extremely small com-
pared to the political loss that could be incurred....”

Faced with this possibility, the Nixon Administration
now has modified previous U.S. policy and is willing to dis-
cuss reversion by 1972 or 1973, provided a satlsfactory
agreement on the bases is, reached R

Relation to the Mutual’ Security Treaty. “The po-

litical opposition in Japan apparently views Okinawa re- -

version, in the context of rising Japanese self-confidence,
as the issue best suited to obtain popular support for the
challenge of the treaty and the entire U.S.-Japanese re-
lationship,” reported an eight-member House Foreign
Affairs Committee far eastern study mission in March
1969." “Unless the Okinawa issue is resolved by the time
the treaty becomes subject to renegotiation, Japanese
domestic political pressure may force the Japanese gov-
ernment to engage in a renegotiation process. Negotiations
under these circumstances would be very difficult, despite
the present govemment’s friendly attitude toward the
United States.”

The 1960 treaty superseded a 1951 arranaement under
which the United States undertook primary responsrbrhty
for the defense of Japan. It restored full sovereignty to
Japan in matters of defense and made the two nations
partners in a defense alliance to mamtam ‘international
peace’ and security in the Far East.”” The 'signatories
pledged to ‘come to each other’s defense if either was
attacked in territories_ under Japanese administration,
and it reaffirmed U.S. rights to land air and naval bases
on the mainland. -

Declarations attached to the 1960 treaty p]aced re-
straints on U.S. use of the installations, howewver. The
United States agreed that major changes in the equip-
ment or use of facilities for combat operations “shall
be the sub_)ects of prior consultation with the government
of Japan.”

In fact, the United States has never held prior con-
sultations with Japan because it has never attempted
such major changes as introducing nuclear weapons into
its mainland bases or inaugurating combat missions from

COPYRIGHT 1959 CONGRESSIONAL QUARTERLY INC.
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them. It is generally acknowledged that Japan would veto
these changes.

Although a majority of Japanese believe that the
treaty is in Japan’s best interests, substantial opposition
to the pact has existed since 1960, when protests led to
the resignation of Kishi and the cancellation of President
Eisenhower’s visit to Tokyo. The Socialist-Communist left
continues to argue that instead of protecting Japan, the
treaty is actually provocative, because it links Japan too
closely with the wide-ranging commitments of the United
States and permits U.S. bases in Japan. Leftists also have
expressed a desire to abolish the Far East peace and se-
curity clause.

Under these clrcumstances, the Sato government

" wishes to avoid any changes in the pact which would re-
quire resubmission to the legislature, risking an attack on
~ the entire U.S.-Japanese defense relationship.

The Nixon Administration also wishes to avoid re-

apanese relationship, particularly in view of Congressio-
shoulder more of the defense burden.

everted to Japanese administration, the laws governing
Japan-—mcludmg the mutual security treaty—would auto-
matically . extend “to U.S. bases there, unless  special
“.arrangemernits . were negotlate Under the terms of the
treaty ~and: its related documents; - the United States
would have’ to. consult wrth Japan on the use of these
bases. :
The Nuclear Questlon The countrys so- called
“nuclear allergy” has dominated Japanese thinking on the

clear weapons wrth political reversion.
 There are conflicting  opinions on the necessrty of
mamtammg nuclear weapons ‘on’ Okinawa. Prof. Albert
Wohlstetter, a Pentagon consultant, has said that changes
the technology - of weapons dehvery—-development of
ong-range ‘and Polaris' missiles—“have diminished and
will continue to dlmmish the: value of potentlal nuclear
operatlons ‘from close-in.’
+The Japanese government concurs wrth this analysis.
hlle recognizing the necessity of the U.S. nuclear um-
brella most Japanese:do not believe nuclear: weapons on
- Okinawa add to the credibility of the U.S. deterrent.’
* ...Many U.S:-officials challenge the Japanese assess-
‘ ment pointing to the development of nuclear weapons by
. the Communist- Chinese and the. psychological effects of
: removmg nuclear weapons as an invitation to Commumst
aggression. But they recognize that the: nuclear issue is
* particularly sensitive and that the pohtical repercussrons
of maintaining stockprles on Okinawa after reversion could

.. be.a: backlash of .opinion: that would be even more detri-,,

" mental to the U.S: military position there.
) HFree Use” Issue The United States is partlcularly
concerned to’ obtain guarantees of contmued “free use” of
the Okmawa bases—at least in circumstances it considers
emergencies. -Although ‘the Sato: government wants the
bases to. revert to mamland status, ‘it ‘has’indicated that
it .could agree to" "fr 3 in-cases of ‘‘serious emer-
% ;- gency.” The.. premier ‘h s‘also suggested that *“prior .con-
sultations” could mean 'Japanese approval rather, than a

i

negotiating the treaty in the face of Japanese leftist opin-.. .

jon. In addition, Congressional criticism of U.S. commit- - .
gments now is at a peak and could be directed at.the

nal pique at Japan’s economic policies and refusal to -

} Q}g Impact on the Status of Okmawa Bases If Oklnawa ‘
b

Okinawa bases. Sato has firmly insisted on removal of nu- -

- COPYRIGHT 1967 CONGRESSIONAL QUARTERLY INC.
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Spokesmen for the Administration have expressed
doubts as to the acceptability of these terms. First, the
spokesmen point to ambiguities in the concept of serious
emergency. U.S. negotiators will want to have this

spelled out in some detail in a written agreement that -

would be binding on subsequent governments. Japanese
negotiators have replied that it would be politically im-
possible for their government to agree to these terms. -
They have argued that a broad oral pledge, based on good

‘faith, would be sufficient. S

Complrcatmg the prospects for a ‘“free use” agree-
mént is the divergence in U.S. and Japanese definitions of
a serious emergency. According to a government official,
the Japanese regard the term as characterizing such cases
as an invasion of South Korea or Nationalist China and

~would not agree that incidents such as the seizure by

North Korea  of the U.S~ espionage ship Pueblo’ ‘would
warrant: reversion to free use status. The United States.
wishes, to temain flexiblé in responding in any manner
it chooses to any. act it:regards  as aggression. And the

. United’ States has objected” to prior consultation on the

grounds that it would impede a'quick response to crises.

“rootThe questron of ‘B-52 flights' will. receive partlcular
jattention in this context. The Sato government is under
‘pressure to obtain::their | termination. But the United

States considers this 1mpossrble so long as the Vietnam

war contmues and other Communist nations follow policies
deemed aggressrve by Washmgton

U, S Mlllmry Role in Asia

: The Umted States has an extenswe network of com-

 mitments in Asia: the 1l-nation Southeast Asia Treaty

Organization (SEATO), the Australia-New Zealand-U.S.

-<ANZUS Treaty and bilateral defense pacts with the Re-
’ pubhc of Chma (1954) South Korea (1953) and the Philip-
- pines (1951):

To carry out these commrtments, the Unrted States
has stationed . some. one million ‘men in the Pacific. The
Okinawa complex, however, is the only one in Asia_for
which the United States has completely free use. Two
Asian nations—South Korea and Nationalist China—have
argued vrgorously that continued unrestricted use of the
Okinawa_ bases is essential to their own security. Their
attitude may place constraints on the U.S. position.

Paradoxically, the possxblhty also exists that if Japan

" were- to obtain veto power _in’ Okinawa, other nations
.might be given further: encouragement to press for U.S.

concessions in return for continued base rights in their
terrrtory Dissatisfaction” w1th U. S bases runs particularly

" .deep in the Philippines.

A More Cautious U.s. Mrhtary Role in Asia? U.S.
commitments in Asia and the manner in which they will
be honored in the future are under review by Congress and

_ the Admimstratron The results of this review will have
" a bearing on the value of maintaining the current status

of Okinawa against strong Japanese opposition.

Before leaving on a five-day tour of Asia, President
Nixon cautiously proposed some new directions for U.S.
Asian policy. Although he reaffirmed the U.S. commitment-
to existing defense. arrangements, he indicated (in Guam
July 25) that his Administration would avoid additional
pledges and-would interpret existing commitments some-
what differently in the future. The United States, he

‘said, would continue to provide a nuclear umbrella for
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Asia and would be prepared to meet threats of aggression
by a nuclear power, but it might be less willing to inter-
vene militarily in cases of internal subversion or to jump
in immediately in cases of aggression by a non-nuclear
nation. At the same time, Mr. Nixon emphasized that the
United States was a Pacific power and would retain its
long-standing interest in the region.

A gradual evolution and redefinition of U.S. military
policy in Asia is apparently supported.-by a majority on
Capitol Hill, where there is increasing concern with avoid-
ing the “escalation” of commitments and posslble over-
reactions to over-emphasized threats.

Because U.S. military policy in Asia in the post- Viet-

_nam' period will probably be more restrained, the neces-
‘sity to retain a free.hand in Okinawa in order to respond

quickly and alone to local threats (short of massnve ag-
gressron) may diminish. .

However, the "Administration will also have to con-
sider the impact on Asian.security of Britain’s projected

“ “Eastof Suez” withdrawal by 1971. And as long as the

,Unlted States continues to have wide-ranging defense

“'pacts -in* Asia; many Government officials and Members
- .of Congress belleve that the military status of Okinawa

-should remain unchanged If the United ‘States retained

 ["free use” lafter reversion, the bases would be the only
_‘ones in"the world! under a forelgn government enjoymg
 total free use status. * . -

“A Larger Japanese Defense Contribution? Along

- with an increasing disinclination to assume the sole re-

sponsibility for Asian defense, the Nixon Administration

"...and many: Members of Congress have urged the nations
_of -Asia“to assume a.larger share of their ‘own: defense.
" The fact that the*Japanese defense budget is abnormally
“low has frequently been criticized. In 1968; Japan’s defense

budget was $1.17 billion, or .83 percent of its gross nation-
al’ product (GNP), compared with 9% percent in the United
States,
: Defense analysts have sard that’ Japan must be pre-
pared to increase its 275,000-man defense force in the
years ahead and to devote at least 2 percent of its GNP
to defense. A Japanese government official, however, has
said that'1.2 percent is probably more realistic.

The Japanese government has said that it will assume
responsibility. for the. security of the Ryukyus after re-
version and is prépared to increase its defense forces.

‘But a larger military role for Japan is psychologically
unacceptable.to most’ Japanese It is therefore unhkely
that Japan would join any Asian mihtary alliance in the
foreseeable future. Article 9 of the constitution has been
1nterpreted as prohiblting the stationing of ~ Japanese
troops - abroad. | Many of the “Asian nations that have
‘pressed’ for" a regional defense alliance have_ expressed
apprehensron about possrble Japanese rearmament.

"Any increases in the Japanese defense contribution
may be dependent on—and would therefore follow—U.S.
concessions -on’ Okinawa. - If the United ‘States were to
agree to prior consultation, the lines of communication
with Japan would have to be strengthened The Japanese
government has proposed. a joint standmg military com-
mittee for this purpose. . -

In a speech June 19, Sato called for an end to Japan’s
“negative pacifism” and said the country should demon-
strate more “initiative and originality in foreign policy.”
But Japanese leadership will almost certainly be eco-
nomic rather than mllltary Takeo Fukuda Japan’s in-

| COPYRIGHT 1969 CONGRESSIONAL GUARTERLY INC. ) T
" Reproduction prohibited in whole of in part except by edioriol chents 1T - : i

fluential finance minister, has predicted that the country’s
aid to Asia could double within the next five years (Jap-
anese aid to Asia in 1967 amounted to about $343.3 mil-
lion).

Japan’s view of its future role in Asia rests partly on
its assessment of the military threat facing the region.
Most Japanese have been described as complacent toward
the possibility of large-scale aggression by the Communist
Chinese. This, in turn, has influenced Tokyo’s position on
the Okinawa bases

Although the Nixon Admmlstration has recently made
some modest overtures toward normalizing U.S. relations
with Communist China, officials have reiterated the view
that Communist: Chinese policy remains aggressive and

. poses the greatest mihtary threat to Asran peace.

Ouflook

k W}nle vrsxtmg Tokyo in February, Sen Hugh Scott
(R Pa.) predicted that the Nixon Administration would
take a firm stand in the negotiations, insisting that there

.would be no U.S. concessions wrthout comparable com-

promises from Japan.

Economlc Issues. Compllcatmg the Okinawa nego-
tiations are simultaneous talks on resolving conflicts in
U.S.-Japanese trade, which now totals more than $7 bil-
lion a year. U.S. officials and many Members of Congress
have expressed concern over the large U.S. trade deficit
with Japan—more than $1 billion in 1968—which, along
with U.S. military expenditures and about $24 million in
economic aid to Okinawa, contnbuted heavnly to the U.S.
balance of payments deficlt

-In addition, U.S. ofﬁcials have been trymg to obtain
voluntary restrictions on Japan’s textile exports as well as
liberalization of the country’s. commodity import quotas
(which apply to more than 100 U.S.:products) and its
strict foreign -investment regulations If the Japanese
do not . move more quickly in these areas, the Ad-

“ministration may be less;willing to accede to their de-

mands on Okinawa. The Japanese might accede to U.S.
trade demands in return for the: possibility of receiving
a more sympathetic hearing on Okinawa. (For fact sheet
on trade problems see. Weekly Report p. 1292.)

Form ‘and Outcome " of ' the Negotlatlons. The
Nixon Administration has‘rndicated it is willing to agree
to reversion’ by 1972 (through an executive exchange
of notes, rather than' revising the 1951 peace, treaty),
contingent upon Japanese  willingness' to ‘assume major
responsibility for the defense of the Ryukyus. In return,
the Administration has insisted on detailed guarantees—
by way of an executive® agreem’ent‘binding on future
governments—on free use of the bases .in emergencies..
The most difficult negotiations will come in reconciling
the U.S. and Japanese posrtlons on this question. If a
satisfactory arrangement is obtained the Administration
might ‘agree to remove nuclear weapons, provided they

could be reintroduced in the event of a serious emergency. '

Working in favor of an acceptable agreement is the desire
of both governments to maintain close defense relations.

Difficult negotiations lie ahead for the United States
and its major Pacific ally. Their.outcome may determine
the nature and scope of the future U. S commitment in
Asia, ! : .




