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Questions about the proper size and nature of Japan's defense pro­
gram, debated for decades, have ne\dy engaged both Japanese and non­
Japanese defense experts. 

--Some observers profess to see in the renewed discussions and in 
the remarks of certain public figures the signs of a "resurgence 
of militarism." 

--Most experts maintain that these developments merely reflect the 
Japanese public's acceptance at long last of the Self-Defense 
Forces. They contend that Japan is unlikely to do more than 
slightly increase defer:,se spending and make qualitative 
improvements. 

--This writer, though satisfied that there is no "resurgence of 
militarism," is persuaded, nevertheless, that domestic and inter­
national pressures will lead Japan by the mid-1980s to double its 
defense budset, acquire new weapons systems (but not nuclear arms), 
and broaden the missions of its naval and air forces. 

The most significant of these pressures are: 

--The swine toward right-wing nationalism. I·lore and more people, 
especially among those born since the war, are raising questions 
about the adequacy of the Self-Defense Forces. 

--Increasing Japanese resentment over continued US criticism, e.g., 
that Japan has been getting a "free ride," spending less than 
1 percent of GNP on defense while NATO members spend 4-5 percent; 
that it has failed to reduce its large trade surplus. 

--The growth of the Soviet Pacific Fleet in the face of the declin­
ing US military presence in East Asia, a concern heiehtened by 
the specter of Soviet bases in Vietnam. 

--Illost important of all, the Japanese belief that the US is "wj th­
drawing from Asia" and t!,,:,0':; ~-c,'J&'1 may be unable to depend on the 
US security guarantee. Th~s fear was reinforced by the planned 
TJS withdrawal of its ground forces from South Korea and persists 
despite repeated US denials. 
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in tellectuals" (as well, of course, as gover~ment -&!n.t:ials) have been exam­
ining a ew what the proper size, nature, and role of the Self-Defense 
Forces s.;ould be. These discussions have appeared in both the mass media 
and in f' Jlarly journals. Moreover, the subject has engaged non-Japanese 
as well ~s Japanese writers. 

'!vhat are the reasons for this development? Does it portend changes in 
Japar. s defense posture? 

Some Western commentators have suggested that there are signs of a 
resurgence of militarism in Japan. A headline in the London Economist last 
July claimed that Japan was "starting to rearm. "l! And a Los Angeles Times 
correspondent reported in March 1979 that the fear of Soviet strength was 
creating acceptance in Japan of "a quantum leap" in its military 
spending.Y 

Other (mainly Japanese) commentators have maintained that the 
increased discussion of military affairs reflects merely the Japanese pub­
lic's acceptance -- at long last -- of the necessity of having armed 
forces. Takuya Kubo, a prominent" defense intellectual" who until recently 
was Secretary General of the National Defense Council, has said: 

" ... public de fense consciousness ... is undoubtedly changing .... 
[But] this ... [reflects] an understanding of the present require­
ment for the Japan-US security treaty and the Self-Defense 
Forces and does not indicate any approval for "further large 
reinforcement of domestic defense strength."l! 

One of the most respected Japanese defense commentators, Tomohisa 
Sakanaka of the Asahi Shimbun, has listed three reasons for the increased 
attention to defense matters: 

--the change in the international environment surrounding Japan 
(the collapse of South Vietnam, the planned withdrawal of US 
ground forces from South Korea, and the buildup of the Soviet 
Pacific Fleet) i 

--the rise in the Japanese pu~lic's support for defense, which 
led the government and -I:!,r ruling Liberal Democratic Fouty to 
take a more positive at-::it'Jde toward defensei.il 

--the mounting inclination by Japanese businessmen to meet the 
criticism in the US and Western Europe that Japan was not 
making its due contribution to the maintenance of international 
peace.21 

Until last year, there was a kind of public taboo against discussing 
defense openly and directly. But in January 1978 Prime Minister Fukuda 
devoted a section of his policy statement to the Diet to defense affairs. 
This was the first time that any Prime Hinister had done so in the post­
war period. 

Many arti~Q~.a~d ~o~n~~abte discussions followed, but the debate 
proceeded fai~~y c;~ly:~~l lasb ju!y~ .~~e~·~~~:civilian Director 
General of th~ !Ja~~$sE!:D~ f~s~. A48~cy :(in:efh<;t, the Minister of 
Defense), Shin-"Kc!tH':rrfa.nf !J.b>~~pt.iY ·<i!sm:i!s~~a .* .~£lairman of the Joint 
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Staff Council, General Hiroo~i ~uri~u (fo~gh~¥~tn~ counterpart of the 
Chairman of thu~: '!o·J:nt ct;i:f~ -:Jf ~tl1:t;f i~ -tlte ~:;):.: Kurisu had told a 
questioner at :a:plss; c·oo~e£en~~ a:~w ~a¥Et ea::J!i-~r that, inasmuch as only 
the Prime Minfi~eu:cln ~rJe~.~h~.S~~f4~f~s~·~o~~es into action, if there 
were a surprise attack on Japan, military commanders might have to take 
"supra-legal" actions so that the country could survive. 

Pr;~e Minister Fukuda quickly ordered the Defense Agency to g~dertake 
a stUl of legislation and measures for coping with an emergency.§) Prime 
Minister Ohira, who succeeded Fukuda late in the year, told a press con­
ference early in December that he felt the government could cope with an 
eme~gency under the present arrangement, but he took note of the Defense 
~~~~cy's studies. 

Kurisu had a history of making provocative remarks. In October 1977, 
when he was designated as Chairman of the Joint Staff Council, he said 
that the incumbent of that position should require the "attestation of the 
Emperor" and that, furthermore, he expected to report periodically to the 
Prime Minister. These views violated the postwar traditions that the 
Emperor did not command the military and that the top military leaders 
reported to the civilian Director of the Defense Agency. In January 1978, 
Kurisu wrote in a magazine article that it was impossible to deal with 
offensive operations by defensive means alone (the Self-Defense Forces, as 
their name implies, have been committed to a defense-only doctrine). 

Kurisu's dismissal caused fewer repercussions than might have been 
expected. Yet the questions that this episode helped to raise persist: 
will the role of the Japanese armed forces be changed? In seeking the 
answers to this question, it is useful, first, to trace the evolution of 
the forces since World War II and to note the ways in which the Japanese 
Government has imposed constraints on them but also has retained the 
capacity to expand them and re-interpret their mission . 

•• ••• • ••• • • •• •• .. • '" ••• •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••• • • • • • • '" • • • •• • • • • • • '" • • • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . ,. ••• • • • •• •• • ••• • ••• •• 
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I. EVOLUTION OF JAPAN'S MILITARY FORCEsli 
: .. : ..... : ................. . 
• ••• • • •• • • •• •• •• • •• • • ••• • • ••• ••• •• 

"p~~e: .. c"ll~t:L.\ul1:n •• 1»0 .~heS ~oref1.~at: A. From the 

"In order to avoid any recurrence of the ravages of war," states the 
1978 -'1panese Defense White Paper, "Japan has made consistent efforts 
since the end of World War II to establish itself as a peace-loving 
nation .• V That consideration, in one formulation or another, has 
remaiL2d paramount in all official Japanese pronouncements since it was 
first set forth in the oft-quoted Article 9 of the "Peace" Constitution, 
which was promulgated in November 1946 and became effective in May 1947. 
Artlcle 9 states: 

"Aspiring sincerely to an international peace based on justice 
and order, the Japanese people forever renounce war as a sover­
eign right of the nation and the threat or use of force as 
means of settling international disputes. 

"In order to accomplish the aim of the preceding paragraph, 
land, sea, and air forces, as well as other war potential, will 
never be maintained. The right of belligerency of the state 
will not be recognized." 

Despite the seemingly exclusive language of this Article, successive 
Japanese Governments have inberpreted it (with US encouragement or acqui­
esence) as permitting military forces of a defensive nature. This inter­
pretation has repeatedly been challenged by various opposition elements, 
who have argued that the Self-Defense Forces are unconstitutional, but 
the Japanese courts have upheld the government.~ 

Until the outbreak of the Korean conflict in 1950, the Japanese 
Government did DQ~hing to move toward the establishment of even self­
defense forces.lQ/ When North Korea invaded South Korea in June 1950, 
most of the US forces stationed in Japan were sent to Korea, and Japan's 
internal security was thereby weakened. Consequently, General MacArthur 
"authorized" ("instructed") the Japanese Government to establish a 
75,000-man National Police Reserve to deal with possible internal 
disorders. 

B. Between the 1952 and the 1960 Treaties 

During negotiations in 1951 for the US-Japan security t~eaty, 
Special Ambassador John Foster Dulles reportedly urged that the National 
Police Reserve be expanded to 350,000 men. Prime Minister Yoshida refused 
to go along, and Gen~ral MacArthur sided with him. Later, however, the 
US-Japan peace and security treaties (signed in September 1951, effective 
in April 1952), moved Japan another step toward rearmament. 

The peace treaty reconciled Article 9 of the Constitution (which 
renounced armed forces) with the security treaty (which provided a 
rationale for Japan's establishing armed forces for its self-defense).LlI 

--The preamble to the peace treaty referred to the UN Charter, 
which recognizes every nation's inherent right to individual 
and collective self-defense. 

--The pre·~!~ ~o t~ ~~~~~~:t~t1.t~.~~te of that reference 
and weht! OQ: th ~::'c¢E! .th~ ~~ UEt wa~ w;:llitJ.g to maintain armed .. .. .. . ~.. ... ... 

w. ••• • ••• ••• •• • •• ••• •• 
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forces in Japan " ... in the expectatioll •.•.. 'ttJ-at Japan will itself 
increailh<j!y ~s·!:Mm~ ·r9spooStiltili~Y'· for. "i ~s· own defense against 
direct:ahd·~n~il~c1 cggIes~n, ~lwiys ~loiding any armament . .. ", ........ .. .... . . .. . .. whl.ch c~ ... J.Q.~ an Iiilr'f6nSi.iT€lo -ahn,6t eor.~rit@! other than to promote 
peace and security in accordance with the purposes and principles 
of the United Nations Charter." 

Afr.8r the peace and security treaties went into force, the National 
PolicE ':-(eserve was expanded to about 100,000 men and renamed the National 
Safet} Force; a Maritime Safety Force of about 9,000 men was established; 
and both the new forces were put under the National Safety Agency. The 
Agency's mission, going beyond that of the Police Reserve, was to "pre­
sprve the peace and order of the nation and protect lives and property." 
During the next year or so, elements of the two new forces gradually 
replaced US units defending Hokkaido. Thus, they not only carried out 
internal security duties but also participated in external defense 
functions. 

In 1954, Japan's military forces were again reorganized and enlarged. 
(Table 1 in the Appendix shows the growth in the authorized and actual 
strength of the Self-Defense Forces.) The Defense Agency Establishment 
Law and the Self-Defense Forces Law created the Defense Agency (headed by 
a civilian Minister of State called Director General), which controlled 
and administered three Self-Defense Forces -- Ground, Haritime, and Air. 
The mission of these forces, according to the 1954 laws, was "to defend 
Japan against direct and indirect aggression, and when necessary, to 
maintain public order." This was the government's "first official 
acknowledgement of its responsibility for Japan's external defense."Jdj 

The Hatoyama government (1954-56), which succeeded Yoshida's admini­
stration, wanted to replace the 1951 security treaty with a more explicit 
agreement. With US forces in Japan being reduced, Secretary of State 
Dulles insisted that Japan needed ground forces of about 200,000 men so 
as to be able to defend itself against a Soviet invasion, but the Japanese 
balked. By 1957, almost all US combat infantry units had been withdrawn 
from Japan. The three Self-Defense Forces totaled more than 200,000 men, 
but they were still primarily internal security forces and were not able 
to assure the external defense of Japan. 

In 1957, also, the National Defense Council (roughly the counterpart 
of the US National Security Council) issued "Basic Policies for National 
Defense." It called for dealing with external aggression "on the basis 
of the Japan-US security arrangements but also for developin] "progres­
sively the effective defense ·::apabilities necessary for self-defense." 
Shortly afterward, the government announced the first of what were to be 
four Defense Buildup Plans; it proposed rapid expansion of the ground 
forces to cope with the reductions in US ground forces in Japan. 

Negotiations for a new mutual security treaty continued through 
1958-59, and were finally concluded in 1960. Under it, Japan obtained a 
formal US commitment to be defended against external attack, and it took 
on the obligation to defend itself against external attack not outside 
Japan.liI 

C. From Buildup in the 1960s to the Present 

Under Pri~Q ~is~e~.~keda.'19~-Q4~, th~.~~f-Defense Forces were 
gradually impr~v~~ th~ ~ec~na D~fe~4 ~ui~dOp ~4n, in July 1961, aimed 
at strengtheni~g:~~a~'$ ~ef~~~~ t~· t~e:~o~t·w~te they could meet .. ... .. . .. . ...... ~ .. . . 
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conventional aggression of a scale no greater than localized conflict, 
Le., before US.aid.Rrr~ve.d . ••• 

• •• ••• ••• • •••••••••••• • ••• • • •• ••••• • 
The Third te~$.se:B,tl~ldupop1a., ·allllohhcdd:1n !M4rch 1967 by the Sato 

government (1964!.7(fr~ ~pE!atet1!t~is aiem:al1d "d~:~l'ie word to it: "estab­
lishing an efficient defensive system capable of dealing most effectively 
with ~ggression on a scale not greater than localized conventional war­
fare." It emphasized the strengthening of naval and air defense capabili­
ties, reflection of concern over the growing Soviet naval presence in 
the a 8a. This plan, according to one Japanese scholar, represented 
Japan's "first effort to provide for its own defense -- an attempt 
prompted by both Japan's desire to lessen its heavy dependency on the US 
exc'pt in the area of nuclear deterrenc/e, and increasing American pressure 
Od Japan to provide more self-help. ,,14 

Japan's first Defense White Paper, issued in October 1970, was 
prompted in part by the announcement the preceding year of the Nixon 
(Guam) Doctrine. The White Paper was notable mainly for its enunciation 
of the concepts of "autonomous defense" and "defense strictly and exclu­
si ve1y for defense." 

--Autonomous defense meant that "each one of the people has the 
spirit of independence (i.e., patriotism), and that the defense 
of the nation will be carried out primarily by themselves." 
Japan would cope with aggression "primarily ... by its own 
power ... ," but autonomous defense did not necessarily mean 
"single-handed defense"; a collective security system (Le., the 
US-Japan mutual security treaty) was also noted as "one form of 
autonomous defense." 

--Defense strictly and exclusively for defense meant "abiding 
strictly by the Constitution." In the case of aggression against 
it, Japan would "abide thoroughly by a strategic defensive posi­
tion." Japan's goal was limited to "conventional weapons, 
capable of coping effectively with limited wars." Japan could 
not possess long-range bombers, offensive aircraft carriers" and 
ICBMs. It was adopting "the three non-nuclear principles" (not 
manufacturing, not having, and not permitting the entry of 
nuclear weapons). At the same time, possession of small-size 
nuclear weapons would be constitutional if they were required 
for self-defense, but the government would not have them even if 
they were legal.l2/ 

The Fourth Defense Buildup Plan, finally approved in October 1972 
after several scaling-down revisions, was basically a follow-on to the 
third and stressed the continued modernization or replacement of out­
moded equipment. Through these four plans, the authorized strength of 
the Ground Self-Defense Forces was increased from 170,000 to 180,000 men 
and the number of major naval vessels from 61 to 75. 

Japan's second Defense White Paper, issued in June 1976, took note 
of the 1973 Mideast war, the collapse of South Vietnam in 1975, and the 
different Soviet and American interpretations of detente. It stressed 
anew the importance of collective security but used the occasi,on to 
emphasize the importance of individual nations defending themselves with 
their own resources. What Japan needed after the end of the Fourth 
Defense Buildup Plan, the 1976 White Paper concluded, was a "Standard 
Defense Forc9''''' ~... •• •• •••• ••• • ••• •• 

•• •• ••• • •• •• 0 ••• •• •• ••• • ••• • • • .. ... ... . . .. . . ..:: e.: •• : : e.: : •••••• a.- : e._ •• : .~: 
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In October 1976, the government adopted the National Defense Program 
Outline, which.w:9>.<!e~i'9"!!etJ. '1:'0. ~et :"\und~~t!i~ <l~ldelines for Japan's 
defense postur~ ~n •• he ~at.r~' a~d ~~ devel~p ~~ ~oncept of a Standard .... ,. t.. ••• .. ••• • ~ ..... ~!t" 
Defense Force .• ~'ha, .. 'or<Je.wes ~o re .ah1 "". :!.rt_:= •• : 

•• ~... • 4 •• • ••• ~~r ~ 

--to maintain an adequate surveillance posture; 

--~o cope with domestic insurgency; 

~o respond to cases of direct aggression in accordance with the 
scope of the aggression; 

--to rebuff cases of limited and small-scale aggression, in prin­
ciple without external assistance. 

The third Defense White Paper, issued in July 1977, elaborated the 
Standard Defense Force concept by pointing out that the resultant defense 
posture "should be capable of adapting smoothly to meet any serious 
changes in the situation around Japan which might require such adapta­
tion." The necessity for this arnbi tious and seemingly all-encompassing 
formulation was attributed to changes in the international situation -­
specifically to "a marked expansion of Soviet forces" over the past decade 
"in striking contrast to a quantitative decline in the previously over­
whelming American posture"; the post-Vietnam reduction in US military 
strength in East Asia; and the announcement of the US intention to with­
draw ground forces from South Korea. 

The 1978 Defense White Paper, released last July, again confirmed 
the policy of strengthening Japan's defense in accordance with the 
National Defense Program Outline of 1976. The White Paper stressed "the 
unignorab1e factor" of increased Soviet naval power in the Far East and 
noted that "against this background, the level of American forces 
stationed in the WE3 stern Paci fic has continued to decrea,se .... " It showed 
sensitivity about Japan's dependence on imported resources and on the 
oft-criticized lack of clarity in the mission of the Maritime Self-Defense 
Forces: It stated that the Seventh Fleet does "not have sufficient capa­
bility to protect merchant shipping and therefore will have difficulty in 
completely fulfilling its assigned mission of maintaining sea lanes in the 
face of Soviet attempts to sever such lanes." 

•• ••• • ••• • • •• •• • • • ••• •• • • • , • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. • •• • • • • • • • • • .. •• • • • • • • • •• ~ •• .. • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . " ••• • .. • • • •• • ••• • ••• •• 
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II. PRESSURES FOR EXPANSION OF DEFENSE FORCES 
•• ••• • · .. ..: . .. . ..... • •••• • •• • •• 

A. Perception • • ••• • • •• CJf. U:' "~ii:~rat~ From ~91i ii fI 
•• ••• • i •••••••• ' :~ 

. .... .. 
•• •• ••• •• •• • • •• • • • ••• •• 

"Some Japanese, including some government officials, are concerned 
that 'he United States appears to be engaged in a strategic withdrawal 
from A..>ia."--i That was one of the key conclusions of the Senate Armed 
Servic- Committee's Pacific Study Group, headed by Senator Nunn (D.-Ga.), 
which Jisited Japan in January to evaluate the US-Japan security relation­
ship. Prime Minister Ohira recently acknowledged that "some experts" 
beL.eved that the US was "turning away" from Asia or "may do so." He 
tried to counter this belief by saying that the US was actually improving 
i_::> defense capabilities in the Western Pacific.0 

A related concern was reflected in the finding of a public opinion 
poll last October that 56 percent of the Japanese questioned thought that 
the US would not make a serious effort to come to their defense in case 
of an emergency -- up from 38 percent in April 1978. The prestigious 
business newspaper Nihon Keizai, in an editorial on July 29, 1978, the day 
after the latest Defense White Paper had been issued, observed that "what 
the Japanese most strongly want to know ... is ... 'whether the US forces are 
truly willing and able to come to the aid of Japan, without delay, in time 
of emergency.'" 

Concern over US disengagement from Asia and the concomitant decline 
in the credibility of the US security guarantee began as long ago as the 
announcement of the Nixon (Guam) Doctrine in 1969. But these qualms 
became more concrete with the withdrawal of US troops from South Vietnam 
in 1973 and the collapse of the Saigon government in 1975. Many Japanese 
doubted that after Vietnam the US would ever again send troops to support 
another country. 

These concerns were fed further by the announcements in 1976 by 
candidate Carter and in 1977 by President Carter that the US planned to 
withdraw its ground forces from South Korea. According to one Japanese 
writer, that created "a shock wave in Japan's foreign policy and defense 
circles. "3 The US decision on troop withdrawal from South Korea 
(despite the subsequent US announcements of, first, a slowdown and, then, 
a suspension) was cited by every government official and non-governmental 
expert whom I interviewed during a visit to Japan in March 1979. 

B. Growth of Soviet Military Presence in East Asia 

Also contributing heavily to Japanese anxiety is the visibly growing 
Soviet military presence in the area. The then Director General of the 
Defense Agency, Shin Kanemaru, told a group of Japanese businessmen last 
May that Soviet warships "throng the Sea of Japan as if it were a Soviet 
sea ... [and) Soviet submarines openly sail near Japan's offshore 
areas .... "...!2/ Prime Minister Ohira recently told a US correspondent that 
he was disturbed by the USSR's "energetic buildup" in the Far East; he 
mentioned such activities as the Sovi~t Pacific Fleet's use of ports at 
Cam Ranh Bay, Haiphong, and Danang.lQI Japanese neuralgia was twinged in 
Harch by the news that the Soviet aircraft carrier Minsk was apparently 
on its way to join that fleet. 

The 
warships 
that the 

1978 Defense White Paper noted that each year about 300 Soviet 
pa~~:~~gh ~~e ~flraQ mata.Japan~~~ ~~raits. It pointed out 
S01i~t J:a~i fl.~ !Fleet: co~is~s~ ~ou:: :?::5 ships tc =aling 
••• ••••••••• •• & .... : ... :. . ... ... . .. 

• .~.... •• •• e •• 
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1,330,000 tons while the US Seventh Fleet has only 55 ships totaling 
600,000 tons.~it.J1QtM Wliii: t.t.eseenumferse \t~te."'r%ot the only criteria for 
comparison).: :De~r:see~c::eni!Y ~al~ts:w~~ ~~i%l :to have concluded last May 
that Japan oo,ld ~~ lo~~~ dapen~ ~n ~he.€~~~n~ Fleet because the US had 
reportedly deei~~·to ~dVe·~a~l o~it·to the Atlantic in the event of a 
war in Europe.l1J 

~he White Paper also noted that Soviet aircraft approach Japan around 
200 t". :eS each year. Japanese unease over the increasingly visible Soviet 
mili"~ry strength and the country's vulnerability was intensified in 
Sertember 1976, when a defecting Soviet pilot flew his l-iiG-25 fighter 
under the Japanese radar screen and landed at Hokkaido airport before 
Japanese fighters were able to find it. 

Another Soviet activity that concerned (and infuriated) Japan was the 
USSR's deployment last year of ground forces on two of the four disputed 
islands off Hokkaido. Japan claims these four islands as its Northern 
Territories, but the Soviet Union, which seized them at the end of World 
War II, has refused to return them. The Japanese had originally thought 
that Soviet forces were only holding a military exercise on the islands. 
Defense Agency officials now believe, however, that the Soviets were 
still building installations on them as recently as March and intend to 
maintain a permanent presence there. 

C. Industry Pressure for More Defense Business 

Some industry spokesmen, especially those representing distressed 
industries, such as shipbuilding, have urged that defense spending should 
be increased. According to one academic critic, "it would appear" that 
the powerful Keidanren (Federation of Economic Organizations) has "reached 
a consensus o~the desirability of expanding Japan's defense 
industries. "W 

Another writer has asserted that cemands are bein~ made to relax the 
nearly all-encompassing restrictions on arms exports.W The "three 
principles" on weapons exports -- none to Communist states, to countries 
where such exports are prohibited by UN resolution, and to nations 
involved or feared to be involved in international conflicts -- were 
strengthened a few years ago to prohibit arms exports even to areas other 
than those originally specified. 

Two cases are often cited as evidence that the ban on arms exports 
has already been breached -- the sale of a drydock to the Soviet Union and 
of hand grenades to the Philippines. 

--The drydock was delivered last September -- over the protests 
of the US ---on the ground that it was not necessarily a mili­
tary item even though admittedly it was large enough to accommo­
date the new Soviet aircraft carriers. There were also indica­
tions that the Ministry of International Trade and Industry, 
which issues the licenses for arms exports, had failed to 
coordinate with the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Defense 
Agency. 

--News reports about the sales of grenades to the Philippines 
were in error. In September 1978, on the complaint of the 
Ministry of International Trade and Industry, the police 
arreste",· ji ~!TIaJ."ls-4~!~ :etl.b'e~l;eAebr tol--i:Cti!gally shipping hand 
grenade: f;.l~s ::0 (he ~lir>p:i.deO .:. ::_ :: 

• •• ••• ••• • •• •• •• •• ••• •• • •• • ••••••••••• 
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In March 19 7 8, the president of the Japan Chamber of Commerce and . .. ... ~ . -~ 
Industry, Sh~geo· Nac:ana., eCiillt::¥-! .op·-t:.llE!·g:>~m!le09 .. ~ relax the export ban 
in order to help •• ·ao.~t~act t~:sl~p·ln·~pt~ld:n~. He urged approval 

•• •• Jt • • •••• •. t_ 
of the export o~~u ••• vQSsw~ F~ ~~~.tan~~s ftnQ s~r~ey ships, which need 

•• •• • ••••• not necessar~ly be cons~dered weapons. 

S'_ "1e observers see China as a new export market. There have been 
reports that Beijing wants to buy tanks, missiles, and radar. A Japanese 
defense industry team went to China last year, and a high-ranking Chinese 
mili tal.Y delegation visited Japan. 

D. Growing Nationalist Sentiment 

To judge from numerous articles in Japanese publications over the 
past year and from my interviews with Japanese defense experts this 
spring, there is a swing toward conservatism and nationalism in Japan, 
and on defense questions in particular. 

On March 13, 1978, the Asahi Shimbun, the world's largest newspaper, 
began a l3-part series on defense entitled "Slowly Turning to the Right 
Japan's Direction -- Are Defense Discussions All Right?" In the first 
article, the paper commented: 

"The arguments of the hawk faction on defense are suddenly 
coming to carry weight. The 'limits of self-defense power' 
under the Constitution are gradually being expanded by the 
government .... One feels that the stage is slowly turning 
to the right .... " 

The article went on to quote a comment by a former head of the Defense 
Agency, Michita Sakata: "Nationalism and state awareness are emerging, 
and the national defense allergy is weakening." 

Two of the most recent manifestations of nationalism reported by the 
press were the following: 

--Former Supreme Court Justice Kazuto Ishida, speaking at the 
National Defense Academy commencement on March 18 said that the 
1882 imperial rescript for military servicement, which served 
as the spiritual cornerstone of the armed forces until the end 
of World War II, "should not be discarded even if times have 
changed. " 

--The Asahi newspapers revealed or. April 19 that the 14 most 
prominent Japanese war criminals had been secretly enshrined 
last October in Tokyo's Yasukuni Shrine, the country's major 
Shinto war memorial. 

Neither the quotations from the Asahi Shimbun of a year ago nor the 
more recent incidents should be construed as indications of a resurgence 
of nationalism of the prewar strain; no one is suggesting that the situa­
tion is remotely like that of the 1930s. It seems fair to say, however, 
that more than three decades after the end of World War II a reassertion 
of nationalistic spirit is evident. 

Many foreign observers have long wondered: How long can Japan, an 
economic gian~. l'AID~in ji JIliJ.j.. t~:p' djlarf? Former' Secretary Kissinger 
reportedly odc~ t~l~ a V4P~ne~ j~~~aliE·a ~~a~·~t was inco~~eivable that 

•• ••• ••• • • •• • ••• .. .. .. . ... :.: .... .. ... . ... ••. .. . .. .. : e.: 
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a country like Japan would be content to play such a small role in its 
own de fen se • • .: •• : : •• : : ••• ••• ••• :. •• ..: •• : .. ... ... . . .. . . .~ .. .. .. ... . ... . . ..: 

Host obser«J.~r~.1li:sagret·'l~o~t;, ~h~ ~u~e~.A~ t:iJ...i..s re-emerging nation­
alism. They tend to agree, however, on the lnfluence of generational 
changes. Half the population of Japan today was born after World War II 
and ha~ no personal experience of the war or the occupation. This genera­
tion do~s not have the allergy to military matters that its predecessors 
do. Th' jounger generation, some of whom ar'e now in junior professional 
positic.s in journalism, business, and government, is far less likely than 
was ics predecessors to accept without questioning the adequacy of present 
arrangements and far more prone to ask such questions as: 

--Why can't Japan be more like China, which has nuclear weapons? 

--Is the old concept of "no retaliation" still valid? 

--Why is it only Japan that does not export weapons? 

--Why doesn't our country stand up to the Soviets in fisheries 
negotiations? 

There are other reasons why those Japanese leaders who favor the 
strengthening of Japan's posture might feel that the time is propitious 
to push their views. There has never been a time when public acceptance 
of the Self-Defense Forces was as great as it is nOWi as of last December 
86 percent of those polled said that they believe that the SDF should be 
maintained.W 

Another manifestation of propitiousness is the fact that several of 
the opposition parties, which used to act as a brake on some of the 
government's inclinations in the defense field, have recently caved. 

--The Democratic Socialists and the New Liberal Club now virtually 
agree with the government's defense policy. 

--The chairman of G~e Komeito (Clean Government) Party, the largest 
opposition party, in a statement in January 1978, in effect 
accorded recognition to the SDF. 

--The Socialist Party, highly friendly to China, has fallen silent 
since the PRC invaded Vietnam. 

E. The China Factor 

Another factor that may influence Japanese deliberations about future 
defense policy is the change in China's attitude toward US-Japan rela­
tions -- from criticizing Japan for being an ally of the US to encouraging 
Tokyo to strengthen its ties with Washington. (At one time, Japan had 
considered China a threat and feared getting entangled in a US-China 
confrontation; Tokyo re-established diplomatic relations with Beijing in 
1972.) (For further details, see below, under "Likely Reactions of 
Japan's Neighbors to De fense Buildup.") 

F. Conflicting Advice From US Sources 

Still another factor encoura~ing the Japanese to consider expanding 
their armed force~ ~s·tih·~ tac~ 'hab~~.it ~he:w~·fd~·~~ the Pacific Study 
Group's report -:. !"G~r qov£rnr&Mt ... e. h<i~ r.thke~ ki ttt ~any VO';'C2S on the 

• •• ••• ••• • •• •• •• •• ••• •• • •• • ••••••••••• 



-11-

issue. ,,£2.) Government officials and journalists interviewed in March 1979 
pointed out tha~sQm~ Senator~, CO~g~~s:~,.l~t~~ers, and writers have 
prodded Japan ti> ~:)1.li.ld! tf'p:i ts: !ot~esr .. -.2... :.The,t:;'s :n~t the official US 
position, but s~me:Jap~~~e ~~ co~fu~e~ ~nd:othe~s:apparently believe 
that the "real"·tJS ·~~si~i~rt· i-S ·tl'i~ 1..Mof"fi't:ia! tmte~· 

•• ••• • • • •• •• • e ••• • • •• •• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • ••• • • • • • 
• • •• • •• • • • • • • • •• • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
•• ••• • ••• • •• •• • • • • •• •• 
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III. LIKELY REACTIONS OF JAPAN'S NEIGHBORS TO DEFENSE BUILDUP 
•• ••• • ••• • •• •• • • • • •• •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • •• • • • • • • • •• • • 

A. Soviet Unidn.: • • • • • • ••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• ••• • • • •• •• • • ••• • ••• •• 
Relations between Japan and the USSR are currently strained. The 

SovieL~ refuse to return the Northern Territories, and, as noted earlier, 
are apparently building installations on two of the islands. Moscow 
tried, "J. t failed, last year to discourage Japan from concluding a peace 
and frendship treaty with China that contained the Soviet-hated anti­
hege~.lony clause. 

The USSR opposes the US-Japan mutual security treaty, has long 
ha.cangued against alleged signs of "resurgent militarism" in Japan, and 
would be angered and alarmed at indications that the Japanese \vere signif­
icantly expanding the Self-Defense Forces. Even a casual sampling of 
articles in Pravda and Izvestiya last year shows the Soviet neuralgia on 
this point. 

--An article in Pravda on February 1, 1978, noted the Japanese 
decision to buy F-15s and P-3Cs. It charged that "military 
circles" were attempting to expand their influence and arms manu­
facturers were "pushing the Japanese Government onto the dangerous 
path of militarization." 

--A commentary by Yuriy Zhukov in the March 31 Pravda castigated 
Prime Minister Fukuda and other government officials for having 
said in the Diet that "possession of low-yield, defensive nuclear 
weapons was not prohibited by the Constitution." Zhukov suggested 
that these statements were trial balloons. 

--Further charges about the'" constitutionality'" of nuclear weapons 
were contained in a despatch from Tokyo in the June 20 Izvestiya, 
which asserted that General Kurisu had advocated acquiring 
'" several of our own nuclear warheads. ' " 

When Kurisu was dismissed in late July, Pravda went all out. It 
called him "an ardent champion of militarization," alleged that he had 
been dismissed to "camouflage" a "rapid increase in military prepara­
tions," and concluded that Japan vlas following "the dangerous road of the 
arms race and militarization" in contravention of Article 9 of its 
Constitution. 

B. China 

The PRC for years vilified Japan for being an ally of imperialism 
and castigated the Self-Defense Forces as evidence of resurgent mili­
tarism in Japan. As the Soviet threat came to loom larger in China's 
strategic considerations, Beijing began to express understanding of 
Japan's military ties with the US -- but privately. 

--By 1973, Zhou Enlai reportedly was showing support for the 
US-Japan mutual security treaty in conversations with foreign 
visitors. 

--By 1975, PRC media were picking up favorable Western press 
references to the treaty. 

•• • •• • ••• • • •• •• • • • • • • • • • ••• •• • • • • • • • • • • • ••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • • • • • • • •• • • • • •• • • • .. • • • • • • • • •• • •• • • • •• • • • •• • ••• • ••• •• 
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--In the fall of 1976, Chinese cadres told a visiting American 
delegati~ ~bet.the US.sh~~ld.e~v~.~~.~~-~~p'an security rela­
tionshig tor p~ior:'ty:iL ~ts·t\sj:cu~.P~:t<;iy.~ 

• •• ••• • ••• • • • •• ••• •• • •• ••• • •• ••• • ••••• •••• • --A year later, a Japanes~ ~ro~~ ~i~iti~~·~h~~a was told that Japan 
should strengthen i~~ own forces to compensate for any reduction 
in US capabilities.£]! 

P' 1978, Beijing was publicly supporting the treaty, maintaining that 
it wa~ essential to protect Japan against Soviet aggression. Last October, 
when Deng Xiaoping was in Tokyo for the conclusion of the Sino-Japanese 
peace and friendship treaty, he told Prime Minister Fukuda that he sup­
ported the US-Japan mutual security treaty and the buildup of Japan's 
deIenses.~ And in January of ~~is year, top Chinese leaders told the 
visiting Nunn Pacific Study Group that they would welcome an upgrading of 
Japanese self-defense forces.lQ/ 

While the strategic reasons for China's favoring strong US-Japan 
security links and a buildup of the Japanese forces are obvious, the 
question still arises: wouldn't the PRC be worried that it might once 
again become the victim of Japanese aggression? One answer to that has 
been provided by a Japanese officer who served as military attache in 
Beijing from 1974 to 1977. He told a Japanese newsman last year: 

"High officials of the [PRC] Hinistry of Defense state posi­
tively that, however much the Self-Defense Forces might be 
strengthened, they are confident that there would be no 
aggression against China."W 

Despite their enthusiastic endorsements of a Japanese buildup, 
Chinese officials have rarely been explicit about how they believe those 
defense forces should be strengthened. However, one PRC official in Hong 
Kong recently indicated that the Maritime Self-Defense Forces should be 
improved in order to counter the expansion of the Soviet Pacific Fleet. 
And he added that Japan should improve its radar and communications 
capabilities. 

C. South Korea 

Koreans have long memories of Japanese domination, and most of them 
would probably look with disfavor upon a significant expansion of the 
Japanese military forces. Recent interviews suggest, however, that there 
may be some ambivalence in those feelings. Some Foreign Ministry offi­
cials believe that Japan should be strong in order to counter-balance 
the buildup of Soviet and North Korean forces. But talk about Japanese 
forces being strong enough to defend the sea lanes all the way to the 
Malacca Straits and to give Japan greater political self-confidence -- as 
some Japanese writers have suggested -- causes worry. 

A high-ranking defense official commented that Japan should be 
strong enough to share the burden of ensuring security, and he believed 
that it would expand its armed forces eventually. He said that he would 
be apprehensive, however, if Japan should become militarily strong enough 
to gain enhanced political self-confidence. 

While the South Koreans are concerned about the planned withdrawal 
of US ground forces, they do not want direct Japanese military assistance. 
Furtherrnore,.~~':~ar:~~t·a.~~a~~ ~~~l~p.~ll lessen the United 
States' rea$rt fQt :rew~*i~g ~ ~~pth :Kor~a •• : : : 

•• •• •• • ••• ••• ••• •• ••• • ••• ••• •• • •• ••• •• 
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D. Southeast Asia 
•• ••• • ••• ••• •• • •• ••• •• •• •• •• • ••• ••• ••• 

"The pros!,e<::t .~f· J~a~e~ .~a~4men::. o~ a·:S~gl1i ficant scale 
undoubtediv:in;p~re~ ~~j.o~i.~~t~:~~a ~~i~ings, not to 

. • • •• ~ • h' h say anxlety ana appre enslon, among t e peoples of Southeast 
Asia, who still bear the scars of Japanese ~ggression, con­
~uest, and occupation during World War II."~ 

That vj '7, which appeared in a recent issue of a business journal that is 
publis' .cd in Hanila by a former Philippine diplomat, is undoubtedly wide­
spreud in Southeast Asia. A number of leaders there believe that Japan 
wil2- "rearm." Still, there are differences between -- and even wi thin -­
countries. 

In the Philippines, a sub-cabinet-level official said recently that 
in his view Japan should -- and will -- expand its defense capabilities 
because: 

--the flag follows trade, not vice versa; 

--Japan has the necessary resources; 

--it is the leader in Asia and should assume more of the burden 
of security. 

Other observers -- from academic and business circles -- indicated that 
they would welcome Japan's "re-arming" because it would then serve as a 
counter-balance to the Soviet Union. 

At the same time, memories of Japanese behavior in ~'1orld War II 
cause many Filipinos to worry. Japanese awareness of Southeast Asia's 
uneasiness prompted Prime Hinister Fukuda to say during a visit to Manila 
in August 1977 that Japan "rejects the role of a military power."W 

Some Filipinos have remarked that President r.1arcos had been able to 
"forgi ve and forget" -- a reference to his recent appearance at a memorial 
service together with the Japanese Ambassador -- and that their countrymen 
ought to try to emulate him. Others have contended, however, that Marcos 
strongly dislikes the Japanese. 

Singapore's Prime ~1inister Lee Kuan Yew told reporters in October 
1977, "As long as Japan does not go nuclear and ••• [its] forces operate 
under the American nuclear umbrella, I am not alarmed. "H/ Malaysia 
would be fearful about significan: Japanese rearmament. Military circles 
in Thailand would probably approve of Japan's assuming a stronger mili­
tary role. 

In Indonesia the military leaders were trained by the Japanese, 
admire them, and probably would not be alarmed to see Japan "rearm," but 
the general populace would most likely feel quite differently. One 
Indonesian public official has asked: 

"When we see Japan's economic presence ••. steadily expanding 
and .•• becoming still more mammoth ••• , is it not natural for 
us to think that, in case of emergency, Japan will resort 
to military power in order to protect its interests?"liI 

•• ••• • ••• • • •• •• • • • ••• •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••• • • • • • • • • • • •• • • • • • • • •• • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• ••• • • • •• •• • ••• • ••• •• 
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IV. WHAT WILL JAPAN DO? 

•• ••• •• • •• • ••••••••••• • •• ••• ••• • •• •• •• • ••• • • •• • • ••• ••• •• 
Against th~9 'ac~Jio:md~: p¢ss;t~~ fot,: an~ fonstraints 
of its def~tnsee~s1!ab1\~l1'm~n\:*, .:J!pa~ ·cou!..d!;ee •• 

--move toward unarmed neutrality; 

- " rearm" but opt for neutrality; 

--develop nuclear weapons and "go it alone"; 

on, expan-

--maintain roughly its present course, holding defense spending 
to 1 percent of GNP (or only slightly more) and continuing to 
rely on the US security guarantee; 

--increase its defense spending to at least 2 percent of GNP and 
expand its forces but continue to rely on the US security 
guarantee; 

--choose various combinations of certain of the above. 

Nearly all students of Japanese military affairs agree that the first 
two of the listed options -- unarmed and rearmed neutrality -- are highly 
unlikely. The third option -- development of nuclear weapons -- would be 
quite feasible for Japan, but most experts doubt that it will choose that 
course and "go it alone." 

The current conventional wisdom is that Japan will most likely pursue 
the fourth option, perhaps raising its defense outlays from the present 
0.9 percent of GNP, but to no more than 1.1 or 1.2 percent, and stressing 
qualitative rather than quantitative improvements. The origin of the 
I-percent-of-GNP ceiling was a decision in November 1976 by the government 
of Prime Minister Miki to hold defense spending to that level "for the 
time being." In point of fact, during most of the past two decades the 
defense budget has never reached 1 percent of GNP but has hovered just 
below that level (see Appendix, Table 2). At the same time, it should be 
noted that the Japanese budget figures, unlike those for NATO countries, 
do not include such items as military pensions and housing. If those were 
included, current Japanese de~ense expenditures as a percentage of GNP 
would amount to about 1.5 percent. 

In my view, the odds ~avor Japan's opting for the fifth course -- at 
least doubling its defense sre!1ding by the mid-1980s and significantly 
strengthening its defense posture (i.e., acquiring new weapons systems 
and broadening the missions of its naval and air forces). 

Let us examine the major options -- "going nuclear," adhering to the 
present course, or expanding significantly. 

A. "Going Nuclear" 

As noted earlier, Japan has long declared its adherence to the so­
called three non-nuclear principles -- not manufacturing, not having, and 
not permitting the entry of nuclear weapons. Furthermore, Japan signed 
the Non-Proliferation Treaty in 1970 and ratified it in 1976. 

Yet, for •• t.~E~st e~e~ed~, ~ov~Jiament.~~o~men have stated that 
nuclear weapJn. w&r~ n~:f~rb~de •• ~y th~ ~on~~~ution. In 1969, one 
government o~flci·a:l:in·:r::,~meCie tl'!ta :'~t th«it! n1~~~ctr weapons would be legal 

•• ••• • ••• ••• •• • •• ••• •• 
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if they served tf.~ ~u[v.o~e.~f .ij~esprvi~g .thfi.~~~~ and sec~rity o~ the 
people. . And :t:e .~ ... er~~nt~'6 ~:!q;t; Defe!l~e W:ll .. -t~ Paper ~ l.~sued l.n 1970, 
while re1.teriiti.ng .a;'he:t'e~ce t~ thee:thrfe. rton-lntc::ear pr1.nc1.ples, stated: 

•• : •• :: :: e •• e •• : •••••••••• 

"I f small-si ze nuclear weapons are wi thin the scale of real 
power needed for the minimum necessary limit for sel~-rtefense, 
,"1d if they are such as will not be a threat of aggression 
toward other nations, it is possible to say that possession 
"_ .ereof is possible, in legal theory." 

In £ebruary 1978, the government indicated during debate in the Diet that 
tactical nuclear weapons (along with aircraft carriers for anti-submarine 
1''''~ and cruise missiles) could be justified under the Constitution if they 
were defensive. The government did not say that it intended to have such 
equipment but indicated rather that it did not want to give replies that 
would forec~ose future options. 

Despite this persistent posture of retaining its options, no Japanese 
Government has moved to "go nuclear," and it is the consensus of knovJl­
edgeable observers (both Japanese and American) that Japan is most 
unlikely to do so for the following reasons: 

--A nuclear-armed Japan, like a nuclear-armed Germany, would incur 
the suspicion and enmity of most of the world. It would especially 
alarm China and the Soviet Union. 

--Acquisition of nuclear weapons would cause serious instability in 
Japan, where the populace still has a "nuclear allergy." 

--There are few suitable targets for the kind of nuclear force that 
Japan would be most likely to try to develop. They are either 
too far away or too numerous; while the USSR can attack all of 
Japan from the Maritime Terri tory, Japan cannot· reach the major 
population centers of the Soviet Union from any place in the 
home islands. 

--The major purpose of nuclear weapons is generally assumed to be 
deterrence; the US security guarantee accomplishes that purpose 
for Japan. 

--The high concentration of Japanese population and industries 
could put a nuclear-armed Japan in an extremely disadvantageous 
position when facing a hostile nuclear power. 

B. Adherence to Present Course 

Key Japanese Foreign Ministry and Defense Agency officials -- as well 
as most non-governmental experts -- interviewed in Harch 1979 believed 
that there would be no ~~gnificant change in Japan's defense posture over 
the next several years.l£I Nearly all, however, added the caveat, 
provided that there is no drastic change in the international security 
environment. 

Several government officials expressed the belief that defense spend­
ing might rise slightly but would not exceed 1.1 percent of the GNP 
through the 1980s. They pointed out that, given the vast size of Japan's 
GNP (more thare.$l .. t.rilli&::ea in. 1.~78~ .. :r;a.isin.g .QVWYs of only, say, 0.2 per­
cent would ma~e:awaila~ue ~.~dd!ti~~1:$2 ~tllip~ and allow considerable 

• ••• • • •• • • ••• ••• •• • •• ••• ••• • •• •• •• •• ••• •• • •• • ••••••••••• 
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improvements and sizable purchases; increasing spending more than that, 
they contended, .. wo~"e:1 .es~lt in ~ore eCJ.uipment than could be absorbed. . .. ... .... .. .~ ...... . 

• ••• • • •• •••••• • 
Common to :m£nv o~ t-l$se:~FdgmentE ~:~ ~~·vi~V: expressed by one key 

official that t~e ~a~afl.e~epeopl~ ·wece :v~ry ~~~ii~"ative, very status-quo­
minded, and very slow to change. (He admitted, however, that the genera­
tion born since World War II was beginning to ask questions about defense 
rna tte"- 3. ) 

._lso underlying these judgments was recognition of the continuing 
inf:uence of the traditional constraints on expansion of the armed forces: 
Article 9 of the Constitution; the doctrine of "defense exclusively for 
de£ense"; the three non-nuclear principles; the l-percent-of-GNP ceiling. 

Prime Minister Ohira, delivering the commencement address to the 
National Defense Academy on March 18, 1979, said that Japan should have a 
"limi ted but high-quality defense capability" complemented by the Japan­
US security treaty. Noting that he favored qualitative improvement, he 
went on to say that Japan's defensive strength should not be. excessive 
and should not pose any threat to other countries, yet serve as a "true 
deterrent. "'ll.) 

Even some of the critics who contend that correction of the defi­
ciencies in the Self-Defense Forces is urgent suggest that the necessary 
improvements can be made without enlarging the forces or increasing the 
budget. Sakanaka, for example, has written that: 

--the ground forces are seriously under-manned and lack sufficient 
reserves (for authorized and actual strength of Self-Defense 
Forces, see Appendix, Table 3); 

--ammunition and fuel reserves are "very inadequate"; 

--fighter aircraft do not have a real "immediate response" 
capabili ty; 

--there is a lack of coordination among the three Self-Defense 
Forces, and they could not cope with a large-scale surprise attack. 

He has argued that, inasmuch as the US might not choose to corne to 
Japan's aid, Japan must have "a conventional defense capability which will 
enable her to repel an invasion unaided .... " He has proposed, therefore, 
that the size of the ground forces be reduced and that the resultant 
savings be put into improving the air and maritime forces -- e.g., reduc­
ing the vulnerability of air search radar sites and enhancing the anti-air 
capability of naval vessels.~/ 

C. Significant Expansion 

Despite the above-noted indications that the Japanese Government 
intends to hold defense spending down to 1 percent of GNP, there have 
been other reports suggesting that change may be in the offing. 

--The military affairs critic of the Yomiuri newspaper, Hajime 
Dohba, wrote in March 1978 that "the argument for a large-scale 
expansion" of the Self-Defense Forces has "corne to gain strength" 
in some government, financial, and academic circles.~ 

•• ••• • • • •• •• • • ••• • ••• • • • • • • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••• • • • • • • • • • • •• • •• • • • • • • • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• ••• • ••• • •• •• • • • • • • •• •• 
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--The new Director General of the Defense Agency, Ganri Yamashita, 
told a,.rr~w~·:::c:n f~tEO:l<~~. dtf .D~t::~mbEtr."l.2 "·!9~, that 1 percent of 
GNP waS: 4de~4te·::ctr • the. ~re~tmt: b* ~t t~ortedly held out the 
possibi~ttf.~~at ~~t.~i~~t:~~~ ~~ ~.ee~ed in the future.iQ/ 

--A key foreign affairs official interviewed in March said that he 
was predicting "no change," but he felt that the situation was 
highly fluid. 

--A senior news executive also interviewed in March said that he 
did not foresee an immediate change in defense spending but 
noted that the pressure for change, within limits, was greater 
than ever before. 

Masamichi Inoki, until recently the head of the Japanese National 
Defense Academy, has suggested that Japan should double its defense spend­
ing gradually over the coming decade. That would enable it, he.~qid, to 
meet its obligations as a responsible member of the Free World.11I 

Increasing defense outlays would also help Japan to rid itself of the 
oft-heard criticism that it has been getting a "free ride." Inoki has 
commented elsewhere that in Europe people say that 

"they are supporting the NATO defense force by at least 3 or 
4 percent of their GNP while Japan, spending only 0.9 percent 
of its GNP on defense -- not what an independent country prop­
erly should spend -- is encroaching on their markets."W 

Other developments that may prepare the way for eventual changes -­
both quantitative and qualitative -- in the Japanese defense program are 
the appearances of numerous articles critical of the alleged inadequacies 
of the Self-Defense Forces. We have previously noted some of Sakanaka's 
criticisms. He has also said that, while it is "not necessary for Japan 
to have great military power," it is important to have enough power to 
"become sel f-confident in its diplomatic activities." If Japan had such 
power, he continued, it could "change its posture toward the Soviet Union 
in negotiations •.. started i~_~he event of ••• such incidents as seizure of 
Japanese fishing ships ..•• ,,~ 

The director of international security studies at the Japanese 
National Defense College, Makoto Momoi, has written that in order to pre­
vent a potential aggressor from launching a limited attack against Japan, 
it must be able to deny him access to its air and sea space. That would 
require, he continued, such assets as precision-guided muni~ions (PGMs), 
vertical take-off and landing (VTOL) aircraft, and satellite-based intel­
ligence systems. He concluded that such a ~~~ldup would be very expensive 
and implied that it was therefore unlikely.~ 

The emphasis which such articles -- and the above are but two of 
many -- put on the shortcomings in Japan's defense posture can hardly help 
but predispose the public to accept a larger defense budget. The govern­
ment could begin by raising expenditures to only 1.1 or 1.2 percent. If 
that proved acceptable to the Diet and the public, the government could -­
and probably would -- move on to 2 percent. 

Evidence that some government and business circles are anxious to 
create a more.bos~taQl~.~l~m~~~ for the discussion of defense matters 
is provided b~ ~~ rec~~ e~bablis~rne~t:of:two·~~earch institutes. . ... . . .-: .. ..: .. : ... . .. ... ... .. :. :. :: 

•• ••• •• • •• • ••••••••••• 
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--The Japan Security Research Center, organized in February 1978, 
is under~~o~s.t~ b~ ba~ked.py.~h~ Keidanren (Federation of 
Economic:~r;.n~~tl~n~):a~~ ~~e ~i~einen ;~~panese Federation, 
of Empl~~ra' AS~o:la~!~ns):. ~om~ of.~e tl~ures associated wlth 
it are g~ne~~111 c~h~~d~r~ ~~ ~:rigt~wi~e~ 

--The Peace and Security Research Institute, founded in October 
1978, is headed by Inoki. Funds for this institute are under­
~tood to come from three major sources -- from the Defense 
Agency; from contract research commissioned by the Foreign 
Ministry and the Defense Agency; and from contribut~ons by indus­
trial and financial circles. 

The idea for the Peace and Security Research Institute reportedly 
originated with a former Director General of the Defense Agency, Michita 
Sakata, who has long tried to develop a national consensus on defense. 
It is believed that the work of this Institute will include the prepara­
tion of trial balloons and other articles that may represent Defense 
Agency thinking but from which the Agency may wish to disassociate 
itself. 

• • ••• • • • •• •• • • ••• • ••• •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••• • • • • • • • •• • •• • • • • • • • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• ••• • ••• • •• •• • • • ••• •• 



-20-

V. CONCLUSION 
•• ••• • ••• ••• •• • •• ••• •• •• •• •• • ••• ••• ••• •• ••• ••• • • •• • • • ••• •• •• ••• • ••• • • • •• 

The comb~ftJ-w :of :tl1e·pl'~!iut$ .~~r· .t"h1i.~xWnsion of the Japanese 
armed forces -- and the likely continuation of the international develop­
ments that gave rise to those pressures -- cannot help, in my view, but 
lead to increases in the Japanese budget and to broadened roles for at 
least she Maritime and Air Self-Defense Forces. To re-cap the most impor­
tan t r ~-=ssures: 

--The growth of right-wing sentiment and nationalism ~n Japan, while 
not to be equated with "a resurgence of militarism," is, neverthe­
less, a significant factor in Japan's desire to have a stronger 
defense capability. 

--Related to this sentiment is Japanese resentment over continued 
US criticism (both official and unofficial) that Japan has been 
getting a "free ride" in its defense efforts; that it has failed 
to reduce its large trade surplus; and that it insists on 
co-production rather than purchase of new arms. 

--The growth of the Soviet military presence in East Asia, espe­
cially the Soviet Pacific Fleet, in the face of the declining 
US military presence in the area, is a major factor. Concern 
over the Soviet buildup has been accentuated by the specter of 
Soviet bases in Vietnam and the continued Soviet refusal to 
return the Northern Territories to Japan. 

--Most important of all is the growing Japanese belief that the 
US is "withdrawing from Asia" and that Japan may no longer be 
able to depend on the US to guarantee its security. This belief 
persists despite repeated denials by US officials. It was 
strongly reinforced by the announcement of US plans to withdraw 
ground forces from South Korea, and it has not been noticeably 
lessened by the suspension of those withdrawals pending a 
further US review of North Korean strength. Many knowledge­
able Japanese still believe that the US will come to Japan's 
aid in an emergency, but even some of them fear that it will 
come only belatedly. 

An American prcfessor and expert on Japanese affairs, who recently 
spent a year in Japan, has written that, as a result of the "widespread 
doubts" in Japan about the "reliability and credibility" of the American 
security guarantee, "a developing 'mainstream' of opinion has begun to 
build a case for an augmented and more self-centered Japanese security 
posture •.•• " And he concluded: "As a result, it is already a near 
certainty that over the next three to five years Japan will increase 
significantly its defense capacity •.•• "iY 

The report of the Nunn Pacific Study Group took the proposition one 
step further when it stated: 

"If the confidence in the US security commitment continues to 
erode, it could lead to .•. a push for an independent, fully 
rearmed Japan ... [and] closer military ties between Japan and ... 
China ... [which] could be destabilizing to Asian security.".!§} 
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Early in this decade, one of the most experienced American students 
of Japanese mili~rl·!lfooi .. s, r4ar~ 1;;. lle.\~s~ein, wrote that the Japanese 
Government would: 1;e.fooced:to :aIt~.r tts flE%fen!3e:·poU.::y "only if one major · · · ."f .... .'- ft .~ ... t change occurs in: 1!he iM:Elr»l.at.l.u al ~nv .. ~rtmen<t .• ' • '!4flat change," he said, 
"would be the pe;ce!v~d ·lo~'!;· ~f th~ c!apa"b:i!li t; O:W tb·e willingness of the 
United States to defend Japan." And he continued: 

"l":, in the aftermath of the Vietnam War, the United States 
d~tstically reduces its military presence in Asia and the 
P~cific Ocean, or unilaterally and without Japanese coopera­
tion undertakes to restructure its relations with China or 
the Soviet Union, or pursues a protectionist foreign trade 
policy that seriously damages Japan's economy, then the 
conservative [Japanese] leadership will be compelled to 
either devise a new defense policy, or to make way for fresh 
leaders who will do so. ".iII 

There would seem to be little argument that several of the contingencies 
posited by weinstein have already occurred . 
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1954 
1955 
::":)56 
1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
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APPENDIX 
: .. : : ....... -. : .-... : .-: 
• ••• • • •• • • • ••• : ::: : :.: :.: ::: 
• •• •• •••• ••• • ••• •• 

STRENGTH OF SELF-DEFENSE FORCES 
MARITIHE, AND AIR), 1954-1978 

(in thousands) 

(GROUND, 

Authorized Actual Remarks 

152 
180 
197 
214 
222 
231 
231 
242 
244 
244 
246 
246 
246 
250 
250 
258 
259 
259 
259 
260 
260 
260 
260 
266 
268 

146 
178 
188 
211 
214 
215 
206 
209 
216 
213 
216 
226 
227 
231 
235 
236 
236 
234 
233 
233 
237 
238 
233 
236 
240 

Self-Defense Forces established 

All US ground combat troops withdrawn 
1st buildup plan 

Revision of Security Treaty 

2nd buildup plan 

3rd buildup plan 

4th buildup plan 

Source: Defense White Papers. 
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~. ... .. . .. . ...... .... . . 
• •• ••• ••• • •• •• •• 
fa~~ 2: .:tAPAIJ.':S OiF~~ t~P~N~!Tq~S, 1954-1978 
• •• ••• •• • ••• •• •• •• ••• • ••••••• •• •• • ••••• 

Fiscal Year 
(Apr':"_ 1 to 
~arcb_2lL 

1954 
1955 
1956 
1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

Defense 
Expenditures 

(million US $)* 

375 
375 
397 
399 
412 
432 
444 
510 
594 
688 
780 
846 
959 

1,075 
1,172 
1,375 
1,640 
2,252 
2,601 
3,118 
3,643 
4,424 
5,041 
8,453 
9,505 

GNP 
(billion US $) * 

21. 7 
24.6 
27.6 
31. 2 
32.7 
37.8 
45.0 
55.1 
6 0.2 
71. 0 
82.0 
90.7 

105.9 
124.3 
146.6 
174.2 
203.4 
255.3 
285.7 
366.0 
438.3 
528.3 
560.3 
964.3 

1,053.0 

* Conversion: Up to 1970 -- $1.00 = 360 yen. 
1970-76 $1.00 = 300 yen. 
1977-78 $1.00 = 200 yen. 

Source: Defense White Papers. 
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Defense 
Expenditures 
as % of GNP 

1. 73 
1.52 
1. 44 
1. 28 
1. 26 
1.14 
0.99 
0.92 
0.99 
0.97 
0.95 
0.94 
0.91 
0.86 
0.80 
0.79 
0.81 
0.88 
0.88 
0.85 
0.83 
0.84 
0.90 
0.88 
0.90 
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• •• •• • • • ••• .o, 
•• ••• • ••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • • • • •• • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••• •• • • •• •• • • ••• ··Tll.'b·1e 3. AUTHORIZED AND ACTUAL STRENGTH OF 

SELF-DEFENSE FORCES (SDF) , HARCH 31, 1978 

Joint 
Ground Maritime Air Staff 

SDF SDF SDF Council Total 

Authorized 180,000 42,278 45,492 83 267,853 

Actual 155,586 40,527 43,786 83 239,982 

Fill ratio (% ) 86.4 95.9 96.2 100.0 89.6 

Source: 1978 Defense White Paper. 
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Times, March 2, l~~:· 

p. 15. 

3. '2.-'kuya Kubo, "Security in Northeast Asia," a paper presented to a 
RAND con'::erence on "East Asian Security in.the 1980s," at Santa Monica, 
Califo_nia, January 1979. 

4. Surveys taken by the Prime Minister's Office and the Defense Agency 
show that the percentage of respondents who believe that the Self-Defense 
F~~ces (SDF) should be maintained rose from 73 percent in 1972 to 86 per­
cent in 1978 while the percentage of those who believe that the SDF should 
be discontinued dropped from 12 percent to 5 percent in the same years. 
Defense Agency, Defense Bulletin, January 1978, p. 25; Japan Times, 
March 4, 1979. 

5. Tomohisa Sakanaka, "A Stab at Defective Points in Japan's Defense 
Policy," Chuo Koron, October 1978. (This and all subsequently listed 
Japanese publications were read in translation.) 

6. Fukuda had informed a parliamentary committee in March 1978 that he 
had already instructed the officials concerned to see that legal barriers 
that might impede the timely deployment of the Self-Defense Forces in an 
emergency were removed. Defense Agency officials had already been study­
ing the matter. 

7. This summary is drawn mai~ly from the official Japanese Defense White 
Papers, issued in 1970, 1976, 1977, and 1978; Martin E. Weinstein, Japan's 
Postwar Defense Policy, 1947-1968, Columbia University Press, 1971; and 
Hakoto Momoi, "Basic Trends in Japanese Security Policies," in Robert A. 
Scalapino (ed.), The Foreign Policy of Hodern Japan, University of 
California Press, 1977. 

8. Defense Agency, Defense of Japan 1978, July 1978, p. 56. As Kubo 
has said, "Compared with other peoples, the Japanese are anti-war and 
pacifist to an almost abnormal degree, stemming from the experience of 
defeat in World \\Tar II and the acceptance of the Peace Constitution." 
"Japanese Defense Policy: Decision Making Process and Background" 
(manuscript), June 1978, p. 10. 

9. In 1959, in the Sunagawa case, the Supreme Court stated: "The peace 
principle enunciated in Japan's Constitution does not in any way eliminate 
all defense or resistance ..•. It is natural that Japan, in executing the 
powers inherent to a state, take steps that are deemed necessary to the 
preservation of the peace and security of itself, and to perpetuate its 
existence." 

In 1976, in the Naganuma case, the Sapporo High (Appeals) Court 
rejected the claim that the Self-Defense Forces were unconstitutional. 

In 1977, in the Hyakuri case, which was in litigation for 18 years, 
the Mito District Court ruled that Japan has an inherent right of self­
defensej that Article 9 should not be interpreted to mean that Japan has 
renounced war even for self-defensej and that Japan's maintenance of 
appropriate mpa~llres reauired for national self-defense does not violate 

.~~ ~.~. .-~ .............. . 
Article 9. •• •• ••• • •• ••• • •• •• •• ••• • ••• • • • •• ,. ... ... . . .. . . . ... 
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Summaries of all these cases may be found in Defense Agency, Defense 
of Japan 1978,.PB ... 1~3.-.a6. u .. . .. u: .. : .. .. .. . .:: :.: ... . .. ... ... . . ... . , .. . 
10. Foreign ~ipis~et A~t~ h:d pLGPose~ ~n l~~~:that Japan should be 
perMitted to ~~t~Ji~h ~o!i~ f~~ce~- !n·o;de~·to deal with possible 
internal unrest and that Japan and the us should conclude a mutual defense 
agreement to cope with possible external threats, but his proposals were 
not ~~~en up. Weinstein, op. cit., pp. 21-22, 39-40. 

11. ~ _e Paul F. Langer and Richard Hoorsteen, "The US/Japanese Military 
Allia.ace .•. ," RAND Paper P-5393, January 1975, pp. 36-38. 

12. Weinstein, op. cit., p. 76. 

13. Although scholars consider the 1960 treaty a major diplomatic 
achievement for Japan, the public did not see it that way. There were 
protests, strikes, and riots. President Eisenhower had to cancel a sched­
uled visit to Japan in June 1960, and Prime Minister Kishi eventually had 
to resign. Some scholars believe that the demonstrations were protests 
against Kishi's tactics and style, and not against the treaty itself. 

14. Momoi,op. cit., p. 354. 

15. Defense Agency, Japan's Defense, October 1970, pp. 15-20. 

16. Senate Armed Service Committee, "United States-Japan Security Rela­
tionship -- the Key to East Asian Security and Stability," Report of the 
Pacific Study Group, March 22, 1979, p. 8. 

17. Interview with Henry Scott-Stokes in New York Times, April 20, 1979. 

18. Hideaki Kase, "The New Debate on Defense," Far Eastern Economic 
Review, June 2, 1978, p. 27. 

19. Quoted in Asahi Shimbun, May 11, 1978, p. 3. 

20. Interview with Scott-Stokes, op. cit. 

21. As reported in Daily Yomiuri, .May 9, 1978, p. 1. 

22. Kazuo Tomiyama, "The Future of Japan's Defense-Related Industries," 
Japan Quarterly, October-December 1978, p. 411. 

23. Shingo Fukushima, "Japan's Wavering Defense Plan," Japan Quarterly, 
October-December 1978, p. 403. 

24. For further details, see footnote 4, above. 

25. Senate Armed Services Committee, op. cit. 

26. For example, the Asahi Shimbun of March 15, 1978, reported that 
Dr. Richard Foster of the Stanford Research Institute had urged during a 
visit to Japan that defense expenditures should be increased to 3-5 per­
cent of GNP; at present, they amount to 0.9 percent. 

27. As reported in Sheldon W. Simon, "Japan's Foreign Policy: Adjust­
ments to a Changing Environment," Asian Survey, July 1978, p. 677. 
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29. As reported in South China Horning Post, October 25, 1978. 

30. Senator 
1979, p. 4. 
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33. As reported in Asahi Evening News, August 19, 1977, p. 2. Fukuda had 
gone to Kuala Lumpur to meet with ASEAN leaders after they had concluded 
a summit meeting. He then made official visits to their capitals. His 
reception was in contrast to that of Prime Minister Tanaka, who toured 
Southeast Asia in January 1974; on that occasion, serious anti-Japanese 
riots occurred in Jakarta and Bangkok. 

34. Quoted in Michael Pillsbury, "A Japanese Card?" Foreign Policy, 
Winter 1979, p. 6. 

35. Quoted in Asahi Shimbun, March 24, 1978, p. 1. 

36. Most American scholars also have held this view in recent years. 
See, for example, James W. Horley (ed.), Forecast for Japan: Security in 
the 1970s, Princeton, 1972, p. 6.; Robert A. Scalapino (ed.), The Foreign 
Policy of Modern Japan, Berkeley, 1977, p. 407; James H. Buck (ed.), The 
Modern Japanese Military System, Beverly Hills, 1975, p. 229. 

37. See also Ohira's interview with Henry Scott-Stokes in the New York 
Times, April 20, 1979, in which the Prime Minister said that he favored 
qualitative improvements but, because payroll costs were so high, not 
larger forces. 

38. Tomohisa Sakanaka, "Japan's Hilitary Capability: Present and 
Future," Japan Quarterly, October-December 1978, pp. 414-15, 418-20. 
Takuya Kubo has said that "while there will be no major quantitative 
increases from the present force levels, major improvements are being 
sought in both quality and functional capability." -- Paper presented to 
RAND Conference, Santa Honica, January 1979. 

39. "Roundtable Discussion -- If the Self-Defense Forces Were to Fight 
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