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There are five purpose• for which we might want to deploy an anti
ballistic missile system (ABM). They are: 

I. To protect against a Communist Chinese missile attack. 

z. To protect against an accidental missile launching. 

3. To protect against "nuclear blackmail, 11 which could take 
the form of a light attack on a single target of moderate value. 

4. To help protect our land-based strategic offensive forces. 

5. To protect our cities against a large Soviet missile attack. 

Today there are thl'ee options open to you. 

a. Do nothing at this time except continue a vigorous research 
and development program. 

b. Deploy a "thin" ABM system, which would meet Items 1 
through 4 above. 

c. Deploy a "thick" ABM system, which would meet Items 1 
through 4 and would, in addition, give local protection to 
ZS selected cities. This option is recommended by the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

I will discuss each one of these options briefly. 

a. The arguments in favor of Option.!. are: 1) it is unnecessary 
now to deploy a system against the Chinese threat because they are 
8 to 9 years away from having any significant ICBM capability; Z) we 
have such missile superiority over the Soviet Union with our Polaris 
submarines which are essentially invulnerable, and our penetration 
aids lor both sea and hardened land-based missiles, that it is unneces
sary to protect our land-based strategic forces with an ABM; 3) the 
chance of an accidental missile launching is remote; 4) a blackmail 

~nus 1or out.n Hea. Gila naraJn~1.1a<rifrol's-;d m1st;~Ltas, t.nat. u: 1s unneces-
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attack is unlikely, because an attacker would know th<~.t he was risking 
all-out nuclear war which would destroy his country; 5) a system 
designed to protect our cities would ultimately leave us in essentially 
the same position as we are now vis-a-vis the Soviet Union, because 
they would be forced to react to preserve their assu:red• destruction 
capability. In the end, each would have the capacity to kill 70 or more 
million in the other's homeland, and we would have wasted $30 to $40 
billion. 

It has been argued that one need only expend about $10 billion 
to deploy a system which would give protection to Z5 selected cities. 
This argwnent, however, ignores the fact that if we were to deploy 
such a system, the Soviet Union would be forced to talte countermeasures 
in the same fashion as we have done. This would require us to thicken 
our system to meet such countermeasures. In the end, our commitment 
to defend our cities ;.would force us into deployment of a very thick system 
at a total cost of between $30 and $40 billion. 

Further, if we were to deploy a system protecting only 
25 cities, the pressures in the Congress would be tremendous to extend 
such a system to protect other populaHon centers not covered by the 
$10 billion system. 

Finally, there are still difficult technical problems remaining 
to be solved, such as the development of the extended range Spartan 
missile and its associated six megaton warhead required for exo
atmospheric intercept, the development of the high acceleration Sprint 
missile for local defense, the development of the very complex radars, 
and the integration of all of these into a reliable system. 

The argument against this option is the probable attitude of 
the Congress and our people. The first reaction of most Americans 
will inevitably be in favor of an immediate start on deployment, if for 
no other reason than the Soviets are deploying an ABM l!'ystem. 

b. The second option, i.e. , to deploy a "thin" system, would 
meet the first four objectives llsted in the first paragraph of this 
memorandum, probably at a cost of between $4 and $5 billion. It 
would have to be made clear that this system would not be expanded 
to attempt to protect our cities against a heavy Soviet attack. This 
system would not only meet the first four objectives but, for a limited 
period of time, would also have the side benefit of reducing population 
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losses in the United States against a Soviet attack by 20 or 30 million. 
This benefit would disappear in time as the Soviets improved their 
missiles - as we have done - by the development of penetration.~id& 
and multiple warheads. I! this option were chosen, the deployment 
decision could be coupled with talks with the Soviet Union, seeking to 
reach an understanding with respect to the further deployment of both 
ABM's and offensive missiles. A decision in favor of this option would 
draw the teeth of much of the argument that the Soviets have a defense 
and we do not. However, there would be continuing pressures from 
some sources to expand to a "thick" system. 

c. The third option would, as indicated above, deploy a system 
deeigned to meet the first four objectives and to protect Z5 selected 
cities. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have recommended that you decide in 
favor of this option. For the reasons given above, this would not 
produce a stable situation because the Soviet Union would be forced to 
react and thus would negate the effectiveness of the system. In the end, 
we would spend $30 to $40 billion in thickening this system, and would not 
be able to protect our country from devastation from a Soviet missile 
attack. 

The Congress is divided on the issue of deploying an ABM 
system, but we believe that a substantial majority favor going ahead 
with some form of deployment. The group in favor of proceeding with 
an ABM deployment is led by Senator Russell and has strong backing 
iu the Armed Services Committees of both Houses, 
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STATEMENT BY 
GENERAL EARLE G. WHEELER, USA 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
BEFORE THE HOUSE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE 
ON THURSDAY, Z MARCH 1967 

Mr. Cha>rman and Memoers of the Comm1ttce· 

I am pleased ;:o have the opportumty to app,;ar befor,; th1s com-

m1ttee, to d1acuss w1th you tne v1ew.:; of the Jo1nt Ch1efs of Staff relative 

to the deployment of the NIKE-X ant1-balllstic ml&Slle system, and to 

develop the ratwnale beh1nd the Ch1efs 1 v1ews on th1s subJect. By way 

of prelude, let me aff>rm that the Jomt Ch1efs of Staff unammously agree 

1n recommend1ng we should proceed now to deploy NI:i<E-X. 

La.st year dunng formulation of the FY 67 budget the Jowt Ch1efs 

of Staff recommended deployment of NIKE-X. We recommended a 

deployment e3sent>ally the same as the Posture A deployment, outllned 

by the Secretary 1n h1s statement -- an area defense of much of the 

country, wlth defense also of 25 of the h1ghest dens1ty populated areas. 

We made th1s recommendatwn for two reasons. F>rst, we had con-

tmued to watch the growmg SovlCt ab1llty to destroy our populatwn anJ 

our Industry, and second, the research and development program on 

NIKE-X had reached a pomt where we felt that the NIKE-X ;vas ready 

for dep"loyment, 
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Now, what IS the s1tuat10n that we are facmg today? 

In the last year the 1ntelhgence commumty has noted that the 

Sov1ets are deploy1ng an ABM system around Moscow, w1th another 

poss1ble ABM syHem mother parts of the USSR. 

I would hke to emphasize to the committee that there IS no dlVer

gency of v1ew w1th1n the 1ntelhgence commumty as to the purpose of 

the Moscow deployment. Unan1mously, they agree that th1s IS an antl

balhstJc m1ss1le system. 

There IS some d1vergency of v1ew as to the second cystem, the so

called T iiLLINN system, wh1ch 1s deployed across the northeastern 

part of the Sov1ct Umon. Some say that the TALLINN sy ,;tem 1s 

pnmanly devoted to defense agamst h1gh f1y1ng au breath1ng obJects. 

Some go so far as to say that th1s 1s the sole purpose of the system. I 

must say that I hnd th1s v1ew dlff1cult to accept, dcsp1te th'" gaps 1n our 

mtelhgencc. 

My rea,;omng 1S th1s· Fnst, the Sov1ets know very well that our 

offen~1ve forces are mcreasmgly dependent upon m1SS1les. 

Second, I am Gure they know that the preferr..,d tactlc today for 

bomber forces 1s penetrat10n at a low level, not h1gh level. If the 

TALLINN system were de::ngned to defend agamst a low level bomber 
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penetration, 1t would make m1htary sense to me. The oppos1te does 

not. 

The TALLINN system 1s deployed across an area through wh1ch 

our rr>SS>les must fly. Thu:; 1s the "tube" or part of the tube that goes 

fron1 North Amer1ca to the Sov>et Umon. Be that as 1t may, however, 

the 1ntelhgence communlty also beheves that regardl,:,ss of what th,:, 

TALLINN system 1s des>gned to do, the SoVlets w1ll probably extend 

and 1mprove the1r ABM defenses over the com>ng years. Th1s 1s the 

defens1ve a~pect, 

The offens1ve aspect 1s th1s. As p01nted out 1n the Secretary's 

statement, the Sov1ets have accelerated the deployment of hardened 

IGBMs. By l97l they may very well have 78 SS-7 and -8s, 125 to 150 

SS-9s -- th1s 1s the large m1ss1le --and 447 to as many as 872 SS-lls, 

a m1SS1le wh1ch, by ICBM standards, 1s small. It's roughly compar-

able to our MINUTEMAN, w1th about a megaton warhead. 

The charactenst>cs of the warhead of the SS-11 are such that 1t 1s 

relat1vely 1naccurate. It has been des1gnated, therefore, as a "c1ty 

buster. 11 In other words, 1t 1S a weapon dcs1gned to attack our c1t1e-;. 

destroy our populat10n and our 1ndustry. It >S not pnmanly des1gned 

to attack our m1SS1len. 
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The Jo1nt Ch1efs of Staff don't know whether the Sov1<'!t over-all 

obJect•ve 1s strateg1c nuclear panty, or supenonty. In e1ther case, 

we beheve that then probable a1ms are one or more of tho; follow>ng. 

F>rst, to reduce the Umted States' assured d.,structlOn capab>hty-

that 1s, our ab1hty to destroy then mdustry and then people. 

Second, to comphcate the targetlng probl"m wh1ch wo.> have 1n 

d>rectmg our strateg1c forces agamst the Sov1et Un10n. 

Thnd, to reduce US conf1dence 1n our ab1hty to J?en~trate Sov1et 

defenses, thereby reduc1ng the poss1b1hty that the Umted States would 

undertake a pre-emptory flrst stnke agamst the Sov><lt Umon, even 

under extreme provocat10n. 

Fourth, to ach1eve an explo1table capab1hty, perm1tt1ng them free

dom to pursue the1r nat10nal a1ms at confhct levels les~ than general 

nuclear ware 

As pomted out 1n Mr. Vance'" statement, h1s rccommendat10n 

agamst deploymg NIKE-X at th1s hme 1s based fundamentally on th.o 

followmg, and I am quot1ng: 

"The Sov1et Umon would be forced to react to U.S. ABM 

deployment by mcreas1ng 1ts offens1ve nuclear force w>th the r;;sult 

that, flrst, the r1sk of a Sov1et nuclear attack on th.; Umted States 

4 SECRET" 



------------------------

SECReT 

would not be further decreased, and second, the damage to th-o Un1ted 

States from a nuclear attack, 1n the event deterrence fa1led, would 

not be reduced m any mean1ngful sense." 

The J01nt Ch1efs of Staff feel that th1s Judgment assumes that 

Sov1et reaction to NIKE-X deployment w1ll be equal, oppos1te, feas1 ble 

and poss1ble, We don't th1nk that 1t g1ves suff1c1ent we1ght to 1mportant 

1nteract10ns assoc1ated w1th deploy1ng NIKE-X. Importantly, consld.,r

atlon of the mteract1ons of not deploymg the NIKE-X app.!ars not to be 

we1ghed suff1c1ently. 

We do not pretend to be able to pred1ct w1th certa1nty JuSt how the 

Sov1ets wlll react. We do know from expencnce the h1gh pr1ce they 

must pay to overcome a deployed U, S, ABM system. Some of the costs 

to them are the followmg: 

F1rst, the econom1c and the technolog1cal expendlturcs necessary 

to counter the NIKE-X. 

Second, the d1vers10n of resources from other h1gh pnonty pro-

grams. 

Th~rd, the v~rtual attnt10n of th<nr nuclear payloads. In other 

words, 1£ they mstall MIRVs and get more reentry veh1clcs -- lf they 

mstall penetrat10n a1ds -- as a result they w1ll g"t icwer k1lotons. 

We feel that they would also be faced w1th the grave uncerta1nt1es 

assoc1ated w1th targetmg aga1nst an ABM ddended nat10n. We believe 
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that the Soviet offensive ar.d defens1ve buildup does Increase_ the nsk 

of nuclear war. Deterrence IS a cornbinatlOn of forces In bemg, and 

state of mmd. 

Should the Soviets come to beheve that their balhstiC miSSile 

defense, coupled with a nuclear attack on the United States, would hrnit 

damage to the Soviet Umon to a level acceptable to them, whatever that 

level Is, our forces would no longer deter. The f>rst pnnciple of our 

secunty poh·:y would be gone. 

I should say here that while I certamly agree -- and so do the other 

Jomt Chiefs -- that the basis of deterrence IS the abihty to destroy an 

~ttacker as a viable nation, as a part of this, there IS also the abihty 

of the nation to surVIve as a nation-- In other wor:ls, the converse of 

the f>r st p01nt. 

Secondly, lack of a deployed U.S. ABM mcreases the poss1b1hty of 

a nuclear war by accident and by nth country tnggermg. 

Thudly, failure to deploy a U.S. ABM creates a strategic Imbalance 

both withm our forces and between the U.S. and the Soviet forces. It 

could lead to Soviet and allied behef that we are Interested only In the 

offensive, that IS, a f>rst stnke, or that our technology IS dt:fiCI~nt, 

or that we will not pay to ma1ntam strategic "upenonty. 

6 
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We also beheve that damage to the Un1ted States from a nuclear 

~trlke can be reduced by an ABM system 1n a mean1ngful way. Now, 

of course, nobody can say at what po1nt of nuclear destruction a natlon 

1S no longer a v1able soc1ety. We do know, or at least we have estimates, 

that the Sov1ets lost somethmg hkc 25 m1lhon peopl" 1n World War II. 

These los5es are not exactly comparable, of course, to what would 

happen m a nuclear war, because they lost 25 m1lhon people over a 

-•>enod of some four or f1ve years. We are talkmg here of the loss of 

25 or more m1lhon people 1n a matter of hours, and the psycholog1cal 

shock and other effects would be cons1derably different. 

Nevertheless, one nat10n w1ll probably surv1ve best 1n a nuclear 

exchange. The 30, 40, or 50 m1lhon American hves that could b" 

saved by NIKE-X therefore, are mean1ngful, we beheve, 1n every sense 

of the word. 

Accord1ngly, Mr. Chairman, the recommendatiOn of the Jo1nt Ch1cfs 

that we now 1n1t1ate deployment of NIKE-X w1th an l!Utlal operat1ng 

capab1hty 1n 1972 1S based fundamentally on the req~.>tremcnt to ma1ntam 

the total strategic nuclear capab1hty or balance clearly 1n favor of the 

Umted States, 

Spec1f1cally, we beheve that deployed NIKE-X would do one or more 

of the follow•ng. :First, provlde a damage hmltatlon car-c.blhty by attn-

t10n of a Sov1et attack. 
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Second, mtroduce u.-1certamt1es wh1ch would wh1b1t Sov1et leaders 

from conclud1ng that the Umted States could not surv1ve a Soviet f>rst 

strlke or that the Un1ted States would not pre-empt under any c>rcum-

stances. 

Th>rd, stab1hze the nuclear balance. 

Fourth, demonstrate to the Sov1ets and our alhes that the Umted 

States 1s not f>rst str1ke mmded; 1n other words, that we don't put all 

of our eggs 1n the offens1ve basket. 

F1fth, contwue to deny to the SoV1ets an explo1table capab1hty. By 

th1s I mean to contmue th<. Cuba power env>ronment 1n the world. 

In regard to th1s last pomt, to expla1n 1t a b1t, I should pomt out 

that by th1s we mean that, at the t1me of Cuba, the strateg1c nuclear 

balance was such that the Sov1ets d1d not have an explo1table capab1hty, 

because of our vastly supenor nuclear strength To bnng th1s forward 

1nto the present context, 1t 1 s also the v1ew of th" Jo1nt Ch1efs that 

regardless of anyone's feehngs about the s1tuat10n 1n V1etnam, we thmk 

1t qll1te clear that we would have had even more hes1tat1on 1n deploy1ng 

our force& there, had the strateg1c nuclear balance not been 1n our 

favor. 

That concludes my statement, Mr. Cha>rman. 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
.oCe13"•~ !!ri"JI!I Chturman 

Polley Plonn~ng Counc•l 

wa~l-llnQton 

May 29, 1967 

TO: Planning Group Members 

SUBJECT: Planning Group Meeting, Thursday, 
June l, 1967 

Attached is a copy of the paper "ABM's, Alliances 

and Arms Control" which we will discuss at our planning 

group meeting Thursday, June 1, 1967. 

Henr'Vowen 

see REI 
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in these matters. It is entirely possible -- even likely 

that our allies would not arrive at a corronon view. It ~s 

also possible that no common U.S.-European view would 

emerge, However, these contingencies would be far less 

hazardous to our interests than those entailed in making 

tne decision first and trying to explain it later. 

II. - ABM'S AND ASIA'S STRATEGIC REASSESSMENT 

A. As~an Reaction to ABM Defense of U.S. Cities 

1. While challenging the desirability and utility 

of competitive U.S.-Soviet deployment, U.S. statements 

on the ABM issue have emphasized the potential effective-

ness of ABM's as a defense against Communist China's 

emerging nuclear force. The debate about whether we 

need defenses for this purpose is now building up. 

The ABM has, therefore, begun to figure -- and will 

figure increas~ngly -- ~n the strategic reassessment 

which has confronted Asian-Pac~fic countr~es from Japan 

to India s~nce Commun~st Ch~na's first nuclear test, 

2" S~nce the in~t~at1on of Commun~st Ch~na's 

,,ucledr test program, we hdve rcdff~rmed our comm~tments 

to 
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to our allies in the region and have promised all non-

nuclear countries, including India, support against 

ChiCom threats of "nuclear blackmail." One effect of 

deploying ABM's to defend U.S. cities aga1nst ChiCom 

nuclear attack could be to bolster confidence in these 

commitments and assurances by helping stunt the growth 

in As~a of the nagging dilemma posed by Gallais in 

Europe: '~y should the U.S. hazard nuclear attack 

on its own cities in our behalf?" However, this 

approach to bolstering confidence could also be accom-

panied by some forces working in the opposite direction. 

a. Gallais' ghost could prove difficult 

co exorcise. While we were arguing that the 

ChiCom miss~le force was so unsophist~cated 

and limited that ABM's offered us an effective 

defense, Communist Ch~na might not unreasonably 

~uggest that the~r miss~les were so effective that 

>-JC had felt compelled to introduce -\EN's. They 

could claim (and would presumably seek) some means 

of .. IVo~d1ng or penetrat1ng our ABM defenses. And 

so on. We don't have to concede victory to 

Commun1st 

SI>GRE'f 



3ECR£r 
-27-

Communist China in such a battle of claims and 

countercla~ms, but the fog of battle could well 

cloud the issue of the credibility of our comm~t-

ments. 

b. A different concern could also cloud 

this issue. Some might fear that the U.S. 

safe within its defenses -- would be freer to 

opt out of future crises. Some Asians might 

feel more secure if the U.S. were also directly 

threatened by Communist China and therefore less 

inclined to "sit this one out.''* 

3. The credibility of U.S. commitments would not, 

~n any event, be the only issue, and, indeed, it might 

not prove to be the principal issue. 

a. It might not be entirely evident to all 

our Asian all~es and fr~ends that their own 

problems would be solved once U.S. cLties had 

been surrounded by ABM's. They mL~ht derLvc 

only 

, T.o~s splendidly or~ental lwe of reasonLng has 
alrendy been pre-figured Ln the comments of one 
Japanese planner. Th~s would not have to become 
a predominant v~ew to be dangerous to our interests. 
It m~ght simply add to the quest~ons which some 
T!ln~ne>9e> rni ohJ rnnr}11fiP wn11l ci hP~ r- hP ::tn~wered hv 

J .... t" ...... ''-·~- ... 1tl~-~ _..., •. -'3::'1.... ... - ....... ~1....1 __ ....,._, ~- ~.::·-··'----- -..~ 

Japan's "going nuclear." 
-SEGRET 

l 
' r 



--· 

S~CR:E'f I 

-28-

only limited comfort from any greater confidence 

that we certa~nly would retaliate if Communist 

Ch~na launched nuclear weapons aga~nst Tokyo, 

Taipe~, Manila, New Delhi. We would presumably 

argue that the Chinese would also see greater 

certainty of our retaliating and, therefore, would 

more strongly be deterred from launching nuclear 

strikes ~n the f~rst place. Nonetheless, 

Communist China's neighbors might become in-

creasingly concerned about the same question we 

had obviously asked ourselves in deciding to 

deploy ABM's: What happens if deterrence fails? 

b. Any such concern would be aggravated 

by the belief that defense was feasible -- but 

not available, 

4. A further set of problems would relate to the 

react~ons of those countries ~n the reg~on which already 

have (or have a real prospect of acquiring) the capa-

bil~tH!S needed to "go nuclear" -- Japan, Ind~a, and, 

<Jver the lnll)!,Cr tc>rm, llustral~a (where a reccnl report 

~ndicate>. 

=..c..,.. ,- • 
.L.LIU..I.."-~·r_ • ..:.Z,'o_. 
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indicates the nuclear issue is beginning to pick up 

steam). A U.S. ABM deployment decision would probably 

not automat~cally trigger piD-nuclear decisions by any 

of these countries. However, especially if such a 

dec1s~on followed the achievement of a non-prol1ferat1on 

treaty, such countries would unquestionably feel the 

limitations of their "have not" status more sharply. 

The ABM could figure in their subsequent actions in 

any of several ways. 

a. In countries where domestic opinion 

was divided on the nuclear issue Japan in 

particular -- the feasibility of defense could 

be employed to win popular acceptance of the 

idea of nuclear weapons. Such an approach might 

be an end ~n itself (if ABM's could be obtained 

from us), or at least delay cons~deration of an 

offensive deterrent. However, it might also prove 

to be a stepping stone toward an offensive deterrent. 

b. Should any of these countries des~re 

to withdraw from the non-prol~ferat~on treaty, 

they m1ght believe that emphas~s on the~r des~re 

for 
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for ABM defenses would be less abrasive inter-

natLonally than emphasis on acquiring an offensive 

deterrent. They might also feel that we would 

be in a poor position to say they were wrong 

in wanting to do what we had just done. 

c. The vertifical proliferation inherent 

in ABM deployment by the existing nuclear powers 

(whether this was done in the context of a U.S.-

Soviet agreement or competitLvely) might be 

added to any stockpile of grievances which the 

"have not's" might deploy when the time came for 

a review of the non-proliferation treaty. Offensive 

hedging by the superpowers would also be added to 

this stockpile. 

d. A further possibility is that the major 

"have not's" might seek to use the bargaining 

power implicit in beLng able to take the fore-

going steps in order to convince us that 1ve 

>hould make ABM'~ avatlablc. 

B. 



M:SRET 
-31-

B. U.S. Offer of ABM's to Asian Countries 

1. The foregoing suggests that in the Asian-

Pacific region as well as Europe the ABM issue could 

prove to be a catalyst for centrifugal forces. A 

principal difference between the two situations is 

that whereas putting ABM's in Europe is not likely to 

be an effective counter to the Soviet nuclear threat, 

Lt LS estLmated that there is a good prospect for 

effective defense against the future ChiCom missile 

threat. 

2. Accordingly, we ought to be prepared to offer 

ABM's to Asian countries if a U.S. ABM city-defense 

program should be based wholly or partly on the need 

for and effectiveness of the anti-ChiCom defense. 

There are two ways such an offer might be advanced. 

a. The offer might be made to specific allies. 

b" We mLght put forward a regional deploy-

ment concept to afford some degree of defense for 

all our major allies in the region and for India 

as welL 

3. 
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3. The first of these two approaches might 

accommodate our needs in the keyrountry of the region: 

Japan. But the effects would probably be divisive. 

a. Against the background of wartime enmity, 

smouldering resentment against Japan's favored 

position could come to the fore and limit Japan's 

potentially useful regional role. 

b. The Philippines and others could well 

ask (and would be foolish not to) why they should 

permit U.S. bases to make targets of their islands 

if we were not prepared to provide ABM's. 

c. Having actively fought the common threat 

in Viet Nam, the Australians might feel entitled 

to priority. 

d. As Communist China's oldest enemy and 

one of its potential targets, Taiwan could dlso 

cla~m pr~or~ty. 

e. From the standpoint of relations with 

All~es Ln the reg~on, it would make no sense to 

offer ABM's to a non-ally, India, untLl the needs 

of 

I 
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of our allies had been met. Yet an Indian pro-

nuclear decision could bring us full circle by 

unhinging the nuclear issue in Japan.* 

4. Political and psychological factors thus argue 

in favor of a broad deployment. Technical studies l1ave 

not been made of the potential effectiveness of ABM's 

for all the major countries of the region, and no 

attempt will be made here to specify what particular 

countries might usefully be included, However, some 

general comments on this concept are in order: 

a. A basic question concerns the 

feasibility of a sea-based approach to ABM 

deployment, Studies suggest that such an 

approach 

'~Given the facts that we are now pressing India to 
cut spending on conventional armaments and that we 
will expect India to adhere to an NPT, it would, of 
course, be sensible from the standpoint of U.S.
lndian relat~ons to explore the possibility of ABM 
defense at an early stage unless we ourselves should 
rule out ABM c~ty-defenses. The desirability of 
such discuss~ons on a hypothetical basis would not be 
obv~ated by the type of secur~ty assurances now being 
cons~dered. The follow~ng statement made by Secretary 
McNamara in h~s press conference of May 18, 1967, may, 
indeed, stimulate Indian interest: "Whether or not 
lnd~a would or would not 1-nsh to deploy an anti-ballistic 
miss~le system to protect ~tseif against a potential 
attack from Red Ch~na, assuming we did, I can't say. 
My guess is they 1-.1ould," 

• 1 
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approach might employ an interceptor missile 

(possibly an adaptation of POLARIS or POSEIDON) 

which would have a substantially longer-range 

than that of the land-based ABM's now be~ng 

developed.* 

b. If this long-range intercept concept 

should prove feasible, then a single ABM ship 

might, ~n some locations, afford a degree of 

protection to more than one country, and perm ps 

half a dozen or so ABM ships -- deployed from 

Japan to the Sub-Continent -- might add up to a 

regional defense system for neutralizing the 

ChiCom missile threat (but not, of course, the 

threat from other possible means of delivery, a 

limitat~on which would also apply to land-based 

ABM' s). 

c. 

*The sea-based concept ~s vtewed here as more 
promtsing in the As~an-Pactfic regton than 1n Europe. 
Thts tcntattvc conclus1on rests partly on the very 
large number~ of ABM' & needed for defense agatn'>t the 
Sovtet mtss1le force, and partly on the assumption tltdt 
ABM shtps off Europe would be relattvely vulnerable to 
Sovtet pre-empt1ve air or naval attack. 
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c. The ships would be manned by U.S" 

personnel, but the country or countries 

defended by particular ships might maintain 

liaison officers aboard. The political problems 

involved in placing nuclear weapons on land in 

Asian countries would be avoided, and the 

problem of maintaining custody of the weapons 

would be greatly simplified. It is understood 

that land-based radars might provide useful 

support of a sea-based ABM system, and if this 

proved to be so in some locations, participation 

by indigenous personnel would be useful. 

d. As a practical political matter, the 

deployment might be viewed as falling in two 

sectors" The first of these would cover East 

and Southeast Asia, ~ncluding Australia and 

New Zealand" The countries of this sector m1ght 

be encouraged to meet w~th a view to working cut 

a common approach to such problems as the circum-

stances under \vhich ABM' s m~ght actually be 

employed. 

":5ECRE'l' 
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c employed, Such a meeting, if it could be brought 

off, m1ght offer a start toward an eventually 

broad approach to regional security problems. 

e. The second of the two defense sectors 

would be the Sub-Continent, Depending on the 

circumstances at the time, consideration might be 

given to an effort to bring the Indians and Paks 

together on the question of strategic defense of 

the Sub-Continent, The chance of doing so is 

negligible at present, but although the Paks do 

not now consider themselves threatened by 

Communist China's emerging nuclear capability, 

the time may conceivably come when they will 

recogn1ze that they might well incur damage as 

a by-product of the use of strategic nuclear 

m1ssiles by Communist China against India. 

Regardless of Pak att1tudes, we m1ght in any event, 

1nsh to adopt the posture of defending the Sub-

Cont1nent rather than India alone. 

f. 

BEC!ffl'f 
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f. The political advantages of sea-based 

deployment are clear, and the case is strong 

for pursu~ng that approach. However, it is 

assumed here that land-based ABM deployment 

could do the job even though greater political 

difficulties would be involved -- and probably 

greater expense as well, 

g. The total cost of the sea-based approach 

would depend heavily on such variables as the 

feasibility of the long-range intercept concept, 

how many ships were considered necessary, how 

many ABM's each carried, whether supplementary 

land-based radars were needed in some cases, and 

the elaborateness of communicatwns. One working 

estimate is around $200 million per ship. This 

suggests that the six or seven ship concept con-

sidered here would run around $1-1.5 billion. 

Estimates of the cost of various levels of land-

based ABM deployments for Japan alone range from 

$1.5 billion for area defense only to $5 h~llion 

for area defense plu& tcrm~nal dc(ensc of a number 

of 
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of cities. This suggests that if land-based 

Lnstallations had to be deployed in a number 

of countries, the total cost would be exceedingly 

high.>'< 

5. The details of a U.S. offer based on this 

general approach would need thorough study. However, 

some tentative points are as follows: 

a. It is assumed here that in the case of 

the sea-based approach, we would not wish to 

sell the ships themselves. One alternative 

would be, in effect, to sell "shares" in the 

overall defensive systems (ships, radars, missiles 

but not warheads) protecting a given country. Thus, 

the u.s. and Japan would jointly own those ships 

assigned to Japan's defense. The U.S., Taiwan, 

and the Philippines would share ownership of 

another 

~At thLs stage, it is well to question all cost 
cst1mates for both sea-based and land-based sy~tem~. 
Hcwever, if the estimates shown here are at least 
1n the ballpark and Lf the sea-based system would do 
an adequate joh, the sea-based approach would obviously 
have a substantial cost advantage 1n terms of the 
1nit1al Lnvestment required. Relative operating costs 
would also, of course, have to be examined. 

SEC~'f 
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• another one or two ships. And so on. In all 

cases, the u.s. would hold a "voting majority." 

In addition, some annual payment toward operating 

costs should probably be required. In the event 

land-based ABM's were used, all major components 

except warheads might be sold, and operating costs 

would be a less significant factor since indigenous 

personnel might be employed, the main exception 

be~ng the personnel needed for warhead custody. 

In both the sea-based and land-based cases, we 

would presumably need to retain the right to re-

cover all "shares" or components. 

b. The regional concept would be defeated 

if we were to insist that every country pay its 

full share of the cost. Accordingly, an "ability 

to pay" principle should be employed. Japan and 

AustralLa might reasonably be asked to bear their 

full share. In the case of such countries as 

the Phil~ppines, some payment would be requested 

Ln order to avoid the rush to the store that would 

take 
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take place if ABM's were being given away as 

door-prizes; on the other hand, the payment in 

such cases should be realistic in the sense of 

not being prohibitive. 

c. It seems likely that only Japan could 

produce any of the components. This would have 

to be reviewed in detail. 

d. As in the European case (Part I above), 

the President would retain ultimate control but 

would necessarily have to "delegate" authority to 

computers. Participating countries would have a 

say concerning the circumstances under which the 

computers would conclude the ABM's had to be 

launched. Although the significance of a veto 

is questionable, consideration could be given to 

offering a veto to each participating country. 

In the sea-based case, the exercise of such a veto 

might as a pract1cal matter have to be vested in 

representatives aboard the sh1ps. The U.S. would 

also retain a veto. 

e. 
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e. Although it may or may not prove correct, 

it is widely assumed that Communist China will be 

able to acquire useful MR or IRBM's before an 

ICBM (or SLBM) capability materializes. Accordingly, 

it would be especially important not to take the 

position that U.S. defense would have to be com-

pleted before ABM's could be made avaLlable to 

countries around Communist China's periphery. 

6. In the absence of firmer estimates of the price 

and technical effectiveness of ABM's in various locations 

in the Asian-Pacific region, it is difficult to forecast 

reaction to a U.S. offer along the foregoing lines. On 

the whole, the chance (or risk) of widespread interest 

seems larger than in the comparable European case. What 

is clear is that we would need to make such an offer --

and make it on a suffLcLently broad and reasonable basis 

LO preclude signifLcant divisLve effects. If this were 

not done, the cost of a U.S. ABM deployment would be 

high -- not only Ln tems of our subsequent relations 

with allies and friends in the regLon, but also in terms 

of regional polLtLcal and nuclear stabLlity. 

c. 

-sECRET 
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C. Safeguarding U.S. Political Interests 
< 

1. The foregoing approach would be essential only 

if the U.S. should decide to deploy ABM's '"holly or 

partly for defense of its own cities against Communist 

China. Additional steps, however, are needed to safe-

guard our political interests. 

2. As is often the case, the most useful first 

step is one that could be taken here at home. The ABM 

debate will be very costly if it succeeds in magnifying 

the ChiCom nuclear threat in the eyes of Communist China's 

neighbors, and in convincing such countries that our 

concern about being unable to deter a nuclear attack by 

Communist China is so great that we need not be counted 

on unless we can be sure of escaping all conceivable 

nuclear injury to ourselves. To avoid such effects, 

the ABM should not be descrLbed as the sine gua non 

of our survival but as a "bonus." 

3. If the most SLgnLfLcant signals we transmit are 

those whLch flow from what we say about ABM's at home, 

consultatLon wLth other countries is next in importance. 

In the AsLan-Pacific regLon as in Europe, consultation 

that 

SECRET 
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that is too little and too late is as detrimental to 

our ~nterests as none at all. Unlike the European 

case, there is no all-inclusive forum to which we can 

turn in Asia. We can, however, pursue the matter in 

the several forums that exist (ANZUS, SEATO) and in 

bilateral talks with countries which are not members 

of such groups -- most importantly Japan. We should 

also be prepared to talk with major non-aligned countries, 

~n particular India (although not predictable at present, 

circumstances might come about which would suggest the 

usefulness of some talks with the Indonesians.) 

4. Whatever the most appropriate means of communi-

cation, there are several crucial points which we should 

try to get across to allies and friends (and possibly 

to the Communist Chinese themselves): 

a. That, at least up to this time, 

Communist China's m~litary calculations have 

been caut~ous and rational, and that we have 

no reason to suppose they w~ll be less rational 

~n assess~ng the cost of employing nuclear weapons. 

b. 

SEGR&T 
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b. That our substantial non-nuclear capa-

bilities (and the availability of tactical nuclear 

weapons if needed) should obviate any concern about 

rapid or inevitable escalation of future Asian con-

flicts to strategic nuclear levels. 

c. That while Communist China will have no 

conceivable means of mounting a disarming strike 

against us, the reverse is not true (and that if 

we should be confronted with any need to carry out 

such a strike, there would be no reason for the 

Soviet Union to be confused about our purposes).* 

d. That in all likelihood neither Communist 

China -- nor other countries which might be tempted 

to "go nuclear" -- will derive security or· satis-

faction from nuclear capabilities suitable only for 

hitting someone else's cities at the cost of 

losing their own. 

e. That ABM's have to be viewed in this over-

all perspective. 
III. 

-'.The quest~on of a d~sarming strike against 
Ch~Com nucledr capabilities could arise, for 
example, ~n a s~tuat~on where U.S. cities were 
defended by ABM's but those of Communist China's 
Free World ne~ghbors were undefended. 

9E6RET 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

Memorandum ol Conversation 

DATE July 16, 1965 

SUBJECT: U.S. Policy in the Ryul<;yu Islands 

PARTICIPANTS: 

/ 
Stanley;~"' Res or, Secretary of the Army 
David~c~ifford, Under Secretary of the Army 
John M. Steadman, Deput]VUnder Secretary of the Army for Inter

national Affa~s v' 
Lt. Col. William J. Spahr, Office of the Under Secretary of the 

Army for International Affairs 

(") 
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I~ Edwin 0. Reischauer, American Ambassador to Japan 
Robert A. Fearey, Director !or East Asian Affairs 
Richard W. Petree, Officer-in-Gharge, Japanese Affairs 

"" 

'COPIES TO: FE- / Department of the Army-
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Amembassy TOKYO 

Pre-Treaty Claims 

Secretary Resor said committee hearings in the House of Representatives on X 
the Department of the Army's Old.nawan pre-Treaty claims bill were scheduled to f 
be held July 28. General Watson has expressed his strong hope that legislative 
action authorizing p~ent of these claims can be taken before the opening of 
the Okinawan legislative election campaign this fall. The Department of the 
Army also has its appropriation bill coming up for consideration in the Senate, 
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a fact that must be taken into cons~deration ~ approaching the Congress for 
legislation on the pre-Treaty claims. In response to a question, Secretary 
Resor and Mr. McGifford said they hoped to get some feel for Congressional at
titudes toward the pre-Treaty clailiBb~ll after July 20, when they expected to 
meet with Senator Sparkman. The key staff members of the pertinent Congressiqnal 
committees have been sympathetic with the proposed legislat~on, but as yet there 
is no clear indication of the attitudes of the Congressmen and Senators. -

Prime Minister sa. to's Visit to Okinawa 

c.· 

- 1/Ji 

L 

Ambassador Reischauer said he felt that it was essential to amend the 
Price Act to raise the limit on U.S. aid to the RvukYus SecretarY Resor 
agreed that tlus should be done. He said the Depattinent of the Ariizy' was 
drafting a memorandum requesting author~zation from the Department of Defense 
and Bureau of the Budget to go ahead with a legislative request for this pur
pose. He recalled that the House orig~nally passed a ~25 million a year 
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ceil~ng on U.S. aid, but the Senate cut ~t back to the $12 ~llion that 
~s currently in effect. The Department of the Army does not have to ask 
Congress for authorization to spend this amount on aid each year, but it 
does have to fight for appropriat~ons to fund it. Secretary Resor sa~d 
Coneressman Passman is the real problem ~n obtaining funds. He recalled 
that when General Watson testified before Congress this spring, Mr. Passman 
asked the General if the Army would be co~ng m for a higher level of 
funds for Okinawa. General Watson l~ted his reply to saying that he 
could not predict what might be required, but it was possible. 

Secretary Resor said General Watson would like to have an open-ended 
authorization for aid, ~th no specified limit set in the law. The Secre
tary said he and his staff felt, however, that General Watson's hope was 
unrealistic and that they should endeavor to obtain authorization for a 
:1>25 million ceihng. He believed $25 nu.llion would be sufficient in the 
short run. 

Ambassador Reischauer agreed that approximately $25 million in U.S. 
aid funds for Okinawa should be enough in the short run. He said we 
should a1m at providing a total of about $50 million ~ external as
sistance each year, combining the Japanese contribution with our own. 
The $50 million figure was derived by cOl!lparing the Ryukyus with pre
fectures like Saga in the main islands of Japan, which have about the 
same population and economic level as the Ryukyus. Saga receives funds 
of various kinds from the central government, over and above local 
revenues, that amount to about $50 million a year. We should try to as
sist the Ryukyus at approximately the same level, concentrating primarily 
on the education and social security systems. He said it was not realisbc 
for us to attempt to effect a substantial raise ~the standard of living 
of the Ryukyuans, but we could contribute funds at the same level that the 
Japanese Government does for its prefectures. The Ambassador s~d he felt, 
nonetheless, that General Watson 1 s proposal to make a public statement 
defining some broad goals for 1mprovement of the livmg standards of the 
Ryukyuans was fine. 

Secretary Resor sa~d he had had doubts about the wisdom of setting up 
such high goals since they probably could not be achieved. Ambassador 
Reischauer agreed that achievement of such goals would be unlikely, but he 
felt that a statement contaimng such grand objechves would be politically 
useful. Secretary Resor felt that ~t would be better to set our s~ghts on 
achievable goals. Ambassador Re~schauer agreed that ~t might be better to 
pitch our effort toward concrete, measurable goals, such as improvement of 
public educat~on and establishment of soc~al security benefits at the same 
levels as Japan's. He felt, .however, that there would be no harm in making 
a public.stateme~t about_grand objectives for political purposes. Secretary 
Resor sa~d the kmd of liVlng standard goals suggested for public statement 

<::14'('P'C"T' 
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by General Watson were unattainable in the short run, so he felt that it 
was not wise to play them up ~n a public statement. 

Ambassador Relschauer sa~d he looked on the effort to get the Price 
Act amended, improve the Ryukyuan pubhc educahon system, and other 
measures as only stop-gap measures. He felt strongly that we had only 
relativezy little time remaining to us in the Ryukyus. The fundamental 
nationalistic reaction of the Japanese and Ryukyuans has been exacerbated 
by developnents in Viet-Nam. Two years ago he was relaxed about the 
Okinawan problem, and had no worry about possible termination dates for 
our tenure in the islands, Since the last few months 1 events in Viet-Nam, 
however, he has revised ms thinking completely. The mo.Q::l in Japan and 
the Ryukyus has changed, and we have only a short period left m the Ryukyus. 
For this reason he did not feel concerned about the possible repercussions 
of making public statements containing grand promises. He said he con
siders action on the Price Act aid ceiling essential regardless of the 
period of time left to us in the Ryukyus. It is particularly important 
to us this fall because of the Ryukyuan elections scheduled for November. 
If ~1e lose those elections, the play-back in the Japanese political scene 
will mruce it harder for the Japanese Government to hold its present position 
of cooperative acquiescence in our continued presence in the Ryukyus. 

Secretary Resor said he was somewhat concerned about the requests for 
legislative action on the Price Act and the pre-Treaty claims piling up 
together in Congress. He said the Department of the ~ intended to press 
for action on the pre-Treaty claims first and then turn to the Price Act. 
Ambassador Reischauer said we needed to make up our minds on whether to 
seek amendment of the Price Act in hme to ~nfonn Prime Minister Sato of 
our intention prior to his nsit to Okinawa in August. This would permit 
~to make a pubhc announcement of the Japanese Government's considera
tion of large-scale a~d to the Ryukyus. 

Secretary Resor sa~d the Department of the ~ had reached a decis~on 
to go ahead with an effort to get the Price Act amended. Mr. McGifford 
said they had had a difficult time in getting Congress to approve the $12 
million aid limit. He recalled that Senator Russell had been opposed. It 
probably would be wise to discuss the further amendment of the Price Act 
with Congressional leaders before launching a formal leg~slative proposal, 
He said the tactics in Congress would requlle careful study. 

Ambassador Reischauer sa~d the Senate s~de in Congress constituted 
the most serious problem, General Watson wants a firm decision on th~s 

SECREI' 
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matter by early August so he can clear Ius handling of the proposed Japan
ese statement on large-scale a1d at the time of Pr1me Minister Sato's V1sit 
to Okinawa. Gereral Watson also WJ.shes to d1scuss tlus matter lit advance 
with Chief Elrecutive Matsuoka. Secretary Resor was assured by Hr. McGifford 
and Colonel Spahr that a paper requesting DOD author1zat1on to go ahead with 
the Price Act amendlllent was being prepared. 

Ambassador Reischauer asked if the Japanese proposal that Sato make 
an announcement about long-term, low interest f1nancial assistance to the 
Ryulcyus would be acceptable to the Department of the Arrey. Secretary 
Resor said that would not pose any problems from Arrey's point of view. 

Ambassador Reischauer went on to say that the Japanese request that 
restrict1ons on the flying of the Japanese flag in the Ryukyus be lifted 
was just as important to them as the large-scale economic aid proposal, 
according to a Foreign Office spokesman. Secretary Resor said our ex
perience with a similar flag problem in Panama was extremely difficult. 
About five years ago we decided to perm1t the U.S. and Panamanian flags 
to be flown jointly in the Canal Zone. He said they felt now that this 
decision had only accelerated the emergence of nationalist1c feelings in 
Panama. The U.S. and Japanese flags are therefore not flown jointly in 
the Ryukyus except at the USCAR headquarters, which also happens to house 
the Government of the Ryulcyu Islands (GRI). He said the time remaimng 
to us in the Ryukyus would make a d1fference 1n judgment on this question: 
if Ambassador Reischauer's assessment that we have only a short tenure 
left is correct, then the flag 1ssue in connection with Sato's visit is 
not a sigmf1cant question from our point of V1ew; if we can hope for a 
longer tenure in the islands, however, the flag 1ssue m1ght be very 
significant. 

Ambassador Reischauer said there was no doubt lit his m1.nd that the 
situation had changed m recent months, so we now have only a fa1rly 
short period of assured tenure in the 1slands. l'le should start moving 
toward an arrangement with the Japanese Government on a different basis. 
We are on the edge of a distmct change m the whole U.S.-Japan relation
ship. The year 1970 looms as a major "waterfall". A few months ago he 
felt that although 1970 was only 5 years away, the relahonslup WJ.th Japan 
seemed to be go1ng well and the potent1al cr1s1s in the relationslup seemed 
likely to smooth itself out before we even reached 1970. Now, however, 
things are not going well for us in Japan, and tlus past spr1ng we even 
moved backward in our relationslup. Smce May we seem to have halted the 
backward mohon and are now holding our own, and if the V1et-Nam problem 
achieves some kind of solution we could recoup our losses and go on as 
before WJ.thout chang1ng our polic1es. The chances of a solution m Viet
Nam 1n the near future appear sl1m, however, and t1me 1s runn1ng out on us. 

SW.R~ . 
ut:J.ore WJ.T.nouT. cnan,:o,.ng our pou_g~~.~.!.~ The chances of :t solnt.Jon 1n v;Pt-
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There has been a r~se ~ nationallsm ~n both Japan and the Ryukyus, ac
celerated by reactions to V~et-Nam. For these reasons, Ambassador 
Reischauer be22eved that the OkLnawan problem would came to the explos2on 
po~t before 1970. 

Ambassador Reischauer s~d our safest strategy, 1n view of these trends, 
is not to cont2nue to drift along ~ our relationship 'With Japan. We must 
start to do some paddling. He is connnced we can successfully influence 
these developments. The conservat2ves m Japan have always dodged such 
issues as defense, but more of them are now coming to bel2eve that they 
\dll have to take a positive stand, and that they will be able to face 
the Japanese publ~c on the need for defense. The thorniest problem the 
conservatives face is Okinawa, but 2f we can help the Liberal Democrat2c 
Party (LDP) solve the Okinawan problem 2t will be a great asset for us, 
as well as for them. Ambassador Reischauer sa~d he wanted to talk privately 
with key conservative leaders about the solution proposed by former Finance 
Hinister Tanaka (now Secretary General of the LDP), who created quite a 
furor in Japan at the time of the visit to Japan of fo~er Attorney General 
Robert F. Kennedy by stating that the best solut2on to the Okinawan problem 
would be for the Japanese people to permit the stat2oning of nuclear weapons 
on Japanese soil. If Japan would accept nuclear weapons on Japanese so~l, 
including Okinawa, and ~ ~t would provide us with assurances guaranteeing 
our military commanders effect2ve control of the 2slands ID time of mili
tary crisis, then we would berole to keep our bases 2n the 2slands, even 
though adm2n2strat2ve control or "full sovere2gnty" reverted to Japan. 
Ambassador Re~schauer said we must ach2eve th2s new arrangement before the 
blow-up comes 2n Oluna~la. 

Secretary Resor asked ~f Ambassador Re~schauer en~saged a new treaty 
~dth Japan m effect placing Okinawa outs2de the l~tat~ons of the Japan
ese Constitution. Ambassador Reischauer sa~d someth2ng like that would be 
necessary, although there was no expl2c2t proh~b~t2on against nuclear 
weapons in the Constitut2on. We have a relatively short t~e to work these 
arrangements out, but unless we do we W211 ag~n run into a Panama situation. 
If the U.S. were forced by military developments to bomb populated centers 
in North Viet-Nam, bringing the Ch2nese Co~sts into direct partic2pation 
~ the war, we might need to bolster our defenses along the DHZ in Korea IDth 
some actions from our bases ~n Japan. Under the present c2rcumstances, the 
Japanese Government could not g~ve us permiss2on to use our bases ~n Japan 
for these purposes. 

Hr. Steadman asked how soon a blow-up m the Ryukyus might come, whether 
2t ffi2ght be in 1970. Ambassador Reischauer said even 1970 was more worri
some to h~ than before. Okinawa, however, cannot be held on present terms 
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for more than two years. 

Secretary Resor, referring to Ambassador Re1schauer's suggest1on that 
we take the init1ative to work out new arrangements involV1ng Japanese ad
ministrative control of the islands, said he did not clearly understand 
what we would get from the Japanese conservatives in exchange for our 
acquiescence in such a solution. Ambassador Reischauer said that if the 
LOP achieved agreement with the U.S. on the reversion of the islands to 
full Japanese sovereignty, it would be a major political coup strengthen-
1ng the party's position in the face of opposition pressure and 1n the 
eyes of the Japanese public. W1th this problem solved and out of the way, 
the LDP would be able to talk d1rectly on defense questions and Southeast 
Asian development. The important benefit to the U.S. would be that we 
would have a much more stable base for our relationship with Japan, and 
for a longer period of t1me. It would eliminate the most serious threat 
to U.S.-Japan relations, and would enll.st Japan as an ally more deeply 
committed to our vitally important goals in Southeast Asia. At present 
we have nothing but strike forces based in Japan, other than various sup
port elements. Perhaps w~ should have defensive forces stationed there, 
perhaps at Japanese expense. We should be moving much more into joint 
strategic consultations with the Japanese. In short, the Okinawan solution 
proposed by Ambassador Reischauer would convert Japan "from a cool but 
pleasant partner to a true ally". 

Mr. McGifford asked the per1od of agreement Ambassador Reischauer 
was thinking of. Ambassador Reischauer said the agreement would be with
out term1nation date. He sud developments in the wake of our mil1tary 
actions in Viet-Nam had changed ms time-sense. He reiterated his belief 
that we should go to the Japanese in an effort to work a package arrange
ment which would include Okinawa. 

Mr. Steadman said there were several theoret1cally possible alterna
tives and asked the Ambassador whether he felt same kind of shared ad
ministration arrangement might work with the Japanese in Okinawa. Ambas
sador Reischauer said he thought it would be better to make a clean break, 
rather than trying to work out the many compl1cated problems that would 
arise in a shared adm1nistration s1tuation. 

Mr. Fearey wondered whether the LDP would I -- consent to an agree
ment that gave them no rights to "consult" ~ath theU .S. on the utiliza
tion of the military bases in Okinawa. He found it hard to V1sualize 
the LOP not requiring the kind of consultat1ve rights they have in re
lation to U.S. bases 1n Japan. Ambassador Re1schauer sud the Japanese 
would achieve reversion, which would overshadow any question about 
consultative rights. Mr. Fearey agreed that reversion would be a b1g 
political plus for the LDP but lack of any Japanese say over our use of 
the Ryukyus bases would considerably reduce tms. He doubted whether we 

consultative rights. Mr. Fearey agreed that reversion would be a b1g 
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could give Japan arry real say in the use of our bases 1n Okinawa. Am
bassador Re1schauer sa1d we would be g1ving them all of the politically 
important symbols, which would be enough. 

Mr. Steadman wondered if the Ambassador's suggestion would buy two 
or three years. If the situation has deteriorated as far as Ambassador 
Reischauer indicated, we should be cons1dering contingency plans and 
plans for coping with riots and unrest in the Ryukyus. Ambassador 
Reischauer said that if we lose the elections 1n November there ~ll be 
a certain amount of trouble. The important thing, however, is not dis
turbances in Okinawa but the play-back 1n Japan, where the repercuss1ons 
could affect Japanese Government willingness to cooperate with us on 
Okinawa. Mr. Fearey sa1d the effects might show up in Japanese Govern
ment inability to cooperate with us in matters completely u.nniated to the 
Ryukyus, e.g., SEA econom1c development. 

Ambassador Reischauer &aid that the Joint Econ=c Committee meeting 
July 1..2,..]),. made him feel that we could talk about such things discreetly 
with Japanese leaders. The Japanese moved forward during the recent talks. 
Minister of International Trade and Industry M1ki and Finance Minister 
Fukuda 1n particular, two key leaders in the present government, seemed 
responsive on the Southeast Asian development proposals. They seemed to 
feel that they could make political profit from a positive economic role 
in Southeast Asia. 

Mr. Steadman asked the Ambassador when he thought we could approach 
the Japanese on these sens1tive matters. Ambassador Reischauer said he 
thought he could sound them out, tentatively at first, on his return to 
Japan. He said he wanted to sound out Prime llinister Sato first. He had 
already dropped a casual suggestion with Sato that he consider dropp1ng 
by Washington for talks with President Johnson and Secretary Rusk after 
he attended the UN General Assembly meeting 1n New York. Sato seemed to 
react favorably to that idea. 

Mr. Steadman asked Ambassador Reischauer if he had met with the Jo1nt 
Chiefs of Staff during his current visit to Washlngton. He recalled that 
when the Ambassador met with the Joint Chiefs in January 1965 he had spoken 
of a different time span for our tenure in the Ryukyus. Ambassador 
Reischauer said his thinking had changed since then. His calculation of 
t1me then depended primar1ly upon an assessment of the r1s1ng national1sm 
in Japan and the Ryukyus. Since then, however, the Viet-Nam situation has 
generated other strong reactions that must be taken 1nto account. 

Secretary Reser asked whether Ambassador Reischauer had d1scussed his 
ideas with Secretary McNamara. The Ambassador sa1d he had, and at Secre
tary McNamara's suggest1on had written a memorandum on the subject to hlm 
and to Secretary Rusk. 
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Hr. Steadman said the busmess of day-to-day government lll the 
Ryukyus would still have ~o go on WJ.th careful handling. Ambassador 
Reischauer s~d that General Watson had been doing an extraordinary 
job 1.n the Ryukyus. He did not feel that in the daily government of 
the islands General Watson had left anytlung undone that should be done. 
General l·latson's personality and ~dsdom have made a great contribution 
there. He said the large scale 1ncrease of aid to the Ryukyus is es
sential, with particular focus on concrete ach1evements 1n the educat1onal 
and social secur1ty systems. As compared W1th these goals, the flag issue 
is not so important. 

Mr. Steadman said that if Ambassador Reischauer's thesis were accepted, 
the fla8 issue was orQ.;y a tactical problem - when and how to handle it for 
the greatest beneflt in our immediate pos1tion in the islands. Mr. Fearey 
said that although with the passage of time we tend to forget 1t, 1t 1s 
somewhat anomalous for one ally and partner to adml.nister nearly a million 
people of the other, essentially against their will. Ambassador Reischauer 
said he felt we had been lucky to hold our position this long. Secretary 
Resor said there was a great deal of missionary work to be done in Congress 
in connection with the expanded aid authorization, pre-Treaty claims, and 
other matters. 

Secret Action Plan 

Ambassador Reischauer raised the subject of the proposed plan for U.S. 
actlon to influence the elections in the Ryukyus. Mr. Steadman sa1d he 
had been lnformed that the 303 Committee was scheduled to consider tlus 
plan at a meet1ng on Thursday, July 22. 

Ambassador Reischauer asked Secretary Resor whether he had read the 
letter on this subject from former Deputy Ass1stant Secretary of State 
for Far Eastern Affairs Marshall Green. Secretary Resor ind1cated that 
he had read it. The Ambassador s~d he thought the letter was a very good 
statement of the problem and represented his views. He s~d he felt 
strongly that we should not incur a double hability, a double danger of 
exposure of our action by channel1ng funds into the Okinawan election 
through two routes. It would be much safer to use only the Japanese route, 
permitt1ng the Japanese LDP to handle the money in the most effective way. 
Okinawa is a small place, like a small town in the U.S. Okinawa 1s also 
like a small country prefecture in Japan, where political maneuvers -
particularly involving money - are well known. It would be risky to try 
to take clandestine political acbon m Okina\·Ja using direct U .S.-Ryukyuan 
channels. The Japanese conservatives are going to be 1nvolved WJ.th funds 
and other act1vities m the Ryukyuan elect1ons anyway, and it would be a 
perfect cover to simply add to their resources rather than try1ng to carry 
it out directly 1n the Ryukyus. 
cnanneJ.s. Tne Japanese conservatives are aoin.e: to be 1nvolved W1th fnnrl,; 
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Hr. Steadman saJ.d he had been lllfonned that the rJ.sks of the two 
routes for these funds were about equal. That being so, he had felt 
J.t would be just as well to use at least part of the funds directly J.n 
the Ryukyus. Ambassador Reischauer dl.d not feel that the rJ.sks were 
equal. The Okinawan situation l.S weak. General Watson has an under
standable desire to maintain close and effective control on the use of 
these funds, but the money ought to go through the Japanese conserva
tives. If the U.S. l.S caught WJ.th its hand in the cookie jar there WJ.ll 
be a serious blow-up in Japan. 

Hr. Fearey asked whether Ambassador Reischauer had dJ.scussed thl.s 
matter WJ.th General 11atson in these terms. The Ambassador saJ.d he had 
expressed hJ.s VJ.ews to General 1'/atson at the outset of plannJ.ng, but 
he had not tali{ed personally WJ.th hJ.m about J.t recently. Secretary 
Resor asked J.f money gJ.ven J.nto Japanese hands would be ll.kely to reach 
its targets J.n the Ryukyus. Ambassador Reischauer said J.t would be 
perfectly safe, because the Japanese conservatives have a vital stake 
in an election victory just as we do. Mr. Steadman asked whether there 
was any doubt about the comparatJ.ve rJ.sks J.n the two alternative routes. 
Ambassador Reischauer said he thought there was no doubt that the Japan
ese LDP provided the safer route, although there is no absolute guarantee 
of safety either way. 

Mr. Steadman said he thought they should send Ambassador Reischauer's 
views to General \1atson for his connnents. He explamed that their thl.nk
ing had been based in part on a desJ.re to carry out the actJ.on plan as 
much as possible WJ.thout deepenJ.ng Japanese polJ.tJ.cal ~nvolvernent J.n the 
islands. Ambassador Reischauer expressed understanding but said he was 
not concerned on thJ.s score J.n the overall situatJ.on presented. 

Secretary Resor, w summJ.ng up the consensus of the meetwg, said 
they would go ahead with work on the memorandum to DOD requesting authoriza
tion for an effort to obtain legJ.slative action amending the Price Act. He 
noted the short deadhne created by the Sato VJ.sJ.t to Oklnawa in August. 

Concermng the flag J.ssuc, l·lr. Fearey said he had discussed the matter 
WJ.th llr. Yasukawa of the Foreign Ofhce and had gotten the llllpression that 
Yasukawa understood why a change in current regulations governJ.ng the fly
ing of the Japanese flag l.n the Ryukyus might be ~ffJ.cult for us to accept. 
Yasukawa did not seem incll.ned to press the J.ssue. Mr. Fearey saJ.d he had 
some doubt of the wisdom of a change w flag regulat~ons durJ.ng Sato's visit, 
which could lead to the l.rnpression that as a result of Sato's t~s J.n the 
Ryukyus, the U.S. had accorded Japan a role in Ryukyus adrnl.n1stration, Cer
tainly the press JnJ.ght so p1cture J.t. Another occasion ffil.ght be better if 
we decide to move J.n thJ.s dJ.rectJ.on. 
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Ambassador Reischauer said a concess1on on the flag 1ssue was not 
absolutely essential to a successful Sato v1sit. Sato 1s v1sit itself 
W1ll help to strengthen the Okinawan Democratic Party posit1on ~ the 
fall elections. The Japanese can probably 11ve W1tho~t a concession on 
the flag issue. Ambassador Reischauer said that we started the train 
of developments leading to the present nat1ona1istic focus on the flag 
issue when we 1ssuect Japanese textbooks 1n Okinawa some years ago. The 
books all start out W1th references to "our country" and remind Okinawans 
that they are Japanese. 

SEC REI' 
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had to be able to present 1ts pohc1es as somethmg that served 1ts 
own people My JOb was to convmce 1t that hberahzahon really 
d1d serve Japan's long-term mterests 

Our secunt} relahons presented a much more subtle, dif
ficult, and engrossmg problem I spent the bulk of my time and 
effort attemptmg to recast them The ba81c source of difficulty 
was that the Umted States had been ultimately respons1ble for 
Japan's defense smce the OccupatiOn, under the 1952 and 1960 
Secunty Trcahes Japan mamtamed 1ts own small "self-defense 
forces" (Arhcle IX of the MacArthur-•mposed Constitution "ren
ounced war as a sovere1gn nght of the nation" and proh1b1ted 
the Japanese government from possessmg armed forces m the 
conventional sense), but the Umted States supphed Japan's "nu
clear umbrella" and a range of conventional deterrents to aggres
Sion, mcludmg large naval and a•r bases These bases caused a 
certam amount of mconvemence Japan's rehance on Amcncan 
protection necessanly demed 1t complete autonomy m world af
fdJrs, though 1t Simultaneously perm1tted the country the great 
luxuncs of mmute defense spendmg and few mternabonal re
spons•b•hhes Semor LDP members wanted Amencan protection 
to conhnue wh1le reducmg 1ts •rntahons But the Soc•ah<ts, the 
mam opposition party, wanted to complete the pac1fist VISion of 
Arhcle IX and advocated "unarmed neutrahty"-<>VlCbon of all 
Amencan forces on the assumption that no one would then d"turb 
the country's tranqmhty 

ReJSchauer had not devoted much attenhon to secunty 
JSmes He had not been comfortable With them and, more Im
portant, the Japanese government had not wanted to diSCUS< 
them, smce pubhc opm10n was shll e3Slly aroused by the "md•
tanst" •mphcdhons of any attempt to bolster the country's se
cunty But •t hdd become hme to address thiS very bas1c queshon 
of the kmd of role a mature Japan should play m world aflam It 
was a qucshon on whiCh I had a good deal of background and 
some firm opm10ns, but 1! was somethmg that had to be rrused 
very diScreetly, to avmd engagmg the government's hypersen
Slllvlty lo charges of warmongermg 

I mtended to keep a lower profile than F.d had anyway, 
thdt was my personal style, and With Ed's success the need for a 
h1ghly VISible ambassador had passed It was lime to move on to 
more "stand•rd" d1plomdcy between professwnal d1plomats, m 
J!<elf a symbol of the mcreasmgly equal relationship I hoped to' 
bmld W1th a low profile and my reputahon for bemg close to 
Secretary Rusk and PreSident Johnson (often mentiOned m the 
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Japanese press), I felt I could gam the confidence of the bureau
crats, top executJVcs, and D1et members who really ran the coun
try and try to advance the1r collecll\'e thmkmg on secunty 
queshons After la)'lng thiS groundwork, the deb•te could be "1d
ened to the pubhc at large 

I even tned to sell the press on the VJTtues of th1< approach 
at my first news conference on November 9 Explammg that I 
was a behever m "qmet d1plomacy," I sa1d that "To the degree 
that we d1plomats can resolve questwns w•thout the1r becommg 
pubhc ISsues we are successful, to the deg•ee that we make head
hnes, you can say that we are not succeS<ful When matters be
come the subject of pubhc controversy, poSihons tend to become 
frozen and the settlement of the questiOns becomes more ruffi
cult " ThiS pohcy, With 1ts 1mphcahon that I could not be counted 
on as the source of hot news stones, d1d not exactly make me a 
darlmg of the press, though I beheve 1t held\theJT respect In any 
case, 1t d1d allow me to get thmgs done 4 I 

Three secunty problems, sepdrat~but ~~uJTmg a common 
approach from the Umted St•tes, needed the' most attenhon Fmt 
was America's contmumg admm•~trahJe contro1 (dahng from the 
Occupatwn) of the Romn and Ryukyu Islands The Bomns are a 
tmy cham about 650 m1les south of Tokyo, of whiCh the best 
known 1s Iwo J•ma, SJte of the feroc1ous World War II battle Our 
Coast Guard mamtamed some small but Important Long Range 
Nav•gahon (LORAN) facJhlles there that helped our submannes 
m the Pae•fic and other sh1ps to SaJl accurately The Bomns were 
otherwise not tmportant to our mihtary posture m the P clCific 
The Ryukyus were much more s•gmficant .,_mong them IS the 
maJOr JSland of Okmaw.J, w1th nearly i m1lhon mhab1tants The 
Ryukyus and Bomn') were shll recogmzed as japanese terrttory, 
but the 1951 Japane<e Peace Treaty gave the Umted States gov
ernment "admuu~trahve nghts" over them mdcfimtely We had 
been m no hurry to return the(jc nghts to Tokyo because on 
Okmawa we had some of our largest naval dnd atr bases m the 
Far East 

Retammg admm1strahve control over Okmawa and the 
Bomns had been the pnce the ]om! Ch1efs of Stdff extracted for 
gomg along w1th the Japanese Peace Treaty Because we con
trolled Okmawa we could usc our bdses for stonng nuclear weap· 
ons and mountmg operations outside Japan (for example. atr 
stnkes over Korea or VIetnam) These were rtghts demed to our 
bases m Japan proper, under the 1960 Secunty Treaty, w1thout 
"pnor consultation" w1th the Japanese government The Penta-
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gon drd not want to glVe up these very useful nghts, the hkely 
pnce of havmg Tokyo regam control 

But our presence on Okinawa was becommg anachromshc 
Amencan mthtary governors were dtrectmg the affatrs of a mllhon 
non-Amencans wrth varymg degrees of soprusbcatron, assrsted 
smce 1961 by a c1vrlran c1V1l adrmmstrator The Japanese had 
never shown much concern for the welfare of Okmawa when 
Tokyo controlled rt before the war, m fact, the Okmawans had 
been qurte brutally drscrunmated agrurut because the Ryukyu• 
had been an mdependent kmgdom entirely separate from Japan 
unhl the cxpanstomst phase of the MetJt restoration, and 1ts m
habrtants spoke a dralect drfferent from mamland Japanese 
Nevertheless, srnce the 1950s Japanese pohbcrrulS (some rn the 
ruhng LOP. but mostly the socralrsts and other opposrtron mem
bers) had suddenly redrscovered therr close Ires of affecbon and 
hrstory wrth the Ryukyuans and made great antr-Amencan hay 
of our contmmng presence The local populabon had been eo
operatrve Wlth the Amencan mrhtary for the most part, even m 
the face of some frurly mept hrgh eomrmss10ners But recently 
there had been protest demonstrations, and anb-Amencan sen
timent was clearly nsmg I saw thrs myself m a tnp I took to 
Okmawa several months after I arnved m Japan, when members 
of the left-wmg opposrtron were boycottmg the Ryukyuan leg"
lature to dramahzc theu dtfferences wtth the more pro-Amencan 
majonty party 

Tire Okmawan pohce force was small and not ternbly ef
ftctcut, tts only b..t.ckup was Amencan troops If the oppost~ton 
were ever able to foment a demonstration that got so out of hand 
that Amencan soldrers had to fire on Okmawan crvrhans, the 
outrage would be enormous We could not afford that Wrth two 
major arrfields for F-4s and B-52s, hundreds of acres of Army 
storage and mamtenance facdthes, a full Manne Division with all 
Its eqmpment, and extensive trrumng grounds, Okmawa was a 
crucidl mgredient m our Asian deterrent agamst Soviet, Chmcsc, 
.md e<ipccmlly North Korean aggressiOn I was convmced It was 
hme to return responSlbrhty to Japan for the Ryukyus and the 
lloruns They were a vestrge of the war that mrght easily provoke 
an ugly mcrdent that could unravel the patient work of two dec
ades .md force U<i out of our bases m Japan as well as on Okmawa 

To return adinmistrahve nghts and rcsponsilJihhes for the 
Ryukm to Tokyo took five years of very demandmg "qmet dr
plomacy," ali much Withm the Umted States Government as With 
the Japanese Even the negohatrons about the Bonms, whrch were 
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comparatrvely strarghtforwarcl, took two years I wrll return to 
thrs story later, and I rarse rt here only because rt hes mto the 
second major secunty ISSue on my Tokyo agenda the future of 
Amencan bases on the Japanese horne rslands, and Amenca·s de
fense role m East Asra generally 

The 1952 Sccunty Treaty, srgned the s3llle day the Peace 
Treaty c3llle mto force, pledged the Umted States to defend Japan 
m case of need and permrtted the Umted States to retam bases 
m the country The Korean War was then rag>ng only 100 nules 
away across the Sea of Japan, and japan's lledghng Self-Defense 
Forces were qmte madequate because of Arbcle IX Thus our 
nuhtary responsrbrhtres m Japan were srzeable, and our mdrtary 
facrlrbes were correspondmgly large In 1952 ~e had 2,824 bases 
and facrhbes, rangrng from arrfields and ammumtron dumps to 
chapels and golf courses, covermg some 1300 square krlometers 
The Secunty Treaty gave us the nght to use $hem as we saw fit 
wrthout consultmg the Japanese government &ef<yehand, even rf 
we wanted to mount operations agamst p.no~r country from 
them ,·;.~ 

Many Japanese worned that thrslunhmiled freedom for 
Amencan forces mrght attract an attack-perhaps from Russra, 
seekmg to neutralrze the bases, or from North Korea or Chma 
bombrng rurfields rn Japan from whiCh we were mountmg op
erations-and thus left the fundamental decrs10n of whether Japan 
would be at war or peace to Wa•hmgton Another Occupahon
era proVISIOn that rankled many Japanese (and womed Amencan 
officrals) permitted Amencan troops to put down large-scale m
ternal drsturbances m Japan rf requested by !he Japanese gov-
ernment •. 

We had agreed m 1958 to a Japanese request to place our 
secunty arrangements on a more equal footmg Negotiahonli re
sulted m a Treaty of Mutual Cooperahon and Secunty, srgned on 
January 19, 1960, whrch governed defense relatrons dunng the 
whole trme when I was Ambassador Lrke our secunty treabes 
wrth other countnes, rt pledged us to come to Japan's defense rf 
•t were attacked It also requrred us to .. consult" wrth the Japanese 
government 1f we mtcnded to mount combat operations outside 
Japan from our horne rsland bases or mtroduce srgmficantly drf
ferent types of weapons (meamng nuclear) mto them The mternal 
secunty provrsrons of the 1952 pact were scrapped 

In every Important re,pect the 1960 treaty had enhanced 
Japan's control over Its own afTa1rs, but soc1ahsts and other op
ponents of the LOP and rts conservahve Pnme Mrnrster, Nobo-
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er master pohtic1an"s easy, fnendly manner, and I respected and 
;e enjoyed workmg wtlh h1m Because of the reporters and photog-
cr raphcrs who constantly surrounded the Pnme M1mster, however, 
·w meetmg h1m Without ra1smg unwelcome press attention and spec· 
m ulatmn was virtually 1m poSSible Therefore, I normally mamtamed 
1c1 contact w1th Sato through a semor Japanese Formgn SelVIce Of-
T, fleer Teruo Kosm who acted as h1s pnvatc secretary Kosm and 
Je I made considerable use of the telephone and when we needed 
,h to exchange wntten mater~al, he could call on me at the Embassy 
~0 1 or I could send a JUnior embassy officer to see h1m w•thout at· 
11~ trachng attentJon 
( One way of Circumventing Sato's press gauntlet was to 

: 1 escort the endless stream of offic~al Washmgton VISitors, both 
es congressiOnal and ExecutiVe, who WIShed to call on h1m I have 

always found 1t strange that many Amencan offic1als feel that 
11 fore1gn Pnme Mm1sters, even m the case of great countnes hke 
, ~ Japan, are under some sort of obhgahon to rece1ve them, even 
h though they would be shocked 1f a fore1gn VISitor of comparable 
.lS rank IIlSIStcd on meetmg the President However, Sato understood 
:u this s•tuahon and was always generous and grac10us m rece~vmg 
S. them Some, of course, were useful and Important for h1m to see 
, c In any event, I frequently took advantage of these VISits to have 
k a qmck pnvate word w1th the Pr~me MmiSter, or he w1th me 
or Another p1pehne to Sa to was the V~ee MmiSter for Fore1gn Affaus, 
.1k Nobuh1ko Ush1ba, who had been close to Sato for many years and 
m saw h1m regularly 
Sa Sato, hke many semor Jdpanese offic1als, was a graduate of 
U Tokyo UmverSity law school lie began hiS career as a radroad 
11 officlalm1924 and rose to V1ce MmiSter of the MmiStry of Trans· 
or porta lion, the semor career offic1al, dunng the Second World War 
; l He was brought mto pohhcs by Japan's first post-war Pnme Mm· 
h1 ISler, Sh1geru Yosh1da, who deftly but autocratically steered the 
, I country through Occupation and Peace Treaty nego11at10ns mto 
10 mdependence between 1946 and 1954 Bnefly d1Scred1ted be· 
f, cause of a campa1gn contnbution scandal m 1953, Sato resumed 
,a hiS upward chmb m 1958, and when Hayato Ikeda reSigned m 
,c 1964 because of health, Sato was elected Prc,.dent of the LDP 
15 and thus Pnmc Mm1ster wtth VIrtually no opposition He re
F mamed Pnme Mm1ster untd 1972, longer than anyone m post

ar war japanese history 
at, Sato was firmly convmced of the 1mportance of bolstenng 
II• Japan's ties w1th the Umted States ThiS exposed h1m to some 
c domestic crJhCism Rut h1s dcs1re to liqUidate the last remnants 
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of the war by obtammg reversiOn of the Bomns and Ryukyus d1d 
not have solely domestic roots Certamly the LOP's appeal rei· 
ahve to the socm.hsts and commumsts would mcrease among the 
voters 1f he managed to ach1eve reversiOn, but Sato bas1cally 
shared my v1ew that mequahty between Japan and the Umted 
States was the b1ggest obstacle to our becommg closer alhes 
Blessed wtth an acute sense of what hJS electorate would accept 
at a g~ven moment, he cultivated a conservabve Image whale he 
gently but firmly steered Japan towards a fundamentally new 
pohcy of contruchve parhcapahon m world affairs 

The .tppc.u.mcc of c.tuhon SJ.to proJ'ectcd w..ts dtct.ttcd not 
only by f'us person.1l mlltmct .md jJp.tllC'iC pohhc.tl custom, but 
also by the lesson of Ius older brother, Nohusukc KIShi (Accordmg 
to a frequent jap.1ncsc pr.acllcc, Sc.1to ch .. mged lus f . .umly nJ.mc to 
that of Ius w1fe when he m.1rned) K1sh1 w.1s the Prune Munster 
who used hiS · mechdmcdl m,I]Onty" to rdllW the 19ti0 Secunty 
Tre.1ty, cawang popul.u outrage, nots, ~m~ tpc cmlMrr..1ssmg 
forced c.:mccll.ltJon of Prcsl(lcnt E1scnh9wc!f'6 tVl'ilt Sato never 
forgot th1s mJscalculahon and w.a'> c.lrCfui' ti:J· bUild .1 con'>ensus 
w1thm the LDP"s mdny fdcllon• dnd w1rlnn thlelector•te before 
makmg any new dcp.uturc.;;; 

As I settled down to work, Okmawa was the b1ggest smglc 
JOb I faced What the Umted States would do w1th our bases and 
admmiStrabve nghts there was the questiOn I heard most often 
and most emotionally from every Japanese group, from the Cab· 
met down Pnme MmiSier Sato was due to VISit Washmgton 111 

November 1967, and two months before then, Fore1gn M1ruster 
M1h was scheduled to attend the annual meetmg of Amencan 
and Japanese Cabmet m1msters These two events, espec1ally the 
November summ1t, 1mposed a welcome pressure on ncgohahons, 
both w1thm the Amencan and Japanese governments and be· 
tween them, not that we felt we had to g1ve Sato somethmg 
tangible on Okmawa whatever the cost, but 1t gave us a spec1fic 
target date to shoot for 

The first reqmrement was to estabhsh a regular mechaniSm 
for diScussmg Okmawa and other secunty subjects w1th the Jap
anese government All secunty questions between the Umted 
States and Japan were handled on the1r Side by the Fore1gn Office 
Even the nuts and bolts work of how we ran our bases and pa1d 
the Japanese workmg on them was handled by USFJ on our Side 
but the Fore1gn Office on thc.r Side, bypassmg the SDA entirely 
So shortly after my arnval I spoke to V1ce Forc1gn M1mster Sh1-
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moda about creatmg a small, pnvate group to begm frank, m
formal and substanhve diSCUSSions on the whole range of sccunty 
Issues we both faced, mcludmg the Bomns, Oktnawa, and Amer
Ican bases on the home ISlands Sh1moda was mterested but un
derstandably sk>tllsh about the storm of cni>C>sm that news of 
such a group could generate He feared that the Oppos1tlon and 
newspapers would charge that the government was plothng m>l· 
1tary action w1th the Umted States w1thout parh.:t.mentary consent, 
wh1ch would v10late Article IX 

The 1960 Secunty Treaty had already estabhshed the h>gh
level Secunty Consultative Comm>llee, but 1ts members neces
sanly spoke formally on behalf of the1r governments, w1th no real 
opportumty for badly needed exploratory exchanges To help de
fuse potential cnt1c1sm of thiS new body for d!Scussmg secunty, 
I proposed that we call 1t a subcomm1ttee of the already-ex1st1ng 
Consultative Comm>llee 1 contmued to press the 1dea With Sato, 
M1k1, and Sh1moda, and m May 1967 we had our first meetmg, 
at the offic>al home of the Fore>gn M1mster 111 a Tokyo suburb 
It was a large, well-wooded compound to whiCh Subcomm>llee 
members traveled m separate unmarked cars to fo1l mqmsihvc 
reporters On their Side the Sub-comm>ttee compnscd the V1ce 
Foreign M1mster (Sh1moda had JUSt become Ambassador to Wash
mgton and been replaced by Nobuluko Ush1ba), the Deputy DI
rector of the Self-Defense Agency, and the>r top uruformed 
officer, I chrured the Amencan contmgent, whiCh mcluded rep· 
resentatlves from C!NCPAC m Hawru> and John McNaughton, 
AssiStant Secretary of Defense for Internabonal Secunty Affa~rs 
It was a good ali-day sesSion, where we talked mformally and 
deeply for the first time about the m1htary 1mportance of Oki
nawa, the unphcahons of commumst Chma's nuclear capability, 
the posSlb>hty of estabiiShmg an antl-balhstlc m>ss>le defense sys
tem for japan, and other ISSues 

The whole purpose of the comm>llee was first to penmt a 
regular d1alogue, so that the Japanese could begm to understand 
our actlv>tles on Okmawa and japan m depth and how they con
tnbuted to the overall secunty of the Far East Soon I hoped >I 
would expand mto an mstrument for diScussmg what the Japanese 
themselves thought necessary for their secunty and what they 
wanted the Umted States to contnbute to tt 

The basiC procedural d1fficulty we encountered on the Sub
committee was that the japanese government was simply not 
orgamzed to deal w1th broad secunty 1ssues There were no reg'. 
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ular committees m the Foreign Office or between the Fo.-eign 
Office and the SDA, no reservOir of academ>c expertise, no hab>t 
of thmkmg thiS way One Foretgn Office offic1al told me "We 
arc so 1gnorant that we don't even know what questions to a~k " 
Another procedural problem was that japanese law made no pro· 
v>ston for preservmg japan's mthtary secrets, because accordmg 
to Art1cle IX tt was not supposed to have any japanese law d1d 
perm>! the government to protect American mthtary secrets, but 
that d1d not cover everythmg the subcomm>ttee conSidered So 
japanese staff work on some of the subJec;ts we discussed wa~ 
necessanly rcstncted The subcommittee, wh~eh sllll meets reg· 
ularly, has deftmtely contnbuted to the uncontrovers>al accept· 
ance, now present among v~rtually all sectors of Japanese pohtlcal 
opm10n, that the Amencan and Japanese governments have le
gitimate busmess consulttng on secunty 

~ 

W1th the framework of consultatiOn estabhshed, >I was time 
to make progress on sub<tance Soon after afr.-tng m October 
1966 I requested Sa to and Mtkt to put f?"t!' ~h~ Japanese gov· 
ernmenfs baste positiOn on Okmawa so we coul9, start talking m 
earnest Th1s took time They knew theyfwanted' the ISland back, 
but they also had to resolve a fundamental question before setthng 
on a bargammg strategy for obtammg that baste objective If ad
mmiStratlve rtgbts over the Ryukyus reverted to Tokyo, should 
the Umted States retam tis present nghts to mount operatton< 
from the bases there w1thout consultmg the japanese govern· 
ment? The Secunty Treaty proh1btted such actlvttles on the home 
>Sland bases unless the government was first consulted The ques· 
lion of freedom of use was espec1ally senSitive ~htle the V1etnam 
War contmued, because Congress was not hkely to approve any 
arrangement that undercut our forces there And before Japan 
could dectde what tt wanted to do wtth Okmawa tt had to for· 
mulate a larger VIew of the country's sccunty needs There were 
some more mundane but no less thorny problems raised by .-e
versiOn what financ1al arrangements should be made to convert 
the ISland's economy from dollars to yen and to compensate the 
Umted States for the pubhc ulthllcs and other ctvthan facthtlcs 
bmlt at Umtcd States expense that would be taken over by japan? 

The japanese government was extremely reluctant to show 
Its hand on these Issues It would not even advance an tmtml 
bargammg pos1t1on because tl had not gone through the dtfficult 
exero>se of defimng prec1sely what tt wanted and d1d not want 
from reversiOn Hut 1t could hardly stall mdefimtcly 1f 1t wanted 
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Okmawa back, so 11 tned the fam1har gamb1t of reversmg the 
procedure, askmg us to state our m1mmum needs on Okmawa 
Without md1catmg anythmg of •ts own m1rumum needs 

Fore1gn M1mster M1k1 and I first d1scussed Okmawa m car
nest on July I5, I967, at a secret mcctmg held at the Hotel New 
Otan• to avo•d reporters I was accompamed by the Counselor of 
the Pohhcal Section, LewiS Purnell, and my Spec1al AssiStant and 
mterpreter, J•m W•ckel, M1k1 brought along Ush1ba and the two 
top people m the Fore1gn MmiStry's North Amencan Affwrs bu
reau, Funuh1ko Togo and Sum1o Edamura M1la had asked for the 
meetmg, he sa1d, to request that I forward to Washmgton an Alde
Memo•r the Japanese government had dehvered to the Embassy 
already It proposed two general steps a JOmt Uruted States-Japan 
effort to produce a formula that would perm1t a proper m1htary 
role for the bases after reversiOn and agreement on mtenm meas
ures to reduce the d•spanhes between Okmawa and Japan m 
preparation for reversion M1k1 sa1d that the bme for reversiOn 
had come and that our bases on Okmawa and the1r status now 
constituted the mam question between our countnes The core 
of th1s question, he sa1d was "what are the reqmrements the 
Umted States would need as a m1mmum to provtde defense ca
pablhhes for Japan and the area?" 

I countered thiS v1ew pohtely but firmly I told h1m that 
the question was not what the m1mmum requuements of the 
Umted States Government were, but what Japan wanted m thiS 
area In VlCwmg East As•a m long-range terms, I srud, the Umted 
States could not carry out a umlateral pohcy The only pohcy that 
we could and would carry out was one that Japan supported, not 
one m wh1ch she merely acqmesccd Japan was the strongest and 
most powerful nation m th1s area and had to make up 1ts own 
mmd about what 11 w1shed to see m th1s part of the world, I 
stressed Diplomacy could reveal what mterests the two countnes 
had m common, once each nahan decided what 1ts ow11 mtcrests 
were Fust, Japan had to reach a deciSIOn on the m1htary posture 
1t wanted the Umted States to mamtwn m Japan and m the rest 
of As~a, and then we m1ght find where we fit together on Okmawa 

From the Amencan pomt of Vlew, I told M1la, the bas1c 
1ssuc ra1sed by reversiOn was Okmawa's future effectiveness as a 
deterrent to aggressiOn Not JUSt our nuclear weapons but our 
conventional forces on the 1sland deterred Chma and North Korea 
from trytng some aggrcsstve maneuver that mtght othcrwtse. 
tempt them If our freedom of achon on Okmawa was reduced, 
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th1s deterrent would be also Thus Japan had to dee1de what level 
of deterrent 11 thought best, stnctly from 1ts own mterests We 
could evacuate Okmawa entirely tf we had to, I sa1d, but at a cost 
to our deterrent capac1ty And giVen Japan's stab1hty and the 
harmony of vtews between our two countnes on most secunty 
1ssues, no alternative base s1te m the regmn was as good 

We could also agree to put coJivenhonal operatiOns from 
the Okmawan bases under the same restnchons that governed 
our bases on the Japanese home ISlands, I sa1d, With any action 
mounted d1rectly agamst non-Japanese t<:rntory to reqmrc pnor 
consultation w•th the Japanese government But what 1f Chma 
were then to conduct a masstve conventional mvaston of That land 
or Laos? The Japanese government m1ght then have to dec1dc 
whether to perm1t the Umted States to mount a1r attacks on 
Chmesc supply routes It would have to take respons1b1hty for 
whatever declSIOn 11 made before 1ts As1ad ne1ghbors Thus re
versJOn could easily mcrease, not decrease, }h~Japanesc govern
ment's 1mmers10n m world pohhcs and !Is .v~lh~rab•hty to attacks 
from the Oppos1hon • 'J 

In my own mmd I was hopmg we could eventually conclude 
some arrangement permttttng us freedom of achon to use our 
Okmawan forces to defend Twwan and Korea w1thout pnor con
sultation But at th1s pomt w1th M1k1 I s1mply wanted to set the 
wheels of the Japanese government turnmg on the general ques
tiOn of the bases' conventiOnal role after reversiOn 

As for nuclear weapons, many Japanese commentators had 
speculated that the Umted States would easily concede our nght 
to store nuclear weapons on Okmawa becat;;e they behcved de
velopment of the Polam submanne meant that land-based nu
clear weapons were no longer essential M1k1 ratsed thts pomt, 
and I sa1d "Yes, we can do anythmg, but wh•t 1s the effect?'" 
Unlcashmg a Polans attack was a drastic step that m1ght easily 
en tram a sp1ralhng senes of responses and counter-responses that 
a smaller response With tactical nuclear weapons m1ght not A 
gr.tduated deterrent was the most effective deterrent becau~e 1t 
perm•tted us to respond at a level correspondmg to the aggressiOn 
So Okmawa's nuclear weapons sttll had strategic mtportance 

M1k1 sa1d several limes more that Japan d1d not underes
timate the lmportdnce of Amencan forces m the Far East m all 
thetr vanety, but even so the baste question was what were Umted 
Stat:zs m1mmum requtrements I consequently repeated my con
vtchon thdt "the broader aspects are more tmportant It IS not 
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the mmnnum the Umted States can get along wrth, but rather 
what rs the maxrmum whrch IS desrrable to both of us ·· The ISsue 
of Okmawa was well and truly JOmed 

To keep the ball rolling, I sard I would report back to 
Washmgton and see what tts vtews were, we also tentatively ar· 
ranged another Secunty Subcommrttee meetmg for the begm· 
mng of August that would permrt Mrkr and me to meet agam 
after rt and before he departed for the Washmgton Cabmet·levcl 
conference m September 

At thrs July 15 meetmg Mrkr also queshoned me on Amer· 
rcan plans for the Damns, m line wrth a proposal m the Japanese 
government's A1de-Memmr for then early return It was only 
"common sense to recogmze a dtfference" between them and 
Okmawa, he sa1d, nohng that hts government had not recctvcd 
any explanation from the Umted States about therr mrhtary srg
mficance Pnvatcly, I qwte agreed wrth hrm that the Bonms had 
muumal sccunty value, but now was not the hme to concede that 
pomt Fust I had to prepare the s01l at USFJ, CINCPAC, and m 
Washmgton to accept gracefully the rdea of returmng the rslands, 
whiCh would take some work Whatever arrangements we estab
hshed for the Ronms would set a very firm precedent for Okmawa, 
so we had to take care over the fine prmt, especrally on gettmg 
com.pensahon for facthhes taken over by the Japanese govern
ment and guaranteemg the future economrc nghts of the ISlanders 
whose welfare we now formally represented By mamtammg a 
tough facade on the Bomns we m1ght mduce some concessions 
from Japan that would be valuable on Okmawa And the llmmg 
was very tncky If we hastened the return of the BomiiS, pressure 
from the Japanese pubhc and government m favor of Okmawa's 
revcrsaon might mcrease rather than decrease, thus dimimshmg 
our room to maneuver 

By thernc:;elvcc:;, the Bonms boated very httle to wJrrant so 
much mtere~t A collection of tmy outcropptngs tn the.. Pacific 
midway between j,:a.pan .tnd the Man.mac:;, their nJmc 1s a dcnv
,rtrve of the J,rp•ne•e term "Du-nrn," literally "empty of men " 
The largest, ChrchrJrma (meanrng "Father Island,") 1s less thdn 
ten miles square, other "maJor" hnks m the cham mcludc Ha-

•For a very mterestmg dcscnphon of the Romns' past, sec T1moth) lle..t.d 
and G.n.tn Daws, l"he Damns-Isles ofContenhon, 'A. men can Hentage February, 
1968 
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haJtma (Mother Island) and Iwo Jrma, the largest rn a cluster of 
volcamc rslands consrderably south of ChrchiJrma and HahaJima 

The Romns were claimed successively by Bntam, Amenca 
and Japan, but the most endurmg clarm to ownershrp was estab
hshed by five deckhands (rncludrng two Amerrcans eager for an 
eas1er lrfe) who settled on ChtchiJtma w1th Hawanan laborers and 
"wrves," of whom each had several, m 1830 The s01l was good, 
but whatever harmony could be established amtdst the settlers' 
mccssant feuds was broken by frequent v1srts from whalrng shrp•. 
whose crews stole whatever they could get the1r hands on In 
1853 Commodore Perry's Black Fleet, en route to Japan, called 
at ChtchiJima and appomted Nathamel Savoty, one of the orrgmal 
settlers, resrdent Umted States agent Perry also bought a plot of 
Savory's land as a future coaling statron for the Navy's Pacrfic 
fleet, a move well ahead of rts trme But Meui Japan, wakmg from 
rsolatron, dectded to preempt Perry's fores1ghl In 1862 a Japanese 
exped1tron convrnced Savory and the other1,rsl9nders to accept 
Japanese soverergnty, later that year a ~o4P1af_aapanese settlers 
arnved to substantrate the cla1m The two roiymumtres drd not 
mrx In 1876 Japan formally annexed the' tslands,"where a growmg 
number of Japanese settlers earned a hvmg by supplymg vtsrtmg 
whalrng shtps and huntrng the abundant population of seals and 

turtles 
As Japanese mrhtarrsm gathered strength rn the 1920s and 

1930s, the Romns took on strategrc rmportance All non-Japanese 
except the descendants of the ongmal settlers were excluded 
Fmally the crvrhan population was evacuated to Tokyo and Yo
kohama m 1944, mcludmg the Amerrcan-suroamed settlers, who 
were asstgned Japanese names and expected to be the Emperor's 
loyal subjects 

The Japanese made Ch1ch1Jrma mto a maJOr supply base 
and rsland fortress But Allred planner. m charge of the "rsland
hoppmg" campaign across the Pacific focused theiT attention on 
Iwo J1ma, whrch was less fortrfied and more su1table for con
structmg an arrfield that could accept drsabled bombers returmng 
from raids on jc1pan Amencan forces mvaded the Island February 
19, 1945 The small, ugly splotch of lava became a scene of car
nage, wtth 7,000 Amerrcans and an estrmatcd 120,000 Japane•e 
dead before we took rt on March 26 The 6th Manne D1vrswn 
established a memorral atop lwo Jrmas Mount Sunbachr, whrch 
had the drstmctron of bemg the only place m the world bes1des 
the Umted States Caprtol where the Amerrcan flag flew twenty

four hours a day 

) 
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> Shortly after I became Con<ul m Yokohama m I 945, a group 
of the Amencan-surnamed Bonm It;;landers approached me rc
questmg the1r return to ChiChiJtma They cla1med to be Amenc.m 

:1 Citizens, g1ven names hke Washmgton and Savory, and the record 
of persecuhon they had suffered m Japan durmg the war, I under

' stood why they thought so However, most of them were th1rd
~ generatiOn Hommtes who had mtcrmarned w1th Japanese, spoke 

Enghsh poorly tf at all, and had very tenuous lies wtth the Umted 
States Nevertheless, the group was small and tis destre was 

r stratghtforward I diScussed thetr case w1th SCAP and, m October 
11 1946, arranged for the return of about 130 Amencan-surnamed 
:• ISlanders to Ch1Ch1Jlma 

Under the mdulgent eye of the Umted States Navy, wh1ch 
estabhshed a small base on Ch1ch1J1ma, the settlers returned to 
an easy hfe They hved m Navy Quonset huts and ate Navy food, 
the1r children attended the Adm1ral Arthur W Radford School, 
they went to Navy hosp1tals on Guam, and pa1d no taxes Never-

' theless, they marned mostly Japanese from the home ISland, and 
no one really knew what the1r c•llzemh1p was The ISlanders' 

1 numbers had mcreased to about 250 by the hme I became Am
bassador, and one of the problems we now faced was protectmg 
the mhab1tants' future under Japanese rule, wh1ch would probably 
be more spartan than the Umted States Navy's and would cer
tamly not educate the1r ch1ldren m Enghsh Former Japanc•e 
<ettlers evacuated durmg the war would also be free to return 

r after revers10n, as many wanted to, meamng more competition 
for the resources avrulable Senhment among the ISlanders 
seemed to favor some sort of Amencan Citizenship, but thiS the 

:c Japanese government would doubtles. reject 
, The ISlanders' future status was a comparaltvcly small prob
' lem, however, casdy solved 1f the major obstacle to full Japanese 
~ sovere1gnty was swept away Navy resiStance After my July 15 
r mcetmg w1th M1k1, I started commumcatmg Wlth Washmgton 

frequently to start the wheels turmng The Navy's ba"c post !ton 
,, was that we should not g~ve up anythmg anywhere tlldt m1ght 
c someday posstbly be useful If we were to lose Japan, Okmawa, 
c Ta1wan, and the l'h1hppmes, the Navy argued, the Ilonms would 

1: be an Important reserve I thought this was nonsense Jf we were 
1 dnven from the rest of the l'aclflc, we ccrtamly could not hold 
: the Bomns or mount a worthwh1le countcroffcm1ve from tlus 
, m"gmficant cluster of rocks My postlton had the advantage of 
, bemg log1cal, and •t gamed headway fhe Navy w.IS makmg very 
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httle use of the ISlands anyway, so 1ts arguments seemed a httle 
pale Our total contmgent there numbered about stxty-five 

The final sllckmg pomt w1th the m1htary was the future of 
lwo J•ma The famous p1cture of the Mannes plantmg the Amer
ICan flag atop Mount Sunbach1, and the dreadful toll the mvas10n 
exacted, made the ISland an Important symbol to many Amencans, 
not JUSt the m1htary Its potent10l return to Japanese control mtght 
spark an emoltonal outcry that could jeopardize the whole Bomn 
settlement My 111111al suggestion to Washmgton was that we ask 
the Japanese government to destgnate the whole ISland of lwo 
J1ma as a m1htary base under the 1960 SecuntY Treaty, wh1ch 
would perm1t us to retam effective control of the Mount Sunbach1 
memonal and 1ts twenty-four hour flag ' 

After the July I5 meetmg wtth M1kt on Okmawa and the 
Bonms, both governments went mto h1gh gear prepanng for the 
September Jomt meeting of Japanese and Amenca.II Cabmet mm
ISters at wh1ch M1k1 would meet Rusk, as a prelud.i to-the cruc1al 
November summ1t between Sato and LBJ Nejth~ .~vernment 
senously doubted that reversiOn would eventtiaJl.y 'be accom
plished, but the cruc~al questions were how l'ast and"under what 
conditiOns l'ubltc opm10n m Japan, led by the Oppostllon parties, 
was movmg towards somethmg of a national consensus on Oki
nawa that was unfavorable to Amencan Interests It favored tm
mcdiate reversiOn under an agreement that would pcrmat the 
bases to conhnue, but wathout nuclear weapons and under con
stderable restnctaons as to how and when the1r conventional 
forces could be employed There were some md~eahons that sum
mer of 1967 that even the orthodox Mannst Japan.Soc.ahst Party 
was movmg towards that v1ew •. 

Sato ·s own dctruled vtcws on Okmawan reverston were by 
no means exphc1t, but he wanted the bases to contmue m an 
effechve form, and thiS trend 111 pubhc op11110n diSturbed h1m 
He tr1ed to moderate ns111g pubhc emohonahsm about Ok111awa, 
dampemng expectations of the Island's early return and stressmg 
the senous secunty considerations ra1sed by revers10n He rcc
ogmzcd that the Japanese people had no expenencc 111 form111g 
Judgments on secunty matters and needed hmc to come to terms 
wtth the strateg1c rcahhes from wh1ch Art1cle IX and the Amer
Ican base structure had sh1clded them s111ce the Occupation He 
needed to buy that tunc, dunng wh1ch thiS larger strateg~c p1cture 
could be explamed to the pubhc and could penetrate 1ts attitudes, 
and to succeed m this approach he needed Amencan cooperatiOn 
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Th1s was m our mterest as well, for 1f he appeared to be makmg 
no progress whatever m gettmg Okmawa back, h1s government 
m1ght well be replaced by a more rad1cal one, w1th more mtrdno 
s1gent attitudes on the whole range of questions between the 
Umted States and Japan 

W1thm the Ryukyus themselves, and at Japanese govern
ment urgmg, we had been makmg occasiOnal concesstons to make 
the pressure for reversiOn manageable After heavy ag•tahon from 
Okmawan fishermen, we permitted them to replace the Amer
ICan flag flown over thctr vessels wJth a new one that mcorporatcd 
the japanese n'img sun japanese economic assistance to the IS· 

lands had been perm1tted to the tune of $28 m1lhon, double that 
of the Umted States We had also allowed Japan Atr Lmes to start 
an mter-1sland mr serviCe 

In preparation for the M1k1-Rusk and Sato-LBJ meehngs, 
the embassy dcvtsed some add1honal mtenm measures that we 
mtght mshtute to reduce d1spanttcs between hfe on Okmawa and 
Japan proper wh1le calmmg pressures for 1mrned•ate reversiOn 
These measures mcluded perm1tttng dtrect popular election of 
the Ryukyuan government's Ch1ef Executtve, and creatmg a In
lateral Umted States-Japan-Ryukyudn committee to advtse the 
H1gh Comm1ssmner on ways of smoothmg the trans1lton between 
Amencan and japanese adm1mstrat10n But we d1d not want to 
unve1l these proposals JUst yet 

M1ki came to Washmgton m September w1th mstruchons 
from Sa to to scout out our Irreducible m1mmum requuements on 
Okmawa wh1le reveahng as httle as poss1ble of the Japanese po
sition Sato wanted to rct::tm maXImum flexibility m h1s discuc;<;Jons 
w1th Pres1dent Johnson, h1s advisors also wanted to make sure 
that the amb1ttous M1k1 d1d not try to steal Sato's thunder by 
commJlt1ng Japan to an Okmawan settlement prematurely Since 
we could always make concessiOns at the Sa to summit 1f we want
ed to, our strategy w1th M1k1, worked out m meetmgs I had W1lh 
Rusk and Defense Secretary McNamara, was to take a very hard 
hne emphas1zmg the Importance of the Okmawan bases to our 
mutual secunty and md1catJng no wdhngness whatever to con
cede our prc<;ent nghts to store nuclear weapons or use the b.Jses 
freely 

Secretary McNamara told me that he was enltrely prepared 
to turn over Okmawa to japanese admmistrahon, but there was 
no poss1b1hty of abandonmg our bases there The real 1ssue WJS 
whether we would accept the same restr1chons on them that 
governed our bJses on Japan proper under the 1960 Secunty 
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Treaty, namely, givmg up our nght to store nuclear weapons and 
engage m combat operatiOns agamst other areas of the Far East 
w1thout "pnor consultation " McNamara argued that smce we 
would never agam fight a war m Asm Without Japanese support, 
"homeland-level .. restnctwns on the Okmawan bases would not 
senously comprom1se our mterests I thought th1s approach had 
merit, but more hme and study was reqmrcd before tt became 
our bottom hne pos1hon We agreed that for the tune bemg the 
Japanese should not know that we were even thmkmg of con
cedmg these thmgs Although we 1mght not now want to store 
nuclear weapons on the I'iland or mount operat'ions elsewhere 
wtthout pnor consultation, the nght to do so m a <:ns1s m1ght be 
worth rctammg In any event, nuclear weapons storage and free
dom of use were good bargammg clups that we d1d not want to 
giVe away prematurely So when M1k1 met McNamara, the De
fense Secretary took a very firm stance on the ne~ess1ty of our 
retammg freedom of use and nuclear weapons sto@ge nghts on 
Okmawa ) , l 

Secretary Rusk took an equally hard hne wh.Fn he mvtled 
M1k1 to lunch and a long, pnvate meetmg on S~urday,tSeptember 
16, wh1ch I attended M1k1 emphas1zcd how cruc1al an agreement 
on Okmawa was to the survival of the Sato government Rusk 
countered by saymg that there were two levels on which Okl
nawan reversiOn could be d1scussed the reqmremcnts of Japanese 
popular op1mon, and the deepe•t secunty needs and commit
ments of our two countnes The Umted States had pledged 100 
m1lhon hves m the fi._t hour of war to protect Japan, he sa1d 
W1th the war m V1etnam contmmng and a newly J!Uclear Chma 
m the throes of a chaotic cultural revolution, the Anfencan people 
would have great d1fficulty understdndmg any effort by Japan to 
deny us the fac1h1tes we needed to protect Japan We had no 
de'itre to admn11ster Okm.1wa permanently We understood the 
special Importance the Sato government placed on reversiOn and 
Japan's nuclear senslhVIhes But Amencan soldters could not be 
made merccnanes for JapJn, Rusk stressed, If we had a common 
purpose, then Japan had to contnbute to accomphshmg 11 In any 
event, Rusk sa1d we were afratd that the upcommg 1968 presl
denhal elect10m would prevent the Umted States from gtvmg any 
firm commitments on the Ryukyus until 1969 at the earhest 

To soften the blow of th1s uncompromismg presentation, 
Rusk offered a cructal palhahve useful to both s1des we would 
help the Sato government buy lime on reverswn w1th the Op
posthon and the Okinawans themselves One such measure would 
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be the creatwn of the Umted States·Japan-Ryukyus comm1ss•on 
to deVIse ways of reducmg soctal and econonuc d1fferences be
tween Okmawa and Japan Rusk also srud the Umted States could 
md1cate m the commumque followmg the upcommg Sato-LHJ 
rneehng that the Umtcd States agreed to revers•on 10 pnnc1ple 
and would unplcment 11 once Japan and the Umted States had 
concluded terms that would not Interfere w1th the bJsec;' sccunty 
role Jlc also led M1k1 to understand that the llonms would pose 
no msuperable problems for us, as long as Japan d1d not use the•r 
return to lever us on Okmawa. and agreed to an acceptable for~ 
mula for Iwo ]1ma 

In fact, Jt was the Bonms on wh1ch the most substanhal 
progress wa' made durmg M1k1"s v1s1t to Wa<hmgton, though he 
was unaware of 1t at the hmc I had several prtvatc mcetmgs w1th 
members of the Jomt Ch~efs, as well as w1th McNamara and Rusk, 
and attended a full Natwnal Secunty Counc1l Meetmg Wlth the 
PreSident The Navy was st!ll advancmg 1ts v1ew that the Homn< 
would be crucial m case we were dnvcn from the rest of the Far 
East, but the rest of the Jomt Ch1efs and the C1v1han officldls at 
Defense, mcludmg Secretary McNamara, saw State's position, and 
I left Washmgton fmrly certam that we would be able to announce 
the return of the Boruns durmg Sato's visit m November 

The other Japanese numsters present m Washmgton spent 
the1r three days dtscussmg economic ISsues Wlth the1r American 
counterparts, both one-on-one and m plenary sessiOns that Sec
retary Rusk and I attended We pressed them to hbcrdhze trdde 
and espec•ally mvestment pohcle>, suggested that they penetrate 
European markets as weJJ as ours, and encouraged thern to con
tnbute more to econom1c development m Southeast Asia Smce 
we bore a dJsproportJonate share of the cost of mamtammg mJI
Itary sccunty m Asi.t, we thought Japan could contnbute to our 
common purpo<e m a way that smted 1ts baSJc pdclfism by helpmg 
the strugghng countnes around Chma toward stab1hty and pros
pcnty We espec1ally wanted Tokyo to match our •mila] contn
buhon of $200 m1lhon to the new ASian Development Bank's $1 
bllhon cap•tah'-Ohon, mstead of the $IOO rnllhon 1t hdd already 
pledged fhe Honm and Ryukyu negollatJOns gave m some le
verdge m thi~ .trea 

The japanese mmJSters, for theJt pdrt, complamed about 
"buy Amencun" sentiment m Congress and gave no encourage
ment to our requests Japan was facmg a spate of balance-of
payment defic1ts of Its own as 1ts growmg economy sucked m 
Imports, and the popul.ttlon was demandmg that the government 
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spend more on provtdmg a better quahty of hfe, cspectally m the 
crowded and smoggy cihes Thus the Japanese numsters were 
skittish about takmg on maJor regiOnal economic responsibihhes 
for Southeast A.s•.t Roth stdes' positions on these economtc Issues 
were pretty much b01lerplate, but the mformal talks between 
counterparts allowed for some very frank d1alogue that gdve each 
Side dn excellent feel for the problems of the other 

En route bdck to Tokyo I stopped m Honolulu to bnef 
Admual Felt about our sesSions w1th M1k1 and the progress of 
Wa<hmgton's thmkmg on Okmawa and the llomns Back m Japan, 
I met several times w1th Mikl and Sato lo prepare for the sumnut 
We mvoked a normal If odd-seemmg diplomatic techmque, fo
cusmg on hammermg out the exact language of the JOlllt com
mumquC to be •s•med .tt the end of the summit I cxpresc;cd the 
posstb1hty th•t the Bonms could be returned dt the symm1t, but 
made no promises I s.ud the President would lldvq to dec1dc 
himself, and the terms of return m1ght mclude dc~lgtJfll~g •II of 
lwojnna as a nHhtary base under the Secunty Trec~ty 'l\}tkt .ugued 
that tins would negJtc everythmg thJt Washmgton wovld gJm 
frorn returnmg the JSldnds He also pressed repeatedly for com
mumque language th.tt would m<hcate that reverston of the Ryu· 
kyus would occur dt the "earhest po<<~ble date," but on thiS subject 
I was adamant I sa1d we would cons1der a phrasmg that would 
s1gnal that reverston was m process and that we would mshtute 
the mtenm measures to reduce cconomtc and socm.l differences 
between the Hyuky11s and japan Ilut spec1fymg a date or a<serturg 
that japanese control would occur "as soon a.c; poss1ble" would put 
heavy pressure on both countnes to reach an c~grccmcnt faster 
than e1ther could manage 

As the date of departure for the summ1t neared, M1k1 grew 
mcreasmgly rest1ve lie was under<tdndably d1sturbed that we 
m1ght not return Iwo ]1ma w1th the rest of the Honm<, and that 
we refused to g1vc hun a specific date for Okmaw.t's return that 
he (and Sato) could par,tde before the electorate He became so 
pessimistic .tbout what the sumnnt could accomplish, m fact, thut 
he began to c;cek some way of avmdmg attendmg It Several tunec; 
he 'laid to me ·You know, I wonder whether It IS really necessary 
for me to go?" I gave lum no en~ouragement m tlus diTection 
whatever, behevmg that d•v~<wm between hun and the Prune 
Mm1stcr worked cOntrary to our mterests Unfortunately, the 
Prune Mmzster's constant lJC';If!'gcrnent by reporters and photog
raphers made 1t •mposs.ble for me to have a long talk With hmt 
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