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US-JAPAN BURDEN-SHARING DURING THE
PRESIDENCY OF DONALD TRUMP

This paper analyzes the position of burden shdretgreen the US and Japan. The study
describes the legal, political and military framekvof the asymmetric relationship between
these two countries and examines the financialitiond of the US military posture in Japan.
In this context, several questions were posed: Whtite cost sharing arrangement between
Washington and Tokyo regarding deployment of thetld8ps and bases in Japan? What are
the legal and financial constraints of Japan iséisurity relationship with the US? Should we
expect any changes in the US — Japan burden sterthbow is that issue related to the US
security policy against their European allies? @tiele uses comparative scientific literature
and an analysis of source materials (legal aatatesfies, reports and statements). It argues
that the Japanese government should reshape itstgeabligations aiming to keep the US
forces and installations at home.
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1. INTRODUCTION

‘Burden sharing’ is one of the key elements of¢heent external US security policy.
Washington emphasizes very strongly that alliesatg@ay enough for the security benefits
they receive from the United States. This criticdisected both to NATO European
members (Kozlowski, 2019b) and to the Asian andifftapartners, including Japan.
President Donald Trump pointed out that Tokyo ndddéncrease its share of costs for the
US military presence in the country calling the 1®lateral security treaty as “one-sided
deal that obligates the United States to come parJa defense if the country falls under
attack” (Shim, 2019).

Current US burden-sharing position vis-a-vis Jagan be explained on several
dimensions. First, it represents broad Americarsensus, that the allies are “free-riders”
using the US capabilities to preserve their defesuog security with too limited costs.
Second, the relationship between Washington ang@ oéinnot be extracted from the very
dynamic environment in the Asia and Pacific; gragvimilitary and economic potential of
China and increasing threat from North Korea brimgw challenges to the region,
increasing the risks to Japan and its allies. Thirs directly connected with President’s
Trump America First policy displaying critical ptien vis-a-vis international institutions
and exposing important or even predominant roleusiness and economic elements in
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shaping US bi- and multilateral agreements. Tha ¢@nsequences for Tokyo, since
Washington abandoned the Trans-Pacific Partnerghgierring to negotiate a bilateral
trade agreements under threats of escalatingsd8filomon, 2018).

US policy on burden sharing is reflected in the mpolitical documents. National
Security Strategy relatively broadly refers to ‘thein sharing’ stipulating i.e. that “allies and
partners magnify our power; we expect them to sterub fair share of the burden of
responsibility to protect against common threalt{onal Security Strategy of the United
States, 2017, 4). The necessity to remove ineigglit burden sharing have been repeated
in the text (i.e. “cooperation means sharing resiilities and burdens”), however, unlike
with an explicit expectations from US to Europeliesito pay more for defense (National
Security Strategy..., p. 48), the document emphasimslapan (and other countries from
Indo-Pacific region) needs to pursue fair and naxpl trade. US National Defense Strategy
brings similar understanding of the quality and émipnce of alliances setting expectations
towards allies and partners “to contribute an edplé share to our mutually beneficial
collective security, including effective investmemt modernizing their defense
capabilities” (Summary of the 2018 National DefeiSteategy of the United States of
America, 2018, p. 8).

All above mentioned elements of the US securityicgohre indicated in the current
stance of the dialogue between Washington and T.oKye piece would examine a term of
burden-sharing, the legal and financial framewofkihe alliance and the current and
prospective understanding of the cost-sharing gearents between these two countries.

2. BURDEN SHARING

There are different definitions and understandigsthe term ‘burden-sharing’.
Historically it is associated with NATO, stemmingdresttly from the art. V of the
Washington Treaty, which stipulates that

The Parties agree that an armed attack againstromere of them in Europe or
North America shall be considered an attack agairesn all and consequently
they agree that, if such an armed attack occuch ehthem, in exercise of the
right of individual or collective self-defence repused by Article 51 of the

Charter of the United Nations, will assist the PartParties so attacked by taking
forthwith, individually and in concert with the @h Parties, such action as it
deems necessary, including the use of armed ftmoestore and maintain the
security of the North Atlantic area (The North Al Treaty, 1949).

This norm can be understood that the building déense base capable of responding
to the perceived threat is based on the principd fthe burden of defending the West
should be shared equitably among the member ceshtfUnited States General
Accounting Office, 1990, p. 10). Former US Secnretaf Defense Casper Weinberger
identified two elements of ‘burden-sharing’: akesand responsibilities of allies need to be
(and need to be perceived as) equitably share.atwhtributions of partners, which could
include both material (quantifiable) as well asandible (e.g. political) factors
(Weinberger, 1987). The latter corresponds witheth@ution of the transatlantic (and non-
-transatlantic) debate in burden sharing, whichlmaanalyzed not only in terms of financial
conditions, but broader as the general contribstitm collective security, including
humanitarian aid, diplomatic mediation or fight s climate (Foucalt, Mérand, 2012).
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Burden-sharing might be analyzed from differentspectives. First, it has been
researched in the literature across the disciplim@suding economics, international
political economy and international relations (Zy2016) and is mostly associated with
economic theory of alliances. In their seminal gtu@lson and Zeckhauser interpreted
‘security’ (output) as a pure public good, wheréords consumption of defence does not
affect the amount available for consumption by pttetions (non-rivalry) and when the
goods are provided, they are available for everyooa-excludability). That could create
an incentive for a nation to ‘free-ride’ when itdums that other nation will provide sufficient
alliance defence for its needs; there will alsaliendency for the bigger members to bear
a disproportionate share of the burden (Olson, Hagg&er, 1966). In the later studies this
theory expanded into the joint product (or impudblic good) model, which lead to the
testable hypothesis that states do not only car®ilbo the public good exclusively for
public, but also for private benefits (Zyla, 2018&cond, current political discussion tends
to simplify ‘burden-sharing’ with the level of defee expenditures. The best example of
such debate is NATO. Art. 3 of the North Atlantice@ity stipulates that “in order more
effectively to achieve the objectives of this Tyedhe Parties, separately and jointly, by
means of continuous and effective self-help andualwdid, will maintain and develop their
individual and collective capacity to resist arnagihick” (North Atlantic Treaty, 1949). The
range of these obligations are expressed in the ®QlSTrategic Concept by full scope of
capabilities necessary to deter and defend againsthreat to the safety and security of
NATO members’ territories and populations. Concutlge art. 19 of the Concept
emphasizes (in the latitet) that member states will sustain “the necessamsideof defence
spending, so that our armed forces are sufficiemtbpurced” (Strategic Concept for the
Defence and Security of the Members of NATO, 20T0e “necessary level of defence
spending in NATO” is described in art. 14 of the NA\Wales Summit Declaration, which
stipulates that Allies will spend at least 2 % lo¢it GDP for defence and will allocate
“more than 20% of their defence budgets on majoipgent, including related Research
& Development” (Wales Summit Declaration issued the Heads of States and
Governments participating in the meeting of NorttaAtic Council, 2014). Third, burden
sharing can also be interpreted as the cost-shariremgements between ‘sending’ and
‘receiving’ state in terms of common obligationsdated to the deployment — by the
former state — troops on the territory of receivaigte. In the alliance terminology it is
understood as Host Nations Support (HNS). HNS finee in the US Department of
Defense Dictionary of Military and Associated Terass“civil and/or military assistance
rendered by a nation to foreign forces within &sritory during peacetime, crises or
emergencies, or war based on agreements mutuatiglumted between nations” (DOD
Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms, 20208)ATO clarifies the aim of HNS as
provision of effective support to military active8 and to achieving efficiencies and
economies of scale “through the best use of a matsbn’s available resources” (Allied
Joint Doctrine for Host Nation Support, 2013). bmamon usage, HNS can be associated
with a broad range of contributions of the hostrtoy most typically identified as either
‘cash’ or ‘in-kind’ support, on the one hand, aiitther ‘direct’ or indirect’ support on the
other hand.
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Table 1. Forms of support and illustrative exammé&sontributions to US from the Host

Nation
Type Direct Indirect
Cash Compensation for local nationpl Not applicable
employees and supplies and services
of US Department of Defensg,
including refunds of utilities angd
payroll costs.
In-kind « Payments for damage claims; |+ Forgone rent or lease payments;
e Compensation of various kinds te Waivers of customs duties and other
local communities; taxes, fees and damage claims.
« Direct provisions of labor, land and
infrastructure as well as supplies
and services.

Source: (Losumbo, 2013).

US internal regulations precisely defines the s@qkthe conditions of the Host Nation
financial contributions towards US forces statignabroad (10 US Code par. 2350).

3. MAIN CHARACTERISTICS OF THE US-JAPAN ALLIANCE

Japan is one of the closest allies of the UnitedeSt Art. 22 par. 2321 k. of the US
Code puts Japan — together with Australia, Egyradl, the Republic of Korea and New
Zealand — into the category of ‘major non-NATO allpepartment of States outlines
bilateral ties between Washington and Tokyo as timmerstone of US security interests
in Asia and (...) fundamental to regional stabilitpda prosperity” (United States
Department of State, 2020). The National Securiiat&gy of the US determines the
relationship with Japan as a: i. long term commitin® support Tokyo to “become
successful democracies and among the most progpecomomy in the world”; ii. critical
ally to respond to threat (like e.g. stemming frima North Korean policy) in the Indo-
Pacific region (“we welcome and support strong &ratip role of our critical ally, Japan”)
and iii. partner in cooperation on missile defe(i38 “will cooperate on missile defense
with Japan....to move toward an area defense capydpilNational Security Strategy...,
2017).

Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security betwdenWnited States of America and
Japan is the legal foundation of the bilateral tretes between Washington and Tokyo.
Article V of this Treaty stipulates that

Each Party recognizes that an armed attack agaithsr Party in the territories under
the administration of Japan would be dangerousstown peace and safety and declares
that it would act to meet the common danger in edaace with its constitutional provisions
and processes (Treaty of Mutual Cooperation andirBgdetween the United States of
America and Japan, 1960).

Simultaneously, article 1l states that “the Patimdividually and in cooperation with
each other, by means of continuous and effectilfeheép and mutual aid will maintain and
develop, subject to their constitutional provisiothgir capacities to resist armed attack”.
These norms in clearly asymmetric approach defiagight and obligations of both parties.
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Unlike in the NATO Charter, commitments to defenoacern only one party covering the
territory of Japan, and not the territory of theitdrStates. As Robert F. Reed emphasizes
»~Japan is committed to act only when under attésddfi or when US forces within Japan
are attacked. There is no obligation to come tcaftleof the United States if attack occurs
anywhere outside Japanese territory” (Reed, 1983).pSimultaneously, they refer to
constitutional provisions of both countries. The kensiderations can be taken from the
text of the Japanese charter, which strictly lirttis use of force by Tokyo. Article 9 of the
Constitution of Japan specifies that

the Japanese people forever renounce war as eeggpveight of the nation and
the threat or use of force as means of settlingriational disputes. (...) land,
sea, and air forces as well as war potential,veiller be maintained. The right of
belligerency of the state will not be recognized€Tonstitution of Japan, 1946).

This norm has been a matter of evaluation andpregaition by doctrine, which came
to the conclusion that Tokyo can — under certaircucnstances (self-defence and
participation in the non-combat operations) and iimited scope — use forces. Ministry of
Japan recognizes the meaning of its own defenesved policy as

the force is used only in the event of an attack the extent of the use of
defensive force is kept to the minimum necessarysédf-defense and that the
defense capabilities to be possessed and maintainddpan are limited to the
minimum necessary for self-defense (Ministry of &efe of Japan, 2018).

Legal constraints are not the only limitation oa #apanese side. Tokyo decided in 1976
that defence budget would be limited to not moranthl% of GDP. Since its
pronouncement, this ceiling has become not onlgyahmwlogical barrier to comprehensive
defense planning, but also an element of Japasesarity culture’, which puts defence
expenditures in certain political and historicarfrework. It limits (or even blocks) the
readiness of Tokyo to increase defence spendipg¢ely in the context of relatively low
growth of national income and big public debt), iwHeading to broadening of perception
of the scope and the role of military expendituFes.Japan — like for Germany (Kozlowski,
2019a) — security cannot be narrowed down to mylipending; development aid and
humanitarian assistance also count as contributimgkobal security.

Japan places™position in the world in terms of defence spending2019 it allocated
in this regard 47.6 bin USD and has 2.5% of theldvarf defense expenditures.
Simultaneously, the level of GDP spending was tveekt among ten biggest spenders,
which was lower by 1 percentage point vis-a-vismahand 1.8 point against South Korea.

While US-Japan bilateral security relationshiplé&ady asymmetric with Tokyo relying
on the support from Washington, the economic collation can be characterized by
Japanese trade competitiveness (within the yeat®-2019 US deficit against Japan
ranged between 63 and 76 billion USD per year) tgdhStates Census Bureau, 2020). That
has direct and obvious consequences for the Wasiniisgpolicy vis-a-vis Tokyo; to win
trade concessions (e.g. purchase of American defssuapment) US is using the argument
of its own defense commitments. As Awonahara stdétade and defense issues have also
been combined when the United States has limitpdita of Japanese products for national
security reasons. As Japan continues to make ratijdes in dual-use technology, it will
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become increasingly difficult to separate trade defense issues” (Awonahara, 1990,
p. 5).

Table 2. The World's biggest spenders on defen@&qR

Country Amount in bln USD | Share of GDP in % World share in %
1. USA 732 3.4 38
2. China 261 1.9 14
3. India 71.1 2.4 3.7
4. Russia 65.1 3.9 34
5. Saudi Arabia 61.9 8.0 3.2
6. France 50.1 1.9 2.6
7. Germany 49.3 1.3 2.6
8. United Kingdom 48.7 1.7 25
9. Japan 47.6 0.9 2.5

10. South Korea 43.9 2.7 23

Source: SIPRI (Stockholm International Peace Resdastiute), 2019

4. BURDEN SHARING IN THE HISTORY OF THE POSTWAR US-JAPAN
RELATIONS

The 1950s and 1960s security arrangement betweemt) 3apan indicated willingness
of Washington to assume the financial burden oéul@ihg Japan and maintaining regional
security in the Far East. The United States agregaovide troops and pay for all related
expenses and Japan consented to bestow militags kssl facilities. Even though this
formal arrangement has in general terms remainedanged, the character of the alliance
between Washington and Tokyo has been dynamicatiiviag during the last 75 years,
which had also direct consequences for a burderinghaettings (United States General
Accounting Office, 1989).

In a broad sense, US burden sharing demands ogoernment in Tokyo started
already in the late 1940s, but the real pressanmest in the mid-1960s, when Japan had
begun to accumulate trade surpluses with the Udtates. The idea of burden-sharing was
implicit in the President’s Richard Nixon Guam Daw¢ of 1969, in which he called on
friendly countries (including Japan) to accept ficial burden of their own conventional
defence (Awonahara, 1990). These expectations ggpecially in 1970s when the
stationing costs for US forces in Japan sharplgeiased. US dollar weakened in the relation
to the yeR, while the construction costs and labor wages \aeigmenting; it made long-
term, unilateral sustainment of US bases less enmadly feasible whereas Japanese
economy was at the same time flourishing. That rhase led to negotiating in 1978 host
nation support agreement, which reduced the firmbcirden on US forces (Bosack, 2019).

Despite these arrangements, burden-sharing dembadame acute during the
administrations of Presidents Jimmy Carter (19781)%nd Ronald Reagan (1981-1989).
The White House expected specific, often quantigatcommitments from Tokyo on its

2 Up until 1971, the yen was pegged with a fixedhexge rate of 360 yen to the dollar; by 1978, the
rate was already plummeting below 200 yen.
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defense buildup and Congress was sharing and ewelifgng that approach. In 1981
Senator Jesse Helms (R-NC) proposed a renegotiatitiie US-Japan security treaty to
make it reciprocal arrangement, while Congressniapten Neal (D-NC) demanded from
Japan to share the burden by allocating at leasbf2$ Gross National Product (GNP) to
defense (see later part of this article). In 19823 letter to the Japanese Prime Minister
Zenko Suzuki, 66 members of Congress urged Tokyo todspegreater percentage of its
GNP for defense due to counter the increased Stivieat. In the following years (1983,
1985 and 1987) members of the House of Represesdatiuggested that Japan either
increases its defense spending or face US penédiiesng proposals: tariff surcharges or
a security tax on Japanese imports and relocating ©f the US troops in Japan to other
areas of the Western Pacific). The burden shargimptd between US and Japan in 1980s
was particularly intense since the US suffered feosevere economic recession caused by
both the increase of military expenditure and angng national budget deficit (Satake,
2012). A 1988 House Armed Services Committee imteeiport on burden sharing reflected
the frustration of American authorities. The repsaid that “many Americans feel that we
are competing 100 percent militarily with the Sasiand 100 percent economically with
our defense allies” and stated i.e. that: a. Japdefense contributions and capabilities are
inadequate given its tremendous economic strergtllapanese HNS for US service
personnel is overstated; c. Japanese Governmets te@ccelerate its ability to perform
the self-defense missions without direct US assistaand d. Japan should increase its
official development assistance substantially dvaukl target aid towards countries which
have strategic importance for Washington and Tof@ommittee on Armed Services,
House of Representatives, 1988).

The post-Cold War era faces new types of threatsh sas terrorism, nuclear
proliferations, ethnic conflicts and others. The ¢épacity to address these threats has been
in relative decline, which is one of the reasonwWeshington began to further demand more
burden-sharing from Japan in 1990s (Kohno, 1999).

Over the next decades, the burden sharing disawssaitd the host nations arrangement
between US and Japan have been evolving. Theyteds more defence efforts from
Japan, including dispatching in 2003 the Maritinedf-®efence Force to the Indian Ocean
to provide logistical support for US military opgoms and sending in 2003 forces to aid in
Irag’s postwar reconstruction efforts (Maizland,,X2019). They also shaped financial
arrangements, which was agreed in 1987 as the &pdeasures Agreement and was
amended since that time every five years. AlthatnghUS expectations vis-a-vis Japan to
balance some of the American costs continued, thdypresidency of Donald Trump
brought unprecedented pressure towards Japan lagdadlies in that regard.

5. BURDEN-SHARING ARRANGEMENTS

Art. VI of the Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and 8gty states that ,for the purposes
of contributing to the security of Japan and maiatee of international peace and security
in the Far East, The United States of America@ntgd the by its land, air and naval forces
of facilities and areas in Japan” (Treaty of MutQaloperation and Security, 1960). This
norm was specified in the Status of Forces Agre¢f@DFA; rights and obligations of US
stationing troops in Japan), which defines thatadawas to furnish, without cost to the
United States, facilities and areas for the usb/$fforces in Japan. Simultaneously, US
agreed to bear without cost to Japan all expens@eint to the maintenance of these forces
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(Reed, 1983). The other important documents caistif rights and obligations of both
sides on burden sharing are Special Measures AgmerfSMA) and Facilities
Improvement Program (FIP) — see below.

Up until 2004, Department of Defense provided aggte national-level information on
direct and indirect cost sharing and other formsowitributions toward the common defense
and mutual security of the US and its allies. Adaog to the last report Japan’'s yearly
contribution under the Host Nation Support 4.4 imillUSD, which constituted 74.5% of
US stationing costs (US Department of Defense, POOAe data for recent years are
unfortunately less available, since there are natrabzed sources of information on
contributions or US payments, other than thoseaprény to cash support and multilateral
cost sharing (Losumbo, 2013). According to différeriormation, Tokyo’s contribution
towards US military posture in Japan ranges frofb4®arious media reports) to 86%
(Japanese Government) (Chanlett-Avery, 2019).

Table 3. US Forces in Japan

US Forces Number of troops
Navy 20.250 sailors
Air Force 12.500 airmen
Army 2.700 soldiers
Marine Corps 18.800 marines

Source: (Chanlett-Avery et al., 2019).

Burden-sharing arrangements between Japan and @8Abe interpreted on three
dimensions. First, Tokyo provides to the US ArmysHWation Support. HNS is composed
of two funding sources: SMA and FIP. SMA is a l@lall agreement, covering usually five
years, which obligates Japan to pay a certain atrfountility and labor costs of US bases
and for relocating training exercises away fromuafed areas. Under the current SMA
(2016-2021), Tokyo contributes circa 1.7 billion WPer year and at least 187 million
USD for the FIP (this funding is not strictly dedish other than the agreed minimum). FIP
(initiated in 1978 to provide housing for the USitary personnel) is not included in SMA
and has a voluntary character (Inquiry into US €astd Allied Contributions to Support
the US Military Presence Overseas, 2013). Accortbnghanlett-Avery both sums set the
Japanese contribution under HNS (in-kind and casli)e range of 1.7-2.1 billion USD
per year to offset the direct cost of stationing)& forces in Japan (Chanlett-Avery, 2019).
SecondJapan spends approximately 1.65 billion USD anguaill measures to subsidize
or compensate base-hosting communities. Upon thesoutlined in the US-Japan Mutual
Security Treaty, Tokyo also pays the cost of rdiogaUS bases within Japan and rent to
any landowners on which US military facilities dogated in Japan. That includes i.e.
covering of majority of costs regarding three oé tlargest international military base
construction projects since World War Il (replacetiacility in Okinawa — 12.1 billion
USD; air station lwakuni — over 4.5 billion USD afatilities in Guam — 3.1 billion USD)
(Chanlett-Avery, 2019). According to the Ministri Defense of Japan, these costs in the
2016 budget reached a level of approximately Ul®biof USD (Ministry of Defense of
Japan, 2016). Third, Japanese financial contrinstio the United States have to be seen
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in the wider context of close political and milgazollaboration between the two countries.
Tokyo has been a major purchaser of US-produceshdefequipment (more than 90% of
equipment comes from US) being the major recipiétite Department of Defense Foreign
Military Sales program (on the level of 3 billiorSD yearly). Japan provides an economic
aid to strategically important countries (Islam939 only in 2018 Japanese contribution
under Official Development Assistance grant equalsl4.2 billion USD; top three
recipients of Japanese aid were India, Bangladesh \4et Nam (Organisation for
Economic Cooperation and Development, 2019). Samelbusly, Tokyo supports
Washington in peacekeeping efforts. Despite resteidegislation (limiting deployment to
settings in which cease-fire is in place and ustoafe is reduced to self-defence), Japan
has already been able to deploy since 1992 more fita thousand personnel to
peacekeeping missions (Hutchinson, Day, 2018).nJplag's also an important role for US
in terms of cooperation in defense technology amlisty cooperation (e.g. through US
Ballistic Missile Defense capabilities).

Based on the available data from Ministry of Detend Japan and RAND we can
assume that the Tokyo's costs for the stationing®ftroops on its territory can be shown
as presented in table 4.

Table 4. US Forces Japan-related Costs (Budget fa0E§)

Types of costs Million USD
Costs clearly covered under Ministry of Defense (M@Ddget documents, 1.776
labeled as “Cost-Sharing for the stationing of U&Es in Japan”.
Costs likely covered under MOD budget documents ase bpromotion 1.704

including measures to improve surrounding livingiesnments and facilities
rent.

Costs additional to those covered under MOD budgetuhents (i.e 1.650
expenditures borne by non-MOD Ministries).
Total 5.130

Source: (Ministry of Defense of Japan, 2016 andubdso et al., 2013).

Annual Japanese support (direct and indirect) lier WS stationing forces could be
estimated on the level of just over 5 billion USI2king into account that the US pays for
their troops in Japan approximately 2 billion USHoff, 2016), Tokyo’s share in overall
costs could reach just over 70 %.

6. BURDEN SHARING IN THE CURRENT AND FUTURE PERSPECTIVE
OF US-JAPAN RELATIONSHIP

President Donald Trump has repeatedly questioreeddabnomics of US global security
alliances saying that the countries Washingtongatstmust “pay up”. Trump emphasized
that the allies are “not paying enough their shamd they “must contribute toward their
financial, political, and human costs”. He warnldttthe countries US are defending “must

3 1 USD-108.69 Yen (average closing price from 30D6llar Yen Exchange Rate — Historical Data
Chart. [Access: 8 September 2020]. Access on the interh#ps://www.macrotrends.net/
2550/dollar-yen-exchange-rate-historical-chart.
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pay for the cost of this defense, and if not, ti& rdust be prepared to let these countries
defend themselves” (Transcript: Donald Trump’s kgrePolicy Speech, 2016). Trump
contended that Japan should pay more host-natfposuof face a drawback of US defense
commitments. These expectations were strengthenelei last several years; the most
exorbitant demand reached the so called “Cost Bliisformula, which is defined that
Japan (or any other country hosting US troops) thayfull price of American soldiers
deployed on their soil plus 50 % or more for th&ifgge of hosting them (Wadhams,
Jacobs, 2018).

President’s Trump rhetoric created real and effegiressure on the NATO allies. Jens
Stoltenberg, NATO Secretary General, announced avelber 2019 (ahead of the
Alliance summit in London) that defense spendingose European Allies and Canada
increased in real terms by 4.6 % and revealedtiieaf\llies would invest in defense by the
end of 2020 130 bhillion USD more than in 2016 (NAHQ, 2019).

Table 5. NATO defence expenditures dynamic of gho{@016-2019)

2016 2019 Change (2019/2016)
Regions billion* o billion o billion 0
USD % GDP USD % GDP USD % GDP
NATO Europe | 5 5 1.44 309,5 1.57 54,2 0.13
and Canada
NATO Total 911,4 2.49 1.039,6 2.52 128,2 0.03

Source: (NATO HQ, 2019).

Data in table 5 proved the real increase of defenqeenditures among NATO allies
(54 billion USD in the case of European countried &anada). However, some of them,
have been still keeping their outlays under NAT@iglines, which is at least 2 % of GDP.
The most tensed US critic was addressed toward &wgrrifHerszenhorn, 2019), which
finally has consequences for the American presentgs country. As US Department of
Defense announces in July 2020, approximately 01,80litary personnel will be
repositioned from Germany with nearly 5,600 reposéd within other NATO countries
and 6,400 returning to the United States to addreadiness and prepare for rotational
deployments (US Department of Defense, 2020). Atingrto President Trump the reason
for this decision was mostly financial as Germarg/reot paying their bills (Borger, 2020).
The same pressure is addressed towards non-NAT€s.alh currently negotiating
agreement between Washington and Seoul, the Whiteséd expects that South Korea
radically (even up to five fold from the currentéd 920 million USD) increase its support
for the US stationing forces in its country, sudipgsthat without such a move, withdrawal
of troops could be decided (Klinger, 2020).

Under current and prospective circumstances, tvédtde a continued Washington's
pressure on Tokyo to increase Japanese contribitibifateral burden sharing. Potential
change on the position of the US President in geming in November 2020 presidential
election (Democrats’ candidate Joe Biden succeepiagident Trump) would not alter
much, since there is a bipartisan consensus inJtBeCongress to expect more from

4 Current prices and exchange rates.
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the allies in terms of financial engagement andone can argue that the White House
policy brought changes in the policy of Europealeslin terms of defense spending
(see table 5).

In that context, Tokyo — trying to keep close padit, military and economic relations,
especially in the era of growing interests from r@hand remaining nuclear threat from
North Korea — will have to adjust its policy visvés Washington, Japan remains a non-
nuclear weapons state, being a signatory to thatyfren the Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons. While it has to be underlined that Jagauieed from the US highly potent
Ballistic Missile Defense capabilities and contidue advance bilateral cooperation with
US in that regard, but Tokyo has to rely — espBcial the context of growing concerns
coming from North Korean nuclear weapons develogrmaed China’s modernization of its
nuclear arsenal - on the US policy of extendedrdartee (commonly known as the “nuclear
umbrella”). The defense of Japan against atomieatisr from Pyongyang is explicitly
reflected in the US Nuclear Posture (US DepartnwinDefense, 2018). US nuclear
guarantee is de facto the most important factoartafgom bilateral Treaty rights and
obligations see above) determining asymmetric jpositetween US and Japan and shaping
the status of Tokyo to large extent as a free rider

Having no real alternatives than to increase itaricial burden vis-a-vis US, Japan will
have limited sphere of maneuvering. Unlike soméhefEuropean allies, Japan does not
have a possibility to increase (or even plan toease) its defense expenditures. Current
and ongoing political requirements to keep themgibf allocation not more of 1% of GDP
for defense will maintain the Japanese Governmgaihat US expectations to spend more
for defense without “room for maneuver”. Tokyo ldso limited flexibility in some of the
indirect contribution, which would serve US intdrek cannot radically enhance of
purchasing of US defense equipment (Japan alreagty/mnore than 90% of military goods
from US); simultaneously current US administratiansot very enthusiastically interested
in development assistance spending.

Where are the potential concessions of Japan? Fokto has to be ready to reshape
SMA in favor of Washington. Japan can — as Bosamgjgssted — identify new existing
areas to include into the SMA and should be opemegotiate increases in existing
cost-sharing areas (Bosack, 2019). That would tiréenefit Washington by decreasing
its costs of US stationing in Japan. Second, Talgeds to consider further progressing
its defense policy with more emphasis on increagimgefense capabilities and the role
in the peacekeeping operations. Third, the key uodén sharing might be economic
(trade) area, where Japan can consider further momges toward US. The old Japanese
policy of separation defence and trade cannot btheéfu maintained in the relationship
with US.

7. CONCLUSIONS

Burden sharing remains one of the priorities ofdhent US Government. Washington
expects that Japan, like a lot of European allfddSy will be prone to increase its security
and financial contributions regarding the statignaf the American troops in Japan and —
in broader terms — aiming to support US intereshinlndo-Pacific region and globally.

Tokyo will not be able to avoid increasing its egonc and military engagement in the
alliance with the US. Asymmetric character of rieiaship with a clear significance of US
nuclear capabilities would make Japan induced #&mtgwWashington more concessions.
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However, having legal and financial constraints baohg not ready to increase its defense
spending over 1% of GDP, Japan will seek to graaciintribution under present cost
sharing arrangements (like SMA), while pursuingeothindirect forms of support of the
United States in defense related areas.
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