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Summary

Questions about the proper size and nature of Japants defense pro-
gram, debated for decades, have newly 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,"

~=llost 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 budget, 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 swing toward right-wing nationalism., IMore 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 heightened by
the specter of Soviet bases in Vietnanm.

--Most important of all, the Japanese belief that the US is "with-
drawing from Asia'" and that Jcmen may be unable to depend on the
US security guarantee, This fear was reinforced by the planned
US withdrawal of its ground forces from South XKorea and persists
despite repeated US denials.

Executive Seminar in
National and International Affairs
April 1978
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For more than'’a Yéar,‘.Japar:eﬁe..j'ourhaslissts:, acadlelnicians, and "defense
intellectuals" (as well, of course, as government Sffi%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 & vularly journals. Moreover, the subject has engaged non-Japanese
as well as Japanese writers.

What 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/ Aand 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.

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 defense 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."3/

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);

--the rise in the Japanese public's support for defense, which
led the government and *h~ ruling Liberal Democratic FPirty to
take a more positive at=zitude toward defense;

--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.

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 Minister had done so in the post-

war period.

Many artielas.apd yopndfable discussions followed, but the debate
proceeded faitrly cdlhlysuptsil gasq.‘?uly:, et itheecivilian Director
General of thé ﬂapanksé:Dgfeqseoggency uin:eﬁﬁpgtg the Minister of
Defense), Shin"*Kafenfares ebwsupely dlsmils$ed fite*Chairman of the Joint
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Staff Council, Genqrgl.gigogpi.guriﬁu {(royghlys the counterpart of the
Chairman of théeJosnk dhiefs_onStgﬁf i *tHe US):. o Kurisu had told a
questioner atsaspress conlesenge asefiew flayg ea¥ligr that, inasmuch as only
the Prime Minfsteamscin oOrdeTsshasSelsrebe fense*Fordes 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.

Prime Minister Fukuda quickly ordered the Defense Agency to undertake
a stuc of legislation and measures for coping with an emergency.ﬁ/ 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
emergency under the present arrangement, but he took note of the Defense
Arency'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 guestions 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 expanc them and re-interpret their mission.

(X ] (AN ) * o9 & o s o LX) L2 & sed evw
e o o ®” e @ e o - ¢« o o e o s &
& e o L 3 L] [ XX J L[4 e > @ . o . o
e @ o . ® * o * e 09 ® e s o
¢ @ » s o o e o o L] e o L 2 ] ® o
*s LX X ] [ [ L (X J *s & 2ee ¢ ves an




-3-

EVOLUTION OF JAPAN'S MILITARY FORCESZ/
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A. From the "Peade® Copstitudlon #o the Rorehr Wa¥ o
v LA L CT8e0 e

"In order to avoid any recurrence of the ravages of war," states the
1978 ‘apanese Defense White Paper, "Japan has made consistent efforts
since tne end of World War II to establish itself as a peace-loving
nation "3 That consideration, in one formulation or another, has
remairad 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.
Article 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 interpreted 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.2/

Until the outbreak of the Korean conflict in 1950, the Japanese
Government did nothing to move toward the establishment of even self-
defense forces.l/ 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 treaty,
Special Ambassador John Foster Dulles reportedly urged that the Natioconal
Police Reserve be expanded to 350,000 men. Prime Minister Yoshida refused
to go along, and General 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).Ll/

--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'ami$ld %o &hp Jcu¥itly st¥thatd,tOfk mapte of that reference
and wehts ons th siaye’ ,thly e U wa® witliipg to maintain armed
o o c & L [ ] e o O ¢ @ o . & »
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forces in Japan "...in the expectatiop,.,..that Japan will itself
increasthd?y asSumé Yospomsililiky for,sigstown defense against
directsahd *Inllirfdct aggxéssixen, elways myotding any armament
which &plilkdibd afl $ffanSiwe Shveat -orsserve other than to promote
peace and security in accordance with the purposes and principles
of the United Nations Charter."

Aftar the peace and security treaties went into force, the National
Police Xxeserve was expanded to about 100,000 men and renamed the National
Safety 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-
serve 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, Maritime, 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."12/

The Hatoyama government (1954-56), which succeeded Yoshida's admini-
stration, wanted *o 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 developing "progres-
sively the effective defense capabilities 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 thelobligation to defend itself against external attack not outside
Japan.

C. From Buildup in the 1960s to the Present

Under Prime Mimisten.lkeda .41960-643, the,Self-Defense Forces were
gradually imprdved Tht Secdald Déferfsd Buillddp Fdn, in July 1961, aimed
at strengtheninfqg: Jedpad's defpnbad tp" thetboing*wiefe they could meet
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conventional aggression of a scale no greater than localized conflict,
i.e., before USesaidarrivegd. |, .o
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The Third Be¥ehselBpigldupe®13m, "anfodhcddlin Myrch 1967 by the Sato
government (1963270 rtpaoatcd ethis aimeahd 248ed e word to it: "estab-
lishing an efficient defensive system capable of dealing most effectively
with aggression 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 <a. 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 deterrence, and increasing American pressure
o.. Japan to provide more self—help."li

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-
sively 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 (i.e., 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.l5/

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 occasion 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 Forcess'"asee o ® &6 68 06 o o ses o
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In October 1976, the government adopted the National Defense Program
Outline, which was-desrgned o, sel "fundpmentd?] qildelines for Japan's
defense posture in eshe ﬁuturef amd %3 deVelQp the ¢oncept of a Standard
Defense Force.o khai ?oroe-was ®o beable, 2.2, *.0

--to maintain an adequate surveillance posture;
--c0 cope with domestic insurgency;

- to 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 reguire such adapta-
tion." The necessity for this ambitious 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
unignorable factor" of increased Soviet naval power in the Far East and
noted that "against this background, the level of American forces
stationed in the Western Pacific has continued to decrease...." 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
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A. Perception ofeUs "Wi&hfiragsd From &sia®
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"Some Japanese, including some government officials, are concerned
that "he United States appears to be engaged in a strategic withdrawal
from A.ia."—/ That was one of the key conclusions of the Senate Armed
Servics - Committee's Pacific Study Group, headed by Senator Nunn (D.-Ga.),
which .isited Japan in January to evaluate the US-Japan security relation-
ship. Prime Minister Ohira recently acknowledged that "some experts"
believed 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

7/

i.s defense capabilities in the Western Pacific.i.rl

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."28/ 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 Marxch 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...."1Y 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.gﬂ Japanese neuralgia was twinged in
March by the news that the Soviet aircraft carrier Minsk was apparently

on its way to join that fleet.

The 1978 Defense White Paper noted that each year about 300 Soviet
warships pag$; tifoggh the thr.ee glaf.n.Japanese shraits. It pointed out
that the So?iet.Qa;i@gc:Fi?eb'comprisés°dbout 735 ships tctaling
* * o e o M ¢ e¢ o »
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1,330,000 tons while the US Seventh Fleet has only 55 ships totaling
600,000 tons  (if, hQteds thas thesee numbers, wete, ot the only criteria for
comparison) .8 :Deﬁpﬁse.hdenc& anas stsswere 8218l to have concluded last May
that Japan cogld hdq lohdes depend on the Sqyéntyf Fleet because the US had
reportedly deeified *to hdve'Par’t &f it to the Atlantic in the event of a
war in Europe.Z2

“he White Paper also noted that Soviet aircraft approach Japan around
200 t° es each year. Japanese unease over the increasingly visible Soviet
mili-ary strength and the country's vulnerability was intensified in
Sertember 1976, when a defecting Soviet pilot flew his MiG-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 cofficials 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 spckesmen, especially those representing distressed
industries, such as shipbuilding, have urged that defense spending should
be increased. According toc one academic critic, "it would appear" that
the powerful Keidanren (Federation of Economic Organizations) has "reached
a consensus on the desirability of expanding Japan's defense
industries."”

Another writer has asserted that demands are being made to relax the
nearly all-encompassing restrictions on arms exports.—_/ 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
arrestefl* a ¥ha)i,-2841E e trelredelir fo?'igi?gally shipping hand

grenade:_f}lggg 3:0 t:he mlkpp.meé.E- E :- : :
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In March 1978, 6the pre51dent of the Japan Chamber of Commerce and
Industry, Shlgeo°Nagan0qocallad.op “hesg pvernmenb ®® relax the export ban
in order to help'counteracﬁ ths ssiyp @ ;n'shlpgumidlnq He urged approval
of the export ofssuehs vadsdls tad oyi.;ankers amd suraey ships, which need
not necessarily be considered weapons.

S.me observers see China as a new export market. There have been
reports that Beijing wants to buy tanks, missiles, and radar. A Japanese
defensc¢ industry team went to China last year, and a high-ranking Chinese
military 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 13-part series on defense entitled "Slowly Turning to the Right --
Japan's Direction —-- Are Defense Discussions All Right?" 1In 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 gquote 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 1f times have

changed."”

--The Asahi newspapers revealed on 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 giang, F&mgin A ml}}tqu anrf° Former Secretary Kissinger
reportedly odcé t3ld a Jgpgnese joumna ie'y tﬁab Lt was inconceivable that
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a country like Japan would be content to play.ﬁech.ﬁ small role in its
[ ] .
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Most obser:fér§.§ii:saggega ghout, the oA3ules af this re-emerging nation-
alism. They tend to agree, however, on the influence of generational
changes. Half the population of Japan today was born after Worlid 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- younger generation, some of whom are now in junior professional
positic .s in Jjournalism, business, and government, is far less likely than
was 1cs 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 now; as of last December
86 percent of those polled said that they believe that the SDF should be
maintained.,

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 the 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
de fense 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 Defense Buildup.")

F. Conflicting Advice From US Sources

Still another factor encouraging the Japanese to consider expanding

their armed force%-ié'tﬁb fé&b 4hite “.id dtheswdrdsof the Pacific Study
Group's report -= o'Gur government.s-had Sphked Wit# hany volcas on the
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is§ue."2_5/ Government officials and journalists interviewed in March 1979
pointed out tha.t. sqQue Senators, Congn§ssnm,,le.c;turers, and writers have
prodded Japan té odilds dpeitse :Corces‘.._ﬁ_{ $Thetsis ndt the official US
position, but sdnle sJapanede &g cohfugefl aindiothegss apparently believe
that the "real"°Us *S88sitidf® i% *the Woffitial orresse
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III. LIKELY REACTIONS OF JAPAN'S NEIGHBORS TO DEFENSE BUILDUP
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Relations between Japan and the USSR are currently strained. The
Sovietrs refuse to return the Northern Territories, and, as noted earlier,
are apparently building installations on two of the islands. Moscow
tried, ~ it failed, last year to discourage Japan from concluding a peace
and fr endship treaty with China that contained the Soviet-hated anti-
hegeriony clause.

The USSR opposes the US-Japan mutual security treaty, has long
harangued against alleged signs of "resurgent militarism" in Japan, and
would be angered and alarmed at indications that the Japanese were 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 Izvestiva,
which asserted that General Kurisu had advocated acquiring
"tgseveral 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 was 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
delegatigpm that-the Us.shQuld.gLVe,thg,us g%pan security rela-
tionship gop-pplorityaln Lts Asyad poﬂkgy =

-=-A year later, a®JaPandse groﬁp Vléltrhg'chmha was told that Japan
should strengthen i%s own forces to compensate for any reduction
in US capabilities.

B 1978, Beijing was publicly supporting the treaty, maintaining that
it was 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 tcld Prime Minister Fukuda that he sup-
ported the US-Japan mutual security treaty and the buildup of Japan's
derenses.22 And in January of this year, top Chinese leaders told the
visiting Nunn Pacific Study Group that they would welcome an upgrading of
Japanese self-defense forces.=2*

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] Ministry 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."

Despite their enthusiastic endorsements of a Japanese buildup,
Chinese officials have rarely been explicit about how they believe those
de fense 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.
Furthermore,,*$h8%: feari that®a, Pagaesy huildyp will lessen the United
States' reasbﬂ Fot‘&emalprng ip 3enth Korga. * .
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D. Southeast Asia
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"The pros eictogff Jaéagle‘s'e yearndment of a"sighificant scale
undoubtediys inspireg gerions, PpPbisl 38 milsdivings, not to
say anxiety and apprehension, among the peoples of Southeast
Asia, who still bear the scars of Japanese ag ression, con-
cuest, and occupation during World War II."3

That vi 7, which appeared in a recent issue of a business journal that is
publis' ed in Manila by a former Philippine diplomat, is undoubtedly wide-
spread in Southeast Asia. A number of leaders there believe that Japan
will "rearm." Still, there are differences between -- and even within ==
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 World war II
cause many Filipinos to worry. Japanese awareness of Southeast Asia's
uneasiness prompted Prime Minister Fukuda to say during a visit to Manila
in August 1977 that Japan "rejects the role of a military power."33

Some Filipinos have remarked that President Marcos had been able to
"forgive 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 Minister 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."34/ 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?"
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IV. WHAT WILL JAPAN DO?
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Against thes §§£:k:gro{md BL pressfrpsg for,e ané §:onstraints on, expan-
sion of its defensé®estfablisHmént’, Japah *couddse e

--move toward unarmed neutrality;
- "rearm" but opt for neutrality;
--develop nuclear weapons and "go it alone";

--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
l-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 defense expenditures as a percentage of GNP
would amount to about 1.5 percent.

In my view, the odds favor Japan's opting for the fifth course -- at
least doubling its defense srendinc 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,”
present course, or expanding significantly.

adhering to the

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, fog-et-ql:east :a:de.zced.e, gwe;nment espokasmen have stated that
nuclear weapons were now sfe@rbisddemeby the Lonftdtution. 1In 1969, one

government of?ic}gh:inﬁbfmea-tﬁe Diet thatt nl¢l:d4r weapons would be legal
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if they served the purpose,of greserv1pg JLhe,life and security of the

people. And«the’ vernment s F!rsb Defenge Yhitté Paper, issued in 1970,
while relteratang-aahenence to the-%hrge gon-hyclear principles, stated.
.. ..D . . L J ee es® o 6 o0 L] a0e ee

"If small-size nuclear weapons are within the scale of real
power needed for the minimum necessary limit for self-defense,
ond 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 february 1978, the government indicated during debate in the Diet that
tactical nuclear weapons (along with aircraft carriers for anti-submarine
nea 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 foreclose future options.

Despite this persistent posture of retaining its options, no Japanese
Government has moved to "go nuclear," and it is the consensus of knowl-
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 Territory, Japan cannot reach the major
population centers of the Soviet Union from any place in the
home islands.

--The major purpose of nuclear weapons 1is 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 March 1979 believed
that there would be no iignificant change in Japan's defense posture over
the next several years.36 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 thanheSleswridlicun ine L.378J« LadISing.Qutlays of only, say, 0.2 per-
cent would maKe.a&al’able af.addftichg1:$2 H21lipry and allow considerable
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improvements and sizable purchases, increasing spending more than that,
they contended-dwould gesalt {n more eqplgment than could be absorbed.

oo. 0000..
oooo. M- *

Common to.man& o} thpse'jgdgmen%s-waé ﬁhé’v1kw expressed by one key
official that fhe Ydpaflest?*peoplse wece .very cdpsefative, 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
matters.)

.Iso underlying these judgments was recognition of the continuing
influence of the traditional constraints on expansion of the armed forces:
Article 9 of the Constitution; the doctrine of "defense exclusively for
defense"; 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
"limited but high-quality defense capability" complemented by the Japan-
US security treaty. Noting that he favored gualitative 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."37

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"
capability;

--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 come 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.38

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 "come 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 Ji¢ws*rdnftydnée, otf Detembdr,4.2,°°39%, that 1 percent of
GNP was) Jdetthdte*¥dr, the, orésknt; but 1@ ¥dportedly held out the
possibif ity kat FHat, Jinitiniaht b Q¥betded in the future.A4l

~-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 said, to
meet its obligations as a responsible member of the Free World.

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 countrg prop-
erly should spend -- is encroaching on their markets."

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 self-confident in its diplomatic activities." 1If Japan had such
power, he continued, it could "change its posture toward the Soviet Union
in negotiations...started in_the 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 munitions (PGMs),
vertical take-off and landing (VTIOL) aircraft, and satellite-based intel-
ligence systems. He concluded that such a _E}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 Jospitaple Glimate for the discussion of defense matters

is provided by thg récert egimblis ment-of.tﬁb'ﬂéSearch institutes.
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--The Japan Security Research Center, organized in February 1978,
is under.s-t.oczdo t.a.be bagked, by ,the _._K.e‘zidanren (Federation of
Economic:Qrgan%gationS):ahﬁ the ¥Nikkesren Xﬁfpanese Federation
of Emploxprs' Assodiag?@ns)s. $omes ofe e figures associated with
it are generdlly cdhsidered ee e orightrwide’.

——The Peace and Security Research Institute, founded in October
1978, is headed by Inoki. Funds for this institute are under-
stood to come from three major sources —- from the Defense

Agency; from contract research commissioned by the Foreign

Ministry and the Defense Agency; and from contributions 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.
Tt 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 disassocilate

itself.
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V. CONCLUSIO
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The combipationjof fRe’preqsuted 44’ fha.dxbansion of the Japanese
armed forces -- and the likely continuation of the international develop-
ments that gave rise to those pressures -- cannct help, in my view, but

lead to increases in the Japanese budget and to broadened roles for at
least the Maritime and Air Self-Defense Forces. To re-cap the most impor-
tant r.essures:

--The growth of right-wing sentiment and nationalism in 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
lassened 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...."

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."46
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Early in this decade, one of the most experienced American students
of Japanese milinrgOQQﬁqifs,.Martin B quqsgq$§, wrote that the Japanese
Government woulde I;e:for:ced: to saltqr Pts ﬁqﬁenge:’poﬁlcy "only if one major
change occurs in:.thg"im';ernatj:éﬁal envi rprgmeng .¢ YTthat change,” he said,
"would be the perceived ’lo%¥’ Sf*the Capabrlity o¥ the willingness of the
United States to defend Japan." And he continued:

"1Z, in the aftermath of the Vietnam War, the United States
dr stically reduces its military presence in Asia and the
Pacific 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."4

There would seem to be little argument that several of the contingencies
posited by Weinstein have already occurred.
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APPENDIX .
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Table *I7 *STRENGTH OF SELF-DEFENSE FORCES (GROUND,
MARITIME, AND AIR), 1954-1978
(in thousands)

Year Authorized Actual Remarks
1954 152 146 Self-Defense Forces established
1955 ‘ 180 178
2256 197 188
1957 214 211 All US ground combat troops withdrawn
1958 222 214 lst buildup plan
1959 231 215
1960 231 206 Revision of Security Treaty
1961 242 209
1962 244 216 2nd buildup plan
1963 244 213
1964 246 216
1965 246 226
1966 246 227
1967 2590 231 3rd buildup plan
1968 250 235
1969 258 236
1970 259 236
1971 259 234
1972 259 233 4th buildup plan
1973 260 233
1974 260 237
1975 260 238
1976 260 233
1977 266 236
1978 268 240

Source: Defense White Papers.

e (X X ) [ ] *oe & o o8 oe e © ¢ sce oo
e o ¢ o & ® o L] e o o e & e o
e & © [ ] L] eoe L] e & o e o . o
® & oo [ [ 2 . o [ 4 - e o9 e oo [ I J
e & o o & o c o o * e @ e o L N
(X ] [ X3 [ 4 L] L] oo e @ 000 & o0 o




-23-

c“e o060 o o ° .o P
® o o [ I ] e o o .

Fiscal Year Defense Defense
(Apr.1 1 to Expenditures GNP Expenditures
_March 31) (million US $)* (billion US §)* as $ of GNP
1954 375 21.7 1.73
1955 375 24.6 1.52
1956 397 27.6 1.44
1957 399 31.2 1.28
1958 412 32.7 1.26
1959 432 37.8 1.14
1960 444 45.0 0.99
1961 510 55.1 0.92
1962 594 60.2 0.99
1963 688 71.0 0.97
1964 780 82.0 0.95
1965 846 90.7 0.94
1966 959 105.9 0.91
1967 1,075 124.3 0.86
1968 1,172 146.6 0.80
1969 1,375 174.2 0.79
1970 1,640 203.4 0.81
1971 2,252 255.3 0.88
1972 2,601 285.7 0.88
1973 3,118 366.0 0.85
1974 ' 3,643 438.3 0.83
1975 4,424 528.3 0.84
1976 5,041 560.3 0.90
1977 8,453 964.3 0.88
1978 9,505 1,053.0 0.90
* 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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IZED AND ACTUAL STRENGTH OF
(SDF), MARCH 31, 1978

L
9

Fill ratio (%)

Joint
Ground Maritime Air Staff
SDF SDF SDF Council Total
180,000 42,278 45,492 83 267,853
155,586 40,527 43,786 83 239,982
86.4 95.9 96.2 100.0 89.6

Source:

1978 Defense White Paper.
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FOOTNOTES
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1. "A New SuneRisings" The ggc_moﬁst -Juoly.zb., 1928 . 15,
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2. Don Kirk in Los Angeles Times, Maren® 2, 19

3. ”ﬂkuya Kubo, "Security in Northeast Asia," a paper presented to a
RAND conference 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
P~vces (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. TFukuda 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 isdrawn mainly 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
Makoto Momoi, "Basic Trends in Japanese Security Policies," in Robert A.
Scalapino (ed.), The Foreign Policy of Modern 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 War 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 vears,
the Mito District Court ruled that Japan has an inherent right of self-
defense; that Article 9 should not be interpreted to mean that Japan has
renounced war even for self-defense; and that Japan's maintenance of
appropriate mgagg;es reqylred for natlonal self-defense does not violate
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Summaries of all these cases may be found in Defense Agency, Defense
of Japan l978,.pg,.18&186.... s . e o see ¢ —_—
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10. Foreign Mipisgetl Aghidh hdd ﬁFBposéd.ln.xéiz:that Japan should be
permitted to estadrPish Polict® f8%ced If’order 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 tcken up. -- Weinstein, op. cit., pp. 21-22, 39-40.

11. ¢ _.e Paul F. Langer and Richard Moorsteen, "The US/Japanese Military
Alliaace...," 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 Morning Post, October 25, 1978.
:'. :" .' . . *e 8% 9 400 ¢ eos oo

*
30. Senator SgmiNyhn "Ciliné.:s .qu%hea:sﬁ.As:i.a.Se::t:rity," January 21,
1979, p. 4. THi8 Fascther laste inea sedids df ifouy Mewspaper articles

written upon the completion Of tHe &tudy®grcdup®® *strip to the Far East.

31. Tnterview in Asahi Janaru, March 17, 1978.

1

32. " “z2pan -- Strategic Dilemma,

Asian Arab Forum (Manila), January-
February 1979, p. 8.

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. Morley (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 Military 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 Monica, January 1979.

39, "Roundtable Discussion -- If the Self-Defense Forces Were to Fight
Now," Shukan Yomiuri, March 5, 1978; see also "Defense Problem Comes Into
Renewed Limelight," Oriental Economist, August-September 1978, p. 8.

40. As reported by the Defense Attache's Office, Embassy Tokyo,
December 14, 1978. UNCLASSIFIED.

41. 1Interview in Japan Times, January 4, 1978.

42. Quoted in Shoji Takase, "The Recent Defense Debate," Asahi Janaru,
March 17, 1978. Makoto Momoi has written: "Few Japanese realize how
arrogant it must sound to most Asian nations when their government refers
to its defense expenditure costing less than 1 percent of Japan's GNP; in
real monetary terms, the amount is comparable to the total national budget
in many other Asian countries." -- Momoi, op. cit., p. 349.

43. Yonosuk& N¥dal arfdsTeMoh28a! JaRahaley,*¥ds *Military Power Necessary
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44. Makoto Momoi, "Are There Any Alternative Strategies for the Defense
of Japan?" in Franhlino-B:. sWednaegint, (ed; ).,'.US_'-:Iaéin Relations and the
Security of E4st Adia: eiThe Nex® Dhaded B4ullemn, sColo., pp. 88-90.

Osamu Kaiharan, ¥nce secnesary Gepeydl .of Wle.Nathdnal Defense Council,
has also charg8d Yfaf Japan does not have the arms, missiles, or replace-
ment personnel needed for a protracted war against a foreign invader. --
"Japan's Military Capabilities: Realities and Limitations," Pacific
Commun_ty, January 1978, pp. 136-42,

45. rLernard K. Gordon, "Loose Cannon on a Rolling Deck? Japan's Changing
Security Policies," Orbis, Winter 1979, pp. 989, 970.

46. Senate Armed Services Committee, op. cit., p. 9.

47. Martin E. Weinstein, "Strategic Thought and the US-Japan Alliance,"
in James W. Morley, Forecast for Japan: Security in the 1970's,
Princeton, 1972, p. 84.
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