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With Eyes Wide Shut: Japan, Heisei Militarization and the Bush Doctrine
Richard Tanter

This essay appeared in Melvin Gurtov and Peter Van Ness (eds.),  Confronting  the Bush Doctrine:  Critical Views from the Asia-Pacific (New York: RoutledgeCurzon, 2005), pp. 153-180.  
Prologue
In early 2004, two prominent and experienced Japanese Liberal Democratic Party elder statesmen of impeccably conservative credentials spoke out in public in sharp criticism of the dispatch of Ground Self-Defense Forces to Iraq and Japanese support for the ongoing US occupation of that country. Gotoda Masaharu, a former Deputy Prime Minister, told the Nihon Keizai Shinbun that the continued US occupation of Iraq is “a new type of colonialism. Imposing one’s values on another country also constitutes a kind of imperialism. I don’t see how a country [Iraq] can be liberated by bypassing the UN.” While the US–Japan security alliance was beneficial for Japan during the Cold War, Gotoda argued, it should then have been revised, and should now be replaced with “a bilateral friendship treaty.” Gotoda then went to the heart of his warning, characterizing the high degree of risk he saw in the current policy in terms no one familiar with East Asian history could ignore: 

You can call any country a potential enemy if you want to, but it is ill-advised to assume such a posture. The state of things in Japan seems quite precarious, just as it was around 1931 [when Japan invaded Manchuria].

A few days before, the former Chief Cabinet Secretary Nonaka Hiromu, just retired from active political life, noted the almost daily release of new military-related policies and initiatives, and criticized what he called Prime Minister Koizumi’s “politics of dread:” 

This recent business of “[abandoning] the three principles of arms exports,” or again, “[s]end the SDF overseas to guard our embassies,” it’s the same tempo as in the time when the war broke out, when one incredible story after another came tumbling out.” 

The people, Nonaka said, are “drunk on these words.” 

Isn’t this just like 1941? While I don’t think anything like “war is about to break out,” what I’m really becoming afraid of is that it is like that same feeling of a portent that Japan is again taking a mistaken path.

From anyone else, these would be unremarkable comments. From such eminent conservatives they were startling. And the two dates chosen for comparison—1931 and 1941—have deep resonance in any thinking about Japanese foreign policy. To be sure, both men are elderly—and like many other Japanese of their generation, their conservatism always sat alongside the scars of their wartime experiences. Yet together, Gotoda and Nonaka are pointing to the depth and shock of the changes that have overtaken Japanese security policy in the past few years, and the distance of that previously dominant strain of Japanese conservatism from the new muscular assertiveness under Koizumi. Most importantly, while deeply concerned with the behavior and influence of Japan’s alliance partner, they are pointing at the domestically driven character of this shift—and consequently, at the responsibility of Japanese politicians and those who elect them—for what they fear may be to come. 

Frameworks
Before looking directly at the connections between the policies of the Bush administration and Japan, it is important to consider several sets of persistent problems in thinking about Japanese security policy, and about its main focus over the past half-century, Japan’s relationship to the United States. Let me start with the cluster of competing frameworks of explanation, in particular the dominant sets of what Kenneth Burke called “the grammar of motives” that Japan is held to have—in discussions both in and outside Japan. There are basically three of these: Japan as Addicted to Militarism, Japan as Victim, and Japan as the Knowing Accomplice. Is Japan basically a would-be revanchist militarist state? Or is it basically a passive victim of American global strategy? Or, with a little more analytical sophistication, is it going along to get along, partially acquiescing in American demands insofar as they are irresistible and might further Japanese goals, but resisting the rush to full-scale remilitarization? 

The first framework of Japan as Addicted to Militarism sees Japan as eternally liable to relapse into militarism, and views virtually any Japanese security policy development through the eyes of East Asian history from the first half of the twentieth century. Japan is seen as being in perpetual danger of relapsing into revanchist militarism. US encouragement towards Japanese militarization is thus a thoughtless incitement to this constant danger. 

The second framework, Japan as Victim (the inverse of the first view), sees Japanese foreign policy as an almost helpless victim of US policy, with Tokyo weakly acquiescing in any and every US demand. In this view, pressure on Japan from the Clinton administration to integrate the Self-Defense Forces with US military East Asian operational planning is the core problem for Japanese foreign policy. In the left-pacifist version, the US is dragging Japan into war. In the right-nationalist analysis the key problem is the US insistence on maintaining Japan in a dependent, infantile status. Lacking the full panoply of state apparatus, Japan is not yet, in Ozawa Ichiro’s now-famous phrase, a “normal country”. Or, to paraphrase Ishihara Shintaro’s equally famous phrase, in security policy Japan cannot yet “say ‘no’” to the United States. 

The third framework, commonly heard in elite policy circles in Japan and apparently more sophisticated than the first two, sees Japan as the Knowing Accomplice. This is the image associated with the Yoshida Doctrine. It sees Japan as complying with US demands, but as much as possible limiting its involvements in US global military affairs, and acquiescing only in the face of overwhelming diplomatic pressure and to the extent that Japan can thereby simultaneously realize its own modest goals. 

Each of these frameworks is partially correct, depending on the period or aspect examined, but overall they fail to throw light on the character, causes and consequences of the present shifts in Japanese security policy. Each of these frameworks can be seen in discussions of Japan’s response to the Bush Doctrine. In one framework, the dispatch of SDF forces to the Middle East marks the start of a resurgence of imperial Japan implemented by a nationalist prime minister. In another, the United States has bullied Japan into doing its bidding, against Japan’s own national interests. Or in the third, the Koizumi cabinet has muddled through, shifting back and forward, giving a little and taking a little, to keep the US more or less satisfied that its key demands have been met, but also setting boundaries to keep Japan safe from the most extreme demands of the Bush administration.   


Each of these frameworks points us to real elements in this conjuncture (the increased salience of certain newer streams of Japanese nationalism, for example; or the high level of US pressure on Japan; or the degree of compromise involved compared to the totality of US demands). However, they each tend to underestimate the most salient feature of the present moment, which is the high degree of utilization of external influences by Japanese politicians for the pursuit of long-held quite radical ends. 

The core argument of this paper is that the effects and reception of the Bush Doctrine in Japan have to be seen in the light of a long-drawn-out and now quickening series of domestic legal, political, legislative and equipment and force-structure changes in Japanese security policy. In essence, the Bush Doctrine has been welcomed for the cover and opportunities it affords to accelerate already existing planning preferences. Gaiatsu or foreign pressure has coincided with—and promoted—domestic elite preferences. 

These plans for military expansion and the re-constitution of the Japanese state in a “normal” form long pre-date the Bush Doctrine, or even the pressures for closer integration of the US–Japan alliance under the Clinton administration. The powerful currents and tectonic pressures of the Bush Doctrine have intersected with, and been used to further, a pre-existing and essentially domestically generated restructuring of Japanese security policy. 

While the slow march towards expansion of Japanese military capacity and removal of obstacles to the use of military force abroad have a long history covering more than five decades, the most distinctive developments have occurred in the last decade and a half, roughly since the end of the Cold War. Since the reign names of emperors have been used to periodize Japanese history in the modern era, and since the start of the period under consideration almost coincides with the accession of the current, Heisei, emperor of Japan in 1989, it is convenient to refer to a pattern of “Heisei militarization.”
 It is the intersection of the process of Heisei militarization and the Bush Doctrine, together with the pattern of attempted mutual exploitation by the Koizumi and Bush II administrations, that is bringing both heightened uncertainty and magnified security risk to Japan.        

Bearing in mind the dominance, in the sets of grammars of motives ascribed to Japan, of the image of Japan as Addicted to Militarism, it is important to stress that this is in no way to argue that Japan is returning, against the trend of the last sixty years, to a militarist-fascist state. While it is certainly true to say that there are very important lines of continuity between the pre-war and post-war Japanese state, Japan’s military forces by and large are something of an exception.
 More than in any other area of the Japanese state, there was a severe rupture between pre- and post-war militaries. Accordingly fantasies of “resurgent Japanese militarist-fascism” are almost completely incorrect.

More importantly, the emotional fostering of such anachronistic images distracts attention from a much more serious aspect of the present conjuncture of Heisei militarization and the Bush Doctrine, namely the very fact that it is a democratic Japan that is becoming a “normal state.” In this world, a normal state is a militarized state. By definition that status of “normal,” for an economic giant in the most militarized region of a highly militarized world, is a militarized state with the capacity and predisposition to “the use of force to settle its international disputes.” That kind of highly militarized normality under such conditions carries high risks, risks that the Japanese polity may not be well-equipped to deal with.

The Bush Doctrine and Japan

Japan has taken up the Bush Doctrine in the following main ways. 

1. Japan has joined the broad UN- and US-auspiced multilateral coalition to deal with terrorist groups through increased international police and intelligence cooperation, border and movement controls, and domestic security.
 

2. In 2002 Japan applied the Bush precedent to proclaim a right to regional pre-emptive attack, in particular in relation to North Korean nuclear and missile facilities.

3. Following the passage of the Anti-Terrorism Special Measures Law, Japan deployed Air Self-Defense Force aircraft and Maritime Self-Defense Force destroyers to support refueling operations to the Indian Ocean region in October 2001 for the US-led invasion of Afghanistan, and extended the deployment repeatedly.
 

4. In September 2003, Japan formally joined eleven countries in the Proliferation Security Initiative initiated by the US to establish a set of agreements and partnerships to establish an effective legal, intelligence and intervention capacity by participating countries’ intelligence and naval and coast guard forces in order to detect and interdict the movement of illegal or suspect weapons and missile technologies.

5.  In December 2003 Japan dispatched 600 heavily armed GSDF troops to the south of Iraq to support US occupation and reconstruction activities, as well as expanding its maritime and air presence in the Indian Ocean and Gulf regions. 

6. In December 2003 the Koizumi cabinet announced its intention to deploy US-built lower- and upper-tier missile defenses, allocating 100 billion yen in Fiscal Year 2004.

7. Japan joined the United States in its demands that North Korea abandon all aspects of its nuclear weapons programs completely and irreversibly, passed legislation in 2003 to control the very large remittances from Japanese-born Koreans that provide crucial foreign exchange for North Korea, and introduced bills to refuse North Korean ships entry to Japanese ports and to revise the residency rights of Japanese-born North Koreans.

Of these measures in support of the Bush administration’s policies the most politically significant have been the dispatch of military forces to the Indian Ocean and Iraq, the decision to join the US missile defense system and deploy upper- and lower-tier missile defense systems, and the announcement of a regional doctrine of right of pre-emptive attack. All three of these initiatives bring very significant long-term costs and risks (not least, financial in the case of missile defense), as well as increased rather than decreased strategic uncertainty. 

1. SDF deployments to the Afghanistan and Iraq wars

The passage of the Anti-Terrorism Special Measures Law in the immediate aftermath of the September 11th attacks on New York and Washington was a major victory for both US and Japanese proponents of the use of Japanese military forces outside the country. Although limited to duties in “non-combat zones,” two contingents of MSDF ships were sent to the Indian Ocean, with authorization to support US forces in logistical and refueling operations in the sea-lanes between Japan and the Persian Gulf, including the US base of Diego Garcia.
 Although a government preference to include a Kongo​-class destroyer equipped with an Aegis air defense system in the flotilla was initially thwarted by public opposition (including from within the ruling coalition parties), SDF ships and aircraft were for the first time engaged thousands of miles from Japan, and in support of US operations outside of a United Nations peacekeeping-force structure.
 Moreover, multiple extensions of the initial, brief, specified period of duty proved politically straightforward in the following year.

Diplomatic activities apart, Prime Minister Koizumi announced three forms of support for the American effort in Iraq. Firstly, Japan would send ground, air and maritime forces to the Gulf theatre, including the deployment of more than 600 GSDF personnel to a “non-combat zone” in southern Iraq to assist with reconstruction. Second, Japan would provide $1.5bn in direct reconstruction aid to occupied Iraq. Thirdly, Japan would forgive its portion of Iraq’s huge foreign debt if other major creditors would follow suit.
    


A year after the Afghanistan dispatch, the Koizumi cabinet forced the passage of the Iraq Reconstruction Special Measures Law in mid-2003. This was a momentous step in several ways. For the first time since 1945, heavily armed Japanese ground troops were dispatched abroad with rules of engagement that recognized the strong possibility of a requirement for lethal defense. Public opinion was heavily against the Iraq commitment as a whole and the dispatch of the ground troops in particular but, as with other allies of the US, this fact was ignored by Japanese political leaders. And perhaps most importantly, given the very strong and sustained support at both public and elite level for a United Nations focus for foreign policy activities, the Iraq dispatch was the first Japanese peacekeeping mission conducted outside United Nations auspices, being, in effect, part of a system of collective defense with the United States. 

There was almost a half-year delay between the passage of the Iraq Reconstruction Special Measures Law and the first deployments of ground troops in late December 2003, principally because of the difficulty in locating an appropriate “combat-free zone” in occupied Iraq.
 Within ten weeks of the establishment of GSDF base at Samawah in late 2003, the illusion of a “non-combat zone” dissolved in a mix of farce and horror. Anti-American guerrilla activity in the region escalated soon after the arrival of the GSDF troops. In March and April the Japanese base itself began to be a target for mortar and rocket attacks. These developments led to the confining of all GSDF troops to base for an extended period, with all off-base reconstruction activities suspended. In early April, the whole Japanese mission in Iraq was thrown into question when guerrillas kidnapped three Japanese civilians (all without any military or even government involvement) and announced that they would be burned alive unless the Japanese government announced the withdrawal of troops forthwith. A confrontation between a hardline government bent on displaying “resolve,” and a population shocked by the consequences of its acquiescence to military adventure was averted by the release of the hostages through the good offices of a network of Iraqi clerics, reportedly facilitated by what was effectively a ransom payment.
 

    Despite the fortunate outcome of the April kidnapping crisis, it was clear that the Japanese deployment in Iraq was hostage to the Bush administration’s capacity and will to hold its imperial line. Whereas the Indian Ocean naval deployment in support of the Afghanistan War had been politically successful, it was clear that the Iraq deployment not only held the possibility of disaster for Prime Minister Koizumi personally but, more importantly, it stood a good chance of providing the basis for widespread popular criticism of sending Japanese forces abroad in support of US global intervention strategy. 

Moreover, the intentionally high-profile Japanese support of the United States in Iraq could not but change the perception of Japan in the Middle East as a whole. Until the Iraq deployment, Japanese policy in the Middle East had been largely independent of that of the US, concentrating on commercial access to and investment in sources of oil supply, regardless of alliance politics, and distancing Japan from US support for Israel. Even as the Koizumi administration was searching for a safe haven for GSDF troops in Iraq in late 2003, it defied long-term and strongly expressed US displeasure and signed a major investment deal with Iran to develop the Azadegan oil field. Yet the essentially voluntary Iraq deployment held within it the seeds of the destruction of several decades of relatively independent Japanese foreign policy in the Middle East. The kidnapping crisis aside, would it be possible for Japan to avoid the diplomatic consequences of regional alignment with the US at a time when US regional credibility was collapsing? The Iraq adventure may have brought kudos for Japan from the Bush administration, but without any doubt it also brought increased uncertainty and precious little expansion of Japan’s security.      

2. The missile defense decision


Preoccupation with missile defense has been a characteristic of the Bush administration from its inception, but Japanese involvement with US missile defense planning began long before. A formal decision to support joint research for a Theatre Missile Defense system was taken by the Hashimoto administration in 1998 in the immediate aftermath of the launching of the North Korean Taepodong missile, which passed through Japanese airspace. In fact, the issue had been on the agenda of numerous consultations between Washington and Tokyo since the administration of Bush the elder. 


However, the cabinet decision in December 2003 to proceed with deployment of upper- and lower-tier missile defense, as well as continuing the joint research and development effort, was an enormous step. The planned deployment between 2007 and 2011 is for four MSDF Aegis-equipped destroyers with Standard-3 missiles to attack enemy missiles in the outer atmosphere, and four ASDF high-altitude air defense units equipped with Patriot Advanced Capability-3 missiles to attack those that reach the lower atmosphere. The initial announcement put the cost of spending in FY 2004 for the upper- and lower-tier systems alone at 100 billion yen, but these figures were almost immediately abandoned. The Nihon Keizai Shinbun on December 20 wrote that:  

… financial costs are expected to be enormous. In August [2003], the Defense Agency estimated the total cost of purchasing the systems at around 500 billion yen. But on Friday the agency revised up its figure to as much as one trillion yen, including maintenance and repair costs. The new system under development by Japan and the United States is expected to cost “at least double that amount,” according to a senior Defense Agency official.   

In April 2004 the DefenseAgency established a Missile Defense Office to prepare the way for the deployment, and to resolve legal problems—and most likely, the political implications of the technology.
 Such problems include the question of the legality of exporting missile defense technology if there is a possibility the US may then pass such technology on to third parties;
 and, more fundamentally, the question of control over launching—for example, what should be done if another country launches its missiles towards Japan accidentally, and who should make such a decision?
 

 
In the context of an alliance where the interests of the alliance partners are not identical, such questions of strategic coordination are always important. However, in the case of US–Japan cooperation in missile defense, the problems are inherent and fundamental. The upper-tier sea-based system by its nature will be dependent on the provision of real-time data concerning target missile launch, trajectory and identification which will be partly provided by the MSDF Aegis systems, but much more by the still-evolving suite of ground- and satellite-based radar and infra-red surveillance systems planned for the US National Missile Defense System.
 In the case of missile defense, the character of the technology as presently conceived determines the limits of political possibility. The technological integration renders the missile defense system a matter of collective defense, at present regarded as unconstitutional by the interpretation of the government’s Cabinet Legislation Office.
 The nature of the technology carries further political implications. Not only does it leave Japan dependent on US technological support in time of crisis, but equally, it implicates Japan in the activities of US missile defense systems in relation to Japan’s regional neighbors. Like it or not, Japanese technological dependence on the US for its missile defense system’s viability reinforces the perception by China that a Japanese system and an American system are not separate entities. The technology of Japanese missile defense becomes a source of long-term structural antagonism between Japan and China, which can only be obviated by abandoning the technology. 


Announcing the cabinet decision in December 2003, Chief Cabinet Secretary Fukuda Yasuo assured the public that such concerns were groundless:

The introduction of such systems will not contradict the country’s defense policy of dedicating its military expenditures solely to defensive purposes, and will not threaten neighboring countries. Nor will it involve any problem related to collective defense.

 Both of these claims are implausible, and become more so as the capacities of the developing and necessarily integrated US–Japan missile defense systems are unfolded. The first stage of the Japanese missile defense system may not in itself be an offensive weapon, but by contributing to the possible negation of the Chinese land-based nuclear deterrence force it would in objective terms facilitate the possibility of a US nuclear offensive against China. There is little doubt that it will provide China with further inducement to hasten and deepen its strategic nuclear modernization program, and set off a regional strategic arms race with considerable consequences for Japanese defensive and offensive security capacities. Here again, it seems likely that the Koizumi administration decision to support the East Asian application of the Bush Doctrine will serve to increase rather than decrease both strategic uncertainty and the possibilities of Japanese security. 

3. Right to pre-emptive attack
The most direct and least plausible of the echoes of the Bush Doctrine was in the announcement by Defense Agency head Ishiba Shigeru in early 2002 that Japan has, under both its constitution and international law, a right to carry out a pre-emptive air attack on North Korean missile sites, if the government believed that a missile attack on Japan was imminent.
 Leaving aside questions of technical military feasibility, Ishiba’s announcement immediately escalated the rhetorical framework employed by Japan to that of China’s more extreme remarks about Taiwan and North Korea’s about South Korea and the United States. 
 Since there was obviously no chance whatsoever of the threat being acted upon, and the gap between apparent aspiration and reality was so great as to be almost delusional, the image of a loose cannon in the tense Northeast Asian security field came to mind. In this field again, the local application of the Bush Doctrine served to decrease rather increase the reality of Japanese security.

Interpreting Japan and the Bush Doctrine   

How are we to interpret these shifts of Japanese policy in support of the Bush Doctrine? Two characteristics of the application of the doctrine are immediately evident. One is the way in which the American conflation of perceived threats that has evolved into the Global War on Terror (GWOT) has been echoed in the Japanese response. As Jeffrey Record argues in the most sustained and cogent critique of the GWOT: 

…the conflation of rogue states, terrorism and WMD, coupled with the administration’s preventive war against Saddam Hussein’s Iraq for the purpose of disarming that country, makes the GWOT as much a war on nuclear proliferators—at least the ones the United States does not like—as a war against terrorism itself.
 

Like an echo across the Pacific lake, Japan has embraced all the rhetorical and policy aspects of the GWOT, with no more discrimination than the original loud voice from Washington, and with even less capacity to realize the goals without further exacerbating its security vulnerabilities. 

The second relevant characteristic is that, as Van Ness stresses,

…more important than 9-11 have been the ideas that the Bush leadership brought into office in January 2001. Those ideas, which were re-shaped into a ‘war on terror’ after the attacks on the World Trade Centre and the Pentagon, have most profoundly changed the world.”

The formateurs of security policy in the Bush II administration had been concerned about Japan’s place in American security architecture long before they took office. One of those key actors was US Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage who, while out of office in March 1999, was principal author of what came to be termed the Armitage Report.
 In December 2003, almost two years into the application of the Bush Doctrine, Armitage spelled out his own goals for Japan: 

I have been spending 20 some years trying to get in a situation where Japan would again be a great nation, and I think she is … We are trying to develop a kind of relationship with Japan that we enjoy with Great Britain, on the other side of the world.
   


Almost all of the responses of the Koizumi administration to the Bush Doctrine exemplify Armitage’s hopes that Japan will assume a place in the US alliance structure comparable to that of Britain—undoubtedly the most loyal and active of US allies. Especially in the case of missile defense and the Iraq expedition, Japan has been aspiring to British status in the US system. While the effects of the September 11 attacks have indeed been striking in Japan, especially coupled with the effects of anxieties about North Korea, all of the crucial initiatives realize plans drawn up long before 2001. 


Armitage’s allusion to Britain’s role within the system of American hegemony as a model for Japan carries one further implication, intentionally or not. Unlike Japan, Britain is a nuclear-armed American ally—like Israel, and like Pakistan. Armitage’s remark raises the thought that the Bush Doctrine could result in a move towards a nuclear-armed Japan within the American alliance—the subject of the penultimate section of this chapter. Long-standing Japanese latent nuclear weapons proliferation capacity has been supplemented by both a weakening of domestic cultural and institutional restraints, including a much diminished peace movement, and dramatic changes in the external environment of both perceived security threats including North Korea and an apparent US drift towards acceptance of Japanese nuclear weapons.

  
Yet there is a quite different set of analytical problems to be considered in thinking about the responses of the Koizumi administration to the policies of the Bush administration. The first set of questions concerns whether the Japanese responses to the Bush Doctrine are simply a function of well-known and long-standing pressures from the United States or whether they are arise from domestic Japanese sources. And either way, what has changed both domestically and externally to permit these and other elements of Japanese military expansion? Or, as it may be more fruitfully understood, what is the connection between the Bush Doctrine and the restructuring of the external aspects of the Japanese state?

The intersection of Heisei militarization and the Bush Doctrine 


The Japanese government response to the Bush Doctrine was essentially an acceleration and amplification of changes already underway before Bush came to power, and which have been increasingly the result of Japanese as much as American political initiatives. These had begun in the late 1980s, and especially following the end of the Cold War. Despite the reference in the current reign name to peace and tranquillity it is useful and accurate to group these endogenous changes in Japanese security policy and organization as “Heisei militarization”: “Heisei,” because the period in question begins just before the end of the Cold War; and “militarization” because the dominant characteristics of the security policies from that time onwards are an ever-increasing stress on military conceptions of security at the expense of previously well-developed complementary conceptions of security. This includes a continual and growing government-sponsored hollowing-out of the meaning of Article IX of the constitution and of the concept of “defensive defense,” expanded military budgets, comprehensive upgrading and expansion of military forces structure capacities, legitimation and legalization of use of military force abroad, willingness to rely on military solutions to international problems, and expansion of the domestic coercive powers of the government. There is also a growing promotion of the possibility of the Japanese military acquiring and using strategic offensive weapons and weapons of mass destruction. 


As already argued, these dimensions of militarization are not at all unusual in the contemporary world system: they are, on the contrary, the marks of normality. Equally, they are quite different from the distinctively Japanese model of 1930s militarism best understood as “emperor-fascism.”
 In other words, whatever else the characteristics of Heisei militarization may be, Japan is neither reverting to an earlier form of anti-democratic militarism nor assuming a state form markedly different from other militarized advanced capitalist countries with democratic polities. On the contrary, it is becoming a normal country. While it is important not to ignore the acceleration provided by the demands and stresses emanating from Washington, the key shifts are fundamentally endogenous in character. These shifts can be seen in legislation, in defense plans, and in SDF force structure and organizational changes.

Legislative changes


An extraordinary amount of security-related legislation has been passed by the Diet since the early 1990s, and at the time of writing a great deal more was under debate. At least fifteen separate laws dealing with security issues were passed or substantially amended between 1992 and early 2004, and eight major bills were before the Diet in April 2004 (see Table 1). The effect of many of the legislative changes in the period of most intense activity after 1999 was cumulative over a short period of time—each law building on and expanding on innovations in its predecessor. The most important of these can be dealt with in three groupings.


In 1992 in the aftermath of the Gulf War, the Miyazawa cabinet achieved passage of the International Peace Cooperation Law (known as the Peace Keeping Operations Law). This permitted the dispatch of lightly armed Japanese SDF personnel overseas under UN peacekeeping auspices for non-combatant duties. For the first time since 1945, under this and related disaster-relief legislation, Japanese military personnel were dispatched abroad, and in the following decade they took part in UN peacekeeping and disaster-relief operations in Cambodia, Mozambique, East Timor and other countries. 


In 1997, the United States and Japan agreed on a new set of guidelines for the implementation of the US–Japan Mutual Security Treaty. The result of US pressure on Japan since the end of the Cold War to take a larger share of responsibility for East Asian security under US auspices, the Guidelines were brought into force through a series of new laws and agreements, the most important of which were the Law Concerning Measures to Ensure the Peace and Security of Japan in Situations in Areas Surrounding Japan, the Law to Amend the Self-Defense Law, and the 1999 Agreement to Amend the Acquisition and Cross-Servicing (ACSA) Agreement Between Japan and the United States. Commonly termed a “re-definition” of the alliance, the Guidelines aimed at establishing full coordination and cooperation between the SDF and US forces in Japan, even in times of peace. Under the Emergency System established as a result of the Guidelines, in the event of a government certified “emergency in the area surrounding Japan,” not only the SDF but also Japanese civilian prefectural and local government and infrastructure authorities are required to cooperate in manifold specified ways with US forces. Moreover, the establishment of the Emergency System resulted in a heightening of coordination between the SDF and other parts of the Japanese state, in marked contrast to the previous intentional relative isolation of the SDF—and hence, limitation of its role in both peace and war.  


The Japanese side agreed to provide logistical support and intelligence cooperation with US forces in time of crisis, and to prepare for such crisis coordination by prior development of appropriate forms of integration in time of peace. Most important of all, the type of crisis that could invoke such requirements was no longer, as in the original 1976 Guidelines and the Treaty itself, one taking place only within the territory of Japan, but rather any security emergency in “the areas surrounding Japan”—a term that was left intentionally undefined in geographical terms.  


 Clearly, the Guidelines emanated from US pressure and led to a much deeper level of integration between US and Japanese military forces. In retrospect, the implementation of the 1997 Guidelines may come to be seen as the high (or low) point of American subordination of Japanese military capacity. There was certainly great opposition within Japan on precisely these grounds. Yet viewed as a step towards Japanese militarization, the implementation of the Guidelines marked an enormous change, and the beginnings of the application of a systematic rationalization of many aspects of the Japanese state to remove obstacles to the re-constitution of Japan as a “normal state.” Together with the associated decisions concerning security planning and force-structure development, they amounted to an enormous change. Moreover, their presentation as the result of American pressure helped divert attention from the fact that they were greatly welcomed by those in Japan who had been seeking exactly such shifts in attitude.


The 2001 Anti-Terrorism Special Measures Law and the 2003 Iraq Reconstruction Special Measures Law sending troops to support US operations in Afghanistan and Iraq built on many of the characteristics of the earlier legislation, and took them one step further. No longer bound to UN auspices, Japanese troops were allowed to operate under US auspices. No longer tied to “Japan,” the definition of “areas surrounding Japan” was stretched and redefined “situationally rather than geographically” to allow deployment in the Persian Gulf and Iraq. Limits on technologies that implied forms of collective defense—such as the electronic intelligence-gathering capacities of Aegis-equipped destroyers—disappeared, to the delight of both the US and the MSDF. And limits on the type of arms that could be carried almost disappeared as deployment in the “non-combat zone” of southern Iraq was recognized to require substantial autonomous capacity for protection in the event of attack. By the end of 2003, “defensive defense” within the territory of Japan was no longer the actual practice of the Japanese Self-Defense Forces.  Koizumi, like Hashimoto and Nakasone before him, had long been antagonistic to Article IX of the Constitution, and sought its destruction—either by revision or erasure. The nationalist wing of the LDP had achieved a major policy goal in 2000 with the establishment of a Diet committee chaired by former Foreign Minister Nakayama Taro to consider and canvass possible revisions to the Constitution, with Article IX being a core concern of both the committee and most making submissions to it. The committee is to report to the Diet in 2005, whereupon an undoubtedly protracted and tumultuous process of consideration of LDP-initiated proposals for constitutional revision will commence.
   


Many other changes in government security practice and policy emanated from these and the lesser pieces of legislation passed between 1999 and 2004, and more still will follow if the eight bills before the Diet in the first half of 2004 are passed without great changes. The “Emergency System” established as a result of the 1999 Guidelines legislation is clearly going to continue to evolve and be subject to continual rationalization and deepening. Even if the US alliance were to disappear tomorrow—and perhaps, particularly if it should do so—this process will continue. American pressures have certainly contributed to these shifts in state structure, but they have an enduring importance beyond American pressures. Especially in the past four years, internal pressures for change and rationalization have been at least as important and effective.

Table 1

Japanese security-related legislation 

1992-2004*

	1992
	International Peace Cooperation Law (Peace Keeping Operations Law)

	1992
	Law to Amend Part of the Law Concerning the Dispatch of Japan Disaster Relief Teams

	1999
	Rear-Area Support Act

	1999
	Agreement to Amend the Acquisition and Cross-Servicing (ACSA) Agreement Between Japan and the United States

	1999
	Law to Amend the Self-Defense Law

	1999
	Law Concerning Measures to Ensure the Peace and Security of Japan in Situations in Areas Surrounding Japan

	1999
	Communications Interception Law

	2000
	Ship Inspection Operations Law 

	2001
	Anti-Terrorism Special Measures Law 

	2001
	Law to Amend the Maritime Safety Agency Act 

	2003
	Law Concerning Measures to Ensure National Independence and Security in as Situation of Armed Attack (Armed Attack Response Law)

	2003
	Law to Amend the Self-Defense Forces Law

	2003
	Law to Amend the Security Council Establishment Law

	2003
	Iraq Reconstruction Special Measures Law

	2004
	Revision to the Foreign Exchange and Foreign Trade Law

	2004
	Bill to refuse port calls by North Korean ships

	2004
	Bill to protect citizens

	2004
	Bill on the use of designated public transport and communications facilities.

	2004
	Bill to facilitate smoother operations of US military forces

	2004
	Bill for revision of the Self-Defense Force  Law (revision of ACSA)

	2004
	Bill to permit the interdiction of military equipment on foreign ships on the high seas

	2004
	Bill to penalize violations of international humanitarian law.

	2004
	Bill on the treatment of prisoners of war


* Note: As of April 2004. Cabinet endorsed seven war-contingency bills on March 9, 2004, and a bill to authorize refusal of entry to North Korean ships was submitted to the Diet on April 6.
Security planning framework and force structure developments
In 1995, the Defense Agency promulgated a new National Defense Program Outline in and after FY 1996 [NDPO 1995] mapping in general terms the intended development of the Self-Defense Forces for the following decade. Compared to its predecessor almost two decades earlier, the 1995 NDPO was remarkable for its active emphasis on a restructuring of self-defense capacity, with a stress on rationalizing and upgrading the technological base of the SDF, making it more compact and more efficient, and stressing the importance of removing obstacles to smooth cooperation with US forces. In addition to specifying the need to develop capacity to respond to aggression, carry out peacekeeping activities, and participate in disaster-relief operations, the 1995 NDPO emphasized the importance of developing physical and organizational capacity for “high-level intelligence gathering and analysis, including strategic intelligence,” as well as “a sophisticated command and communications capability.” It also required the SDF to “be able to quickly and effectively conduct integrated defense operations from a joint perspective.”
 The geographical framework was “the areas surrounding Japan.”

This emphasis on building “more streamlined, effective compact defenses” was heightened further in the guiding principles of the Mid-Term Defense Program (FY2001-2005) adopted in December 2000. The goals of further restructuring of the SDF were to consider: “wider and speedier warfare, higher performance weapons and electronic attacks;” more developed use of communications and information technology; an improved capacity to deal with guerrilla attacks or special operations, as well as nuclear, biological or chemical weapons; and closer cooperation with the US “even under normal circumstances.”


Under these two plans, a remarkable technical and organizational upgrading of the SDF has taken place, especially in the MSDF and ASDF, and in central command and intelligence structures. The Defense Intelligence Headquarters was established in 1997, integrating and expanding the existing intelligence capacities of the separate forces, and overseeing a major expansion of signals intelligence capacities. In 1998, the decision was taken to develop and deploy four military-grade surveillance satellites: two were launched in March 2003, and two more were destroyed in an unsuccessful launch later that year. The 2003 decision to deploy a missile defense system extends that framework, though at the cost of likely severe competition for funds in the future.


It is clear that this process of Heisei militarization is far from complete. In April 2004 a government defense advisory panel commenced formal planning for a long-awaited outline of a new National Defense Program Outline due to be adopted by the Security Council and Cabinet by the end of the year. For the previous two years, speculation had been widespread in the media and policy circles about the possibility of quite fundamental changes in direction and content compared to the two previous NDPOs in 1976 and 1995. Prime Minister Koizumi made it clear that the panel would reconsider the “basic premise of Japan’s defense program, which has been to provide basic defense capacity,” and should address questions of international terrorism and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. Three issues were identified as being the core of the panel’s concerns: “building a system to defend against ballistic missile attacks, reducing the existing weaponry line-up, and making international operations one of the core activities of the Self-Defense Forces.”
 
In sum, the Bush Doctrine accelerated certain doctrinal and technological and planning trends that were already underway in Japanese security policy, or had long been planned, whether the publicly or not. In many respects, the pressures from America and the framework of responding to “global terror” have provided a degree of cover for this militarization program.

Japanese nationalism and the Bush Doctrine

Not for the first time, when the hot winds of the Bush Doctrine blew through the world system, a nationalist Japanese prime minister found himself faced with the apparently contradictory task of matching his own agenda to that of Washington’s. The imperial pressure of the Bush Doctrine, demanding a deeper and more active integration of Japan into US global military strategy than even the redefinition of the Japan–US alliance following the 1997 new alliance guidelines, emerged after a decade of rising and multi-faceted Japanese nationalist sentiment. Like his immediate predecessor Hashimoto Ryutaro, Prime Minister Koizumi in his official capacity frequently and publicly visited the Yasukuni shrine, memorial to those who died in the service of the empire. The most popular political figure in the country throughout the late 1990s had been the former LDP minister and prolific author Ishihara Shintaro, who creatively used his position as mayor of Tokyo to pressure the national government on a range of foreign policy issues, apparently far from immediate urban concerns. Crucial symbolic shifts had taken place with the successful government proclamation that the hinomaru and Kimigayo should be included in government school ceremonies as the national flag and national anthem respectively, overturning more than four decades of anti-imperial restraint by now-diminished left and pacifist political and intellectual forces. At the level of popular political culture, the manga artist Kobayashi Yoshinori sold millions of books articulating a renovated and emotionally complex anti-American nationalism that appealed in particular to the politically-alienated young. Koizumi’s own electoral appeal blended a rhetorical deregulationist critique of an apparently moribund “business-as-usual” LDP–bureaucracy alliance with a new assertiveness of the “common-sense” necessity of further elevating the primacy of security policy.

At first blush, it would seem that the project of pursuing a nationalist agenda is unlikely to be successful while being caught up in an objectively enhanced subordinate role in an imperial spasm. After all, in certain respects, Koizumi is best compared with Nakasone Yasuhiro who, although he had a firmer hold on power and a far longer tenure than Koizumi has had to date, also came to power with an agenda of domestic reform and nationalist rhetoric. The ardent nationalist Nakasone began his political career as a young member of the Diet writing a direct letter of protest about the humiliations of the American occupation to its proconsul, Macarthur, and rose to power on the slogan of “a final settling of post-war accounts.” Yet it was Nakasone’s fate to come to power just as Ronald Reagan was proclaiming the necessity of allied unity in the fight against the “evil empire” and demanding a greater Japanese role as a bulwark against Soviet pacific naval expansion. Rather than settling post-war accounts, Nakasone found himself forced to spend his political capital to support the hegemon, much to the disgust of LDP ultra-nationalists such as Ishihara Shintaro. Finding himself second banana in the much-publicized “Ron and Yasu” relationship, Nakasone toned down his habitual nationalist rhetoric, and reached for ways of utilizing the American expansion for his own purposes. 
As Koizumi was to do with Bush two decades later, Nakasone swallowed his pride and embraced the sub-imperial role, promising Americans in an interview in the Washington Post that “the whole Japanese archipelago …  should be like an unsinkable aircraft carrier … against the infiltration of the Backfire bomber.”
 The often-quoted unsinkable aircraft carrier metaphor in fact marked a low point for Japanese nationalists. While promising that Japan would play the role of staunch ally against the Soviets, nothing could hide the fact that the aircraft carrier was equipped with foreign aircraft, not Japanese ones.


Yet while the rhetoric of nationalism had to be set aside, and the symbols of subordination embraced, in the latter part of his five-year period in office, Nakasone was able to begin the movements of security doctrine, budgets, and force structure that were to be realized in the 1990s. The “unsinkable aircraft carrier” remark was coupled to a promise to block the four straits of the Japanese islands to any Soviet submarine, and to “defend the sea lanes between Guam and Tokyo and between the Strait of Taiwan and Osaka.”
 Moreover, through the 1986–1990 Mid-Term Defense Program Nakasone not only finally broke the 1% of GNP defense spending limit, but also expanded spending to modernize all three Self-Defense Forces.


Two decades later, confronted by the Bush Doctrine and the rhetoric of the Global War on Terror, Koizumi has pursued a similar strategy of apparent alliance accommodation, but has obtained greater freedom of action than Nakasone. Certainly, the changes in Japanese security policy initiated under the GWOT rubric evoked less challenge in Japan than the 1997 new alliance guidelines which very visibly integrated US and Japanese forces. In part this is because of the universal aspects of the appeal of the GWOT after 9.11: up until the invasion of Iraq, all of the changes could be presented as a Japanese response to a global problem of undoubted relevance to Japan. But there were also at least three specifically Japanese perceptions of threat which merged with the global structure of threat to which the GWOT was presented as a response: the Aum Shinrikyo sarin attacks in Tokyo; the North Korean launch of the Taepodong missile and North Korea’s parallel nuclear weapons development;  and the North Korean confirmation in 2002 of the kidnapping two decades ago of large numbers of Japanese citizens. With this combination of global and local sources of threat, presented without any effective opposition or countervailing interpretation or alternative security perspective, Koizumi was able, even more than leaders of other US allies, to blur the distinction between the US-led war on terror and the completion of the autonomous project of Heisei militarization. 


Nationalism in subordinate alliance partners is not singular in its make-up: as the Australian and British cases show, right up until certain points of unavoidable conflicts of national versus imperial interest, nationalism of a particular kind can co-exist with—and be presented as—loyalty to the empire. Flattery, to the effect of the enormous value to the imperial or global project of the subordinate’s role, can assuage what would otherwise be experienced as humiliating:
 Japan can be presented as the “most important US ally outside NATO.” The difficulty comes when national and imperial interests too evidently diverge. For Japan, as for other US allies, the deployment of troops to Iraq is likely to be one such point of strain. The politics of military production are a perennial point of contention, and the techno-nationalist politics of very large military-related projects such as missile defense, surveillance satellites, rockets, aircraft and warships and their associated electronics and weapons systems have been and will continue to be very sharp, though not highly visible in the Japanese case.
 The Iraq adventure aside, perhaps the most vulnerable point for Koizumi the nationalist would be if the issue of the US bases in Japan were to become effectively linked to his support for the Bush Doctrine—either from the much-diminished pacifist left or the anti-American nationalist right.
 The nuclear options and the normal state 

Amidst all of these marked shifts in security policy emanating from Tokyo and Washington, the most contentious and difficult question to assess is whether there is any imminent change in the Japanese government’s attitude towards acquiring nuclear weapons. For the past four decades and more, Japanese nuclear policy has been bound by the three “non-nuclear principles”: Japan will not possess nuclear weapons; will not manufacture nuclear weapons; and will not allow the deployment or transit of nuclear weapons within or across its territory.
 To anticipate the conclusion of the argument, Heisei militarization is compatible with both a nuclear and non-nuclear Japan. Both options are consistent with the “normality” that Japanese governments are intent on achieving. However, the road to the more dangerous nuclear option is now more open and more attractive than ever before. Moreover, there is a real possibility that a nuclear-armed Japan could not only take place within the US alliance, but even with US assistance.

Four aspects will be only briefly noted here: recent developments in Japanese political elite attitudes; recent developments in US policy and attitudes; developments in the strategic environment; and developments in Japanese technological capacity.  
1. Contemporary Japanese attitudes and policy


Powerful domestic Japanese institutional and cultural constraints on Japanese militarization in general and nuclear weapons acquisition in particular in the form of a highly organized and mobilized peace movement backed by cross-generational public opinion have weakened dramatically.
 One of the most visible reflections of the decline of the peace movement and the “peace-generations” in Japan is that the climate of mainstream public discussion—what is sayable in “respectable” political circles—has widened dramatically in the past decade. Where public calls for nuclear armaments were once deeply shocking to the great majority of Japanese citizens, they are now almost commonplace.
 

A slew of public comments and alleged “slips of the tongue” and “misquotations” by senior Japanese politicians, all of them current or former ministers, have opened the way. While government policy on nuclear weapons remained formally unchanged, the accumulation of such elite public remarks had a distinct effect on the range of policy debate.  

In 1999, Nishimura Shingo, Liberal Party MP and then Deputy Director-General of the Defense Agency, argued in an interview with the Japanese version of Playboy magazine that the SDF should be turned into a “proper army,” and went on to call for the question of nuclear weapons to be placed on the agenda of the Diet.

In April 2002, Ozawa Ichiro, former Secretary-General of the Liberal-Democratic Party and then leader of the Liberal Party, criticized what he regarded as the arrogance of Chinese criticism of and opposition to Japan, and warned China “it's possible for us to produce 3,000 to 4,000 nuclear warheads.”

The Nishimura and Ozawa comments do not represent government policy. Nishimura was immediately dismissed, and Ozawa, powerful figure that he has been both in and out of government over two decades, was in opposition at the time he made his statement, and no government figure supported his comments. However, this was the first time that the leader of a major political party had taken such a stand publicly. In doing so, Ozawa facilitated the legitimation of advocacy of nuclear weapons for debate as a respectable topic for mainstream debate.

On May 31, 2002, just a month after Ozawa’s outburst, Chief Cabinet Secretary Fukuda Yasuo repeated the earlier assertion that there are no constitutional barriers to acquiring nuclear weapons, and that Japan should be able to do so. Not only are the non-nuclear principles subject to change, he said, but “as the time has come to amend the constitution, the Japanese people may also now believe that the time has come for this country to have nuclear weapons … Japan, too, could possess nuclear weapons.”

Following an uproar, Prime Minister Koizumi issued a clarification saying that Japan had no intention of changing the principles or acquiring nuclear weapons. Yet Fukuda’s inflammatory comments, which were quite possibly intentionally so, were also entirely correct. 


While none of these statements can be said to express government policy, the very fact of their being uttered into the highly symbolically charged Japanese political force field altered the shape of the sayable in Japanese politics, and worked to render discussion of nuclear weapons in the mainstream of Japanese politics legitimate.
2. Contemporary US attitudes and policy

Intersecting and influencing this shift in the domestic Japanese climate of discussion of a previously taboo subject was a separate stream of comments from across the Pacific—all of which were closely noted in Japan. Once again, the very structure of the discourse—its overt character, its speculative discussion of “inevitable” consequences of conceivable contingencies, and the political eminence of those involved–all added to its consequences, whether wholly intended or not. Four types of sources were involved. 

Firstly, Vice-President Dick Cheney raised the possibility of a nuclear-armed Japan as one consequence of a nuclear-armed North Korea.
 Secondly, in a visit to Tokyo the immediate past Secretary of Defense, William Cohen, asked Japanese politicians if they would consider taking that path if North Korea did in fact get nuclear weapons.
 Thirdly, Senator John McCain, went one step further, and directly warned China that if it did not prevent North Korean nuclear armament, then it was inevitable that Japan would acquire its own nuclear weapons.


Prominent journalists and academics took the next step. Darling of the Bush establishment, Charles Krauthammer, argued in January 2003 that  the US should warn a “recalcitrant” China that, unless it blocked a nuclear North Korea, the US would not only allow Japan to go nuclear but give it the missiles to do so. “If our nightmare is a nuclear North Korea, China’s is a nuclear Japan. It’s time to share nightmares.”
 Charles Pena argued for replacing the US nuclear umbrella over Japan with “two nuclear-armed democratic nations (both with vibrant economies)”: Japan and South Korea.
 
While none of these statements represented government policy, they reflected a major reversal of the certainties of the climate of US policy towards Japanese nuclear weapons of the previous four decades. Non-proliferation amongst America’s East Asian allies was moving from being a constant of US policy towards being a dead letter—as in other regions in the cases of Britain, Israel and Pakistan. The climate of debate on both sides of the Pacific had changed forever.
 
3. Strategic incentives to nuclear weapons acquisition


Three shifts in the strategic environment of Japan in recent years have made it more likely that a Japanese cabinet will make the decision to acquire its own nuclear weapons: the North Korean drive to nuclear armament; the US commitment to deploy a global missile defense system; and the Bush administration’s commitment to upgrade and expand the US nuclear arsenal, and to consider the use of new forms of nuclear weapons in its “Global War on Terror.” 


The North Korean nuclear crisis has had the most direct effect on the Japanese nuclear debate, especially following the August 1998 launch of the three-stage Taepodong missile. This factor has been influential in a number of different ways. Japanese attitudes to the US promise of extended nuclear deterrence have always been ambivalent, and the Korean development has revived fears that the long-proffered US nuclear umbrella may either leak or simply be taken away. 

Chinese quantitative and qualitative missile and nuclear weapons capacity development is an almost inevitable consequence of the US decision to deploy a global missile defense system. China believes itself to be the real long-term target of what it sees as a threat to its nuclear deterrence capacity. Japan’s decision in December 2003 to join with the United States and deploy sea- and ground-based missile defense systems places Japan in a position of long-term structural antagonism to China. Leaving aside the quite separate matter of nuclear developments in regard to Taiwan, a visible expansion of the Chinese strategic nuclear force would strengthen the hand of Japanese supporters of an independent nuclear capacity, and those within Japanese elite policy circles who hold the fundamental suspicions of China that have long driven US neo-conservatives.

Finally, US nuclear policy itself has, under the Bush administration, influenced the Japanese nuclear debate. High-level discussion of deploying low-yield battlefield nuclear weapons (so-called “mini-nukes” or “bunker-busters”) during the US invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq palpably contributed to the erosion of the post-Nagasaki taboo on the use of nuclear weapons. And the particularly Japanese sense of anxiety on this issue was compounded by other Bush administration nuclear policies, such as the abandonment of any attempt to secure Congressional ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, and the leaked 2002 Nuclear Posture Review.
4. Developments in Japanese technological nuclear capacity

Finally, the country’s technical capacity to develop and deploy an effective nuclear armament has itself rapidly grown in the 1990s. There are three core requirements for a usable nuclear weapon: a weaponized nuclear device, a sufficiently accurate targeting system, and at least one adequate delivery system. Japan now has the undoubted capacity to satisfy all three requirements. 

(i) Nuclear weapon production capacity 

There has been little doubt for more than a decade that Japan could build a sophisticated nuclear device rapidly, possibly in less than a year—at the very least, a tritium-boosted plutonium fission weapon, and quite possibly a thermonuclear weapon.

This Japanese capacity to build a plutonium weapon in short order has long been known—and discreetly advertised. The fact that this situation is well-known in itself constitutes a latent nuclear capacity—letting other countries know that, while Japan does not possess nuclear weapons, it could acquire them quickly and easily, is in itself, a step away from actual possession, and carries its own strategic value short of actual possession. The very ambiguity of apparently inconsistent policy statements like Fukuda’s help to reinforce the value of that latent nuclear capacity.
 

Japan’s visible latent nuclear capacities continue to evolve. By 2004 Japan’s combination of fission and breeder reactors and reprocessing facilities was described as an “already massive latent nuclear capability.”
 Gsponer and Hurni in particular have emphasized Japan’s long-standing and “ambitious” inertial confinement fusion program, and an ambitious magnetic confinement fusion program. These facilities allow high-level research into the physics of thermonuclear weapons, simulation of tests of such weapons, and the production of tritium, the crucial element in boosted fission weapons. More importantly, they also make possible the production of “fourth generation nuclear weapons in which fusion materials (i.e. deuterium, tritium, and lithium) will be used instead of fissile materials as the main explosive.”
 

In this context, US policy to support Japan as the preferred host country for the planned huge International Thermonuclear Reactor (ITER) became a matter of great concern, since such a fusion research facility would permit the legal production of large amounts of tritium. Given the small amounts required for fusion bomb production, the danger of undetected diversion rises accordingly. Gsponer and Hurni conclude that “building ITER at the Rokkasho site will turn Japan into a virtual thermonuclear superpower.”

The US decision to press so strongly for the location of the ITER in Japan does raise the question of whether the current administration is fully committed to a non-nuclear armed Japan—and adds to the grounds for considering the possibility of the nuclear-armed Japan either within the US alliance or beyond it.

(ii) Targeting systems 
 

The second important shift in Japanese potential nuclear weapons capacity is a direct consequence of the wider pattern of Heisei militarization: the development of adequate targeting systems. A capacity to locate and monitor potential military targets—especially targets smaller than cities, such as weapons factories or missile sites—is crucial to an effective nuclear capacity. In 2003 Japan launched two of an intended set of four military-grade visual and synthetic aperture radar surveillance satellites, as the result of plans announced in the aftermath of the launching of the Taepodong missile in August 1998.
 This was followed by the establishment of imagery intelligence analytical units within the Cabinet Information Office and Defense Intelligence Headquarters in a dramatic expansion of imagery intelligence interpretation capacity.
 Even without relying on imaging intelligence supplied by the United States under the UKUSA Agreement, to which Japan is a Third Party signatory, Japan has the most advanced imagery intelligence capacity in Asia after that of China.
 Indeed, one of the factors cited as behind the Hashimoto cabinet’s decision to develop the surveillance satellite was an alleged delay by the United States in providing Japan with timely data on the Taepodong launch.

(iii) Delivery systems

The third requirement for an effective nuclear weapons capacity is an adequate delivery system—at least one, if not more. In the secret 1993 Defense Agency study of a Japanese capacity to attack North Korean military sites it was concluded that a lack of an aerial refueling capacity would mean that ASDF F-1 and F-4EJ fighters carrying 500lb (conventional) bombs could not reach their targets and safely return to home base.
 Following the decision in 2001 to acquire Boeing 767 refueling aircraft, this limitation was largely, if not completely, removed.

A much more effective and less vulnerable delivery system became available in the late 1990s in the form of the giant H-IIA liquid-fueled rocket. It is in principle a highly capable delivery system for a payload as heavy as 17 tons—more than enough for a nuclear weapon. Liquid-fueled rockets are susceptible to satellite monitoring in the hours before they are launched since they must be loaded with extremely cold liquid hydrogen. However only the United States, Russia and China presently have the capacity to monitor such preparations for launch, and the United States and the Soviet Union relied on such behemoths for much of the Cold War.  
In sum, compared to the situation at the end of the Cold War, Japan has a comprehensive latent nuclear weapons technical capacity. At the same time, elite attitudes to positive consideration of Japanese nuclear weapons in both Japan and the United States have shifted dramatically. This in turn has validated public discussion of the nuclear option in ways unheard-of in the decades prior to the end of the Cold War. At the same time, powerful domestic institutional and cultural constraints on Japanese militarization in general and nuclear weapons acquisition in particular (in the form of a highly organized and mobilized peace movement backed by cross-generational public opinion) have weakened dramatically.
Nuclear-armed states are “normal countries” in the contemporary world, and the extension of Heisei militarization in the nuclear direction does not in itself indicate any politically sinister new turn. However, the strategic costs and risks for both Japan and its region would be considerable. The intersection of Heisei militarization and the Bush Doctrine has contributed to the lowering of the nuclear bar for Japan. 

Conclusion: with eyes wide shut

The intersection of Heisei militarization and the Bush Doctrine was a contingent event, greatly accelerating and solidifying the processes of restructuring the external aspects of the Japanese state that were already underway in the years after the end of the Cold War. It is likely that a continuation of the policies of the Clinton administration would have facilitated the continuation of those processes, as they did in the second half of the last decade, but at a smaller, less intense and less comprehensive level than did in fact take place (and is still continuing). Japan is proceeding towards full normalization, moving closer to throwing off all the externally and self-imposed restraints which for half a century produced a disjuncture between its economic status as the world’s second largest national economy and its restricted status in global security activities. 

In the existing world system, normalization of this kind necessarily means militarization, and that is precisely what Japan has undertaken, a process accelerated, but not caused, by the demands of the Bush Doctrine. Indeed, all of the political, legal and military-technical processes of Heisei militarization which have developed within the US alliance also greatly increase the basis of an autonomous foreign and security policy beyond that alliance. The chances of Japan soon becoming involved in further militarization on the basis of meeting its own perceived security needs, irrespective of the consequences of further demands from the US imperium, are now very high, as with all such normal states, especially when they are economic superpowers. Like France and Britain, this will very likely involve Japan in military interventions abroad—to protect citizens and crucial economic interests deemed threatened by existing conflicts. The Malacca Straits, Aceh and the Philippines come to mind as possibilities under certain circumstances. Similarly, the likelihood of Japan moving from latent nuclear power to actual nuclear power is now considerably greater than a decade ago. For all that such developments would be highly undesirable, such an outcome of Heisei militarization would not be a reversion to the old stereotype of Japan as addicted to militarism, but rather the common and dangerous behavior of a normal state in a militarized world. 

Not surprisingly, given the degree of incoherence and even irrationality of imperial US policy under the Bush administration, the acceleration of the process of Heisei militarization provided by the Bush Doctrine has also diminished rather than increased Japanese security. Japan has allowed itself to become technologically bound to an ongoing conflict with China through missile defense. And the enthusiastic participation of the Koizumi cabinet in the ongoing war of occupation in Iraq will lead inevitably, not only to the first Japanese deaths in a foreign war since 1945, but also to the first killing of foreigners by Japanese troops in five decades. And with that will come an inevitable re-assessment of Japan by all countries. 
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