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      The relationships between Japan, China, the United States, and the Soviet Union—among the most important power
      relationships in the contemporary world—have undergone pervasive and dramatic transformation during the past 15
      years. China emerged from diplomatic isolation and the convulsions of the Cultural Revolution to define a new
      course in domestic policy and to take an active role in Asia and the world. The Soviet Union has become a global
      superpower, having built a formidable new regional military and naval presence that challenges the security and
      interests of the other powers, testing regional alliance structures. The United States—initially the dominant
      power in the region—is facing increasing economic competition from Japan and military competition from the Soviet
      Union.
    


    
      Each of these changes has brought new opportunities for Japan, whose spectacular economic expansion was one of
      the major factors in the changing Asian power structure. None of the many complex questions about the modern
      Asian scene are more important than those concerning Japan's future policies: How will its new economic power
      be applied? how will it deal with the opportunity for a new relationship with China? and how will Soviet military
      expansion affect Japanese security policy, the vital issues of arms and Japan's security relationship with
      the United States in particular?
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    1.
    

    Introduction: Japan and the Pacific Quadrille


    
      Herbert J. Ellison
    


    
      Since about 1970, there has been a diplomatic revolution in progress in Northeast Asia—a revolution in the sense
      that the structure of state relations prevailing in the region has been fundamentally transformed. The system
      that has been replaced, and in part is still being replaced, was the result of the power revolution in Asia
      wrought by World War II. The powerful Japanese Empire was crushed, and the power vacuum left by the Japanese
      defeat was filled chiefly by the United States and the Soviet Union. The main legacy of the war was a bipolar
      power structure and diplomatic system. Japan was defeated and disarmed, and China was weak and heavily dependent
      on Soviet economic and military support.
    


    
      The breakdown of the bipolar power structure, and the assumption of major new international roles by China and
      Japan, is the essence of the diplomatic revolution that has transformed the postwar system and replaced it with a
      four-power system, the "Pacific Quadrille." The relative strength of the parties, and the elements of
      their power and policy, are quite different, but it is clear that a new system is emerging.
    


    
      The Sino-Soviet conflict served as a catalyst for the process of diplomatic change. Once the Chinese openly broke
      with the Soviets in the 1960s, the bipolar alliance system, in which the United States and the Soviet Union
      headed separate and cohesive power blocs, was at an end. However, in subsequent years Chinese policy served
      alternately as both an accelerator and a brake on the process of diplomatic change. The expansion of the
      Sino-Soviet conflict in the late 1950s and early 1960s opened the way for a more independent
      Chinese policy, but the powerful ideological element in the break—Maoism—generated conflict not just between
      China and the Soviet Union, but between China and the West, and between China and other communist states and
      parties. Even among the Third World states that it presumed to lead, China had lost much credibility and
      influence by the late 1960s when, during the Cultural Revolution, China's capacity for an independent
      international role reached a nadir.
    


    
      Chinese self-isolation tended to perpetuate the postwar bipolar power structure in Northeast Asia, if only
      because China denied itself an independent policy course. Meanwhile, the main trend of events appeared rapidly to
      expand the power of its Soviet rival and enemy. Not only had the Soviets responded to the Chinese ideological
      challenge and territorial claims by a massive increase of troop concentrations along the joint frontier and in
      Mongolia; the Soviet Union had also, become, during the course of the Vietnam War, the main military and
      diplomatic supporter of North Vietnam, extending its influence in Hanoi and becoming a formidable competitor in a
      region that Chinese leaders regarded as their proper sphere of influence.
    


    
      Thus the rapid expansion of the power of China's Soviet rival was one of the key factors that motivated the
      Chinese diplomatic opening of the early 1970s. The other closely related factor was a growing perception that
      American power—long the main challenge to Chinese security and ambitions—was on the wane; that it had ceased to
      threaten Chinese security; and that its continued reduction would create a threat of expanded Soviet regional
      power dangerous to China. Thus the dual motives of Chinese policy during the 1970s were to end China's
      diplomatic isolation and to support the development of a diplomatic system that would improve Chinese security.
    


    
      Such were the motives that led the Chinese to undertake a very rapid restructuring of their foreign policy during
      the 1970s and to play a key role in the broader diplomatic revolution that began in that decade. The opening to
      the United States, Japan, the states of Western Europe, the communist states of Eastern Europe, and the major
      European communist parties, and its entry into the United Nations, were all part of China's rapid reentry
      into the world political scene. The entire program had a strong anti-Soviet tone from the beginning, and for a
      time in the later 1970s it became an active campaign to form a diplomatic united front against the Soviet Union.
      But by the early 1980s, the Chinese had abandoned their more extreme anti-Soviet line, apparently convinced that
      the rebuilding of U.S. power in East Asia and other changes had reduced the Soviet threat. Thus in a single
      decade, China had moved from a phase of conflict with the Soviet Union to a significant
      program of reconciliation.
    


    
      The decade of China's reopening posed formidable challenges tor Japanese policymakers. Japan's
      spectacular postwar economic growth had restored its regional economic preponderance and given it claim to the
      position of the world's second largest economy. For Japan, the 1970s and 1980s brought a period of rapid
      readjustment. On one side was the challenge of reconciliation and cooperation with China—a state that shared
      Japanese concern about growing Soviet military power in the region and eagerly sought Japanese support for
      economic development. On the other was a growing Soviet military power that, especially with the trend toward
      U.S. withdrawal from East Asia following its failure in Vietnam in 1975, seemed to threaten Japanese security as
      it did that of China.
    


    
      For the Soviet Union, the 1970s and 1980s have brought equally formidable challenges. China's opening to
      Japan and the United States, especially in the period of the 1970s, when China called for a united front against
      "Soviet hegemonism" and urged a strong U.S. military position in the region, raised the specter of a
      powerful East Asian, anti-Soviet military bloc. Meanwhile, even as ideological differences with the Chinese waned
      and the border dispute remained unresolved, new tensions developed over Afghanistan, Kampuchea, and Soviet
      military deployments along the Sino-Soviet border and in Mongolia. And the dispute with Japan over Soviet
      retention of the Southern Kuriles combined with Japanese security concerns to create a very strained relationship
      between Moscow and Tokyo.
    


    
      America's response to the fast-changing East Asian scene began with the eager acceptance of Chinese openings
      at the beginning of the 1970s, and then passed through the trials of the failed ending of the Vietnam War and
      tentative steps toward a substantial reduction of its national role in East Asia. By the early 1980s, with
      Soviet-American détente ended by events in Afghanistan and Poland, the United States developed a security policy
      based on renewed American regional power and an expanding security role for Japan—the essence of American policy
      today.
    


    
      Through the entire process of the changing relations of the four major powers, there runs the relationship of
      each with the smaller powers, with Korea and Vietnam in the central roles. The internal conflicts and regional
      roles of Korea and Indochina have undergone rapid change during the past decade and a half, contributing in their
      own ways to the broader diplomatic revolution and to the transformation of East Asia. With Korea one has not only
      the continuing problem of a divided nation, but the enormous importance of the spectacular
      economic growth of South Korea and its participation in the upsurge of East Asian economic power along with
      Japan, Taiwan, and Hong Kong—a formidable challenge to its hostile northern neighbor. North Vietnam emerged
      victorious in 1975, and by the end of the decade had imposed its power on the rest of Indochina—a process that in
      Kampuchea generated confrontation with China and expanded ties with the Soviet Union.
    


    
      The papers presented at the July 11-12, 1983, Tokyo conference on East Asian politics, on which this volume is
      based, focused on Japan as the center of the dynamic process of change in East Asia—the greatest economic power
      of the region, and a global economic superpower whose influence and example underlie the dramatic economic
      transformation now spreading over much of East Asia. The political challenges that Japan has faced during the
      past two decades have obliged it to respond to fondamental transformations in its diplomatic, strategic, and
      economic environment—challenges that reflect the general environment of change affecting all four of the great
      powers of Northeast Asia.
    


    
      The important task of providing an analytic context for understanding Northest Asian politics is performed by the
      next two chapters of this volume. Robert Scalapino reviews and analyzes the background and current pattern of
      relations within the four-power system, while William Griffith discusses the geopolitical setting and important
      links between Northeast and Southeast Asia. The vital process of economic expansion in East Asia and Japan's
      central role in that expansion are treated by Shinichi Ichimura and Mitsuo Ezaki. These chapters are followed by
      four others dealing with Japanese foreign policy. Takashi Inoguchi discusses the general background of
      Japan's foreign policy, with special emphasis on its domestic political background. Chalmers Johnson provides
      an analysis of Japan's fast-changing relationship with China. John Stephan analyzes Japan's relationship
      with the Soviet Union, so important because of the Soviet Union's expanding power and role in East Asia and
      the Pacific region. And Donald Hellmann discusses Japanese-American relations, focusing on economic and security
      concerns. In addition, Kenneth Pyle has written about a central theme of the whole story—the discussions within
      Japan about its changing international role. Finally, because of the passage of time since the conference, I have
      attempted to provide a conclusion that brings the treatment of major issues up to the end of 1986.
    


    
      Please note that no attempt has been made to standardize the transliteration of Japanese characters in this
      volume. Each chapter follows the individual author's preference.
    

  


  
    2.
    

    Relations Between the Nations of the Pacific Quadrille: Stability and Fluctuation in East Asian Politics


    
      Robert A. Scalapino
    


    
      Whether the measurement is strategic, economic, or political, the changes that have taken place in East Asian
      interstate relations over the past two decades have been far-reaching. To appreciate the elements of change in
      East Asian politics—and those of continuity as well— and to understand the complex nature of current trends in
      the region, it is imperative to recall the most salient factors that governed East Asian relations in the early
      1960s.
    


    
      The key to the strategic scene two decades ago was the predominance of American power. Taking advantage of its
      air and sea supremacy and anchoring its strategy on the great island arc that encircles continental Asia, the
      United States fashioned an effective containment policy against both the Soviet Union and the People's
      Republic of China (PRC). The multiple weaknesses of its opponents contributed to the success of America's
      containment policy. The Soviet Union, still recovering from the deep wounds it suffered during World War II,
      remained essentially a regional power with limited military strength east of the Urals. During the Khrushchev
      era, the priority was on domestic reform, and Soviet-American détente was advanced as a means of reducing
      international costs and risks. This policy in turn contributed mightily to the Sino-Soviet rift as the PRC's
      leadership was profoundly dissatisfied with the status quo in Asia. But while China could use sheer numbers to
      exert influence in areas immediately peripheral to it, its strategic reach was negligible and further decreased
      when the Soviet Union ceased military aid.1
    


    
      Japan remained dependent on the United States in the early 1960s. The Japanese-American
      relationship was challenged primarily by pacifist forces and the so-called "left," as illustrated by
      the controversy over the renewal of the Mutual Security Treaty in 1960.2 Japan's Self Defense Forces were insignificant and there was
      little inclination to strengthen them to any appreciable degree.
    


    
      A wholly hostile peace prevailed on the Korean peninsula, insured only by the exhaustion of both North and South
      Korea and the continued presence of American troops. The U.S. commitment to South Korea remained firm despite
      gnawing anxieties as to the viability of this politically troubled and economically backward state. To the south
      in Indochina, a more precarious demarcation line divided North and South Vietnam at the 17th parallel. Once
      again, the American commitment was the crucial factor. Korea and Vietnam represented the strategic frontiers of
      the primary contestants. They also posed divisive issues for the American government and people, who debated
      whether the defense of these nations was necessary to achieve political-strategic equilibrium in Asia, whether
      this could be accomplished without unacceptable costs, whether American manpower should be committed to the Asian
      continent, and alternatively whether some combination of indigenous defense and American air and sea power would
      suffice. As the 1960s began, these basic issues remained unresolved.
    


    
      The creation of increasing amounts of nuclear weapons and further advances in conventional weaponry began to have
      a commanding effect on interstate relations. Direct conflict was becoming less likely between major powers such
      as the United States and the Soviet Union, for in the event of hostilities, there could only be degrees of
      losing. To be sure, clear American strategic superiority helped to reinforce this fact, but notwithstanding the
      Cuban missile crisis—or perhaps because of it—both the United States and the Soviet Union seemed to realize the
      fateful consequences of a frontal, full-scale conflict. As a result, there was increased interest in détente and
      arms control, Optimism concerning the future of U.S.-Soviet relations edged upward.
    


    
      On the other hand, it was inevitable that various states would continue to resort to force given the cleavages
      and unresolved issues prevailing on the world scene. Continuing the trend established in Europe immediately after
      World War II, the forces led by the United States engaged primarily in defensive actions and sought to preserve
      existing boundaries and governments while encouraging evolutionary development. Those led by the USSR and the PRC
      were on the offensive and sought to change the status quo in order to redress the balance of power in the world.
      To avoid the risk of direct confrontation, both groups developed or refined a variety of techniques to limit and
      Camouflage their involvement in international hostilities. Undeclared wars, the training of
      "volunteers" (both of guerrilla forces and state armies), massive arms transfers, and even externally
      directed sabotage and assassinations were used. In this manner, interstate violence both proliferated and was
      contained. In addition, the line between civil and international conflict became increasingly blurred.
    


    
      In this setting, political and economic factors influenced the strategic balance at many points. The major
      political development of this period was the growing cleavage between the Soviet Union and the PRC. An alliance
      uniting nearly one billion people and deemed capable of dominating the entire Eurasian continent was dissolved in
      the mid-1960s amidst bitter recriminations from both sides. The commitment to a common ideology and similar
      political institutions could not overcome cultural differences and a wide gap in relative levels of development
      and power. Hence, elitist perceptions of Soviet and Chinese national interests sharply diverged. In truth, for
      all their homage to internationalism, both the Soviet Union and China were inclined by cultural, historical, and
      geopolitical factors toward empire rather than alliance.3
    


    
      The Sino-Soviet split powerfully affected the policies of all the major Pacific-Asian states. The Soviet Union
      was again confronted with a two front challenge—a situation that it has always feared. Russia's primary Asian
      antagonist had once been Japan—an expansionist nation that pushed ever more deeply into Northeast Asia, its power
      pressing against the fragile Russian Empire. In the 1960s, the Soviet Union's primary antagonist was China,
      and the specter of 700 million hostile Chinese rekindled feelings of antipathy and apprehension among the Russian
      citizenry. Despite the increasing tempo of the Vietnam War, the Soviet Union continued to seek detente with the
      United States while aiming for equality in the form of acknowledged status as a global power. Yet in seeking what
      it regarded as equality, Moscow's only immediate opportunity for success lay in the cultivation of military
      strength. The effective cultivation of other assets would require time and major structural changes.
    


    
      Chairman Mao Zedong soon produced a new description of global politics. According to Mao, the world was divided
      into three groups of nations after the Soviet Union destroyed the socialist camp by turning to social imperialism
      and fascism. The two superpowers constituted the First World, and the advanced industrial societies of the West
      and Japan made up the Second World. All other nations, including China, were included in the Third World.
      Pursuing "a plague on both your houses" strategy toward both the United States and the Soviet Union,
      the Chinese sought to isolate the superpowers by cultivating Second and Third World
      nationalism and by playing on accumulated grievances.
    


    
      By the mid-1960s, China was wracked by serious economic failures and deep political cleavages as it gravitated
      toward chaos and xenophobic isolation from the world—a condition with ample historical precedent. Under the label
      of "The Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution," Mao and his newly recruited associates mobilized
      China's youth and the People's Liberation Army to rip apart party and state structures in a drive to
      regain complete power and policy control. Having reposed so much authority in one man, his erstwhile comrades
      could only watch the destruction helplessly as most of them were pulled down in the process.
    


    
      Far from having built a global united front against its superpower enemies, China stood virtually alone as the
      1960s came to a close. With its communist and intellectual elite shattered in the Cultural Revolution, it was
      rendered exceedingly vulnerable. In truth, China's domestic and foreign policies were no longer coherent. In
      dealing with the Soviet Union—its most immediate challenge—China could neither negotiate nor fight from strength.
      Whatever his stubbornness with respect to domestic issues, Mao came to realize that a change in strategy was
      imperative.4
    


    
      In the 1970s, China began to turn outward with special attention directed toward affecting a rapprochement with
      the United States. The United States was the key to this change in strategy not merely because it was the only
      nation that could act as a countervailing force to the USSR, but also because China's admission into the
      United Nations and greater rapport with the so-called Second World was largely dependent on American approval, or
      at least American acquiescence. The United States was receptive to a new relationship with China, and had been so
      since the time of the Kennedy administration in the early 1960s, but the initiative that led to Sino-American
      rapprochement came primarily from the Chinese leadership and was based on its pragmatic assessments of
      China's national interests.5
    


    
      Successive Japanese administrations observed developments in Sino-Soviet relations and America's Asian
      policies with a mixture of concern and hope.6 By the 1960s, Japan had adopted the foreign policies imposed upon it by the
      United States and its allies in the aftermath of World War II. The focus was on a "marketplace" foreign
      policy that separated economics from politics as much as possible, thus enabling Japan to keep a low political
      and strategic profile. The Japanese constitution of 1947 abetted such policies and inhibited Japan from accepting
      even regional strategic responsibilities. Indeed, it took a challengeable constitutional
      interpretation by Japan's Supreme Court to enable it to have legal military forces.
    


    
      These policies had clear dividends in terms of Japans economic growth and the livelihood of the Japanese
      population. Spending a relatively small amount on defense and taking a limited number of exposed political or
      strategic positions, Japan was able to pursue a minimum-risk, maximum-gain foreign policy. The disadvantages of
      that policy lay in the lack of consideration that others gave to Japanese views. If a nation decided to take a
      tough position where Japan was concerned, Japan's bargaining leverage was slight. Japan played a very minor
      role in the councils of the world despite its rising economic power. It was not a permanent member of the
      Security Council of the United Nations. Its voice was lost among those of the major powers on many matters of
      vital concern to it, and when others attacked its economic policies, it was placed on the defensive. Moreover,
      the strictures imposed on its defense policies—strictures imposed on no other nation defeated in World War
      II—threatened to make it permanently dependent on external sources for its security.
    


    
      The rivalry between China and the Soviet Union prompted Japan to take an increased interest in exploring economic
      and cultural relations with both nations, especially the former. Trade advanced and bilateral ties were gradually
      broadened with China, but Japan was careful not to outdistance the United States in the process of normalizing
      diplomatic relations with the PRC although it was fearful that American policy might unexpectedly shoot ahead and
      leave Japan behind. Exploratory discussions with the Soviet Union progressed more slowly because the USSR
      demonstrated little flexibility on questions of mutual concern. Despite an earlier overture by General Secretary
      Khrushchev, this was particularly true of the Japanese-Soviet dispute over the Northern Territories. Public
      opinion polls indicated that Japanese attitudes toward the Soviet Union were consistent and strongly negative,
      but few feared a Soviet attack on Japan even after Soviet forces began to move into the Pacific in force. The
      United States continued to be highly respected, but the intensification of the Vietnam War produced rising
      concern that Japan could become involved in the conflict via the United States. Nonetheless, the type of
      neutralism advocated by the Japan Socialist Party garnered little support because it was divorced from the
      realities of the day.
    


    
      By the 1970s, two general conceptions of Japanese foreign policy competed for support. One bore the label
      "omnidirectional foreign policy." Its advocates envisaged primary reliance on Japan's economic
      power to establish the broadest possible international ties cutting across ideological and political boundaries.
      In this manner, it was argued that Japan could reduce threats to its security and advance
      global peace by economic means. However, the champions of an omnidirectional foreign policy did not advocate the
      abandonment of Japan's security ties with the United States. "Special ties" with the United States
      remained a vital part of the alternative policy being advanced.
    


    
      The second approach also accepted the obligations of alliance. Its advocates argued that as a global economic
      power heavily dependent on world stability and peace, Japan had a vital stake in helping to maintain
      political-strategic equilibrium in Asia and the world as a whole. Therefore, as a matter of national interest, it
      was argued that Japan should increase its defense commitments and align itself with its natural allies. No final
      agreement was reached on these issues during the 1960s and 1970s. The dominant conservative elite was divided—
      albeit not into two clearly defined camps, but incrementally and by degrees.
    


    
      Meanwhile, the strategic situation in Southeast Asia figured prominently in major state relations during the
      1960s. Southeast Asia was fraught with tension throughout this period. Hanoi's commitment to military victory
      was firm, and with the memory of the Korean War clearly in mind, the United States government was initially
      determined to resist North Vietnamese expansionism.
    


    
      Indochina was not the only seat of violence in the area. Indonesia's President Sukarno was engaged in
      confrontation with Malaysia. Beyond this, he was attempting to fashion an alliance with China and challenge the
      United Nations, which he regarded primarily as an instrument of the "imperialist West." Beijing paid
      some homage to his idea of an organization of newly emerging states. China was deeply involved in the region, not
      merely in North Vietnam and Indonesia, but also in terms of the moral and material support it provided to various
      communist movements operating in Burma, Thailand, and Malaysia.7
    


    
      As compared to the 1950s, the Soviet Union suffered reverses in Southeast Asia during this period. Its aid
      programs to nations such as Burma and Indonesia were proven to be flawed. Its earlier ties with revolutionary
      movements in the region were severed or weakened either by the Chinese or indigenous forces. With the important
      exception of North Vietnam, where Soviet assistance was becoming ever more vital, Soviet influence was declining
      throughout the area. As some recompense, the Soviets could look with satisfaction on the increasingly warm ties
      that they were forging with India—the dominant state in South Asia. In a region that the United States once
      considered to be of strictly secondary importance, the Soviets cultivated Indian nationalism during the 1962
      Sino-Indian border conflict and the 1971 India Pakistan war that resulted in the creation of Bangladesh. In both
      of these conflicts, the Soviet provision of military and economic aid constituted major
      support for New Delhi.
    


    
      Considering the less developed portions of East and South Asia as a whole, elements of fissure and conflict
      loomed large during the 1960s. First-generation revolutionary leaders, strong on rhetoric, concentrated on
      mobilization politics, seeking to rally their peoples and develop their nations by ideological and political
      appeals. Their efforts included proposals calling for the broader unity of the ex-colonial world, but involved
      acts of military adventurism against their neighbors as well. Notwithstanding the call for solidarity among the
      world's "oppressed," Third World nations emerging from lengthy and separate colonial experiences
      remained half foreign to each other. Conditions within these states were uniformly fragile. There was a pressing
      need for economic restructuring and realistic development programs, but governing elites, with few exceptions,
      paid scant attention to such concerns—at least partly because they were unequipped to do so. Ethnic, religious,
      and regional rivalries were serious. Indeed, the term "nation" could be applied to the struggling
      societies of the Third World only very loosely. Their multiple political and economic problems suggested
      continued internal turmoil and the strong possibility of external intervention in various forms.
    


    
      In contrast, Japan and the nations of the so-called advanced West were enjoying a substantial degree of political
      stability and economic prosperity as the 1960s began. Political institutions were operating with reasonable
      effectiveness, and accelerating economic growth generally benefited all social elements. Moreover, rapid
      development was soon to commence in two nations that were adopting the Japanese model of export-oriented
      growth—South Korea and Taiwan. The gap between these states and South Asia began to widen.
    


    General Observations on the Current Scene


    
      In the 1980s, the most important factor shaping Asian politics is that the Soviet Union has become a global power
      with military capabilities roughly equal to those of the United States in the Pacific Asian region and elsewhere.
      Military parity is a highly debated concept, and the relative strength of Soviet and American military forces
      cannot be determined precisely because of the many factors that must be taken into account, especially in a
      regional context. There can be no doubt, however, that during the 1960s and 1970s the Soviet Union steadily
      augmented its strategic and conventional military strength while the United States essentially marked time by
      relying on its existing military power.
    


    
      The growth of the Soviet Union's military capabilities is apparent in Asia. The Soviet
      Union has about 460,000 troops in approximately 52 divisions in its four Far Eastern military districts. This
      represents about a quarter of all Soviet ground forces. Of these, 39 divisions and some 360,000 troops are
      stationed in military districts roughly east of Lake Baikal (hereafter referred to as East Asia).8 Additional forces are based in rear
      areas on the Kamchatka peninsula and the Sakhalin-Kurile Islands area. About 10,000 of these (6,500 of which are
      combat forces) have been placed on the four disputed islands just north of Hokkaido. Although not all units have
      been thoroughly modernized, the quality of Soviet military equipment in the region has been steadily upgraded,
      especially as regards nuclear weaponry. There are now approximately 120 triple-warhead SS-20 nuclear missiles in
      the region. The Soviet Pacific Fleet currently consists of some 810 vessels—about one-fourth of the Soviet
      Union's total naval strength. It includes 120-150 submarines (approximately 40 of which are nuclear powered),
      85-89 major surface combat vessels, and 330 combat aircraft. The Soviet air force has an additional 2,120
      aircraft in the Far East, including about 60-70 Backfire bombers.9
    


    
      In contrast, the United States has approximately 60,000 troops scattered throughout East Asia and the Marianas.
      They are stationed primarily in Korea and Okinawa, and an additional 31,800 are attached to the U.S. 7th Fleet.
      Like Soviet forces in the region, they are equipped with highly modern strategic and conventional weapons. When
      the U.S. 7th Fleet is not operating in the Indian Ocean, it contains about 48 submarines (42 or which are nuclear
      powered), 6 aircraft carriers, 6 helicopter carriers, 86 major surface combat ships, and 165 combat aircraft. An
      additional 200 combat aircraft are attached to air force bases in South Korea and Japan.
    


    
      While these figures seem to indicate a heavy imbalance in favor of the USSR, many additional factors must be
      taken into consideration. For example, while Soviet forces are numerically superior in Northeast Asia in terms of
      both ground troops and forward-deployed, land-based air power, the Soviet Union cannot match the United States in
      its ability to deploy naval and air power in the Pacific.10 True mobility remains a serious problem for the Soviet Union, and its
      Vladivostok-Sakhalin-Kuriles forces are vulnerable to being bottled up in the Sea of Okhotsk, unable to operate
      beyond the protection of land-based air forces.
    


    
      Japanese and Chinese military forces are strikingly different in scale and type. Japan has a highly modern but
      small conventional defense force. Its army consists of approximately 156,000 troops, and its navy has 14 attack
      submarines, 50 major surface ships, and about 155 combat aircraft and helicopters. The
      Japanese air force includes 280 combat aircraft and is now being expanded. In contrast, the PRC has a massive but
      backward military force. Its army numbers more than three million, but it is attuned to fighting a
      "people's war." The Chinese navy includes nearly 100 diesel submarines, 35 major combat vessels,
      and about 800 combat aircraft. The Chinese air force has an additional 5,000 aircraft, including about 100 medium
      bombers, but these are primarily old-model MiG-17s, MiG-19s, and MiG-21s. Overall military modernization has
      lagged due to budgetary considerations and the absence of an infrastructure to sustain it, but China's
      nuclear weapons program has received priority within this framework.11 Thus China's military strategy rests on a combination of nuclear
      deterrence and the idea of a "people's war."
    


    
      In contrast to the rather modest pace of military growth in China and Japan, extensive military buildups have
      taken place or are currently-underway in most Asian nations. Indeed, increasing militarization is one of the more
      ominous trends in the region. In proportion to its population, the Korean peninsula has long been one of the most
      heavily armed areas in the world. Nearly 1.5 million troops are in the regular armed forces of the two Koreas and
      each has massive reserves, especially North Korea. While North Korea has an overall quantitative edge in air and
      sea power, such calculations do not take account of the presence of American forces in South Korea or the fact
      that Seoul has been expanding its military forces more rapidly than Pyongyang. Taiwan is another state that has a
      very large military force proportionate to its population. Taiwan's regular armed forces include about
      464,000 troops and its reserves total approximately 1.5 million. While the modernization of these forces is
      problematic given recent U.S. policies, other sources of military assistance might become available in the
      future. In any case, Taiwan's goal is to move toward greater self-sufficiency in weapons production.
      Moreover, as both Taiwan and South Korea have shown an interest in nuclear weapons, their nuclear aspirations
      might not be permanently dead.
    


    
      In Southeast Asia, Vietnam fields an army of 1,220,000, an air force of 12,500, and a small navy. Its weapons
      inventory includes large quantities of tanks, heavy artillery, armored fighting vehicles, and nearly 300 combat
      aircraft obtained primarily from the Soviet Union. Vietnam's air force also includes some American-made
      aircraft captured after the fall of South Vietnam in 1975. No other state in Southeast Asia comes close to
      Vietnam's level of military power, but Thailand, Malaysia, Indonesia, and the Philippines are currently
      increasing their military forces at an accelerated rate.12
    


    
      The most conspicuous political trend in Asia has been a lack of successful political
      institutionalization. Hence the region's widespread dependence on highly personalized politics in both
      communist and noncommunist states. Despite the enactment of the fourth Chinese constitution since 1949,
      politically conscious citizens are becoming increasingly interested in the tenure of Deng Xiaoping and the
      present efforts of various political figures to build solid power bases. In different forms, the succession issue
      is paramount in North Korea, South Korea, and Taiwan.
    


    
      The singular failure of President Marcos to build political institutions underlies both his loss of power and the
      political uncertainty that has followed it. Throughout the Association of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN),
      personalized leadership remains very important as the quest for viable political institutions continues.
      Western-style parliamentarism has not proven effective in these nations, at least not in its pure form. The
      result has been the emergence of quasi-authoritarian systems characterized by the existence of a single dominant
      party, strong dependence on a supreme leader, and pluralist socioeconomic structures.
    


    
      A tight authoritarian system has been operated by a small unified elite in Vietnam and the rest of communist
      Indochina, but a generational change looms ahead with repercussions that cannot be foreseen. Corruption at all
      levels has provided a safety valve in the midst of generally dismal economic conditions in these nations.
    


    
      The most prominent exceptions to these political trends have been in Japan in East Asia and India in South Asia.
      Differing radically in political culture and their relative levels of economic development, political openness
      and competitive politics continue to be a central commitment of both nations. Japan's democracy has sustained
      a dominant political party and a maximum degree of political stability partly because its leaders can be changed
      without a change of party. It might be worrisome, however, that public support for political leaders appears thin
      and that public participation in electoral politics has declined somewhat in recent years. In India, the
      situation is far more volatile. The older generation of British-trained political figures will soon pass from the
      scene at a time when multiple social, political, and economic problems will have to be faced.
    


    
      Most if not all of Asia is more stable today than it was during the 1960s despite problems relating to the
      creation and maintenance of effective political institutions. The changes that occur in the near future are
      likely to take place within the broad political frameworks that have been established, be they democratic,
      "hard authoritarian," or "soft authoritarian." The issue of the military-civilian mix among
      power-holders is likely to become an acute question for many Asian societies in the years to
      come. Whatever their backgrounds and irrespective of the precise political systems to which they are committed,
      present-day leaders generally show a strong tendency to concentrate on issues of internal development. The
      priority that they have assigned to economic growth has paid off, especially in those nations that have mixed
      economies. As is well known, the growth rates of export-oriented economies such as Japan and the so-called
      "Gang of Four"—South Korea, Taiwan, Hong Kong, and Singapore—were spectacular during the 1970s. ASEAN
      also did very well. Economic growth rates averaged 7-8 percent per annum except in the Philippines. In light of
      these developments, China, Burma, and even North Korea have begun to modify their autarkic economies. They are
      beginning to turn outward to avoid obsolescence and accelerate economic development.13
    


    
      However, the current economic situation in Asia raises some basic questions. Growing interdependence has been one
      of the results of economic development throughout the region. Yet international economic institutions and
      programs have lagged. Moreover, recent Western recessions have had a powerful effect on many Asian states,
      including Japan. Together with the overheating of economies and rising energy costs, these developments produced
      lower growth rates, extensive balance of payments problems, and other economic difficulties. By 1983, the
      recession had faded and the upswing immediately stimulated most East Asian economies. Yet problems remained.
      Increasingly strong protectionist pressures had arisen in the West as a result of the onslaught of
      export-oriented Asian nations and the failure to adopt sound economic policies.14 Nevertheless, optimism is warranted regarding the
      economic future of most Asian states. A growing pool of trained managers and skilled labor is available; the
      scientific-technological revolution holds rich promise; and governments are generally prepared to give economic
      development high priority. But as growth ensues, income gaps both among and within various states will widen and
      additional strains will be placed on Asia's existing political order. Furthermore, the conflict between
      international cooperation and protectionism is likely to grow more intense.
    


    The Sino-American-Soviet Triangle


    
      One should note that although Soviet military strength has grown steadily in recent decades and will continue to
      do so, Soviet influence in East Asia is less pronounced today than it was in the 1950s. To a considerable extent,
      the key to this paradox lies in the Sino-Soviet relationship. The Sino-Soviet split was produced by both personal
      and impersonal factors. For Mao and other communists, Stalin's death left the communist
      movement without a father figure. Moreover, Mao was irritated as much by Khrushchev's style as by some of his
      policies. But fundamentally, the Sino-Soviet cleavage revealed the triumph of nationalism. The Soviet Union and
      China came into conflict over fundamental issues involving security, authority, and development strategies.
      Needless to say, the elites of both states interpreted their national interests very differently.
    


    
      Until the late 1970s, Chinese leaders voiced an implacable hostility toward the Soviet Union. They defined it as
      a "social imperialist" state, and the most dangerous threat to global peace. The Chinese leadership
      regarded its tilt toward the United States and the West as the key to gaining international access and ending
      China's isolation. By 1977, Deng was openly calling for a global united front to oppose Soviet hegemonism
      involving the United States, the Second World, and as much of the Third World as possible.
    


    
      Today, however, Chinese leaders call for opposition to the hegemonism of both superpowers, the PRC's
      alignment with the Third World, and a commitment to "global peace." Criticism of the United States has
      accelerated on many fronts and has extended to American domestic politics. Whether the issue is Korea, Central
      America, the Middle East, or Africa, Beijing's attacks on American policies have been heavy. Meanwhile, its
      ideological charges against the Soviet Union have been dropped as have most of its criticisms of Soviet domestic
      policies. The Soviet Union has been "readmitted" to the socialist camp, but it remains hegemonistic,
      according to the Chinese. As a prerequisite to an improvement in Sino-Soviet relations, Beijing has demanded
      progress on three major issues related to the "encirclement" of China— troop withdrawals from border
      regions, including the removal of Soviet troops from Outer Mongolia; an end to military assistance to Vietnam;
      and the removal of Soviet forces from Afghanistan.15
    


    
      Sino-Soviet negotiations are proceeding slowly and with limited results. Though the Soviets tend to sound more
      hopeful than the Chinese, both parties are cautious in their evaluations of the future. Moscow's present
      position is that it cannot make unilateral concessions on issues involving third nations. This seems to preclude
      significant progress on at least two of China's central demands. Nevertheless, bilateral economic cooperation
      has been expanded and cultural relations have been reopened in several fields.
    


    
      As to the future, it should be noted that Moscow can argue that its tough policy toward China has paid off.
      Despite various overtures by General Secretary Brezhnev and others, Moscow made no concessions to bring China
      back to the bargaining table. The initiative came from Beijing. Many analysts also emphasize the actions and
      inactions of the Reagan administration in its first years in office. It is often asserted
      that beginning with President Reagan's sympathetic statements regarding Taiwan during the 1980 presidential
      election campaign, China decided that the new American leader was an "enemy" rather than a
      "friend." It is further said that the downturn in Chinese-American relations during the first years of
      the Reagan administration was the result of disagreements over "the three T's"—Taiwan, technology
      transfers (and textiles), and tennis.
    


    
      Although China, like the Soviet Union, has harbored a deep distrust of the Reagan administration, the gap between
      the administration's rhetoric and policy toward China has been substantial ever since its decision to
      "uninvite" Taiwanese representatives to the president's inauguration after strenuous protests from
      the PRC. Furthermore, the Reagan administration made major concessions to Chinese positions on several key issues
      in a joint communiqué issued on August 17, 1982. It can be argued that the PRC discovered early that if it stood
      firm and threatened Washington by playing on American fears that "losing China" would weaken the
      strategic position of the United States vis-à-vis the Soviet Union, it stood to gain.
    


    
      While it is clear that the Taiwan issue has been raised to a high-priority among China's demands, there
      remains some uncertainty as to why this has happened. A more relaxed attitude once prevailed, as symbolized by
      Mao's statement that China, if necessary, could wait a hundred years for Taiwan's return. It is often
      speculated that Deng was pressured by internal opponents for making concessions on the Taiwan issue in order to
      normalize relations with the United States. It is also argued that President Reagan's seeming commitment to a
      restoration of formal relations with the Republic of China has triggered a new level of Chinese concern. Of
      greater importance, however, China's leaders have suddenly come to realize that the process of Taiwanization
      is proceeding at such a rapid pace that in a decade Taiwan's governing elite will be composed mostly of
      children of mainland refugees and people who are ethnically Taiwanese if present trends continue. The latter are
      rapidly increasing their political role and moving into high military ranks. Their economic position has long
      been paramount. In the near future, it seems likely, that Beijing will have to deal with Taiwanese leaders who
      have fewer emotional ties to the mainland and a stronger sense of national identity than their predecessors.
    


    
      Beyond these considerations, China's present position on Taiwan is only part of a stronger nationalist thrust
      that is currently manifest in Chinese foreign policy in general. Note China's firm stand throughout the
      negotiations over Hong Kong and on a host of issues involving relations with the USSR, Vietnam, and other Asian
      nations. The nationalist side of the PRC's foreign policy has always been strong, but in
      emphasizing independence and self-reliance, eschewing strategic alignment with any power, and seeking
      identification only with Third World nations, the Chinese leadership is clearly pursuing a course that will
      promote unity among a people badly divided by the events of the past 20 years. China's ruling institutions
      are still faced with a crisis of legitimacy, and nationalism is the most convenient weapon to meet this
      crisis.16
    


    
      The current leadership's decision to seek a more flexible foreign policy—one that positions China somewhere
      between the United States and the Soviet Union—rests on other considerations as well. In light of the low
      priority given to military modernization and evidence of unhappiness in the ranks of the People's Liberation
      Army, it is logical to seek a reduction in tensions with the Soviet Union, as this will make protracted military
      modernization easier to justify. There is considerable evidence that the PRC has not feared a Soviet attack for
      some years, and Soviet military problems in Afghanistan have increased China's self-confidence on this score.
      Nonetheless, the Soviet encirclement of China has been vastly more complete and effective than the earlier
      efforts of the United States. Until Soviet power is countered either politically or militarily, it will serve as
      an inhibiting influence on China's foreign policies. In this context, a strategic alliance with the United
      States would represent a comparatively high-cost, high-risk policy as measured against China's traditional
      nonaligned posture.
    


    
      Technological modernization also plays a role in China's efforts to move toward a more flexible position in
      the Sino-American-Soviet triangle. Although cyclical oscillations may well occur, China's decision to turn
      toward Japan and the advanced West for science and technology appears to be firm. However, this policy engenders
      certain risks as exemplified by the current campaign against "bourgeois liberalization" and efforts to
      reduce cadre corruption. Younger generations, especially among the urban educated elite, remain deeply scarred by
      the events of the past 20 years. Cynicism and disbelief in the party and the state abound.
    


    
      Moreover, over 19,000 Chinese students and trainees of various ages are presently in the United States, These
      include a number of children of the top elite. China's readmission of the Soviet Union into the socialist
      camp, its avoidance of direct alignment with the capitalist United States, and its rigorous criticisms of the
      American system can be considered elements in a campaign to defend Chinese socialism and ward off
      contamination.17 Like the
      leaders of late 19th-century China, China's current leaders would like to obtain science and technology from
      abroad while rejecting Western liberalism.
    


    
      In any case, China's effort to move toward a more flexible foreign policy has served
      China's national interests as interpreted by its governing elite. In one sense, China's new policies can
      be understood as yet another movement away from Maoism, for Mao had come to epitomize ideological, hard-line
      opposition to the USSR at every level. This is not to say that present or future Chinese leaders are prepared to
      trust the Soviet Union or that Chinese policies aim to achieve equidistance between the United States and the
      Soviet Union. The Soviet Union remains the primary threat as perceived by the Chinese. However, it seems likely
      that in light of the gains accruing from Sino-American détente in the 1970s, the PRC will continue to explore the
      possibility of reducing tensions with the USSR.
    


    
      No one can predict the precise pattern of Smo-Soviet relations in the years ahead. The issues separating China
      and the Soviet Union remain intractable, and some can never be wholly resolved. Defensiveness and pride color the
      psychological climate of both nations. This suggests that wariness will be the predominant characteristic of
      their mutual relations. No rational leader on either side could expect to gain from frontal conflict. One must
      therefore presume that the more likely alternatives lie somewhere between the extremes of close alliance and open
      warfare. Precisely where is partly dependent on whether the Soviets will make meaningful concessions to the
      Chinese on the outstanding issues that separate them. Naturally, there will be ups and downs, but it seems that
      for the foreseeable future Chinese-Soviet relations will be marked by caution and reserve on both sides.
    


    
      This is also likely to be true of U.S.-Chinese relations given the recent shift in China's attitude toward
      the United States. When one examines American debates over China during the last decade, it stands out that the
      key issue aside from Taiwan has been whether to seek a strategic alignment with the PRC against the USSR, or to
      aim at a roughly even-handed stance toward China and the Soviet Union while acknowledging that they play very
      different international roles. Individuals such as former National Security Adviser Zbigniew Brzezinski and
      former Secretary of State Alexander Haig have argued in favor of the former approach, while former Secretary of
      State Cyrus Vance and others have advocated the latter. The latter "even-handed" approach was the
      official policy of the U.S. government until the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in December 1979. President
      Carter then shifted to the effort to achieve a strategic alignment with China—an effort continued by Secretary of
      State Haig during the early months of the Reagan administration despite various obstacles.18
    


    
      As the PRC has rejected the strategic alignment option—at least for the present—the course of American policy
      toward China remains uncertain. The U.S. position is that Chinese economic development and
      political stability is in the American national interest. Accordingly, efforts will be made to assist the PRC in
      achieving these goals, though compromises between the interests of the two nations will be required in certain
      cases. Moreover, past offers of military assistance will not be withdrawn. Indeed, a low-level strategic
      relationship involving elements such as the transfer of military-related technologies and offers to sell
      "defensive" military hardware will continue. Thus it appears that the Chinese will determine precisely
      where this particular relationship will go. China's strategic importance to the United States as a
      counterweight to the Soviet Union will not be highlighted, and the PRC will be treated as a regional rather than
      a global power.19 In general,
      U.S.-Chinese relations will be moved off center stage, and the concept of a strategic triangle will be
      downplayed. Correspondingly, a greater emphasis will be placed on American ties with Japan, South Korea, ASEAN,
      and South Asian nations.
    


    
      At least for the present, no further U.S. concessions are likely on the Taiwan issue because there is solid
      bipartisan opposition to China's recurrent campaign for the repeal of the Taiwan Relations Act. Over time,
      there is likely to be more reciprocity in areas such as cultural exchanges. In addition, stronger retorts to
      Chinese efforts to equate the United States and the Soviet Union are likely to be forthcoming along with efforts
      to prevent a further downturn in bilateral relations.
    


    
      Meanwhile, the Reagan administration and its successor will continue to seek an improvement in relations with the
      Soviet Union. It is widely recognized that the United States was in an optimal strategic position in the early
      and mid-1970s, when Washington was being wooed by both the Soviet Union and China and had relations with each
      that were considerably better than the two communist states had with each other—a position that China appears to
      be seeking today. While there is little hope that this state of affairs can be reconstructed, it is increasingly
      recognized that unless U.S.-Soviet relations improve, Sino-American relations will probably remain unstable. From
      China's perspective, the behavior of the United States is not sufficiently consistent or credible to
      encourage the adoption of a high-risk policy toward the Soviet Union. On the other hand, extremely hostile
      relations between the United States and the Soviet Union will provide China with the irresistible temptation to
      play one off against the other.
    


    Japan and the Major States of East Asia


    
      Since World War II, Soviet policies toward Japan have been unremittingly harsh because of historical factors and
      the traditional Russian belief that one must be tough with Japan to get results. In certain
      respects, this policy seemed to have reached a high point before the advent of Gorbachev. Japan was being
      confronted by increasing Soviet military power and harsh Soviet words amounting to threats of nuclear
      annihilation if it pursued its present efforts to expand its defenses and strengthen its security ties to the
      United States. Economic and cultural exchanges remain far more minimal than can be considered normal even today.
    


    
      The Soviet Union thus appears to be making every effort to deter Japan from increasing its political and
      strategic role in Northeast Asia and elsewhere. However, Soviet actions and words have been counterproductive.
      Indeed, they provide the greatest single impetus for Japan to increase its defense efforts. Although flexibility
      toward Japan is inhibited by various factors, some Soviet analysts have long believed that the so-called
      "Siberian card" will ultimately prove to be sufficiently attractive to woo Japan in lieu of major
      political or strategic concessions. They argue that Japan's participation in Siberian development would
      create an incentive for improved relations just as relations have improved with certain West European nations for
      which economic ties with the Soviet Union have become significant.20
    


    
      At some point, the Soviets may well adopt a more sophisticated policy toward Japan—one that provides for a larger
      carrot without removing the very large stick already in place. Small examples of such an approach have related to
      special interest groups in Hokkaido and Siberian development opportunities. Further examples include natural gas
      development in Sakhalin, timber exploitation, port improvements, the activities of "friendship"
      societies, and the cordial reception accorded a large Japanese business delegation during recent visits to
      Moscow. Nevertheless, the Japanese constituency for improved relations with the USSR is minuscule compared to
      that which has existed on behalf of the United States, China, and various other nations. Moreover, Siberian
      resources might have somewhat less significance for the Japanese economy as it moves increasingly toward high
      technology production. In sum, significant improvements in Japanese-Soviet relations are not on the horizon.
    


    
      Japan and the PRC appear to have achieved a degree of political rapport and economic interaction radically
      different from the situation that prevailed a few decades ago, but one should not exaggerate the current
      situation. Inflated expectations in certain economic circles have faded along with the extensive romanticism
      attending the initial era of Sino-Japanese diplomatic relations in the 1970s. Japan expects to play a major role
      in China's industrial revolution, but it also recognizes that China's modernization will be protracted
      and accompanied by many problems. While important, Japan's economic stake in China's
      development will represent a modest fraction of Japan's global economic interests.21
    


    
      Like the United States, Japan's national interests are served by an economically developing, politically
      stable China. At the same time, it is correct to assert that Japan views China as a potential competitor and has
      no interest in seeing China rapidly expand its military power. Tokyo remains cool to the concept of a
      Sino-Japanese-American strategic entente aimed at the Soviet Union.
    


    
      China is more careful in its criticisms of Japan than of the United States, but the "textbook
      controversy" demonstrated that Beijing continues to exhibit concern as to whether "bad elements"
      achieve power in Japan—an oblique reference to individuals such as Kishi and others with whom the PRC has never
      had good relations. In addition, resentment has been voiced against Japanese entrepreneurs who allegedly took
      advantage of China's inexperience in international business matters to conclude "unfair
      agreements." The Chinese suspended several large contracts, but most of these have been resumed or amicably
      settled. China has accepted Japanese loans, and bilateral trade appears likely to increase at a moderate rate.
      Pan-Asianism—the concept of a Sino-Japanese alliance dominating Asian affairs—is a dream to some and a threat to
      others, but it remains completely unrealistic.
    


    
      Despite current difficulties, Japan's central bilateral relationship will continue to be with the United
      States.22 The economic and
      strategic interdependence of Japan and the United States is so great that although it gives rise to massive
      problems, the idea of a radical separation is unthinkable. In Japan, the competition between omnidirectionalism
      and commitment to alliance remains very much alive despite Prime Minster Nakasone's strong support for the
      latter. It can also be argued that an element of Gaullism lies embedded in the present call for a stronger Japan
      despite the fact that this appeal is publicly tied to the acceptance of a fuller partnership with the United
      States. In truth, Japan wrestles with a profound psychological-political dilemma. Japan has reached the status of
      a global economic power without having a truly internationalist policy or outlook.
    


    
      Elements of withdrawal, privatism, and exclusiveness remain strong in both individual and collective Japanese
      attitudes. But more than almost any other major power, Japan's fate is connected with the rest of the region
      and the world in which it exists. Consequently, Japan has begun to turn outward both politically and in terms of
      its security interests. Japan's agreement-in-principle to accept responsibility for air and sea surveillance
      in Northeast Asia, its growing interaction with South Korea, its offers of economic assistance to ASEAN, its
      longterm interest in a Pacific community, and its willingness to join in sanctions against
      Vietnam and the Soviet Union to penalize acts of aggression testify to the progressive internationalism of
      Japanese foreign policy. Recently, Japan has been moving toward acceptance of "soft regionalism."
      However, Japan is far from achieving a consensus regarding its future role in the world. As a result, a more
      active political strategic posture can be reached only in incremental and tentative steps with recurrent domestic
      challenges.
    


    The American Factor23


    
      Certain central strands of current American policy toward Asia already have been identified. America's
      increasing attention to relations with its Asian allies—Japan, South Korea, and the ASEAN states-does not signify
      a desire to relegate Sino-American relations to a position of insignificance, but rather to normalize them in the
      deeper sense of that term. The tendency for U.S.-Chinese relations to become overheated and filled· with sharp
      swings of the pendulum from romantic expectations to anger has led to the excessive politicization of foreign
      policy decisions regarding China and to exaggerated expectations abroad. Even now, each new American
      administration must fear that it will be blamed for "losing China" again. Disagreements between those
      who would like to treat China as a strategic ally and those prepared for a renewed effort at
      "even-handedness" in dealing with China and the Soviet Union will therefore continue.
    


    
      In a broader sense, the age when the United States was willing and able to defend its Asian allies and provide
      them with massive assistance has come to an end. Under certain conditions, the United States will continue to
      play a leading role in Asia, but its willingness to do so is not automatic; it is conditional and rests on the
      willingness of others to share strategic, political, and economic responsibilities. In essence, this is the
      result of the relative decline of American power, America's growing concern with the problems of the Western
      Hemisphere, and its continuing commitments to regions such as the Middle East.
    


    
      It is not surprising that the internationalist side of American attitudes has faded, America's willingness to
      make sacrifices on behalf of a better world—a more democratic and humane world—is less in evidence because of
      disillusion with the results of its efforts and the urgent need to keep American resources at home. When compared
      with other nations, America's idealism and its level of genuine internationalist commitment has been
      abnormally high. The new mood and degree of commitment is closer to the international norm. In any case, it now
      seems that American internationalism will be contingent on reciprocal commitments from
      others. It will also have to vie with strong nationalist currents that have begun to manifest themselves.
    


    
      The Pacific-Asian region will continue to be important to the United States. In the security realm, the United
      States is demanding burden-sharing to bolster its military strength so that it can fulfil previously made
      commitments if required to do so. It seems likely that the greatest threat to the Pacific-Asian region is not
      from the risk of direct major power conflict, but from civil-international wars emerging from troubled conditions
      in smaller states. It is always easier to prevent such conflicts from breaking out than to deal with them after
      they erupt, and this requires some type of comprehensive approach involving economic, political, and military
      components.
    


    
      In this connection, the role of organizations such as the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund, and the
      Asian Development Bank is becoming increasingly important. Their directives help shape, with relatively few
      complaints of foreign intervention, the economic policies of states that receive loans. Whether such activities
      should be broadened will be a subject of recurrent discussion involving the United States and other nations.
      Whatever the outcome, most American economic assistance is likely to flow through collective- rather than
      bilateral channels.
    


    
      Domestic and foreign policies are closely intertwined for the United States as for other nations. Thus the United
      States is faced with the supreme task of restructuring its economy so as to keep itself in the forefront of the
      scientific-technological revolution. This will require new and revised policies both at the governmental level
      and in the private sector. To a considerable degree, the course of U.S.-Japanese relations will hinge on the
      degree to which such efforts are successful, but Japan's responsibility for restructuring its own
      international economic relations should not be minimized.
    


    
      Finally, the United States like the Soviet Union must face up to the task of coordinating its global and regional
      policies. Both the United States and the Soviet Union must determine where their domestic and foreign priorities
      lie as they allocate finite resources to various goals. In Asia, American strategy is directed toward containing
      the expansion of Soviet influence in the region—be it direct or exercised through Vietnam—by building a network
      of relations with Japan, South Korea, and ASEAN. At the same time, it seeks normal and improved relations with
      China and India while not abandoning its commitment to the peaceful resolution of the Taiwan issue and
      Pakistan's security.
    


    
      In the final analysis, it is strongly in the interest of both the United States and the Soviet Union to reach an
      agreement on arms control that will reduce the costs and threats of the arms race. Beyond this, it remains in the interest of both superpowers to return to détente despite the profound
      differences that will continue to separate them. Otherwise, their resources will be further strained. This can
      only weaken their domestic health, and areas of bilateral conflict will proliferate rather than being reduced.
      Because the logic of U.S.-Soviet détente is so overwhelming, one must assume that sooner or later it will again
      come to the fore notwithstanding the obstacles now in its way. This would not fundamentally alter American
      relations with Japan, China, and Southeast Asia, and it might serve to make such relations more effective for all
      parties concerned.
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    The Geopolitics of East and Southeast Asia


    
      William E. Griffith
    


    
      Until the late 17th century, and for millennia before that, East and Southeast Asia1 were controlled by Asian powers.2 For most of these millennia, the
      principal Asian power was the Chinese Empire because of its size, industrious population, military power, and
      cultural achievements and attraction. East and Southeast Asia were largely cut off from the rest of the world,
      except for some trade with Europe.
    


    
      This changed with the arrival of the Western powers on the East and Southeast Asian scene. Russia arrived by
      land. The Cossacks reached the Pacific Ocean north of the Chinese Empire in the late 17th century, and in the
      19th century Russia forcibly annexed what is now the Soviet Far Eastern province. The British and French came in
      the 19th century by sea, just as before them the Dutch had come to the East Indies and the Spaniards had come to
      the Philippines. Because the Chinese Empire was declining and because the Western powers had more effective
      military technology, China increasingly came under the control of Western powers, although it was formally
      independent.
    


    
      Japan shut itself off from the outside world for several centuries. Its reopening to the West had two unique
      features. As the United States first appeared on the Asian scene in the mid-19th century, it forced Japan to
      abandon its isolation. Unlike China, Japan met the challenge of the West. The Meiji restoration combined
      Japan's ancient traditions with modern industrial technology—a feat that consciously resembled but was much
      more remarkable than Bismarck's similar effort in Imperial Germany.
    


    
      At the beginning of this century, the Russo-Japanese War of 1904-1905 marked the beginning of the decline of the
      Western powers in Asia and Japan's rise to take their place. Before this, the United
      States had acquired the Philippines from Spain, and in deciding to remain there it became an Asian power. Great
      Britain became the leading trading nation in China, and France conquered Indochina. The Russo-British rivalry was
      endemic.3
    


    
      As a result of the fall of the Qing dynasty, the subsequent weakness of the Kuomintang (Chinese Nationalist
      Party), and the 1917 Bolshevik revolution, the Soviet Union was able to make Mongolia the first Soviet satellite
      and control Sinjiang. In the 1930s Japan began to conquer China. By 1941, Western influence in Asia was limited,
      but it again increased after the American defeat of Japan in World War II. Because the United States destroyed
      Japan's military machine and because both the United States and the Soviet Union became nuclear superpowers,
      the Americans and the Soviets militarily dominated the Asian scene. Thus, to a considerable extent, they
      dominated it politically as well.
    


    
      Geographically, most of the Soviet Union is in Asia, while the United States remains thousands of miles away.
      Traditionally, Russia has been a land power with a very large standing army, whereas the United States has been a
      sea power, and an air power since World War II, with a relatively small, professional standing army. Because of
      their power and mutual antagonism, neither power can dominate the region. China's recovery of its
      independence was impressive, but it remains militarily weak. Its security, especially vis-à-vis the Soviet Union,
      rests on the difficulty of conquering its vast population and any potential aggressor's belief that such an
      attempt would require a prolonged and costly counter-guerilla struggle.
    


    The Soviet Union


    
      Russia has always been primarily a European power. Its main population and most of its industry is located west
      of the Urals. Its 17th century conquest of Siberia was of a vast and largely unpopulated area, just as the
      Americas were largely unpopulated when the French, English, and Spaniards conquered them. Only in the late 19th
      century did Russia absorb the Turkic Muslim khanates of Central Asia. Even after the trans-Siberian railway was
      completed, Russian communication with the Far East remained slow and vulnerable. Siberia's vast natural
      resource reserves, especially of petroleum and natural gas, have been difficult to exploit.
    


    
      Of all the folk memories of the Great Russian people, the most lasting and terrible have been of the Mongol
      conquest and occupation during the 13th and 14th centuries. When one also considers the defeat of Russia by Japan in 1905, the brief Japanese occupation of Vladivostok after World War I, and the
      Sino-Soviet split, one can understand the fear with which most Russians still view the "yellow
      peril"—China and Japan. Intent upon confrontation with the United States, Japan remained neutral when the
      Soviet Union was attacked by Hitler in 1941. The "Axis" was a weak reed indeed. Japan attacked the
      United States without informing Hitler of its intentions, and then Hitler almost inexplicably declared war on the
      United States.
    


    
      Three factors enabled the Soviet Union to survive Hitler's attack on the USSR—the patriotism and sacrifices
      of the Soviet peoples, U.S. military aid, and Japan's neutrality. Even so, the Soviet Union came so close to
      defeat that Stalin understandably became determined that the Soviet Union would never face such a prospect again.
      Combined with the traditional Russian goals of catching up to the West both militarily and technologically, the
      weakness and division of Western Europe, and the weakness of Japan, this helps to explain how the Soviet Union
      became a nuclear power.
    


    
      By 1983, the Soviet Union's strategic nuclear forces were roughly equivalent to those of the United States,
      and it had stronger conventional air and ground forces. It had intermediate-range nuclear forces (INFs) deployed
      on its western and eastern frontiers that were superior to NATO and Chinese forces. Its invulnerable nuclear
      missile submarine fleet reinforced its land-based nuclear deterrent, and it had a seven-ocean, blue-water navy
      and military air transport capabilities that enabled effective power projection far from Soviet shores, although
      the latter forces were still inferior to their U.S. counterparts.
    


    
      However, the Soviet Union also has serious geostrategic problems. Its annual GNP growth rate has slowed to about
      two percent, and it seems unlikely that it will increase in the near future. Alone among developed nations, its
      male and infant mortality rates have been increasing because of its alcoholism epidemic and inferior medical
      care. High birthrates in Muslim Central Asia—three times those of European Russia—mean that by 1995 every third
      recruit entering the Soviet army will be a Central Asian Muslim.
    


    
      The USSR has been falling behind in the technology race with the United States and Japan. The latter's rush
      forward in the technology of information acquisition, processing, and retrieval has been revolutionizing military
      and civilian technology. Militarily, this effort has centered on highly advanced miniaturized computers capable
      of targeting nuclear delivery vehicles with near-total accuracy, on complex electronic intelligence
      ("elint") systems, and on electronic countermeasure and counter-counter-measure (ECM and ECCM) systems,
      directed in part against a potential opponent's command, communication, control, and
      intelligence (C3I) systems. In the mid-1980s, the Soviet Union was still inferior to the
      United States in these areas, and it lagged behind Western Europe and Japan in civilian computer technology as
      well. Intense U.S.-Japanese competition was pushing both nations even farther ahead of the USSR. The lull in U.S.
      military expenditures after the Vietnam War ended with the onset of the Reagan administration's defense
      buildup, and as a result Moscow was pressed to increase its military expenditures as well.
    


    
      Moscow's principal objective in East and Southeast Asia has been to expand its political influence by relying
      on cautious, low-risk policies aimed at the exploitation of local opportunities.4 At the minimum, Moscow's goal has been to preempt
      the possibility of a Sino-American-Japanese alliance directed against the USSR. The Soviet Union has expanded its
      nuclear, naval, and air power in the region in order to weaken American access to the Indian Ocean and the
      Persian Gulf from the Pacific Ocean. Finally, Moscow has attempted to minimize U.S., Chinese, and Japanese
      influence in East and Southeast Asia.
    


    
      The Soviet military buildup in East and Southeast Asia has been extensive. The Soviet Union has deployed the
      largest single land and air force in the world against China—about 44 divisions accompanied by air and nuclear
      units. The Soviet Union's Far Eastern deployments have grown as compared to those of the United States. Its
      naval and SS-20 nuclear missile deployments in the Far East have been intended to deter a U.S. attack and
      neutralize the military forces of the United States and its allies in the region. However, Moscow's
      "preemptive attempt" to block what it sees as the danger of encirclement by a Sino-American
      quasi-alliance, with Japan as a junior partner, soon created the very encirclement that it was determined to
      prevent. Furthermore, Moscow has never been able to engage Washington against China despite several
      attempts.5
    


    
      One of the Soviet Union's most important gains in the Pacific-Asian region has been the development of a
      close military alliance with Vietnam. The Soviet-Vietnamese alliance is based largely on mutual perceptions of
      Chinese hostility. Sino-Vietnamese relations began deteriorating during the Vietnam War because of Mao's
      rejection of the idea of joint aid to Hanoi in 1965, China's insistence that Hanoi break with the Soviet
      Union, Beijing's reception of Secretary of State Kissinger and President Nixon while the United States was
      still fighting Hanoi, and a long-standing mutual distrust between Hanoi and Beijing arising from 900 years of
      Chinese rule over Indochina. Moreover, Hanoi could not hope to withstand America's military intervention in
      Indochina unless it received high-technology weapons systems that only the Soviet Union could supply.
    


    
      Sino-Vietnamese relations further worsened when Hanoi allied itself with Moscow and invaded
      Kampuchea in December 1978. Vietnamese imperialism in Indochina, which has been Hanoi's policy for decades,
      has antagonized China and profited the Soviet Union. However, Vietnam has jealously tried to maintain its
      independence as an ally of the Soviet Union rather than a satellite. The Soviet price was Hanoi's permission
      for Moscow to use U.S.-built air and naval bases at Danang and Cam Ranh Bay. This not only further encircled
      Beijing; Danang and Cam Ranh Bay also lay athwart U.S. air and naval lines of communication from Yokusuka, Subie
      Bay, and Clark Field to the Indian Ocean and the Persian Gulf.6 The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan further encircled China and menaced
      Pakistan, thus further antagonizing the United States.
    


    
      Another important Soviet gain in the region has been the partial détente that it has recently achieved with
      China. Moscow has tried to affect a partial Sino-Soviet rapprochement since the fall of Khrushchev in October
      1964, but only since 1977, and especially within the last five years, has China responded favorably to Soviet
      overtures. Sino-Soviet détente is likely to remain partial. It has included an improvement in state-to-state
      relations, including some mutual troop withdrawals on the Sino-Soviet frontier, but party-to-party relations are
      not likely to improve. It remains difficult to draw up scenarios for possible Sino-Soviet compromises regarding
      Mongolia, Afghanistan, Soviet Asian SS-20 deployments, and Indochina because these are international yet
      bilateral problems that Moscow and Beijing cannot wholly settle by themselves.7
    


    
      Soviet relations with the United States and Japan have worsened. U.S.-Soviet relations have deteriorated largely
      as a result of an anti-Soviet policy that the United States adopted after the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in
      1979. The resultant rapid U.S. military buildup— the principal geostrategic result of the change in U.S. policy
      toward the Soviet Union—blocked the recurrent Soviet desire to negotiate a world-wide double hégémonie with the
      United States at the expense of China, Western Europe, and Japan. The American buildup also strained Soviet
      military deployments and helped push the United States ahead of the Soviet Union in the development of military
      technology.
    


    
      Worsening Soviet-Japanese relations have been caused by repeated Soviet refusals to return the four Southern
      Kurile Islands that the Soviet Union occupied in 1945, exaggerated Soviet fears of Japanese remilitarization, and
      unsuccessful Soviet attempts to bully Japan. Japan is geostrategically important to the Soviets because it
      potentially controls three straits (Tsushima, Tsugaru, and Soya) to which the Soviet Union must maintain access,
      because Japan's GNP and technological capabilities surpass those of the Soviet Union, and
      because the Soviet Union needs Japan for the economic development of Siberia. Yet Soviet policy toward Japan has
      been, and probably will continue to be, disastrous for Soviet interests. It has driven Japan closer to the United
      States, China, and rearmament. The Soviet military buildup in the Far East, especially in the Southern Kuriles,
      has intensified this state of affairs. In sum, Soviet policy toward Japan has been the most unsuccessful
      component of the Soviet Union's policy toward East Asia.8
    


    
      The Soviet Union has had problems with North Korea as well. It presently has less influence in North Korea than
      during the immediate post-1945 period because Pyongyang has successfully maintained a balanced position between
      Moscow and Beijing. North Korea has been geostrategically important to Moscow vis-à-vis China, the United States,
      and Japan. Strongly anti-American since the Korean War, Pyongyang has been disturbed by Chinese and Japanese
      moves toward the United States. As a result, Moscow has made some gains in Pyongyang. North Korea recognized
      Babrak Karmal's government in Afghanistan, improved relations with Cuba, and has given Moscow access to the
      ice free port of Najin. But Pyongyang is not happy about atmospheric improvements in Sino-Soviet relations
      because they limit North Korea's ability to exploit Chinese and Soviet differences. Visits by Soviet
      delegations to Seoul have also irritated Soviet-North Korean relations.9
    


    
      The Soviet position in Asia and Soviet prospects for further expansion in the region have worsened fundamentally.
      China's slowness to reciprocate Soviet desires for rapprochement, and its improved relations with Japan,
      Western Europe, and the United States, have hurt Moscow's position. The same is true of America's
      recently increased military power and a newfound willingness to use this power in Asia, the Indian Ocean, and the
      Middle East. U.S.-Japanese relations have again improved, and Japan and the United States have recently improved
      their relations with South Korea. In short, the dominoes have not fallen in Southeast Asia. On the contrary, the
      success of the Association of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN)—Brunei, Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines,
      Singapore, and Thailand—and continued U.S. and Chinese support for these nations have isolated Vietnam and the
      Soviet Union in Southeast Asia. The economic dynamism of the Pacific rim—Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, and
      Singapore—and the increasing U.S.-Japanese lead in high technology has hurt the Soviet Union's military
      prospects and devalued its increasingly second-rate high technology. Moscow's lack of access to the Pacific
      rim, and thus to U.S. and Japanese high technology, makes it all the more difficult for the Soviet Union not to
      fall further behind and to develop its Siberian resources. Finally, Soviet heavy-handedness and inflexibility—
      most noticeably regarding the Kurile Islands and most recently with regard to the shooting
      down of Korean Air Lines Flight 007 on September 1, 1983, and its subsequent disregard of Asian opinion— have
      further worsened its position.
    


    The United States


    
      The United States has remained the principal non-Asian power among the nations of the Pacific quadrille and in
      East and Southeast Asia since it defeated Japan in 1945 and despite its defeat in Vietnam in 1975. Its power in
      the region is not only military, but technological and commercial as well. It remains the strongest naval and air
      power in East and Southeast Asia. Japan, by far the main Asian economic power, will long be militarily inferior
      and depend on the United States for its external security. U.S. naval and air bases in Japan, South Korea, and
      the Philippines have become increasingly important because they have helped Washington to extend its naval and
      air power into the Arabian Sea and the Persian Gulf. The United States also has base rights in Australia, which
      like New Zealand, has a small military presence in Malaysia and Singapore. Finally, because its center of
      economic and therefore political power has been shifting from the Northeast to the Southwest and West, the United
      States has become even more interested in East and Southeast Asia.
    


    
      The United States has had to cope with the additional and more recent problem of Soviet naval and air bases in
      Vietnam. However, the Soviet presence in Vietnam is a serious and, in the near term, probably insoluble barrier
      to a major Sino-Soviet rapprochement, which would be a disastrous development for the United States, East Asian,
      and Southeast Asian position. Moreover, the Soviet Union has been bogged down in Afghanistan and thereby
      continues to antagonize the Islamic world.,
    


    
      The United States had problems of its own in Asia. One of the causes of the partial rapprochement between China
      and the Soviet Union has been the Reagan administration's changing policies on Taiwan. On balance, the Reagan
      administration continued the U.S. emphasis on Sino-American rapprochement established by the Nixon, Ford, and
      Carter administrations. However, its rhetoric was often unnecessarily pro-Taiwan. For a time, it talked of larger
      weapons sales to Taiwan, and it allowed U.S.-Chinese trade to become politicized. How Washington will eventually
      adjust to the partial Sino-Soviet rapprochement remains to be seen.10 However, it seems that Secretary of Defense Casper Weinberger's visit
      to Beijing in late 1983, which followed a U.S.-Chinese textile agreement and U.S. authorization to sell more high technology items to China, has improved Sino-American relations somewhat.
    


    
      U.S. relations with Japan, despite economic competition between the two nations, are unlikely to worsen
      decisively because Japan is too dependent on the United States for security and trade, and Washington is too
      aware of Japan's security importance. But trade rivalry and U.S. impatience with Japan's slow defense
      buildup could continue to irritate U.S. relations with Japan.11
    


    
      The U.S. position in South Korea has remained satisfactory, and the same can be said of its position vis-à-vis
      ASEAN. ASEAN's consolidation since the United States evacuated Saigon in 1975 has been one of the most
      remarkable recent developments in Asian politics. U.S.-Australian relations are likely to remain close. The
      United States is engaged in a major naval buildup that will improve its military position in the Far East. In
      addition, lessened American oil imports and declining oil prices have made the United States somewhat less
      concerned about a threat to stability in the Persian Gulf. The overextension of American power in the Far East,
      the Indian Ocean, and the Persian Gulf is a matter of concern to the Japanese because the U.S. navy sometimes has
      two aircraft carriers on station in the Arabian Sea, thereby drawing down U.S. naval strength in the Far East.
      Moreover, both Japan and China have become increasingly concerned about the Soviet SS-20s that are targeted at
      them and whether or not a U.S.-Soviet INF agreement would allow the USSR to redeploy some of these weapons in
      Asia. The United States has declared that it will not sign any INF agreement that would allow the Soviets to do
      this, and in late 1983 General Secretary Andropov declared that in the event of an agreement European-based
      SS-20s would not be redeployed in Asia, but the Chinese and Japanese remained concerned.
    


    China


    
      China is an enormous, overpopulated, historic, underdeveloped nation, with one of the world's greatest
      cultures, but it remains militarily weak. True, it possesses nuclear weapons, and their range has been expanded
      so that in theory they can strike Moscow. China also has conducted a successful test of a submarine-launched
      ballistic missile (SLBM), but China's nuclear deterrent is minimal and unhardened. It has no invulnerable
      SLBM second-strike capability and no hardened C3I facilities. Its conventional forces
      are equipped with outdated arms, but they are enormous in size, as is China itself. In combination with the
      Maoist guerrilla tradition, these factors constitute the nonnuclear component of China's deterrent posture.
      An attack on China could only' come from the Soviet Union, and the partial normalization
      of Sino-Soviet relations has made this unlikely as long as it lasts. However, it is interesting to note that in
      the 1960s Moscow twice secretly asked Washington to join in, or at least to tolerate, a Soviet attack on China.
      Thus Beijing will likely continue to regard Moscow as the principal threat to its security.
    


    
      One of China's military advantages is that it is primarily rural. The great majority of Chinese are peasants
      who cultivate the land. Therefore, the destruction resulting from a nuclear attack on China would be much less
      than in the case of the United States, Japan, or even the Soviet Union. China's limited nuclear capacity and
      the likelihood of massive guerrilla resistance to an attack on China form the two major components of
      Beijing's deterrent.
    


    
      After initially turning toward the United States in the post-Mao era, China began to realign its foreign policy
      in order to achieve an intensified nationalist, independent position during the late 1970s. Essentially, this
      meant recovering greater freedom of foreign policy action. Toward this end, China began to explore a state-level
      détente with Moscow, thus finally reciprocating Soviet desires and capitalizing on Soviet preoccupation
      elsewhere. China played upon Soviet concerns about rising anti-Sovietism in the United States, which strengthened
      China's security and gave it greater leverage against the United States; and it improved its relations with
      Japan by playing on Japan's Asian orientation, its rising hostility toward Moscow, and its desire for closer
      Sino-Japanese economic relations. Furthermore, China revitalized its relations with the Third World and improved
      relations with other communist states and parties, thus increasing China's attractiveness to the USSR. After
      all of this had been accomplished, China partially renewed its close relations with the United States by taking
      advantage of heightened U.S.-Soviet tensions and the Reagan administration's turn toward more flexibility in
      general, and away from Taiwan in particular. But lest it limit its increased independence, China did not fully
      reciprocate Washington's renewed desire for an anti-Soviet strategic alliance. Thus China is in the fortunate
      position of having the United States, the Soviet Union, and Japan as demandeurs.
    


    
      Only in 1981 did China first respond to Moscow's overtures for a Sino-Soviet rapprochement. China thus
      returned to the traditional Chinese imperial policy of not having overly close relations with any other great
      power. Deng Xiaoping's first priority was China's modernization. This required less Sino-Soviet tension
      and continued technology transfers from the West and Japan. Deng was less interested than Mao in ideology and in
      struggling with Moscow for influence among communist parties throughout the world. The United States was growing
      militarily stronger while the Soviet Union felt increasingly threatened by the revival of US.
      power as it was tied down by domestic economic difficulties and problems in Afghanistan and Poland. China's
      need for U.S. assistance therefore declined, for it could negotiate with Moscow on more equal terms. Soviet
      involvement in Afghanistan and Vietnam probably convinced the Chinese that they could not intimidate Moscow by
      allying themselves with the United States, but could nevertheless successfully negotiate with Washington.
      Conversely, they probably reasoned that Sino-Soviet détente might lead to a reduction in the Soviet Union's
      Far Eastern military deployments. It might also cause problems between Moscow and Hanoi and put pressure on
      Washington to be more forthcoming on the Taiwan issue. Rising U.S.-Soviet tensions have blocked a rapprochement
      between the United States and the USSR at China's expense. Furthermore, Deng has been concerned about the
      "corrupting" effect of Western and especially American culture on China. Finally, China does not wish
      to be immobilized vis-à-vis Moscow when Washington is not. Despite the poor state of U.S.-Soviet relations, the
      United States continues to negotiate about arms control with Moscow.
    


    
      Vietnam is probably opposed to Sino-Soviet reconciliation, although a partial détente would make another Chinese
      attack on Vietnam less likely. In April 1983, after some indications of Sino-Vietnamese contacts,12 and after the Vietnamese sent out
      diplomatic feelers toward Washington,13 Vietnam attacked Kampuchean rebel bases near the Kampuchean-Thai
      border.14 China responded with
      artillery fire along its border with Vietnam,15 and the Soviet press attacked China. Yet this did not stop Sino-Soviet
      negotiations, and China did not again attack Vietnam.
    


    
      Even so, Vietnam made Sino-Soviet rapprochement more difficult as result of its continued occupation and
      domination of Kampuchea. Moreover, the Reagan administration was hardly inclined to improve relations with Hanoi,
      for this would create another obstacle to an improvement in Sino-American relations and provide an opportunity
      for Sino-Soviet compromise over Indochina. Moreover, Vietnam feared that a Sino-Soviet rapprochement might go too
      far despite Hanoi's disclaimers. Mongolia actively tried to limit Sino-Soviet rapprochement until, under
      Chinese pressure, Moscow apparently halted Ulan Bator's efforts. The Soviets restrained Mongolia in order to
      keep Sino-Soviet negotiations alive after Ulan Bator deported several thousand Chinese citizens from the capital
      to the Mongolian countryside and to China in the spring of 1983.
    


    
      In October 1983, Beijing declared that Moscow must make significant concessions on at least one of China's
      four major conditions for improved bilateral ties—an end to, or decrease in, Soviet support
      for Vietnam's invasion of Kampuchea; a draw-down of Soviet troops on the Chinese frontier, including those in
      Mongolia; an end to, or decrease in, Soviet operations in Afghanistan; and, most recently, a cutback in Soviet
      Far Eastern SS-20 deployments. The latter condition was repeated in September 1983 even after Andropov announced
      that he would dismantle rather than redeploy any SS-20s he agreed to remove from Europe in negotiations with the
      United States. In return, the United States implicitly agreed that it would confine INF negotiations to Europe,
      but reserved the right to deploy its own INFs "elsewhere."
    


    
      In spite of intermittent Sino-Soviet polemics over Mongolia and other issues, border traffic and trade improved,
      and in September 1983 Soviet Deputy Minister Kapitsa visited Beijing. He did so for the first time as the guest
      of the foreign minister instead of as the guest of the Soviet ambassador to Beijing. Given China's subtle and
      sophisticated use of protocol, this was a small step forward in Sino-Soviet relations. Perhaps in order to
      balance this development, Secretary of Defense Weinberger visited Beijing despite China's reluctance to
      endorse his unilateral pro-Chinese initiatives. Secretary Weinberger's visit, which followed Sino-U.S.
      agreements on trade and technology and a relatively low-key Chinese reaction to recent U.S. arms sales to Taiwan,
      produced an agreement that Prime Minister Zhao would visit Washington and President Reagan would visit Beijing.
      Indeed, Sino-American relations had again improved by late 1983. This was largely the result of U.S. initiatives,
      especially President Reagan's implicit return to the Nixon-Kissinger strategy of compensating for Soviet
      hostility by improving U.S. relations with China. Meanwhile, however, Beijing's pressures on the United
      Kingdom regarding the return of Hong Kong raised questions as to China's methods, if not its intentions, in
      the foreign policy realm.16
    


    
      China seems to desire a reduction of tension with the Soviet Union, but it continues to press Moscow about
      Vietnam and Washington about Taiwan. Thus the question arises as to whether Washington is as able and willing as
      Moscow and Beijing to play this complex and prolonged game where results cannot be foreseen.
    


    The Pacific Region


    
      In the 1980s, the external powers of the Pacific region and China faced Pacific Asia (Japan, South Korea, Taiwan,
      Hong Kong, and ASEAN) as a region where, with the exception of Indochina, peace has reigned after a long period
      of unrest; where sustained economic growth rates have been the highest at any time in human
      history, thus far without having destabilized the region; where political and administrative consolidation has
      dominated; where successful development strategies have emphasized market-oriented economies and cooperation with
      the nations of the Organization of Economic Cooperation and Development and multinational corporations; and where
      the oil shocks of the 1970s were surmounted and world recession was ridden out. Of course, the region has its
      problems. The most important of these are social inequality, political unrest in South Korea, controversy over
      defense issues in Japan, and ongoing struggles concerning ideologies, patronage, generational change, and the
      world economy. Finally, the region has had to cope with an uncertain American trumpet. President Carter initially
      wanted to withdraw American troops from South Korea when he took office, and President Reagan has emphasized the
      Soviet threat far more than the nations of the Pacific-Asian region. Furthermore, the United States remains
      concerned about the steps that China and the Soviet Union have taken toward limited rapprochement. Yet the
      region's progress has been so great that the geostrategic picture has turned against China and the Soviet
      Union in favor of Japan, South Korea, ASEAN, and by extension the United States.17
    


    Japan


    
      Japan is the only potential "third superpower" in the world. China will not be a contender for
      superpower status for a long while because it is still too underdeveloped and overpopulated; Western Europe is
      too weak and divided; and West Germany has pledged to remain nonnuclear. Only Japan could falsify the thesis that
      only the United States and the Soviet Union, both of which remain essentially non-Asian powers, are superpowers.
      But why did Japan become, and then cease to be, a great power, and why after 1945 did it become an economic giant
      but a political and military dwarf? It remains to be seen whether it will continue to be politically and
      militarily weak, or whether Moscow's fears—and Washington's desires—will be fulfilled in the event that
      Japan again becomes a major military and political power.
    


    
      Japan is a unique combination of the 13th and 21st centuries, just as Imperial Germany was an amalgam of the 18th
      and 20th centuries. Both attempted to become world powers and both were defeated, basically for the same
      reason—their underestimation of the power and will of the United States. Both were also "out of phase,"
      for their imperial drives came later than those of the British, French, and Americans. Their quasi-feudal
      backgrounds led their elites to underestimate the commercial power of the United States.
      Japan was traditionally a naval and later an air power, not a land power. Moreover, its navy, with the Pacific
      Ocean its chosen field of action, was always domestically popular. America, for its part, found the Pacific basin
      to be easier to operate in than any other area except the Caribbean Sea.
    


    
      The United States fought Japanese and German imperialism in part because, like Great Britain, it did not want
      Asia or Europe dominated by any single, potentially hostile power. Other factors included the traditional
      American liking for China, and its desire in 1939-41 to see that the British, French, and Dutch opponents of Nazi
      Germany were not overcome in the East Asia by Hitler's Japanese allies. Thus America's policies toward
      Europe were decisive for its Asian policies. Japanese militarism and Japan's invasion of China made Americans
      even more anti-Japanese. Conversely, Japan felt that it had just as much right to dominate East and Southeast
      Asia as Britain did to dominate India, that without Southeast Asian raw materials Japan would be strangled, and
      that the United States was unreasonably preventing it from achieving its "manifest destiny."
    


    
      The resultant Pacific War was extremely bloody. Japan's successful attack on Pearl Harbor unleashed
      America's anger. Neither side took prisoners for the first years of the war. America's hatred of Nazi
      Germany was more ideological and less racist than its hatred of Japan, for many Americans were of German origin.
      When victory came to the United States after it became the first nation to use nuclear weapons, Japan lay
      prostrate at the feet of its conqueror.
    


    
      After the American decision not to depose the Japanese emperor, MacArthur's "Shogunate" and
      Japan's docile concentration on economic recovery made Japan the second largest economic power in the world
      by the 1980s. Japan's challenge to the United States in microelectronics has spurred the United States to
      rush further ahead of Western Europe and the Soviet Union. The computer industries of the United States and Japan
      have far outstripped those of any other nation. Japanese-American computer competition has driven both nations
      forward, but Japan continues to leave its security in American hands and still resists American pressure to
      rearm, albeit less so than it has in the past. Therefore, while Japan has reaped the technological benefits of
      its computer achievements, its military benefits were reaped almost exclusively by the United States, to the
      great disadvantage of the Soviet Union and China.
    


    
      Since Japan has been able to conduct a partially independent foreign policy, it has wanted its primary security
      relationship to be with the United States. It has sought to keep the United States militạrily engaged in the
      defense of South Korea, and otherwise to maintain a balance between China and the Soviet
      Union. The United States, China, and the Soviet Union, not Japan, brought about a change in this policy. The
      United States did so as a result of its rapprochement with China, which removed the otherwise insurmountable
      Chinese barrier to a Sino-Japanese rapprochement, and China did so as a result of its rapprochement with the
      United States—the logical if long-delayed consequence of its break with the Soviet Union—which made it possible
      for Japan to move toward China. Finally, the Soviet Union did so by splitting with China. This so lessened the
      combined Sino-Soviet threat that Japan felt it less dangerous to improve its relations with China. In addition,
      the Soviet Union's growing hostility toward Japan pushed Japan toward China.
    


    
      Cultural factors also played a role in the changes that have taken place in Japan's foreign policy. Hostility
      to and fear of Russia runs deep in Japan, and Japan has long felt that it owes two debts to China. The first is
      cultural in that much if not most of Japanese culture originally came from China. The second is a debt of
      Japanese guilt regarding its conquest of much of China in World War II. Finally, Moscow's stubborn refusal to
      give the four Southern Kurile Islands back to Japan, although perhaps understandable in view of Chinese
      territorial claims against the Soviet Union, worsened Soviet-Japanese relations and pushed Japan further toward
      China while strengthening the Japanese-American alliance. The 1979 Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and the Korean
      Air Lines (KAL) incident also worsened Moscow's position in Tokyo.18
    


    
      Japan has long been culturally and economically homogeneous and near-impermeable to outside influences. This
      explains much of its stubborn and prolonged refusal to drop its barriers to the import of foreign goods even
      though it has such a vigorous and successful export policy. The trade volume between the United States and Japan
      is so great that the geostrategic relationship between the two will probably not be decisively eroded by these
      pressures. The success of Japan's export-oriented economy and its lack of raw materials make it
      geostrategically ever more dependent on the United States for the protection of its external trade routes. This
      has led to a rise in anti-Japanese protectionist sentiments in the United States, the beginnings of which have
      been translated into practice.
    


    
      Until recently, the Japanese image of American power, and therefore Japan's image of its own security,
      worsened because of the loss of U.S. nuclear superiority, the US. defeat in Vietnam, and President Carter's
      initial desire to withdraw U.S. troops from South Korea. Today, however, Japan's security seems to be more
      menaced by the Soviet Union's military buildup and intransigence. Japan's trade dependence on the United States is increasing. Moreover, Japanese leaders are slowly moving toward a more active and
      "Japanese" foreign policy, and Prime Minister Nakasone is clearly moving in that direction. How far
      this trend will go remains to be seen.
    


    
      The main issue in Japanese defense and foreign policy debates is how much, and in what manner, Japan should
      rearm. That Prime Minister Nakasone has begun to rearm at a somewhat more rapid pace than his predecessors seems
      clear. He is doing so because of American pressure, his own desires, and Soviet hostility. But it remains
      uncertain whether Japan will rearm decisively and whether it will go nuclear. Some have said that Japan is simply
      too small to be a nuclear power because it is too exposed to a potential nuclear attack. But it is hardly smaller
      than Great Britain, which remains a nuclear power.
    


    
      The principal obstacle to Japan's development of nuclear weapons is that Japanese public opinion is still
      strongly opposed to the idea because of the memory of Hiroshima and Nagasaki. But memories fade, and the primary
      Japanese tradition for more than a millennium has been a military one. Moreover, Japan is the only nonnuclear
      power that could rapidly mobilize the necessary technology to build a nuclear weapons system. Leaving aside
      Japanese public antinuclear sentiment, one can make a strong case that Japan's long-range security could be
      best assured by the maintenance of its alliance with the United States plus a sea-based nuclear deterrent
      system—that is, by Japanese nuclear Gaullism. Such an idea will not soon override strong Japanese antinuclear
      sentiments, and as long as it does not, Japanese security will depend on the United States. Especially from
      Japan's point of view, no other nation has the capability or willingness to guarantee Japan's territorial
      integrity and independence.
    


    
      Japan is likely to remain on better terms with China than the Soviet Union. Because Korea is a dagger pointed at
      the heart of Japan, America's continued guarantee of South Korea's security remains an important aspect
      of Japan's security relationship with the United States. The Carter administration's initial attempt to
      withdraw U.S. troops from South Korea was therefore a potential blow to the U.S.-Japanese alliance.19
    


    Southeast Asia


    
      The nations of Southeast Asia are small, except for Indonesia, and lacking in military power, except for Vietnam.
      Until recently, Southeast Asian nationalists feared the reestablishment of Chinese hegemony, and some still do.
      In the 19th century they feared Western colonialism, and in the mid-20th century, they feared Japanese
      domination. Some nationalists, as in Indonesia, tried to use the Japanese to rid themselves
      of their Western colonial masters, but the Japanese wanted puppets, not allies. The British left the region after
      they abandoned India in 1948, but the French and the Dutch fought long and bloody wars to retain their Southeast
      Asian colonies.
    


    
      Japan would like to maintain access to its sea-lanes in and around Southeast Asia, which lead to the Persian
      Gulf, to prevent Southeast Asia from being dominated by one or more hostile powers, and to have free access to
      the region's raw materials. Likewise, China does not want Southeast Asia to be dominated by any other power
      besides itself. The Soviet Union seeks to maintain its position in Vietnam, especially its access to Danang and
      Cam Ranh Bay. The United States does not wish to see Southeast Asia dominated by any hostile power, and it wants
      to keep Soviet influence in the area at a minimum while maintaining access to its bases in the
      Philippines.20
    


    The Association of South East Asian Nations


    
      The American defeat, in Indochina has mobilized the members of the Association of South East Asian Nations to
      defend themselves, with U.S. assistance, against the communist threats that confront them. The Sino-Soviet split
      has guaranteed that the communist nations of the area are divided, and Vietnam is absorbed in its conquest of
      Kampuchea. The United States has rapidly reasserted itself after a brief period of foreign policy immobility—the
      so-called Vietnam syndrome—and ASEAN's economic growth has continued to increase.
    


    
      The geopolitical perceptions of each ASEAN state regarding the Soviet Union and China are quite different,
      although they are all basically pro-American and seem likely to remain so in the near future. Indonesia, and to a
      lesser extent Malaysia, see China as the principal long-range threat in large part because they have sizable
      ethnic Chinese populations that remain unassimilated into Malay-Javanese culture. In contrast, Thailand's
      large and prominent ethnic Chinese ("Sino-Thai") elite is largely assimilated. Thailand considers
      Vietnam and the Soviet Union to be its principal enemies. Thailand therefore wants to maintain close ties to the
      United States and good relations with China. The Philippines, because it is an insular nation that has a large
      U.S. naval and air presence on its territory, is the ASEAN state that is least concerned about threats from
      either Moscow or Beijing. Singapore, which is very close to the United States, considers the Soviet Union to be
      its main threat, and it regards the United States and Japan as its main sources of credit and technology.
      Singapore is also well on its way to becoming the computer software center of Southeast Asia
      and Australia.
    


    
      With respect to ASEAN's domestic politico-military stability, Singapore seems to be one of the most stable
      nations of the area. Malaysia also seems stable despite rising Islamic fundamentalism and endemic tensions
      between Malay nationals and its "overseas Chinese" population. Vietnam remains a threat to Thailand,
      but Hanoi's fear of Chinese and U.S. intervention has thus far prevented it from invading Thailand in pursuit
      of Kampuchean rebel forces. Indonesia, another nation where Islamic fundamentalism is rising, remains under
      fairly stable though largely corrupt military rule, but declining oil prices are causing increasing domestic
      tensions. Of all the ASEAN states, the Philippines is potentially the most unstable, in spite of the relatively
      smooth replacement of the Marcos regime. Future internal political turmoil could still imperil the American bases
      at Subic Bay and Clark Field, which play a major role in U.S. naval and air communications from Hawaii and Guam
      to the Indian Ocean and the Arabian Sea.
    


    The War in Kampuchea


    
      The Vietnamese leadership has long wanted to dominate all of Indochina. Thus it was not surprising that it
      proceeded to do so soon after the United States left the area. Vietnam's battle-tested, victorious army has
      undisputed military superiority in the Indochinese peninsula. It also has a relative advantage in terms of world
      opinion because of the contrast between its policies and Pol Pot's Khmer Rouge genocide.
    


    
      Hanoi has not yet completely conquered Kampuchea, but it controls key areas of the country. Nor has it made great
      progress toward gaining international recognition of its sphere of influence in Indochina. For the reasons set
      forth above, China has consistently refused to recognize Kampuchea's Vietnamese-backed government. It has
      continued to aid the Khmer Rouge, and more recently, Prince Sihanouk's and Son Sann's noncommunist
      guerrillas as well. In addition, the United States, in part because of Chinese opposition,21 has refused to normalize diplomatic
      relations with Vietnam, and it has strongly supported China and Thailand, as do the other ASEAN powers, in their
      resistance to Vietnam's occupation of Kampuchea. Finally, the economic dynamism of the ASEAN states, the
      rapid reassertion of U.S. naval and air power in the area after 1975, and U.S. and ASEAN fears regarding Soviet
      involvement in Vietnam have strengthened ASEAN's opposition to Vietnam.
    


    
      The Vietnamese—proud, xenophobic, and resentful of their dependence on Moscow—neither like nor admire the
      Soviets, but they have no alternative to their alliance with Moscow as long as they see
      themselves as menaced by China and the United States. They remain determined to dominate all of Indochina. In the
      long run, as Vietnam well knows, China would only be satisfied if Vietnam "accepted membership" in the
      Chinese sphere of influence. While Indonesia is less concerned about the Soviets and more worried about the
      Chinese than the other ASEAN powers, no ASEAN state regards Vietnam favorably, except perhaps as a possible
      barrier against the Chinese. Thailand and Singapore—more fearful of Vietnam and the Soviet Union than of
      China—have led ASEAN's continued recognition of Kampuchea's opposition governments, first the Khmer
      Rouge, and then the recently created tripartite Kampuchean coalition headed by Prince Sihanouk. The United States
      has strongly supported Bangkok's and Singapore's policies on this issue.
    


    
      Vietnam sees itself as menaced by recent steps toward Sino-Soviet rapprochement. Although the Soviet Union has
      much to lose in Vietnam to both China and the United States, Hanoi has not forgotten that General Secretary
      Brezhnev received President Nixon in Moscow shortly after the United States bombed Haiphong and Hanoi during the
      Vietnam War. The tripartite coalition of Kampuchean guerrilla groups is also of concern to Hanoi because the
      alliance has made it more difficult to suppress opposition and gain international recognition for Kampuchea's
      present government led by Heng Samrin. Thus Vietnam had two mutually reinforcing reasons for launching a strong
      attack on Prince Sihanouk's and former Prime Minister Son Sann's guerrillas near the Thai border with
      Kampuchea in April 1983. It is also likely that the Vietnamese felt that the effective destruction of these
      noncommunist guerrillas would once again identify the anti-Heng Samrin resistance with Pol Pot—a conclusion
      favored by the lack of Vietnamese attacks on the Khmer Rouge. Shortly after China retaliated by bombarding
      Vietnamese forces, Izvestiia declared that Chinese policy had again become
      "anti-Soviet." This probably reflected the lack of substantive progress in Sino-Soviet negotiations as
      much as the actual course of events in Indochina. Vietnamese actions were probably intended to help block a
      Sino-Soviet rapprochement.22
    


    Korea


    
      Geostrategically, Korea is a dagger pointed at the heart of Japan. Historically, it has fallen under Chinese or
      Japanese rule, and after World War II it was partitioned by Moscow and Washington. Korean nationalism has always
      been strong because it is historically frustrated, and the Korean War inflamed it further. The Korean War was
      instigated by North Korea in 1950 and then joined by U.S. and Chinese forces, which fought to
      a stalemate until the war ended in 1953. This contributed to North Korea's success in extricating itself from
      its initial fate as a satellite of Moscow. Pyongyang has balanced itself between Moscow and Beijing while
      maintaining its hostility toward Washington.
    


    
      South Korea's economic development has been fast and very impressive. Politically, it has become a military
      dictatorship—reminiscent in some ways of pre-1945 Japan—and less responsive to U.S. pressures. It has developed a
      wide economic reach, especially in Saudi Arabia. Its economic dynamism and modern armed forces will continue to
      increase its freedom of action within the context of its desire to preserve America's security guarantee.
      However, Seoul's attempts to improve its relations with Moscow were postponed by the KAL incident.
    


    
      Kim Il-song, the dictator of North Korea, continues to desire the unification of Korea by force. But since the
      Korean War, neither Moscow nor Beijing, his principle arms suppliers and security allies, have been prepared to
      aid him in this effort, and he cannot be confident that the United States would not again intervene to protect
      South Korea in the event of war. President Carter's reversal of his initial plan to withdraw some U.S. troops
      from South Korea further frustrated Kim's plans. It seems likely that the Korean stalemate will continue at
      least as long as the United States continues to station troops in South Korea. Seoul and Pyongyang remain hostile
      toward each other, and the former remains unwilling to compromise with the United States.23
    


    New Geopolitical Factors in East and Southeast Asia


    
      One of the most important recent developments in East and Southeast Asia is that the region's involvement in
      global geopolitics has increased sharply primarily because of the increased importance of the Middle Eastern oil
      transported from the Persian Gulf to the United States, Japan, and Western Europe. Only the United States has a
      sufficient military presence in the Pacific and Mediterranean regions to maintain a major naval force in the
      Arabian Sea to protect vital shipping lanes. The most convenient major U.S. air and naval bases to support this
      force are in the Philippines. In addition, a forward base has been developed in the Indian Ocean island of Diego
      Garcia, which was leased to the United States by Great Britain. The Soviet Union's use of Danang and Cam Ranh
      Bay is probably motivated by similar considerations, for otherwise the nearest Soviet base would be in
      Vladivostok. Australia has been important to the United States as a base for air and electronic surveillance and
      its provision of leave ports for the United States navy. Moreover, after the apparent failure
      of the so-called Reagan plan for a Middle East peace settlement and the stationing of SAM-5s and several thousand
      Soviet "advisers" in Syria, it became clear that Moscow intended to rebuild its geostrategic position
      in the Middle East and thus to compete with the United States over air and sea communication routes from the
      Pacific to the Middle East.
    


    
      The "globalization" of East Asia became apparent as the Japanese and Chinese expressed concern lest the
      USSR transfer some of its SS-20s from Europe to the Far East subsequent to any U.S.-Soviet INF agreement. This
      reflected the Chinese, Japanese, and American refusal to accept or compromise with the Soviet demand for
      "equal security"— i.e., the Soviet insistence on having global and regional parity with all of its
      actual and potential opponents. Thus is seems that the stability and dynamic prosperity of the Pacific rim and
      any improvement in the U.S. position in East and Southeast Asia might be challenged by rising Soviet involvement
      in Indochina and the projection of Soviet power from the region.
    


    
      China's responses to recurrent Soviet overtures for a Sino-Soviet détente are unlikely to go beyond an
      atmospheric relaxation of tension and perhaps some mutual troop reductions along the Sino-Soviet border. Indeed,
      while both powers have motives to pursue a lessening of tensions, it might be possible for third parties—most
      notably Vietnam—to slow down or even to block such a rapprochement. In any case, the attempts of the Soviet Union
      and China to encircle each other seem to have slackened and may well continue to do so. But the multilateral
      issues involved in Sino-Soviet rapprochement—Indo-china, Afghanistan, Mongolia, and Soviet SS-20 deployments—are
      not unlikely to be compromised, especially because in some cases the Soviet Union is competing with the United
      States as well as China.
    


    
      Soviet-Japanese relations seem likely to remain bad as long as the Soviet Union refuses to compromise on or even
      discuss the return of the four Southern Kurile Islands. The September 1983 KAL incident further alarmed Tokyo,
      and the Soviet Union's Far Eastern military buildup is driving Japan slowly but surely toward rearmament.
    


    
      The Reagan administration's rearmament program is improving the U.S. military position in East and Southeast
      Asia. This will become even more true in the late 1980s after the deployment of Trident II submarines and Trident
      II missiles, which will have the accuracy of land-based strategic missiles. In addition, if the Soviet
      Union's SS-20 buildup in East Asia continues, pressures might mount for American counterdeployments.
    


    
      Finally, we are only beginning to understand the military and political implications of the
      information revolution in Asia and throughout the world, but it is already clear that the information revolution
      will affect most aspects of human existence. Its leaders will doubtless continue to be the United States and
      Japan. Both will export much of their microelectronic assembly work to Pacific nations, thus pushing their
      dynamic growth forward. Moreover, the information revolution is making nations that are not in the Soviet orbit
      more and more dependent on the United States and Japan for "state of the art" microelectronic
      technologies. This increasing international stratification will accelerate in East and Southeast Asia.
    


    
      The most important example of an Asian nation that has benefited from the information revolution is Singapore,
      which is becoming the computer software and financial center of Southeast Asia and Australia. Singapore has a
      trained and educated labor force. It is developing large-scale microelectronic and computer research and training
      centers. It is politically stable; it has worked hard and successfully to attract multinational corporations; and
      its geographic position has made it of central importance to the region. It has good relations with the United
      States and Japan; it might develop economic and technological relations with China; and it is far from the major
      areas of international tension. Finally, it is exploiting its advantages to the full and is likely to profit
      greatly from the information revolution.
    


    
      The Soviet Union and China will probably continue to fall behind in the information revolution. As one can see in
      Silicon Valley, the microelectronics revolution in the United States was pushed ahead by Japan and by young,
      fiercely competitive American entrepreneurs who made major, older firms such as IBM compete with them. The
      success of the free enterprise economies of the Pacific rim and the region's combination of entrepreneurial
      talent and cheap, disciplined, well-trained labor will push the nations of the region still further ahead.
    


    
      The information revolution is becoming the center of geopolitics. Throughout modern history, superior levels of
      military and civilian technology have outstripped numbers and even natural resources as the key source of
      military, economic, and political power. Japan and Israel are cases in point. The influence of the information
      revolution and technological progress on the geopolitics of East and Southeast Asia can only increase in the
      years to come.
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    An Economic Overview of East Asia


    
      Shinichi Ichimura Mitsuo Ezaki
    


    
      In the Western Pacific region, there are 16 nations or areas, as listed in Table 4.1.1 Among them, China stands out in population and Japan stands out in gross domestic
      product (GDP). China's population is almost twice that of the rest of East and Southeast Asia (hereafter
      referred to as "East Asia"), and Japan's GDP is almost twice the sum of the combined GDPs of the
      rest of East Asia.
    


    
      The sheer size of China's population sometimes leads people to expect that its market is very large and its
      resources are very rich— in other words, to believe that China might be the world's last remaining economic
      frontier. But at present, China's GDP corresponds approximately to the combined GDPs of the six nations of
      the Association of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN)—Brunei, Indonesia, Malaysia, Philippines, Singapore, and
      Thailand—plus Hong Kong and the Republic of Korea (South Korea). The GDP of the People's Republic of China
      (PRC) is only one-fourth of Japan's. China's real economic significance therefore remains
      "potential." In contrast, the overwhelming influence of the Japanese economy is prevalent in every
      sphere of economic activity in East Asia.
    


    
      The economic role of the United States in East Asia as a trading partner, a source of capital, and a financier is
      no less important than that of Japan. One should also note that the Soviet Union enjoys exclusive economic and political influence in the three socialist nations of Indochina—Vietnam,
      Laos, and Kampuchea. Relations between East Asia, the European Economic Community, Australia, and New Zealand are
      becoming increasingly significant, but they will be given secondary consideration in this chapter so as to focus
      attention on the Pacific quadrille.
    


    
      All of the nations of East Asia except for China and Japan can be conveniently divided into three groups: newly
      industrialized countries (NICs)—South Korea, Taiwan, Hong Kong, and Singapore; developing nations—Brunei, Burma,
      Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, and Thailand; and the socialist nations of Indochina and North Korea.
      Except for the last group, all of these nations are "developing," and we might expect that they will
      soon be among the "middle income class" nations of the world. The future course of East Asia's
      economic development will be dependent on its relations—both in terms of mutual rivalry and cooperation—with
      industrialized nations, especially the United States and Japan.
    


    Rapid Economic Growth in the Pacific Basin


    
      East Asia has been a bright spot in the dark picture of Third World economic development during the 1960s and
      1970s. After the oil crises of 1973-74 and 1978-79, the growth rates of almost all non-oil exporting nations
      declined significantly. This decline has continued into the 1980s, but East Asian and Latin American nations have
      maintained relatively high growth rates, and their relative economic position in the world has improved. This is
      because in both regions there are oil producing nations and nations with commodities such as rubber, tin, lumber,
      and food crops, whose prices increased during the 1970s. Other nations succeeded in expanding their exports of
      manufactured goods and services. The world economic recession of the early 1980s hit these nations severely, but
      it affected East Asia much less than Latin America, as can be seen in Table 4.2 and Table 4.3.
    


    
      Rapid economic growth in the Pacific basin has attracted the attention of both economists and politicians.
      Despite recent setbacks, some of them have said that the 21st century will be the century of the Pacific. The
      increasing importance of the Western Pacific was particularly noticeable after 1981. The international debt
      crisis came to Latin America and the Philippines in 1982 and 1983, but on the whole East Asia was able to
      maintain steady growth without serious difficulties.
    


    
      The oil crises of the 1970s did not affect East Asia very badly because South Korea, Taiwan, Hong Kong, and
      Singapore succeeded in exporting the products of their newly developed manufacturing
      industries. Nations such as Thailand and the Philippines benefited from the fact that export prices for their
      primary commodities were increasing, and like the NICs of the region, they too were able to expand their exports,
      in part because the timing of these price rises coincided with increases in the price of oil.
    


    
      Unusual changes in the international economic climate during the early 1970s seem to have benefited many East
      Asian nations, but this is no longer the case in the 1980s. Because of oil price increases, South Korea's
      import price index rose from 46.8 in 1972, to 100.00 in 1975, and to 160.8 in 1980. However, as its export price
      index increased from 67.3 in 1972, to 100.00 in 1975, and to 170.3 in 1980, its terms of trade fell from 144 in
      1972 to 100 in 1975 after the first oil crisis and remained almost unchanged at 104 in 1980 after the second oil
      crisis. The volume of South Korean exports increased enough to compensate for the decline in its terms of
      trade—i.e., from 47.5 in 1972, to 100 in 1975, and to 202.5 in 1980. Its import volume also increased, from 74.5
      in 1972, to 100 in 1975, and to 187.5 in 1980, but it was Seoul's export drive that rescued the Republic of
      Korea from the two oil crises.
    


    
      In Thailand, export and import volumes did not increase as much after the first oil crisis as they did in the
      aftermath of the second. Thailand's export quantity index rose from 99.8 in 1972, to 100 in 1975, and to
      195.1 in 1980, while its import quantity index rose from 88.2 in 1972, to 100 in 1975, and to 160.8 in 1980.
      Increases in export prices rescued Thailand from the first oil crisis as its export unit value index rose from
      50.1 in 1972, to 100 in 1975, and to 151.7 in 1980, while its import unit value index rose from 52.0 in 1972, to
      100 in 1975, and to 175.6 in 1980 so that its terms of trade remained relatively stable at 96 in 1972, 100 in
      1975, and 86 in 1980. Bangkok's expansion of exports after the second oil crisis kept the Thai economy on the
      road of steady economic growth.
    


    
      The Philippine experience is almost the same as Thailand's. The Philippines' terms of trade deteriorated
      less after the first oil crisis than after the second. The Philippines' unit value index for exports was 100
      in 1972, 192.8 in 1975, and 246.0 in 1980. Its unit value index for imports was 100 in 1972, 88 in 1975, and 69
      in 1980. Thus its export quantity index increased from 100 in 1972, to 101.9 in 1975, and to 201.3 in 1980, while
      its import quantity index rose from 100 in 1972, to 115.8 in 1975, and to 155.8 in 1980.
    


    
      Inflation has been successfully controlled in East Asia because the various governments and central banks of the
      region pursued sound financial and monetary policies that were not overly ambitious as was the case in Latin America. Table 4.4 contrasts the
      modest deficits of the nations of Southeast Asia with the serious deficits of South Asian nations. The
      former's total deficit remained below 5 percent of its GDP, whereas the latter's exceeded 10 percent
      during the 1970s. In light of the two oil shocks of the 1970s, this is an impressive achievement on the part of
      the nations of Southeast Asia. The only case of skyrocketing inflation in the region was during the final stage
      of the Sukarno regime in Indonesia. It therefore seems that political stability and sound economic policies have
      coexisted and facilitated each other in East Asia.
    


    
      It should be noted, however, that overall rapid growth in East Asia has not excluded gaps between certain areas
      and nations. Table 4.5 shows that the growth rates of East Asian
      NICs are higher than those of the developing countries of the region and that the performance of the region's
      socialist nations has been miserable. This implies that income differentials between East Asian nations will
      widen even farther in the future.
    


    
      For example, if a country with a per capita GDP of $1,800 grows at an annual rate of 6.5 percent and ai other
      country with a per capita GDP of $400 grows at a rate of 5 percent, then after 10 years the former's per
      capita income will be $3,380 and the latter's will be only $650. Thus it is clear that NICs such as South
      Korea and Taiwan will become like Singapore is today, whereas developing nations such as Indonesia, Thailand, and
      the Philippines will remain underdeveloped in the 1990s. Japan is likely to remain at the top of the
      configuration of East Asian nations in the 1990s, and ministates such as Singapore, Brunei, and Hong Kong will
      likely become the next middle income class of NICs. Nations with open and developing economies such as Thailand,
      the Philippines, Indonesia, and Burma will occupy the next tier, and socialist developing nations—the three
      nations of Indochina, North Korea, and the People's Republic of China—will likely remain at the bottom.
    


    
      East Asia's growth rates have been significantly better than those of South Asia. From 1970-80,
      Pakistan's annual real GDP growth rate was 4.7 percent, Sri Lanka's was 4.1 percent, Nepal's was 2.5
      percent, and Bangladesh's was 3.9 percent. Even the slowly-growing Philippine economy seems likely to perform
      better than any of the economies of South Asia.
    


    
      North-South relations in Asia are likely to continue along a complex and multi-stage path. So-called South-South
      relations are likely to develop in Asia more rapidly than in any other part of the world. The recent efforts of
      the South Korean and Taiwanese governments to expand their economic contacts might be considered as a forerunner
      of a new type of international relations. For example, rice-growing technical assistance
      offered by the Taiwanese government is highly appreciated in Southeast Asia. Such intraregional cooperation is
      likely to lessen tensions among East Asian nations and have a stabilizing effect on international economic and
      political relations. Intraregional confrontation seems to have become a thing of the past in East Asia.
    


    
      However, the socialist nations of the Western Pacific present a special problem for their neighbors. China is a
      challenge to East Asia's NICs and other industrializing nations because of the enormous size of the Chinese
      economy. Even if the Chinese economy remains largely "underdeveloped," the partial industrialization of
      certain regions or economic sectors of the PRC could allow it to begin exporting some manufactured goods that
      might compete with the exports of the newly industrializing countries of the Western Pacific. At the moment,
      however, China's main trading partners are developed nations—Japan, Hong Kong, West Germany, the United
      States, France, Canada, and Australia. The relative importance of China's trade relations with the rest of
      Asia should not be overestimated. In 1979, Chinese trade with Japan accounted for about 23 percent of China's
      total trade ($29.4 billion), but only about 3 percent of Japan's total trade (about $3.7 billion in exports
      and $3.0 billion in imports). Clearly, China is heavily dependent on its trade with Western nations. No matter
      how much China wishes to approach the Soviet Union, economic necessity will pull China strongly toward the West.
      China's "four modernizations" can be realized only by gradually expanding its trade with Western
      nations. Thus the competition between China and the rest of Asia will remain keen for a considerable period of
      time.
    


    
      The extent to which the socialist nations of East Asia depend on trade with the Soviet Union is unique. In 1979,
      Soviet trade with Vietnam, Mongolia, and North Korea amounted to 62.3 percent, 85.0 percent, and 53.7 percent of
      their respective totals. Serious economic conditions in Vietnam are said to require the equivalent of $3-4
      million of Soviet aid per day. Vietnam's foreign debt is estimated at about $3 billion—$1.4 billion of which
      is owed to noncommunist nations. The exclusive trading patterns of Vietnam, Mongolia, and North Korean set them
      economically apart from the rest of the region, including China.
    


    
      Vietnam's second five-year plan (1976-80) fell short of its goals by more than 50 percent. According to a
      recent report of the Economic and Social Commission on Asia and the Pacific, Vietnam's gross national output
      was targeted to grow by 14-15 percent per year, but it rose only 2.0 percent in 1977, 2.3 percent in 1978, and
      9.0 percent in 1979. In particular, rice production totaled only 7.3 million tons in 1977,
      6.6 in 1978, 7.0 in 1979, 7.8 in 1980, 8,4 in 1981, and 9.2 in 1982—less than half of the projected amount. The
      1979 figure was about the same as the 1970 figure. Only in recent years has Vietnam's rice production shown
      improvement. Vietnam's per capita agricultural income index was 116 in 1982, as compared to 100 in 1973. As a
      result of these economic difficulties, the proud Vietnamese people have had to beg the Soviets to give them more
      economic aid. Thus the Soviet presence in Indochina divides Southeast Asia into two distinctively separated
      economic blocs. Economic stagnation characterizes the socialist bloc, whereas ASEAN's rise on the
      international economic scene is a remarkable phenomenon.
    


    The Causes of Rapid Economic Growth in East Asia


    
      The direct cause of rapid economic growth in East Asia has been a high rate of capital accumulation, as expressed
      by high gross capital formation (GCF) to GDP ratios. Table 4,6
      shows that the nations of East Asia have high GCF-GDP ratios, which are made possible by high savings ratios.
      East Asian savings ratios seem to have steadily increased as per capita incomes rose during the 1970s. The same
      phenomenon has been observed in the process of rapid growth in Japan. Staggered income ratios in the early 1980s
      might have been caused by the world recession. However, the foreign loans and capital investment funds (and in
      general the levels of economic cooperation) that were required to satisfy East Asia's resource needs were
      very large. They were offered by industrially developed nations, particularly Japan and the United States. The
      extent to which East Asian nations depend on external financing of their current account deficits can be seen in
      Table 4.7.
    


    
      Singapore and Malaysia seem to depend on direct investment rather than loans, whereas the reverse is true for
      other East Asian nations and areas. This is primarily because of their policies toward foreign capital, which aim
      to protect domestic capital and business groups from possible domination by foreign enterprises. A relative
      decline of direct and indirect investment is the prevailing trend in almost all of East Asia except Japan,
      Singapore, and Malaysia.
    


    
      High savings ratios and resourcefulness in the supply of capital have been merely supplemental to the high
      quality of human resources in East Asia. Industrious and well-disciplined laborers can be found throughout East
      Asia, and their living and working conditions seem to be better than those in South Asia or Latin America, as
      suggested by the social indicators compared in Table 4.8.
    


    
      The successful establishment and institutionalization of various social
      organizations—government bureaucracies, business enterprises, banking systems, legal systems, police systems,
      military forces, and political organizations—has been another source of economic growth in East Asia. Some
      economists have argued that "financial development" can be measured by the ratio of the M-2 supply
      (money supply including deposit accounts) to GDP.2 Financial intermediation and monetization of economic transactions are an
      important factor in modern economic growth. As such, if intermediation increases with the upgrading of the level
      of development, the M-2 to GDP ratio can be expected to increase along with per capita GDP. Table 4.9 seems to support this view both among and within each of the indicated
      East Asian nations over time.
    


    
      Hong Kong and Singapore stand out because they are special centers of international financial transactions. The
      Philippines and Indonesia are below average in this area probably because a considerable part of their economic
      transactions are handled directly with dollars. Otherwise, most nations line up and show a steady increase in the
      number of their finance transactions as they develop their economies. Institutionalization of the monetary sector
      has been proceeding very well in East Asia. This has been an important factor for modern economic growth in East
      Asia.
    


    Industrial Structures and Foreign Trade Competition


    
      The industrial structures of various nations necessarily show similarities or dissimilarities depending on their
      relative levels of development and their resource endowments. All of the nations of East Asia have been
      developing their manufacturing industries. East Asia's rapid industrialization can be clearly contrasted with
      South Asia's, as shown in Table 4.10.
    


    
      As a result of East Asia's rapid industrialization, the region has expanded its exports of manufactured
      products. Even from 1975 to 1980, East Asian exports of chemicals, basic manufactured goods, machines and
      transportation equipment, and miscellaneous manufactured goods greatly increased. By nation, East Asia's
      export growth rates rose from 81.2 to 88.2 in Taiwan, from 2.3 to 4.2 in Indonesia, from 16.3 to 23.5 in the
      Philippines, from 41.8 to 44.7 in Singapore, and from 19.6 to 34.9 in Thailand. However, they declined from 74.3
      to 66,7 in Hong Kong, from 91.6 to 89.9 in South Korea, and from 30.4 to 27.8 in Malaysia. Thus it seems that the
      "latecomers" to the process of industrial development are catching up with today's NICs. It is
      important to note that the commodity composition of foreign trade among Asian nations seems
      to show many similarities, particularly in manufactured goods trade. This means that East Asian nations are
      developing horizontally competitive trade relations among themselves, as can be seen in Table 4.11.
    


    
      Another critical competitor in the region is the People's Republic of China. The commodity composition of
      China's trade is not available according to the Standard International Trade Classification (SITC) numbers
      given in Table 4.11, but the last column of Table 4.11 and the data in Table 4.12
      show that China's exports seem to be competitive with the exports of other East Asian nations.3 This competition is probably just as
      severe as the competition that exists among other East Asian nations.
    


    
      Because quality differentiation between the traded commodities of various East Asian nations is not yet very
      significant, currency exchanges rates and the relative pricing structures of new industries, such as textiles,
      foodstuffs, and electronics are the two most important pricing factors that determine comparative advantage among
      similar industries in each nation. In this connection, it should be noted that recent exchange rate movements in
      East Asia are significant despite the inflexibility that existed in this area in the past. Figure 4.1 shows exchange rate movements from 1978 to 1982. These movements have
      brought flexibility to the pricing of traded commodities. This flexibility is probably helpful in industrial
      realignments among East Asian nations.
    


    
      The characteristics of the horizontal division of labor in East Asia have been analyzed by a number of
      economists.4 This division of
      labor is developing in multiple stages among the nations of the region. The progress of East Asia's drive for
      industrialization from 1970-79 is neatly summarized by Toshio Watanabe in Figure 4.2.
    


    
      During the 1970s, the newly industrialized countries of East Asia attempted to catch up to Japan in the
      production of capital-intensive and technology-intensive goods using labor-intensive manufacturing techniques.
      ASEAN has been catching up with the region's NICs in terms of labor-intensive goods production, and it is
      starting to build some capital-intensive industries. But economic competition in East Asia does not resemble the
      type of competition that exists among European textile or machinery industries. This is because Japan has often
      offered capital and technology to the nations of the region by establishing joint ventures or offering technical
      assistance; many East Asian enterprises have subcontract relations with Japanese companies and are often offered
      intermediate products or important parts to complete their production lines; and capital equipment and machinery
      is often imported from Japan.
    


    
      Thus it is not appropriate to regard East Asia's industrial structure in terms of simple
      horizontal specialization. This is only true at the final stage of production. On the whole, an integration of
      many industries at multiple stages is gradually developing while the composition of these industries is
      dynamically changing. The fact that East Asia has achieved a high level of economic dynamism with a limited
      amount of conflict is a remarkable achievement.
    


    Balance of Payments and Foreign Debt in East Asia


    
      Although East Asia has successfully expanded its exports, most East Asian nations did not improve their balance
      of payments in the 1970s, as can be seen in Table 4.13.
      Consequently, international debts have accumulated in the region, particularly in South Korea, the Philippines,
      Singapore, and Indonesia. Unfavorable balance of payments and capital import levels are almost a necessity during
      the early stages of industrialization, and it seems that the problem is merely a matter of degree. East Asian
      nations face a far less serious debt burden than Latin American nations such as Mexico, Argentina, Chile, and
      Brazil, but they have reached the point where one cannot deny the possibility that they might run into serious
      troubles in the future. Table 4.4 shows the debt status of several
      nations at the end of 1982 and their estimated debt service ratios for 1983. Clearly, the present situation is
      serious even in East Asia. It requires urgent action with multinational cooperation.
    


    
      Financial crises in Poland and Latin America suggest a number of lessons for East Asia. Recent financial crises
      have been triggered by domestic political crises or social unrest caused by national economic policies designed
      to meet the unfortunate effects of oil crises, world recessions, high interest rates in the United States, and
      the sudden contraction of bank loans from the Eurocurrency market and American banks in 1982-83.5 One should not ignore the possibility
      that similar factors could lead to serious financial crises in some East Asian nations, for example the
      Philippines.
    


    Intraregional and International Economic Interdependence6


    
      East Asia's increasing economic interdependence is apparent. Export to GDP and import to GDP ratios have
      increased significantly in ail of East Asia, with the exception of the Philippine import to GDP ratio in the
      1970s. The Philippine economy is also the only exception regarding its shares of exports in the world market. In
      addition, all of the nations of the region increased their share of exports in the world
      market, except the Philippines. Most East Asian nations have successfully shifted their industrial structures in
      the direction of growing international trade.7
    


    
      However, a more careful analysis of interdependence in East Asia is needed because the implications of
      intraregional interdependence are multilateral in character. The simplest way of quantifying such implications is
      to calculate international income multipliers. Mitsuo Ezaki's findings for ASEAN, East Asian NICs, Japan, the
      United States, the CANZ area (Canada, Australia, and New Zealand), Western Europe, and the Organization of
      Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) in 1970 and 1978 are shown in Table 4.14. They can be interpreted as describing the economic effects of one
      country or region on another. For example, the first figure in column one (1.795) indicates that a one million
      dollar increase in ASEAN government expenditures will increase ASEAN's GDP by $1.795 million; the second
      figure in the column (0.977) indicates that a one million dollar increase in the government expenditures of East
      Asian NICs will raise ASEAN's GDP by $0.977 million. Each nation's or region's simple multiplier
      (Multiplier 1) and trade multiplier (Multiplier 2) is given at the bottom of each column. They are coefficients
      that are used to show the effect of government expenditures on national GDPs, taking account of the impact of
      imports on other nations, but omitting the internal repercussions of imports.
    


    
      Table 4.14 reveals some interesting facts about economic
      interdependence in the Pacific basin. First, interdependence has a greater effect on ASEAN states and East
      Asia's NICs than on the United States, Japan, the CANZ area, and Western Europe. This is because developing
      nations have a greater propensity to import than industrialized nations. Second, the mutual cross effects between
      East Asian and other Pacific basin nations are asymmetric. Because ASEAN states and the newly industrialized
      countries of the region import more from the United States, Japan, and Western Europe than the latter import from
      the former in proportion to their GDPs, these nations have a greater effect on the United States, Japan, and
      Western Europe than the latter have on the former per unit increase of government expenditures of the same
      amount. This implies that as the economies of East Asia continue to develop, they will offer larger markets to
      industrialized nations. Third, Japan has benefited more from its economic relations with other East Asian nations
      than from the United States. The United States has contributed more to East Asia's NICs and less to ASEAN
      than Japan, but the degree of difference is not very great. Finally, regional interdependence between ASEAN and
      the newly industrializing countries of the region is rather significant and increased from 1970 to 1978. This proves that the integration of East Asian economies is steadily progressing.
    


    
      Japanese-East Asian interdependence must be recognized as potentially more important and beneficial for Japan
      than East Asia as the economies of the latter grow. This holds true to a lesser extent for relations between
      other industrialized Pacific basin nations and East Asia. Thus far, by expanding its imports and offering capital
      and technology, Japan's rapid economic growth has had an enormous impact on other East Asian nations. In
      other words, Japan has been a growth pole and a pacesetter for East Asian economic growth.
    


    
      Newly industrialized countries such as Korea, Taiwan, and Hong Kong have helped facilitate ASEAN's
      development, and they have demonstrated that economic development can occur without the benefit of rich resource
      endowments. They are offering a model for developmental latecomers and setting an example for South-South
      cooperation in trade and capital investment. However, if they reach a level of development comparable to that of
      the industrialized world, they might no longer be able to depend on preferential treatment from developed
      nations.
    


    Social and Political Problems


    
      There are serious problems in certain ASEAN states, such as the existence of social frustrations arising from
      unemployment, poverty, income inequality, and political instability. According to Alfred Marshall, overly rapid
      growth leads to social instability. East Asia's problems have been amplified by the oil shocks of the 1970s
      and a 35 percent decline in the price of internationally traded primary commodities, excluding oil, between 1974
      and 1981. Needless to say, the economic conditions of many developing nations, including those in East and
      Southeast Asia, have deteriorated since 1980 as a result of recent world recessions. In addition, falling oil and
      gas prices caused Indonesia's GDP growth rate to drop from 7 percent in 1981 to 2.5 percent in 1982. Malaysia
      experienced a similar decline, though to a lesser extent. Because of these difficulties, many East Asian nations
      have taken a low profile in demanding International Monetary Fund reforms and global negotiations in recent
      years.
    


    
      Vietnam's poor economic performance and its economic isolation from the thriving economies of the region have
      made it heavily dependent on Soviet economic support. This economic dependence combined with Vietnamese concerns
      about Chinese policy explain the willingness of Vietnam to provide the Soviet Pacific Fleet with access to bases
      in Cam Ranh Bay and Danang. Soviet authorities often criticize Hanoi's economic policies,
      and they have been particularly dissatisfied with Vietnam's insistence that Soviet aid to Laos and Kampuchea
      should be channeled through Hanoi.
    


    
      But Vietnam's differences with ASEAN are far more serious. ASEAN support for the opposition coalition in
      Kampuchea and its increasingly close cooperation with the United States were important indicators of these
      differences. American support for ASEAN has been strong and clear, judging from the remarks of Secretary of State
      Haig in Manila in November 1981 and the discussions between President Reagan and Presidents Marcos and Suharto in
      1983.
    


    
      It is also significant that Prime Minister Suzuki visited the ASEAN region in January 1981 and made a rather
      substantive policy speech in Bangkok in which he clarified Japan's intention to play a limited political role
      as well as an economic role in the region. He reaffirmed that in order to make contributions to regional peace
      and prosperity, Japan would not seek to become a military power, but would in other ways play a political role
      appropriate to its international position. Japan, he said, would cooperate in the development of agriculture,
      energy, education, and medium and small industry in the region. Finally, he affirmed that Japan would cooperate
      with ASEAN on Kampuchea and would attempt to organize an international conference on the subject as soon as
      possible. During a recent visit to the ASEAN region, Prime Minister Nakasone reiterated these policies.
    


    
      One should note the rising political importance of the newly industrialized countries of East Asia. The Republic
      of Korea's expanding economic power, its geopolitical position, and its military strength make it a crucial
      factor in East Asian politics. Its strengthened ties with the United States—substantiated by President
      Reagan's promise of February 2, 1981, not to withdraw the 39,000 American troops now stationed in South
      Korea—can be interpreted as signaling the end of America's "retreat" from Asia, as first marked by
      the declaration of the Nixon doctrine. The fact that Seoul was chosen as the site of the Asian Games in 1986 and
      the Olympics in 1988 shows that it has been accepted by the international community. Furthermore, the recent
      visit of President Chun to the ASEAN region symbolizes the importance of economic and political links between
      Northeast and Southeast Asia. His offer to supply some weaponry to the members of the Association of South East
      Asian Nations indicates the strategic importance of such links.
    


    
      In August 1982, Premier Zhao of the People's Republic of China visited three ASEAN states following his
      January visit to Burma and Thailand. This trip confirmed ASEAN's importance in the eyes of the Chinese
      leadership. The political confrontation in Southeast Asia between ASEAN and communist
      Indochina seems to be tilting in ASEAN's favor. In addition, several recent incidents in Indonesia seem to
      have shown that Soviet diplomats are unpopular in that nation.
    


    
      North Korea's international position has declined in recent years. Its economic difficulties have become
      highly noticeable despite earlier achievements in many economic areas.8 The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and China's incursion into
      Vietnam in 1979 probably caused worry in the minds of North Korea's leaders. Moreover, after several South
      Korean leaders were killed in a bomb attack in Rangoon, Burma on October 9, 1983, North Korea was condemned
      almost unanimously by the international community.
    


    
      Sino-Soviet rapprochement might be partly motivated by the need to overcome the difficulties of economic
      development in both nations. Heavy military expenditures have encouraged both China and the Soviet Union to seek
      ways to reduce their military burdens.
    


    
      China is making full use of Japanese capital and technology, whereas Japan considers China a potential market and
      future supplier of resources. If the Chinese economy succeeds in achieving a high rate of economic growth by
      taking advantage of Japanese and other foreign assistance, the PRC will be able to establish an increasingly
      stable balance of power in the northern part of the Asian continent that will be beneficial both to Japan and the
      rest of the region. It remains to be seen how long it will take Japan and China to establish good relations. The
      recent incident between the two nations concerning textbook histories of World War II shows that war memories
      remain strong and can be politically divisive. Until Japan and China have enjoyed a long period of economic
      cooperation and good relations, such incidents will continue to be disruptive. To some extent, the same can be
      said about political relations between Japan and ASEAN.
    


    
      In contrast to Japanese-Chinese economic relations, Japanese relations with ASEAN are facilitated by the fact
      that the nations that comprise the latter share a system of private enterprise with Japan and most enjoy a high
      level of political stability. It should be remembered that China and most ASEAN states have similar resource
      endowments and industrial structures. Thus Japan must sometimes choose between China and various ASEAN states
      when extending economic assistance. This is by no means an easy choice because it is not simply a matter of
      economics; it involves hard political judgments as well. The Japanese economy has become so large and extends
      throughout so much of the world that it must extend its cooperation to as many nations as possible. This is one
      of the most difficult political and economic choices now facing Japan. If Japan succeeds in establishing good
      political relations with its neighbors—capitalist and socialist alike— and if it can set an
      example of prosperity and cooperation in East Asia, then the entire region might come to be regarded as a model
      that will replace the "India model" or the "China model." Indeed, the controversy over
      development models may become obsolete in the wake of Japan's success.
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      Table 4.1 Population
      and Gross Domestic Product in East Asia
    


    
      
        
          
            	

            	Population (millions)

            	GDP (billion $)

            	Population/GDP ratio
          

        

        
          
            	
              

            
          


          
            	PRC

            	l,007.8a

            	283.3b

            	300
          


          
            	Japan

            	117.7k

            	l,127.0a

            	9,570
          


          
            	South Korea

            	39.3

            	66.8

            	1,700
          


          
            	Taiwan

            	18.3

            	46.5

            	2,540
          


          
            	Hong Kong

            	5.2

            	28.1

            	5,403
          


          
            	Singapore

            	2.5

            	12.8

            	5,120
          


          
            	Philippines

            	50.7

            	39.7

            	783
          


          
            	Thailand

            	48.5

            	36.9

            	760
          


          
            	Malaysia

            	14.1

            	25.8

            	1,829
          


          
            	Indonesia

            	154.7

            	77.7

            	502
          


          
            	Burma

            	36.7

            	6.5

            	177
          


          
            	Vietnam

            	54.8

            	6.5

            	118
          


          
            	Laos

            	3.8

            	--

            	--
          


          
            	Kampuchea

            	9.2

            	—

            	—
          


          
            	North Korea

            	18.8

            	--

            	--
          


          
            	United States

            	229.8b

            	2,925.5a

            	12,850
          


          
            	Soviet Union

            	267.7b

            	--

            	--
          

        
      


      
        
          1982 data is used for all nations, unless otherwise indicated.
        


        
          a1980 data.
        


        
          b1981 data.
        

      

    


    
    
      Table 4.2 Real Gross
      Domestic Product Growth (percent)
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      Table 4.3 Consumer Price Inflation
      (percent)
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      Table 4.4 External Debt
      of Major Borrowers and Their Debt Service Ratios
    


    
      
        
          
            	

            	External Debta 1982

            	Debt Service 1983

            	Debt Serviceb 1983
          

        

        
          
            	Latin America

            	

            	

            	
          


          
            	Argentina

            	38.0

            	154

            	88
          


          
            	Brazil

            	85.5

            	117

            	67
          


          
            	Chile

            	17.2

            	104

            	54
          


          
            	Colombia

            	10.3

            	95

            	38
          


          
            	Equador

            	6.6

            	102

            	58
          


          
            	Mexico

            	80.1

            	126

            	59
          


          
            	Peru

            	11.5

            	79

            	47
          


          
            	Venezuela

            	29.5

            	101

            	25
          


          
            	Subtotal

            	278.1

            	117

            	56
          


          
            	Southeast Asia

            	

            	

            	
          


          
            	Indonesia

            	25.4

            	28

            	14
          


          
            	South Korea

            	36.0

            	49

            	17
          


          
            	Malaysia

            	10.4

            	15

            	7
          


          
            	Philippines

            	16.6

            	79

            	33
          


          
            	Taiwan

            	9.3

            	19

            	6
          


          
            	Thailand

            	11.0

            	50

            	19
          


          
            	Subtotal

            	108.8

            	36

            	14
          


          
            	Middle East and Africa

            	

            	

            	
          


          
            	Algeria

            	16.3

            	35

            	30
          


          
            	Egypt

            	19.2

            	46

            	16
          


          
            	Israel

            	26.7

            	126

            	26
          


          
            	Ivory Coast

            	9.2

            	76

            	34
          


          
            	Morocco

            	10.3

            	65

            	36
          


          
            	Nigeria

            	9.3

            	28

            	14
          


          
            	Turkey

            	22.8

            	65

            	20
          


          
            	Subtotal

            	113.8

            	58

            	16
          


          
            	Total

            	501.2

            	71

            	30
          

        
      


      
        
          aIncluding short-term debt.
        


        
          bNot including short-term debt
        


        
          Source: Morgan Guaranty Trust Co., World Financial Market (March 1983).
        

      

    


    
      Table 4.5 Per Capita
      Gross Domestic Product and Growth Rates
    


    
      
        
          
            	

            	GDP Per Capita 1979

            	Gtrth Rate 1971-80
          

        

        
          
            	
              

            
          


          
            	Burma

            	160

            	3.9
          


          
            	Kampuchea

            	100

            	--
          


          
            	Taiwan

            	1,800

            	9.6
          


          
            	PRC

            	300

            	5.5
          


          
            	Hong Kong

            	3,530

            	9.2
          


          
            	Indonesia

            	380

            	7.5
          


          
            	Korea

            	1,500

            	8.7
          


          
            	Laos

            	90

            	--
          


          
            	Malaysia

            	1,320

            	8.1
          


          
            	Philippines

            	600

            	6.1
          


          
            	Singapore

            	3,820

            	9.1
          


          
            	Thailand

            	590

            	7.2
          


          
            	Vietnam

            	120

            	--
          

        
      


      
        Dashes indicate negative gtrth rates; exact figures are unknown.
      

    


    
    
      Table 4.6 Gross Capital Formation and
      Savings Ratios
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      Table 4.7 External
      Financing of Current Deficit
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      Table 4.8 Social
      Development Indicators
    


    
      
        
          
            	

            	Literacy Rate (percent)

            	Daily Circulation of Newspapers (per 1,000)
          


          
            	

            	
              

            

            	
              

            
          


          
            	

            	1970

            	1980

            	1970

            	1980
          

        

        
          
            	
              

            
          


          
            	Burma

            	--

            	67

            	15

            	11
          


          
            	Taiwan

            	80

            	90

            	--

            	--
          


          
            	Hong Kong

            	77

            	90

            	485

            	298
          


          
            	Indonesia

            	57

            	62

            	--

            	28
          


          
            	South Korea

            	88

            	93

            	138

            	196
          


          
            	Malaysia

            	55

            	60

            	75

            	209
          


          
            	Philippines

            	83

            	88

            	14

            	21
          


          
            	Singapore

            	72

            	84

            	200

            	255
          


          
            	Thailand

            	79

            	84

            	20

            	--
          


          
            	India

            	33

            	36

            	16

            	17
          


          
            	Pakistan

            	21

            	24

            	--

            	13
          


          
            	Sri Lanka

            	78

            	86

            	20

            	27
          

        
      

    


    
    
      Table 4.9 Financial
      Development in East Asia
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      Table 4.10 Annual Growth Rate of
      Manufacturing Industries in East and South Asia
    


    
      
        
          
            	

            	1971-75

            	1976-80

            	1971-82
          

        

        
          
            	
              

            
          


          
            	Taiwan

            	13.8

            	15.7

            	14.9
          


          
            	Indonesia

            	--

            	14.3

            	13.5
          


          
            	South Korea

            	23.4

            	17.2

            	18.2
          


          
            	Malaysia

            	11.4

            	11.0

            	9.6
          


          
            	Philippines

            	6.6

            	4.7

            	5.6
          


          
            	Singapore

            	11.0

            	12.1

            	10.0
          


          
            	Thailand

            	12.3

            	9.0

            	9.9
          


          
            	India

            	3.0

            	4.8

            	4.3
          


          
            	Pakistan

            	4.5

            	10.0

            	5.9
          

        
      


      
        Data are based on the production index of each nation.
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        Table 4.11
        Manufactured Exports by Nation and Commodity Group
      

    


    
    
      Table 4.12 Chinese
      Foreign Trade (percent)
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        Figure 4.1 Real Effective Exchange Rates
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        Figure 4.2 Changes in
        Comparative Advantage Note: Vertical axis represents the Balassa index of revealed
        comparative advantage; horizontal axis represents per capita GNP (in dollars). Source: Toshio Watanabe, "Comparative Advantage in the Pacific-Basin Region and Market
        Structure," in Kiyoshi Kojima (ed.), Taiheiyo Kyoryoku to Nichi-Go no Kankei
        [Pacific economic cooperation and the concerns of Japan and Australia] (Japan: Australia Research Committee,
        1983).
      

    


    
    
      Table 4.13 Current
      Accounts Balance (percentage of exports of goods and services)
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      Table 4.14 International Multipliers
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      This paper is an integration of two separate papers presented by the authors at the conference on which this
      volume is based, "Japan and the Pacific Quadrille: The New Phase," Tokyo, June 10-11, 1983.
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    Japan's Foreign Policy Background


    
      Takashi Inoguchi
    


    
      As Japan begins to articulate its roles and responsibilities as a full-fledged member of the world community,
      increasing consideration is being given to the direction of its foreign policy. However, discussions about
      foreign policy matters are still relatively new to Japan. This is partly because Japan has become a major
      economic power only since the 1970s and because of the changing global environment of increased interdependence.
      Therefore, in discussing Japan's foreign policy background, a distinction should be made between the
      quarter-century following World War II and the period since the early 1970s.
    


    
      The following chapter will attempt to show that from 1973 to 1978, Japan was preoccupied with restoring its
      domestic economic and political equilibrium and that it began to articulate the direction, scope, and methods of
      its foreign policy after 1979, when it restored its internal balance and strength by arriving at the best mix of
      the four distinctive elements of its foreign policy. These elements include: security ties with the United
      States, or more broadly, trilateralism within the Western alliance; the expansion of Japan's military
      strength; the broadening and improvement of Japan's relations with the nations of the Western Pacific; and
      economic contributions to developing nations. Japan's domestic development will be traced against a
      background of global change. An analysis of macroeconomic policies and political developments from 1973-83 is
      indispensable in demonstrating that Japan was preoccupied with domestic issues during this period and that its
      predominantly internal orientation in fact aggravated problems of an external nature. A slow but steady
      metamorphosis of Japan's foreign policy is in the offing, and its implications for major power interactions
      in the Western Pacific will be discussed in conclusion.
    


    Global Transformations


    
      In discussing the background of Japan's present-day foreign policy, one should note that Japan's basic
      preoccupations prior to the 1970s concentrated on domestic economics and politics. After the difficult years
      immediately following World War II, Japan's economy did very well for most of the 1960s because Japan
      remained effectively insulated from external disturbances. Japan's real growth rate averaged about 10 percent
      throughout the 1960s and until the first oil crisis in 1973. Political stability reigned, and special emphasis
      was placed on economic growth and its social and electoral consequences. For more than a decade—from June 1960 to
      July 1972—there was only one change in the incumbent premiership. Despite an occasional rumble either inside or
      outside Japan, most of the third quarter of the 20th century was a very dynamic yet stable period compared to the
      1973-83 period. Aside from the immediate postwar years, Japan might be said to have had a sort of
      vacation1 from most of the
      complications that it so painfully experienced in the international milieu between the mid-19th century and the
      mid-20th century.2 It is not an
      exaggeration to say that during those 100 years Japan was shaped and plagued by issues of national
      insecurity.3
    


    
      The third quarter of this century is regarded as an exceptional period compared to the increasingly tumultuous
      period from 1975 to the present. Many favorable conditions have enabled Japan to achieve economic growth and
      political stability. Among them, the most important were upward turns in the world economy in the third quarter
      of the century, the "latecomer effect" in Japan's economic development, and the U.S. hegemonic
      "umbrella" in both military and economic terms.
    


    
      It is useful to recall the four criteria that the Soviet economist L. F. Kondratieff used to identify cycles of
      long-term conjunctural developments—wars, technological innovations, money supply, and resource
      constraints.4 The third quarter
      of this century represented an era of global economic development by most of these criteria. World War II, the
      Cold War, the Korean War, and the Vietnam War all played an important role in initiating or accelerating upward
      trends. Rapid money supply expansion in many nations accommodated flourishing business activities and accelerated
      inflation. Resource constraints were hardly felt during most of the period. For the most part, commodity prices
      remained low, and resource utilization reached its upper limit by the end of the mid-1970s.
    


    
      It was fortunate for Japan that it underwent economic recovery and expanded its economy during a period in which
      the world economy was doing well. Without this conjunctive coincidence, Japan's postwar
      economic development would have taken a much longer and more hazardous path. Japan's previous wave of
      industrialization took place in the unfriendly environment of the 1930s and 1940s.5 Worldwide problems related to trade and monetary
      transactions, technology transfer, resource utilization, and the eventual outbreak of World War II terminated
      Japan's developmental spurt, albeit temporarily. Furthermore, Japan's economic and political institutions
      were heavily shaped by the nationwide insecurity that influenced this small, newly industrializing nation. The
      influence of this factor was evident in the strong duality between Japan's industrial structure and political
      authoritarianism.6
    


    
      Using Alexander Gershenkron's thesis as a metaphor broadly applied to late developmental patterns, Japan
      enjoyed certain advantages in being industrially "backward" as a result of the "latecomer
      effect" in its economic development.7 Developmental latecomers can achieve more rapid economic growth than
      industrialized nations because low production costs, which are characteristic of industrializing nations,
      facilitate technological improvement. Learning from early starters, latecomers can dispense with large research
      and development costs because the technological frontiers already have been explored, and subsequent
      technological diffusion allows latecomers to acquire new technologies for lower prices than industrialized
      nations. The import-export ratio of new technologies is a convenient indicator of the latecomer
      effect.8 Japanese data indicate
      that Japan's contribution to technological innovation has concentrated more on manufacturing than on
      scientific discovery. The market for certain products had been established by the early starters, and Japanese
      products with comparative advantages slowly and steadily permeated world markets. It is sometimes difficult to
      recall that Japan was the lonely forerunner of industrialization in East Asia from the 1950s to the first half of
      the 1960s and that Japan was a recipient of International Monetary Fund (IMF) loans until the mid-1960s. Thus a
      significant portion of Japan's economic expansion can be accounted for by the latecomer effect.
    


    
      The U.S. hegemonic umbrella ensured Japan's access to world markets and allowed Japan to dispense with large
      military expenditures. America's dominant position in the postwar international system was made possible by
      the outcome of World War II. The United States effectively contributed to the military and economic weakening of
      international challengers such as Germany and Japan.9 After the war, the United States steadily eroded Great Britain's imperial
      position throughout the world in the process of creating a postwar international economic, political, and
      military neoliberal imperium.10
      Although the Soviet Union also emerged victorious, the contrast between the United States and
      the USSR was extremely stark in 1945. The United States lost 290,000 soldiers in World War II, while the USSR
      lost about 20 million soldiers and civilians; the United States produced more than 60 percent of the world's
      manufactured goods while the USSR found it difficult to acquire production facilities and fuel; and the United
      States still had an enormous advantage in military technology and productive capacity. In short, the United
      States had a clear preponderance in economic and military strength. By 1950, 34 percent of the world's GNP,
      60 percent of its manufactured goods, 17 percent of its exports, 50 percent of its monetary reserves, and 50
      percent of its military expenditures could be accounted for by the United States. In addition, the ratio of U.S.
      to Soviet nuclear weapons was indefinite.11 As a result, the United States shaped and remolded the postwar international
      system. The IMF and the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD, or World Bank) became the
      primary economic institutions of the new postwar world order; NATO and other alliance networks became its
      military institutions; and the United Nations was its chief political institution. All of these organizations
      were imprinted by U.S. dominance in loosely institutionalized forms.
    


    
      The U.S. hegemonic umbrella tied Japan's security to American global strategies and allowed the United States
      to maintain military bases in Japan. This enabled Japan to dispense with most of its military expenditures. Thus
      Japan has devoted less than one percent of its GNP to military expenditures for the last two decades. This is a
      minuscule amount compared to the expenditures of the major nations of the Organization of Economic Cooperation
      and Development (OECD), who have reported that military spending accounts for approximately 20-40 percent of
      their national budgets.
    


    
      The U.S. umbrella allowed Japan to enjoy liberal access to world markets both in terms of the export of Japanese
      manufactured goods and the import of natural resources. Without this unprecedented liberal economic order, it
      would not have been easy for Japan to develop its present-day trading pattern vis-à-vis the rest of the world.
      Japan also benefited from favorable exchange rates for most of the third quarter of the century. The fixed
      exchange rate system provided stability and accountability for Japanese manufacturers and traders.
    


    
      Finally, American support for Japanese conservatives during the occupation period gave momentum to Japan's
      recovery from the disgrace it experienced as a result its defeat in World War II and the early occupation
      reforms. Without active American support, it would have been more difficult for Japan's conservatives to
      occupy the "Downsian center" of the Japanese electoral spectrum after labor unions were fully legitimized, landed tenants were liberated, big business conglomerates were disbanded, and
      many political and economic leaders were purged from office during the early occupation period.12 If Japan's predominant party, the
      Liberal Democratic Party, is a major source of Japan's postwar political stability and economic success, then
      some credit should go to the United States for these developments, at least from the point of view of Japan's
      conservative politicians.13
    


    
      A major turnabout in Japanese politics became increasingly evident in the 1970s and 1980s as the three major
      conditions supporting Japan's foreign policy line in the third quarter of the century eroded considerably.
      Most important was the downturn in the world economy in the fourth quarter of the century. Average real economic
      growth rates among OECD nations for 1960-67, 1967-73, and 1973-80 were 5.1, 4.9, and 2.5 percent, clearly
      indicating slowed rates of economic expansion.14 Although technological innovation continued to advance as vigorously as ever,
      its ability to stimulate economic activity became less powerful. However, money supply expansion rates did not
      decrease as rapidly as economic growth rates because of prolonged "stagflation." In addition, resource
      constraints were felt less strongly than in earlier periods because certain commodities such as petroleum had
      already reached their upper limits of availability. In the early 1980s, the world supply of petroleum and the
      North American supply of wheat and corn was abundant. Manufactured products were in oversupply while demand was
      very sluggish, and unemployment soared. On the political front, the United States and the Soviet Union embarked
      upon a period of détente in the early 1970s, and the Vietnam War—one of the major wars in the third quarter of
      the 20th century in terms of its effects on the belligerents and the world as a whole—was terminated with an
      unequivocal outcome in 1975.15
    


    
      Much of the latecomer effect in Japan's economic development became less pronounced as a result of
      Japan's admirable success. Japan's high population growth rate, its high rate of investment in production
      equipment and its social infrastructure, and its high growth rate of fixed capital formation declined
      substantially. Whether these trends were due to the disappearance of the latecomer effect or other factors such
      as the global economic downturn is not entirely clear, but several latecomer effects that characterized the
      Japanese model became a thing of the past during the last decade, although they continued to be widely discussed
      both inside and outside Japan.16
    


    
      America's hegemonic position has been eroding in the fourth quarter of the 20th century. In 1980, the United
      States accounted for 23 percent of the world's GNP, 30 percent of its manufactured goods, 12 percent of its
      exports, 6 percent of its monetary reserves, 23 percent of its military expenditures, and the
      ratio of U.S. to Soviet nuclear missiles was roughly 75 to 100.17 America's abandonment of dollar-gold parity in 1971 was seen as an
      announcement that it was departing from its role as the sole molder of the international monetary system.
      Likewise, the American withdrawal from Vietnam in 1973 was seen as a grudging admission that the United States
      was no longer able to assume the role of the dominant arbiter of international conflict. Militarily, the Soviet
      Union has been catching up to the United States. This was especially true during the 1970s, when the United
      States slowed or halted many of its military programs. However, neither the United States nor the Soviet Union
      seems to be clearly superior to the other. In recent years, a series of large-scale military exercises conducted
      by both nations has illustrated their obvious insecurity and drive for power.
    


    
      On the economic front, Japan has been giving both North America and Western Europe a nightmare because of its
      economic resilience and its continued economic expansion. Japan is one of the alleged causes of rising Western
      unemployment, creeping protectionism, and increased competition among high technology industries.18 Indeed, Japanese visitors to Western
      Europe have been told on many occasions that life would be much easier without a militarily threatening Soviet
      Union and an economically threatening Japan. However, it should be noted that because the United States, the
      European Economic Community (EEC), and Japan respectively account for 23 percent, 29 percent, and 9 percent of
      the world's GNP,19 none of
      them can dominate the others or hope to succeed without global cooperation and coordinated regulatory
      arrangements.
    


    
      By the end of the third quarter of the 20th century, it was clear that the end of an era had come. When the dust
      of the wars in Vietnam and the Middle East had cleared, and when the acute inflation that followed the first oil
      crisis had subsided, nationally differentiated economic and military growth patterns and the international power
      configuration had changed significantly as compared to the previous quarter-century.
    


    Domestic Management


    
      The most salient feature of Japanese domestic management during the last decade has been its preoccupation with
      internal equilibrium. It should be remembered that domestic management continued to absorb much of the Japanese
      government's energy throughout the 1970s and that this strong internal orientation contributed to the
      exacerbation of some external issues, and thus to the difficulty of restructuring Japan's
      foreign policy in the 1980s. The first oil crisis was a watershed in Japan's economic development. In 1974,
      it looked as if the two primary prerequisites of Japanese economic growth during the preceding 20 years—low oil
      prices and the avoidance of economic recession— could no longer be taken for granted. Japan could no longer rely
      on cheap and abundant supplies of energy and other natural resources necessary for fueling its industries. The
      subsequent recession led to a situation in which Japan's easy access to the expanding markets of the
      industrialized and industrializing world gave way to increasingly stiff international competition and creeping
      protectionist trends.
    


    
      These changes led some to conclude that the Japanese economic miracle had come to naught and that Japan's
      future would be bleak at best. Contrary to this somewhat prematurely pessimistic view, during the succeeding
      decade the Japanese economy demonstrated that it was still robust and resilient, although it was not without
      problems and although some important changes in its structure were necessary.20 Various indicators of the economic performance of
      major industrialized nations clearly show that Japan's performance is among the best. Real economic growth
      has been halved, but remains at a respectable 3-5 percent per year; Japan's unemployment rate has doubled,
      but remains among the lowest in the industrialized world; and inflation has been effectively curtailed. To see
      how the difficulties of the first oil crisis were managed, the major thrusts of Japan's monetary and fiscal
      policies must be summarized.21
    


    
      Japan's monetary policies emphasized efforts to overcome inflation.22 In the early 1970s, Japan's already overheated economy was
      vulnerable to accelerating inflation caused by the first oil crisis. In 1974, Japan's inflation rate was the
      highest among major industrialized nations. However, the hyperinflation of 1974 was effectively tamed by 1976
      through a fairly tight money supply policy. Since 1974, money supply expansion, as measured by the M-2 supply
      (money supply including deposit accounts) plus the current deficit, averaged about 11 percent. One of the major
      considerations that led monetary authorities to adopt this policy was the disappearance of built-in economic
      discipline caused by balance of payments ceilings instituted after the abandonment of fixed dollar-yen exchange
      rates in 1973; another was the relative ineffectiveness of interest rate manipulation and public works spending
      in the "stagflated" economy of 1973-76.
    


    
      On the whole, this "price stability first" policy set the tone for Japan's economic management
      policies during the decade after 1974. However, business activity generally remained at a low level. The economic
      turns of 1977 and 1978 were not full-fledged recoveries, and the second oil crisis triggered another recession,
      although for the most part consumer price stability was maintained. Japan's monetary
      policy aims to preserve internal equilibrium even at the cost of leaving external disequilibrium unresolved and
      of arousing international complications. Economic disturbances such as huge trade surpluses and wild exchange
      rate fluctuations were considered to be of secondary importance, and they were handled more or less on an ad hoc
      basis.
    


    
      Japan's fiscal policies have centered on the large-scale issuance of government bonds—a policy that resulted
      from the steady accumulation of government debts due to a sudden large-scale decrease in tax revenues, especially
      corporate taxes, and the perceived ineffectiveness of Keynesian demand management arrangements.23
    


    
      The continuous expansion of government expenditures during the high growth period of 1952-73 did not pose much of
      a problem for the government because Japan's GNP expanded more rapidly than government expenditures. However,
      the sudden advent of global economic recession in 1974 meant that government revenues fell far below government
      expenditures. The most dramatic consequence of this imbalance was the issuance of so-called "deficit
      bonds" in 1975. Although this was not a new practice, the enormity and severity of the revenue-expenditure
      gap of 1975 was unparalleled, and it encouraged the fiscal authorities to go ahead with the scheme on a large
      scale. By 1982, the cumulative value of the government bonds reached more than one-third of Japan's gross
      domestic product (GDP). As the issuance of government bonds did not bring about inflation, this pattern of fiscal
      management was convenient for the government, at least in the short run. Efforts to make cuts in expenditure
      patterns began only in the early 1980s. For example, the Provisional Council on Administrative and Financial
      Reform, which was commissioned by Prime Minister Suzuki, was instituted by law in 1981. The council's
      proposal to the cabinet was released after intensive study and discussion in March 1983. Its reform proposal
      represented a cumulatively shaped policy package that aimed to change expenditure patterns and underlying policy
      priorities.
    


    
      Keynesian demand management policies were little used during this period. Economic authorities thought it would
      be largely ineffective to attempt to stimulate demand while the Japanese economy was stagnated. They felt that
      this would only aggravate both inflation and unemployment. Rather, a tight money supply policy became the key
      policy instrument, as summarized above, although internal and external criticisms against tight macroeconomic
      management were raised from 1976 to 1978. In 1983, when two national legislative elections were held,
      macroeconomic stimulation became a major issue—largely for electoral purposes—although no large-scale revenue
      source had been secured. The major thrust of Japan's fiscal policy was not directed at
      Keynesian macroeconomic management arrangements, but at resource allocation and income redistribution.24 Again Japan's primary preoccupation
      was with internal equilibrium. Price stability and the provision of public goods are two of the major priorities
      of the Ministry of Finance.
    


    
      In addition to monetary tightening and the issuance of government bonds, increasing public sector expenditures
      and the increasing importance of foreign demand are directly related to, if not caused by, Japan's
      macroeconomic policies. The expansion of the public sector of the Japanese economy is illustrated by the fact
      that the proportion of government expenditures rose from 21.5 percent of Japan's GNP in the 1967-73 period,
      to 29.1 percent in the 1974-80 period, and reached 34.1 percent in 1981.25 Though still low compared to most West European nations, these
      figures show the rapidity with which the government expanded its role in the economy during the last decade. This
      was as an inevitable consequence of accommodating variegated public demands during Japan's high growth
      period, especially during 1960-73. Although a law setting a ceiling on the number of central government personnel
      was passed by the Diet in 1969, it did not limit the expansion of local government personnel, which increased in
      the 1970s because of the expansion of education and social welfare expenditures.
    


    
      Despite the increasing importance of foreign demand in the Japanese economy, Japan has been prevented from
      developing a large foreign trade sector because it has a large population with a relatively high per capita
      income level. Furthermore, as a latecomer to the process of industrialization, Japan was effectively insulated
      from the world economy until the early 1970s. Consequently, Japan's integration into the world economy in
      terms of its foreign trade to GNP ratio has been fairly limited. This belies the conventional image that Japan
      relies on exports for economic health. Japan's foreign trade accounted for 22.2 percent of its GNP in 1970
      and 26.1 percent in 1980.26
    


    
      However, the Japanese economy has gained increasing exposure to the world economy, primarily because of sagging
      domestic demand since 1974. To a certain extent, sluggish domestic demand has been reinforced by macroeconomic
      management policies oriented primarily toward maintaining price stability. This increasingly led manufacturers to
      rely on exports, for consumers were not lured by less appealing foreign goods. Hence it was almost inevitable
      that Japan's export drive and huge trade surpluses would cause external disturbances.27 Another reason for Japan's
      increasing exposure to the world economy has been the liberalization of the Japanese economy allegro ma non troppo. Despite all the complaints from external sources, Japan has achieved
      a degree of liberalization in its tariff levels on a par with other major OECD nations, and
      it is the only nation that has been moving in the direction of further liberalization.28
    


    Political Management


    
      Perhaps reflecting the complexity of problems facing incumbent parties, changes of governments throughout the
      world became increasingly frequent after 1972, and Japan is no exception. Since Tanaka succeeded Sato as prime
      minister in 1972, six prime ministers have held office, whereas there were only two in the decade before
      1972—Ikeda and Sato. Limited public support for the incumbent Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) reflected the
      enormous problems facing Japan. During most of the 1970s, it looked as if the LDP might be replaced, but nothing
      of the sort happened. Instead, support for the LDP began to increase in the late 1970s. Even when public support
      for the prime minister declined, as it did during the Nakasone cabinet's first few months in office, public
      support for the LDP remained at a high level. To see how this turnabout took place, it is necessary to look at
      both public attitudes and public policy.29
    


    
      Public support for the LDP was at its nadir during most of the 1970s. A series of external disturbances in the
      first half of the 1970s shocked, bewildered, or at least reinforced the government's feeling of uncertainty.
      The most tumultuous disturbances were President Nixon's announcement of the end of dollar-gold parity in
      1971, the subsequent agreement on changes in the floating exchange rate system, Nixon's announcement of the
      U.S. move toward rapprochement with the People's Republic of China in 1972, the Vietnam armistice in 1973,
      the fourth Arab-Israeli war in 1973, the quadrupling of OPEC oil prices in 1974, and the communist victory in
      Vietnam in 1975.
    


    
      Domestic upheavals were also pronounced. Accelerated inflation in the early 1970s became a major political issue
      posing problems for both Sato and Tanaka. Environmental deterioration in the early 1970s allowed the opposition
      to attain control of many local governments. The Lockheed scandal of 1976 and the related malaise of the LDP
      delayed the government's handling of almost all pressing policy agendas. Conflicts within the LDP were
      aggravated over the handling of political ethics issues. And the recession following the first oil crisis lasted
      until 1977. Along with the government's efforts to manage external disturbances, these issues dominated
      Japan's political scene during the first half of the 1970s. Thus it is not surprising that public attitudes
      toward the incumbent party were not very favorable during this period.
    


    
      Although external events occasionally gave cause for disquiet and concern, and although
      internecine struggles within the LDP were reinforced rather than resolved, Japan's political development in
      the latter half of the 1970s and the early 1980s was stabilizing and reassuring from the point of view of the
      incumbent party. As business conditions slowly started to improve in 1976-77, the LDP began to regain portions of
      the public support that it had previously lost. Although the second oil crisis delayed a full business recovery,
      public attitudes changed steadily and unmistakably by 1977-78. The public attitude toward economic issues was one
      of quasi satisfaction—a resigned acceptance of the status quo. With its previously acquired level of per capita
      income remaining reasonably high at $8,637 in 1979, with inflation remaining at 3-6 percent in the 1976-83
      period, and with a real economic growth rate of 3-5 percent, the Japanese public increasingly exhibited what
      might be called "economic realism." As public expectations of economic improvement declined,
      perceptions of past economic achievements and the expectation of economic improvement in the near future tended
      to converge. It seems that this trend toward economic realism was channelled easily into political conservatism.
      Simultaneously, public support for the LDP recovered from the low point that it had reached in the early and
      mid-1970s. Economic resilience and the strong internal equilibrium evident in Japan's political development
      during the 1970s and early 1980s seemed to restore the composure of the LDP, though this seems to have happened
      not so much by long-term design as by short-term "muddling through."
    


    
      Agriculture and small-scale business interests represent the two most loyal and trustworthy supporters of the
      LDP.30 However, their support
      declined considerably and reached a low point from 1973-76. The LDP lost support not only from urban residents,
      but also from the agricultural and small-scale business sectors. Restoring strong support of these traditional
      conservatives was of utmost importance to the LDP. Its instinctive response was to adopt legislation whereby
      public policy was channelled to protect these groups from internal and external structural forces by not changing
      laws in a more market-conforming direction.
    


    
      The LDP's selective and differential wooing of these groups was particularly pronounced in the decade after
      the first oil crisis. At that time, the agricultural population was declining very rapidly and food was being
      imported from abroad in increasing amounts. By 1982, Japan exceeded the Soviet Union in the amount of food it
      imported.31 Small stores
      resisting the competition and penetration of supermarket chains, department stores, and other enterprises run by
      big businesses found it increasingly difficult to cope with worsening economic conditions. Self-owned small factories were subject to the competitive presence of big business, especially
      when economic conditions were not quite bright. Although small business owners have not dwindled in number as
      rapidly as farmers, their numbers have stagnated. Yet specific policies seem to have had a positive effect in
      bringing back support for the LDP among these groups.
    


    
      From 1976-79, the Ministry of Agriculture's budget increased by an average rate of 11.1 percent per year. For
      small-scale business items in the national budget, the average rate of increase for 1974-79 was 19.8 percent.
      Corrected for inflation, which averaged 10.2 percent from 1974-79, these figures still represent significant
      rates of growth.32 In response,
      agricultural and small business support for the LDP—as measured by monthly Jiji opinion polls—increased
      conspicuously, rising from 14 percent in December 1976 to 22 percent in June 1980 for farmers, and from 19.9
      percent in December 1976 to 24.2 percent in June 1980 for those involved in self-owned small
      businesses.33 These figures
      were determined by group size, loyalty, and turnout in relation to total support for a particular political
      party.34
    


    
      In addition, the LDP's adaptation regarding welfare and environmental issues was remarkable.35 Contrary to its previous policy
      priorities of the 1950s and 1960s, the LDP geared its policy emphasis to new areas in the 1970s. In 1971, an
      environmental agency was established, and since 1972 strong emphasis has been placed on social welfare
      expenditures. On the average, social welfare and environmental expenditures increased significantly from
      1973-79.36 As result, by 1980
      the Japanese social welfare standard reached a level roughly equal to major OECD nations, and Japan's
      environmental regulations became among the most strictly implemented in the world. Many factors helped the LDP to
      pursue these policies, including a respectable rate of economic growth and a favorable demographic structure.
      Japan's work force contains a relatively low proportion of elderly people.
    


    
      One of the major consequences of this policy was that the LDP was able to dissipate criticism from opposition
      parties that had taken control of many local governments by concentrating on social welfare and environmental
      issues, which had been neglected by the central government in the 1960s and early 1970s. The result was
      unequivocal because of a bold policy of adaptation. Support for the LDP increased significantly among the social
      groups that showed the strongest interest in these two issues. The jobless, the elderly, and managerial and
      professional personnel supported government policies that placed priority on social welfare; and white collar
      workers, urban residents, and young people supported the government's stance on environmental issues. Public
      opinion polls conducted during the general elections of 1976 and 1980 indicate that these
      groups substantially increased their support for the LDP.
    


    
      Thus the "reincorporation" of the LDP's traditional clients and the winning-over of social groups
      previously attracted by the opposition characterized government-public relations during the 1970s. Consequently,
      the restoration and restructuring of internal equilibrium dominated Japan's political development during the
      1970s. Overall economic resilience helped the government, but its macroeconomic policies should be given credit
      as well. Internal equilibrium between the government and the public was restored. The government focused
      primarily on domestic issues from 1977-83, but exogenous disturbances also helped it to regain public support
      during this period.
    


    Redirecting and Restructuring Japanese Foreign Policy


    
      The fact that the basic orientation of the Japanese government is toward internal equilibrium is not unusual. By
      and large, the primary concerns and daily preoccupations of most central governments related to internal economic
      and political affairs. In this sense, Japan is no exception to the rule, though the degree of emphasis on
      internal affairs in Japan is unusual. For reasons delineated earlier, Japan did not have to be concerned with
      external equilibrium in the third quarter of the 20th century. However, a redirecting and restructuring of this
      basic orientation is taking place in the last quarter of the century.37 The government's policy is to respond to structural changes at home
      and abroad, not merely to react passively to external pressures and crises. Two stages in the restructuring of
      Japan's basic orientation can be clearly discerned. The first stage was the crisis management period of
      1973-78. The second stage dates from 1979 to the present and has been marked by a prolonged recession and an
      ominous increase in the use of military force in various parts of the world.
    


    
      During the first period, the government was primarily concerned with assuring stable supplies of energy and
      natural resources and with securing and expanding export markets around the world. The notion of "economic
      security" was favored during this period.38 Policymakers were concerned about how to protect and consolidate economic power
      without putting too much emphasis on economic efficiency in light of the aggravated international business
      environment. This fitted nicely with the then-prevailing notion that national security is primarily of an
      economic nature and is ensured by paying costs that are not derived from purely economic considerations. The
      government's efforts were largely confined to consolidating its Self Defense Forces, but slowly, within
      bureaucratic, political, and financial constraints, and without actually articulating its
      strategy openly, as typified by the National Defense Program Outline published by the government in
      1976.39
    


    
      In the second stage, the government showed primary concern for intricate matrices of economic, political, and
      military aspects of global transformations. The notion of "comprehensive national security" became
      popular during this period.40
      The emphasis was placed on assuring national security by relying on every conceivable resource. Although the
      government increasingly recognized the need to tackle national security issues squarely, it was painfully aware
      of the insufficiency of its military forces and the foolishness of reminding the public of this fact.
    


    
      A series of military confrontations clearly influenced the government's thinking. The most notable such
      events were the Vietnamese invasion and occupation of Kampuchea; the Chinese invasion of Vietnam; Soviet
      interference in the internal affairs of Poland; the Soviet invasion and occupation of Afghanistan; the Iran-Iraq
      war; the Israeli and Syrian occupation of Lebanon; American, French, and Italian deployments in Lebanon; U.S.
      military involvement in Nicaragua and Grenada; the Falkland Islands war; the KAL incident; the North Korean
      attempt to assassinate the South Korean president in Rangoon; and continued nuclear missile deployments in
      Europe. In addition, increasingly antagonistic protectionism—for example, the American "domestic
      content" bill; the "reciprocity" bill; IBM's suing of Japanese engineers for industrial
      espionage; and Kyoto Ceramics, USA's, merger with an American company—clearly disturbed Japanese government
      and business leaders.41
    


    
      The path from "economic security" to "comprehensive national security" was not linear. Rather
      it followed a zigzag course reflecting solidly pacifist-isolationist sentiments rooted in Japanese public
      perceptions.42 Furthermore,
      because of Japan's strong internal orientation, it was necessary for the government to overhaul the entire
      range of its public policies in order to redirect its foreign policy.
    


    
      In doing so, Prime Minister Ohira (1978-80) created nine policy study groups on Japan's future—more
      specifically, on Japanese culture, urban living, family life, life styles, science and technology, macroeconomic
      management, international economic policies, pan-Pacific cooperation, and comprehensive national security. Many
      of them attempted to recommend ways of restructuring national policies, and three of them directly addressed the
      question of Japan's foreign policy. One should note the not-so-subtle emphasis on the
      "Japaneseness" of the proposals. They suggested the reevaluation of Japanese culture, Japanese-style
      family life, Japanese-style postindustrial society, Japanese-style urban living, and Japanese-style macroeconomic
      management.
    


    
      Another effort to overhaul Japan's public policies was an administrative and financial
      reform package initiated by Prime Minister Suzuki (1980-82) and passed on to Prime Minister Nakasone (1982 to the
      present). It sought the restructuring of administrative and financial patterns that were more finely tuned to
      changing public policy priorities and the retention of the grand conservative coalition of 1955.43 The thrust of these administrative and
      financial reforms has been to slash the "excesses" of previous expenditure patterns, especially in
      social welfare, education, public works, and salaries in favor of expenditure items such as defense, foreign aid,
      and science and technology.
    


    
      An analysis of the growth rate of each budget item in 1973—83 shows that public works and small business items
      increased by leaps and bounds.44 On the average, the former increased 22.5 percent per year from 1976-79 and the
      latter increased 16.2 percent per year from 1974-79. Both increased far more moderately from 1980—82 (by 0.6
      percent and 2.2 percent per year, respectively). Social welfare and environmental spending declined steadily. The
      former declined 24.2 percent per year from 1974-79, 6.0 percent per year from 1980-82, and 2.8 percent in 1982,
      while the latter decreased 19.0 percent per year from 1974-79, 4.2 percent per year from 1980-82, and 2.6 percent
      in 1982. Defense items increased 7.3 percent per year from 1980-82 and 7.8 percent in 1982, while environmental
      items increased 13.1 percent per year from 1980-82 and 10.8 percent in 1982. These trends were very significant
      at a time when a zero percent growth ceiling was imposed on budget requests relative to the 1981 budget and a
      negative five percent ceiling was imposed on the 1982 budget. Increases in defense spending have been noteworthy,
      and although slashes in social welfare and environmental expenditures have not been sufficient to decrease
      accumulated government deficits significantly, at least the direction of the government's policy emphasis
      seems to have been set unequivocally.
    


    
      The administrative reforms outlined by the Provisional Council on Administrative and Financial Reform aimed to
      reorganize state bureaucracies in ways that could facilitate high-level policy management to handle crises and
      emergencies of a higher order than were previously envisaged. Although the initial attempt at creating a
      Comprehensive Management Agency directly attached to the prime minister's office did not materialize in the
      final proposals of the council, bureaucratic functions in the coordination and management of policy analysis and
      planning were stressed.
    


    
      The council's fiscal proposals eschewed the introduction of large-scale tax increases, which the government
      chose to avoid so as to avoid a decline in its popularity. But even without the introduction of large-scale tax increases, income taxes have been increasing as real income has risen and while
      fairly progressive tax rates for each income bracket have been kept intact. Furthermore, even with a tax increase
      of substantial magnitude, government debt cannot be reduced significantly in the next few years.
    


    
      In attempting to redirect Japan's basic orientation, the government mobilized the Japanese public by
      utilizing a wide spectrum of leaders for the articulation of its policies, and it translated many of its
      policy-related ideas into legislative and budgetary forms. Government bureaucrats played an important role in
      this process. The government's actions demonstrate an undeniable strength in that its efforts have made
      steady progress. Although all of the proposed reforms have not been effectuated, the self-searching process of
      the last few years seems to have set the basic tone of Japan's internal and external management policies. Due
      to increased problems regarding debt, trade, and defense issues, resulting partly from the government's once
      semi-exclusive preoccupation with restoring internal equilibrium at the expense of external issues, any
      redirection of Japan's basic policy orientation must start with an effort to overhaul the entire range of
      public policies.
    


    
      The question remains as to how changes that have been introduced on the domestic front have affected Japan's
      foreign policy. In an attempt to answer this question, it is useful to examine the four basic elements of
      Japan's foreign policy.45
      These are to strengthen its security ties with the United States in light of growing Soviet military capabilities
      in the region; to consolidate its military capabilities to satisfy the U.S. desire that Japan enhance its
      "denial capability" vis-à-vis Soviet forces and to accommodate some increasingly nationalistic voices
      at home; to forge good neighborly and interdependent relations with the nations of the Western Pacific—especially
      the Association of South East Asian Nations (Brunei, Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore, and
      Thailand), the newly industrialized countries of the region (Hong Kong, Singapore, South Korea, and Taiwan), the
      People's Republic of China, and Australia; and to increase its contributions to developing nations through
      economic aid, technology transfers, foreign investments, and contributions to international organizations.
    


    
      One of the most important pillars of Japan's defense policy has been its security relationship with the
      United States. This has been the case since 1945 when it was defeated by the United States. Japan's security
      has been closely tied to the United States because the latter sees Japanese-American ties in the framework of a
      U.S.-dominated neoliberal imperium. Since Japan regained its independence in 1952, the U.S.-Japanese Mutual
      Security Treaty has continued the bilateral security relationship that was created in the 1945-52 period.
      Although the Japanese government has somehow managed to strengthen the reciprocal nature of
      the relationship, if only to satisfy Japan's nationalistic pride, its fundamental character has not been
      altered. The United States does not want Japan's Self Defense Forces to develop a force structure that would
      enable Japan to assume a leading role relative to U.S. forces in Japan and East Asia. The Japanese government and
      an overwhelming majority of the Japanese people do not want this either. Recent intermittent attempts by the U.S.
      government to increase Japan's military role do not alter the principle that the United States has primary
      responsibility for maintaining security in and adjacent to Japan.46
    


    
      The fundamental characteristics of Japanese-American relations are the uneasiness and uncertainty inherent in the
      bilateral relationship and the competitive pattern of Japanese-American economic relations. Bilateral problems
      did not pose very serious conflicts of interest while America's global security hegemony was solid and
      robust, as it was in the 1950s and 1960s, and while the Japanese economy was still small and newly
      industrializing, as it was until the mid-1960s. But during the course of the 1960s, 1970s, and 1980s, new forces
      have significantly changed the nature of bilateral relations and each nation's perceptions of Japan's
      role in the world. First, America's global security hegemony has been in decline, and the Soviet Union now
      enjoys strategic parity with the United States. Second, Japan's economic power and competitiveness has passed
      the level at which it can be handled by other nations with benign neglect or ad hoc actions. An international
      environment where there is an increasing Soviet military buildup and increasing economic competition from Japan
      has created significant strains in Japanese-American relations during the last decade.
    


    
      It seems that greater reliance on the American military umbrella unaccompanied by vigorous efforts at military
      consolidation is becoming increasingly difficult to sustain primarily because of U.S. pressures on Japan to
      increase its military burden in light of the growing Soviet threat to the region. Japan's efforts to enhance
      its national security have tended to be caught between opposing pressures from outside— i.e., from the United
      States—and from within, where pacifist-isolationist sentiments are deeply rooted among the public.
    


    
      The United States sometimes attempts to use its security hegemony over Japan in order to obtain economic and
      political concessions. However, Japan's growing self-confidence is likely to increase its room for
      self-assertion unless either the United States or Japan decides to abandon meaningful cooperation.
    


    
      The second pillar of Japan's foreign policy might be called military "self-strengthening." In
      building up its military forces, Japan has been careful to accommodate, if not appease, the
      U.S. demand to increase its defense expenditures. This has been the most salient feature of Japanese-American
      relations for the last decade. In recent years, the Japanese government has made meager efforts to develop a
      "denial capability" vis-à-vis Soviet naval forces in the Seas of Okhotsk and Japan.
    


    
      Growing Japanese economic capabilities and self-confidence have encouraged nationalist sentiments that can be
      accommodated by a military buildup associated with feelings of national pride. A major problem of the nationalist
      aspect of Japan's military buildup is that it tends to arouse negative sentiments associated with war and
      militarism. Thus the Japanese government has been meticulous in its equally strong emphasis on Japanese-U.S.
      military ties.
    


    
      Although the need for a military buildup is understood by the government, thus far it has not been able to
      formulate a long-term national security policy or develop an effective "denial capability." Despite the
      Japanese government's occasionally aggressive talk about the Soviet threat, as evidenced by statements that
      Prime Minister Nakasone made immediately after his accession to power and during his visit to Washington in
      January 1983, Japanese-American security ties remain at the core of Japan's defense policies. Ever-growing
      Japanese-American economic interdependence and the formidable task of building a credible force structure as a
      counterpoise to Soviet forces in the region tends to discourage the Japanese government from reducing the
      priority it gives to Japanese-U.S. security arrangements.47
    


    
      The third pillar of Japan's foreign policy has been to foster good-neighborly and interdependent relations
      with the nations of the Western Pacific, from South Korea to Australia, including China. Two major factors
      encouraging regionalism are likely to grow in the future.48
    


    
      First, growing market interdependence among the increasingly vigorous economies of the region has been one of the
      major factors prompting international debates on the idea of establishing a Pacific community.49 The emergence of the four newly
      industrializing countries of the Western Pacific, the resilience displayed by the Association of South East Asian
      Nations in the aftermath of the first oil crisis and the fall of Saigon in 1975, and the rediscovery of
      Japan's redoubtable strength in the wake of the economic downturns it experienced in 1974 and 1975 gave many
      observers the strong impression that the Western Pacific is the most dynamic economic area in the world. Indeed,
      East Asia's average growth rate has been the highest regional growth rate in the world. Regional trade and
      investment have grown steadily, especially between industrial and newly industrializing nations.50
    


    
      Second, an interest in the creation of politically colored regional groupings is vaguely
      shared among the nations of the region. Japan's interest in being a part of some regional grouping directed
      at the Soviet Union is long standing if not conspicuous. The four newly industrialized countries of the region
      seek close ties with their capitalist neighbors as a counterweight to their potentially or actually threatening
      socialist or Islamic neighbors. South Korea has been consolidating its "nonaligned" status in the Third
      World through its efforts to broaden its overseas markets and outflank North Korea in terms of diplomatic
      recognition. Indonesia has been manifesting growing self-confidence and is one of the major nations in the
      nonaligned bloc, the Association of South East Asian Nations, and OPEC. China has been restructuring its
      relations with the United States, the Soviet Union, and the Third World. Since the British departure from the
      region, Australia has been seeking friends in the North. And no less importantly, the United States would like to
      retain a strong presence in the region, both in economic and military terms.51
    


    
      However, suspicions are strong among all of these nations. The smaller and weaker nations of the region abhor the
      idea of being dominated by larger and stronger nations—whether it be the United States, the Soviet Union, China,
      or Vietnam. Thus it is disturbing that the region is becoming one of the major foci of military activity in the
      world. The large-scale presence of armed forces in the Pacific region is a long-established fact. There are one
      million soldiers in Vietnam, three million in China, a half million in Taiwan, one and a half million in the
      Korean peninsula, and a half million in Soviet Siberia and the eastern Soviet Union. More recently, the
      U.S.-Soviet naval competition in the region and the Soviet introduction of medium-range triple-warhead SS-20
      nuclear missiles into East Asia have further complicated the military equation in the region. It is conjectured
      that as the region emerges as one of the most dynamic economic centers of the world, what might be called the
      "military theaterization" of the region will be accelerated.
    


    
      Nevertheless, an emphasis on regional solidarity focusing on the Western Pacific, including China, has been a
      favorite theme of public discussion in Japan. This sentiment was given formal encouragement in the 1978 Japan-PRC
      peace treaty and in the proposals regarding pan-Pacific cooperation made by one of the prime minister's
      policy study groups in 1980. However, the government has been careful not to give the impression that Japan is
      trying to create a semi-exclusive club of Asian nations. This is because East and Southeast Asian nations abhor
      the idea of Japanese domination, because the Soviet Union would probably react negatively and vehemently to such
      an arrangement, and because the American policymakers would probably become very suspicious
      of Japan's intentions if the United States and other Pacific powers are not included in such a club. These
      political and economic issues pose difficult questions for Japan as to the form and substance of the regional
      order that the Japanese might wish to foster as a means of enhancing Japan's national security.
    


    
      The fourth pillar of Japans foreign policy has been an attempt to augment its security position by way of
      Japanese economic assistance. This line of thinking was emphasized by the Comprehensive National Security Study
      Group in 1980.52 It is also
      loosely compatible with what is sometimes called "unarmed neutralism."53 The notion of comprehensive security notwithstanding,
      Japanese achievements in this area are far from impressive. Although foreign aid has been on the increase in
      absolute terms, Japan's foreign aid to GNP ratio is one of the smallest in the world, and its foreign grants
      are equally unimpressive as compared to other OECD Development Assistance Committee nations.54 Compared to other former colonial
      powers such as France and Britain—which successfully maintain postcolonial relationships with Third World nations
      in the form of the Lome Convention of 1975— or compared to largely social democratic European nations such as the
      Netherlands and Sweden, Japanese efforts in this area leave much to be desired. However, it is notable that
      Japan's aid contributions seem to have had a positive effect on local industrialization. Much of Japan's
      aid to Western Pacific nations has been oriented toward the manufacturing and export-oriented industries of
      middle income nations. This is in contrast to the American pattern of aid, which tends to emphasize strategically
      important nations, low-income nations, military hardware, agricultural development, and import substitution
      industrialization. The Japanese pattern is also in contrast to the West European pattern, which tends to
      encourage agricultural production rather than manufacturing through a system of generalized preferences in which
      average tariff levels for agricultural imports are low while those for manufactured products are kept much
      higher. The Japanese pattern tends to maintain high tariff barriers against agricultural imports, while average
      tariff levels for the importation of manufactured products tends to be far lower than among West European
      nations.
    


    
      Will the Japanese pattern of aid contribute to a global redistribution of wealth? Will it contribute to
      enhancing, if indirectly, Japan's national security? The same questions might be asked about the Japanese
      pattern of high technology transfer, foreign investment, and contributions to international organizations.
      Whether Japanese initiatives in this area— for example, along the lines of a global infrastructure fund—could
      enhance Japan's credibility and national security is a basic question for those who seek
      to attain national security by such means.55
    


    
      In light of the preceding examination of the four major undercurrents of Japan's foreign policy, it seems
      that Japan's foreign policy orientation will continue to combine those four elements, but it will experience
      the ebbs and flows of the weight of each element in relation to the others. Military self-strengthening and
      regionalism will be given increasing emphasis, but it does not appear that either will become dominant in the
      foreseeable future. Japan will not suddenly make an attempt to imitate the Gaullist policies of 1958—68, the
      Brandtian Ostpolitik of 1969-74, or an arrangement such as the Lome
      Convention.56 Rather, enhanced
      Japanese-U.S. security ties and intermittent American attempts to capitalize on its security hegemony to gain
      economic concessions will continue as growing Japanese capabilities— both economic and military—gradually give
      the Japanese government more room for self-assertion.57
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      In advanced democracies with high rates of literacy and strong, independent media institutions, the formulation
      and conduct of foreign policy is not a neat, relatively technical activity performed by government bodies. In
      addition to involving all the usual components of any nation's external relations—the attempt to advance or
      maintain political and economic security and to ameliorate conflictual relations with allies and
      opponents—foreign policy also involves sometimes uncontrollable elements, such as public emotion, invidious
      national comparisons, and the ultimate values of a particular people. Each of these elements offers opportunities
      for domestic and foreign actors to manipulate or distort the formulation and conduct of foreign policy. They are
      not caused by the openness of democracies. Rather, openness makes their existence significant, either as an
      opportunity or a constraint on various governments. The causes of emotional factors in the conduct of foreign
      policy are collective memories and the value differences among nations.
    


    
      Japan, for example, has had extensive economic contacts with the Middle East. During 1983, it was one of the
      leading trading partners of Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, the United Arab Emirates, and both Iran and Iraq.
      Japan is able to trade with nations that are bitter enemies of each other because of its almost total lack of
      emotional involvement in their disputes. This is not true of Japanese-Chinese relations, where political,
      economic, and diplomatic ties are subtly skewed by popular attitudes and aspirations mobilized by the Japanese
      press. The contrast between Japanese flattery (omoneri) of China and contempt (anadori) for China is as great an influence on Sino-Japanese
      relations as changing national calculations of political and economic interests.
    


    
      Any attempt to study postwar Sino-Japanese relations must therefore address not only the "objective"
      complementarities between the two nations and their respective governmental policies, but also the pressures of
      public opinion—an influence that is infinitely greater on Japan, an open mass democracy, than on China, a
      relatively closed Leninist society. The People's Republic of China (PRC) was created in 1949 and Japan
      regained its independence in 1952. Relations between the two neighbors can be analytically divided into three
      distinct periods. The years from 1949-71 marked a period of Japanese dependency and contrition; a period of
      euphoria (or "panda mania") lasted from the Nixon shocks of 1971 to the Baoshan shock in 1981; and the
      period since 1982 has seen the return of Banquo's ghost, high school history textbooks in hand, to haunt the
      celebration.
    


    
      Three themes emerge from these historical phases. Between the mid-1950s and the late 1970s, Japan's peculiar
      attitude toward China permitted the PRC to take political advantage of Japan in their bilateral relationship;
      China's emotional manipulation of Japan and Japan's accumulated experience in dealing with post-1949
      China has led to a more realistic understanding between the two nations in the 1980s; and despite China's
      manipulation of Japanese guilt and greed, Japan's postwar China policy has been subtle, sophisticated, and
      largely successful. The following analysis is written primarily from a Japanese point of view; its periodization
      and emphases would undoubtedly differ from a Chinese perspective.
    


    1949–1971


    
      Close to 20 years ago, Ogata Sadako made the important point that "not many Japanese regard Communist China
      as a 'cold war' enemy, nor do they accept the 'China-communism-enemy' equation that is so widely
      held in the United States."1 New evidence of such discrepancies between Japanese and American views has come
      to light as governmental archives have begun to be opened concerning the critical Korean War years, when the
      basic structure of postwar international politics in East Asia became fixed. It is now clear that Japan's
      Prime Minister Yoshida Shigeru fought a vigorous, rear-guard action against the chief American negotiator of the
      Japanese-American peace treaty, John Foster Dulles, to avoid recognizing the Taipei government instead of the
      Beijing government—the price that Dulles extracted from Japan prior to the signing of a peace treaty with the
      noncommunist allies of World War II. In discussions between the two leaders during 1951,
      Yoshida firmly held that the American policy aimed at "containing" China was wrong, that Chinese
      communism had its roots in Chinese nationalism, that the Sino-Soviet alliance would not last, and that Japan
      could play an important role in weaning China away from communism. It now seems that the "Yoshida
      letter" of December 24, 1951, was written by Dulles and forced upon the Japanese prime minister. One of
      Yoshida's biographers, Kōsaka Masataka, believes that Yoshida accurately foresaw the Sino-Soviet split and
      that the 1952 peace treaty between Japan and the Republic of China (Taiwan) was harder to justify than other
      institutions of the Japanese-American alliance.2
    


    
      Prior to the signing of the 1952 San Francisco Peace Treaty, Britain supported Yoshida's position against
      Dulles primarily because it feared that if Japan did not regain access to Chinese markets, Japan would compete
      with and ultimately drive British products out of Southeast Asia, which is of course precisely what happened.
      During the 1930s, China was Japan's third largest source of imports after the United States and Korea. It was
      also Japan's biggest export market. Britain also argued that closer ties between Tokyo and Beijing would help
      create a counterweight to the Soviet Union in Asia and possibly facilitate the early development of Chinese
      "Titoism." Before his final meeting with Dulles, Yoshida, who was a former ambassador to Great Britain,
      tried to play the British off against the Americans. During the 1960s, he quietly encouraged Prime Minister
      Macmillan and President De Gaulle to increase economic exchanges with the PRC in order to help bring China into
      the international community. As early as 1951, Yoshida had said in the Diet, "If Communist China is
      agreeable, Japan would like to establish a trade office in Shanghai." He further said that he regarded
      "the Republic of China as merely a local government."3
    


    
      This "ancient" history is still important today for various reasons. First, Yoshida was not alone in
      his views. They were widely if privately held among mainstream Japanese conservative politicians for two decades,
      and they were imparted to later prime ministers of the so-called Yoshida school, particularly Ikeda, Sato, and
      Tanaka. Second, regardless of the contents of the Yoshida letter, the Japanese Foreign Ministry internally
      interpreted it to mean that Japan had recognized the Republic of China only because it held the seat reserved for
      China in the United Nations. During the 1960s and early 1970s, Japanese diplomacy was much more attuned to the
      PRC's rising fortunes in the United Nations than to the strategic and anti-Soviet motives of Zhou, Mao,
      Nixon, and Kissinger as they moved toward a Sino-American rapprochement. As a result, after the PRC replaced
      Taiwan at the United Nations in October 1971, Japan acted more quickly and decisively to
      recognize Beijing than the United States.4 Third, Japan's basic policy during the 1950s and 1960s was to trade
      simultaneously with mainland China, Taiwan, and United States under the camouflage of seikei
      bunri (the separation of politics and economics). In spite of the confrontations of the Cold War, this
      represented the de facto implementation of Yoshida's political strategy toward China, not evidence of
      Japan's lack of a principled foreign policy, as is often supposed by Americans. All of these factors
      conditioned and even determined the Sino-Japanese "normalization" of 1972.
    


    
      The key to Japan's strategy toward China until the Nixon shocks was the use of pro-Beijing members of the
      ruling Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) to open separate channels of communication with the mainland, while
      simultaneously having LDP leaders take pro-Taiwan positions in order to placate the United States. This was not
      easy because pro-China Diet members were a heterogeneous group with diverse motives for engaging in
      "private" diplomacy. The factionalization of the LDP meant that nonruling factions often exploited
      foreign policy issues to embarrass the factions in power, even when there was no basic disagreement among them
      over foreign policy goals. The Chinese were afforded innumerable opportunities to manipulate the process by
      threatening to shut down private contacts.
    


    
      Japan's dual strategy was one of the most skillfully executed foreign policies it pursued in the postwar
      era—a clever, covert adaptation to the Cold War, and a good example of Japan's essentially neomercantilist
      foreign policy. However, it broke down when the Chinese and the Americans raised the stakes and when the
      interests of Japanese politicians, journalists, and businessmen could no longer be contained within the
      strategy's very personal and very Asian boundaries. In addition, leftwing opposition parties in Japan
      repeatedly tried to manipulate the China issue, but "it is the 'pro-China' conservatives, led by
      former Prime Minister Ishibashi Tanzan, the late Takasaki Tatsunosuke, and veteran Diet Member Matsumura Kenzo,
      who must be given more credit than all of the left wing for advancing trade with China."5 As one measure of their success, Japan
      replaced the Soviet Union as China's leading trading partner in 1965, and from 1965-73 Japan's total
      trade with China amounted to $7.67 billion and its trade with Taiwan was worth $8.3 billion. Its trade surplus
      with China was about $1 billion and its surplus with Taiwan was $3.2 billion.6
    


    
      Needless to say, this success was not due solely to Japanese efforts. It also reflected the development of the
      Sino-Soviet conflict and China's then-prevailing hostility toward both the Soviet- and American-led blocs.
      The first sign of China's opening to the capitalist democracies was its acceptance, or
      perhaps tolerance, of Japan as its major source of imports.
    


    
      The leading pro-China members of the Japanese Diet were Matsumura Kenzō (1883-1971), a politician whose career
      spanned prewar, wartime, and postwar governments, and who was a personal friend of Zhou Enlai and Liao Chengzhi;
      Takasaki Tatsunosuke (1885-1964), vice president of Manchurian Heavy Industries during the Pacific war and the
      Japanese partner in setting up the Liao-Takasaki informal trade relationship of 1961-67; Utsunomiya Tokuma (b.
      1906), a leftist version of former U.S. Senator Wayne Morse, whose father, General Utsunomiya Taro (a
      collaborator of Sun Yat-sen's in the 1911 revolution), had given him a classical Chinese education; Ikeda
      Masanosuke (b. 1898), a nationalist of the old school who shifted from a pro-mainland to a pro Taiwan position
      during the 1960s; Fujiyama Aiichirō (b. 1897), the foreign minister in the Kishi cabinets who underwent a
      tenko (conversion) to a pro-China position in 1966, and who succeeded Matsumura as
      Japan's chief negotiator with the Chinese; Furui Yosbimi (b. 1903), Matsumura's number one aide and the
      man who, in order to keep Sino-Japanese trade alive, bore the brunt of all the
      humiliations directed at Japan by the Chinese during the Cultural Revolution and the latter years of the Sato
      cabinets (in 1972, the year of Sino-Japanese normalization, he lost his seat in the Diet because of these
      humiliations); Tagawa Seiichi (b. 1918), Matsumura's secretary and the principal scapegoat along with Furui
      whenever the Chinese demanded a kowtow (he left the LDP for the New Liberal Club in 1976 as a protest over the
      Miki cabinet's stalling on the Sino-Japanese treaty of peace and friendship); and Okazaki Kaheita (b. 1897),
      a former Shanghai-based banker and Takasaki's successor as guarantor of the Memorandum Trade Office that
      followed the Liao-Takasaki trade arrangement.7
    


    
      On the Chinese side, the chief negotiator was Premier Zhou Enlai. Zhou was particularly close to Matsumura and
      Takasaki, partly because they did not spend all their time apologizing to him for earlier Japanese behavior in
      China and sometimes offered candid criticisms of such things as the Great Leap Forward and the inefficient
      management of Chinese enterprises.8 Zhou's chief lieutenants, many of whom were purged during the Cultural
      Revolution but came back during the 1970s, were Liao Chengzhi (1908-1983), the son of Sun Yat-sen's closest
      colleague, Liao Zhongkai, who like his father was educated in Japan at Waseda University, the same university
      that Matsumura attended (according to Furui, Liao was more fluent in Japanese than in Mandarin); Sun Pinghua,
      director of the China-Japan Friendship Association; and various Japan specialists in the Foreign Ministry such as
      Xiao Xiangqian, who in 1972 was head of the Memorandum Trade Office in Tokyo and a decade
      later the first Chinese official to launch the attack against Japan for its alleged revision of high school
      history textbooks.
    


    
      Many American observers have asserted that Zhou Enlai's diplomacy was "pragmatic," but it seems
      that the views of some Japanese analysts were closer to reality. According to the distinguished China specialist,
      Ishikawa Tadao, the Chinese insist on basing their foreign policy on an abstract governing principle
      (gensoku-shugi). When this principle no longer coheres to reality or fails to advance
      Chinese interests, the Chinese nevertheless try to uphold it while looking for face-saving formulas with which to
      do business. Thus, according to Ishikawa, a foreign power approaching China will be most successful if it
      adroitly finds ways to let the Chinese pretend to maintain their principles, even while compromising them in
      practice.9
    


    
      An equally distinguished China specialist, Etō Shinkichi, says that Beijing's foreign policy gives
      exceptional weight to the personal characteristics of a foreign head of state, particularly whether or not he is
      a "friend" of China. Thus changes in China's foreign policy sometimes can be engineered by changing
      the head of state of a nation that has a dispute with China, even if there is no real difference between the
      actual policies of the two leaders. In Etō's view, "Beijing had indulged in too much abuse of Sato to be
      able to adopt a moderate line with the Sato Cabinet without losing face." By shifting from Satō to Tanaka in
      1972, the Japanese presented the Chinese with an opportunity to reverse their extremely anti-Japanese views of
      the previous few years, which they promptly did.10
    


    
      Whether or not these generalizations about Chinese diplomacy were taken into account by the Japanese during the
      1950s and 1960s, they seemed to govern Sino-Japanese interactions throughout this period. Bilateral trade began
      during the 1950s when Japan took advantage of Zhou's Bandung diplomacy and Chinese overtures to Japanese
      businessmen. However, the Chinese broke off trade relations in May 1958. The pretext was the Nagasaki flag
      incident in which Japanese youths desecrated the PRC's flag on May 2, 1958, in a Nagasaki department store;
      but the real reason was Kishi's visit to Taiwan in 1957—the first by a Japanese prime minister to the
      Republic of China. As soon as Ikeda had replaced Kishi, Zhou reestablished trade with "friendly
      companies," which led to the Liao-Takasaki arrangements and the financing of Chinese purchases by the
      Japanese Export-Import Bank. Ikeda publicly maintained a hard-line, anti-PRC position to placate the United
      States, but he privately supported the Matsumura group's efforts to foster trade and added his faction's
      chief adviser, Ogawa Heiji, to Matsumura's 1962 delegation to China. Ironically, Ogawa was serving as Minister of Education in 1982 when the textbook controversy arose, and the Chinese
      retaliated by cancelling a new invitation for him to visit Beijing.
    


    
      These channels began to narrow following Yoshida's reassurances to Taiwan in May 1964, the onset of the
      Cultural Revolution in 1966, and Sato's visit to Taiwan in 1967. During the rest of the decade, Furui and
      Tagawa played their parts as scapegoats as China furiously attacked "revived Japanese militarism." They
      kept bilateral trade alive by placidly agreeing to any and all of Zhou's demands for gestures of Japanese
      obsequiousness—a Japanese stance that might be called "fumie diplomacy." A
      fumie was a tablet on which Japan's 17th-century Tokugawa military government
      forced people to stamp their feet for census-taking purposes in order to prove that they were not Christians; by
      extension, the term now refers to any loyalty test not freely taken.11
    


    
      Although Furui and Tagawa were ritualistically attacked within the LDP and ridiculed by the United States for the
      agreements that they signed in China, many Japanese understood that they were merely treading on a fumie in order to maintain the Sino-Japanese connection. Trade continued throughout the Sato era
      and then expanded dramatically after Tanaka came to power. In 1972, the Chinese quickly discovered that Japanese
      militarism was nonexistent, although a decade later they reignited the charge for a different but analogous
      purpose.
    


    
      As mentioned above, Japan's China policy in this period was a creative adaptation to the Cold War and the
      ongoing communist revolution in China. It maintained Japan's short-term interest in trade, kept open
      Japan's options for a long-term normalization of relations, and avoided alienating the United States, the
      PRC, and Taiwan. However, precisely at the height of its implementation, intellectual and journalistic trends
      were preparing conditions that made Japan's China policies much harder to control and much easier for the
      Chinese to manipulate in the following decade. The 1960s witnessed the high-tide of Japanese intellectual
      flattery of China—an attitude that turned into positive intoxication during the Cultural Revolution. Japanese
      scholars and critics filled monthly magazines with paeans to and justifications of everything the Chinese did. As
      Nakajima Mineo notes, little of this writing was analytical or scientific. It projected feelings of war guilt
      that bothered many Japanese, offered a vehicle for anti-American attitudes during the Vietnam War, and provided a
      Utopian contrast to Japan's increasingly bureaucratized society.12 Such commentaries on Chinese affairs were almost invariably sentimental
      and tendentious. "Progressive intellectuals," in Ogata's words, "consider Japan's rise to
      the status of a great power as having been attained through the sacrifice of China, and argue further that since
      Japan's military aggression launched China on the course of its 'national
      liberation' movement, Japan is morally obliged to approve China's present government."13
    


    
      Further complicating these trends and insuring that the Japanese public would hear only one side of the story,
      the major Japanese newspapers obtained an agreement in 1964 through the offices of the Matsumura group to
      exchange journalists with Beijing. This was a major achievement for the Japanese press, and during the early
      stages of the Cultural Revolution, Japanese journalists made a significant contribution to the outside
      world's understanding of what was happening in China. However, the Chinese soon began applying political
      tests to Japanese journalists, expelling those that they regarded as unfriendly. By 1970, China had reduced the
      number of Japanese papers represented in China from nine to one, the Asahi shimbun.
      From then on, Japanese journalists were admitted to China only if they adhered to Zhou Enlai's three
      principles. It was stipulated that they must not pursue a hostile policy toward China, participate in any plot to
      create "two Chinas," or obstruct the normalization of Sino-Japanese relations. With much less reason
      than Furui had for his fumie diplomacy, the Japanese press accepted these conditions
      and reported Chinese news in a manner indistinguishable from the official Chinese media.14 This was an issue that came back to haunt Japan
      during the textbook controversy.
    


    
      These journalistic and intellectual developments laid the foundation for mass pressure on Japan's China
      policies during the 1970s. When in 1971 the United States revealed that it was engaged in secret diplomacy with
      Beijing, and when the PRC replaced Taiwan in the United Nations, the Japanese public was ready not only for a
      normalization of relations with China, but for a love affair that would last almost a decade. The "China
      boom" unleashed by Nixon and Tanaka eclipsed information about China's pervasive political instability
      and the strategic concerns that had brought the Chinese and Americans together. In contrast to the careful
      balancing of Japanese interests and Chinese principles during the 1960s, Japanese leaders found themselves
      propelled forward by Chinese campaigns aimed at a domestic audience, and they agreed to several Chinese proposals
      such as the "antihegemony clause" in the Zhou-Tanaka communiqué of 1972 and the Sino-Japanese Long-Term
      Trade Agreement of 1978, both of which they had neither the time nor the tranquility to think through.
    


    1971–1981


    
      In July 1971, the sensational announcement that Henry Kissinger, the American national security adviser, had met
      secretly with the Chinese leadership in Beijing and that the president himself had accepted
      an invitation to visit China the following year set off what the Japanese call "China fever"
      (Chūgoku fībā) around the world. A little more than a year later, from September
      25-30, 1972, the new Japanese prime minister, Tanaka Kakuei, visited Beijing and signed a nine-point communiqué
      with Zhou Enlai that ended "the abnormal state of affairs which has hitherto existed between the
      People's Republic of China and Japan" (Article 1). This "normalization" of relations was
      without question a momentous development in the history of modern East Asia, but it was not directly caused by
      Nixon's and Kissinger's initiatives, as has been commonly supposed, and it was not the unmixed blessing
      for Japan that many Japanese journalists and businessmen believed it to be. In addition to making open and
      explicit the economic policies that the LDP had long carried out toward China through private channels, the
      specific terms of normalization began Japan's involvement in the Sino-Soviet dispute; they allowed China to
      further intrude into Japan's domestic political processes; and they set the stage for a competitive scramble
      among capitalist nations at the end of the decade to help China in its modernization drive. The standard
      interpretation of these developments is that:
    


    
      Until the summer of 1971 the policy of the Japanese government toward the PRC remained generally consistent in
      its studied passivity and inaction. . . . During his seven and a half years as prime minister, Sato Eisaku was
      preoccupied in the field of foreign policy mainly with the reversion of Okinawa . . . the normalization of
      relations with South Korea . . . and the textile dispute with the United States. . . . Under the circumstances,
      Sato had neither the will nor the time to take the initiative in reorienting Japan's posture of political
      noninvolvement toward the PRC, until he was jolted by the 'Nixon shocks' of the summer of 1971 into a
      reluctant reappraisal of the situation.15
    


    
      From what has come to light since 1971-1972, it seems that much more was going on within the Sato cabinet
      regarding its China policy than this standard interpretation allows for. Partisans of and participants in
      Sato's China policymaking group have argued that the Sato cabinet actually laid the basis for Sino-Japanese
      normalization and that Tanaka's hasty diplomacy of August and September 1972, together with his extensive use
      of opposition party intermediaries, produced terms of normalization that were much less advantageous to Japan
      than were possible given China's urgent need to open itself to the West.16
    


    
      Before either "ping-pong diplomacy" or Kissinger's trip to China on July 9, 1971, Sato said in the
      Diet that Sino-Japanese normalization was on the political agenda in the near future, and
      for the first time he used China's official name, the People's Republic of China. Sato continued to speak
      out in this vein throughout 1971, allowing the Chinese in January 1972 to halt their campaign against
      "revived Japanese militarism." Equally important, working through his personal secretary Kusuda Minoru,
      Sato welcomed the creation of an "international relations study group" (kokusai
      kankei kondankai) to formulate a new China policy. This group included mainstream academic specialists on
      China and international affairs such as Ishikawa Tadao of Keiō University, Imahori Seiji of Hiroshima University,
      Ichiko Chuzo of Ochanomizu University, Umesao Tadao of Kyoto University, Etō Shinkichi of Tokyo University, Etō
      Jun of the Tokyo Institute of Technology, Kamiya Fuji of Keiō University, Kanamori Hisao of the Economic Planning
      Agency, Kōsaka Masataka of Kyoto University, Nakajima Mineo of the Tokyo University of Foreign Studies, Miyashita
      Tadao of Kobe University, Nagai Yōnosuke of the Tokyo Institute of Technology, and Yamazaki Masakazu of Kansai
      Gakuin University. The group's first formal meeting was on August 26, 1971.
    


    
      One of the study group's most important activities, presided over by Nakajima Mineo, was to write a letter
      for the signature of Hori Shigeru (1901-1979)—the LDP secretary general and the alleged "brains" of the
      Sato cabinet—to be sent to Zhou Enlai, offering Japanese recognition of the PRC as the sole legitimate government
      of China. This was the highest official approach that Japan had yet made to China. Minőbe Ryokichi, the
      "progressive" mayor of Tokyo, delivered the letter personally—an action that earned him the nickname
      "Minobenjya," a pun on his and Kissinger's names and a reflection of the Japanese public's
      desire for a home-grown version of Henry Kissinger. Hori had inaugurated the letter writing effort as a result of
      secret talks held with Tagawa Seiichi, who was one of Matsumura Kenzo's chief lieutenants. Tagawa also
      introduced Hori to some Chinese officials in the Memorandum Trade Office in Tokyo.17
    


    
      Zhou made a tactical decision to reject Hori's initiative and went further to declare that "Even if Sato
      accepted the three basic principles as the basis of opening talks with us, we shall not accept Sato as a
      negotiating partner. However, any successor of Sato's will be welcome in Beijing as long as he accepts the
      three basic principles."18
      As a result, Zhou intruded himself and the China issue directly into Japanese politics. He seems to have
      understood that because of Japan's infatuation with China, he could force Sato out of office and bring a
      Japanese leader to power who, even if he did not fundamentally differ from Sato, would be to some extent beholden
      to Zhou for his political popularity. Tanaka was a politician of the Yoshida school, and neither he nor his associate, Ohira Masaysoshi, belonged to any of the LDP's pro-Beijing or pro-Taipei
      China policy organizations. Moreover, Tanaka did not initiate the process of normalization. When he came to power
      in July 1972, Japan's recognition of the PRC was a foregone conclusion because of Sato's acceptance of a
      "one China" policy and because of Nixon's stance at Shanghai in February 1972.
    


    
      However, Tanaka was in a hurry, having based his successful campaign for the presidency of the LDP on the slogan
      "Don't miss the boat to China." Thanks to Zhou Enlai, he was as popular in Japan during 1972 as
      Nixon was in the United States during the months leading up to his landslide reelection in November 1972. Tanaka
      had no strong views of his own on Japanese policy toward China. As a master of factional politics within the
      conservative party, he was responding more to party disarray over the Nixon shocks and to attempts by other
      factional leaders to exploit the China issue than to substantive changes in East Asian international relations.
      Tanaka ignored the kondankai and turned Japan's China policy over to the Ministry
      of Foreign Affairs, which was itself split between pro-Chinese and pro-American bureaucrats because of
      Japan's "China fever." The results were inevitable. Sino-Japanese normalization occurred on Zhou
      Enlai's terms; the LDP remained divided between the Tanaka and Fukuda factions for the rest of the decade
      (Sato had intended Fukuda to be his successor); and many nations in Asia and North America became concerned about
      Japan's seemingly precipitate embrace of China. In this context, one can see the true significance of the
      Nixon shocks.
    


    
      The final three articles of the communiqué that Zhou Enlai and Tanaka Kakuei signed in Beijing on September 19,
      1972, established the agenda for Sino-Japanese relations until the Baoshan shock of 1981.19 Article 7 committed both Japan and
      China not to seek "hegemony" in the Asia-Pacific region and to oppose efforts by any other nations to
      do so—an implicit reference to the Soviet Union. Tanaka and his staff made no attempts to avoid the inclusion of
      this article, for Kissinger had welcomed a similarly worded article in the Sino-American Shanghai communiqué, and
      the Ministry of Foreign Affairs chose to regard it as merely a general platitude of international
      relations.20 The fact that
      "antihegemony" was a code word for signing up allies in the Sino-Soviet dispute became clear only six
      years later, when the issue threatened to scuttle negotiations for a Sino-Japanese treaty of peace and
      friendship, which had been called for by Article 8 of the Zhou-Tanaka communiqué.
    


    
      Article 9 was of less significance, but it soon gave the Japanese a foretaste of the troubles implicit in
      Articles 7 and 8. Article 9 stated that "the Government of the People's Republic of China and the Government of Japan agree to hold negotiations aimed at the conclusion of agreements on trade,
      navigation, aviation, fishery, etc., in accordance with the needs [sic] and taking into consideration the
      existing nongovernmental agreements." Negotiations over the aviation agreement produced two years of
      acrimonious wrangling because the Chinese declared it intolerable that their aircraft should use the same
      Japanese airport as Taiwan or be parked alongside Taiwanese aircraft. Abetted by the formation of an
      Ultranationalist group in the Diet (the Seirankai), the ensuing internal debate greatly strengthened pro-Taiwan
      forces in the LDP and caused Japan Air Lines to lose its second most lucrative route, the one between Tokyo and
      Taipei. Foreign Minister Ōhira eventually resolved the dispute through an agreement signed on April 20, 1974,
      that permitted PRC aircraft to use Tokyo's new Narita airport and Taiwan's planes to land at the more
      convenient Haneda airport. It also led to the creation of a dummy airline wholly owned by Japan Air Lines to fly
      between Tokyo and Taipei. The Taiwan government retaliated by temporarily stopping all flights to and from
      Japan—it even threatened to shoot down Japanese airliners that intruded into Taiwanese air space—but eventually
      flights resumed between Tokyo and Taipei and between Tokyo and Beijing on the basis of Ohira's formula.
      Ohira's air treaty is one of the best examples of Japan's helping China to preserve its sacred principles
      while concretely violating them.
    


    
      In September 1974, Tokyo and Beijing agreed to begin talks that would lead to a basic treaty of peace and
      friendship. To Japan's pleasant surprise, the initial discussions revealed that China would not raise the
      Taiwan issue in the negotiations; but in January 1975 Zhou Enlai revealed China's true agenda in a meeting
      with Hori Shigeru, who by this time had become openly pro-Chinese. Zhou said to Hori that opposing superpower
      hegemony was a fundamental principle of Chinese foreign policy and that because the principle had been agreed to
      by the United States and by Tanaka it should certainly form the bedrock of future Sino-Japanese
      relations.21 This immediately
      set off a new crisis in the Japanese government that lasted until 1978.
    


    
      The issue was that the Soviet Union did not regard Sino-Japanese normalization as merely a warm reunion among
      peoples who shared dobun dōshu, a common script and a common race—the standard
      Japanese cliché for the basis of Sino-Japanese friendship. Foreign Minister Gromyko made trips to Tokyo in
      January 1972 and January 1976 to see if he could prevent the Chinese from using Sino-Japanese normalization
      against the Soviet Union. During this period, Japan actually possessed considerable leverage over the Soviet
      Union regarding a possible resolution of the Northern Territories (Kurile Islands) dispute. In 1976, Gromyko
      talked about renewing the Soviet offer to return two of the four Southern Kurile Islands if
      Japan would refuse to go along with China's calls for an antihegemony clause.22 The Japanese missed these opportunities, and Moscow
      eventually retaliated by strengthening the Soviet Pacific Fleet and by stationing military forces on the islands
      claimed by Japan. By raising the antihegemony issue, Zhou neatly ensnared Japan in the Sino-Soviet dispute, and
      although the Japanese knew that this was a trap they never discovered how to avoid it.
    


    
      China always held the whip hand in the negotiations. In December 1974, Miki Takeo replaced Tanaka as prime
      minister, and even though Miki was a long-time enthusiast of improved Sino-Japanese relations, his political
      backers—Fukuda Takeo, Shiina Etsusaburo, and Nadao Hirokichi—used the antihegemony issue to thwart him.
      Ironically, it was Fukuda who eventually accepted the antihegemony clause. Miki was further discredited in
      Chinese eyes when he expressed condolences over the death of Chiang Kai-shek in the spring of 1975 and allowed
      former Prime Minister Satō to attend the funeral in Taiwan. The peace treaty talks deadlocked in March 1975, and
      Beijing responded with a full-blown people-to-people campaign aimed at influencing Japanese public opinion
      against the Japanese government. In a preview of the textbook controversy, the Chinese, according to one
      commentator:
    


    
      intensified their people's diplomacy vis-à-vis every element of Japanese politics and especially the press.
      They repeated familiar arguments to support anti-hegemony, stating that Japan's equidistance policy was
      unrealistic and that China would patiently wait till Japan came around to accepting her position. Peking invited
      foreign correspondents, including Japanese, to visit the so-called "death pits" in Tatung where
      thousands of Chinese miners died during the Japanese occupation in the 1930s and 1940s. They were also invited to
      interview some of the survivors about Japanese atrocities and examine human skeletons. Chinese guides told the
      reporters that China had not sought war reparations from Japan because she "recognized that the broad masses
      of Japan were not to blame for what happened in cities like Tatung." The reporters were given clear hints
      that China had been generous toward Japan and it was now Japan's turn to return the favor by agreeing to
      China's terms on anti-hegemony.23
    


    
      China's final ploy was a carrot-and-stick maneuver, offering remarkable economic gains if Japan agreed to the
      antihegemony clause and threatening endless territorial disputes over places such as the Senkaku islands if Japan
      refused.24 The economic
      carrot—a substantial enlargement of trade—had become available as a result of the death of Mao Zedong in
      September 1976 and the subsequent overthrow of the so-called Gang of Four. Hua Guofeng tried
      to consolidate his tenuous legitimacy as Mao's successor by proposing a massive industrialization effort
      based on imported capital equipment. He published his scheme as the Outline of the Ten-Year Plan for the
      Development of the National Economy. 1976-1985.25 Hua's plan greatly excited the various Japanese zaikai groups that had been active on the Chinese scene since 1971, even to the extent of
      conducting their own "private" diplomacy with the Chinese. Increasing trade friction with the Western
      democracies and the prospect that Chinese oil sales would give the Chinese the funds to buy Japanese products
      made the lure of the China market irresistible. As early as 1975, Miki's chief foreign policy adviser,
      Hirasawa Kazushige, opined that China could soon supply about 15 percent of Japan's annual oil imports. The
      actual shares for the years from 1979-81 were 3.1, 3.8, and 4.8 percent.26
    


    
      The breakthrough in the deadlocked talks came in February 1978, when Inayama Yoshihiro, then vice president of
      Keidanren, and Li Xiwen, the Chinese vice minister for trade, privately negotiated and signed the Long-Term Trade
      Agreement that committed Japan and China to commercial transactions worth some $20 billion over eight years. The
      following September, Minister of International Trade and Industry Komoto Toshio and Vice Premier Li Xiannian
      extended the agreement to 1990 and raised the total amount to $60 billion. Fukuda Takeo, who had replaced Miki as
      prime minister in December 1976, remained hostile to the Chinese terms for a treaty because many members of his
      faction were pro-Taiwan and because he still resented that Tanaka had used the China issue against him in 1972.
      But after China sweetened the pot with the Long-Term Trade Agreement, the treaty became inevitable and Fukuda
      began to look for some face-saving way to accept the antihegemony clause.
    


    
      In the five-article Treaty of Peace and Friendship signed on August 12, 1978, Japan agreed to the antihegemony
      clause (Article 2), but in return demanded the inclusion of Article 4, stating that "The present treaty
      shall not affect the position of either contracting party regarding its relations with third countries." The
      Japanese had made a valiant effort to square their position regarding both the Chinese and the Soviets, but it
      did not work. The Soviets threatened "retaliatory action" against Japan and noted that "the future
      will show whether Japan will be able to pursue an independent foreign policy."27
    


    
      For the next two years, two mutually exclusive tendencies dominated international relations in East Asia, not to
      mention LDP politics in Japan, and presidential politics in the United States, First, the Japanese and the
      Americans, who recognized Beijing four months after the Japanese peace treaty, proclaimed that their policies had
      inaugurated a new era of peace and stability in the region and that, as the Japan External
      Trade Organization (JETRO) put it, "the world is witnessing [in China] the transition of a closed society
      governed by whimsical political principles into an open system based on sound economics."28 Second, as the Chinese played their
      "America card," rivalries among Asian communist nations exploded. The Soviets strengthened their ties
      with Vietnam, the Vietnamese invaded Kampuchea in December 1978, the Chinese invaded Vietnam in February 1979,
      the Soviets invaded Afghanistan in December 1979, and the communist militarization of the area advanced to the
      strategic level as Backfire bombers, SS-20 missiles, and long-range Soviet naval patrol craft were deployed in
      the region.
    


    
      The attempted Japanese and American reconciliations with China during the 1970s were not narrowly motivated or
      lacking in historical perspective and political imagination. But with every passing day, it became clearer that
      they were based on flimsy and often self-deluding premises. Factors such as the modernization of China, the
      turmoil surrounding the deaths of Zhou and Mao, the politics of succession in the Chinese Communist Party, the
      Chinese estimate of the Soviet threat, and the attempt to find an economic development strategy compatible with
      continued communist party dominance were more complex and their courses less predictable than the simplifications
      of "panda mania," political junkets to the Great Wall, and foreign press enthusiasm for "Xidan
      democracy."
    


    
      For the Japanese, the moment of truth came on the economic front. Only three months after the extension of the
      Sino-Japanese Long-Term Trade Agreement, the Third Plenary Session of the Eleventh Central Committee of the
      Chinese Communist Party in December 1978 scrapped China's economic guidelines. Chen Yun and Deng Xiaoping
      shifted Chinese economic priorities from heavy industrialization to agriculture and consumer-oriented light
      industries. On September 7, 1980, the party officially abolished Hua Guofeng's ten-year plan and forced Hua
      to resign as premier. What replaced Hua's plan was an ever-lengthening period of "economic
      readjustment" dominated by fractious debates over the realities of China's economic and political
      geography. China had expected to pay for Hua's capital imports through oil revenues, but Chinese oil
      production failed to meet short-term expectations, and the low quality and refining difficulties that plagued
      China's oil industry made it uncompetitive with Middle Eastern light crude oil exports. In addition,
      China's educational deficiencies inherited from the Cultural Revolution stood in the way of China's
      absorbing much of the technology Japan and the West had to offer. Bureaucratic conflicts among different Chinese
      power centers—national and local governments, rural and urban interests, civilian and
      military interests, educated and political cadres, new and old bureaucracies—dominated every attempt to come up
      with a new plan. Perhaps most important, the absence of a single relevant theory or example of how to develop an
      economic system made up of a billion people meant that great caution had to be exercised not to unleash
      uncontrollable expectations or unprecedented socioeconomic forces.
    


    
      The Baoshan Iron and Steel Complex near Shanghai symbolized these internal contradictions. As the showcase
      Sino-Japanese development project, it formed the heart of Hua Guofeng's ten-year plan. Nippon Steel was the
      prime contractor, and Baoshan was to be a Chinese replica of the Pohang works in Korea and Nippon Steel's
      plants at Kimitsu and Oita—that is, among the most modern steel producing facilities in the world. China signed
      all the contracts required for building the Baoshan complex, but then found that it simply could not pay for the
      project. Within the Chinese government, vice premiers Chen Yun, Bo Yibo, and Yao Yilin launched attacks on
      Hua's economic allies, Li Xiannian, Yu Qiuli, Gu Mu, and Kang Shien. Deng's advisers charged that the
      plant was located on soft and sandy soil, that is was too far from coal supplies, that it was situated on Yangtze
      estuaries too shallow for large ships, and that in general the project has been badly bungled. Nippon Steel,
      Japan's biggest single enterprise, and Inayama Yoshihiro, its former president, were humiliated. They replied
      that the plant was well designed and would produce as specified if the Chinese would only go ahead and build it.
      During the Sino-Vietnamese conflict of February 1979, China froze all contracts with Japan and asked for new
      Japanese financial concessions. The Japanese were thus forewarned. But given the expectations that "China
      fever" had aroused, nothing really could have prepared the Japanese for the Baoshan shock.
    


    
      On January 19, 1981, China unilaterally cancelled signed contracts with Japan worth about 300 billion yen,
      including contracts for the entire second phase of the Baoshan complex (thus making it economically inefficient)
      and about 15 petrochemical complexes throughout the country. Work on most of the contracts was already underway,
      and in several cases Japanese firms had already manufactured and delivered the ordered equipment. The companies
      affected included Nippon Steel, Mitsui Engineering, Mitsubishi Heavy Industries, the trading companies of
      Mitsubishi, Mitsui, C. Itoh, and hundreds of smaller subcontractors, some of whom were threatened with bankruptcy
      if they were not paid.
    


    
      "The prospect that China is abandoning all major projects that need big industrial plants," wrote the
      Japan Economic Journal, "poses grave concern for the future of the bilateral
      long-term trade agreement which essentially consists of barter deals of Chinese crude oil for Japan's industrial plants. . . . 'Their sheer ignorance of international business practices and rules
      is amazing,' both businessmen and government officials say."29 With the cancellation of these contracts, Inayama's
      "private" trade agreement became a government headache. During the summer of 1981, Japanese ministerial
      representatives shuttled back and forth to Beijing, trying to get the Chinese at least to pay penalties for
      defaulting. The Chinese listened politely, threatened to take their business to the European Economic Community,
      and asked the Japanese to advance them another 300 billion yen to pay for Baoshan alone. The Japanese government
      agreed and in September 1981 work resumed. But Japanese confidence in China had been gravely shaken, and in many
      industrial quarters the old attitudes of contempt for China reappeared.
    


    1982–1983


    
      During the middle of the Baoshan shock in the summer of 1981, the director of JETRO's China Section mused out
      loud, "Perhaps they [the Chinese] are counting on support from the sentimentalists in Japan. Remembering
      China's waiver of wartime reparations, the sentimentalists believe the issue should be solved on a higher,
      political dimension. In other words, they believe Japan should extend a helping hand as a neighboring country to
      help China overcome its current hard-ships."30 Little could the director have imagined that only a year later, the Japanese
      press would hand China an issue with which to mobilize the "sentimentalists" and humiliate the Japanese
      government to a greater extent than it had been able to in the past. The "sleeping issues" of
      Sino-Japanese relations—questions such as why Japan is a rich nation and China a poor one, what actually had been
      the state of relations before "normalization," and whether or not Japan should feel guilty about its
      past treatment of China—were about to be reawakened. As farcical as it was in its concrete details, the textbook
      controversy of 1982 hit the Japanese in an area of great emotional vulnerability and brought home the risks of
      continuing to base Japan's foreign policy solely on short-term economic advantages rather than on political
      principles to which they were committed. The textbook controversy conditioned and accompanied the sharpest change
      in Japan's political leadership of the postwar era—the transition from the ceremonial government of Suzuki
      Zenko to the verbally activist government of Nakasone Yasuhiro. Regardless of whether the shift proves to be
      permanent or passing, the textbook controversy insured that recriminations about the past will continue to be
      manipulated by all the nations of East Asia.
    


    
      On June 26 and 27, 1982, the Asahi shimbun, Mainichi shimbun, Yomiuri
      shimbun, and the Sankel shimbun carried headlines proclaiming that the
      Ministry of Education had forced the revision of high school history textbooks, in particular changing the word
      "aggression" to "incursion" in discussing the Sino-Japanese war of 1937-45. Specifically, the
      Ministry of Education was accused of changing the word shinryaku, literally
      "invade and plunder," to shinko, literally "enter and assault,"
      or even to the utterly neutral shinshutsu, which can be roughly translated as
      "advance.'31 Much more
      was to be heard on the subject before the summer was over, including charges that the ministry had deleted
      references to the number of Chinese casualties in the Japanese "Rape of Nanking" of 1937, that it had
      ordered the Korean independence struggle of 1919 to be characterized as a "riot," and that it had in
      general sought to "prettify atrocities," as the Beijing People's Daily
      put it on August 15, the 37th anniversary of Japan's surrender. Japanese Foreign Ministry officials have
      declared that the incident was the worst since normalization and that it set back friendly Sino-Japanese
      relations by at least 10 years.32
    


    
      There are many complex aspects to the textbook controversy, but it should be noted that the initial reports were
      all untrue. No textbooks had been revised during 1982. On September 7, the Sankei
      shimbun carried headlines saying, "We Apologize Deeply to Our Readers," and went on to explain
      how it and other papers had made a serious mistake in their initial reports. On September 19, the city editor of
      the Asahi shimbun also printed an unusually opaque apology for his paper's error.
      But meanwhile, members of the press club of the Ministry of Education unsuccessfully tried to expel reporters
      from the Sankei shimbun for admitting publicly that they had been
      mistaken.33
    


    
      The apparently intended result of these stones was the humiliation of Japan and of Prime Minister Suzuki Zenkō,
      who was scheduled to visit Beijing from September 26 to October 2 to celebrate the 10th anniversary of the
      normalization of Sino-Japanese relations. Throughout August and much of September, the Chinese press lambasted a
      "handful of rightists" in Japan who were allegedly trying to revive militarism, and the Chinese
      government twice rejected official Japanese explanations of the incident and demanded immediate correction of the
      school books. When he finally got to China, Suzuki spent a third of his meeting with Premier Zhao Ziyang talking
      about the textbooks, and he reassured party leaders Deng Xiaoping and Hu Yaobang that Japan was not reverting to
      its old ways. In his speech to the' 12th Party Congress, held on September 1-11, Chairman Hu dwelt on the
      dangers of revived Japanese militarism. In addition, when Suzuki expressed Japanese
      misgivings to Hu and Deng about a possible Sino-Soviet rapprochement, Hu summarily rejected them.
    


    
      During February 1983, Suzukis successor, Nakasone Yasuhiro, told the Diet that the Sino-Japanese war of 1937-45
      was a "war of aggression" started by Japan, and he sent LDP Secretary General Nikaido Susumu to Beijing
      to reassure the Chinese that Japan had its "remnant militarist forces" under control.34 On February 19, as Nikaido was
      preparing to leave China, Premier Zhao advised Japan "to limit its military capability to its defensive
      needs." China maintains the world's largest standing army, has developed and deployed thermonuclear
      weapons, and chose the time of Suzuki's visit to test fire its first submarine launched ballistic missile,
      but none of these facts were mentioned in either the Chinese or the Japanese press. A good many Japanese could be
      forgiven for thinking that they had been grossly maligned by either their own press, the Chinese government, or
      both.
    


    
      The screening of textbooks by the Japanese government has a long and checkered political history. It began in
      1949 and was strengthened in 1953 with the revision of the School Education Law empowering the minister of
      education to examine and authorize all school textbooks. He does so by appointing academics and school officials
      to the Textbooks Screening Research Council (Kyōkayō Tosho Kentei ChOsa Shin gikai) that was set up in May 1950.
      These textbook examiners make two types of comments on the texts submitted to the ministry by authors and
      publishers for possible adoption—kaizen iken, which are suggestions for improvements
      and are not mandatory, and shusei iken, which are required corrections of erroneous
      facts or figures. Part of the controversy of 1982 revolved around allegations that the ministry made its
      recommended changes to the history books shūsei iken, although no one knows whether
      this is true or not because of the confusion in press reports on the matter and the ministry's reticence to
      discuss the incident.
    


    
      In June 1982, the Ministry of Education delivered one sample copy each of 593 different, newly authorized
      elementary school and high school textbooks to the ministry's press club. In accordance with established
      practice, the journalists divided the labor of reading them among the 16 newspaper and television companies
      represented in the club. Each paper checked its batch and then shared its reports with all the others. One
      journalist's report, later identified as coming from Nihon TV, claimed that a world history textbook
      published by Jikkyo Shuppan Company had changed the word "aggression" to "attack," and all
      other press services then reported this news item without confirming it. When they did look into it, the author
      of the text denied that he had been edited and claimed that he had been misunderstood and
      misquoted when interviewed by Nihon TV, although he acknowledged that he did not have his original manuscript
      with him at the time of the interview.35
    


    
      The Ministry of Education was silent on the subject until July 30, when Minister of Education Ogawa denied that
      any textbook changes had been made in 1982. However, he said that over the previous 30 years, it had often
      recommended and accepted changes of wording similar to those the press was making such a fuss about. On August
      10, a leaked Ministry of Education policy document revealed that the ministry thought textbooks should use one
      standardized word for "invasion," that the Korean independence movement of 1919 in fact involved
      "riots" (bōdō), and that the number of deaths at Nanking in December 1937
      was in dispute.36
    


    
      The real background to this controversy was the decades-long dispute between the communist-dominated Japan
      Teachers' Union and the Liberal Democratic Party's conservative educational policy specialists over the
      political content of educational materials.37 In postwar Japan, textbooks have tended to be written with a leftist bias in
      order to get teachers to adopt them. The LDP then pressures the Ministry of Education to take the leftist bias
      out of them through its screening procedures. This struggle became a national cause
      célèbre in 1965 when the leftist historian Ienaga SaburO sued the Minister of Education over the changes
      it ordered in a new edition of a history textbook he had written. He also claimed that the screening procedure
      violated Article 26 of the constitution, guaranteeing freedom of education. Ienaga won his suit in 1970, but the
      ministry informed local school boards that the court's decision was not binding on them, and nothing actually
      changed.38 During 1981, the
      LDP's Textbook Problems Subcommittee announced a draft bill to strengthen the screening system and began
      discussing it with various party and Diet groups. Some Japanese writers believe that the 1982 controversy was
      Nikkyōso's counterattack against the LDP's plans—a way of warning the Ministry of Education's press
      club about the screenings.39
    


    
      Although the Japanese press published its first revelations on June 26, no newspaper or government official in
      China took up the issue in a political context until July 20. That was the day on which the LDP's Special
      Council for International Economic Policy (Jiminto Kokusai Keizai Taisaku Tokubetsu Chosa Kai) arrived in Taipei
      after a tour of Southeast Asia. Sino-American negotiations over American arms sales to the Republic of China were
      then at their most delicate stage, and evidence that Japan was improving its economic ties with Taiwan clearly
      ran counter to Beijing's strategy. The U.S.-PRC joint communiqué that attempted a compromise on the issue was
      released on August 17, 1982. Futhermore, Deng Xiaoping was fighting off internal attacks
      from party and military rivals who were trying to embarrass him over his U.S. policy and the Taiwan issue before
      the opening of the 12th Party Congress. He could not appear soft on anything having to do with Taiwan, and he
      also needed a diversionary issue to concentrate on.40 It thus seems doubtful that the Chinese government was truly interested in
      Japanese school textbooks, but there can be no doubt that it found the textbook controversy to be a convenient
      lever with which to try to bring the Japanese government to heel—an effort in which it was largely successful.
    


    
      The textbook controversy also reopened old wounds in other parts of Asia, which genuinely shocked and mortified
      the attentive Japanese public. Protests against Japan's cavalier attitude toward its earlier aggressions,
      regardless of the actual details of the textbook controversy, erupted in Singapore, Hong Kong, Okinawa, and
      particularly South Korea. If the Chinese reaction was staged by the government for its own purposes, the South
      Korean reaction—including mass demonstrations, boycotts, and threats to break diplomatic relations—clearly had a
      popular basis.41 Because many
      of the LDP's educational specialists belong to the Fukuda, Kōmoto, and former Nakagawa factions and are
      strong supporters of Japanese-South Korean cooperation, they were appalled by South Korea's outrage over
      Japanese insensitivity to the past. These reactions were further stimulated by former Prime Minister Kishi's
      poorly timed proposal to build a monument on Mt. Fuji honoring Japanese who had worked in Manchuria; the
      serialization of Morimura Seiichi's book Akuma no hoshoku (The Devil's Gluttony) in Akahata (the organ of the Japan
      Communist Party), which details medical atrocities committed by Japanese doctors against Chinese and Korean
      prisoners during World War II; and the premiere on August 7 of Toei's popular motion picture Dai Nippon teikoku (The Empire of Great Japan), which glosses over
      questions of Japan's responsibility for the war.
    


    
      By September 1982, the Chinese and the South Koreans had accepted Japan's apologies and promises to revise
      its actually unrevised textbooks, and the textbook controversy was officially over. But in Japan, controversy
      continued and took on a deeper and more serious dimension. Various writers revealed that even at the height of
      postwar contrition 30 years ago, textbooks made no mention of the history of Korea between 1910 and 1950 or the
      "Rape of Nanking." Furthermore, the Japanese education system is so oriented toward preparing students
      for entrance examinations, few students ever actually read their texts on post-Meiji history because the
      examination questions normally concentrate on earlier periods.42 The most important follow-up investigations about the
      controversy centered on the Japanese press—for example, its obsequiousness toward China, its persistent leftist
      bias, its failure to report serious new events that do not square with its ideological tendencies, and its power
      to influence and occasionally even determine Japanese foreign policy.43 Nonetheless, if the openness of Japanese democracy had caused the nation
      some embarrassment during 1982, the result was a victory for still more openness. Finally, delicate subjects such
      as Japan's ambivalence toward the rest of Asia, the ease with which other nations make it a scapegoat, and
      the responsibilities of the press in a modern democracy were being aired.
    


    An Overview of Japanese-Chinese Relations


    
      In 1885, Fukuzawa Yukichi wrote a famous essay entitled "Datsuaron," or
      "Getting Out of Asia," in which he advocated that Japan renounce its Asian heritage in favor of all-out
      modernization following the Western model.44 A century later, it would appear that Japan has followed Fukuzawa's advice
      to the letter. It remains geographically Asian, but in fact has become a global economic power in terms of the
      markets it depends on for both its natural resources and exports. However, it is interesting that Japan's
      datsua became most pronounced in the postwar period. Both before and during the war,
      Fukuzawa might have wanted Japan out of Asia, but Japanese idealists, colonialists, and militarists insured that
      it remained there.45 As Japan
      was preoccupied from 1952 until its normalization of relations with China with developing new markets to replace
      those it lost as a result of war and revolution, it paid little or no attention to East Asia, either
      intellectually or politically, except insofar as it had to as a result of American leadership or pressure. Except
      for a few specialists, the Japanese people seemed to forget about the concrete details of Japan's earlier
      actions in Asia. To the extent that they thought about Asia at all, it was in terms of abstractions about their
      own feelings of guilt, a tool for criticizing American policies that they nonetheless profited from and followed,
      or a place to go for cheap vacations.
    


    
      Uncontaminated by much in the way of serious political analysis or reflection, Japan's collective amnesia
      about Asia began to change subtly during the 1970s. Japan's opening to China was the major cause of this
      change, but other factors played a role such as Japan's achievement of economic great power status, the Nixon
      shocks, the oil shocks of 1973 and 1979, the anti-Japanese riots of 1974 in Southeast Asia, the emergence of
      newly industrialized countries in noncommunist East Asia as potential economic rivals of Japan, and growing
      American irritation with Japan's inability to declare itself sincerely part of the democratic alliance. The Vietnam War was also important. Its similarities to Japan's
      disastrous intervention on the continent a quarter of a century earlier appeared obvious to many older Japanese,
      and the fact that it ended with America's humbling defeat helped lighten Japan's guilt complex about its
      earlier behavior in China. The Western allies of World War II, particularly the United States, had long
      castigated Japan for its conduct in the Sino-Japanese war, but in light of America's own self-reflection, it
      seemed to some that perhaps Japan's actions in China had been merely mistaken instead of being morally
      reprehensible, as Japan's postwar generation had come to believe. The parallel was not exact, of course.
      American public opinion had been an important influence on the American decision to disengage from Vietnam,
      whereas domestic views had played no part at all in Japan's forcible eviction from China, Korea, and the rest
      of its former empire.46
    


    
      It is too early to say what effect the events of the 1970s and early 1980s will have on East Asian international
      relations over the long term. During the early 1980s, Japan's foreign policy debates became much livelier and
      more candid than they had been 15 years earlier. Rearmament, the Soviet threat, the terms of the
      Japanese-American alliance, and the ambiguities of China's communist development schemes were placed on the
      record for Japanese public and political debate. The Sino-Japanese relationship is central to each of these
      important issues. There are grounds for optimism to the extent that Sino-Japanese economic and technological
      collaboration continues and because Japan and China now seem to understand each other in a more realistic manner.
      Equally important, however, the events of the late 1970s and the early 1980s stimulated new forms of nationalism
      in China and Japan.
    


    
      In China, nationalism has been the most potent emotional force in domestic politics since at least the 1930s.
      Leaders such as Mao Zedong and Zhou Enlai, whose nationalistic credentials were unassailable, could on occasion
      ignore or deflect the nationalist issue when it suited their purposes to do so—for example, in Zhou's
      handling of the Taiwan issue and the PRC's position on the status of Macao at the time of the 1974 Portuguese
      revolution. But after the deaths of Mao and Zhou in 1976, and particularly after Deng Xiaoping launched China on
      a liberalizing course, the nationalist issue again became salient in domestic political struggles. No Chinese
      leader, including Deng, can allow himself to be made vulnerable on questions where slights or challenges to
      Chinese sovereignty are concerned. The textbook controversy, like the dispute with the United States over the
      status of Taiwan and the dispute with Great Britain over the status of Hong Kong, showed that Chinese leaders had to put China's nationalistic self-esteem ahead of other goals even when
      this potentially threatened substantive modernization efforts.
    


    
      About the same time as the revival of the nationalist issue in China, a new form of Japanese national pride and a
      growing irritation with foreign politicians who made Japan a scapegoat whenever it served their immediate
      interests appeared across the China Sea. Japan was no longer responding with contrition or silence to charges of
      reviving militarism, unfair trade practices, a uniquely barbarous imperialist past, or inadequate defense
      expenditures. This new Japanese attitude was reflected internally in virulent polemics regarding the behavior of
      the press in the wake of the textbook controversy, in the unending tide of books about Japan's unusual social
      institutions, and in the feeling that foreign critics were interfering in Japanese domestic affairs.
    


    
      As of the early 1980s, neither Japan's nor Chinas revived sense of nationalism was advanced enough to pose a
      serious obstacle to international cooperation and compromise. China's opening to democratic capitalist
      nations and its efforts to modernize its economy and ideology were among the most significant developments of the
      second half of the 20th century, and Japan has clearly recognized that its role in helping China is logical and
      in the interest of all the peoples of the region. Both China and Japan need a relatively long period of peaceful
      commercial and cultural interaction. This will help to underwrite China's new course with real achievements
      and to put past issues into a more analytical and less emotional perspective. To achieve such a period of steady
      development, both sides must avoid exploiting nationalistic issues for short-term political gains. However, that
      they will do so is in no way guaranteed by the logic of their mutual interests.
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    Japanese-Soviet Relations: Patterns and Prospects
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      Few bilateral relationships in the world have a greater unrealized potential than the Japanese-Soviet
      relationship. The two nations are neighbors on the Asian-Pacific rim—an area being transformed by multilateral
      diplomatic adjustments, comparatively high rates of economic growth, and integrationist trends affecting the
      entire Pacific basin. Japan and the USSR boast two of the three largest economies in the world. Moreover, their
      economies complement one another, with Siberia's natural wealth and Japan's technological-industrial
      capabilities holding out the prospect of large-scale cooperation. Yet despite a respectable level of trade and
      investment and an absence of confrontation, Japanese-Soviet relations have developed neither to Tokyo's nor
      to Moscow's satisfaction, especially during the past decade. Symbolic of the psychological distance between
      the two nations is the anachronism that over 40 years after World War II, the Soviet Union and Japan have yet to
      sign a peace treaty.
    


    
      From Tokyo's perspective, the Soviet Union is responsible for this state of affairs. In recent years, Moscow
      has declined to negotiate a solution to the last unresolved issue left over from the World War II—the continued
      Soviet occupation of Japan's "Northern Territories" (the Southern Kurile Islands of Kunashir and
      Iturup, and the offshore Hokkaido islets of Shikotan and the Habomai group, seized by Soviet forces in August and
      September 1945). Repeated Japanese attempts to discuss the territorial issue since it was shelved by the 1956
      Soviet-Japanese Joint Declaration1 have been rebuffed or ignored. Moreover, relations with Moscow have been chilled
      by what many Japanese perceive as Soviet attempts to "Finlandize"2 Japan with demonstrations of force such as the deployment of
      Backfire bombers and SS-20 nuclear missiles in the Soviet Far East, the stationing of army
      combat units and fighter squadrons in the Southern Kuriles, the buildup of the Soviet Pacific Fleet, military
      reconnaissance flights close to Japanese air space, and ominous demarches such as a 1983 TASS warning that Japan
      might become "a likely target for retaliation . . . [which] could spell a national disaster more serious
      than the one that befell it 37 years ago."3
    


    
      Moscow has been frustrated by its inability to achieve any of its four major objectives regarding Japan. It seeks
      to weaken Japanese-American ties, thereby reducing American influence in the Asian-Pacific region; to prevent the
      growth of military expenditures and nationalist sentiment and to strengthen neutralist and pacifist forces; to
      head off a Sino-Japanese rapprochement; and to secure major Japanese participation in Siberia's
      development.4 Indeed, a number
      of Soviet policies toward Japan appear to have reinforced tendencies inimical to Soviet interests. Intransigence
      on the territorial issue has not only prevented the conclusion of a peace treaty, but it has nourished rather
      than discouraged Japanese irredentism. Efforts to create political distance between Tokyo and Washington have
      proven fruitless despite the availability of opportunities such as the "Nixon shocks," periodic
      Japanese American friction over trade issues, and Japanese anxieties about America's military strategy in the
      Asian-Pacific region. As a result of its military buildup in Asia and the Pacific, Moscow has promoted the
      integration of Japan into America's global strategy. Denunciations of Japanese "militarism" have
      neither mobilized pacifist sentiments inside Japan nor stunted a mounting popular willingness to countenance
      limited rearmament. The late Leonid Brezhnev's Asian collective security proposal, broached in 1969 and
      reiterated during the 1970s, has evoked few sympathetic responses in Japan. Portentous Soviet warnings failed to
      deter Tokyo from signing a Sino-Japanese peace treaty in 1978 containing an antihegemony clause aimed at the
      USSR. Limited by political and economic constraints, Japanese participation in Siberian development has been
      curbed by Japan's adherence to American led embargoes and sanctions in the wake of events in Afghanistan and
      Poland. Key sections of Japanese society—business concerns, government bureaucracies, political parties, labor
      union, the media, and academia—remain for the most part immune to Soviet influence. Public opinion polls
      monotonously reaffirm widespread popular distrust of the USSR. The once tractable Japan Communist Party (JCP)
      refuses to endorse Moscow's pronouncements concerning Beijing; it voices concern over Afghanistan and Poland;
      and it reaps electoral dividends by claiming more Soviet territory than does the ruling Liberal Democratic Party (LDP). The JCP also seeks the retrocession of all the Kurile Islands to Japan.
    


    
      The prospects for change in Japanese-Soviet relations—whether toward the fulfillment of economic potentials,
      toward a limited political rapprochement, or toward further estrangement—are linked to a multitude of factors,
      involving not only bilateral issues, but the domestic conditions within each nation, relations with third powers,
      most notably the United States and China, and the general international climate. The following proposes to
      explore the likelihood of changes in the Japanese-Soviet relationship by identifying certain long-term patterns
      characterizing Russo-Japanese relations and by suggesting how these patterns interact with contemporary global
      and regional forces.
    


    
      It is prudent to note the qualitative differences in the evidence adduced to explain Japanese policies toward the
      USSR and vice versa. In the former case, the investigator enjoys access to detailed and often uncensored
      information from the media, published memoirs, and personal interviews. In the latter case, the researcher must
      cope not only with the ambiguous role of Marxist-Leninist ideology in Soviet policymaking, but with the dearth of
      "inside" data and the virtual absence of informed critical analyses of Soviet foreign policy by Soviet
      writers, Khrushchev's memoirs and émigré literature notwithstanding. Given the fragility of the available
      evidence, the use of intuition is unavoidable when making inferences about Soviet attitudes, objectives, and
      strategies.
    


    The Geographical and Historical Context


    
      Geography creates the basic framework of Russo-Japanese relations. The Soviet Union is Japan's closest
      neighbor, and the Soviet Union is 60 times the size of Japan. These factors have shaped mutual perceptions and
      policies for over two centuries.
    


    
      Since the mid-1700s, when reports reached the Tokugawa shogunate that "Red Ainu" were moving southward
      along the Kurile arc, a thread of awe and alarm has run through Japanese pronouncements about Russia. Calls to
      defend the "northern gates" (hokumon)—a metaphor for Hokkaido, Sakhalin,
      and the Kurile Islands—reverberated through patriotic prose from Hayashi Shihei (1738-1793) to the Greater East
      Asia War.5 Russia's
      physical proximity immediately set it apart from other Western powers in Japanese eyes. Tokugawa documents used a
      graphic term to refer to the danger emanating from the north—sanshoku, meaning
      "encroachment," or more literally, "silkworm eats." Sanshoku was
      rarely applied to other foreign intruders such as the British or the Americans, who
      approached Japan by sea and who did not "eat away" territory on Japan's doorstep as did the
      Russians.
    


    
      From a Soviet perspective, geography has painted a different picture. Although the USSR is many times larger than
      Japan, its population and industry are concentrated west of the Urals. The Soviet Far East, which lies closest to
      Japan, has only seven million inhabitants. This is slightly more than the northernmost Japanese island of
      Hokkaido. Moreover, the Soviet Far East suffers disadvantages relating to its remoteness, an inhospitable climate
      (except in the southern maritime regions), and an underdeveloped internal transport system. The very size of the
      Soviet Far East creates problems. Approximately eight times the size of Japan, it lies at the interstices of
      Japan, China, and the United States, which makes it strategically sensitive from a Soviet point of view. Its
      sprawling land and maritime frontiers require a heavy investment of military forces that are difficult to supply
      and expensive to maintain.
    


    
      History also shapes how the Russians and Japanese perceive one another. The Japanese are said to nurture feelings
      of distrust toward the Soviets because of a heritage of conflict. For years, Japan and the Soviet Union were
      rivals in Sakhalin, the Kurile Islands, Korea (over which they fought in 1904-1905), and Manchuria during the
      1930s. The Soviet Union's entry into the Pacific War on August 9, 1945— six days before Japan's
      surrender—has not been forgotten. In the days that followed, the Red Army invaded Manchuria (then a Japanese
      puppet state), Northern Korea, and Southern Sakhalin while the Soviet Pacific Fleet seized the Kurile Islands.
      From the Japanese point of view, these acts were perfidious in that they were an unprovoked violation of the 1941
      Soviet-Japanese Neutrality Pact, and they were also seen as cowardly because they were aimed at a nation on the
      verge of defeat. The internment of over half a million Japanese prisoners of war in the Soviet "gulag"
      for periods ranging from 2-11 years has left painful memories that are revived whenever the Japanese media
      announces that Soviet border guards have detained Japanese fishermen for violating the USSR's territorial
      waters.
    


    
      Shades of the past also color Soviet perceptions of Japan. The humiliations and sacrifices of the Russo-Japanese
      War are kept alive in Soviet textbooks, novels, and music. A popular naval song (" Varyag") describes the story of a doomed tsarist warship which takes on an entire Japanese
      squadron off the coast of China. The Makarov Naval Academy in Vladivostok is named after Admiral Stepan Makarov
      who went down with his flagship, the battleship Petropavlovsk, when it struck a
      Japanese mine in 1904. Today, the flagship of the Soviet Pacific Fleet is a guided missile cruiser named the
      Petropavlovsk. Few Soviet citizens are unaware of Japan's
      role in the Siberian intervention of 1918-1922, frontier clashes with Japan during the 1930s, and the threatening
      behavior of Japan's Kwantung Army in the summer of 1941, when the Red Army was reeling under the
      Wehrmacht's onslaught.
    


    
      Historical influences almost certainly play a role in the views and behavior of Ivan Ivanovich Kovalenko, former
      chief of the Japan Sector of the International Department of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the
      Soviet Union. Although Kovalenko's power has been exaggerated by some Japanese journalists (one called him
      the "actual commander of strategy toward Japan"),6 his input in policy formation was not insignificant. Kovalenko was born in the
      Maritime Province of the Russian Far East in 1918, five months before its occupation by the Japanese
      Expeditionary Force. After World War II, he interrogated Kwantung Army prisoners of war in Manchuria and Siberia.
      It is logical to assume that such experiences have shaped his perceptions of Japan. Kovalenko has a reputation of
      being tough, even brusque. One participant in a recent Japanese-Soviet round table discussion disapprovingly
      recalled that Kovalenko addressed his Japanese interlocutors as if they were military subordinates. Such behavior
      may come naturally to a man whose childhood was spent in the shadow of the Imperial Japanese Army, whose youth
      coincided with Japanese expansion into neighboring Manchuria, and whose young adulthood witnessed thinly veiled
      statements emanating from Tokyo about "solving the northern problem"—i.e., about invading the Soviet
      Far East.
    


    
      Sensitivity about sanshoku helps to explain why some Japanese today are prone to
      melodramatic evocations of the "Soviet threat," or Soren no kyō'i—a
      term that crops up regularly in the Japanese media. Since 1978, there has been a parade of alarmist literature
      featuring Hokkaido invasion scenarios,7 fantasies about Japan under Soviet rule,8 portentous warnings about KGB penetration,9 and the alleged exposure of putative Soviet global
      objectives.10 However, not all
      Japanese subscribe to the idea of a "Soviet threat," or if they do, they disagree about its nature.
      Disagreements among leading academic observers have appeared in print,11 and they exist within government bureaucracies, most notably the
      Defense Agency, the Foreign Ministry, and the Ministry of International Trade and Industry.
    


    
      Conversely, memories of Imperial Japan's behavior in the 1918-1945 period have sensitized Soviet observers to
      the subject of "Japanese militarism." Soviet hypersensitivity about a revival of Japanese militarism
      suffuses postwar scholarly and journalistic literature, and it explicitly figured in the Sino-Soviet treaty of
      alliance signed on February 14, 1950. In the 1970s and early 1980s, Soviet writings about the subject have become
      so portentous and heavy-handed that a skeptical observer might question their rationality.
      No less a figure than Ivan Kovalenko evoked a scenario of "militarist trends, a buildup of the armed forces,
      growing production of modern military hardware, wide-scale ideological indoctrination of the masses and the armed
      forces in the spirit of revanchism, and the propagation of the cult of violence."12
    


    
      Soviet analysts stop short of monolithic assessments of "Japanese militarism," just as the Japanese
      disagree among themselves about the nature of the "Soviet threat." In the Soviet case, however,
      differences are not expressed publicly. Such discretion complicates but does not preclude the task of discerning
      individual variations among the views of Soviet commentators on contemporary Japan.
    


    
      The territorial problem—the most intractable issue preventing Japan and the Soviet Union from completely
      normalizing their relations— offers instructive insights into how history, or a particular image of history, is
      used to justify policy. Moscow and Tokyo both claim the Southern Kurile Islands, which have constituted a part of
      the Sakhalin oblast in the Russian Soviet Federated Socialist Republic since 1947.
      Both Soviet and Japanese authorities cite "facts" to demonstrate their nation's historical primacy
      in the area while discounting evidence that tends to call that primacy into question. Each government makes
      categorical pretensions. On February 7, 1982 (February 7 is "Northern Territories Day"), the Prime
      Minister's Office announced that the Southern Kuriles "have never been the territory of a foreign
      country and have always been inherently Japanese."13 To convey the idea that the Southern Kuriles have never been under the rule of
      any nation except Japan, Japanese publications use the term koyū ryōdo (inalienable
      land) to describe them. For their part, Soviet writers state with equal conviction that all the islands between
      the Kamchatka peninsula and Hokkaido, including the "Little Kuriles" (as Shikotan and Habomai are
      called in Soviet parlance), were discovered, explored, and settled by the Russian people.14 Propagated in the media and textbooks
      of both nations, these two irreconcilable views of the past make it difficult for the Soviet Union and Japan to
      find a common language when territprial issues become the subject of discussion.
    


    
      As the publication of dissenting views is tolerated in Japan, it is possible to read works in which Japanese
      authors question the koyü ryödo concept as a basis for territorial claims against the
      Soviet Union.15 A tiny minority
      of Japanese commentators go so far as to say that the Northern Territories essentially belong to the Soviet
      Union.16 Before the October
      Revolution, a number of Russian writers, among them Anton Chekhov, acknowledged that Japanese contacts with
      Sakhalin and the Kuriles antedated those of Russia.17 Today, however, if anyone in the Soviet Union has doubts
      about the government's position on the territorial question, that person is unlikely to publicize
      them.18
    


    
      Lest such examples convey the impression that the past is a burden that acts to impede a possible Japanese-Soviet
      rapprochement, it should be noted that history also contains examples of Russo-Japanese cooperation when
      circumstances suited mutual interests. Such pragmatism was evident in the behavior of Tokyo and St. Petersburg
      from 1907-1916 when, notwithstanding memories of the Russo-Japanese War, Russian and Japanese diplomats agreed to
      delineate spheres of influence in Manchuria and Outer Mongolia at the expense of China and of American hopes to
      penetrate the area with capital investments. The Soviet Japanese Neutrality Pact of 1941 represented a similarly
      realistic arrangement that permitted Moscow to devote its attention to Europe and Japan to concentrate on
      Southeast Asia.
    


    
      History also shows that the United States has at various times figured into the Russo-Japanese rivalry. Lenin,
      convinced of the inevitability of a Japanese-American war, tried to put this prospect at the service of Soviet
      interests in the early 1920s by giving generous oil and gas concessions to American enterprises in parts of the
      Russian Far East occupied by the Imperial Japanese Army.19 Lenin minced no words in explaining the rationale of what to some comrades must
      have seemed to be a curious twist in the struggle against capitalism. He said that "An intense hostility is
      now developing between America and Japan. We are making use of this and are offering a lease of Kamchatka. ...
      Through this treaty we have aggravated the differences between our enemies."20 These words have not lost their relevance in the
      1980s. In the spring of 1945, former Prime Minister Hirota Köki remarked to the Soviet ambassador to Japan that
      if the Red Army and the Imperial Japanese Navy were to join forces, they would be an invincible combination. In
      addition, Prime Minister Yoshida Shigeru judiciously utilized Cold War rivalries to secure political and economic
      advantages for a still weak and vulnerable Japan during the early 1950s.
    


    The Economic Factor


    
      The promise of large-scale Japanese participation in the development of Siberia's natural resources and a
      record of steadily growing Japanese-Soviet trade, which has included a series of successful Japanese-Soviet joint
      economic projects, are important factors affecting the complexion of Japanese-Soviet relations. They are also
      important in the delicate equilibrium the exists between the Soviet Union, China, the United States, and Japan.
      Although the momentum of Japanese-Soviet economic cooperation slowed in 1980-81, when Tokyo followed
      Washington's lead in imposing sanctions against the USSR in the wake of events in
      Afghanistan and Poland, the pace is likely to pick up again.
    


    
      Russo-Japanese economic relations have been shaped by geography as much as by politics. Physical propinquity
      between Japan and Siberia for over two hundred years has offered the possibility of trade. Indeed, Siberia
      accounted for more than 90 percent of all Japanese-Soviet trade between 1925 and 1945—-a proportion that has
      probably not changed significantly in the postwar era.21 Thus the scale of Russo-Japanese economic activity has been largely defined by
      Siberia's capacity to export products needed in Japan and by the Soviet Union's ability to absorb
      Japanese exports. In this respect, Siberia's economic capacity remains limited. Notwithstanding recent
      construction projects, Soviet Far Eastern ports and inland railway networks are subject to transportation
      bottlenecks. In addition, a relatively small population restricts the potential of the Siberian market.
    


    
      However, Siberia has the potential to be a major supplier of energy for Japan. Proven reserves of oil, natural
      gas, timber, coal, and ores are plentifull. Siberia's contributions to the Soviet Union's energy needs
      are growing. For example, Siberia's share of the Soviet Union's fossil fuel resources jumped from 12.8
      percent in 1960 to 26.7 percent in 1980.22 One Japanese source asserts that the development of the region's energy
      resources will be the biggest Soviet economic project of the 1980s.23 For resource-poor and resource-hungry Japan, the implications are obvious.
    


    
      After World War II, Japanese-Soviet commerce remained sluggish until the reestablishment of diplomatic relations
      in 1956. Since then, bilateral trade has expanded from approximately $21 million in 1957 to $5.2 billion in
      1981—an increase of more than two hundred fold. During most of the 1970s, Japan was the Soviet Union's
      largest noncommunist trading partner, but the Soviet share of Japan's foreign trade has been consistently
      modest at less than 3 percent of the total. It bears no comparison to the U.S. share, and since the mid-1970s it
      has been smaller that China's. The Soviet Union enjoyed a trade surplus with Japan for most of the years
      between 1946 and 1974, but since 1974 it has been running an annual deficit that reached a record $1.2 billion in
      1981.
    


    
      Since 1963, Japan and the USSR have supplemented regular trade with "coastal trade." Japanese-Soviet
      coastal trade involves an exchange of products between production units in the Soviet Far East that have
      overfulfilled their plans and small- to medium-sized Japanese firms that mainly offer consumer items and are
      located primarily in cities along the coast of the Sea of Japan.24 Coastal trade allows both sides to take advantage of their proximity and
      mutual needs. The volume of this trade remains modest; it stood at $123 million in 1981, but
      is growing.
    


    
      Between 1968 and 1981, Japanese enterprises acting through clearinghouse committees concluded half a dozen
      agreements with the Soviet Union to develop Siberian timber, coal, oil, and natural gas, and to construct a port
      at Wrangel Bay (about 60 miles from Vladivostok) for the transshipment of storage containers.25 Several projects involving the
      exploitation of copper deposits and the construction of a steel plant are under discussion or scheduled to be
      inaugurated in the coming years. Not all joint projects are confined to Siberia. Japanese firms have contributed
      to the building of a truck factory near the Kama River in European Russia. Unlike the United States and several
      Western European nations, Japan and the USSR do not have a reciprocal banking agreement.26
    


    
      Fisheries constitute another arena of economic interaction between Japan and the Soviet Union—perhaps the one
      with the oldest tradition. Russo-Japanese competition over access to and the division of marine resources along
      the Northeast Asian littoral began in the 19th century. From 1905—when the Portsmouth Treaty awarded Japan
      extensive fishing rights off the Maritime Province and Kamchatka—until 1945, Japanese fishing interests backed by
      the Imperial Japanese Navy dominated the exploitation of marine resources off Siberia's Okhotsk and Pacific
      coasts. After 1945, the combination of Japan's defeat in World War II, the Soviet acquisition of Southern
      Sakhalin and the Southern Kuriles, the rise of Soviet military power, and the growth of a major Soviet Far
      Eastern fishing industry reversed the prewar situation. The Soviet declaration of a 100-mile offshore economic
      zone in 1977 precipitated some trying moments for Japan's fishing interests, but pragmatic considerations
      prevailed after some tough negotiations and a new fisheries treaty was signed.27
    


    
      Japanese-Soviet economic cooperation has come a long way since the 1950s. Both sides have had to contend with
      severe climatic conditions, differences in their socioeconomic systems, and hard bargaining over credit terms and
      interest rates. In general, their mutual efforts seem to be bearing fruit. A growing economic relationship
      between Japan and the Soviet Union has brought advantages to both nations. The Soviet Union receives capital,
      technology, and equipment from Japan that helps to accelerate the pace of Siberian development and sends ripple
      effects throughout the entire Soviet economy. By incrementally improving the standard of living in the Soviet Far
      East, Japanese foodstuffs and consumer goods probably help ease the high rate of labor turnover that has hampered
      the fulfillment of production and construction targets. Conversely, imports of Siberian timber, oil, gas, coal, and ores provide Japan with a stable source of raw materials. In diversifying its
      suppliers, Japan has attained a degree of added flexibility in dealing with the uncertainties of the
      international marketplace.
    


    
      However, economic considerations alone do not govern Japanese-Soviet economic relations. Domestic, bilateral, and
      third-party political calculations have made themselves felt ever more insistently during the 1970s and early
      1980s as Japanese-Soviet economic interchanges have grown in scale and moved into sensitive technological areas.
    


    
      Within Japan, various public and private groups have differing and sometimes conflicting attitudes about Japanese
      trade and investment in the Soviet Union. Certain trading firms that have significant business interests in
      Siberia—Sumitomo Shōji, C. Itoh, Nissho Iwai, Mitsubishi Shoji, Mitsui Bussan, Marubeni, and others—have ample
      reason to underline the importance of economic ties with the USSR. The Ministry of International Trade and
      Industry also tends to hold this attitude. On the other hand, the Foreign Ministry and certain private
      organizations tend to subordinate economic concerns to territorial claims, and they balk at the prospect of
      advancing financial credits to the Soviet Union before the territorial issue is resolved to Japan's
      satisfaction. The Defense Agency has its own reservations about technology transfers to the Soviet Union with
      possible military applications. Finally, Japanese fishery interests that played a significant role in
      negotiations leading to the 1956 Soviet-Japanese Joint Declaration28 have their own approaches to Japanese-Soviet economic relations. These
      approaches are not consistent because coastal and deep-sea fisheries have varying stakes in territorial and
      economic questions. For some coastal fishermen from the Hokkaido port of Nemuro, located near the Northern
      Territories, Japan's possession of the Southern Kuriles is less important than access to offshore marine
      resources. Nemuro fishermen and kelp gatherers who enjoy privileged access to Soviet territorial waters are
      understandably less susceptible to the pull of irredentism.29
    


    
      Varying perspectives on the merits of economic ties with Japan no doubt vie with one another inside the Soviet
      government and party bureaucracies. How competing interest groups work to influence economic policy toward Japan
      can only be surmised. One would assume that there are discussions about foreign currency allocations for the
      purchase of Japanese equipment, although most exchanges are in the form of barter; about priorities among various
      joint projects in Siberia; and about the larger issue of the degree to which the USSR should encourage imports of
      Japanese capital and technology.
    


    
      To no small extent, Moscow and Tokyo introduce political concerns into their bilateral
      economic relationship. Moscow almost certainly sees the lure of Siberian resources as a means to distract
      Japanese attention from territorial issues; to reduce the American profile in Japan's economic life, if only
      marginally; and to compete with China for Japanese investments. In addition, there are those in Japan who would
      use technology and capital as a bargaining lever to encourage Moscow to soften its intransigence on the
      territorial question. Politics also intruded into fishery negotiations in 1977 when the Soviet declaration of a
      200-mile economic zone provoked Tokyo to balk at what it perceived to be a ploy to gain implicit Japanese
      recognition of Soviet sovereignty over the Southern Kuriles.
    


    
      Japanese-Soviet economic relations are subject to influences from third nations—most notably from China and the
      United States. China has political, strategic, and economic reasons to be concerned about Japanese-Soviet
      cooperation aimed at the development of Siberia in general and of the Soviet Far East in particular. That Japan
      is sensitive to Chinese feelings on this matter is evident from Tokyo's refusal to accede to Moscow's
      request to participate in the construction of the Baikal-Amur Mainline railroad because of its strategic
      implications. Beijing's wooing of Japanese capital investment during the 1970s reflected a desire to offset
      the lure of Siberia.
    


    
      In principle, Washington has not expressed official opposition to a growing Japanese-Soviet economic
      relationship. Successive administrations have adopted varying approaches to the matter, reflecting changes in the
      international climate, policy shifts toward the USSR, and the implications of any given Japanese-Soviet project.
      While an atmosphere of détente prevailed during the Nixon and early Ford administrations, American and Japanese
      participation in a number of Siberian projects seemed to be a foregone conclusion. American firms such as
      Occidental Petroleum, El Paso Natural Gas, and Gulf Oil took steps toward this end or actually signed contracts.
      A trilateral agreement was actually initialled on December 11, 1974, that involved Japanese-American investments
      of $340 million to explore and develop natural gas resources in the Yakut Autonomous Republic in the Soviet Far
      East.30
    


    
      After 1974, however, détente fell victim to escalating Soviet-American rivalry in the Third World, and Washington
      came to view Japanese-Soviet economic cooperation with increasing skepticism. The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan
      in 1979 and events in Poland in 1981 led to sanctions against the USSR by the Carter and Reagan administrations.
      The first set of sanctions (1980) tightened credits for exports of capital machinery and high technology. The
      second (1981) included an effort to curb energy development. Insofar as Tokyo followed Washington's lead, albeit with some reluctance, these sanctions adversely affected both Japanese-Soviet trade
      and joint cooperation in Siberia. In 1980, Japan lost its position to West Germany as the Soviet Union's
      leading noncommunist trade partner. Also in 1980, the prospects for Japanese and American participation in the
      construction of a steel complex in the Soviet Far East, negotiations for which had begun in 1979, became
      uncertain. In 1982, the Reagan administration upheld a ban on the use of U.S. technology in a multibillion dollar
      Japanese-Soviet oil and natural gas project off the coast of Sakhalin, causing a costly delay in the timetable of
      the undertaking. By mid-1983, with the arms race heating up over the issue of intermediate-range nuclear
      missiles, a Defense Department spokesman testifying before a congressional committee suggested penalizing
      Japanese firms engaged in high technology exports to the USSR on the grounds that such exports were being used
      for military purposes.31
    


    
      These developments can be explained by strategic considerations, but a Soviet analyst has argued that Afghanistan
      and the strategic consequences of technology transfers are secondary considerations used by Washington to mask
      its real objective—the elimination of competition that might jeopardize American "monopoly circles,"
      which provide Japan with raw materials.32 Whatever motives underlie Washington's statements, mounting American efforts
      to influence Tokyo's economic policies toward the Soviet Union are occurring at a time when there are
      potentially explosive Japanese-American economic problems that could produce unforeseen consequences.
    


    The Strategic Dimension


    
      For over three decades, the strategic aspect of Japanese-Soviet relations has been closely linked to the
      U.S.-Soviet global rivalry. As early as September 1947—during the middle of the U.S. occupation of Japan—the
      conservative politician Ashida Hitoshi articulated Japan's commitment to the United States in the Cold War in
      a memorandum addressed to the American occupation authorities.33 The idea behind this memorandum ripened into a strategy that Prime Minister
      Yoshida Shigeru successfully refined in negotiations with John Foster Dulles in 1950-51 concerning a
      Japanese-American peace treaty. Yoshida sought to advance Japan's political and economic interests by making
      a limited commitment to support American policies in Asia. In return for an American guarantee of Japan's
      security, Yoshida and his successors accepted the existence of U.S. bases on Japanese soil; they countenanced
      American military control over Okinawa until 1972; and they undertook to give serious consideration to
      Washington's views when formulating foreign policy. "Security" for Japan in
      the early 1950s meant assurances of American assistance against internal communist subversion and domestic
      violence as much as it did a nuclear umbrella against the possibility of Soviet atomic blackmail.
    


    
      An anticommunist who did not trust the USSR, Yoshida nonetheless deflected American suggestions that Japan rearm
      and become a military ally of the United States. He realistically appraised the economic costs and political
      volatility of such a step. With wartime memories still fresh during the 1950s and 1960s, pacifist and antinuclear
      sentiments were of axiomatic importance on the domestic political scene. These sentiments were exemplified by
      strong popular support for Article 9 of the 1947 constitution, which renounced Japan's right to maintain
      armed forces and to make war; by public outcries at real or perceived violations of Japan's nonnuclear
      principles, including the banning of all nuclear weapons from Japanese soil; and by the low social esteem
      accorded to members of Japan's Self Defense Forces. Aware of the force behind these popular sensitivities,
      Tokyo treated the American military connection gingerly. The word "alliance" was carefully avoided.
      Restrictions were placed on the use of American bases in Japan as staging grounds for operations in third
      nations. Tokyo also insisted upon prior consultations about combat mission involving men and equipment based in
      Japan.
    


    
      This strategy succeeded both politically and economically during the 1950s and 1960s. While preserving close ties
      with the United States, Japan avoided direct involvement in Asian hot spots such as Korea and Vietnam. And by
      minimizing defense expenditures and maximizing seikei bunri—the separation of
      politics and economics—it created propitious conditions for the rapid expansion of its economy.
    


    
      However, the 1970s brought unprecedented pressures on Japan to reassess its security policies. The most important
      of these were the rise of regional and global Soviet military power; the post-Vietnam decline of U.S. power in
      Northeast Asia, which was partly the result America's new commitments in the Indian Ocean and the Middle
      East; mounting American impatience, fueled by trade grievances and protectionist impulses, with Japan's
      reluctance to assume increased security responsibilities in the Western Pacific; the exposure of Japan's
      vulnerability to interruptions of vital energy supplies during the 1973 and 1979 oil crises; direct or indirect
      encouragement from Beijing for Japan to take active steps against Soviet "hegemonism;" and an erosion
      of popular resistance to limited rearmament.
    


    
      Successive conservative Japanese governments have responded cautiously to these new pressures. There is still no
      domestic consensus about how to deal with security issues in general or the Soviet Union in
      particular. Yet some seemingly modest but significant steps have been taken. Japan has continued an incremental
      buildup of its defense capabilities; it has participated in joint maneuvers far from Japan, for example, RIM-PAC
      '80 and joint command exercises in Hawaii in 1982; and public discussion about formerly taboo subjects such
      as defending shipping lanes against Soviet submarines and blocking strategic straits that afford the Soviet navy
      access to the Pacific Ocean. Prime Minister Nakasone Yasuhiro's reference to Japan as an "unsinkable
      aircraft carrier" would have been unthinkable a decade ago.
    


    
      From the Soviet perspective, the above trends have an ominous character, for they are seen as part of a global
      strategic challenge that is led by hardliners in Washington and involves China, NATO, and Japan. One seasoned
      Soviet commentator has asserted that Japan is being gradually integrated into America's Pacific-Asian
      strategy and its global imperialist system.34
    


    
      Moscow's obvious response to this perceived trend has been a further buildup of its military forces in the
      region. Its deployments of SS-20 missiles and Backfire bombers and the strengthening of the Soviet Pacific Fleet
      are answers to a perceived American challenge in the Pacific-Asian region—a challenge in which Japan is an
      accessory insofar as Tokyo offers the United States bases; shares military burdens, enabling the United States to
      divert some of its forces to the Indian Ocean; and cooperates with the United States on intelligence matters such
      as the 1976 MiG-25 incident35
      and the 1979 Levchenko incident.36 On the other hand, Soviet deployments in the Southern Kurile Islands in 1978
      were hardly provoked by the United States. Rather, Moscow intended to demonstrate its displeasure with the
      signing of the Sino-Japanese peace treaty and to show Tokyo that the Southern Kuriles were irrevocably Soviet.
      These two considerations might have been linked, for Moscow is said to have been sensitive to the treaty's
      antihegemony clause serving as a cornerstone for joint territorial demands against the USSR.37
    


    
      As Japan and the Soviet Union move into the mid-1980s, each nation sees itself as responding to an escalating
      challenge from the other or from a group of states including the other.38 Each is currently taking measures in the security field that are
      compounding their mutual distrust. By resorting to demonstrations of power, Moscow betrays that it does not
      adequately understand that the Japanese are, in the words of Kimura Hiroshi, "extraordinarily insensitive to
      bluff with military might."39 Conversely, by more closely coordinating its security policies with those of the
      United States, Tokyo might be reinforcing the very aspects of Soviet behavior that cause disquiet among so many
      Japanese.
    


    Cultural Prisms


    
      The cultural prisms through which Japan and the Soviet Union view each other may help explain the persistence of
      their political estrangement. They might also hold a clue as to some possible alternatives. A paradox of mutual
      attraction and repulsion lurks in the background of Japanese-Soviet cultural relations. On the one hand, Russia
      has exerted a profound influence on Japanese students and intellectuals through its 19th- and early 20th-century
      literary classics and Russian social thought.40 No foreign literature has so gripped the Japanese imagination as the works of
      Pushkin, Lermontov, Gogol, Turgenev, Tolstoy, Goncharov, Dostoevsky, and Gorki. No single foreign ideology has
      influenced social and political activists in Japan more than Russian Marxism, and to a lesser extent Russian
      anarchism. On the other hand, officially approved Soviet writers other than Sholokhov and Ehrenburg are far less
      appreciated in Japan than Solzhenitsyn and Pasternak. Moreover, many if not most Japanese Marxists and JCP
      members have been critical of Soviet policies, from Stalinist repression to the invasions of Czechoslovakia and
      Afghanistan. Large sections of the Japanese public have experienced the attraction-repulsion paradox because of
      the juxtaposition of positive images of the Russian people gained from Russian literature and negative images of
      Soviet officials that appear in the mass media.41
    


    
      Japanese writers frequently criticize the negotiating style of the Soviet Union for being gratuitously
      offensive—a criticism that to be sure is also heard in other parts of the world. Soviet officials have been known
      to address their Japanese counterparts peremptorily. For example, JCP delegations visiting Moscow in 1964 and
      1979 reportedly encountered open rudeness from high-ranking officials in the Soviet communist party.42 In addition, breaches of diplomatic
      etiquette have created a poor impression in Japan. When Moscow unilaterally published its draft of a
      Soviet-Japanese Treaty of Good Neighborliness and Cooperation in Izvestiia on
      February 23, 1978, many Japanese observers were said to have found the act "discourteous and
      insulting."43 Social
      gaffes of Soviet diplomats have also been publicized. In 1981, Ambassador Dmitri Polansky's appalled a group
      of LDP Diet members when he said he could easily be elected to the Supreme Soviet by campaigning for the
      annexation of Kyūshū.44
    


    
      Aspects of the Soviet Union's negotiating style that disturb some Japanese—for example, the Soviet use of
      bluff, arrogance, delay, and rough humor—in most cases are not deliberate slights aimed at Japan, but rather an
      expression of culture, upbringing, and individual idio-syncracies. A number of Soviet diplomats—among them the
      former ambassador to Japan, Oleg Troyanovsky—have a deep understanding of and respect for
      Japan and can in no way be accused of insensitivity to Japanese sensibilities. A number of Soviet specialists on
      Japan have a detailed and sophisticated understanding of the nation, but their influence on the formulation of
      Soviet policy appears to be limited, although some would say that it is growing. For the time being, most Soviet
      leaders seem firm in their conviction that the best way to get results with Japan is to be tough. Until they
      realize that effective diplomacy with Japan is linked with the observance of certain forms of etiquette, the
      Soviet Union's image will continue to suffer. In the meantime, seasoned Japanese diplomats who deal with
      Moscow appear to have cultivated qualities such as patience and humor, which are well developed among the Russian
      people.
    


    
      Another culturally-based perspective that affects relations between Japan and the Soviet Union is that each
      nation has a highly developed sensitivity to prestige and hierarchy expressed within its own society and in its
      conception of rank in the international community.45 A number of Japanese and some American observers believe that Moscow does not
      ascribe adequate significance to Japan's political or economic weight in Asia and the Pacific. Soviet leaders
      are said to subsume Japan into their global objectives so as to make it a secondary policy priority—a by-product
      of their policies toward the United States and China.46 One writer noted that the published Soviet draft of the Soviet-Japanese Treaty
      of Good Neighborliness and Cooperation "gave many Japanese the impression that in Soviet eyes Japan is not
      ranked with West European nations such as West Germany and France, but rather with Vietnam or Ethiopia or even
      less developed nations."47
      Although not openly stated, there seems to be a widely shared assumption among Western observers that until
      Moscow accords Japan a higher priority, or at a minimum shows more outward signs of respect, prospects for
      improved Japanese-Soviet relations will remain dim.
    


    
      Soviet writers deplore Japan's lack of independence from the United States and its unwillingness to recognize
      the importance of good relations with the USSR.48 Indeed, both nations accord higher priority to their relations with the United
      States and China than with each other. Each feels that the other must take the initiative if this state of
      affairs is to be changed. Under present circumstances, such attitudes make it difficult to create a psychological
      basis for a political rapprochement.
    


    
      Another cultural problem rooted in politics that inhibits the development of closer Japanese-Soviet ties is the
      mutual insulation of the Soviet and Japanese peoples. Although good books exist in each nation describing life in
      the other—for example, Vsevolod Ovchinnikov's book on Japan, and Hiroshi Kimura's
      book about the Soviet Union49—direct human contacts are minimal for neighbors with a combined population that
      will soon exceed 400 million. Only two weekly flights connect Japan with the Soviet Far East, and there is only
      one during the winter months. Except for during the summer season, these flights are often less than half full,
      and sometimes there are only a half dozen passengers. In contrast, nearly a million Japanese visit Hawaii each
      year.
    


    
      The bulk of the human contacts that exist between Japan and the Soviet Union are superficial Thousands of
      Japanese tourists pass through the Soviet Union en route to and from Western Europe. Exchanges of trade union
      delegations, sports teams, theatrical troupes, and orchestras are not insignificant, but they offer little
      opportunity for in depth dialogues given a formidable language barrier. Travel restrictions on individual Soviet
      citizens inhibit the Soviet Union from building avenues of influence in Japan outside of embassy and foreign
      correspondent circuits. Rarely do Soviet Japanologists have an opportunity to spend prolonged periods of study in
      Japan to build networks of scholarly and personal relationships. As long as the flow of people is kept to a
      trickle, the points of contact between Japan and the Soviet Union will remain limited and mutual popular feelings
      of psychological distance will persist.
    


    Prospects


    
      Will Japanese-Soviet relations in the 1980s remain frozen in their current patterns, or are there realistic
      prospects for change? The territorial problem between Japan and the Soviet Union is unlikely to be settled in the
      foreseeable future, notwithstanding sanguine predictions50 and periodic "signs" of a change in the Soviet attitude that prompt
      speculation in the Japanese press.51 Some Western observers have privately stated that the Soviet Union could gain
      significant political advantages in Japan at relatively little cost if only the Kremlin would take a more
      flexible attitude toward the Southern Kuriles issue. It is thought that Moscow could skillfully court Japanese
      public opinion and even provoke opposition to the U.S.-Japan Mutual Security Treaty by hinting at a restitution
      of part or all of the Southern Kuriles in exchange for the demilitarization of Hokkaido. After all, the
      Soviet-Japanese Joint Declaration of 1956 contained an expression of Soviet willingness to transfer Shikotan
      Island and the Habomai group to Japan after the conclusion of a peace treaty. Soviet officials, including
      Brezhnev himself during a meeting with Prime Minister Tanaka Kakuei in 1973, have hinted that the territorial
      issue is not closed.52
    


    
      But regardless of these observations and despite reported rumors of flexibility emanating
      from the Soviet Union between 1969 and 1973,53 there is little likelihood that Moscow will make any territorial concession to
      Japan in the foreseeable future. On the contrary, there are signs that Soviet leaders have reconsidered Article 9
      of the 1956 Joint Declaration pertaining to Shikotan and the Habomai group. In 1960, Foreign Minister Gromyko
      attached conditions to any territorial transfer, linking progress on Article 9 not only to the conclusion of a
      Japanese-Soviet peace treaty, but also to the abrogation of the U.S.-Japan Mutual Security Treaty. Meanwhile, the
      "Little Kuriles" have assumed an increasing economic importance that has made their retrocession even
      more a matter of doubt.
    


    
      Several factors underlie Soviet intransigence on the territorial question and limit Moscow's diplomatic
      flexibility. Far from being "tiny," "barren," and "useless" as some commentators in
      the West have described them, the Southern Kuriles are respectable in size. Iturup alone is the size of Okinawa,
      and the Northern Territories claimed by Tokyo are larger than Delaware and Rhode Island combined. The Southern
      Kuriles have marine resources that have taken on an even greater value to the Soviet fishing industry since the
      Soviet Union adopted a 200-mile economic zone in 1977. Even if Tokyo were to guarantee their demilitarization,
      the retrocession of the Southern Kuriles would complicate the Soviet Union's task of guarding access to the
      Sea of Okhotsk. Moscow uses the Sea of Okhotsk as a sanctuary for the Soviet Pacific Fleet's strategic
      nuclear forces. Submarines equipped with ballistic missiles capable of reaching any point on the U.S. mainland
      operate in the Sea of Okhotsk. Any break in the Kurile "chain" separating the Sea of Okhotsk from the
      Pacific Ocean would make it easier for the United States navy to penetrate this sanctuary and threaten both the
      Soviet Union's submarines and a larger number of Soviet cities.
    


    
      Furthermore, international political consequences would accompany any Soviet change of attitude on the
      territorial question. According to the private views of some Soviet analysts, territorial concessions to Tokyo
      would not satisfy Japanese irredentists, but rather encourage them to seek other territories such as the Northern
      Kuriles and Southern Sakhalin. Moreover, such a step might open a Pandora's box of irredentist aspirations in
      any number of nations that at one time or another have lost territory to the Soviet Union.
    


    
      There are also domestic constraints on Soviet diplomatic flexibility regarding the territorial question. For
      nearly four decades, Soviet propaganda and educational materials have asserted that the Kuriles are primordial
      Russian territory "liberated" from Japan in 1945 by the heroic sacrifices of the
      Red Army and the Soviet Pacific Fleet.54 Apparently, these efforts to nourish a historical consciousness about the Kurile
      Islands have been successful. This being the case, it is logical to assume that any Soviet leader associated with
      the surrender of "Russian territory" to a capitalist state for the sake of a political or economic
      quid pro quo would be vulnerable to serious accusations from domestic rivals.
      Consequently, instincts of self-preservation would likely warn any Soviet veteran of bureaucratic politics to
      think twice before contemplating any bold initiative on such a delicate subject as changing the frontiers of the
      Soviet Union established by the outcome of World War II.
    


    
      The most puzzling question regarding the Northern Territories is not why the USSR has maintained an intransigent
      attitude on the issue, but why so many observers expect Moscow to behave differently. Even if Japan possessed
      strong bargaining leverage, which it does not, the constraints on Soviet diplomatic flexibility are formidable.
    


    
      A prolongation of the territorial problem indirectly serves current Chinese and American interests insofar as it
      preserves political distance between Moscow and Tokyo.55 Both Beijing and Washington, which at one time endorsed Soviet claims to the
      Kurile Islands, have switched sides and now officially support Japan's irredentist aspirations.56 In the improbable event that Tokyo and
      Moscow find a common ground on territorial issues, Chinese and American leaders would be put on notice that the
      seemingly chronic estrangement of Northeast Asia's "distant neighbors" could no longer be taken for
      granted.
    


    
      More plausible than any breakthrough on the territorial problem is the possibility of a shift in Japanese-Soviet
      ties as a result of changes in U.S.-Soviet and Japanese-American relations. A relaxation of Soviet-American
      tensions would at the very least create a more propitious environment for Japanese participation in Siberian
      development. A serious deterioration of Japanese-American economic relations in the wake of rampant protectionism
      and a loss of Japanese confidence in the U.S. security guarantee could set in motion a reevaluation of
      Japan's foreign and security policies.
    


    
      The globalization of Japan's national interests holds unpredictable prospects for Japanese-Soviet relations.
      From Moscow's perspective, the development of Japanese-Soviet relations will be fraught with both dangers and
      opportunities. Soviet commentators during the 1970s and early 1980s have repeatedly called attention to
      Japan's being pulled into a U.S.-led global "imperialist system" aimed at the "socialist
      community" in general and the USSR in particular. It disturbs Soviet observers that Japan seems to be
      following American-orchestrated policies with only token reluctance. From a Soviet point of view, boycotting the 1980 Moscow Olympics, and imposing sanctions against the USSR, Poland, Vietnam, and
      Iran affirmed Japan's adherence to American strategy toward Eastern Europe, the Middle East, Afghanistan, and
      Kampuchea.57 According to
      Soviet analysts, Washington had a hand in Japan's decision to conclude a peace treaty with Beijing in 1978
      that contained an antihegemony clause aimed at the Soviet Union.58 They further believe that Japan's policies toward South Korea are
      heavily influenced by the United States, which is supposedly fostering an anticommunist alliance between Tokyo
      and Seoul.59
    


    
      At the same time, Soviet observers are aware that the globalization of Japan's national interests multiplies
      the possibility that "contradictions" will develop between Japan, the United States, Western Europe,
      and China. The tremendous growth of Japan's international trade has already provoked opposition in the United
      States and Western Europe. Japan's economic penetration of Southeast Asia is fraught with the possibilities
      of friction with China, which in Soviet eyes has hegemonistic designs on the area. A shift in the correlation of
      U.S. and Japanese economic power is at the core of Japanese-American contradictions, according to Soviet
      analysts. The American position in Asia is slipping while Japan's is growing.60 In a period of global economic adjustment,
      Japanese-American struggles over world markets and sources of raw materials will intensify.
    


    
      A weakening of Japanese-American relations as a result of mounting economic rivalries would be welcomed by Moscow
      insofar as such a development would undercut Japanese-American strategic cooperation, open opportunities for
      Soviet diplomatic advances, increase the lure of Siberia as a field for Japanese-Soviet economic cooperation, and
      result in a major setback for American prestige and power. It does not follow, however, that Moscow views its
      struggle with the United States for Japan's favor as a zero sum game. Sophisticated Soviet analysts realize
      that the abrogation of the U.S.-Japan Mutual Security Treaty could lead to an increasingly independent, armed,
      and nationalist Japan that would turn out to be a far greater threat to Soviet interests.
    


    
      Japan has played a prominent role in developing the concept of a Pacific community, which was championed by the
      late Prime Minister Ohira. The idea has evoked ambivalent reactions from the Soviet Union, although its official
      reaction has been critical. The Soviet political columnist Vsevolod Ovchinnikov called the idea a plan to
      consolidate Japan's regional economic preeminence and to provide the United States with a mechanism to unite
      NATO, ANZUS (the Australia-New Zealand-U.S. alliance), and the Japanese-American alliance into a single military
      bloc.61 Other writers have
      echoed Ovchinnikov's negative appraisal with some variations.62
    


    
      Privately, however, some Soviet analysts see the Pacific community as a multilateral attempt
      to cope with growing "contradictions" between capitalist and developing nations in a region that is
      undergoing both economic growth and increasing integration. In short, a Pacific community could be a means to
      promote a smoother transition toward an international division of labor in the Asian-Pacific region.
    


    
      In conversations with Soviet analysts, one detects an admixture of regret and resentment that Japan and the
      United States are in various ways attempting to minimize Soviet participation in integrationist trends affecting
      the Pacific basin. The Soviet Union's desire to participate in this process is part of a historically and
      culturally rooted Russian quest for prestige and recognition from Europe, Asia, and the international community
      as a whole.
    


    
      An awareness of this desire, combined with knowledge about how to make intelligent use of it, could well be a key
      to improving Japanese-Soviet and U.S.-Soviet relations without damaging the unique and supremely important bond
      between Japan and the United States. If this can be achieved, then Lenin's remarks identifying Soviet
      interests with Japanese-American hostility happily will have lost their relevance.
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    Japan and the United States in the 1980s: The Domestication of Foreign Policy
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      If the Japanese-American alliance is to continue as a cornerstone of international affairs in the Western
      Pacific, it must be rebuilt on a foundation different than the one that has endured for the last three decades.
      The existing foundation has been irreparably eroded by two developments during the past 15 years—the progressive
      entanglement of bilateral relations in the domestic politics of both nations, and the transformation of global
      and regional international conditions and the altered role of each nation in this new environment. Ironically,
      the problems of the present are rooted in the successes of the past. A one-sided partnership was forged in the
      wake of World War II and at the outset of the Cold War when Japan was a defense satellite of the United States
      and an overpopulated, economically poor nation. Today, Japan stands as a global economic superpower and a
      competitor of the United States, but it still remains a military dependency without a clear and internationally
      accepted political role in world affairs. This asymmetry aggravated bilateral relations during the 1970s, as the
      relative decline in American economic and military capacities became evident and the coherence and confidence of
      American policy dissolved in the wake of Vietnam, Watergate, and the oil crises.
    


    
      Although the problems of the Japanese-American alliance are rooted in changed international circumstances, what
      is distinctive about the current situation is the degree to which bilateral issues have been caught up in the
      domestic politics of both nations. In the United States, Congress and interest groups working primarily through
      Congress, have more or less set the U.S. policy agenda regarding Japan since bilateral economic crises surfaced in the latter part of the 1970s. This in turn has dragged the issue of
      Japan's defense into the realm of public debate and has forced it to be linked to volatile trade issues. In
      addition, Japanese policy toward the United States has been deeply caught up in domestic affairs, affecting not
      only party politics, but challenging Japan's approach to the international economy and provoking an overdue
      debate about Japanese nationalism. This "domestication" of foreign policy poses a long-term threat to
      the disintegration of the Japanese-American alliance because it reduces the capacity of policymakers in both
      nations to lead and control bilateral relations. Indeed, a new approach to bilateral relations is now in order
      because the web of formal and informal consultative institutions nurtured over the past three decades cannot
      easily accommodate fully politicized issues without bold coherent leadership from the leaders of each nation.
    


    
      Neither nation has yet shown a willingness to make the necessary adjustments in policy. Currently, American
      policy amounts to little more than crisis management and does not look beyond the immediate issues of trade and
      defense and the incremental solutions of the past. Before the onset of the bold, holistic approach taken by Prime
      Minister Yasuhiro Nakasone in his visit to the United States in early 1983, Japanese policy was similarly
      passive. However, whether Nakasone's initiatives constitute a new strategic posture or are tactical
      deviations from the past is not clear. Moreover, whether they represent a strategic departure ultimately depends
      on the course of developments on the Japanese political scene and how they impinge on the foreign policymaking
      process, not simply the personal disposition and political skills of the prime minister. Similarly, the task of
      recasting American policy toward Japan will directly involve a range of political actors— for example,
      Congressional committees, and business and labor interest groups—that played much more muted roles in the past
      than they do today. Accordingly, any discussion of the future of the Japanese-American alliance requires
      consideration of the dynamics of the foreign policymaking process of both nations.
    


    
      What follows is an unorthodox, partial approach to the Japanese-American alliance. It is partial because it does
      not provide either a synthetic overview of the contemporary situation or a review of the main developments of the
      recent past. Rather, it proposes a framework for analysis that suggests critical questions and points the way to
      possible answers. It is unorthodox because it rests on the assumption that at this juncture in history, the
      fundamental direction of foreign policy in Japan and the United States rests less on the choices of government
      leaders and critical elites than on the limits imposed on policymaking processes by the
      fundamental structures and dynamics of the political systems in which they operate.
    


    
      A glance at the record of the last three decades shows that each system has an exceptional capacity to make
      certain types of foreign policy decisions but obvious limitations in other areas. Japan's capacity to operate
      in ways that maximize its national economic well-being has taken on legendary proportions. It has prompted scores
      of scholarly and journalistic books, special reports by the U.S. Congress and international organizations, and a
      new international industry devoted to explaining "how Japan really runs." What is rarely discussed is
      Japan's capacity to develop foreign policies that go beyond matters of economics and deal with international
      political considerations. Japan's record in this area has been as negative as its accomplishments in the
      economic sphere have been positive. Moreover, Japan will be forced to make decisions regarding matters of
      defense, national strategy, and geopolitics that have been avoided in the past primarily because of the nature of
      its alliance with the United States. As Robert Gilpin has persuasively argued,1 regardless of the achievements of technology in
      fostering interdependence, the world political-economy is still characterized by the struggle of independent
      nation-states for power, wealth, and prestige under conditions of global anarchy. The danger of war and the
      preeminence of politics remain conspicuous features of the international scene and pose policy questions that the
      postwar Japanese political system has yet to demonstrate it can deal with. Indeed, it is ironic that a
      neomercantilist "developmental state"2 should be a source of international attention at the very moment that its
      relevance in the present international environment is being called into question. Whether Japan can move to
      become a more effective nation-state in the same sense as all other nations of comparable stature is the critical
      question for the future of the Japanese-American alliance. The answer lies primarily in the dynamics of Japanese
      politics.
    


    
      Since the end of World War II, the United States has been a global superpower and has developed an institutional
      capacity centered on the office of the presidency to devise national strategies and meet global crises on a
      world-wide scale. The capacity of the United States to project power on a global level has diminished in a
      relative sense; America's alliances need restructuring; and its obviously diminished ability to devise
      appropriate responses to an increasingly complex world system has created problems regarding America's
      credibility and effectiveness. However, the fundamental capacity to operate on a political strategic level
      remains within reach of the United States. The United States has displayed basic incapacities in its
      international economic policies that are systemic in nature. Political pressures from American economic interest groups have intruded into the foreign policymaking process in ways that inhibit
      presidential leadership at a time when security is being defined for most nations in the world in increasingly
      economic terms. A peculiar challenge for American foreign policy is to juxtapose the national economic interests
      of the United States, including the capacity to maintain enormous defense budgets, with vital American security
      interests as they are currently defined. Japanese-American relations will serve as a testing ground for
      establishing a partnership in which economic and defense relations are linked in a viable new alliance. As is the
      case in Japan, the critical consideration is the degree to which America's leaders can control the limits
      imposed by domestic politics.
    


    
      Just as domestic politics have established new perimeters of choice for policymakers in Washington and Tokyo,
      limits have been established by changed international political-economic conditions in East Asia and the world.
      However, the imperatives of policy choice rooted in external conditions are far less immediate than domestically
      generated pressures. This is well-illustrated by Japanese-American relations. Despite significant changes in
      international relations in recent years, the basic strategic guidelines set forth in the agreements negotiated by
      John Foster Dulles and Shigeru Yoshida during the last years of the American occupation of Japan have persisted
      for more than three decades and have allowed diplomats and statesmen to adjust their policies incrementally
      despite the obvious need to establish a new foundation for the alliance. Nevertheless, a threshold appears to
      have been reached in this regard. The "separation" of economics and politics, the hegemonial character
      of the alliance, and Japan's total isolation from external security considerations are now widely perceived
      as anomalous features of the contemporary international scene—holdovers from the extraordinary conditions of the
      1950s and 1960s. These features of the Japanese-American alliance have been withering since 1970 and have taken
      on new and controversial roles in the domestic politics of both nations. It is unlikely that they can survive in
      their current form. A substantial change in one or more of them will mandate a change in the structure of the
      alliance itself.
    


    
      Perhaps the most important international reality that bears on the future of relations between Japan and the
      United States is the extent to which each nation is engaged in the Western Pacific. Despite the legacies of the
      Vietnam War, the growth of Soviet military power in the region, and the growing power of the People's
      Republic of China (PRC), the United States and Japan have the most important overall international roles in East
      and Southeast Asia. In the aggregate, they dominate trade in the region; they are the leading investors and
      suppliers of aid; they educate many of the elites of the region; and they offer markets
      toward which the export-oriented development programs of these nations must turn. Moreover, America's
      military presence and commitments in the Western Pacific provide an element of balance throughout the region.
      Seen in a broad political-economic perspective, the Western Pacific has become a Japanese-American preserve, and
      if the trends of recent decades persist the economic involvement of both nations will continue to expand. In view
      of these developments, it is remarkable that there have been only limited efforts to coordinate American and
      Japanese policies toward the region in consultation with other nations in East Asia. This is an area of common
      concern that could be usefully incorporated into any restructuring of the Japanese-American alliance. However,
      before turning to those broader considerations, especially those related to bilateral defense policies, it is
      necessary to elaborate on how issues surrounding Japanese-American relations have become entangled in the
      domestic politics of both nations.
    


    American Domestic Politics and the American Foreign-Policymaking Process


    
      Since the onset of the Cold War in the late 1940s, American policy toward Japan was a central aspect of the
      strategic doctrine of containment. It was the perceived threat of the Soviet Union that led the American
      occupation regime to "reverse course" from its idealistic beginnings in order to pave the way for Japan
      to become an ally of the United States. As a result of communist triumphs in China and Korea, Asia was brought
      fully into the Cold War. The 1951 San Francisco Peace Treaty, was concerned as much with assuring Japan's
      alliance with the United States as with liquidating the legacies of World War II. The U.S.-Japan Mutual Security
      Treaty of 1951 and a series of other security treaties signed in rapid succession—ANZUS, the Australia-New
      Zealand-U.S. alliance of 1951, the U.S.-Republic of the Philippines treaty of 1951, the U.S.-Republic of Korea
      treaty of 1953, the U.S.-Republic of China treaty of 1954, and the South East Asian Treaty Organization alliance
      of 1954—were part of a general policy to contain communism on a global level. Because most discussions of
      bilateral Japanese-American relations tend to emphasize the special nature of the relationship and the enormous
      consequences of the occupation for Japan, it is instructive to note that from Washington's perspective, Japan
      was but a part, albeit an important part, of the American policy of containment. It is therefore within the
      context of the strategic consensus of the Cold War that the impact of domestic politics on
      America's policies toward Japan must be understood.
    


    
      The Cold War consensus was not so much a matter of the establishment of detailed policies as it was a general
      ideological agreement shared by the general public and the informed foreign policy elite, including those
      responsible for making and implementing policy. It included a consensus about who should make policy and the
      procedures through which policy debate should move as much as it was an agreement about the substance of policy.
      Its two major policy objectives were to contain communism by whatever means were required in order to create a
      peaceful and democratic world order, and to promote international economic well-being through free trade and
      economic aid. Both of these objectives were rooted in the ideals of the American diplomatic tradition, especially
      Wilsonian liberalism, and were facilitated by the global military and economic paramountcy to which America fell
      heir after World War II.3 The
      specific policies that grew out of this consensus led to 25 years of Pax Americana and widespread economic growth
      in an American-dominated world economy.
    


    
      The Cold War consensus also shaped the process by which specific policies, such as those regarding Japan, were
      made. Because the consensus was focused on national purposes that above all related to the use of military force,
      those institutions responsible for the establishment of national security goals—most notably, the office of the
      president, the Department of Defense, and the Department of State—played critical roles in the formation of
      American foreign policy. In performing their roles, these institutions were effectively insulated from the
      pressures of partisan politics and domestic economic pressure groups. The situation was analogous to a time of
      war. Bipartisan support for the national interest was defined in specific terms by the president and his
      advisors. Congress played a purely advisory role, and the most prestigious Congressional committee during this
      time, the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, served primarily as a conduit for explaining and defending policies
      formulated by the executive branch. What was devised was not a set of individual policies; rather, individual
      policies were related to a national strategy—"containment"—and justified in terms of a grand national
      purpose. This was a confident articulation of America's national values and material interests. In the words
      of George F. Kennan, American foreign policy involved "... a firm and unapologetic insistence on respect for
      our national dignity, not just as something we owe to ourselves, but as something we owe to our own possibilities
      for world usefulness."4
    


    
      As long as there was a strategic vision accepted by American policymakers and the general public, the presidency
      was the institution that dominated foreign policymaking. In addition to the personality of
      the president, the policy professionals who personally advised him and others who held critical cabinet and
      sub-cabinet positions in the foreign policy establishment played central roles in establishing national policy.
      There developed a certain continuum in policymaking that blurred the distinction between the public and private
      sectors. The government bore the responsibility for policies regarding the day-to-day conduct of diplomacy, but
      there was an almost continuous review of the long-term strategies and objectives of the United States by
      organizations such as the Council on Foreign Relations and private groups such as the Rockefeller Foundation and
      the Ford Foundation. Their studies produced ideas that readily found a hearing within the government and served
      as a recruiting ground for "the best and the brightest" to take direct charge of the conduct of foreign
      policy. Dean Rusk, McGeorge Bundy, Walt Rostow, Henry Kissinger, Cyrus Vance, and Zbigniew Brzezinski are but a
      few of the more visible recruits of the foreign policy establishment. This blending of knowledge and talent to
      establish and implement long-term national security policies has some broad similarities to the now much admired
      and feared system purportedly used by Japan to achieve its remarkable record of economic growth. During this era
      of consensus, the primary impact of American domestic politics on foreign policy came from the personalities and
      ideas of the foreign policy elite and from government officials who implemented U.S. policies.
    


    
      Throughout the 1960s, the international economic policy oí the United States was, in the words of Marina
      Whitman," ... primarily a stepchild of our national security objectives." The Marshall Plan and other
      aid programs, the posture of the United States in trade negotiations, the dollar-centered monetary system, and
      eventually America's chronic balance of payments deficits were all justified in terms of containing communist
      aggression. Accordingly, "... the United States was frequently willing to subordinate its short-term
      economic interests, narrowly conceived, to long-term political and economic advantages of strengthening economies
      in other free-world nations and a viable trading and monetary system linking those nations."5 This approach to foreign policy, which
      subordinated specific economic interests to a clearly articulated general national interest, virtually eliminated
      the capacity of specific business and pressure groups to work through Congress to achieve limited economic
      benefits for themselves.6
      Moreover, the intrusion of domestic interest groups into the conduct of foreign policy was further inhibited by
      the global economic paramountcy of the United States and America's strong commitment to the doctrine of free
      trade.
    


    
      The unraveling of the substance of this policy consensus and the domestic political
      practices on which it rested began with the Vietnam War. As frustration with the war escalated, national security
      issues were dragged into the maelstrom of domestic politics in ways that radically changed how the system worked.
    


    
      The most important casualty of the Vietnam War and the Watergate scandal was the capacity of the president to
      provide unquestioned leadership in the foreign policy realm. Congress moved from being a largely passive
      supporter of the White House to a focal point of foreign policy opposition. It demanded an expanded and direct
      role in foreign policymaking, and in 1973 it passed the War Powers Act which sought to curtail the capacity of
      the president to deploy troops abroad. In addition, doubts concerning the credibility and integrity of the
      president were raised by the media and by the public at large, the latter through disruptive demonstrations and
      acts of civil disobedience. Although these legal and extralegal limitations on presidential power have been
      greatly attenuated by time, American chief executives since President Nixon have neither displayed bold
      leadership in foreign affairs nor developed a comprehensive and coherent strategic vision to replace the Cold War
      consensus.
    


    
      This lack of consensus is due in part to the fragmentation and disarray that beset the foreign policy elite in
      the 1960s and 1970s. While many members of the foreign policy elite served in the Carter administration,
      especially those connected with the Trilateral Commission, the critical task of defining a new strategic vision
      and laying the foundation for a new national consensus has been largely abandoned. Indeed, a high-ranking
      official in the State Department asserted in 1978 that "The Carter approach to foreign policy rests on a
      belief that not only is the world far too complex to be reduced to a doctrine, but there is something inherently
      wrong with a doctrine at all."7
    


    
      The view that it is neither possible nor desirable to have a foreign policy consensus has found frequent
      expression among leading foreign policy intellectuals,8 and the onset of this view has marked the end of serious efforts at long-term
      national security planning by private sector institutions. No comparable groups have replaced them either inside
      or outside the government. Lacking a coherent and realistic concept of national purpose, American foreign policy
      has drifted without clear priorities from one international crisis to another and has sought legitimacy behind
      the undifferentiated assertion of themes from the early Cold War consensus—i.e., "human rights" during
      the Carter administration, and "containment" during the Reagan administration. For the moment, one of
      the most important influences on the direction of foreign affairs—the existence of a foreign
      policy consensus—has been lost.
    


    
      At the same time that the heat of the Vietnam War was melting the American consensus on national security issues,
      the consensus on economic issues was dissolving as well. Various factors related to international issues and
      economic performance were involved—for example, the gradual decline in the importance of the United States in the
      world economy in the decades after World War II; severe damage to industries such as steel and textiles because
      of increased imports; the repercussions stemming from the collapse of the dollar-centered Bretton Woods monetary
      system; the oil crises of 1970s; and the trade disputes of the late 1970s, rooted in a relative decline in
      American economic performance. The cumulative impact of these developments had three particular important
      results. First, the willingness of the U.S. government to sacrifice immediate economic interests at home on
      behalf of international economic stability was effectively erased. Second, the rise of an economic nationalism
      emphasizing "fair trade" came to replace the virtually unconditioned commitment to "free
      trade." Finally, as America's foreign policy consensus disappeared, domestic politics became deeply
      entangled in international economic policymaking as various interest groups pursuing narrowly defined goals were
      able to work effectively through Congress and various government departments to influence policy. By 1980, the
      domestic political system of the United States had become the critical variable for most of America's foreign
      policy, and internal political pressures had significantly contributed to the linking of economic and national
      security issues.
    


    American Policy Toward Japan


    
      From Washington's perspective, its policy toward Japan until approximately 1970 was a model of success—an
      example of how the American Cold War consensus could be translated into a specific policy triumph. The occupation
      had laid the basis for Japan's democratization, and was then buttressed by a hegemonial alliance that
      effectively made Japan an American defense satellite and allowed it to attain an astonishing prosperity, which
      was fostered within the international economic bloc dominated by the United States. Bilateral relations appeared
      prominently on the agenda of American domestic politics only twice during this period, first at the time of the
      1951 San Francisco Conference, which ended the Pacific War and where the U.S.-Japan Mutual Security Treaty was
      signed, and second in I960 when the Mutual Security Treaty was renewed and President Eisenhower's visit to
      Tokyo was canceled because of Japanese demonstrations. However, these were merely episodic
      problems in a quarter-century of close bilateral relations and both were successfully resolved. In the aggregate,
      the Japanese-American alliance was a prototype of what the United States wanted to achieve in its diplomacy
      toward its other allies. It was consensus foreign policy at its best.
    


    
      Several operating features of the Japanese-American alliance during the last three decades are particularly
      worthy of mention in terms of their relation to American domestic politics. First, in large part because the
      issues involving Japan seemed so uncontroversial against the backdrop of war and confrontation that characterized
      postwar international affairs, they were insulated from the turmoil of both partisan and pressure group politics.
      Decisions were handled almost entirely by professional diplomats and foreign policy specialists in the State
      Department, the White House, and the Defense Department. In insulating economic issues from the growing pressures
      of interest groups in the late 1960s, foreign policy professionals linked economics to politics and insisted that
      primacy lay with the grand, politically defined goals of the Cold War. On many occasions, the State Department or
      the White House interceded in Congressional hearings to invoke the obligations of the United States to its main
      ally in the Pacific region in order to prevent a particular industry from gaining protection from Japanese
      imports. Indeed, the "Japanese lobby" in Washington, consisting of legally registered groups and
      individuals representing Japan, was remarkably small and the Japanese embassy was extraordinarily dependent on
      the State Department for representing its interests.9 As long as the domestic consensus remained in place and the United States was the
      preeminent actor on the global stage, this arrangement worked well. However, a gap developed between American
      domestic politics and U.S. policy toward Japan. This gap steadily widened in the early 1970s as it sowed the seed
      for the subsequent intense politicization of U.S. policy toward Japan.
    


    
      The year 1971 is a landmark in postwar Japanese-American relations, delimiting the honeymoon years of the Cold
      War consensus from an era of recurring crises and uncertainty. It was the year of the two "Nixon
      shocks," each of which represented a separate dimension of the alliance. President Nixon's July 1971
      announcement that the United States had secretly cultivated an opening to China and that he would visit Beijing
      stunned the Japanese. What was significant about this action was not the diplomatic affront to Tokyo or its
      short-term policy implications; rather, it served as a graphic illustration of what presidential leadership in
      foreign policy could accomplish. The decision to open relations with China was a strategic decision in the
      fullest sense of the word—a calculated move toward détente from the doctrine of Containment,
      It was a policy that the Japanese would like to have initiated, but it required a style of leadership that was
      clearly beyond the scope of the Japanese political system.
    


    
      The second shock, an economic package that forced the revaluation of the yen and the imposition of quotas on
      Japanese textile exports to the United States, illustrated how economically generated domestic political
      pressures were directly shaping American trade policy. The shock was the culmination of a series of events that
      began with a 1968 campaign promise by Richard Nixon to establish quotas on textile imports from Japan. This was
      followed by a communications breakdown between President Nixon and Prime Minister Sato on the quota issue, and a
      fiasco in which the Japanese directly negotiated an abortive settlement to the dispute with Democratic
      Congressman Wilbur Mills without the knowledge of the White House.10 All of this took place against a background of growing concern over
      mounting bilateral trade deficits and the overall deterioration of the international economic position of the
      United States. The importance of this shock was not so much in its immediate effect on Japanese-American
      relations, but in its signaling of the beginning of a period in which bilateral relations have centered on a
      series of conflicts over economic issues. In terms of their impact on American politics, these conflicts have
      worked like an ink blot. Issues concerning economic relations with Japan have progressively found their way into
      Congressional and bureaucratic politics and into the increasingly aggressive and uncompromising activities of
      business and labor lobbies seeking various forms of protection to redress narrow and specific grievances. A
      polarized debate has developed among policy intellectuals centering on the issue, 'Should Japan be emulated,
      bashed, or both?' Most recently, Japan has been at the center of a controversy over the need for the United
      States to develop an "industrial policy," essentially as an antidote to the international economic
      challenge posed by Japan. As the most important issues affecting Japanese-American relations have moved deeply
      into American politics, the overall problem has become increasingly distorted and intractable.
    


    
      After about 1970, Japan became an "ordinary" nation in the eyes of American policymakers because it had
      passed a certain threshold of economic size and because Japan's importance as an ally in the cause of
      "containment" was seen as diminished in the détente era. Japanese-American economic issues moved deeply
      into the morass of domestic policymaking involving Washington's bureaucracies, the web of connections between
      them, standing Congressional committees, and a plethora of lobbyists and consultants. In a word,
      Japanese-American economic issues changed the foundation of the alliance from the "high politics" of consensus to the "low politics" of the economic and bureaucratic
      world. Japanese-American economic relations have foundered there ever since, and proposals for remedying the
      problem have overwhelmingly focused on tidying up the quagmire rather than transcending it.
    


    
      The growth in the relative weight of domestic structures in the shaping of American foreign policy has provoked a
      wide range of explanations and reactions from scholars, policy analysts, and politicians. Scholarly reactions
      have led to a modest revival of old-fashioned political-economy theories. They have properly focused on the
      fundamental nature of states and international conditions, but unfortunately their ideas have been expressed in
      terms of grand theories with only tenuous ties to reality. For example, it is suggestive to assert that the
      "politics of plenty" associated with periods of an orderly international environment automatically
      leads to a decline in the role of the state and a rise in the importance of nongovernmental actors such as
      multinational corporations,11
      or that in periods of hegemonic decline such as the present, "the relative importance of domestic forces
      affecting foreign policy is increased."12 In order to deal in a clear and forceful way with issues such as
      Japanese-American relations, somewhat more modest and concrete hypotheses are in order.
    


    
      Similarly, policy analysts, who regularly hew on the trees of policy, have lost sight of the forest. Working
      essentially with decisionmaking concerned with bureaucracies and universalizing on the American experience, their
      approach has emphasized that central policymakers lack control over the foreign policymaking process because of
      the complexity of foreign policy.13 In this view, it is the bureaucrats and specialists, not the political leaders,
      who are decisive. For example, I. M. Destler's book Managing an Alliance: The Politics
      of U.S.-Japanese Relations, which makes a significant contribution to understanding the day-today dynamics
      of bilateral relations, is essentially a technocrat's manual on effectively managing alliance politics.
      Within its framework of analysis, the political system and the leaders it produces are not treated as fully
      independent variables, nor is the international system.
    


    
      Policy analysts also tend to see all the problems of the Japanese-American alliance as solvable by policy
      tinkering. For example, an article in Foreign Affairs by C. Fred Bergsten claimed
      that the primary cause of economic conflict between Japan and the United States since 1971 has been the
      misalignment of exchange rates.14 Undoubtedly, exchange rates played a critical role in the various economic
      crises of the past decade, especially in 1971. However, to offer a monocausal explanation of the economic
      conflicts between Japan and the United States without a passing glance at the international and domestic political contexts within which they occurred is seriously misleading. To propose solutions to these
      conflicts in purely economic terms might be satisfying to economic policymakers, but it is clearly inadequate in
      the search for any enduring long-term solution. The emphasis on technical policy adjustments in addressing the
      problems of the Japanese-American alliance flows mainly from the foreign policy establishment's abandonment
      of the quest for a broad political foreign policy consensus and a willingness to separate economics from
      politics. In these ways, Bergsten's article is representative of the mainstream dialogue on American policy
      toward Japan and stands as a footnote to the times.
    


    
      The reactions of American politicians to Japanese-American economic crises during the last decade have been
      visceral rather than intellectual and have accurately conveyed the realities and confusion of the contemporary
      domestic scene in the United States. Except for a brief period in the early 1970s when John Connally was
      Secretary of the Treasury, the executive branch has been dominated by presidents and economic advisors committed
      to free trade. It is Congress that has come to support various forms of protectionism and economic nationalism.
      The commitment of President Reagan and his advisors to free market concepts is a matter of principle rather than
      policy. This is mirrored in the administration's approach to Japan. The United States tends to give Japan
      national "pep talks" on the virtues of free trade while pressuring the Japanese to become "more
      like us," that is, to enforce antimonopoly laws more fully and to liberalize access to the Japanese market.
      On the other hand, America's national labor unions have been protectionist since the early 1970s, and their
      increased commitment to economic nationalism as a result of rising unemployment has led to pressures to adopt
      so-called "domestic content" legislation and to calls for an "industrial policy"—an
      internationalized New Deal modeled on and primarily directed at Japan. Responding to increasing pressures from
      labor and businesses hard-hit by imports, Congress has funded a number of studies on Japanese trade practices,
      for example, the Jones Committee reports, which have increased in number in the wake of chronic bilateral trade
      deficits. Four aspects of these developments are of particular importance. They are grounded in domestic
      circumstances and involve groups with clearly identifiable political values; their underlying causes—i.e.,
      unemployment and the decline of important industries—are not amenable to short-term solutions; rightly or
      wrongly, Japan now symbolically represents the main source of America's economic grievances and will be the
      lightning rod in the future if the economic storm worsens; and the peculiarly political quality of these
      pressures and the depth of the emotions associated with them make it extremely difficult for the White House to
      terminate the domestication of foreign policy and reassert its leadership in the foreign
      policy process. Politics and economics are now inextricably entangled in American policy toward Japan.
    


    
      After the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, the United States applied pressure on Japan to increase its defense
      expenditures. However, the curious American approach to this issue underscored the lack of a coherent bilateral
      security strategy, exposed divisions on the Japanese defense issue within the U.S. government, provoked
      counterproductive responses in Japan, and allowed defense questions to be caught up in anti-Japanese maneuvering
      over economic issues in Congress. Instead of recognizing that it is most important to establish an appropriate
      new strategic role for Japan, the United States has engaged in sterile arguments over the percentage of the
      Japanese national budget that should be devoted to defense. Rather than privately indicating its desire for Japan
      to devise a new defense policy, the Carter adminstration publicly criticized Japan's failure to do so,
      thereby insulting the government and ensuring that no action would be taken. The Reagan administration's
      pressures have been private rather than public, but economic policy has not been linked to defense concerns in
      the broader context of the alliance relationship. The United States is thereby foregoing the option of economic
      sanctions and maximizing the likelihood of conflict on the security issue. While the president has indicated a
      need for Japan to adopt a broadened security role and the Defense Department has agreed, the American ambassador
      to Tokyo and the State Department have not uniformly supported this position.
    


    
      Indeed, the debate on Japan's defense needs has taken on an opéra bouffe
      character for those who listen closely to the music. On March 1, 1981, the assistant secretary of state for East
      Asian affairs stated that any "massive increase" in Japanese defense spending, for example, doubling it
      to 1.8 percent of Japan's total GNP, "would probably have destabilizing effects elsewhere in the East
      Asia region and cause severe political upheaval at home."15 Apparently, the future of democracy in Japan and peace in Asia are at stake
      over a level of military spending that would be less than half the size of any comparable industrialized nation.
      A serious article in a scholarly journal by a distinguished authority on East Asian Affairs is premised on the
      notion that the public opinion of the Japanese as measured in various newspaper polls imposes ineluctable limits
      on American defense policies regarding Japan.16 That is, the defense policy of the U.S. is fundamentally determined not by a
      calculation of national interest, but by the public mood of the country toward which it is directed. Finally, an
      American Congressman has suggested that the problem of defense burden-sharing with Japan be solved by allowing
      the United States to provide equipment and forces to Japan while Japan pays for them through
      a tax formula linked to its GNP Such disarray in the debate over Japan's defense is further symptomatic of
      the need to reestablish a sophisticated and coherent approach to what Ambassador Mansfield has called the most
      important bilateral relationship in the world.
    


    The International Environment and Japanese Domestic Politics


    
      Since the end of World War II, the single most important external determinant of Japan's role in the
      international community has been America's strategic policy toward East Asia. A virtually unqualified
      commitment by the United States to the military containment of communism in East Asia continued until the final
      curtain fell on the debacle in Vietnam in 1975. It created a kind of international greenhouse within which Japan
      flourished without a foreign policy in the usual sense of the word. Ensconced behind the American alliance, the
      Japanese avoided taking a position on security issues while aggressively concentrating on aims appropriate to
      those of an international trading company rather than a nation-state. American policy toward Asia has changed
      significantly since the mid-1970s, not because of choices made in Washington, but because of changes in
      international realities throughout Asia and the world. An inventory of these altered international conditions is
      a necessary preface to discussing the capacities of the Japanese political system to adopt appropriate policies.
    


    
      Perhaps the most important feature of international affairs in the years since the bipolar era of the 1950s and
      1960s is the prevailing element of uncertainty or indeterminacy. This is partly the result of the demonstrated
      incapacities of the United States and the Soviet Union to project their power effectively on a global scale, and
      partly the result of the rise of regional powers to international prominence. In East Asia, for example,
      Japan's economic influence and China's political and military influence now cast long overlapping shadows
      of different hues on the nations of the region. Despite the reduced role of the superpowers in the region,
      international conflict persists, particularly among developing nations. This assures an element of uncertainty
      outside of the arenas in which the United States and the Soviet Union directly compete. Nationalism and
      nationalist rivalries have not been transcended; rather, they have expanded on a scale that exceeds that of any
      previous historical period. Moreover, economic interdependence has not only brought Japan into closer contact
      with chronically unstable oil-producing and Third World nations (over 60 percent of Japan's trade is with
      these countries); it has reduced Japan's national economic autonomy in relation to
      industrialized nations as well. Whereas during the Cold War era the United States saw economic relations with
      Japan in terms of promoting prosperity to strengthen the noncommunist bloc, now America perceives Japan as a
      major economic competitor against which pressures must be brought to rectify serious bilateral and global trade
      and monetary imbalances.
    


    
      During the Cold War era, Japan could separate politics and economics because of the American-constructed
      "greenhouse." Today, the greenhouse has largely collapsed and the structure and dynamics of the
      international system ensure that security issues must now become an integral part of any viable long-term foreign
      policy. Since the end of the occupation period, Japan has conducted an "economic diplomacy," the basic
      premise of which is the separability of the economic and the political-security dimensions of foreign policy. All
      matters of power politics were scrupulously avoided beyond those relating to the American alliance, and
      Japan's international activities were concentrated on maximizing its economic well-being. For this purpose,
      the prewar legacy of a centralized and efficient bureaucracy, experience with "industrial policy" as a
      vehicle for economic growth, the uninterrupted rule of the conservative party, and a business community with
      close ties to both the ruling party and the government combined to form an ideal arrangement with which to
      formulate and implement policies aimed at economic growth. The international economic environment allowed Japan
      to operate in a neomercantilist fashion in a free trade-oriented economic bloc without the psychological or
      material costs of participating in power politics. The political-psychological costs of involvement in
      international affairs since the end of World War II have been very high for all of the major powers. In France,
      the Fourth Republic gave way to the Fifth Republic in the wake of the repercussions of unsuccessful anticolonial
      wars in Indochina and Algeria, and in the United States the domestic repercussions of the Korean War and the
      Vietnam War had a decisive influence on presidential elections as well as the policy consensus that defined the
      basic direction of American foreign policy. The unbroken rule of the Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) for more than
      three decades and the maintenance of a national policy consensus focused on economic matters are among the most
      visible benefits of Japan's insulation from the turmoil of international politics.
    


    
      The material benefits that Japan derives from maintaining a minuscule defense budget have become a matter of
      controversy in recent years, as many American politicians have criticized Tokyo for enjoying a "free
      ride" on security matters because of an unwillingness to properly share the burden of defense costs.
      American criticisms of Tokyo and Japan's replies to these criticisms are wide of the
      mark because both are made out of historical context. In view of the American-drafted Japanese constitution, the
      hegemonial character of the Japanese-American alliance, the political potency of the peace movement in Japan, and
      the prudential value of a small defense budget, it is not surprising that the Japanese have been slow to expand
      their military expenditures. In fact, the United States has taken few initiatives to establish a true alliance
      partnership in which responsibilities for strategy formulation and defense expenditures are shared as in the NATO
      alliance.
    


    
      In calculating the economic benefits of the American security umbrella to Japan, it is appropriate to refer not
      merely to current annual expenditures, but to the entire post-occupation era. From this long-term perspective,
      the benefits to Japan are staggeringly large. According to two leading economists, Hugh Patrick and Henry
      Rosovsky, if Japan had spent proportionately as much on defense as the average member of the North Atlantic
      Treaty Organization through roughly 1974, the Japanese GNP would have been one-third less than it actually was at
      that time.17 Ironically, the
      point of their argument was to explain that Japan's annual growth rate would have remained very high
      (approximately eight percent) even if as much as six or seven percent of Japan's GNP had been allocated to
      defense. This same estimate projected over the decade between 1974 and 1984 suggests that the American security
      umbrella has resulted in a Japanese GNP that is $350 to $400 billion larger than it otherwise would have been.
      This seems a more appropriate way to gauge the value of the Japanese-American alliance than by calculating
      current levels of annual military expenditures.
    


    
      The absence of material and political-psychological costs related to the burdens of defense and the proliferation
      of weak new states, which helped keep the prices of primary goods needed by Japan's resource-poor industries
      extremely low, created an international "garden of Eden" for Japan. Moreover, this state of affairs was
      maintained by the United States for the benefit of Japan at virtually no cost. The domestic governmental
      institutions that were developed to operate in this paradise were very special indeed. The virtuosity with which
      Japan operated as a developmental state can not be easily transferred into the current world in which
      political-security considerations are conspicuous features of the landscape and are integrally linked to economic
      matters.
    


    
      The decision to normalize relations with the Soviet Union in 1956 was initiated by the Soviets and was
      consummated only after two years of bitter wrangling within the conservative party. Disagreements in the LDP were
      exploited by the Soviet Union to bring about a settlement on the terms it proposed at the outset of the
      negotiations. It also resulted in the forced resignation of the prime minister. The attempt
      to renew the U.S.-Japan Mutual Security Treaty in 1960 was even more disastrous for Japan. Not only did it lead
      to the political demise of the prime minister and the cancellation of a visit by President Eisenhower, but it
      provoked massive political demonstrations that for a time threatened the stability of the Japanese political
      system itself. Japan's recognition of the People's Republic of China—an issue long at the center of
      Japanese foreign policy discussions—further illustrated how the pattern of Japanese decisionmaking inhibited
      decisions regarding matters having a primarily political rather than economic character. Although the Japanese
      government repeatedly asserted that Japan had a special role to play in bringing China into the international
      community, the Japanese remained on the sidelines of this effort until China was admitted to the United Nations
      in 1971. Many powers had recognized Beijing by that time, and the president of the United States had made a
      formal visit to the PRC. To understand these developments, it is necessary to further examine the dynamics of
      Japanese foreign policymaking.
    


    
      Foreign policymaking tends to be centered in the intraparty decisionmaking circles of LDP. All other components
      of the political system—the opposition, pressure groups, the bureaucracy, and public opinion—influence major
      foreign policy decisions primarily through access to this process. Although the prime minister is formally vested
      with responsibility for policy leadership, in practice his powers have been limited by the fragmented composition
      of the party and the broker role that he must play to retain his political power.
    


    
      Despite repeated efforts to create a unified party, the LDP remains a coalition of factions (habatsu). Built around a single personality, these factions are in a basic sense autonomous
      parties. They have their own independent sources of funds, they run their own candidates under the Liberal
      Democratic Party label, and they regularly caucus to discuss political strategy and occasionally policy matters.
      There are many causes for the existence of these factions—traditional social mores, the nature of the electoral
      system, and the financing of political careers—but they have taken on a quasi-institutional form since the late
      1950s and are likely to persist barring a major upheaval in the political system. The leadership of the party is
      recruited from those members of the Diet who can best operate in the complex and constricting world of the
      habatsu. In such circumstances, it is inappropriate to see the personalities of
      future Japanese prime ministers as shaping the fundamental direction of Japanese diplomacy in any new or basic
      manner. Nakasone Yasuhiro notwithstanding, there is no real possibility of an individually centered, personalized
      style of leadership emerging in the LDP or any other conservative coalition as a substitute for the
      faction-dominated, collectivist modes of decisionmaking that now prevail, unless there is a
      political and economic breakdown of major proportions.
    


    
      In addition to assuring the recruitment of broker-style leaders, the commingling of factional politics with
      foreign policymaking imposes serious restraints on the prime minister's capacity for leadership. As head of a
      coalition, he must not only seek the agreement of other factional leaders concerning the merits of particular
      policies; he must also be concerned with the current balance of power within the party. Beyond the usual
      constraints any coalition leader must face, Japanese politics is further complicated by a style of traditional
      authority that requires at least a tacit consensus among all the responsible parties involved in policymaking—in
      this case the party's factional leaders. Accordingly, the structure and dynamics of the decisionmaking
      process places limits on the type of policies that are undertaken. Initiatives tend to be confined to issues
      involving minimum risk and controversy that have relatively calculable costs, which excludes all important
      international political matters. Moreover, by confounding domestic and international considerations, the policy
      debate gives undue emphasis to the specific and short-term effects of each decision, which is the opposite of the
      emphasis that should be applied to international economic policymaking. Only in the special "incubator"
      conditions in which Japan was able to operate until the early 1970s were salutary results produced by this style
      of policy formulation. Japanese foreign policy was successful in the past because it was restricted to issues
      free from the imperatives of long-term strategic planning and the decisive actions required of a nation fully
      engaged in international politics.
    


    
      There is general recognition of the need for a new "independent" foreign policy within the Liberal
      Democratic Party and the Social Democratic Party, but there is no consensus on what the specific content of the
      policy should be. Part of the confusion stems from uncertainty regarding the future shape of the international
      order, and the peculiarly unrealistic quality of the internal policy debate will continue to impede the easy
      formulation of a new strategic posture. Foreign policy discussions among conservative politicians have transpired
      mainly in private, in response to international pressures, and have been colored by intraparty factional
      considerations. Since 1950, the leftist opposition parties and the media have been deeply absorbed in
      international affairs, but they still rigidly cling to abstract moral positions—for example, anti-Americanism and
      an undifferentiated moral commitment to peace— and they use specific issues to further their short-term political
      aims. As a result, the Japanese foreign policy debate has been given a curiously involuted focus. The Japanese
      have moved from one concrete issue to another, absorbed by short-term international goals
      and internal political tactics, avoiding matters of Realpolitik beyond the American
      alliance to an extreme degree. Consequently, the foreign policy debate in Japan and actual developments in
      international politics have progressed on largely parallel planes. Given the peculiarities of the Japanese
      political system, it would be difficult to engage in a realistic debate regarding strategic alternatives or to
      come to a consensus on a new set of policy goals. Indeed, in the next few years Japan will not only confront the
      need to select more appropriate foreign policies; it will also face a challenge to the quasi-isolationist and
      pacifist assumptions underlying the policies of the last three decades. Japan's lack of a foreign policy
      consensus and its immobilist style of leadership have created a pattern of foreign policymaking that is
      manifestly unsuited to the demands of a fluid international situation in which frequent and rapid changes of
      direction are required. Unless there are basic structural changes in Japanese domestic politics, Japan will have
      serious difficulty operating in a complex and indeterminate international order. This will provide wide latitude
      for the United States to shape the direction of Japanese foreign policy within the framework of a redefined
      alliance.
    


    Japanese Policy Toward the United States


    
      American foreign policy has been deeply caught up in Japanese politics since the end of the occupation period.
      The U.S. military authorities under General MacArthur who wrote the Japanese constitution were literally and
      symbolically the "founding fathers" of postwar Japanese politics. Moreover, during most of the past
      three decades the United States has served as a political-cultural stepfather to Japan, and this has projected
      American influence deeply into all aspects of Japanese society. Japan's relations with the United States are
      objectively more important and comprehensive than its relations with any other nation, and the pervasiveness of
      the American presence has profoundly influenced not only the style and emphasis of foreign policy, but the
      fundamental structure of Japanese politics as well. During the 1950s and 1960s, disputes over policy toward the
      United States led to divisions within the Japanese left that led to splits in the Japan Socialist Party.
      Furthermore, the shrill and unbroken anti-American rhetoric of the left during Japanese election campaigns
      magnified the importance of the Japanese-American alliance and the salience of American influence in all areas of
      policy. The Liberal Democratic Party defended the American alliance with a vigor that created an obsessive
      concern with the issue. Indeed, this heightened the intensity and narrowed the focus of the
      foreign policy debate so that a myopic outlook came to be its main feature.
    


    
      Violence and crises notwithstanding, there was an unreal quality in all of these conflicts and disputes. First,
      close Japanese-American ties not only remained intact, but their continued relevance was recognized as the
      critical ingredient in Japan's astonishing prosperity. Second, the Japanese public image of the United States
      was extraordinarily positive until the 1970s. Without exception, the United States was overwhelmingly ranked as
      the most liked foreign nation, whereas the Soviet Union and Korea were most disliked. Furthermore, the advantages
      of the Mutual Security Treaty, technology and capital transfers, and Japan's enormous trade dependence on the
      United States assured that Japanese politicians, bureaucrats, and businessmen were pro-American for practical
      reasons. From the Japanese perspective, there was an identity of interests with the United States, and this was
      acknowledged by an overwhelming majority of the Japanese population.
    


    
      Official Japanese policy during the Cold War years did not deviate from a pro-American posture. The most
      interesting point of contact between this policy and the popular mood was regarding defense issues. The Japanese
      left concentrated its most vociferous attacks on the implications of the military alliance with the United
      States, and the extent of Japan's rearmament became a matter of dispute from time to time within the LDP and
      between the Japanese and American governments. The origins of these disputes are grounded in Article 9 of the
      Japanese constitution, the so-called "peace clause." The radical statement renouncing war in Article 9
      gave legal sanctity and symbolic dignity to pacifism. Article 9 also renounced what is acknowledged as the
      elemental requisite for a state's participation in international politics— the right to maintain military
      forces—and made difficult anything but very modest Japanese participation in the Japanese-American security
      alliance. Operating in a pacifist milieu, various conservative governments have been continuously on the
      defensive in their sporadic efforts to develop a defense policy. Above all, the idealism embodied in Article 9 of
      the Japanese constitution imposed a moral cast on all defense matters. It has drawn questions relating to
      Japan's security deeply into the issue of constitutional revision and into the basic attitudes held by
      individuals toward the foundation of the postwar political order. It has added an emotional overlay to the
      question of the Japanese-American alliance; it has virtually obviated serious efforts at policy planning
      (Japan's various multi-year self-defense plans are little more than weapons procurement programs); and it
      severely inhibits any fundamental shift in Japan's foreign policy.
    


    
      In the years after the Nixon shocks, Japan has moved rapidly to comply with pressures for
      greater access to its domestic markets and to bring Japan more fully into line with the principles of free trade.
      In a formal sense, the results of this policy change have been substantial, except in agriculture, where
      protectionist barriers are sanctified by the political needs of the conservative party to carry rural
      constituencies in order to retain power. Despite this shift in Japanese policy, Japanese-American economic
      relations have steadily worsened and are not likely to be solvable solely in terms of economic concessions
      because of the complexity of specific issues and the number of years it will take for the United States to become
      internationally competitive in a number of fields. Rightly or wrongly, Japan's credibility is now in doubt in
      the United States. There is dispute over the reliability of the evidence bearing on issues such as exchange
      controls and administrative guidance. As Japan has become the scapegoat for the ills of America's poor
      international economic performance, there has been a shift in Japan's mood toward the United States. Surely
      if Japan is "number one," then the United States can no longer serve as its political-cultural
      stepfather. The specific policy implications of this shift in attitude have yet to be manifested, but devising
      schemes to deal with individual policy problems is not the best means of dealing with bilateral conflicts.
      Because Japan cannot and will not dismantle the most efficient national model for international economic
      competition now operating in the world, and because the United States cannot and will not correct its own
      economic shortcomings in the short term, trade-offs between political-strategic concerns and economic concerns
      are essential if the Japanese-American alliance is to be preserved and strengthened.
    


    Prospects


    
      The prospects for resolving the problems of the Japanese-American alliance seem slim because they are lodged in
      the dynamics and structure of domestic and international political systems not easily affected by policymakers.
      This argument, however, is not narrowly determinist. "Ultimately, international politics still can be
      characterized as it was by Thucydides: the interplay of impersonal forces (internal and external) and great
      leaders. Technological, economic and demographic factors push states toward both war and peaceful cooperation.
      The prudent and enlightened leader can guide the ship of state in one direction or the other. Though they are
      always constrained, choices always exist."18 However impressive the achievements of the Japanese in devising international
      economic policies, Japan's capacity to participate effectively in international politics is severely limited
      by the short-term dynamics of its foreign policymaking process. Accordingly, the imperative
      of choice in adjusting bilateral relations rests primarily with the United States.
    


    
      In the current situation, there are limitations not only on the extent of America's ability to influence
      Japan's foreign policy, but also on the means through which influence can be exerted. Past efforts have aimed
      broadly at "the people" on the one hand, and have focused narrowly on those holding power on the other.
      The fluidity of the contemporary Japanese political scene requires that American policy should show a much more
      discriminating regard for the shifting political currents among the elite groups that permanently stand on the
      fringes of power. Against this backdrop, four major points should be made regarding U.S. policy toward Japan.
    


    
      First, despite the accumulated grievances of recent years and their implications regarding a new foundation for
      the Japanese-American alliance, there is considerable latitude for the United States to shape the fundamental
      direction of Japanese policy. The close ties of the past, the broad and basic compatibility of Japanese and
      American interests, the uncertainty of the Japanese regarding new policy goals, and their limited capacities for
      formulating new strategic policies combine to provide the United States with substantial opportunities to
      exercise "positive Machiavellianism." This is not to suggest that the United States should cynically
      manipulate Japan for its own national purposes, but rather that Japan should be included as a full partner in the
      formulation of America's strategic policy. Japan should be brought into a cooperative relationship with the
      United States and should not be allowed to drift in an anti-American direction as a result of Washington's
      clumsy pressures for military burden-sharing or the cumulative acrimony of continuing economic conflicts.
    


    
      Second, however, the successful implementation of "positive Machiavellism" will require a clear
      formulation of American strategic aims in Asia and the communication of these aims to all of the appropriate
      groups involved in Japanese politics. In an indeterminate international situation, America's current policy
      of applying pressure to Tokyo without a clear conception of its ultimate goals might yield short-term diplomatic
      benefits, but will be disastrous in its final effect on the foundations of Japan's foreign policy. Deep
      internal divisions in Japan concerning defense questions virtually ensure that any effort to force Japan to
      become a great power in an uncertain pluralistic world will exacerbate political instability and reduce
      America's capacity to influence Japanese policy.
    


    
      Third, the business community and the bureaucrats that run the "developmental state" have a stake in
      preserving close ties with the United States and in efforts to foster international
      stability. To erode the support of these groups by pressuring them in response to the demands of American
      interest groups is particularly inappropriate at the very time that an effort is being made to encourage Japan to
      take on a new and expanded strategic role. Left simply to the changing tides of conservative factional politics
      and an uncertain national mood, the character of Japan's policies ultimately will become viscerally
      nationalist and progressively beyond the reach of American policy. For the United States as well as Japan, the
      inseparability of politics and economics must be recognized as an essential feature of successful diplomacy.
    


    
      Finally, the hegemonial nature of the Japanese-American security relationship and the paternalist
      "occupation mentality" that has been so visible in the past must give way to a partnership based on a
      healthy respect for Japanese nationalism. Some sort of nationalism will inevitably be a feature of Japanese
      politics in the 1980s. Whether it remains a constructive force for Japan and for the maintenance of stability in
      East Asia depends to a large degree on how the Japanese-American alliance is restructured.
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    Changing Conceptions of Japan's International Role
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      New conditions and new attitudes are calling into question the role that the Japanese see as appropriate for
      their nation to play in the international system. Throughout the postwar decades, Japan's role in the world
      was a product of the political order imposed upon it by the United States and its allies and the pragmatic
      policies of the postwar generation of Japanese leaders. Japan's role as a commercial democracy, aloof from
      international political involvements, has been supported by a remarkably durable popular consensus. In the 1980s,
      however, Japan's future role has become the subject of increasing contention both within Japan and abroad. At
      home, economic success has given rise to a vast new self-assurance and confidence in Japan's abilities, while
      changes in the international environment have given Japan's economic power new meaning and significance.
      French Foreign Trade Minister Michel Jobert, remarked in 1982 how quiet and peaceful the world would be without
      the Soviet Union and Japan.1 In
      short, Japan's economic power is coming to be perceived as disruptive and challenging to the existing
      international order. New conditions are, therefore, forcing the Japanese to rethink the assumptions that have
      guided their postwar foreign policies.
    


    The Yoshida Doctrine and Japan's Postwar Role


    
      Japan has become noteworthy for the striking incongruity between its vast economic power and its political
      weakness. While forging ahead to become a global economic power, Japan has remained politically withdrawn. This
      apparent passivity ordinarily has been understood as a product of Japan's wartime trauma, popular pacifism, a
      "nuclear allergy," the restraints of its "peace constitution," and
      sometimes bureaucratic immobilism. All of these factors were without question instrumental in shaping Japan's
      international role in the postwar world, and they have established the parameters within which Japan's
      political leadership has operated. Nevertheless, if we overlook the fact that Japan's fundamental orientation
      toward economic growth and political passivity was also the product of a carefully constructed and brilliantly
      implemented foreign policy, we will have missed the essence of postwar Japanese political history.
    


    
      Henry Kissinger concludes in his memoirs, The White House Years, "In my view,
      Japanese decisions have been the most farsighted and intelligent of any major nation of the postwar era even
      while the Japanese leaders have acted with the understated, anonymous-style characteristic of their
      culture."2 Kissinger was
      referring to the shrewd, pragmatic manner in which Japan has pursued its national interests by concentrating on
      economic development while shunning nearly all initiatives and involvements in international political-strategic
      issues.
    


    
      The key figure in shaping the postwar conception of Japan's national purpose was Yoshida Shigeru—a man whose
      style can scarcely be characterized as "understated" and "anonymous" in the manner that many
      Japanese leaders with whom Kissinger was familiar during the Nixon years. Yoshida was prime minister for seven of
      the first eight and a half years of the postwar period, and he served concurrently as foreign minister during
      much of that time. He so dominated the postwar political scene that he was frequently referred to as "One
      Man" Yoshida. He gathered around him a group of political disciples, known as the "Yoshida
      school," who carried on his influence in subsequent decades. In particular, two of Yoshida's protégés,
      Ikeda Hayatō and Satō Eisaku, known as the "honor students" or yūtōsei of
      the Yoshida school, elaborated on his vision of Japan's fundamental orientation in the world during their
      respective tenures as prime minister in the 1960s and 1970s. During the postwar decades, the Yoshida school
      played a shrewd and pragmatic hand, decisive when necessary, often ambiguous, but ever pursuing Japan's
      national interest in a single-minded but inconspicuous way.
    


    
      Yoshida believed that skillful diplomacy would allow Japan to "win the peace." At the time that he
      formed his first cabinet in the spring of 1946, he observed to a colleague that "history provides examples
      of winning by diplomacy after losing in war."3 That is, by shrewdly observing the shifting relations among world powers, a
      defeated nation could take advantage of such factors to minimize the damage suffered as a result of defeat and
      could end up winning the peace. A veteran diplomat and long-time student of diplomatic history, Yoshida knew
      that disputes between victors over postwar settlements with defeated nations could be used
      to the latter's advantage. Although a substantial segment of Japanese opinion wanted no part in international
      rivalries, Yoshida saw Japan's opportunities in terms of the Soviet-American rivalry.
    


    
      The critical moment for the determination of Japan's postwar orientation arrived in 1950 with the dangers and
      opportunities that the Cold War offered Japan. The danger was that Japan would be drawn into the vortex of Cold
      War politics, expend its limited and precious resources on remilitarization, and thereby postpone the full
      economic and social recovery of its people. The opportunities offered by the Cold War, on the other hand, would
      bring an early end to the occupation, return Japan to favor with the Western democracies, establish a guarantee
      for its national security, and open the way to all-out economic recovery.
    


    
      In June 1950, on the eve of the Korean War, John Foster Dulles, a special emissary of the secretary of state,
      came to Japan urgently seeking Japanese rearmament. On this and subsequent occasions, Dulles sought to undo the
      MacArthur constitution by encouraging the establishment of a large Japanese military force. Yoshida, seizing the
      opportunity for what Nagai Yōnosuke calls "blackmail by the weak," refused to accede to Dulles'
      demands.4 He established a
      bargaining position by making light of Japan's security problems and vaguely insisting that Japan could
      protect itself by being democratic and peaceful, and by relying on the protection of world opinion. After all,
      the Japanese constitution, which was inspired by American ideals and the lessons of defeat, renounced the right
      to wage war and maintain armed forces. The Japanese people were determined to uphold this principle and to adhere
      to a new course in world affairs. Yoshida's "puckish," bravado performance left Dulles
      "flabbergasted," embittered, and feeling "very much like Alice in Wonderland," according to
      one of his colleagues.5
    


    
      In succeeding meetings between Dulles and Yoshida, Yoshida continued to negotiate from this position. He
      skillfully argued that rearmament would impoverish Japan and create the kind of social unrest that the communists
      wanted. He pointed out the fears that other nations felt concerning the possibility of a revival of Japanese
      militarism, and he enlisted MacArthur's support in his resistance to Dulles' pressures. MacArthur
      obligingly urged that Japan should remain a nonmilitary nation and instead contribute to the free world through
      its industrial output.6 This
      is, of course, exactly what happened during the Korean War. Yoshida's firmness spared Japan from becoming
      militarily involved in the war and instead allowed it to profit enormously from procurement orders. The result was a great stimulus to the Japanese economy that Yoshida privately called
      "a gift of the gods."7 Over the following decades, there were to be more such gifts. In his protracted
      negotiations with Dulles, Yoshida made minimal concessions by allowing the presence of American bases on Japanese
      soil and by beginning a very limited rearmament program. This was sufficient to gain Dulles' agreement to
      conclude a bilateral peace treaty with Japan and to guarantee Japanese security in the post-occupation period.
    


    
      What might be called the "Yoshida doctrine" began to take shape in these negotiations. Its main tenets
      held, first, that economic rehabilitation should be Japan's prime national goal and that political economic
      cooperation with the United States is necessary to achieve this. Second, Japan should remain lightly armed and
      avoid becoming involved in international political-strategic matters. Not only would this low profile free the
      energies of the Japanese people for productive industrial development; it would avoid divisive internal
      struggles— what Yoshida called "a thirty-eighth parallel in the hearts of the Japanese
      people."8 Finally, in
      order to gain a long-term guarantee of its security, Japan should provide bases for the United States army, navy,
      and air force. It remained for Yoshida's followers to build on these foundations.
    


    
      Under the stewardship of Yoshida's key economic advisor, Ikeda Hayatō, who served as his finance minister and
      who became prime minister in 1960, the tenets of the Yoshida doctrine were consolidated into a national
      consensus. During the late 1950s, Ikeda's predecessor, Kishi Nobusuke, had raised the divisive political
      issues of constitutional revision and rearmament, and his administration ended in the greatest mass
      demonstrations in Japanese history. Ikeda returned to Yoshida's course. Working with his economic advisor,
      Shimomura Osamu, the heads of the Economic Planning Agency, the Ministry of Finance, and the Ministry of
      International Trade and Industry (MITI), Ikeda formulated a plan for doubling Japan's national income within
      a decade. Divisive political issues were put aside, and the Ikeda years (1960-64) were notable for their
      enthusiastic pursuit of high-growth policies. The leading historian of Japan's postwar economy writes that
      "Ikeda was the single most important figure in Japan's rapid growth. He should long be remembered as the
      man who pulled together a national consensus for economic growth and who strove for the realization of the goal.
      . . . From a broader perspective, however, Japan consistently adhered to Yoshida Shigeru's view that
      armaments should be curbed and military spending suppressed while all efforts were concentrated on the
      reconstruction of the economy."9
    


    
      Under Ikeda' successor, Satō Eisaku, another Yoshida protégé, who held the prime
      ministership longer than any other individual in Japanese history, the Yoshida doctrine was further elaborated in
      terms of nuclear-strategic issues. In 1967, Sato enunciated the three "nonnuclear" principles that
      helped to calm pacifist fears aroused by China's nuclear experiments and the escalation of the war in
      Vietnam. The three principles held that Japan would neither produce, possess, nor permit nuclear weapons on its
      soil. Lest the three nonnuclear principles be regarded as unconditional, Sato clarified matters in a Diet speech
      the following year in which he said that the four pillars of Japan's nonnuclear policy were reliance on the
      U.S. nuclear umbrella, the three nonnuclear principles, the promotion of worldwide disarmament, and the
      development of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes. In short, the U.S. nuclear umbrella was to be the
      sine qua non of Japan's nonnuclear principles. Sato was awarded the Nobel Peace
      Prize, but detractors such as Tsuru Shigeto, who wanted an unconditional declaration of Japan's nonnuclear
      intentions, called it hypocrisy to proclaim non-nuclearism while taking shelter under another nation's
      nuclear umbrella.10
    


    
      In 1967, Satō added another building block to the foreign policy structure initiated by Yoshida. To further
      defuse domestic political turmoil and preserve Japan's low profile in international politics, Satö formulated
      the policy of the "three principles of arms exports" (buki yushutsu
      san-gensoku). They provided that Japan would not allow the export of arms to nations in the communist
      bloc, to nations covered by United Nations resolutions on arms embargoes, and to nations involved or likely to be
      involved in armed conflicts. Subsequently, the Miki cabinet extended the ban on weapons exports to all nations
      and defined "arms" to include not only military equipment, but also the parts and fittings used in such
      equipment.
    


    
      Constraining defense expenditures to less than one percent of Japan's gross national product became a common
      practice in the 1960s, though it did not become official government policy until the adoption of the National
      Defense Program Outline of 1976. The outline contained a provision that stipulated "in maintaining the armed
      strength, the total amount of defense expenditure in each fiscal year shall not exceed, for the time being, an
      amount equivalent to 1/100th of the gross national product of the said fiscal year."
    


    
      During the 1960s and 1970s, Yoshida's successors offered many defense and foreign policy formulations that
      sought to maintain Japan's low political profile and the broad domestic consensus for pursuit of its
      "economics first" policy. One frequently cited concept was "an exclusively defensive defense"
      (senshu boei), which declared that Japan's troops and
      weapons should have no offensive capacity. Japan's Self Defense Forces would not be sent abroad, even on UN
      peace-keeping missions. Weapons would be stripped of their offensive capabilities. Jets, for example, should not
      have bombing or mid-air refueling capabilities. Another concept, "comprehensive security" (sōgō anzen ho shu), was an attempt at a broader definition of security that included nonmilitary
      components such as foreign aid and earthquake disaster relief in order to mitigate attention to the purely
      military aspects of foreign policy. "Omnidirectional foreign policy" (zenhoi
      gaiko), which was stressed in the wake of the oil crises of the 1970s, held that Japan should seek the
      friendship of all nations in order to maintain sources of energy, raw materials, and smooth trade relations. As
      one Yoshida disciple who served as foreign minister in the 1970s concluded, this was a "value-free
      diplomacy" that sought to avoid ideological conflict by "separating economics from
      politics."11 In
      maintaining this broad consensus for the pursuit of economic growth, the conservatives not only avoided political
      conflict; they often preempted the discussion of popular, progressive issues. A good example was the initiative
      that Satö took in 1969 to establish the United Nations University in Tokyo.
    


    
      The Yoshida doctrine, as it was first worked out in the Dulles-Yoshida negotiations during the early 1950s and
      subsequently elaborated over the next three decades by the "old man's" successors, represented a
      brilliant but delicate balance of groups and interests on the Japanese political scene. It represented a
      political compromise regarding American demands for greater Japanese military involvement. Initially, Yoshida
      offered the United States military bases and a commitment to gradual rearmament. Later, he established
      Japan's Self Defense Forces and other minimalist concessions were made. At the same time, Yoshida warned the
      Americans that is was necessary to improve living standards so as to forestall an increase in left-wing strength.
      Later, there seems to have been shrewd awareness of American ambivalence toward Japan's remilitarization.
      Yoshida and his successors knew there was apprehension in America, as well as in Europe and Asia, that Japanese
      rearmament might go too far. The danger of a nationalist revival was therefore a brake on American demands.
      Within Japan, the Yoshida doctrine maintained a balance between those groups that were concerned with security
      even at the expense of national pride and those concerned with preserving national autonomy and sovereignty.
      Keenly aware of Japan's political-economic vulnerability, it balanced security and economic concerns.
      Moreover, the Yoshida doctrine came to represent a balancing of bureaucratic conflicts among the Ministry of
      Finance, MITI, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and the Defense Agency. Finally, there appeared to be a tacit
      agreement with socialist and pacifist groups that divisive constitutional and military
      issues would be moderated and that priority would be given to economic growth and social welfare. In sum, the
      Yoshida doctrine was a finely-tuned policy for pursuing Japanese interests within the pressures and constraints
      at work on Japan.
    


    Winning the Peace


    
      The Yoshida doctrine succeeded far more than its author could have hoped. Japan in fact "won the
      peace." More than any other nation, Japan was the prime beneficiary of the postwar international order. For
      more than a quarter of a century after World War II, Japan operated in extraordinary and uniquely favorable
      political-economic circumstances. In contrast to every other major power, Japan was spared the psychological and
      material costs of participating in international politics. Accordingly, the Japanese were able to concentrate
      their resources and their energies on achieving economic growth. Until the late 1960s, Japan benefitted from its
      special relationship with the United States. The United States sponsored Japanese recovery and development by
      keeping the American market open to Japanese goods while at the same time allowing Japan to limit access to its
      own markets. The American effort to expand world trade, which the United States was promoting through the
      International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the General Agreement on Trade and Tariffs (GATT), permitted the vigorous
      expansion of Japanese exports and the ready purchase of abundant and cheap raw materials. Moreover, Japan had
      easy access to new, inexpensive, and more efficient technology, which it imported in large quantities. Japan was
      fortunate to achieve an unusual degree of domestic stability, not often seen among major powers in the
      noncommunist world. A single political party—the Liberal Democratic Party (LDP)—governed without interruption for
      over three decades. The Yoshida school fashioned a national consensus that gave priority to industrial
      development over the immediate improvement of the Japanese people's livelihood. Further blessed with a
      generous supply of hard-working, highly motivated workers, Japan pursued its goal of catching up to the advanced
      Western industrial democracies. As one observer wrote, "The international environment of the 1960s looked as
      though Heaven (ten) had created it for Japan's economic growth. Otherwise, such a
      rare development in world history as the quadrupling of the gross national product within a decade, could never
      have occurred."12
    


    
      The Japanese decision to pursue the Yoshida doctrine has been the source of considerable conjecture with regard
      to its long-term implications for Japanese economic growth. Two leading American economists
      have estimated that if Japan spent six or seven percent of its GNP on national defense from 1945-74, the size of
      the Japanese economy in 1974 would have been reduced by about 30 percent.13 At an international symposium in October 1981, John Kenneth
      Galbraith urged the Japanese government to state publicly that high levels of military expenditures are
      incompatible with economic growth. He believed that such a statement would carry much weight in view of the fact
      that Japan is a symbol of economic success.14
    


    
      Not surprisingly, Japan's economic success has transformed the mood and temper of Japanese national life. The
      most salient fact about Japan at the beginning of the 1980s was its recovery of an immense degree of
      self-confidence. In the judgment of a chorus of contemporary observers, it is a nation that has mastered the
      skills of organizing a modern industrial society with greater success than any other people. A Harvard University
      sociologist has rated it simply "Number One" in the world. A spate of books exploring the marvels of
      Japanese management techniques has followed Japan's success. The cooperative efforts of government, business,
      and labor, and the role of Japan's industrial policy, has become the subject of intense scrutiny.
    


    
      Foreign praise has contributed immeasurably to Japan's new mood. The London Times
      called Japan "the world's leading industrialized nation" on July 21, 1980. The popular French
      writer, Jean-Jacques Servan-Schreiber, asserted that "Japan stands as a model to the world" in his book
      The World Challenged (1981). Nature, a British scientific
      journal, published statistics in its May 20, 1982, issue purporting to show that Japanese school children score
      higher on standardized intelligence tests than school children in other nations, and it was noted that the gap
      was steadily growing. Elsewhere, there were warnings that Japan's mastery of artificial intelligence would
      allow it to outdistance all other nations. A book published in 1983, The Fifth Generation:
      Artificial Intelligence and Japan's Computer Challenge to the World, discussed Japan's 10-year
      program to develop artificial intelligence machines and concluded that "The nation that controls them could
      control world power. Will it be Japan?"15 It was not only in the Western world that the chorus of praise was sung, but
      even in other parts of Asia where Yoshida and his successors had been most concerned with reestablishing Japanese
      credibility. Singapore's prime minister, Lee Kuan Yew, held up Japan as a model of Confucian-style
      cooperation for the common national welfare. Similarly, Malaysia's Prime Minister Mahathir enunciated a
      national campaign to "Look East," pointing out that Western nations had grown "lazy" and
      self-indulgent, and he called on Malaysians to take Japan as their model.
    


    
      Japan's surge of self-confidence is evidenced by the veritable tide of literature
      extolling Japan's success that floods Japanese bookstores. Scores of books have been written about the
      reasons for Japan's economic success, and their common theme is an emphasis on the unique characteristics of
      the Japanese people and their culture. Japan's economy has outstripped those of other industrial nations,
      according to the usual explanation, because its institutions have proven more productive and competitive than
      those of other nations. More than one writer has drawn this conclusion. lida Tsuneo, a popular Japanese
      economist, has asked "Is it not possible that Japan might be quite different from other countries? Is it not
      possible that Japan might be quite superior to other countries [yohodo sugurete
      iru]?"16 Japan's current prime minister, Yasuhiro Nakasone, a bold personality
      symbolizing the new national self-confidence, declared in January 1983 that "having 'caught up,' we
      must now expect others to try to catch up with us."17
    


    
      However providential the conditions under which the Yoshida doctrine had been pursued, the success of Japan's
      high-growth policy is most often attributed to the unique features of its cultural endowment. The Japanese began
      to regain trust in their own abilities, and the succession of books by foreigners praising their achievements and
      analyzing the distinctiveness of the Japanese method of industrial organization has encouraged the trend toward
      cultural explanations of Japan's success.
    


    
      During the early postwar period; the Japanese embraced the universalist pretensions of the new institutions
      established during the occupation. The dominant opinion held that prewar nationalism, which had been built a
      collectivist ethic, the Japanese family-state, and the emperor's powerful role in Japanese society, had led
      them astray. Particularism had blinded Japan to its real self-interest, had overcome its best instincts, and had
      reduced it to an international outcast. How better to redeem itself in the eyes of the world than by turning its
      back on the particular claims of nationality and by proclaiming the Japanese people to be citizens of the world.
      Not only did the Japanese people embrace liberal values and institutions; they were enthusiastically swept up in
      the mystique of a noble experiment. They even renounced the usual claims to national sovereignty, "trusting
      in the peace-loving peoples of the world." Thus Japan's historical course shifted from one extreme to
      another. Moderation and balance—the "golden mean," which is never easy to achieve, certainly not after
      so bitter and bloody a conflict as the Pacific War—were thrown to the winds. To the extent that Japanese
      institutions and values diverged from the Western pattern, they were seen as somehow abnormal, distorted,
      unhealthy, and premodern. For Japan to recover and develop into a modern, democratic, and
      progressive industrial society, it had to eliminate its old values and institutions and follow the path of the
      liberal democratic nations of the West.
    


    
      By the 1980s, however, history had been turned on its head. Japan's traditional values—in some respects, they
      were the very ones that had been rejected in 1945 as a source of national weakness and shame— are now acclaimed
      as Japan's unique advantage in its efforts to build an advanced industrial society, not only by Japanese
      commentators, but perhaps even more importantly to the Japanese, by foreign observers. No people can for long be
      satisfied to reject its cultural heritage—the legacy of their ancestors and the source of their amour propre. Accordingly, given Japan's economic success, the international acclaim of its
      culture, and unmistakable signs that the stigma of the war years has faded and that Japan's past sins have
      been atoned for, it is not surprising that the Japanese mood has changed.
    


    
      Japan's new attitudes toward the West have changed during the last two decades as its economic success has
      become apparent. As early as 1967, Umesao Tadao of Kyoto University wrote an article entitled "Europe and
      Japan" in which he described Europe as a place for sightseeing that was no longer useful as a model. Umesao
      wrote of the "relative decline in status of the European countries in the postwar world," and he held
      that "we are either moving shoulder to shoulder with Europe or are already out in front." He concluded
      that "Japanese today cannot fail to perceive the bankruptcy of Europe."18 By the late 1970s, there was widespread discussion of
      Eikokubyō (the British disease) in Japanese periodical literature. One writer
      referred to Eikokubyō as "a social disease which, upon the advancement of
      welfare programs, causes a diminished will to work, over-emphasis on rights, and declining
      productivity."19 Nor was
      the United States by any means exempt from such patronizing attitudes. After Vietnam, Watergate, and the seizure
      of American hostages in Iran, it was not infrequent to hear discussions about "America's fading
      glory." Matsuyama Yukio, an editorial writer for the Asahi shimbun, wrote that
      "Watching the United States suddenly losing its magnificence is like watching a former lover's beauty
      wither away. It makes me want to cover my eyes."20 Articles about the "American disease" also appeared in light of the
      conquering of the American automobile industry. The "American disease" referred to a wasteful,
      inefficient society that was bereft of its work ethic, no longer able to maintain the quality of its goods,
      ridden with crime and a high divorce rate, and suffering from social disintegration. One Japanese journalist
      observed in December 1980 that there had formed "an image in the Japanese mind of the United States as being
      hopeless. . . . Put sarcastically, the reason half a million copies of Ezra Bogel's Japan as Number One have been sold in Japan is
      that the book captures the psychology underlying the negative image of the United States and appeals to the
      Japanese sense of superiority."21
    


    Reassessment of the Yoshida Doctrine


    
      By the end of the 1970s, the pressures and constraints under which the Yoshida doctrine had been formulated were
      changing. New conditions and new attitudes, both domestically and in the international environment, combined to
      create an intense debate within Japan over its future course. The fundamental issue was whether the premises of
      the Yoshida doctrine were still valid in light of these changes.
    


    
      The trauma and self-abasement that followed Japan's defeat in World War II had been replaced by a new and
      fulsome self-assurance. Opinion polls showed a decline in opposition to constitutional revision and the so-called
      "nuclear allergy," and there was a marked rightward shift in public opinion. Since the 1960s, the
      Japanese left had experienced mounting intellectual disarray. After Khrushchev's attack on Stalinism and the
      Sino-Soviet split, the series of uprisings in Eastern Europe during the mid-1950s and in 1968, and the major
      changes that have taken place in China since the death of Mao, the leftwing ideology in Japan came to be in
      conflict with the new affluence and resulting mood of the Japanese people.
    


    
      Foreign criticism of Japan's political passivity and economics-first policy appeared to grow apace with
      praise of Japan's success. The "Nixon shock" of 1971 and the exasperation of the president and his
      secretary of the treasury were a milestone in the development of such criticism. Dean Acheson, who in a famous
      speech in 1947 had envisioned Japan's future as the "workshop" of Asia, wrote approvingly of
      Nixon's démarche. As he confided to Archibald MacLeish in October 1971, "The Japanese are indeed today
      as positively deceitful about doing nothing as they were about planning positive action in 1941. So I approve of
      RMN's [Richard M. Nixon's] tactic. . . ."22
    


    
      Throughout the 1970s the criticism mounted. By 1979, the economist Komiya Ryutaro, in a thoughtful essay
      expressing concern over the rightward shift Japanese public opinion, traced this trend in part to a "siege
      psychology" (rōjō shinri).23 Japan's share of the noncommunist world's exports doubled from 1960 to
      1976, and Japan came under strong pressure from Western industrial nations to curb its exports, sign orderly
      marketing agreements, reduce its current accounts surplus, open its markets, increase its imports, and change its
      industrial policy. Secretary of Commerce Malcolm Baldridge warned the Japanese in 1982 that they must
      "change their culture" in order to accommodate trade demands.24 As Theodore White, one of America's
      leading journalists and a long-time Sinophile, wrote in 1982 in his widely read book America
      in Search of Itself, "The most precise and coordinated trade war of all time is being waged against
      American industry under the direction of the government of Japan. . . . Over the past ten years, the Japanese
      have targeted one American industry after another to undermine and wipe out."25
    


    
      The Japanese press has continually featured reports on the demands of the industrial democracies, and thus Japan
      has felt almost constantly put upon to make adjustments. To the popular mind, this frequently looks like a
      punishment for success. That Japan has been increasingly isolated and besieged by the West was dramatically
      demonstrated by an incident at the GATT meeting in Geneva in November 1982. In a speech to the delegates of the
      87 members of GATT, Foreign Minister Sakurauchi, emphasizing how much Japan had reduced its tariff and trade
      barriers, matter-of-factly declared that Japan now has "one of the most open markets in the world." The
      Wall Street Journal reported that the assertion brought "hooting" from the
      delegates and that "the reaction was virulent, particularly for a closed-door meeting of usually diplomatic
      trade and foreign ministers. 'I've never seen any thing like it,' a senior European official recalls.
      'First there was shuffling, then suppressed giggles. Within a few seconds, everyone was snickering openly. It
      was all very embarrassing.' "26
    


    
      Japan's sense of insecurity about its foreign relations has further contributed to the debate about its
      future. The vast increase of Soviet naval strength in the Pacific region, the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, and
      the garrisoning of Soviet troops on the Kurile Islands, which are claimed by Japan, has led many Japanese to
      question the adequacy of their defenses. There can be no doubt that this questioning has been provoked in part by
      the U.S. defeat in Vietnam and the overall decline of American military capabilities in relation to those of the
      Soviet Union. A public opinion poll conducted by the Asahi shimbun in the spring of
      1981 revealed that over the decade there has been a keen interest in issues of national defense and a marked
      increase of public support for the U.S.-Japan Mutual Security Treaty. In answer to the question, "Do you
      think the United States will defend Japan in earnest if worst comes to worst?" 22 percent said yes, 59
      percent said no, and 19 percent gave other answers. There also appears to have been a substantial decline in the
      public's aversion to nuclear arms. In the wake of a controversy over the routine visits of nuclear-armed
      American ships to Japanese ports, Japan's three major newspapers were surprised to discover in the spring of
      1981 that about as many Japanese were willing to tolerate nuclear arms in their ports as were opposed.27
    


    
      There were still a great many Japanese who preferred to stay the course with the Yoshida
      doctrine. Ishida Hirohide, a Diet member and a member of the left wing of the LDP, urged his countrymen to stick
      with policies of "little Japanism" (sho Nihon shugi). He sought to counter
      the arguments of those in his own party who held that it was appropriate to build military power commensurate to
      Japan's new economic strength. Ishida, who had served as minister of labor in the Miki cabinet and as
      president of the Diet Members' League for Japanese-Soviet Friendship, feared that a militarily strong Japan
      would promote tensions with Southeast Asian nations. In addition, a military buildup would weaken the economy.
      The specter of Soviet expansionism whipped up in the aftermath of the invasion of Afghanistan had been
      exaggerated and distorted, according to Ishida. Japan's national interest lay in maintaining a peace-oriented
      diplomacy, developing economic relations with the Soviet Union, and providing increased economic assistance to
      the Third World.28 Not long
      after expressing these views, a defecting Soviet spy, Stanislav Levchenko, said that Ishida had cooperated with
      him while he was stationed in Japan.
    


    
      A veteran Japanese affairs journalist, Matsuoka Hideo, similarly argued with surprising frankness in 1980 that
      Japan should continue to avoid becoming entangled in international involvements by deliberately "missing the
      boat" (nore okure); that is, when international disputes arise, Japan should
      always "go to the end of the line" and wait quietly, unnoticed, while other nations step forward to
      declare their positions on controversial issues. Matsuoka, who was the unsuccessful candidate of the socialist
      and communist parties for governor of Tokyo in 1983, admitted that this is a "diplomacy of cowardice"
      (okubyō gaikō), but he argued that it serves Japan's interests by maintaining
      good relations with all nations and thus preserves Japan's global access to markets and raw materials.
      "No matter where or what kind of dispute or war arises, Japan must stand aloof and uninvolved. Even though
      this may seem impossible, for the good of Japan, Japanese diplomacy must make the impossible
      possible."29 The
      incongruence of a major power shunning all international initiatives, even in economic matters, did not go
      unnoticed abroad. Denis Healey, Britain's former chancellor of the exchequer, complained that "For two
      years now, I have served as Chairman of the Interim Committee of the International Monetary Fund, but I have
      never seen Japan speak up before others do. Even when Japan did, it was simply in support of a majority opinion.
      Japan should play a more positive part in regard to the international monetary and economic
      problems."30
    


    
      Inevitably, as questions of national defense arose and American pressures mounted on Japan to increase defense
      spending, Japan's peace Constitution was debated more insistently. Justice Minister
      Okuno Seisuke's public statement in the autumn of 1980 that the constitution was imposed on Japan when it
      "had no sovereignty" and that it was desirable to discuss enactment of an independently written
      constitution was one of many indications that the issue was surfacing. According to a survey by the Asahi shimbun published on November 4, 1980, two-thirds of the members of the Liberal Democratic
      Party in the Diet were inclined to favor a revision of the constitution.
    


    
      Many writers, of whom the critic Etō Jun is the most notable, have scrutinized the procedures followed in
      drafting and establishing Japan's constitution. They emphasize features such as censorship, the manipulation
      of popular opinion, and the alien and Utopian nature of its provisions. The result, they say, was a
      constitutional system that deprived Japan of sovereign rights fundamental to a nation-state. "The basic goal
      of American Occupation policy," writes Etö, "was to destroy the greater Japanese Empire which had
      styled itself as 'unparalleled among nations' [bankoku muhi] and to create an
      ordinary Japan. Ironically, the Occupation gave birth to a Japan which is, in an entirely different sense,
      'unparalleled among nations'." Without the "right of belligerency" that was renounced in
      Article 9 of the Japanese constitution, Japan could not be a free, sovereign nation, or master of its own
      fate.31 Etō writes that since
      the administration of Prime Minister Ikeda, the government has shelved the constitutional issue, concentrated on
      economic development, and offered flexible interpretations of the constitution as the need arose. Etō maintains
      that a tacit understanding exists between the conservatives and the progressives to leave the issue unresolved.
      But the time has come, he argues, to confront the issue and restore Japan's right of belligerency so that
      Japan can prepare to defend itself should the need arise. The Americans, for their part, must face up to this
      issue as well. They must admit that Article 9 was the result of their distrust of Japan and their fear that Japan
      might some day again attack the United States, "If there were among the American people the determination to
      wipe away completely their distrust of Japan, to tolerate a more powerful and less dependent Japan and to form an
      alliance with and coexist with such a Japan, then the future of Japan-U.S. relations would indeed be
      bright."32
    


    
      A series of incidents of an almost Gilbert-and-Sullivan character in the spring and summer of 1981 illustrated
      the strange, even arcane, aspects of the debate over Japan's defense needs. A joint communiqué issued by
      Prime Minister Suzuki and President Reagan after their meeting in Washington on May 7 and 8 was widely criticized
      by the Japanese media for its use of the term "alliance" to describe the relationship between the two
      nations. Surprisingly, the prime minister himself joined in the criticism of the communiqué
      after his return to Tokyo. Next, the Japanese foreign minister resigned, taking responsibility for the drafting
      of the communiqué. Hard on the heels of this event, former Ambassador Edwin Reischauer gave an interview to the
      Mainichi shimbun in which he casually remarked that American nuclear-armed warships
      had been calling at Japanese ports for 20 years. Opposition parties and the media charged that this practice
      contravened the government's "three nonnuclear principles" of not manufacturing, possessing, or
      permitting nuclear weapons in Japan. The government, however, maintained that the U.S.-Japan Mutual Security
      Treaty provides for "prior consultation" before the introduction of nuclear weapons into Japan is
      permitted, and because there had been no consultation, "introduction" had not occurred. It was clear
      that the Japanese government did not want to face or resolve the debate and preferred to leave the issue wrapped
      in ambiguities. One prominent strategic thinker, Sase Masamori, observed that if Japan continued to rely on the
      U.S.-Japan Mutual Security Treaty but to deny its military implications—that is, if it continued to rely on the
      American nuclear umbrella but not to allow the passage of nuclear-armed vessels through its waters—then it would
      be reckoned to be an "international eccentric" (kokusai-teki henjiri) whose
      behavior defied common sense, a country that "makes its way through international society peddling its
      special national characteristics."33
    


    
      Many writers argue that Japan's renunciation of military power has distorted its national life. For example,
      Shimizu Ikutaro wrote in his sensational book, Nippon yo, kokka tare (Japan, Become a
      State! [1980]), that by relinquishing military strength, Japan ceased to be a state, and instead simply
      became a society whose essence is economic activity.34 Katsuda Kichitarö, a professor of political thought at Kyoto University,
      observed in Heiwa kenpō o utagau (Doubts about the Peace Constitution) that in
      reaction to Japan's wartime nationalism, the postwar liberal constitutional order lost sight of the concept
      of the state to which citizens owe their loyalty so that the state can maintain order and protect the welfare of
      the national community. Instead, he wrote, it is now the business firm that calls on its employees for the
      ultimate sacrifice. When the director of a major Japanese company was implicated in a scandal involving the
      Grumman Corporation, he took his own life, leaving behind a note that said, "The company is eternal.
      Employees must die for the company."35 An incident cited by Katsuda and other critics as illustrating the disgraceful
      weakness of postwar Japan was the hijacking of a Japan Air Lines jet in 1977 by the radical group known as the
      "Japanese Red Army." The government wholly capitulated to its demands in paying the $6 million ransom,
      releasing several terrorists from jail, and justifying its action by proclaiming that
      "a single human life is weightier than the earth."36
    


    
      However, one of Japan's leading political and strategic thinkers believes that Japan's present role in
      the international community will have extraordinary durability despite the intensity of the debate over
      Japan's policies. Nagai Yōnosuke wrote in January 1981 that "Despite the questionable nature of its
      origins, the new constitution has weathered thirty-five years, has been assimilated to Japanese traditions and
      culture, and, in a word, has become a state in the traditional sense but will choose to exist as a kind of
      'moratorium state.' " Nagai believes that "the incongruity of status" between Japan's
      great economic power and its modest political strength is appropriate to Japan's national interests in a
      world dominated by nuclear powers.37
    


    
      Miyazawa Kiichi—one of the leading members of the Yoshida school, the author of an intimate account of the
      Yoshida era, and a foreign minister in the mid-1970s—likewise seeks to preserve the basic thrust of the Yoshida
      doctrine in spite of changing international conditions. In an interview in 1980, he argued that Japan must
      continue its passive role because the constitution makes Japan "a special state" (tokushu kokka) and requires it to conduct "a diplomacy that precludes all value
      judgments" (issai no kachi handan o shinai gaikô). The preamble of the Japanese
      constitution pledges Japan to trust in "the justice and faith of the peace-loving peoples of the
      world," and therefore commits Japan to maintaining friendly relations with all nations. According to
      Miyzazwz, "The only value judgments we can make are determining what is in Japan's interest. Since there
      are no real value judgments possible we cannot say anything." When challenged politically, Japan has no
      recourse but to defer: "All we can do when we are hit on the head is pull back. We watch the world situation
      and follow the trends."38
      Miyazawa was regarded by some observers as the leading formulator of Japanese foreign policy while he was the
      chief cabinet secretary in the Suzuki cabinet. He is said to have argued for resisting President Reagan's
      pressures for increased arms spending on the grounds that America's policies eventually would be discredited
      and abandoned.39 Sase Masamori,
      who teaches at the National Defense University, took strong exception to Miyazawa's statement that Japan is
      "a special state," which owing to its exceptional historical experiences and constitutional restraints
      is kept from normal participation in international politics. Sase, by relying on Article 9, the nuclear allergy,
      the three nonnuclear principles, Japanese pacifism, and other such extraordinary explanations, argued that
      efforts to justify Japan's withdrawn international behavior would lead to national isolation.40 The writer Fukuda Tsuneari recalls that
      when Miyazawa was foreign minister, he visited the White House seeking to reconfirm the
      American obligation to Japan. Yet, according to Fukuda, neither Miyazawa nor anyone else in the government had
      told the Japanese people that they have an obligation to defend Japan.41
    


    Changing Images of Japan's Future42


    
      By the late 1970s, as the pressures and constraints within which the Yoshida doctrine had operated began to
      undergo substantial change, a national debate on Japan's future role in the world was in full swing. It
      revolved around the ways that Japan assessed its strengths and weaknesses, its comparative advantages, its
      national interests, and its view of world history and politics. With the world's most vibrant and versatile
      mass media focusing on these issues, the Japanese debated the nuances of conflicting conceptions of Japan's
      future roles in the world with great vigor. Putting aside the finer distinctions of this debate and concentrating
      on its broader outlines, it is possible to discern four major schools of thought with regard to Japan's
      future—the progressive-idealistic view, the liberal-realist, the mercantilist, and the neonationalist. It should
      be emphasized that these schools of thought are "ideal types" or general categories and that the
      opinions of many well-known Japanese figures do not fit neatly into these categories. In fact, many Japanese
      vacillate between different images of Japan's future. The leaders of the LDP often seem to borrow freely from
      the rhetoric and ideas of all four images as suits their convenience. This suggests that these modes of thought
      are very much in the mainstream of thinking about Japan's future. There are more radical approaches, but no
      attempt will be made to discuss them here.
    


    The Progressive-Idealistic Conception


    
      The finest hour of the Japanese progressives was the postwar reform era. Their idealism emerged out of wartime
      disillusionment, revulsion toward Japanese nationalism, and a profound distrust of traditional state power. They
      took their stand in support of the new postwar democratic order, and above all in support of the role that the
      constitution envisaged for Japan. The progressives argued that it was Japan's unique mission in the postwar
      world to demonstrate that a modern industrial nation could exist without arming itself; that Japan could show the
      way to a new world in which national sovereignty would be foresworn; and that nation-states, which were
      artificial creations, would disappear, allowing the naturally harmonious impulses of the world's peoples to
      usher in a peaceful international order. The Japanese people, having been victimized by a
      reactionary leadership that indoctrinated them into adhering to an artificial nationalism, had exemplified the
      demented course of the modern nation-state in their earlier aggressions in Asia. As the first victims of atomic
      weapons, the Japanese people could convincingly argue that the wars they fought in were prohibitively
      destructive, that accordingly a new age was at hand, and that the sovereign prerogative to go to war must be
      renounced. No other nation embraced liberal hopes for the future world order with the enthusiasm of Japan, for no
      other nation's recent experiences seemed to bear out the costs of the old ways so compellingly.
    


    
      The progressive viewpoint had deep and profound appeal. It offered the Japanese people an idealistic mission that
      would expiate the sins of the past. Moreover, it provided a justification for rejecting involvement in world
      politics and for exclusively devoting Japan's energies to rebuilding its economy. It should not be cause for
      surprise that some of the most uncompromising statements representing this progressive-idealist vision came from
      Yoshida Shigeru in the immediate postwar years prior to the Dulles-Yoshida negotiations and the working out of
      the Yoshida doctrine. Because he was attacked by the progressives for aligning Japan with the United States and
      for leading Japan toward gradual if limited rearmament, Yoshida was anathema to the progressives during the
      1950s. Yoshida bitterly attacked the most revered exponent of the progressive view, Nambara Shigeru, a
      distinguished political scientist and president of the University of Tokyo. In 1950, he excoriated Nambara and
      adherents of a position of unarmed neutrality as "literary sycophants" which caused a sensation and
      left the indelible impression that Yoshida was adamantly opposed to the progressive vision.43 Nevertheless, prior to 1950, Yoshida
      had unqualifiedly and consistently expressed his support for Japanese disarmament. Moreover, he saw disarmament
      as a national mission in which the Japanese people could take pride. As he said in a radio broadcast on the first
      anniversary of Japan's surrender, "The new constitution provides for renunciation of war, in which
      regard Japan leads the rest of the world. . . . Now that we have been beaten, and we haven't got a single
      soldier left on our hands, it is a fine opportunity of renouncing war for all time." More than three years
      later in November 1949, he addressed the Diet in no less uncompromising terms. "It is my belief that the
      very absence of armaments is a guarantee of the security and happiness of our people, and will gain for us the
      confidence of the world, and will enable us as a peaceful nation to take pride before the world in our national
      polity." Throughout this period, Yoshida repeatedly spoke of the realism of "security without
      armaments" (gunbi o motanai anzen hoshō).44
    


    
      As the San Francisco treaty system and the Yoshida doctrine were subsequently worked out,
      Yoshida parted company with the idealists, who then set forth their "four peace principles." The
      idealists opposed rearmament and the presence of U.S. military forces in Japan, and they favored permanent
      neutrality in the Cold War and a comprehensive peace settlement as opposed to a separate peace that excluded the
      communist bloc. With his own position staked out, Yoshida dismissed the idealist vision as "the babbling of
      a sleepwalker."45
      Nevertheless, elements of this vision were incorporated into the Yoshida doctrine as evidenced by Japan's
      resistance to all-out armament, its abstention from power politics, and the rejection of nuclear arms.
    


    
      Although frequently stigmatized as "Utopian pacifists" whose views are divorced from the reality of
      power politics, Japanese progressives argue that military power is no longer the wave of the future and that it
      is not a quality upon which national greatness will be determined. According to Tsuru Shigeto, a former
      Hitotsubashi economist and subsequently an editorial advisor to the Asahi shimbun,
      the progressives' vision of the future is of a nation that will be "oriented toward respect for
      man." Japan should aspire to be a model of humanitarian ideals, according to this view. It should strive to
      be known as the health-care center of the world, a nation of extraordinary scenic beauty to be visited by peoples
      from all over the globe, a leader in promoting cultural exchanges, the sponsor of the United Nations University,
      and the most generous contributor to developing nations and refugee relief programs.46
    


    
      In an international symposium on "Japan's Role in the World" held in 1979 on the occasion of the
      centenary celebration of the founding of the Asahi shimbun, Sakamoto Yoshikazu, a
      professor of international politics at the University of Tokyo, set forth a vision of what Japan's unique
      role in the modern world might be. He stressed certain aspects of Japan's historical experience that he said
      would establish Japan's identity as a model society. As the only nation to have suffered the effects of
      nuclear warfare, Japan has a mission to take the lead in opposing the spread of nuclear arms by stressing its
      three nuclear principles and working for a nuclear-free zone in Asia; as the most resource-poor industrial
      nation, Japan could serve as an example of a highly efficient society, frugal in its use of the world's
      resources; as a nation that has suffered serious environmental crises while industrializing, Japan could develop
      technology and legislation to minimize ecological destruction. And as a nation that has distinguished itself by
      its openness to foreign cultures, Japan could become a model of an open society pursuing an open-door policy with
      regard to refugees and immigration. Sakamoto concludes that "There exist in Japan the distinctive elements of a national identity which could become the core of a new and universal model
      of society. The role of the Japanese people in the community of mankind should be to build on this foundation a
      nuclear-free, pollution-free, resource-saving, and open society."47
    


    
      Clearly, this vision retains a powerful emotional appeal for the Japanese people. It is the face they often show
      to the outside world. For example, a Japanese foreign minister addressing the United Nations would explain his
      nation's goals in the world community in this manner. Whether it is Tanaka in his book Remodeling the Japanese Archipelago, Miki discussing the need for Japan's leadership on
      environmental issues, Fukuda defending the three nuclear principles, or Ohira articulating the concept of a new
      cultural age, all recent Japanese prime ministers have set the tone of their administrations in terms of this
      vision.
    


    
      At home and abroad, however, these views are increasingly challenged as Utopian. Sakamoto's above-mentioned
      address, for example, was criticized by a seasoned British leader, Denis Healey, as underestimating the role of
      power in world politics. Sakamoto, he said, was naive about power politics, and he further described Japanese
      neutralism as a type of nationalism based on an inferiority complex.48 Most progressives dismiss such charges by arguing that unarmed
      neutrality would offer no cause for being invaded or for becoming involved in conflict. Recently, however, one
      progressive theorist tried to meet the charge of utopianism. Morishima Michio wrote that "nations are now
      protected by 'software' such as diplomacy, economics, or cultural exchange—not by 'hardware' like
      tanks and missiles." But he added that if he and the other progressives were wrong and a Soviet invasion of
      Japan in fact took place, Japan would be best off simply to surrender "with a white flag in one hand and a
      red flag in the other."49
      His contention was, in effect, a "better red than dead" argument that set off a vigorous debate in the
      Japanese media. Morishima believed that even as a Soviet satellite Japan could hope to maintain a measure of
      domestic political self-determination and build a decent social-democratic society. The implication of this
      viewpoint is that the progressives are prepared to risk their vision of the future, to accept the consequences if
      they are wrong, and to argue that the consequences would still be preferable to full-scale rearmament and
      Japan's involvement in power politics.
    


    
      It is apparent, however, that the progressives have far less influence over Japanese opinion than was the case in
      the 1960s. Their radical critique of Japanese society—so popular during the early postwar period—lost its
      strength in the aftermath of Japan's rapid economic growth and the consequent pride that became evident in
      Japanese social values and institutions. Komiya estimates that until the mid1960s, 80
      percent of Japan's leaders were of the progressive persuasion, but that this situation has been reversed.
      Today, approximately 80 percent have centrist or conservative leanings.50 Affluence has undermined the appeal of socialism, according to
      Ijiri Kazuo, an editorial writer for the Nihon keizai shimbun. Ijiri argues that the
      overwhelming majority of the Japanese people identify themselves as middle class and are not persuaded by
      theories of conflicting class interest. "The leftist intellectuals have not been able to cope with the
      sweeping changes that have occurred in the masses themselves over the past 20 years or so."51 Moreover, traditional intellectual
      influences have been replaced by the leadership of "middle class intellectuals," by which Ijiri means
      editorial writers, media columnists, bureaucrats, and businessmen who lack the depth and background of academic
      intellectuals, but who are in tune with middle-class values. Ijiri points to surveys showing that 90 percent of
      the Japanese people now regard themselves as middle class. Intellectuals of the progressive persuasion have
      failed to elucidate values consonant with conditions of economic growth, while middle class intellectuals
      naturally address themselves to the tastes and interests of Japan's middle class. Above all, their writings
      often dwell on Japan's character and traditions and they feed its appetite for self-reflection.
    


    The Liberal-Realist Conception


    
      A second approach to Japan's role in the world is what might be called the liberal-realist conception. It
      charted its position in part by opposing the progressives' vision of an unarmed and neutral Japan. Realists
      believe that the nation-state is not about to disappear, that the strength of nationalist feelings is unabated,
      and that a competition of national interests within an environment constantly approaching "international
      anarchy" is the only realistic way to understand international politics. Because the realist school of
      thought tends to see Japan's national interests as depending on a cooperative defense relationship with the
      liberal democracies, one can trace its roots to prewar pro-Anglo-American groups with whom Yoshida was so
      prominently identified. While this school seeks the maintenance of a democratic order, it does not subscribe to
      the progressives' radical critique of Japanese society or their distrust of traditional state power.
      Typically, many of the proponents of this school have identified with liberal conservatives in the government.
    


    
      Inoki Masamichi, Yoshida's biographer, a scholar of international communism and the former president of the
      National Defense Academy, is an excellent representative of this school. Inoki has been a steady critic of what
      he calls the "utopian pacifist viewpoint." Along with other academic scholars such
      as Hayashi Kentarō, he has criticized the progressives for failing to make moral distinctions between communist
      nations and liberal democracies. Inoki opposes massive rearmament, but he advocates a steady and significant
      increase in defense expenditures in cooperation with Japan's Western allies. In light of new attitudes and
      conditions in Japan, the views of realists such as Inoki are receiving a more respectful hearing in the early
      1980s than at any time since 1945.
    


    
      Inoki recently served as chairman of the Comprehensive National Security Study Group—an advisory committee
      appointed by the late Prime Minister Ohira. The group's report, issued in July 1980, probably represents the
      clearest statement of the realist position to date. The report argues that "the world is not a peaceful
      world at present, nor is there any possibility that it will become a peaceful world in the foreseeable
      future."52 Thus an
      intelligent approach to securing Japan's interests requires a joint effort in cooperation with the Western
      allies. According to the group's report, "Because it is not realistic (genjitsuteki) to place total dependence on the international order and because there is a limit
      to the effectiveness of self-reliant efforts, it is necessary to take an intermediate position and try to attain
      security by relying on cooperation among a group of nations sharing common ideals and interests."53 In addition, Japan must overcome the
      incongruity between its economic power and political weakness by accepting international responsibilities more
      commensurate with its economic strength. The role of "economic giant and political dwarf" must be
      replaced by an activist foreign policy and the creation of a substantial defense establishment that cooperates
      with the Western allies in the maintenance and management of the international system.54
    


    
      The Korean peninsula, Southeast Asia, and the Middle East are regions where Japan must contribute to political
      stability. However, the study group's report acknowledges that strains with allied nations are serious and
      likely to grow. Japanese-American cooperation will be difficult because Japan's per capita GNP will likely
      overtake that of the United States in the 1980s, and because "Japanese manufactured products by and large
      will be more competitive on the international market, and Japanese exports will continue to expand faster than
      U.S. exports. In this sense, the positions of the two economies are being reversed, and this itself will entail
      difficult psychological problems."55
    


    
      Though it was appointed by the prime minister and hence basically friendly to the Liberal Democratic Party, the
      Comprehensive National Security Study Group criticized the government for a lack of candor and leadership in
      developing a new defense policy. The report concludes with the hope that it will serve as a catalyst for a
      vigorous national debate and the formation of a consensus in favor of Japan taking an active
      political and strategic role in the world.
    


    
      At the heart of the realist conception is its rejection of what might be called the notion of Japanese
      "exceptionalism." Few aspects of Japan's foreign policy draw as sharp a criticism from the realists
      as the contention that Japan, in the words of former Foreign Minister Miyazawa, is "a special state"
      that, owing to its exceptional historical experiences and constitutional restraints, is exempt from normal
      participation in international politics. Japanese realists are repelled by justifications of Japan's
      withdrawn international behavior that rely on Article 9, the three nonnuclear principles, and Japanese pacifism.
    


    
      The realists are divided among themselves where Article 9 is concerned. Some argue that it is necessary to revise
      Article 9 so that Japan's Self Defense Forces can be rendered constitutional, and more fundamentally, so that
      Japan's full sovereignty can be restored, thus allowing it to become an "ordinary" nation again.
      Other realists such as Satō Seizaburō argue that with few exceptions most nations now tolerate certain
      limitations on their sovereignty. It is not necessary to possess the right of belligerency in a legal sense
      because no nation that has fought since World War II has actually declared war. Therefore, according to
      Seizaburō, it is pointless to embark on an inevitably drawn out and divisive struggle to revise the Japanese
      constitution.56 What is most
      important is that a consensus is steadily emerging in support of the view that rearmament is required for defense
      purposes and is not in conflict with Article 9.
    


    
      Realists have reason to be pleased. The very existence of an intense national debate on defense issues bespeaks
      an increased public awareness of the choices that Japan will likely have to make concerning its foreign policy.
      At the same time, however, torrents of congratulatory literature both at home and abroad have brought a highly
      popular sense of national self-assurance to the surface. This could represent difficulties for the realists.
      Their problems could be the result of their very respectability, moderation, and balance. Their desire to make
      common cause with the Western liberal democracies could lose its appeal if nationalism eroded the various
      institutions of economic and political cooperation connecting Japan and the West.
    


    The Mercantilist Conception


    
      A third mode of thought that can be discerned in the cacophony of voices evoked by the debate over Japan's
      policies and its the newfound self-confidence is what might be called the mercantilist view. The proponents of
      this school argue that a dispassionate analysis of Japan's geopolitical position, its
      resource endowments, and the structure of its economy inexorably lead to the conclusion that Japan's national
      interest is properly seen as that of a great trading nation. This school of thought is particularly interesting
      because it most closely corresponds to the role that Japan has actually played in the international system since
      at least the mid-1960s. In an article in Chūō kōron entitled "Japan as a
      Maritime Nation," Kōsaka Masataka, one of Japan's most influential political scientists, defined
      Japan's national purpose in economic terms, tracing the origins of this point of view to Prime Minister
      Yoshida:
    


    
      Japan's postwar involvement with the West . . . has been primarily economic rather than military, an emphasis
      chosen by Prime Minister Yoshida Shigeru at the time of Japan's negotiations with America over the 1951 San
      Francisco Peace Treaty. Yoshida believed that economic matters are more important than military, and, for this
      reason, he rejected America's suggestion that Japan rearm and spearhead American military strategy in the Far
      East. Japan's foreign policy has subsequently been simply a kind of "neomercantilism." . . .
      Yoshida's choice has proved a most adequate one for Japan. From a strictly military point of view,
      Japan's "neomercantilist" diplomacy has been adequate for two reasons: First, the development of
      nuclear weapons has greatly lessened the ethical justification as well as the effectiveness of military power.
      Second, since Japan has been fully protected by the U.S. Seventh Fleet, in terms of defense her own rearmament
      would have been superfluous. From a political point of view, Yoshida's "neomercantilism" has
      harmonized with Japan's postwar democratization.57
    


    
      Kōsaka has said that Yoshida read this article and flatly rejected the identification of his name with
      neomercantilism. "He told me there could be no such policy."58 Yoshida was too pragmatic and nondoctrinaire to allow his views to
      be so simply characterized. Yoshida, of course, never spoke of a "Yoshida doctrine," and we can only
      speculate as to the ways that he might have taken issue with the subsequent policies of the Yoshida school.
      Moreover, he was too proud and too much of a realist and a nationalist to accept the notion of a politically and
      diplomatically passive Japan as a corollary of his policies.
    


    
      In the November 1975 issue of Chūō kōron, Kōsaka elaborated the view that Japan
      should act the role of a merchant in the world community—a middle-man taking advantage of commercial relations
      and avoiding involvement in international politics.59 "A trading nation (tsūshō kokka) does not go to
      war," he wrote, "neither does it make supreme efforts to bring peace. It simply takes advantage of
      international relations created by stronger nations. This can also be said of our economic
      activities. In the most basic sense we do not create things. We live by purchasing primary products and
      semi-finished products and processing them. That is to say, we live by utilizing other people's
      production." Kōsaka emphasized that this is not a popular role in the international order because it is
      regarded as selfish and even immoral. It causes problems particularly with the United States because "Japan
      has enjoyed the advantages of being an ally and the benefits of non-involvement."
    


    
      With the breakdown of the Bretton Woods system and the oil crises of the 1970s, Kosaka foresaw difficult times as
      "politics and economics became more intertwined in the economic policies of nations." He believed in
      1975 that Japan could adapt to new international circumstances and survive as a trading nation if it could manage
      its crisis of spirit. Holding firmly to vague principles and merely pursuing commercial advantage, the danger was
      that the Japanese people might lose self-respect. This is a crisis, he wrote, that all trading nations face.
      "A trading nation has wide relations with many alien civilizations, makes differing use of various different
      principles of behavior, and manages to harmonize them with each other. This, however, tends to weaken the
      self-confidence and identity of the persons engaged in the operation. They gradually come to lose sight of what
      they really value and even of who they really are." To deal with this psychological burden, trading nations
      "need the confidence that they are contributing to the world in their own way. Only by doing so does
      hypocrisy [gizen] cease to be hypocrisy for hypocrisy's sake. It becomes a
      relatively harmless method of doing good. ..."
    


    
      Amaya Naohiro, a former vice minister of the Ministry of International Trade and Industry, has become the most
      outspoken and flamboyant advocate of Japan's mercantilist role. In a series of widely discussed articles
      marked by their color and candor, Amaya drew analogies from Japan's history to illustrate the merchant role
      that he hopes Japan will pursue in a consistent and thorough-going manner. He likens present-day international
      society to Tokugawa Japan, when society was divided into four functional classes—samurai, artisans, merchants,
      and peasants. By analogy, the United States and the Soviet Union fulfil the role of the samurai; Japan bases
      itself on commerce and industry; and Third World nations are peasant societies.60 If the military role of the samurai is not exercised,
      as happened during the Tokugawa period, then it might be possible to conclude that "the world exists for
      Japan," but in fact international society is a jungle and it remains necessary for the merchant to act with
      great circumspection. According to Amaya, Japan has conducted itself as an international trading firm for some
      time, but it has not wholeheartedly acknowledged its role or pursued it single-mindedly.
      Amaya would like the Japanese to show the ability, shrewdness, and self-discipline of the 16th-century merchant
      princes of Hakata and Sakai, whose adroit maneuvering in the midst of a samurai-dominated society allowed them to
      prosper. "In the sixteenth-century world of turmoil and warfare, they accepted their difficult destiny,
      living unarmed or with only light arms. To tread this path, they put aside all illusions, overcame the temptation
      of dependency [amae no kōzō], and concentrated on calmly dealing with
      reality."61 Amaya points
      out that by the end of the Tokugawa period, merchants were so powerful that Honda Toshiaki (1744-1821) remarked,
      "In appearance all of Japan belongs to the Samurai, but in reality it is owned by the merchants." What
      is required today is to stay the course and to cultivate the tradesman's information-gathering and planning
      ability, his tact and art of flattery.
    


    
      What Amaya most fears is the rebirth of an emotional nationalism, which he calls "soap nationalism"
      (sōpu nashonarizmu) because it has the emotional character of a soap opera. Amaya
      himself feels victimized by "soap nationalism" because of the role he played as a representative of
      MITI in the settlement of the Japanese-American automobile dispute in the spring of 1981. The dispute resulted in
      a decision to restrain automobile exports to the United States. In the same manner in which he was attacked after
      his abject apologies to the Americans for the "insensitivity" of Japanese oil firms during the Iranian
      hostage crisis, he was berated for persuading Japanese automobile firms to agree to American demands to curtail
      exports.
    


    
      Eventually Japan's automobile manufacturers agreed to voluntary restraints on exports acceptable to the
      United States, but they were indignant with Amaya. The May 1981 issue of Shūkan
      bunshun carried an article entitled "Amaya: The Foreigner's Concubine [rashamen]," which described the manufacturers' anger at Amaya's role as
      "Reagan's concubine [mekake]." In response, Amaya deplored the
      manufacturers' "soap nationalism," which he said failed to demonstrate the shrewdness and
      self-discipline required of Japan as a merchant nation. Amaya argued that unless Japan gave the ailing American
      automobile industry some breathing space, Congress would pass protectionist measures that would doom the
      international free trade system so beneficial to Japan. He stressed the fragility of the liberal economic order
      and reminded his readers that maintenance of the system depended on the commitment of the Americans. The United
      States had built the free trade system and had often subordinated its immediate economic interests to the
      long-term political and economic goals of strengthening the economies of its allies and creating a strong
      international economic system that would link these nations. It was the better part of wisdom for Japan to encourage the United States, to help revive American industry, and to work for a new
      consensus among industrial nations in order to preserve the free trade system.
    


    
      A strain of pessimism runs through Amaya's writings as to whether the mercantile diplomacy he advocates can
      be sustained in light of rising nationalism in Japan and protectionism in Europe and the United States. He
      concludes that if Japan's efforts as a merchant nation appear unable to guarantee its security, then the time
      will have arrived to turn from being a merchant nation to a samurai nation.
    


    
      Amaya's advocacy of a purely merchant role for Japan has elicited sharp criticism from many quarters. The
      foreign affairs commentator Ito Kenichi called it a "kowtow foreign policy" (dogeza gaiko) and an "unprincipled foreign policy" (musesso
      gaikō) that would not be respected or trusted by foreign nations. Moreover, Ito argued that excessive
      concern with preserving Japan's economic interests was already creating a spiritual malaise among the
      Japanese people because it caused them to sacrifice the self-respect that comes from adherence to a clear set of
      moral values.62 Similarly, the
      head of the Foreign Ministry's Policy Planning Division, Ota Hiroshi, wrote that the "merchant nation
      thesis" was a viable alternative for Japan past when the United States maintained a world order in which
      Japan was free to concentrate its efforts entirely on economic gain.63 Both writers, however, held that the decline of American power and the
      expansion of Japan's global interests made it impossible to separate politics and economics in the manner
      that Amaya's metaphor suggests. They further said that Japan must join in a greater cooperative effort to
      ensure the security of the industrial democracies. Sase Masamori described Amay-a's metaphor as a
      self-complacent and simplistic. He said that while it was bound to be appealing to pacifists who sought to avoid
      international political involvements, it would have no persuasive power abroad. Japan's continued shunning of
      power politics would damage its alliance with the United States at a time when America was expecting more of
      Japan in the changed international environment.64
    


    
      As previously emphasized, this analysis of the different schools of thought regarding Japan's future does not
      accurately reflect the range of differences among the individual positions advocated by leading thinkers in the
      debate. Writers such as Kōsaka Masataka could be classified as belonging to both the realist and the mercantilist
      schools. The position of Nagai Yönosuke defies easy categorization because it draws on aspects of all of the
      schools thus far described. Above all, it represents a conscious attempt to adapt the Yoshida doctrine to new
      conditions and to extend its life into the indefinite future. Nagai believes that despite the intense debate in
      the media, the Yoshida doctrine will endure because of the strong consensus and coalition of
      forces supporting it.65
    


    
      Nagai, one of Japan's best known political scientists, sets forth a concept of what he calls a
      "moratorium world" in which Japan is a "moratorium state" (moratoriamu
      kokka).66 He describes
      world politics as being in a state of transition from a traditional international order (the Westphalian system
      in which the status of nation-states was established according to their military power) to what he calls a
      Kantian, peaceful world order in which the security of states will be preserved by a collective international
      arrangement. The transition stage is marked by a nuclear stand-off between the superpowers that has created a
      power moratorium in the world. As a consequence, military power counts for less in determining the hierarchy of
      nations, and international economic strength and technological know-how count for more. In other words, there is
      no longer a single agreed-upon measure of status among nations in Nagai's "moratorium world." One
      state might have great military power; another might have great economic strength; and there is no reason that
      the status of a state must be congruent in all attributes.
    


    
      Therefore, the incongruity between Japan's economic power and its political-military weakness is not odd;
      rather, it reflects the nature of today's international society. According to Nagai, demands upon Japan to
      maintain a military establishment consistent with its economic standing reflect a drive in Western society to
      achieve consistency in personal status. The Japanese, however, are accustomed to inconsistencies of status
      (chii no hiikkansei). Such inconsistencies were characteristic of the Tokugawa system
      in which the samurai had political power and prestige, while the merchants had economic power. In a passage
      reminiscent of Amaya's thesis, Nagai quotes Yamaga Sokö (1622-1685) as saying, "Samurai live by honor,
      while farmers, artisans, and merchants live by interest." What is necessary for the advancement of human
      society is the "globalization of the Tokugawa system," by which Nagai appears to envision a complex
      system of checks and balances in which different nations fulfill different roles.
    


    
      For Nagai, the future of Japan is as a "moratorium state." That is, in light of the present state of
      international politics, Japan should preserve its present constitution and "maintain the inconsistency in
      its status as a lightly armed, non-nuclear economic power." Strategy planning should concentrate on a
      limited but highly sophisticated defense posture that depends on advanced technology such as lasers,
      precision-guided missiles, and sophisticated radar. Diplomatic efforts should preserve the U.S.-Japan Mutual
      Security Treaty and seek economic cooperation with the Soviet Union so that the latter has no cause to initiate
      hostilities against Japan. Should the United States increase its pressure on Japan regarding
      economic or defense issues, or should the Soviet Union unduly increase its military power in East Asia, there is
      always the potential threat of a nationalist response, whereby Japan might undertake the revision of its
      constitution or even the development of nuclear weapons. This threat gives Japan bargaining power that helps it
      to preserve its present nonmilitary posture.
    


    
      Like the progressives, Nagai seeks to preserve Article 9, and he believes that Japan will "refuse to ever
      again become a state in the traditional sense." At one point in his essay, he writes that Japan's
      "grand experiment" could well become a model for the industrially advanced democratic nations of the
      world. He believes the world is moving toward a peaceful world order. Nevertheless, he clearly does not believe
      that Japan can survive as a lightly armed state without a shrewd strategy that comes to grips with power politics
      and the prevalence of competition among nations. He shares the concerns of the realist approach in this regard,
      but he differs from the latter in his evident lack of commitment to Western liberal values as the reason why
      Japan should ally itself with the United States and Western Europe. In Nagai's view, the Japanese state
      stands for no values at all. It is a neutral entity. Indeed, he worries along with Kōsaka and Amaya that the
      Japanese people might not be able to maintain their spiritual morale without any moral principles to guide them,
      relying simply on national self-interest. Nagai is probably closest to the mercantilists in his view of the
      Japanese future. He argues that pure self-interest and economic nationalism are the motivations that will drive
      Japan.
    


    The Neonationalist Conception


    
      A fourth school of thought in the grand national debate about the future of Japan might be called the
      neonationalist conception. Of the four major conceptions of Japan's future role in the world, this one
      represents the sharpest break with the Yoshida doctrine. It is based on a recognition of the continuing role of
      power in the world and a profound contempt for the progressives' distrust of state power. It shares the
      realist belief that competition between nations in an environment constantly verging on "international
      anarchy" is the only realistic way of understanding international politics. The neonationalists likewise
      reject continued reliance on Japan's extraordinary and peculiar postwar political status. More resolutely
      than the liberal-realists, they reject important aspects of the postwar order. In sharp contrast with the
      realists, they do not perceive a shared community of interests and values with Western democracies that impel
      them to cooperate in an alliance framework. This attitude is akin to the economic nationalism of the mercantilist school. As Shimizu Ikutarō wrote in his widely read book, Nippon yo, kokka tare, "On the one hand, Japan must encourage friendly relations with
      America, the Soviet Union, and all other countries, but at the same time we must not forget for an instant that
      Japan is alone. In the end we can only rely on Japan and the Japanese."67 Shimizu is undoubtedly the neonationalist who has attracted the
      most attention in Japan. A convert from the progressive camp, he is one of the most conspicuous critics of the
      postwar order and its values. In the first postwar decades, he was one of the principal theoreticians for the
      progressives, exerting substantial influence over students and left-wing intellectuals. In 1960, he was a leading
      spokesman for those opposed to the renewal of the U.S.-Japan Mutual Security Treaty. Thereafter, his views began
      to change and he broke ranks with the progressives.
    


    
      Observing the decline in American power and world commitment, Shimizu now believes that Japan cannot rely on the
      American deterrent in an emergency. As a consequence, the nationalists seek more than a modest military buildup.
      "If Japan acquired military power commensurate with its economic power," according to Shimizu,
      "countries that fully appreciate the meaning of military power would not overlook this. They would defer;
      they would act with caution; and in time they would show respect." The time, according to Shimizu, has
      arrived for Japan to fulfil its potential:
    


    
      When Japan breaks down its postwar illusions and taboos and develops military power commensurate with its
      economic strength, significant political power will naturally be born. In its relations with the United States,
      the Soviet Union, and many countries in many degrees and meanings, Japan will gain a free hand. Even though it is
      alone, if it exercises its political power wisely Japan will gain friends that will respect it and that will
      readily come to its aid. With its combined economic, military, and political power, won't Japan be a proud
      superpower [dōdō taru dai-koku]! While splendidly possessing the qualities to be a
      superpower, Japan, whether out of inertia or lack of courage, is behaving like a physically handicapped person
      right in plain view of the world.68
    


    
      Pressing on relentlessly to his most dramatic point, Shimizu observes that the nuclear powers "even though
      they do not use their weapons, are able to instill fears in those countries that do not have them. A nation such
      as Japan that does not possess nuclear weapons and is afraid of them will be easy game for the nuclear powers.
      Putting political pressure on Japan would be like twisting a baby's arm."69 Japan, in short, must "exercise the nuclear
      option."
    


    
      Shimizu's essay sent a shudder through Japanese society. Nonetheless, there was a
      certain fascination with it. Unlike the right-wing nationalists, whose sound trucks in downtown Tokyo are
      ignored, or Mishima Yukio's bizarre suicide, which could be dismissed as another personal aberration, Shimizu
      had to be taken seriously. He was a respected intellectual, a leading theoretician of postwar progressivism, and
      was often said to be a barometer of the changing political climate in Japan. More than any other writer, he
      directly and insistently confronted the contradictions and incongruities that troubled Japan's postwar
      political order. He advocated clear and decisive solutions that touched deep and ambivalent emotions among many
      Japanese.
    


    
      Japan, he wrote, is a "peculiar" and "abnormal" country (ijō na
      kuni).70 It has lived
      for decades under a constitutional order forced on it by occupying military forces. It has abnegated the
      essential characteristics of a nation-state—military power and the required loyalty of its citizenry. Other
      nations have lost wars, but where, he asked, is there another nation that has wholly lost its national
      consciousness? "The overwhelming view among intellectual circles, the media, educators, and so on, is that
      the state, the people, and the military are more than dangerous; they are unclean."71 These progressives, he noted, do not make the same
      judgment of other nations. To exist, Japan depends on foreign resources, food, and markets, but it refuses to
      ensure the security of its maritime transport routes. It depends on the good will of other nations and it
      idealizes the United Nations—an organization formed by the powers that defeated Japan. Japan is the third largest
      contributor to the United Nations but it is still not one of the permanent members of the Security Council, all
      of which are nuclear powers.
    


    
      Predictably, Shimizu was excoriated by the progressives for this apostasy, and the liberal-realists wrote sharp
      and thoughtful responses to his ideas. The latter were appalled not only by his favorable view of prewar
      institutions and values, his sweeping rejection of the postwar political order, his proposal for an all-out
      military buildup, and his independent course in foreign affairs; they saw his ideas as raising the specter of
      militarism and as coloring public attitudes toward their own proposals for modest rearmament. Inoki Masamichi
      plaintively wrote that Shimizu's volte-face threatened to confirm his worst fears
      that the "Utopian pacifism" of postwar Japan might give way to "Utopian
      militarism."72
      Shimizu's critics held that becoming a military superpower would lead to more rather than less insecurity.
      They argued that Japan would become diplomatically isolated from the West, the object of suspicion among Asian
      nations, and owing to its concentrated urban population, highly vulnerable in the event of a conflict among
      the nuclear powers. His critics invariably accused him of advocating ideas that would lead
      to a repetition of the disaster that befell Imperial Japan.
    


    
      The neonationalists belief that Japan is capable of an independent role in world politics is supported by
      Japan's immense pride in its socioeconomic and technological achievements. The most vocal neonationalist in
      this regard is Nakagawa Yatsuhiro, whose prolific writings are characterized by a boldness that appeals to a mass
      audience. Demanding that Japan play "a positive role on the world stage," he calls Japan "the
      ultra-advanced country" (Chō-senshin koku Nippon), borrowing the title of a
      recent book.73 For some years a
      bureaucrat and at one time deputy director of the Nuclear Fuel Division of the Science and Technology Agency,
      Nakagawa typifies the facile young writer that has gained attention in Japan's general-interest magazines. He
      is scornful of the intellectuals who hitherto dominated these magazines and whom he dismisses as "vendors of
      imported merchandise."74
      Unable to free themselves from Japan's traditional awe. of Western nations, Nakagawa says that these
      intellectuals have failed to acknowledge that "Japan is the leading nation in the world in terms of the
      provisions that it makes for the welfare of its citizens and in terms of the abundance and affluence that its
      citizens enjoy in their daily lives."75 By his calculations, the average Japanese worker's after-tax income was at
      least 1.4-2.0 times what his or her American counterpart earned in 1978. Nakagawa stresses the role of the
      bureaucracy in promoting the livelihood of the Japanese people because he hopes to lessen the distrust of the
      state that has prevailed among most Japanese citizens since 1945. He argues that MITI, the Ministry of Labor, the
      Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry, and other government agencies are devoted to the Japanese workers'
      welfare. In fact, "in everything but name, Japan has turned itself into a textbook example of a socialist
      country." In terming Japan "the worker's paradise," Nakagawa describes its welfare, income,
      health care, diet, housing, and educational opportunities. In each of these categories, he contends that Japan
      has outstripped Western nations and has done so without high taxes in an extraordinary egalitarian setting.
    


    Prospects


    
      It is apparent that the pressures and constraints within which the Yoshida doctrine was defined and elaborated
      have substantially changed. Awareness of these changes has prompted movement toward new policies under Prime
      Minister Nakasone that appear to depart from the Yoshida school in their basic vision of Japan's
      international role.
    


    
      The Nakasone administration clearly believes that Japan's passive stance of avoiding
      political-strategic issues must be replaced by a more activist style of diplomacy if Japan is to maintain its
      ties to America. As Inoki Masamichi wrote in November 1982 at the same time that the Nakasone cabinet took power,
      "U.S. mistrust of Japan is not limited to such issues as liberalizing agricultural imports or raising the
      defense budget but extends to the way Japanese government leaders typically try to wriggle out of making
      decisions on pressing issues."76 Nakasone sought to undo the impression that Japan is politically passive during
      his extraordinary visit to Washington in January 1983. In a series of bold public statements on strategic issues,
      he committed Japan to a more activist role. He decided to allow the transfer of purely military technology to the
      United States in what amounted to a major modification of the "three principles of arms exports." He
      further said that Japan should aim to achieve "complete and full control" of the strategic straits
      leading from the Sea of Japan "so that there should be no passage of Soviet submarines" in times of
      emergency. Such a commitment to bottle up the Soviet Pacific Fleet had long been earnestly sought by the United
      States, but had been regarded as too politically sensitive for public discussion. Nakasone further said that
      Japan should be "a big aircraft carrier" (okina koku bokan)—his official
      translator interpolated this with the colorful phrase "an unsinkable aircraft carrier" (fuchin kubo)—in order to prevent the penetration of the Backfire bombers into Japanese airspace.
      Fulfillment of this capability would require a large-scale military buildup that would exceed the present one
      percent of GNP limitation on military spending. Finally, he repeated the statement he had made in Tokyo before
      his trip to Washington, remarking that there should be no taboos against discussing the issue of constitutional
      revision. He added that "the Constitution is a very delicate issue and I have in mind a very long-range
      timetable, so to speak, but I would not dare mention it even in our Diet."77
    


    
      In another area in which there appears to be a change in Japan's policies, the Nakasone administration has
      made clear that the single-minded pursuit of economic growth as envisioned by the Yoshida school is no longer
      sufficient as a national goal. "We [have been] expanding economically," Nakasone said in Washington,
      "and because of that expansion we are risking being isolated from the rest of the world."78 The Ministry of Foreign Affairs'
      1982 Diplomatic Blue Book said that Japan must abandon its past attitude of "catching up and surpassing
      other nations," and must now "endeavor to develop free trade by taking the lead itself." A
      consistent theme of the Provisional Commission for Administrative Reform, which was formed in the fall of 1980 at
      the initiative of Nakasone Yasuhiro, then a cabinet minister in charge of the Administrative
      Management Agency, has been that the organization and goals of the Japanese government must be restructured
      because they were devised for a century-long struggle of "catch-up modernization" (oitsuki-kei kindaika) requiring the "leading, mobilizing, regulating, and protecting of the
      nation."79 One of the
      commission's reports pronounced that this historical phase had come to an end, and that as a result it was
      necessary to reorient the nation's institutions and goals in accordance with its new status as a front-runner
      in the world arena. According to the commission, this requires that Japan take an active role in shoring up
      international cooperation on behalf of the liberal trading order.
    


    
      In terms of his announced intentions, Nakasone's policies portended a decisive tilt toward the
      liberal-realist vision of Japan's international role. Rejecting all arguments against normal participation in
      international politics, Nakasone clearly believes that Japan's role as a "economic giant and political
      dwarf" must give way to an activist foreign policy and the creation of a substantial defense establishment
      that can cooperate with the Western allies in the maintenance and management of the international system. In the
      words of a leading spokesman for the administrative reform commission, "It is now time Japan played a more
      positive role in international society and took more responsibility in supporting and maintaining the
      international economic and political order, needless to say in cooperation with the U.S. and with the U.S. as
      number one."80
    


    
      It is too early to tell how successful Prime Minister Nakasone will be in overcoming the remaining pressures and
      constraints that still favor a low-posture foreign policy, but a new phase—a period of testing the assumptions
      that have guided Japan's postwar foreign policy—is undoubtedly underway.
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    The Pacific Quadrille Since 1983


    
      Herbert J. Ellison
    


    
      The pace of political and economic change in Northeast Asia is such that many important developments have
      occurred since the 1983 Tokyo conference that led to this volume. It seems appropriate, therefore, to conclude
      with a comment on recent changes in the relations of the four major powers of the region, and between those
      powers and the smaller states.
    


    
      The regional security system is still dominated by the superpowers, but in the newly emerging system China and
      Japan play a large and growing role. The challenges posed by the U.S. withdrawal from Vietnam and the enormous
      Soviet military buildup of the 1960s and 1970s have been met, if not wholly matched, by Chinese military
      modernization, substantial and continuing Japanese rearmament, and U.S. reengagement in East Asia. Moreover, the
      steady improvement of Sino-Soviet relations halted the development of what in the 1970s looked to be the
      potential participation of China in an anti-Soviet alliance.
    


    
      During the late 1970s, both sides nourished fears of a growing and dangerous imbalance in the security structure.
      The Soviets feared the addition of China to the American-Japanese-South Korean alliance. The worst possibility
      was a newly powerful China, armed and economically modernized by Japan and the United States; a rearmed Japan,
      applying the huge Japanese economic and technological capacity to the rearmament effort; and a refurbished and
      expanded American military presence.
    


    
      From the opposing perspective, the possibilities were no less intimidating. China sensed a developing
      encirclement as the Soviet Union modernized and expanded its military forces to the north, deployed a large
      arsenal of SS-20 missiles in the Far East, expanded the Soviet Pacific Fleet, and extended
      its influence and military presence in Indochina and Afghanistan. Meanwhile, the United States feared that the
      Soviets sought military and naval hegemony in East Asia, which could vitiate American security guaranties and
      weaken or dismantle the American-led East Asian alliance system. Japanese security concerns were no less
      significant, centering on the Soviet regional buildup in conventional and strategic forces, new force deployments
      in the Kurile Islands, and the growing threat of Soviet air and naval power to Japanese security. The development
      of a Soviet capacity to interdict Japanese maritime trade was of great concern.
    


    
      Neither side's dire scenario has materialized, and the mood is generally calmer in 1986 than at the beginning
      of the decade. The Chinese regard their army and nuclear weapons as proof against Soviet invasion and view the
      larger effort to balance Soviet power in East Asia as an American task that the United States has reassumed
      following a lapse in the late 1970s. Gone are the urgent requests for a united front against Soviet hegemonism.
      They have been replaced by an emphasis on the development of a "Chinese foreign policy," which assumes
      the inability of "either [superpower] to achieve overwhelming superiority ... [and] enables many countries
      in the intermediate zone to win more freedom of action."1 With the balance restored, the Chinese have clearly made the improvement of
      relations with the USSR a high priority.
    


    
      Though not expressed in the same terms, a similar calculation guides the Japanese. They have strengthened their
      commitment to the Japanese-American alliance and have kept their armaments at the level required to satisfy
      American demands for "sharing the defense burden"—a level that indicates the Japanese do not sense a
      grave threat to their security from existing levels of Soviet power and that bespeaks an awareness of the
      sensitivities of other Asian states to Japanese rearmament.
    


    
      Recalling the dictum that nations, including today's communist nations, have no permanent friends, only
      permanent interests, it seems likely that the present, relatively balanced power structure will endure, meanwhile
      undergoing great internal changes brought about more by the growing power and policy initiatives of China and
      Japan than by those of either the Soviet Union or the United States, though the Gorbachev leadership has given a
      new dynamism and direction to Soviet East Asian policy. The following brief summary of the main policy
      initiatives of the nations of the Pacific quadrille to the end of 1986 therefore stresses the rapidly expanding
      and changing roles of China and Japan within the East Asian system.
    


    Whither China?


    
      Possibly the most important change in the direction of China's policy since the early 1980s has been in its
      relationship with the Soviet Union. That relationship is now marked by significantly broadened political,
      economic, and cultural interaction and cooperation. The Chinese have made a fundamental shift of diplomatic
      posture, from a bitter adversary of the Soviets, seeking tacit alliance with the United States and Japan, to a
      more balanced position between the Soviets and the Japanese-American alliance—a position allowing expanding and
      friendly relations with both and giving China a pivotal diplomatic role.2
    


    
      In the spring of 1983, the movement toward Sino-Soviet reconciliation had just begun. General Secretary Leonid
      Brezhnev called for Sino-Soviet cooperation in his March 1982 speech at Tashkent, and in the following October
      Soviet Deputy Foreign Minister Ilychev visited Beijing for preliminary discussions. A few weeks later, at
      Brezhnev's funeral, the new general secretary, Yuri Andropov, gave special attention to the Chinese foreign
      minister, Huang Hua, and stressed his wish to achieve improved relations with China. Following three rounds of
      talks in 1983, there appeared to be little progress, but there was an important. shift of China's posture to
      a more measured and even-handed criticism of both superpowers.
    


    
      The visit of Premier Zhao to Washington in January 1984 was followed by a notification to the Soviets in the
      following month that China was ready to pursue a normalization of relations without preliminary removal of the
      familiar "three obstacles." Though the process foundered in the spring, in December 1984 Deputy Prime
      Minister Ivan Arkhipov had a successful meeting with Premier Zhao in Beijing, while the visit of Li Peng to
      General Secretary Chernenko's funeral in March 1985 was notable for its stress on interparty ties, the use of
      "comrade" as the form of address, and a delivery of greetings to General Secretary Gorbachev from the
      Chinese party leader Hu Yaobang.
    


    
      By late 1986, there was evidence of a broadening rapprochement between the Chinese and the Soviets. Bilateral
      trade and economic cooperation had begun to grow rapidly. In July 1985, a long-term trade agreement was signed in
      Moscow. The agreement covered the 1986-90 period and was intended to double two-way trade by the end of the
      five-year period. It was agreed that the Soviets would resume, after a 25-year lapse, the provision of technical
      assistance to China, modernizing 17 Soviet-built industrial plants dating from the 1950s and building 7 new ones.
      The agreement also provided for the restoration of official relations between the
      legislative bodies and trade unions of the two nations.
    


    
      In addition to formal agreements at the central government level, economic relations between China and the Soviet
      Union developed through direct border trade. Initiated by lower-level governmental officials, Sino-Soviet border
      trade mainly served the needs of local populations and operated through a growing number of cities. Moreover, the
      Chinese began work in May 1985 on a rail line intended to connect Urumqi with the main Soviet east-west rail line
      serving Alma Ata, thus facilitating a further expansion of Sino-Soviet trade. Other initiatives in 1986 prepared
      for the establishment of regular air service between regional airports in Xinjiang and the Soviet Union.
    


    
      Important elements of mutual interest and advantage appeared to support the further development of the
      Sino-Soviet economic relationship. These included the Chinese need for raw materials and standard industrial
      products exported by the Soviet Union, the Soviet market for Chinese textiles and agricultural products, and the
      ability of both to conduct barter trade and to avoid expenditures of scarce hard currency. In the long term,
      there is little doubt that the ability of both sides to find a way of applying Chinese labor to the extraction of
      Soviet resources in Siberia and the Far East could bring immense mutual advantage.
    


    
      For a time, it appeared that economic cooperation was moving faster than political reconciliation, though events
      following a landmark Gorbachev speech in Vladivostok on July 28, 1986, suggested advance in the latter as
      well.3 Prior to the speech,
      the Chinese had ignored Soviet requests for a foreign ministers' meeting, and there was no apparent advance
      in the eighth round of normalization talks in April. Meanwhile, the Chinese continued to stress the absence of
      any improvement in the political relationship, especially the lack of concrete Soviet responses to the
      "three obstacles." Without making concessions, the Soviets continued using indirect measures to improve
      relations, such as the appointment of the distinguished diplomat Oleg Troyanovsky as ambassador to China in
      April.
    


    
      The Vladivostok speech and various ensuing Soviet statements marked the first time that the Soviets abandoned
      their outright denials of any responsibility for the three obstacles. Addressing two of them, Gorbachev announced
      that six Soviet regiments would be withdrawn from Afghanistan before the year's end, that some troops might
      be withdrawn from Mongolia, and that Moscow was prepared to discuss lowering force levels along the Sino-Soviet
      border. He also proposed resolving the Amur river border dispute by indicating the acceptability of the main ship
      channel as the borderline, and he suggested Soviet support for building the
      Urumqi-Kazakhstan railroad and Chinese participation in Soviet space exploration.
    


    
      The Chinese responded cautiously to the speech, though they acknowledged that the Soviets had "made some new
      remarks." One result was a meeting of Chinese and Soviet foreign ministers at the United Nations, which
      established that border negotiations, suspended for nearly nine years, would be reopened in early 1987. And
      though the Chinese emphasized the small size of projected troop withdrawals from Afghanistan and the Soviets'
      failure to respond to the Kampuchean "obstacle," they appeared ready to approach third parties in order
      to discuss problems for which the Soviets had rejected direct responsibility. They offered development aid for
      Vietnam in exchange for the withdrawal of Vietnamese troops from Kampuchea, and in August Deputy Foreign Minister
      Liu Shuqing visited Mongolia. In general, and despite the initially critical Chinese response, the Gorbachev
      speech appeared to have initiated a new phase of Sino-Soviet relations with prospects for the improvement of
      political relations.
    


    
      Changes in Sino-Soviet relations raise two very important questions about the future of the four-power
      relationship in East Asia. The first concerns the future direction and limits of change in the Sino-Soviet
      relationship, and the second concerns the likely impact of that change on the relationships of the major powers.
    


    
      To explore the likely limits or change in the hmo-Soviet relationship, it is useful to discuss three major areas
      of mutual concern: ideology, security and general foreign policy, and economics. Doubtless the early 1950s were a
      period when the compatibility between the two sides was highest in all three areas. During the period of greatest
      conflict— from the late 1950s through the beginning of the 1980s—the importance of each of these factors varied.
      Ideological differences regarding the Maoist version of left-wing communism, though never the sole factor,
      underlay most of the conflict through Mao's death and the subsequent defeat of the Gang of Four. The
      Sino-Soviet ideological rivalry deeply influenced China's official perception of the Soviet Union, both as a
      society and a polity, and as an actor in the international arena. It explains most of the China's
      condemnation of Soviet "revisionism" in domestic policy and most of its criticism of Soviet foreign
      policy in two crucial areas: relations with the United States and relations with nationalist leaders in the Third
      World. At present, ideological differences seem to have disappeared almost completely as an element of conflict.
      There is much more to unite than to divide the Chinese and Soviet governments in their shared ideology.
    


    
      The second major area of conflict is foreign and security policy. This is an area within which ideological issues
      have had a major impact but where, as recent trends suggest, friction and conflict is still
      possible between the two communist great powers without significant ideological differences dividing them. Here
      the early postwar history of the conflict shows Chinese resistance to incorporation into the Soviet strategic
      system in Northeast Asia and an eagerness to get the Soviets out of both Xinjiang and Manchuria—essentially
      issues of national autonomy and traditional Chinese spheres of influence.
    


    
      In response to Chinese ideological hostility and its territorial claims during the 1960s, the Soviets began a
      long-term military buildup. This buildup eventually led to China's perception of the Soviet Union as its
      major security challenge and to the search both for security cooperation and the wherewithal for military
      modernization in cooperation with capitalist states. The modernization of the Soviet Union's conventional
      forces and strategy, as well as the American and Japanese military buildups of recent years, reduced China's
      fears by the beginning of the 1980s, as its more evenhanded approach to the United States and the USSR gave
      evidence. During the first half of the 1980s, the important development in Sino-Soviet relations was not border
      conflict, but growing border trade.
    


    
      Hence the present situation is one in which ideological differences have virtually disappeared and security
      concerns have abated, though they will continue to be a central factor in the relationship. Meanwhile,
      Sino-Soviet trade and economic cooperation have grown and doubtless will continue to grow, along with political
      and cultural contacts between the two nations. Yet Chinese trade with both Japan and the United States greatly
      surpasses that with the Soviet Union, and trade with other states in East Asia is growing rapidly as well. In
      foreign economic ties as in security policy, China is clearly following an independent, national policy that
      seeks to serve its national interests by the most effective means available.
    


    
      Future Sino-Soviet conflict and competition is likely to focus on the scale and deployment of Soviet military
      power that can be used against China or China's perceived interests; Soviet policies toward states bordering
      China that China regards as lying within its sphere of influence and security, such as Afghanistan, Pakistan,
      Indochina, and North Korea; and developments in the world communist movement.
    


    
      General Secretary Gorbachev's July 1986 speech was the first evidence of Soviet willingness to act in
      response to Chinese complaints about Soviet military forces on the Sino-Soviet frontier. It was, however, a
      modest concession. Given the Soviet Union's apparent determination to play a larger role in Asia and the
      expansion of its bases and naval forces to sustain the effort, it is likely that concern about the Soviet role
      will encourage China to keep some distance from the Soviets and work for a power balance in
      which China's military resources combine with those of other powers active in the region to balance Soviet
      power.
    


    
      Differences between China and the USSR over policies toward other Asian states can also generate considerable
      friction. The Soviet Union's presence in Afghanistan and its pressures on Pakistan are sources of conflict.
      Although the Chinese are now approaching the Vietnamese more directly and constructively about the Kampuchean
      issue, a Vietnamese withdrawal seems unlikely and the Soviets have made it clear that they have no intention of
      pressing Vietnam for one. Relations between the two states concerning the Xinjiang-Soviet Central Asia issue and
      Mongolia have improved considerably in recent years, bringing cooperation on population movement, trade, and
      transportation in the former case, and a renewal of direct contacts in the latter. On the other hand, the recent
      expansion of Soviet contact and military cooperation with North Korea would appear to have the potential to
      create future differences with the Chinese.
    


    
      The reemergence of China from its self-imposed isolation from the international communist movement has both
      positive and negative implications for Soviet-Chinese relations. The end of Maoist criticisms of Soviet
      institutions and policies and the reduction of revolutionary competition in the Third World are undoubtedly
      welcome by the Soviet Union. However, the reestablishment and expansion of Chinese relations with other communist
      parties and states and the moderation and success of its internal and foreign policies give China a more powerful
      voice in the communist movement.
    


    
      Even when European communist parties disliked Maoist policies, they found the Chinese a valuable counterweight to
      Soviet efforts to dominate the movement. A prosperous, successful, and cooperative China, pursuing an independent
      policy and insisting upon the right of other communist parties and states to do the same, is a powerful
      counterweight to Soviet influence. China's internal economic innovations, its success in trade and investment
      arrangements with capitalist states, the ease with which it sends students and other specialists abroad for
      training, and its reduced emphasis on military power and competition make it a highly appealing alternative to
      the Soviet communist model. In brief, China is likely to become a powerful challenge to Soviet leadership of the
      world communism movement, more influential by far than Mao's China.4
    


    The Japanese Role in the Pacific Quadrille


    
      The expansion of the Japanese role in East Asia and the world, particularly in the world economy, has continued
      at a very rapid pace through the mid-1980s, bringing both impressive achievements and
      impressive problems.
    


    
      The most visible and troublesome problem derived from the enormous expansion of the Japanese trade surplus, which
      grew from $9.3 billion in 1983 to $44.3 billion in 1984, and is continuing on an upward curve. In 1984 alone,
      Japanese exports to the United States grew by 40 percent over the previous year. These trends increased frictions
      in relations not only with the United States, but with Western Europe and Japan's Asian trading partners.
      Each year has brought a variety of new pressures and responses, but without a significant change in the sources
      of conflict.
    


    
      Japanese responses included voluntary export limits, as was the case with automobile exports to the United
      States, special purchase agreements for American agricultural commodities, increased investment and production
      abroad, and concessions allowing the increased participation of foreign financial institutions in Japan.
      Meanwhile, the Japanese feared the rise of protectionist sentiments, especially in the United States and Western
      Europe, where claims of Japanese dumping in foreign markets and a denial of foreign access to Japanese domestic
      markets were rampant. Among the most important but initially ineffective measures for handling the trade surplus
      was the agreement announced on September 22, 1985, in New York by Japan, France, the United Kingdom, and West
      Germany to lower the value of the dollar as measured against other currencies—an action that brought a rapid
      decline of the dollar, except in relation to the British pound.
    


    
      With a $90 billion Japanese trade surplus forecast for March 1987, it was clear that this source of friction
      between Japan and many of its trading partners was by no means reduced. The problem had in fact become more
      complicated as a large increase in the value of the yen brought reduced Japanese profits and increased
      competition with exporters such as Taiwan and South Korea, which did not participate in the currency revaluation.
    


    
      Despite these problems, however, Japan's growing economic strength made it an ever more powerful factor in
      the East Asian region. Japan had long been China's most important trading partner, and in 1985 China became
      Japan's second most important trading partner—a relative position of strength vis-à-vis all other nations
      trading with China that increased with each passing year.5 With a steady reduction of the American share of Asian markets, Japan was also
      becoming the major trading partner for most of the states of the Association of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN)
      and for much of the rest of East Asia. At the same time, however, Japan faced growing competition from its lively
      Asian neighbors, particularly South Korea and Taiwan, whose export-led growth and growing
      competitiveness, aided by changing exchange rates, created new problems for the Japanese.
    


    
      The growing economic interdependence of China and Japan has also brought frictions. In the late 1970s and early
      1980s, the problem was mainly the abrupt cancellation of contracts worth $2.5 billion in 1979 and $1.5 billion in
      1981. By the mid-1980s, the dissatisfaction was chiefly on the Chinese side. The Chinese complained in 1985 about
      the Japanese failure to undertake major direct investments in China and about severe trade imbalances in
      Japan's favor. They pointed to the fact that Japan accounted for about a third of the Chinese import market,
      but provided only six percent of all foreign investment in China.
    


    
      In matters of security, the Chinese appeared to accept cautiously Japan's expanded military power and its
      closer ties with the United States. During 1983, the Chinese warned against "the strengthening of the
      military alliance" between Japan and South Korea, but joined Japan in expressing opposition to any plans for
      moving Soviet SS-20 missiles from Europe to Asia as a result of U.S.-Soviet intermediate-range nuclear forces
      negotiations. When Prime Minister Nakasone visited Premier Zhao Ziyang and Deng Xiaoping in Beijing in March
      1984, both sides expressed concern about the growth of Soviet military power in East Asia and the political
      stability of the Korean peninsula. In spite of improvements in the Sino-Soviet relationship, the Chinese clearly
      continued to favor Japanese-American defense cooperation through the U.S.-Japan Mutual Security Treaty,
      describing it during the July 1984 visit of Defense Minister Zhang Aiping to Japan as "necessary to
      strengthen Japanese defense capability."
    


    
      Of all the many changes in the international politics of Northeast Asia in the past 15 years, the new
      Sino-Japanese relationship, in all its complexity and its rapid development, is the most important. Conflict is
      bound to occur given the profound differences between the two societies. On the Chinese side, there is clearly
      great sensitivity to the dangers of renascent Japanese nationalism'. Hence the strong pressures on Japan to
      describe plainly the character of its long war against China, and Chinese unease about the visit of Prime
      Minister Nakasone to the Yasukuni shrine honoring Japanese war dead in the autumn of 1985. But Chinese criticisms
      of Japan must be viewed in the context of steadily growing economic interdependence and expanding cultural and
      political ties. In no area are the gains of the new pragmatism of Chinese foreign policy and the careful
      expansion of the Japanese role in East Asia more evident.
    


    
      The Japanese-Soviet relationship has experienced no changes as dramatic as those that occurred in the Soviet
      relationship with China. The pivotal issues continue to be economic relations, defense
      concerns, and territorial disputes over the Southern Kurile Islands. There are many signs that the Gorbachev
      leadership assigns an important place to relations with Japan and is trying to break free of the severe limits
      imposed upon their improvement. Its policy is the Soviet Union's familiar two-track diplomacy, combining
      direct approaches to the government with the indirect mobilization of pressure through cooperation with major
      opposition parties, especially socialist and communist parties.6
    


    
      It is indicative of the condition of Japanese-Soviet economic relations that there is little to be said about
      recent developments. The development of trade relations continued to be placed on hold during the first half of
      the 1980s, with the Soviets neither making offers of their own nor responding to occasional Japanese offers to
      discuss bilateral trade relations. But in the wake of a meeting of the foreign ministers of the two nations in
      early 1986, the situation showed signs of change. Japanese-Soviet business talks in April brought Soviet requests
      for Japanese investment, specifically an invitation to the Japanese to propose joint venture projects to exploit
      the timber and fishery resources of Siberia and the Soviet Far East. But the halving of Soviet foreign exchange
      earnings since 1980—the source of half of all Soviet foreign currency earnings—greatly reduced the Soviet
      capacity to import foreign goods, and hence the possibilities for expanded trade with Japan. Nor was there
      progress in the cooperative development of Soviet energy resources. Cooperation in oil and gas production was
      seen as a major cooperative prospect in the 1970s, but the gas and oil surpluses of the 1980s greatly reduced the
      attractiveness of Soviet supplies, and by the end of 1985 it was clear that even the Sakhalin project had been
      shelved. The rise in the value of the yen also served as a brake on Soviet machinery purchases in Japan.
    


    
      The challenge of Soviet military power in East Asia continues to be the motivator of the transformation of
      Japanese defense policy. The trends remain those of the early 1980s: an expanding geographic scope of military
      operations, more sophisticated weaponry, and closer integration with U.S. security policies. The guiding concept
      of the Japanese defense buildup continues to be the same as the one established in the late 1970s, when the
      second oil crisis and the shift of much of the U.S. 7th Fleet to the Indian Ocean at the time of the Iranian
      revolution combined to underline Japan's dependence on secure international sea lanes. Japan's defense
      policy has continued to emphasize the building of a large fleet of destroyers and antisubmarine warfare patrol
      aircraft to support the joint Japanese-American strategy of closing the three strategic straits through which the
      Soviet Pacific Fleet would have to pass in order to make its way from Vladivostok to the
      open sea in the event of war. Planning for the future emphasizes the need for expanded Japanese air defense
      capabilities in the face of the Soviet deployment of long-range Backfire bombers in the Far East.
    


    
      The expansion of Japan's defense capability has raised the question of the interpretation of Article 9 of the
      Japanese constitution, the so-called antiwar clause, which permits only an "exclusively defensive"
      military. On the other hand, recent Defense Agency interpretations only rule out the acquisition of weapons
      systems capable of "the total destruction of other countries, such as ICBMs and long-range strategic
      bombers."7 The current
      program for equipping the Japanese air force with F-15 fighter aircraft and equipment for extending the range of
      military aircraft, discussions regarding the purchase of Airborne Warning and Control aircraft, and other
      planning for the improvement of Japanese military technology suggest a steady expansion of Japanese defense
      capabilities and the extension of the geographic reach of Japanese military forces.
    


    
      Fears concerning the revival of a formidable Japanese military establishment have scant foundation, though they
      are occasionally expressed in many East Asian countries—regularly by Soviet, North Korean, and Vietnamese
      commentators. The average annual growth of Japanese defense expenditures has been about five percent in recent
      years. The ruling Liberal Democratic Party supports the general consensus view that Japan must avoid military
      links with other Asian nations and any security commitments that imply using Japan's forces outside of its
      national territory. Its defense policy is, however, regularly criticized by the Japanese socialist and communist
      parties as violating the restrictions of the constitution.
    


    
      The stress in Japanese foreign policy continues to be overwhelmingly economic. Thus in East Asia, the Japanese
      have focused on maintaining peace by promoting political and economic stability in areas that are strategically
      vital to Japan and the West. In the Philippines, for example, military aid has been provided by the United
      States, while Japan has become the largest economic aid donor, recently expanding its aid to the Aquino
      government.
    


    
      Japanese concern about expanding Soviet military power in Northeast Asia continues to be shared by South Korea
      and China, thus providing a basis for defense cooperation with both states. But the Chinese prefer to have
      Japan's defense provided for within the framework of the U.S.-Japanese security system, and the Koreans also
      prefer the arrangement. Both internal and external constraints make it unlikely that Japan will, become a major
      regional military power.
    


    
      At the same time, however, Japanese military cooperation with the United States continues to
      grow. The October 1986 joint exercises of U.S. and Japanese forces, Keen Edge 87-1, were the first involving
      forces from all three services—army, navy, and air force. They also included U.S. aircraft from bases in South
      Korea, thus linking Japan's defense to that of South Korea through the U.S. partnership. Such cooperation
      elicited both internal Japanese criticism and Gorbachev's attack on Japan's participation in "an
      Eastern NATO" during his welcoming speech for North Korea's leader, Kim II Sung, a few days before the
      final maneuvers. While the NATO analogy is exaggerated— the joint U.S.-Japanese operations being much smaller
      than NATO operations in Europe—the change in Japan's defense posture was both impressive and important. Joint
      planning and field exercises were conducted on a scale unprecedented in U.S.-Japanese military
      collaboration.8
    


    Japan, East Asia, and the Future


    
      There is little doubt that the 1970s and 1980s have faced Japan with an extraordinarily challenging environment:
      a fundamental regional diplomatic revolution initiated by China; a transformation of the security structure of
      East Asia marked by the emergence of Soviet power and the diminished role of the United States; and an economic
      revolution that made Japan the premier economic power in Asia and an economic superpower second only to the
      United States. Japan's adaptation to this remarkable range of changes—and all of the complications that came
      with them—have been neither easy nor obvious. As several of the foregoing chapters have made clear, Japan's
      insularity combined with the legacy of World War II to create formidable obstacles to the assumption of a
      political role appropriate to its new economic power. Yet sufficient time has passed, and enough has happened,
      that one can outline a remarkable process of change and adaptation—a broad range of creative and mostly
      successful responses.
    


    
      The response to the opening of China has made Japan China's most important foreign economic partner. However,
      this collaboration retains the potential for serious conflict. Economic relations between socialist and market
      economies are inevitably difficult. Chinese access to both Japanese and American markets and technology will
      continue to be a thorny issue, and Japan, not only in China's view, has performed rather weakly with regard
      to direct investment in China. Moreover, the memory of the war era is still strong among China's leaders, who
      closely monitor Japanese handling of the historical record of the war as a measure of Japanese
      "nationalism."
    


    
      The future course of the Sino-Japanese relationship is heavily dependent on developments in
      China—for example, China's experience in applying the principles of successful rural economic reforms to its
      urban economy, its success in creating an economic environment conducive to foreign investment, and its ability
      to maintain political stability. The web of interdependence is already densely woven; the task is to make its
      effects mutually beneficial. Japan's China policy will continue to be vitally important to both countries.
    


    
      Japan has met the Soviet military challenge in the Pacific with a steady expansion of its own defense capability
      and its military cooperation with the United States. It is an impressive if little noted fact that loud U.S.
      demands for "burden sharing," which were so prominent in the early 1980s, have virtually disappeared
      today. Japan has assumed a mounting burden of defense responsibility within a context that requires the utmost
      political skill of Japan's leadership, both in domestic politics and in regional diplomatic relations.
    


    
      For all of the official claims in Moscow about the discovery of a new realism in international relations and a
      new respect for mutual security, the underlying reality is unaltered: a continued growth of Soviet naval power in
      the Pacific region; a search for increased influence and new bases in the Southwest Pacific; a growing SS-20
      missile arsenal in East Asia; and a new activism in Soviet diplomacy from North Korea to the ASEAN states and the
      Pacific islands. Soviet-Japanese relations, including related security questions, promise to be an area where
      there will be major tests of the skill of Japanese policy.
    


    
      All of this points to the likelihood that the U.S.-Japanese security alliance will face serious tests in the
      future. The patron-client relationship has moved in subtle stages toward a relationship of equals. The future
      maintenance and productive management of that relationship will depend vitally on mutual understanding and
      cooperation in U.S.-Japanese security policy and economic relations. In terms of security policy, the problems
      will continue to be those of definition and necessary responses, and the sharing of costs. Recent trends in both
      areas are generally encouraging, but with important qualifications. On the Japanese side, the worrisome element
      is the incompatibility of the positions of the government and various opposition parties on the fundamentals of
      security policy—a weakness on which Soviet approaches, through conventional diplomacy and ties with left-wing
      parties and movements, continue to concentrate. On the American side, the weaknesses are likely to continue to be
      in two areas: continuity of security policy between administrations, and damage to security cooperation deriving
      from a general deterioration of Japanese-American relations over trade questions. To sum up, since the beginning
      of the 1970s Japan has faced what can fairly be described as a fundamental transformation of
      its relationship with the other major powers in East Asia—China, the USSR, and the United States. This
      transformation can be characterized, without great exaggeration, in terms of three revolutions—diplomatic,
      strategic, and economic—that have changed the political and economic life of the region and the role of Japan in
      the region and the world. That there have been deficiencies in the Japanese response is scarcely surprising. But
      it is undeniable that Japan has become the centerpiece of the Pacific quadrille and that it has responded with
      great intelligence and skill to a period of change and challenge such as few nations have known.
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