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PREFACE
|
In recent years, units of the United States Marine Corps
{(USMC) and the Japan Self-Defense Force (JSDF) have begun to
train together, to sponsor mutual exchange visits, and to
plan_for concerted action in the event of aggression against
Japan. Why is this happening? wWhy is it important? what .

larger chahges are involved, and how can that process'of

‘change be influenced to bast effect?

This paper, prepared as part of the curriculum of the

e R s e

. Marine Corps Command and Staff College, is not intended as a

"research" paper. It is not presented as a scholarly sﬁrvey

of'preViously published works, but as an extended essay.

by
)

The author's intent in developing this document was to
provide an overview of U.S.-Japan military relations; then,
within that broad perspective, to consider a variety of
narrower issues associated with the continuing éreéence of

USMC forces in Japan. While outside sources are occasionally

" referenced, the opinions and c¢conclusions are the author's

own:. they took shape over the course of several yzars, as
the result of personal involvement in the coordination of

bilateral policy and training.
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This'paper is intended for the consideration of fellow
students in the Mérine Corps Command and Statf College; of -,
Marines aséigned to, or expecting assignment to, units in
Japan; and of anyone else interested in the evolution of
military relations between America and its most important
pPacific éliy. ' : ;

1]

If the readar puts down this paper with a keener

interest in the quwth of USMC-JSDF ties, and a clearer

Co ;
idea »f the complexities involved, the author's intent.

_ - | "
will have been realized. : ﬁ;
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ABSTRACT
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' *° DEFENSE FORCE: AN OUTLINE STUDY IN BILAThRAL
MITLITARY RELATIOMNS

pates: 28 May 1985 !
S ' o

‘This paper addresses gaveral of the bruad issues involved

in ‘the emerging relationship between U.s. Marine Forces in

Japan and the Japan self-Defense Force. some of the dilemmas

confronting U.S. and Japanese policvmakers are described, and

sufficient pdlitical background is provided that the general

reader can gain a sense of the changes now in progress.

Information covering the organization ard structure of )

forces, both American and Japanese, is presented. A narrative

account of events leading up to the ihplementation of tormal

combined training is set forth.

Key points of the paper are thay conditions in Japan are

changing; that this change can be xntluenced in ways favorable
—

to the United States; that the Marlne Corps has a major role
to play; and that for both selfish and unselfish reasons,

the Marine Corps should allocate increased resources to the

etfort. . ' ' (

Three -articles trom Japanese puplications, in trans-

laticon, are appended.
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

Why is This Issue Important? An Overview

Tﬁe attitudes of the Japanese and the role of Japan in
world affairs are changing. 1In the economic sphere, this
fécﬁ is obviougi‘it-is less obvious_but:gqually true in other
;Eéas.' : - |

Change is nqthihg new for the people or-ihatitutions of
modern Japan. It could be argued that no other nation in
history has transformed itself so rapidly and dramatically:
from a self-enclosed feudal state to a regional military
superpower in less Ehanlso years {(1868-1941), and from a
devastéted shell of empire to a world economic superpower in
less than 40 years (1945-1984). However, this extra-
ordinary ability of the Japanese people to deal with change

involves national values and charactevistics which are cften

'ministerpreted}'underestimated, or ove:loaked by outsiders.

Today, Japan stands as the bastion of democracy in the
Far East, and serves as the iihchpin of American defense
strateqgy in'tﬁeipacific. As her toremost trading partner and
the formal anarantof of her security, the United States has
in recent years been strongly urging Japan to expand her

militery capabilities. The American argument is that Japan

hadi e d




shouid assume a military posture in keeping with her economic

might -- that is, that she should “carrcy heﬁ share® in the ; -~
free world's defense. Within Japan's political and military
establishment, there now are numerous signs that a signifi-

cant growth will take place.

Nonetheless, the current situation involves a number of ' gﬁ..'
. - . "ﬁ
ironies. Article IX of Japan's constitution not only it

renoﬁnces war as a sovereign.right of the nation, but
prohibiES'tha maintenanze of land, sea, and air forces. The
constitutidn‘was adopted in 1%47 at the behest of the U.S,
IOccupation authorities; the antiwar provision reflects the
concern of immediate postwar U.S. 1aéders thgt Japan's
_authoritarian haritagé, martial ethic, and abundant national
energies_ﬁouid'iead to rearmament. Above all else, American
policymakers wanted to avoid a revival of the'méQitary
machine which had, in only.a_few decades, forbea Japanese

rule on most of East Asia.

‘Now, with Japan accepted as a loyal and democratic ally, fﬁ
most Americans perceive the Japaneée "threat"” to be economic. f?
Tﬁe complaint is Erequehtly heard that Japan, as ;ts economy .%:
has doubled and redoubled, has been given a "“free ride" under ?
the Ufs. defense umbrella. Japan's ;eluctance to assume an ?ﬁ
increased military role is often churacterized as cconomi- ;;
cally mativated and seif-serving. The per-capita defensc g

i %.
A
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expenditures.of'the U.S. and NATO countries are held up for

comparison: écéording to one érgument, if Japan were to make
proportxonai investments in its own defense, its “"unfair"
national competitive advantage would be diminished, as
smaller amounts of GNP would remain for its industrial and
commercial growtps
t;;f?f;.

Anothet argument used by some Americans to urge expan-
sion of the JSDF iq{the idea (usually vaguely expressed} that
0.8, forces then_could be shifted out of Japan, free to fight

somewhere else =~ their roles and missions having been

assumed by Japanese counterparts.

While these and similar arguments do contaxn some

elements of truth, the reality is more complex and less

easily satlsfy1ng. They are worth consxd?rlng, because
' |

they illustrate the complexity of the bilateral military

partnership.

WLtth Japan, opposxtion to m111tary growth is strongest

. not in business or 1ndustry, but at the grass~roots level.

The primary reasons are not economic, but|are associated with
a widespread, lingering uneasiness with all things military.

When Japanese history is considered, thisg|popular distrust

is not difficult to understand. For over two thousand years,

the mil:rary caste (samurai) comprised the privileged




elite, in a feudal.system which aEforaed no legal fights Lo
commoners.. Following.thr 19th Century Meiji ;eforﬁation,
Japan's girst attempis at'democracy ended with the militari-
zation of the 1930'3; military. adventures or the Asian rain-
land, and thé disastrous Pacific War. 1Im the minds of many
Japanege citizéns, the prosperity and democratization of the
postwar period are closely tied to Japan's renunciation of
mLEitary-force and its avowadly pro~peace international
poizdiés. Negative feelings toward the Self-Cefense Force
are still widespread. Bécau:é of such feelings, JSDF person~-
nel in'the-Tokyo area, L.r example, routinely change into
.civillan clothes prior tu ieaving a military compound on
- personal business. In any conaideratiop of the JSDF, it is
essentiai to recqgnize the ambivalence with which.it still is

viewed by a significént percéntage of Japanese society.

on another point, it is unclear what final effects a
major military buildup would ind.ce on Jagan's overall
position in the world economy. »r exampie, her self-imposed
military restrictions néw include a ban on most military
exports. Any fundamental change in her defense posture
could include, as part of a national_strategy for military
investment, a lifting of this export ban. If Japanese heavy
industry and high-technology conglomerates were to enter the
world arms trade, they would he eutremely well-qualified to
compete: U.S. firms, which now zccount for approximately 30%

of world arms sales, would face . severe new challenge.

...............................
..........................
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Probably the most myopic argument. used by Americans
urge a Japanese buildup is one which contends that U.S.
forces are merely “protecting” Japan =~ to the simple be
of the Japanase and at the expense of the United States'

interests. This is greatly oversimplified.

Lo

nefit

awn

es

" To the extent that a territorial threat to Japan do

g;ia;LH!§rtually'all infiuential Jaﬁanese identify that

threat with the Soviet Union. It is true that the prese

nce

e e —————

of U s. forces in Japan is a potent deterrent to soviet

invasion. It 1s equally true, however, that U.S.presenc

makes Japan an important Soviet target. In any major war
e

batween the military superpowers, whether or not its own
1nterests were originally threatened, Japan would almost
surely be drawn into the conflict. For a small, Cﬁnsely

populated country, that is no minor consideration.

For American strategists, Japan's mos* impbrtant as

will probably continue to be her geography. Even if the

JSPF did not exist, Japan would remain -- because of its

e

-

set

location ~- the key to America's warfighting capabilities in

the pPacific against the USSR.
vladivostock, the hub of the Soviet Pacific Fleet a

the USSR's single warm-water Pacific port, is accessible

through the Sbya, Tsugaru, or Tsushim: Straits. Soviet

nd

on}y
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*aifcraft transi;ing to Vietnam must pass between Japan and

South Korea, or else travel in a wide arc to the north and -
east of the Japanese archipelago. From basés in Japan,

American aircraft could hit Soviet air and naval bases on the

Asian mainland aﬁd Sakhalin. These same Japanese bases, and

a wide range of support facilities, are critical to the

defense of South Korea or the Philippines.

In:fac;, U.S. forces are not being kept in Japan at the

expense of American national interests, but as a forceful

Y

expression of those interests. Their presence is as vital to

the United States as it is to Japan.

When viewed from a Japanese perspective, what exactly is

™

the threat? If the Soviet Union urdertook hostile action

against Japan, what would its objectives be?

There exists a variety of opinions, of course. One key
ohjective, almost all analysts agree, would be control of the N
Soya Strait between Sakhalin and Hokkaido. This could entail

Soviet‘seizure‘of part or all of the island of Hokkaido.

However, the single most important strategic gain for
the Soviets would be the elimination ovr neutralization of
U.8. forces operating from Japan. This could be realized

without firing a shot if the Soviets were able somehow to



w4

.split the alliance. In a sustained and serious global
confrontation, deteriorating gradually to a condition of
immiﬁent U.S.-Soviet warfare,.it is likely that the USSR
would bring te bear on Japan every conceivable political and
military pressure in an attempt to induce such a spiit. By
offering to recognize a Japanese declaration of nsucrality,

the Soviets would be offering what could be an extfeﬁgly

attractive "way out® of all that a global 'war portends. if
| Japan's leaders were to acc¢ept such an offer, and deny to
u.S. fofces the_continued use of bases iﬁ Japan,the strategic

posture of the USSR would be improved immeasurably.

In such an extreme situation, whére woyld Japan's oﬁn
napional interests lie? A persistent argument of .Japanese
aﬁtiwar.groups is that Japan stands to lese ﬁore from its
military ties to the U.S. than it would gose from an
unresisting neutrality. One idealistic'metaphor has
represented Japan's proper role to be the "Switzerland of the
Far East." Relatively moderate nationaiis; groups could
easily coopt this siogan and alter it to "the Sweden of the
fFar East" --'with military power to-defend its own, but ony

its own, interests.

As is the case in every democracy, Japanese public
opinion covers the political spectrum. Vocal groups argue

for everything from total disarmament to total rearmament



and the acquisition of an independent nuclear capability.

Buﬁ a majority of thé public generally accepts the status i e
quo. Iﬁstgn@es of Soviet ruthlessness, such as the invasion

of Afghanistan and the attack on KAL Flight 007, have rein-

'fbrded genetal perceptions of thé Soviet threat. The 0il

shock of 1973 1ett a lasting impression of national vulner-

ab111ty. Defense-mlnded political and military leaders have
rqpeatedly‘used these examples to underscore the need for

increased military-expenditures. In Japanese society and

polltics, the  process of consensus-bu11dinq is central to

Y

every undextaking, and the JSDF contlnues to make gradual

galns in pub;1c acceptance and support.

Of all the possible policy éptions, future decisions
which lead_to é reduction of the JSDF and an eventual state . Cf'
of unarmed neutrality seem most remote. Such a policy wbuld
run counier to the pervasive Japane;e'sense of vulnerability,
aﬁd to the ﬁncreasiﬁg sense of international assertiveness. .
| N | | «
In fact, for the near- and‘mid{term, it is hard to
envision any dfastic change at all 4n Japan's strongly
pro-UqS( stance. Japan's current leaders are firmly and
publicly committed to the continﬁation and strengthening of
bilateral military ties. Planning is now'underway with U.S.

counterparts to extend JSDF sea contrel to 1,000 miles cover

the primary sea lanes leading into the home islands; this {



commitment has been presented as an important form of U.S.-
Japan role~shéring. Wwithin Japan, the division of roles is

frequently compared to that of shield'and'spear: in the

Bl ]

event of Soviet aggression, the JSDF will serve as the shield

while U.S. forces act as the spear.

0ver‘§he long term, as JSDF capabilities increase,
-military éeifésufficiéncy will'be closer at hand and an
-‘evéntual drift toward armed neutrality -- or at least a much
'looser alliance -— is not inconceivable. Military policy
over the long term méy depend heavily on the quality and

public acceptance of the evolving bilateral military ties.

Of course, thése larger issues of strategic direction
and national policy are only iﬁdirectly linked to the smaller
question‘of USMC~-JSDF relations. However, they are not
unrelated; and strong military-to-military ties can have
unforeseeﬁ, but far—reaching, positive effects on inter=-

national stability.

Moreover, it is easier to‘agrée on common strategic
goals.and objectivéé than it is to build tactical inter-
operability at the unit level -- espécially when the units
involved employ different languages, customs and weapons.

Yet that interoperability is vital to the success of the

alliance.
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" ties between USMC and JGSDF forces are significant. An

USMC forces constitute almost 45% of all U.S. forces in

Japan. The presence of III MAF is a concrete indication of ' v

American commitment. The ground combat, service support, and

“helicopter units of III MAF are the orly Japan-based American

counterparts of the Japan Ground Self-Defense Force (JGSDF).
Apart from brief, fly-in exercises conducted by the U.S.
Army, young otficers and men in the JGSDF will meet and work

with American counterparts through their exposure to Marines,

'or not at all;'

For many reasons, closer organizational and individual

important step is taken by each Marine assigned to Japan who

seeks a deeper understanding of the organization, aspira-

‘tions, and sensitivities of his host country and his Japanese - Cf!
counﬁerparts.
~
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Chapter 2

' THE JAPAN SELF~DETENSE FORCE (JSDF)

organization and Structure of the JSDF

The origins of the Japan Self-Defense Force lie in the

creation of the 75,000 man National Pclice Reserve in=1950.

‘;n 1952, the'National Police Reserve was renamed the National

Safety Fgrce; and in 1954, with passage of the Defense Agency

Establishment Low; the National Safety Force was incorporated

into the présénﬁ'cround, Maritime, and Air Self-Defense

Forces.

The structure of the Defense Agency and the relationship
of the three Self-Defense Forces are és shown in Figure (1l).

oOne conspicuous characteristic of the Japanese system is the

_fact that the nation's senior military officer, the Chairman

of the Joint Staff Council (CJSC) shares a parallel relation-
ship with the Chiefs of sStaff of the TGSDF, JMSDF, and JASDF.
This means that the CJSC and the Joint staft Office (JSO)

have no directive authori somponent services;

joint planning and tactical coordination must be done on a
f M

bagis of mutual agreement. is unwilldy arrangement was

designed to help ensure the primacy oF ¢civilian leadexrship,
cLm ‘

and hinder any illegal consolidation of power by military

leaders. In this respect, the currenkt system is effective;

11

----------
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eg’. however, it does little to overcome the country's long-

standing service rivalfies,‘or to:provida coherence to <1.

overall defense planning. {

The parallei relationship of the services with JSO

s

creates significant problems in bilateral affairs as

o

well. Unlike the CJSC, the Commander, U.S. Forces Japan

(COMUSJAPAN) is vested with command authority over the LU.S.

E  subunified component commander Any agreement between
£ GEQ ' N
N '

ok

COMUSJAPAN and ) i on the American side; on the

Japanese side, such agreements are only tentatiw: 3 GSO,

_’EE§Z:EEE:BSQ_ggnaﬂnsuaﬁia_gainad_ﬁad formal concurrence is

received.

~Another complicating aspect is the close proximity of

-

ultimate political decisionmakers on the‘agggi;;e side, and
W

the long and circ Lo ‘ decisionmakers

ﬁg’ on the American side. If an insuperable obstacle should

arise during joint planning, CJSC and his staff must turn to

the next upper level, which-is the Japan Defense Agency --
' the GOJ counterpart to the U.S. Department of Defense. On
the American side, COMUSJAPAN (a 3-star officer) must take

i jtion to CINCPAC (a 4-star officer with a large

staff), who must prepare a position of his own. CINCPAC then
e

goes to JCS ,(a group of four-star officers with a very large

staff), who must in turn agree on a commen position pefore

-
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any issue can be considered for presentation to tile Depart=-
ment of Defense. . Given tho nature of bureaucracies, this
complicated teiationship almost guarantees frustracrion, and
makes it ext;eﬁeiy:difficult to tackle major political-

military is?ues {such as sea-lanes control and division of
cefense responsibflities) in a positive, step-hy-step manner.
. i

Within the.JSDF, the problem'of interservice rivalry is

a serious oﬁe. The Ground Self-pDefense Fofce (JGSDF) has
-~ : _

been -- ahd'remaino -~ the most pol;ticall;‘Tﬁ?TEEhtial of

e,

the three'branohés;' However, the current military buildup is ﬁ%ﬁ

oriented on the concept of expanded responsibility for sea-

1ang§\hofense. This mission is stressed by leaders in

America and Japan because {among other reasons) it is most

politicall ' , and most consistent with the limita- ' -%n‘

tions of Article IX.  However, sea lanes defense is associ-

ated with air and sea control, as opposed to ground combat

capability: it\EEEEgEQEQ_thaaLens~tha_i§§QE_Dos1tion in the N\
efense budget.
w | | ~

To counter this threat to its funding, the JGSDF has

taken the position that a strong ground defense == especially

in Hokkaido -- is essential to ensure a permissive environ-
S - e

ment for SPDF operations. Thgd JMSDF and JASDF

tend to disayree and push for proportiongtely greater funding

|
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for their own programs. In the context of this argument, a j

central point of co ' s' estimated

amphibious capability.

U.S. component headquarters are incvitably drawn into

.'M : .
' such controversies, due to close and supportive relationships

with their own "green," “"navy-blue," or "sky-blue" fuhétﬁggai

Nbouﬁterparts. The the 1985 edition of the U.S. Defense

Department publication Soviet Military Power, states that

"...to support a military operation against
Japan, the Soviet Far East merchant fleet has
an estimated éapacity €o _transport up to seven
motorized or tank divisions in a single 1lift
operation ' if given appropriate conditions of
s8a and aitr superiority.!l

This large estimate of Soviet amphibious capability supports

the JGSDF contention that an air and maritime buildup would

R i

be only an empty front, if it were attained at_the expense of

' ground combat capability.

Problems of interservice “"separateness™ extend down to

:hgftactical level. Curfently, if deployed for actual

defensive combat, JGSDF ‘tactical units would have only one

JASDF. officer per regiment for purposes of air liaison and

forward air control, Against integrated, well-cquipped and

highly trained Soviet forces, such inadequate integration of

ground and air assets would prove disastrous.

15
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A requirement for closer service relationshlps is fully

recognzzed by senior JSDF officers, General Keltaro Watarabe

4
{then just appointed as Chief of Staff, JGSDF, and now the ' }@
Chatrman, Joint Staff Council) told U.S. officers in May Ei
1983 that one of his greatest goals was to increase the '}
effective cooperation of the JGSDF, JMSDF, and JASDF. In ;j
this regard, the close air-ground-naval 1ntegration of Marine %
o . &
units is of particular interest fer Japanese officers. . ‘%
xactical dtvisions of the JSDF service components are %
shown in Figures {(2) througn {4). . € §
. -t S
' Fi
;
4
g
5

e
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SAKHALIN.

oF N : NORTHERN TERRITORI
ORGANIZATION OF THE JAPAN ‘ USSR
GROUKD SEL#F-DEFENSE. FORCE , (ussR) (KURILES)

(USSR OCCUPIED)

}\a

B I, Horthern Arny:
Headquarters....Sappo*o :
2d Divigion....Asahikawa .
5th Division...Ubihiro
7th Division...Higashichitozse

1lth Division..ngkomanai.- . NORTHERN
II. .ortheastern Army o ARMY PN\ asa
Headquarters....Sendal -
6th Division...Jinmachi ‘ Obihire
9th Division...Aomori- : . “~-Makomanai
I1I. Bastern Army ' - | Higashi-
Headquartars....!chigayn ! chitos

lst Divislion...Nerinma

Sapporo
12th Division..Somasahara

1V, Central Army ¥ / O
Headquartara....ltaml " ARMY Aomori
. 3xd Division...Senzo
“10th Division..Moriyama
13th Division..Kaltaichi EASTERN
‘ o ARMY Jinmachl
\ ’ Sendal
B ' . CENTRAL
: ARMY
Ichigaya (Tokyo)
WESTERN e \ ;
ARMY Nerima
_&; ~\Somagkhara
Moriyama
o Itami Kyoto
\ Senzo (Osaka)
Mukucka
o Ken ’
| gun Kaitaichi
Kitakumamoto
. RYUKYUS (WESTERN ARMY) V. Westerd Army
: Headquqrters + - - Kengun
— ——~— Okinawa 4th Division...Fukuoka
Bth [Divislon...Kitakurmamcto
— lst Chmbined
EE R T~Naha Irigade...laha
v‘.

FIGURE (2)
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ORGANIZATION OF THE JAFAM
IR SELF-DEFENSE KOHCE

I. Alr Defense Command Headquarters...Fuchu

- II. Noxrthern Air Defense Force ‘ : . ’
‘ Headquarters.....Misawa - : ///’-- ///
' _2d Alr Wing.....Chitose NORTHERN .
81lst Air Group..Misawa AIR .
' 3rd ADef Croup..Chitose DEFENSE t7.

IIT. Central Air Defense Forcs - FORCE
' Headquarters.....Lruma
Jrd Air Wing....Komatsu

6th Air Wing....Komatsu apporo
7th Alr Wing....Hyakuri

ist ADef Group..Irumx . :

4th ADef Group..Gifu ° . . Chitose

IV. Western Air Defense Force AN
Headquarters.....Tsulkl
oth Alir Wing....Nyutabaru opyTRAL :
8th Air Wing....Kasuga AIR . '
?d ADef Group...Tsulki DEFENSE

FORCE

o Misawa

WESTERN AIR .
; Matsushima
SE = :
DEFENSE FORC Hyakuri

Miho —- y ' :
: ]r Tokyo

o . - \ s <3
Kasug 3 _ AN '
‘ ) § lm'l! dﬂ"h N Fuchu
Tsuiki : “NIruma
\- - amaﬁatsu

N Nyutabaru obe \\““Komatsu
SQUTHWESTERN COMPOSITE.

AIR DIVISION Osaka

V. Southwestern Composite Alr Division

RYUKYUS (SW COMPOSITE_AIR
LIVI

Headquarters.....haha
S
) 83rd Alr Group..Naha
: kinawa ‘ Sth ADef Group..laha
VI. Alr Tralning CGroup :
= _ ©odst Alr Wine, ... Hamamalsu
“D \\ naha s

Leh Alr Wing....Matsusnina

FIGURE (3)
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ORGANIZATICN THE JAPAN
MARITIME SELF-DEFENSE FORCE

L & Self-Defense Fleet Headguarters...Yokosuka

_ II. Fleet Escort Force J
Headquarters.ssess««....Yokosuka
1st Escort Flotilla....Yokosuka
2nd Eserrt Flotilla....Sasebo
3rd Escort Flotilla....Malguru
4th Escort Flotilla....Yokoguka

I'I.I Fleet Alr Force
) He&dqus.rters....-.---...Atsugi
1st Alr Squadron.......Kanoya

;

OMINATO
DISTRICT

OMINATO

" 2nd Aly Squadron.......Hachinche DISTRICT
A4th Alr Squadron...e....Atsugl
2lst Alr Squadron......Tateyama Sapporo
31st Alr Squadron......Iwakunl Ominato
Okinawa Air Group,.....Naha
’ .
MATZURU DISTRICT
Sendal
Haliuru
YOKOSUKA
b DISIRICT
‘ © SASEBC
DISTRICT ¥, e
‘ L T¥teyama
7} S o, W PR Tekyo
b : Kyoto L
;' _ Yokosuka
3 \ Kobe
% ‘ ' Atsugl
Sasebo Kure Osaka
Iwakuni
KURE DISTRICT
SASEBO

DISTRICT Hachinohd

IV. Other Operational Units

RYUKYUS (SASEBO DISTRICT)
- Okinawa

Q O ‘ Naha

P e e T T T T e e T T e e e T e e et

lst Minesweeper Flotilla...Kure
2nd Misesweeper Flotilla...Yoiiosuka
1st Submarine Flotilla.....Kure
2nd Submarine Flotilla..... Yohosuka
Maritine Training Flotilla.Yorosuka

FIGURE (4)
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Political Environment of ﬁhe JSDF

Article IX of the Constitution of Japan states that:

Aspiring sincerely to an international peace
and order, the Japanese people forever renounce
war as a sovereign right of the nation and the
the threat or use of force as a means of settling
international disputes. :

In order to accomplish the aim of the precedinn
paragraph, land, sea, and air forces, as well as
other war paotential, will never be wmaintained.

The right of belligerency of the state will not
. be recognized.2 '

Thisrafticle hés.been the focal pointlfor one of the
7most‘inten9e and sﬁeeping pblitical arguments in postwar
Japan.'rBy varicus factions, its‘intent has been supported,
opposed, or stretched near the breaking point. The Liberal
Democrétié Party (LDP), Japan's long-time majority party, has
traditionaliy supported a flexible interpretation of Article
IX. The LDP also'includes a number of édvocates of a formal
HCpnstitutional amendment to end reétrictions on Japan's
military options. In 1969, the then-Chairman of the Joint
Staft Couﬁcil articulated the basis for this view wiien ﬁe

declared that

The state does not exist because there
is a Constitution. There is a Constitution
because there is a state...If it is absolutely
necessary for the survival of the state, the
Constitution should be interpreted accordingly.
If this cannot be done, the Constitution should
be revised,3

T
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Even today the constitutionality of the JSDF's existence
continues to be hotly argued within Japan, although a declin-
ing minority of the population aspires to a completely

i

~unarmed status.

The questions'raised by Article IX have been addreésed
repeatedly within the Japanese judiciary. 1In 1959, the Tokyo
district éourt ruled that the stationing of U.S. forces in’
Japan'waé in viélatish of article IX. In & landmark decision
later the séme year, the Japanese Supreme Court overturned
that ruling. The Supreme Court held that the Japahese
Constitution "does not renounce the inherent right of a
sovereign nation to self-defense, nor does it demand
defenselessness and nonresistance."4 1In 1976, the Sapporo
High Court ruled in ancther case that the existence of the
JSbF'did not violate Article IX. In 1977, the Mito District
Court ruled that while gelf-defense capag;lity is coﬁstitu-

tional, it must not exceed necessary limits.5

_Obviously, the question of what is necessary for
adequate self-defense can lead to any number of possible
conclusions. 1In 1978, in a written policy statement, the
Japan Defense Agency declared that

The limit beyond which defense power must
not be increased under the restrictions set
forth in Article IX...is a relative one that
can change in accordauce with various conditions

such as the international situation and the
level of military technology at a given time.®
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%- ‘_'In 1979, then-Prime Minister Ohira declared that

gg . I .

i, What forms its root is the perfection and

k2 consolidation of defense power, and our _

& country's defense power_must be what can truly

g. _become deterrent power.

%l soon afterward, Prime Minister Ohira was reported to have
i Ces

"? gone so far as to say, during a session of the Upper House of
kf the Diet, that "a minimum number cf nuclear weapons for
3 D

% self-defense. is not something to be prohibited."8

i
r

'of‘cours?, open advocaggg of a nuclear-armed Japan_

conétitutg a‘émall itical mincrity. But this position is

held tenaciously by several of the extreme nationalist

groups; and as early as fifteen years ago it was not unheard
e :

of for elected representatives to campaign openly on behalf
of a Japanese nuclear deterrent.? This has not changed,
despite Japan's ratification of the Nuclear Non-Prolifera=-

tion Treaty in 1976.10

The official policy of the Government of Japan (GOJ)

toward nuclear weapons is expressed Ln its "three non-nuclear

principles™”: that Japan will not porsess, will not manufac-
ture, and Qill not introduce nuclearlweapons into the o
country.ll..This results in continuai difficulties relative
to the presence of U.S. forces, since these principles pro-
hibit the possession of a nuclear warhead aboard any ship‘or

plane entering Japanese water or airgpace. The U.S., in

22
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conformity with ité policy worldwide, refuses to confirm or
‘deny therpresuuce of nuclear weapons anywhere; however, U.S.
.spokeSmen issue regular public assurances that the U.S.
GoQérnment "réspectslits obligations" under existing t;eaties

withrthe government of Japan.

ﬁhen pressed on this poin: by domestic political
'opponénts;'sod spokesmen circumvent the challenge by
1-a££ixming thét: (1) fhe U.S. is:obliﬁated by treaty to make
?pridr consultations” with thg GdJ, before any nuclear weapon
is brought into Japahese_éerritory: {(2) the U.S. has not made
such consultations; (3) therefore, the U.S., ipso facto,

cannot have b;ought such weapons into Japan. In this obligue

fashion the issue is kept under tenuous control; but it is

the cause of frequent political demonstrations and local
:eéolutions, and U.S. Navy ships in particular are affected
by strong opposition to port calls in some of Japan's major

ports.

The paradox of Japan's international security position
is here particularly poignant; for strategic deterrence
against the Soviet Union, Japan openly depends on the U.S.
nuclear vumbrella." According to the Japan Defense Agency.

Japan's defense capability, coupled with the
presence of U.S. military power involving a
nuclear deterrent based on the Japan-U.5.

Security Treaty, constitutes a stance Yermitting
the country to cope with any threat... 2

23
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Yet its "three non~nuclear principles" prohibit the very
ships and planes which maintain that deterrence from enterxng
its territory.

Apart from the question of proper Constitutional limits
to Japan's power, there are lingering guestions, at a deéper

level, concerning the basic validity of Article IX and ~- for

that matter -- the entire cOnstitution."Negative feelings in

‘this regard are not confined to extremist groups. Japan's
" current Prime Minister Nakasone wrote in 1978, when he was

' the LDP general secretary, that

- In the case of an independent, democratic
constitution, those who draft it and those to
whom it is applied must both be groups with a
sense of common identification; and this in
turn must be based on free will., The process

by which the Constitution was drafted was
dictated by the [American] GHOQ.

During the occupation it was 1mpossxble
not only to enact but even to submit legisla-
tion to a plenary session of the Di@x without
permission from GHQ. We were indirectly
threatened with being purged if we made any
complaints. It was under such circumstances
that the present constitution was enacted,l3

Another consideration is the Japanésé attitude toward
thé presence ot American troops in Japén. In the 1959
Japan Supfeme Court‘caée, the U.5. presence was ruled
constitutional; but despite continued strong ¢OJ support,

public opinion and opposition political positions have been

e
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mixed. In 1970, Zbigniew Brzezinski wrote that

Even highly pro-United States analysts

~and. politicians, otherwise quite concerned
with Japan's security, are in agreement
concerning the desirability of terminating
‘the U.S. military presence in Japan,14

‘ ...The Japanese expect that by 1975 most
_American forces.will be out of Japan, and

it may also be expected that the Japanese
will quietly press for the removal of most
American bases by that date.l3

Japén has an active, multi-party, parliamentary system

of gobernment;fand the shifting alignments and coalitions ot

_ité par;ies,ha?e reflected shifts in national sentiment. The

Japan Socialist party (JSP) has traditionally advocated a
status of unarﬁed neutrality, held the JSDF to be unconstitu-
tional, ana called for unilateral abrogation of the Japan-
.5, Security Treaty. The Japan Communist Party.(JCP)
supports the maintenance of defense capability in some form,
-but also calls for abrogation of the éecurity Treaty and
disbandment of the JSDF as it is currently constituted. The
*Clean Government Party® Ikomeito) has reservations as to the
constitutionality of both the Security Treaty and the JSDF,
but ¢oes nog seek immediate change ;ni does not support the
concept of unarmed neutrality. The Démocratic Socialist
party (DSP) recognizes the JSDF as co%stitutional, and |
accepts the Japan=-U.S. Secﬁrity Treatly for the time being:
the DSP.has gone on record, however, jas calling for "the

elimination of the perpetual U.S. millitary presence in

Japan."16
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In 1979, setbacks for these opposition parties and
strong gains by the ruling'LbP led to realignments and to

some consolidation of opposition blatforms:_-

Under pressure from the Komeito, the JSPp
- had to concede that it would not call for an
immediate and unilateral abrogation of the
Japan-U.S. Security Treaty. It had to accept
the Komeito line that the termination of the
treaty has to be implemented through diplo~
matic negotiations with the Usa.l7 -~

(

Since 1979, a gfadual movement has continued away from

radical anti-JSDF, anti-Security Treaty positiens. As a

result of this *"rightward shift" in domestic politics, Japan
is increasingly receptive to the idea of a significant rble_

in .its own'defénse.

The big question,?which has yet to be satisfactorily

answered, is: what role?

26
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“Japan's Official Defense Policy

The Government of:Japan (GOJ3 carefully and eloquently
presents lts current position on ﬁilitary issues in a lengthy
"Boeihakusho" (white paper) published annually by the.Def se
Agency. Publication began in 1970. The document is trans- -

lated into numerous languages for foreign distribution; its

English translation bears the title befense of Japan.

Defense of Japan attempts to provide philosophical

.'/-\

justification and bolster public support for the existence of
the JSDPF and its functions. In the Japénese context, even

patriotism needs to be justified:

pPatriotism means attachment to our land.
It is a natural human feeling -- a quxre
for the peaceful development of a living
community -- which everyone has. What is
important is how and when to dispilay it.
To do one's best to defend the country from _
invasion is the duty of each Japanese and -
the awareness that urges us to perform this
duty is the expression of patrlotiSm and the
will to defend the country.
: Japan's effort to 1mprove xts defense
capability against emergencies presupposes.
such willingness of the people to defend
the country. The Self-Defense Forces can
be a power to defend the country only when
they are supported by th« people's will to
defend the country. In this sense, con-
siderations regarding the enlightening of
the people in various arenas will be
necessary.

____________________________________
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These lines convey a sense of what the GOJI feels it is
up against: - continuing doubt and cynicism, the legacy of _ ﬂﬁ‘.
prewai and wartime exhortations; and naive idealism, the

product of postwar pacifism.

A}
. \
Currently.'the_befense Agency offers the following GOJ //)

interpretation cf Article IX:

1. A necessary minimum of self-defense capability ia
i

constitutionai. !
2. “Minimum® limits are subject tofchange and are
relative to Ehe state of technology and the international

situation. {"However, it is clear that Japanrn evidently

c;nndt possess'weapons'which;..are used exclusively for total tf}
destruction of other countries, such as tCBMs-ané long-range
strategic bombers.”) (Emphasis added.)
3. Three conditions must be met to justify the use of ~y
force:
a, "Sudden and unjustified aggression™ has been
directed against Japan;
b, There is "no other appropriate means™ to deal
with thai aggression; and
28 ™
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¢. Use of armed strength is confined to the

-necessary minimum.

4. "Minimum force"” is not limited in scope to Japanese
territorial land, sea, and air. Geographic scope would vary
with the situa:ioﬁ; however, it would be unconstitutional to

dispat. . arméd.forées to foreign territorial lard, sea, and

\"\q_’.r .

q
i

5. cOlléétive éelt-defensa.(armed support of a treaty .
partnar wheu not under direct attack oneself) is the right of

every sovereign state, including Japan, under international

* law. However, because of Aticle IX, Japan must forego this

right.
6. "Exercise of the right of beiligerency‘ is unconsti-
tuticnal, but the 'operatioﬁ of force"™ has a different

meaning and is permitted for self-defénse,.l9

Basic Policy for Naﬁional Defense, as formally set forth

by'GOJ. comprises four broad principles:

l. Support for the United Nations and promotion of

international efforts for peace and cuoperation:

25
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2. Stabilization of domestic affairs as the "foundation

-for security.” ;o _ -

|
t

3. Gradual improvement of effeqﬁive defense capability
“with due regard to the nation's resdurces and the prevailing

domestic situation.”

4. Reliance on Japan-United States security arrange-
ments to deal'winh external aggression, "pending m&re |
effective functioning of the t'nited Nations in the future in

deterring and repelling such aggression."20’ é:

Control of the military by elected political leaders is

heavily stressed:

Japan gave serious thought to the state of-
of affairs which led to and continued through
World war IY, and complied with a system:0f
uncompromising civilian control similar %o that
maintained by other democratic nations.

Totally different from the system sustained
under the old Japanese Constitution the SDF .
today is strictly under civillan control.Zl !

But further "enlightening of the pecple® is required:

«s+in order to lead the civilian control
system to bear fruit, it goes without saying .
that continuous efforts are necessary in both
political and administrative operation of the
system. At the same time, it is necessary for
the entire Japanese people to display keen
interest in national defense, while the SDF
personnel themselves are required to show a
correct understanding of civilian control and
demonstrate their behavior accordingly.

30
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As its basic "Concept of Defensa,' GOJ strosses two
broad objact@vep:' prior deterrence and, should deterrence
fail, the counﬁeting of aggression., Deterrence i; provided
for by mainfaining s defense c#pability of “appropriate"
scale, and by 'keeping the credibility of security
arrangementa with the United States,” specifically including
' the:Amarican nuglear deterrent. If limited aggression should
occur.'Japaﬁiwlil drive away the invaders "without help in
principle. Id thi event .t larger-scale aggression, Japan
*will continue strong resistance by every posaible means
until it gains cooperatlon from the United Statues in

repulsing the enemy."23

in Novembqt 1976, the GOJ declared that "in implementing
the defense caﬁability buildup, this is to be do.w...with the
' toal sum of defense-related expenses in each fiscal year not
to exceed for the time being...1l% of thelGNP of each said
year."24 This 1% cap has been the subjeqdt of continuous
controversy eﬁer since, both in domestic forums.and in
bilateral dealings with the U.S. 1t haslacquired strong
symbolic value for those opposed to expaﬁsion of the Japanese
military, as well as for those trying to|encourage such
expansion. There are indications thét the GOJ will secon --
in 1985 or 1966 -- exceed ror the first time this traditional

limit.

31
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Inrcalculutions of Japdn's ultimate military and foreign
policies, perhaps the most important single vatiable is the

quality of Japan=U.S. bilateral ties. As the Defense Agency

declares,‘

Effective funciioning of the Japan-U.S.
security arrangements under any circumstances
is an. absolute necessity for surely guarantee-

. .ing Japan's security.
S ‘ In order to maintain the friendly and co-
-~ -operative relations between Japan and the
United States, and sustain the credibility of
. thelr security arrangements, it is necessary
for the two nations to seize every opportunity
to hold uninterrupted dialogue, to firmly.
establish the relationship of mutual trust
and cooperation, to fulfill their respective
responsibilities, and to strive to secure a
system for the effective func»ioning of the
arrangements, 25

The defense ministry has committed itself to budgetary

support ("cost-sharing") for the continued stationing of

The major expression of this is the

—

U.5. forces in Japan.

racilities Imbrovemént Program (FIP}; the  FIP has resulted in
—— e ‘

. major new construction of housing, barracks, and support

'''''''''

_Okinawa-

faciiities for use by U.S. forces., Among other projects, the

GOJ is now constructing 5,000 family housirng dnits in

This housing, with related support facilities, will

enable the USMC to transition into a pelicy of 3-year accom=-

<Eiiiig*£9ulé‘£9F all career Marines assigned PCS to Qkinawa.
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Despite such initiatives, skepticism persists in some
guarters, that the United States would -- or could —- provide
"sufficient, timely aid to Japan in a tfue defense emergency.
This skepticism has been indirectly increased by some U.S.

efforts to bring about larger Japanese defense spending.
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Recent American Pressures

In his Fiscal Year 1985 Report to the Congresé,

Secretary of Defense Weinberger stated that
The cornerstone of our East Asian defense
policy is our defense partnership with Japan,
based on the Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and -
Security. Prime Minister Suzuki enunciated
the goal for Japanese roles and missions when
~he stated in May 1981 that defense of Japan's
-territory, its airspace, and its sea-lanes out
;to 1,000 miles are legal under Japan's consti-
‘tution and are, in fact, its national policy.
. _ Prime Minister Nakasone has been even more
- : forthright in expressing that Japan's respon-
- sibilities should be under a national division
.0f labor with the United States. We will
continue to encourage Japan to achieve within
this decade the force levels it needs to meet
its defense requirements.
We plan to base F-16 aircraft at Misawa
Air Base in Japan. Once deployed, these U.S.
F-16s will provide improved air-to-surface
capabilities to help redress the regxonal i
force imbalance in Northeast Asia.Z2

iAs Seéretary Weinberger points out, Japan in fact is the
c?EE3ffE323_3Eﬂ33£~E£323_£2£_EEEE—§EEE‘ The "encouragement"”
he mentions has becomé a central factor in our military and
foreign policy relationship with Japan. The Japanese public,
‘and their ieéders, are acutely aware that there exists in
America a wideSpreéd perception that Japan is doing less tﬁah
its “fair.share.ﬁ The military issues have beer linked with_
overarching economic problemé, and there now is a sense of
pressure and urgency which did nét previously exist in the

defense debate. In 1983, a bilateral military study was

————
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coqEiEgigggg_Lo—o#am%ﬂe-spee%ftc‘requfrements—asagpiated with

Japan's commitment to defend sealanes out tp 1,000 nautical

miles. A surge of Japanese books, articles, and television
‘featdres began.to appear, dealing variously with the Soviet
threat, the overextended capébilities of the U.S., the tech=-
nical and strategic guestions of sealanes defense, and the

inadequacy of the JSDF.

'This American pressure -- Or perceived American pressure
e

~ is having mixed results. Over the long term, the effect™

—

méy not be exactly what U.S. policymakers expect or hope for.

F

———

- Japan's "hawks®" -- whatever their feeling toward America

)

and the alliance -- welcome the new American emnhasis,

because it shores up their own position that Japan should be

m1L+tanilx_£g§ggg§iglg_gor her own destiny.‘ Alzso, American
" backing has helped greatly to 1egitimiz§3 among potential

opponents at home and abroad, the idea of a revitalized

——— ]

—

Jgggﬂg§g*giiifiﬁz; prime Minister Nakasone has stressed the
American partnership in every discussion of plans to project
Japanese power beyond its own territorial waters. Among the
ASEAN nations and Korea = Japan'slformer conquests - there

has been little protest.

But it would be a mistake to overlook potential nega-

tive effects on America's uwn long-term intereuts, of this

35
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cultivation of Japanese power. Apart from irritation at the

¥
s

tone and context in which the American position has sometimes.

been presented, scme leaders on the Japanese side have begun

~ to ask questions about the extent of actual U.5. commitment

to Japan, and evén more Eundamental questzonb about the

overall worth of the current securxty relat‘onship.

- oo
- When Secretary Weinberger's statement is examined,

several assumptions are apparent: (1) that Japan should

———
fﬁggg;;;/;;;;;:;—;;;:;;;&of the type and amount necessary to

-—_______m
defend 1,000 miles of ocean; (2) that Japan's “"defense
4_4....._._____._‘____ T —

?Eﬂﬁiﬁfﬂiﬂfﬁa~sgﬂ—gg-agzﬂ“ﬂ—HP°"’ and (3) that U.S. offensive
r -

weapons in Jupan, such as sophlstlcated ground-attack airc-

e

craft at Misawa, will lead to an 1ng;gase_in_§gg5£itx_£gr

Japan..

. . ' .
o When these points are analyzed, complications gquickly

emergéz (1) in_Qséér to unilaterally defend the sealanes

cout to 1,000 miles against a sophisticated Soviet threat,
—— 7.

including Soviet Naval aviation, th%re will be a necessity

for JMSDE or JASDF sea-based aviati¢n., Articles in the

—

public domain have described JMSDF aspirations to acquire its

own aircraft carriers, but this is a possibility that was not

envisioned in the yY.S. concept of " ole-sharing." Possession
of adequate forces and weapons to “"defend itself"™ and its

scalanes against one of the military superpowers is by

36
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@ detinitinn enough power for an autonomous policy. (2) Any

_déte:mination of Japan's “defense requirements® invalves

£ixing twe-key-vartabless. the level and the level
¢of U.S. support available. 1f the objéct oE_this determina-

tion is to elicit increased Japanese contributions, a clear

peradox emergess s, if massive U.S. forces are assumed

to be available, the requirement for Japanese forces will

———————

.",/—-

‘coprrespohd;ngly decrease. On:the other hand, if minimal, g

.,
T~ .8. forces are assumed, the challenge to Japan becomes SO
e L/ : . J‘ T —

QEB o ‘.overwhelming‘that -- _for many Japanese -- {ugggig_gggg;gkigg -

of praseht squgigx_ggmmltmehts seems necessary. That a

'limttéd“ war with the Soviets could be fought at all
Tﬁgﬁzgzglly one which begins on the high seas and in the air)

é%}‘ . seems a dubioﬁs proposiﬁion,'and any assumptions to the

L e . f ;
contrary are difficult to support. (3) The F-16's are U.S5. ™~ .

weapons intended for Soviet targets. They do help to offset
ma

——mel

the Soviet numerical advantage in attack aircraft; but they

@E@ are a clear- i iority target mselves in any

yU.S.-Soviet war. Their presence ‘at Misawa serves (among
other things) to further increase the certainty of Japan's
. I . i T ————

i Shdiiniah

involvement. ‘ K
“\___‘_______, .

At bottom, the unarticulated, long-term stumbling block
for the U.S. is the question: would a militarily self-
sufficient Japan continue in the same relationship to the

U.S.? Would it pernit U.S. forces to use its territory as an
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"unsinkable aircraft carrier” from which to launch an

PAPRPAT I e

*

offensive against the Soviet homeland, and to interdict : S

»
»

Soviet ships inbound or outbound from the Sea ot Uapén?
The usﬁal scenario for a ”défense of'Japan” is one in

which Japanese interests are threatened: first, Japan-

Soviet relations deteriorate tu the point of a Soviet attack

‘on Japan; Japan resists, holds its ground, and the U,S8. then
_responds wfth sufticient force to en&ble Japan to repel the v
invaders. .Sometimes.the agsumed Soviet attack is placed in a
context of simultaneous Soviet aggression ;h other parts of QE?
;the world. ‘That complicates the problem, of course, because

it stresses the limits to U.S. responée capability, and

increases the vulnerability of Japan. 1t is this kind of

scenario which is-assumed, when the U.S8. argues to Japan that C;i

it must build stronger forces.

But there are other types of scenarios, which have been ‘

too little considered by some U.S. planners, and which lead T3

to very diffefent conclusions by the Japanecse.

Tha Japanese islands dominate the'strateqic-routes of

‘-——_""‘"--_._____
Soviet power projection in the Pacific. The presence OF
significant uU.S. air and navallforces in Japan, adiacent to
those routes and within striking range ot vital Soviet

military facilities, is a primary consideration in Soth uU.s.

3¢

--------------------



and sbviet global strategy. Their presence virtually assures

that any majﬁf U.S.~-Soviet conflict will extend to Japan.
UsSe and‘SOViét attacks and counterattacks from and against
its terrltory'involve enormous potential consequences for
Japan. This.wbﬁld be true even if the war began elsewhere;
even if Japanese interests were not originally at stake; even

if the war had been started through accident or miscalcu-
lation.

|
ot

At somé point, Japanese self-interest may dictate a
: f

Far - iRk Tt b - -k s SRR GRS e
.

e

vy -
-

reevaluation Qf the present socurity relationship trom a
cost~-benefit point of view. In this sense, benefits are
ssociated with U.S. reintorcement in the evenmt of primary

aggression agaxnst Japan, and with the deterrent effect of

28\ SN b

the U.S. nuclear "umbrella®™ against such primary aggression.
On the otﬁer hand, costs are assoclated with a derivative
attack on Japan, as part of a globaljU.S.-Soviet wal in which

Japan might discover itself an unwiliing participant. In

this analysis, benefits would decrease in value as the level

N R R EN T

of expected reinforcement, or the cridibility of the American

deterrent, goes down; estimates of cost would increase in

direct propbrtion to foreign policy differences with the

U.S., and the likelihood that Japan &ight be dragged unwill-

'?srw-v-- - .
ol W
+ .

ingly into a confrontation.

g
-
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' Japan's si:uatibn'is differe ways from

that of the NATO countries. - Especially in the context of
e e

global war, the Soviet Union has little to gain from an
W

invasion of the main iglands'of Japan, and much to gain fron

-

P

——
U.5. forces based there. If its own interests were not at

stake, and if it chose €5 do so, a milltarily confident Japén

could reasonably hope to "ride out" an otherwise extremely

destructive global war. . _ _

e

For the time being, among leaders of Japan and the U.S.,

common interests are heing served by a'military buildup.

Divisions ot long-«term national interest are not apparent.

But Secretary Weinberger's policy assumes that J;EQET?F"“

objectives will contlnue to be those of the United States:
shouid that prove not to be the case, his successors may
someday gaze ruefully across the Pacxfic. and wistfully
remember the modestly-equipped but always-supportxve Japan

the 1970's and early 1980's.

40
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Chapter 3

UNLTED STATES FORCES IN JAPAR

Organization and Structure of U.S. Forces

U.8. military forces in Japan are organized around a sub-

/——-—N e s
unified command, subordinate to CINCPA e joint opera-
""“-—‘—---...____..__-_4 j
tional chain. Commander, U.S. Forces Japan {COMUSJAPAM)}, a
- —_—
thggg-stfi/gillet, has in recent years been assigned to an Alr

Force officer. He is =hatted as COMUSJAPAN/Commander
e t .

U.S. Air Force Japan (CDR USAFJ)/Commander 5th Air Force

{CDR 5AF). COMUSJAPAN's Chief of staff, a two-gtar bililet

i B

independent of other organizational ties, is assigned to a

Marine Major General. As COMUSJAPAN's representative in

—————

Okinawa, the Commanding General, Marine Corps Base Camp Butler

is designated *"Okinawa Area Coordinator."™ In the implementa-

tion of joint matters affecting Okinawa commgnds, the Okinawa

Area Coordinator serves as leo-cal agent for COMUSJAPAN. On

—

single-service USMC issues, CG MCB Camp Butler is subordinate

to the Naval Forces Commander.

Ccommander U.S. Naval Forces Japan (COMHAVFORJAPAN) is the

subunified component commandet tor U.S. Navy and Marine Ccrps

\__,,____._._,_______..——-—'———-_____._____ ~. N
forces in Japan. As such, he responds to taskings {rom

COMUSJAPAN: however, he does not command any operational

w‘

forces, and normally would not command forces even 1in warlime.
e et .

{1

L
................................

....................................
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COMNAVFORJAPAN'sS primary role is to cnordinate between
Seventh Fleet operating forces and COMUSJAPAN, and betwecn
those forces and the Japan self-Defense Force,

Seventh Fleet units are homeported and homebased in

Japan, but they remain under operational control of Commander

: COMUSJAPKN has hd'operational control over them, he is

Seventh Fleet. (COMSEVENTHFLT) and CINCPACFLT. Although K

responsible - through COMNAVFORJAPAN -- for legal and
administrative matters concerninrg the presence of Seventh
Fleet units and personnel in Japan.'

The Commanding General of III MAF has two hats, and
respondgﬂ;h:nuqh_tua_ghginﬁ In his operational role of

Commander Task Force 79 (CTF 79), he is ¢ ly subordinate

to COMSEVEHTHFLT, and coordinates all issues of cocncern
“‘---_...--»-_.________'___'_,_._-——-. B

through Navy channels. As CG III MAF, he employs Marine

Corps channels for matters not related to| his Fleet

responsibilities.

The E2EE329354—U*S~HA;my—dapan_i5 a three-star officer

with a one-star deputy. He_has no operational forces
-—'——Hﬂ—__

S

assigned {altnough the U.S. Army is now in the process of

Eigiinqéiﬂﬂgggg_ggggial Forces units to Okinawa). His

primary function is to conduct contingencly planning for
| S
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by

U.S. Army units which would be deployed to Japan in wartime,

and to maintain and dévelop a bilateral relationship with the

JGSDPF.

Basic U.S. command relationships, and their counterpart
relationships for bilateral coordination with the JSDF, are

shown in Figures (5) and (6).
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COVMALD HELATIONSHIPS OF t1.8. FORCES TN JAPAN
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RILATERAT, COORDINATION HELATIONSHTIT WITHIN JAPAN
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ngelobment“of USMC~-JMDF Relations

Although U.S. forces have been based in Japan-since
1945, bilateral military—to-ﬁilitary relaticons are a-
:elativaly recont development. For over 30 years, there Iy

were none at all.

Thew, in 1978} # legal basis for coordihated military

planning and training was established. On 27 November of
‘-'—-_'-_.-__-——_.__-_'_'_—_

that yeat, the Japa -U.S. Security Consultative Committee
(sCC) approved the "Guidelines apan-U.S. bDefense

. Cooperation.” Japan's National Defense Council and Cabinet

' gave their formal approval the nert day. 1

——

In early 1979, as-organizational structure for imple-

menting the “Guidelines® was created: the Joint Planning

Committee (JPC) and the Ground Air, and Maritime Planning

—

SﬂhgQmEiELQB8—4GPSﬁ“"*FSC+~iRQ_ﬂES£l~#flgure (7}). Each
planning subcommittee later created subordin&te, functional

study panels to address bilateral needs and capabilities in
" __-—"'_'_”—_-_-—-‘— '

specific areas such as training, logistics, communications, -

etc.

Membership on the Planning Subcommittees was extended to
\-..,_____“__.__-‘__-‘.—.

o bhsﬁLQ;ggﬂﬁgg_uniiind_compggggg headquarters on the U.S.

side, and to the headquarters of the three self-defense

46
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mucmnz OF JOINT PLANNING COMMITTEE (JPC) AND PLANNING suncwmmhs

CINCPAC

! CDR USAFJ

R o o et v )

&

Y
MARITIME
PLANNING
SUBCOMMITTEE
(MPSC)

COMNAVFQR- Lo o
JAPAN'

SELF-DEFENSE
FLEET

! CDR USARJ/
“IX CORPS

SUBCOMMITTEE §
(GPsc)

Figure (7)
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iy

- forces on the Japanese side. When this structure was estab-

lished, the question of Marine Corps forces in Japan was not
'speciﬁicaliy addressed. Records from that period indicate
‘.that USN/USMC planners did not expect Marine forces to beco.e

involved in ény major way in bilateral activities in Japan. 7~

V

Reasons for this initial reticence to involve USMC

forces seem to stem from concerns in_high-le:

. Marine headquarters that III MAF (Task Force 79) might be

N e e 2 - K T ——
T~ drawn into planning commitments which would interfere with
‘-.. N : :m-‘-‘_ﬁ—hm“_‘_m . _ - -
its primary mission: that of maintaining itself as an

e — R .
amphibious ready force available for commitment anywhere in

the Pacific theater. There was concern that existing USMC
\-h.,-—---—-——._______.____

{f obligations for Korea had already infringed on the “Seventh

-'“'-\_'_______ -
. Fleet Commander's freadom of action with respect to CTF 79

Lﬁ“fffifzif there apparently was a strong desire to avoid such

entanglements in Japan.
/--’-‘—.———H‘—.__-—_——-—--'_‘—-—-—-—-_

‘The bottom line was that, during the 1978-79 period.

little emphasis was placed by III MAF or Seventh Fleet

—— . -

headquarters on direct Marine involvement in the emerging

military-to-military relationships. During this same period;

tﬁg;three "primary" U.S. services, all with headquarters

close to Tokyo, gave a high priority to this kind OF E€ffort.

Remaining recerds also indicate that -- ironically -- in the
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initial days of th1s developing ”bilateralism," the Ground
‘self-pDefense Force representatxvus had high hopes for
- eventual USMC-JGSDF training.

The U.S. Army sub—dnified component commander in Japan
(Commander U.S5. Army Japan)'is duai-hatted in the Army chain

 as Commanding General, IX Corps. His title, therefore, is

usually given as "CG USAPJ/IX CORPS" and his headquarters is o

referred to as HQ USARJI/IX CORPS.

:Ho USARJ/IX CORPS had. once controlled a vast range of | \j¢
U.S. Army units and support facili;ies. By 1978, however, \
there were no Army operational forces remaining in Japan, and

only a thin scattering of support persodnel and facilities;

HO USARJ/Ix CORPS had dwindled almost to cadre circumstances.‘

Despite its emaciated condition, IX Corps retained its : X

- x
traditional status as a "major command®™ within the Army

organizational structure, and was commanded by a lieutenant

general.

When the "Guidelines for Defense Cooperation" were

?
approved, senior officers at HQ USARJ/IX CORPS recognized a

major opportunity to_rebuild lost influence, while contri-
..,________,_-——-———"—"_—_— f e

wik 4
whla B
puld e

buting in important ways to the development of bilateral

relations. Army planners realized that, for the upcoming

military-to-military training and planning process, there
would be a very real need {or an American councerpart to the

JGSDF.



8.
]

For these reasons, the U.S. Army fully committed itself:
t§ making a success of the new "bilateraliem."” These efforts"
began to pay off, as the Grpuﬁd Pl&nning Subcommittee and its
‘functional study panels took shape. In this regard the
greate;t; ang'obvibus, d{fficulty‘for HQ USARJ/IX CORPS was,
-its,gpmpleté lack of opefational units in Japan. Exercises

would have tb‘iﬁcorporate U.S. Army troops flown_in £ '

CONUS or Hawaii, or else involve Marines in some capacity.
hanr . e gt e S

e N

‘Under vérioUs-contingency plans, Army forces are committed to
move to Japan té assist in the ground defense of the country.
As Eests‘of'éperatidhai readiness, small representative units
wererperiodi;ally brought to Japan anfway, and conceivably
could serve 2s.che'ZGZIZEE’ESE#;;;;:::;:; hilateral exercises
‘coordinated by HQ USARJ/IX CORPS. This, anyway, was the
plan; and'although some problems were encountered, the Army <,
was able eventually to conduct several exercises using this E

approach.

-

For command post exercises (cpﬁ's), another apprdach was
v_ ]—w
also used: participating Japanese rfficers-flew from Japan

to Hawaii or CONUS, where the U.S. rrmy co&nterpart units ar

ware permanently based. During the

was invited to send officer participants to various HQ

first two years, III MAF

USARJ/IX CORPS~-JGSDF meetings; on al few occasions,Marine
officers did attend. This was the xcéption rather then the

rule, however, and IIY MAF became iicreasingly left out of (

the expanding bilateral ‘relationship. _ i
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One program in which III MAF did get involved was the

;{;
@

Eet tnis

Fing *Junior officer Exchange Program (JOEP), this had been
‘ﬁﬁ developed to provide youny officers from each side with an
N . |

%ﬁw 0pportunity to visit a unit on the other side for a short
b

1.

period (usually a werk or iess). This progfam was

ety T
SR
g ™

-

i
PR Y

i

B ey

"sponsored"” by COMUSJAPAN and JSO. The basic idea was good,
- and was attractive to almost everyone: selected junior
officers'would have the experience'of first=hand contact with

. ‘their counterpartss would gain professional insight into the

other side's organization and techniques. and would davglnp

L a—

interpersonal bonds, which in the future could lead to
e e s

improved unit-to-unit and country—tb-country ties.

ﬁowever, due in large pérﬁ to a tortuous chain of coor-
dination on both sides, mqﬂx;gggglgms_occurred in implemen-
.. taticn. These complications élienated spme senior JGSDF
officers, despite their initial enthusiasm toward the USMC.
Years later, in relaxed circumstances, memories would

surface: there would be hesitant descriptions of elaborate

f—

JGSDF preparations, the dispatch ¢f a welcoming pacty to the
R :

gggiggl_gi;pnnt, and -- no Marine visitors would show up, or

fewer would arrive than had been planned for, or word would

be received that they would_come on another date.

.

The U.S. Army had a similar program. However, because

of the close proximity of HQ USARJ/IX CORPS to the Ground

51
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staff Office, géod communications, and strong command
emphasis, the Army exchanges were relatively problem-free.

Thus, with the passage of time and the growth of formal

structure, the Army-JGSDF ties became stronger, and the =

JGSDF desire for involvement with the Marines became weaker.

There were several reasons for the difficulties experi-

enced by III MAF in making a success of these exchanges.
'-....—--—-""-‘- .

Most fundamental was the complexity of communication
! . ) h w

channelsg, a the absence of coordination. ©On the

U.S. side, liaison from COMUSJAPAN to III MAF was being

accompliéhed through a varviety of channels, often inconsis-
tently: some communications went to COMNAVFORJAPAN, others
to COMSBVENTHFLT; yet others were sent via MCB Camr l.otler,
and occasionally iII MAF or 3rd Mérine Division was |

télephoned-directly. Most messages, no matter how minor-in

substance, were sent by hard-copy AUTODIN maessage, with all
P . r——, g.‘

s

" the delays involved in‘drafting, releasing, and transmission,

and subsequent delays for readdressal and a formal reply.

' On the Japanese side, JSO would receive a message from

COMUSJAPAN, formally prepare and deliver it to GSQ, and

GSO would then h#ve to send it down through the field army
level, division level, and regimental level, to tﬁe hosting
battalion. As a result, a simple question from a .JGSDF host

unit about the boot size of USMC visitors would set in motion

]

L]

N
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ega a‘domplex séquenca of formal cnordination, whichcould easily :
require a week ar ten days for a reply -- if a reply came at ' !! X0

o S : N LA e
alt. - - - ' Wp‘“‘ e
S S | s e
‘other I1I MAF difficulties were associated with its

‘structural t il and its necessary emphasis on immediate

oggfftibnal-?equirements} III MAF is a major operational

e

headquarters, whose subordinate units are continually
to f

deployed and‘preparing to deploy, throughout WESTPAC. Its '

. e N P T —————
e@% subordinate commanders and staff officers are preoccupied
!

with “real wo?ld' obligations, and their priorities are

heavily weighted toward current unit readiness. Flexibility

e nn.

. R e
is essential, because deploymen: dates and unit schedules
U "

frequently change, in response to changes in the world

situation and variations in shipping availability. <This III

- MAF posture is neccessary and good, i. every respect; but it

does not make for ease of coordination with the JGSDF.
|

—— .

e e it

JGSDF units, having no commitmeFts outside the country -}'

— ]
and insufficient training opportunitlies inside the country,
. A

operate on the basis of extremely stable schedules. Aaction

—

officers make long=-range, meticulous| plans which -~ once
*blessed" -~ are seldom changed. Mogdifications usually

invelve an elaborate, formal approvall prccess and are avoided

if at all possible. : [
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. Another factor in the difficulty of III MAF-JGSDF

coordination has been the USMC's 12-month individual -~

assigqment policy. This constant turnov ndered the.
development of an effective "co 3 ' * within the

various USMC headquarters in Okinawa and Iwakuni. Staff
officers would seldom see their own plans implemented, and
action officers and commanders usually were carrying out the :
commitments 6? their predecessors. During the 1979-81.
perlﬁd, impléméﬁtation of the ﬁew ‘unit‘rbtaéion'_policy
éhUéed ﬁddi;lénal turbulence, as 'eligibie' and "non-

'eligible' personnel ware shiftéd between affected units. ﬁﬁ;

The béttom line was that III MAF forces were largely ‘7
preoccupied with their real-time opefational commitments;
-with attaining unit stability; and (at an individual level) ;T)
with learning and re-learning the basics during short -

12-month tours.

The Army'Situatlon was almost entirely the opposite, ) Ty
and was highly compatible with JGSDF needs. Personnel B
— \’*~———‘......_

. assigned to HQ USARJ/IX CORPS came for-3~ygar accompanied

tours. Their headgquarters is on the outskirts of Tokyo,

an casy drive from the Ground Staff Oftice. A large head-
et . B e T R
quarters staff was _vailable, with no operational forces

——

XS

to control and little to do except revise existing con-
—— J—

tingency plans. The Army could offer personal continuity,
W '

"
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ties was the lanquage barrier.

different command priorities -- assured responsiv

ease of access, longw~range scheduling, and -~ because ot

veness to

the JGSDF's essentially administrative concerns.

vet another major difficulty associated with oilateral

HQ USARJ/IX CORPS employs

highly qualified professional interpreters, and JGSDF

officers were able to deal with Army counterparts on their

own terms. -

However, in direct qeallngs with ITI MAF, the

*--—-'—"""""'_-"__-—-

@ languaqe problem could be overwhelming.
e

No one with a

F head-

Japaneee language capability was employed at III MA
1 on a few occasione. when JGSDF offxcers telephoned

quarters
i{n through the commercial suitchboard. the ITII MAF actxon
g@g . officers had to summon a female batber from her nearby shop,

Q@, had some Japanese capability; however,

or tertiary langnage, and

the coordination process.

a "priority language" for USMC training.

not a designated area for

prograf. )

to come to the telephone and make sense of the staff-to-statf

"coordination.' Two or three members of thg;}rd Ma:xne

pivision Interrogator-Translator Unit (ITU) at Camp Hanscn

{t was as a secondary
they were not brought directly into

(As late as 1984, Japancse was not

Likewise, Japan is

the USMC Foreign Area Officer (FAQ)

) ’ By late 1980, Seventh Fleet attitudes toward the

desirability of JGSDF-USMC relations were changing sub-
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pacific, the U.S. Navy laid new'emphasis on the importance of

American “"presence* in the avea. Multiple carrier battle

g oup'(cvac 'exeréis were planned cute with

transits of the Sea of Japan and Sea of Okhotsk. Priority
. e L - -
emphasis was also given to the development of an “amphibious

e

.presence” in northern Japan. As a basi for this, extensive
]

bilateral.ties Qould be needed. This recognition spurred new

interest in potential JGSDF-USMC programs.
. S :
il. ' [ ' -

But the’struéture for bilateral planning was by now

[

firaly in placé;:akd the Marine Corps was not part of it.

: i
New openings woculd have to be created. The then-Seventh

Y

Fleet Marinegaggicer, Colonei (now Major General) E. J.

Codfrey, worked persistently to establish effective relations
with HQ USARJI/IX CORPS and the JGSDF.
. . | ;
Colonel Godfrey's efforts led to anginvitation to
! -
COMSEVENTHFLT (as the operational rep:eSﬁntatxve of LII MAF/

-_-—._"—‘—-—-_-—-h, .
CTF 79} to become cé-chairman of one of ﬁhe study panels of
. _—_-_——_-_-""'-——. -

the Ground Planning-Subcommittee., This was the Coubined
Ground Training.Study Panel (CGTSP), which had become the

most important Eorum for plannihg and diécusaing bilateral

training issues. Colonel Godfrey also participated in the
\.___________._____,__.'h
developmant of a formal Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)

and Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between COMSEVENTHFLT,
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HO USARJ/IX COKPS and the Ground Staft Office (GSO). These

thres-way agreaments would have formalized a bilateral
relationship and provided for USMC participationm in JGSDF-US
Army tfaining cycles, and a pooling of the USMC-&GSDF and
U.S. Army-JGSDF ofticer exchange programs. Colonel Godfrey's
coordination resulted in a personal commithent by key
officers at Ho USARJ/1X CORPS, especially the Army G=-3,

COlonel Bokovoy, to represent and support USMC interests in

'a11 bilateral dealings with the JGSDF.

shch'a commitment, however, could not assure results
unless a large number of other conditions were met. The
heavy Japane¢se emphasis on person-to-person relationships;
long-range, detailed planning; and adherence to schedules,
once approvéd, 2ll mitigated againﬁt the success of any

"representative® relationship through HQ USARJ/IX CORPS.

In mid-1981, within a period of a few months, personneil &
changes brought in a new Commander Seventh fleet, a new
Seventh Fleest Marine Officer, a new G-~3 ét HQ USARJ/IX CORPS, /‘E

and a new G-=3 at the Ground Staff dffice.

The new G-3 at HQ USARJ/IX CORPS, Colonel Weurpel, was
much less personally committed than his predecessor to the
growth of U3MC-JGSDF ties, and (understandably) placed first

emphasis un developing the U.S. Army-JGSDF relationship. On l
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the other hand, the new Commandor SeV@nth Fleet (vVice Admiral

Holcomb) placed an even higher priority on getting started in

bilataral ground activities leading to American amphibious
presence in northern Japan. The G=5 ;f the Ground Staff

- 0ffice {Lieutenant General Inamori), ;ho was very much awar:
.of the problems encountered in JGSDF=-USMC deélings to date,
was wary of any commitments at all,-unless they had been

coordinated through and approved by HQ USARJ/IX CORPS.

Moreover, the entire subject of -American amphibious

training outside Okinawa was still very much a "taboo® on the
W -

—

Japahese side; a wave of public protest had swept the country
et e e e,

in mid-1981, in connection with assertions by-former

— . .
Ambassador Reischauer that the U.S. had for a long period
" routinely brought nuclear weapons into Japanese wateys

despite the rescrictions of Article IX. The JGSDF was‘also

’antzcipating the first-ever bilateral ground tra&nan, strong
S——

opposition was expected, and JGSDF leaders wanted to keep a

*low pfofile' in every way possible until political waters

were Calmer. Therefore, USN/USMC proposals for amphibinus

———

training were politely'but forcefully declined.

In August 1981, the first JCSDF-U.S. forces combined

ground training was conducted in the East Fuji Maneuver Area,
A DLt

e ———

just outside Camp Fuji. It was a very small-scale, simpnle
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communications axercise; however, it carried great symbolic

s

importance, polltically and miLi;g;ilyf—ian_&hs_iéﬁéﬂggg
N
Ironically, ths ‘exercise was conducted with communications

personnel from the 3rd Marine Division; but advance plannlng

.and bilateraltcoordinanion was done mostly by HQ USARJ/IX

CORPS. Aparr from officer exchanges, this would be the only -

formal USMC-JGSDF tralnlng to occur tor more than three !
! ff
f_r

P
1

years. -

oo
P .

Also in Auqust,19al. the draft thrae-way memoranda
governing bilateral training and officer exchanges (already
signed by USARJ and GSO) were rejected for legal reasons by
U.S. Naﬁy higher héadquqrte:s. This was unexpected by all:.
it further aliénated-the JGSDF action officers who had helped
develop ihe documents, and Lieutenant Genervl Inamori, who

had signed them.

At that point, the ptospects for a constructive USMC-
JGSDF relationship seemed .to be plummetxn Within a few
[

months it was learned that a schadule Eor’proposed bilateral

—

round i for the two years, had already been

submitted to the Defense Ministry for final political

approval. No évents with kthe USMC were iacluded.

This did not sit well with the Navy-Marine establish-

ment, pacticularly vice Admiral Holcomb. | But this abrupt end

t> short-term aspirations proved to be positive, in that it
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focused atténtinnlon the true complexity of bilateral issues,
) and-led to a more realistic evaluation of what was needed and

what wag pdSsible.

The New Seventh Fleet Marine Otficer, Colonel R. F.
Findlay, with support from COMNAVFORJAPAM staff, analyzed the

overall situation and established new priorities. From that

peint on, Eirst'pfiority went to establishing effective

~

pergonAI relations with JGSDF counterparts. 1€ continuity in
\_"_—-_‘.'-—" ; . '

personal'relatioaé could be achiéved. gimpler and wmore

_effecﬁive commuﬁications channels could be devised. Colonel
Findlay and COMNAVFORJAPAN staftf began to make regular visits
té-GSO, emphasizing thg desire of the USN/USMC for more
effective ties, At the same time; they decided to forego any ]
further attemp£s at indirect coordination through HQ USARJ/IX

CORPS.

The original implementing documents for the 1378

"Guidelines" were also studied again. One of the basic

documents was a bilateral 1979 COMUSJAPAN~JSO Memorandum of

—_—

'Undetétanding which set forth basic conditions for the plan-
ning and conducﬁ of combined traihlng. It was apparent that

. the document had baean siQned with U.S5. Army-JGSDF, U.S.
Navy—JMSﬁF, and U.S. Alir Force-JASDF relatioﬁ;hips in mind.
Nonetheless, the document would support the establishmeat of

a direct, two-party relationship between any one of the 1.S.
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HCOMNAVFORJAPAN is the subunified component headquarters which

T I T L T .. - .
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*
*
M

subunlfied component headquarters and any one of the Air,

Maritime, or Ground staff Offices of the JSDF, since

represents all U.S5. Navy and Marine Corps forces in Japan, a

*single-service to single-service"” relationship between

COMNAVFORJAPAN and the Ground staff Office (GSO) could be _
justified. That'approach was adopted. | ) ?E -
Botnlad USARJ/IX'CORPS EES—Fhe JGSDF wére opposed to ;ﬂ
'ﬁhis, ;;;;;;;:’nnd fof‘understandablg reasons. In two years, |
Hgfggéﬁgéiéﬂsgfffpnad,‘in effect, gained cont:ollover !
American accéss to ﬁhé JGSDF, and did not'want that control K .
d&m&gigﬁgﬂ;ﬂ The Ground staft Offxce had accumulated a l‘;

solid track record in its dealings with the U.S5. Army, and

a dubious record, for reasons al:eady discussed, with the ;ﬁ O,

= . \ _
Marines. * ‘ =

An equally important reason for GSO resistance was

'inLQEEEEvice rivalry niphin the -JSDF. CEEFAVFORJAPAN was

HESAL e

viewed as the "blue" coqnterpaft cf the JMSDF. When uGSDF

nfticers considered going through COMNAVFORJAPAN to deal with

]

RECSETAROAL:

ITI MAF, they rejected the idea of "green” being forced to go

——

T ""f“_}'

through "blue* to reach “green,"
Mo

Nonetheless, COMSEVENTHFLT, COMNAVFORJAPAN, AND IILZ MAF

‘staff officers persisted. As early as October 1981, pact of
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. the Junior Officer Exchange Program waé‘festructured along
service lines. COMUSJAPAN and JSO had run that program in
‘two parts: '"ground," which invol#ed the JGSDF and 3rd Marine
"inision; and "air," which involved the 1st Marine Air Wing,
the JASDF (for fixed-wing'piloté} and'the JGSDF (for heli-
'copter pilots). In October, for the first time, ground
exchanges were planned for the coming tw.:lve-month period
Odder COMNAVFORJAPAN coordinaticn. It'soon became clear just
how muéhide;éil'éas involved in a seemingly simple matter
like a gilaﬁeral‘visit,Aand th the previous complex channels
‘of coordination had not worked well. Over time, because
COMNAvfbﬁJAPAN.was both phyéically close to Tokyo and easily
acceséible by telephone, the COMNAVFORJAPAN staff became
Qradually accepted as a point of contact for coordination by
counterparts at the Ground Staff Office. As personal
relationships began to develop between officers at GSO and
officers at COMSEVENTHFLT/COMNAVFORJEPAN. a deeper under-

standing of mutual reguirements and limitations came about.

One yéar later, "air" JOEP exchanges also were split off
‘from COMUSJAPAN/JSO control. From that point onward,
COMNAVFORJAPAN andl 1II MAF handled JGSDF-USMC pilot and
ground_officer exﬁhanges as a single program, and handled
JASDF-USMC'exchanges as‘a.second, separate program; In both
cases, the‘direct coordination of visits led to closer ties

overall, as well as increased efficiency of management.
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In 1982, the Commandxng General, Fleet Marine Force,

pacific (CG FMFPAC) proposed a fundamental modifxcation of

- the structure of the Ground Plannlng Subcommxttee. He

requested that CG, III MAF be included in the GPSC as an

“equal member with CG USARJ/IX CORPS. A proviso was that CG

IIY MAF's planning status would be that of a fourth subuni-

fied component commander *designee": this was necessary

because'only under narrowly specified circumstances would

Marine forces ever be engaged in Japan, in any capacity other

than as CTF-79. CG FMFPAC argued that, nonetheless, adequate

planning for such a poséibility should be undertaken.

This Qas an exﬁremely importsnt initiative, because it
would fundamencally affect the developmént of bilateral
ties.: One basic reason why GSO officers had been reluctant
to consider sensitive combined training with‘USMC units, was
that only the U;S. Army was their “offggial counterpart” --
because of the formal relationship provided by the Graund
Planning 3ubcommittee. 'In that sense, there had been no
legal .asis for anything but observer exchanges with the
Marine Corps. . Moreover, the Marine Corps mission is world-

wide and clearly offensive, while the JGSDF is statutorily

defensive and restricted to Japan; the argument had been made

that USMC-JGSDF ties could not be politically justified. The

—
FMFPAC proposal would change this: it was important more for

its legal and symbolic significance, than for any substantive-

planning which was iikely L0 occur.
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" Naturally, HQ USARJ/IX CORPS strenuously‘resisted the
additiqn of [II MAF to the GPSC; it stressed the potential
qisruption dﬁ its "counterpart"” relétion with the JGSDF, and
emphasiaed‘its desire to represent the USMC forces in Japan;'
' HQ USARJ/IX CORPS offered.to add USMC members to subordinate
ﬁtudy'banels.whe;e required. |

: i
{

'Mén} months later, after numerous possibilicies had been

studied,'CIﬂCPAC directed the inclusion of CG III MAF as a

" Deputy COQChgirman“ of the GPSC, with authority equal to

USARJ/IX CORPS on matters affecting USMC interests. 1In the
ST e 7

eyes of the Ground Staff Office, this ultimately legitimized

prospects for development of the USMC~JGSDF relationship.

In Augus§'1982. the new Commanding General of III MAF, \ (
Major General R. E. Haebel, visited the Ground Staff Office
for the first time. He called on the G-5 (Lieutenant General
Inamori) aﬁd the G—g fLieutenant General Takeda}, as well as
on the JGSDF Chief of Staft (Generai Murai) and other service ‘-
chiefs. While at thé Ground Staff +ffice,_he‘expressed his
personal desire to build on existin? ties and to develop an

organizétional relationship between!ITI MAF and the JGSDF.

Although the ¢SO general officers were politely noncommittal,
they were impreséed bv his obvious interest and personal

concern,.
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' Major General Haebel soon became vecy deeply involved in
‘the ongoing COMSEVENTHFLT/COMNAVFORJAPAN efforts. To,-level
xII MAF emphasis became a central factor in the drive to

cultivate USMC-JGSDF txes. Things soon began to break open.

In September 1982, for the first time, a group of
6tficersifrom the Groﬁnd Staff Office was invited to visit
" the SeVeﬁEh Eleeﬁ Amphibious Ready'croup, aboard the USS
'Peleliu'énd UsS peoria, when they méde a scheduled port call
Cin Yokosuka. The invitation was delivered to GSO directly
through Navy/Mar{ne.chanﬁels, and was accepted. 43 stafk
officers, mostly field grade and representing all sections of
GSO, receiveq briefings Qn_amphibious command and control
and toured the ships. For most of the JGSDF officers, it was
the first time thatAthey had been around a naval vessel since
cadet days at the National Defense Academy; within GSO, the

visit made a significant positive impression.

Also in Sgétember 1982, COMSEVENTHFLT made a formal
assertion that thenceforth CbMNAVFORJAPAN, as the subunified
service COmﬁonent headgquarters;, would assume COMSEVENTHFLT's
place (as co-chairman and USMC Eepresentative) in the
Combined Ground Training Study Panel (CGTSP). It was
envisioned that the III MAF G-3 would attend each meeting

with the COMNAVFORJAPAN co-chairaan, so that substantive
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discussions could be conducted directly with GSO counter-

e

parts. When nnot at sea, the Seventh Fleet Marine Officer

would continue to attend as an ohserver.
: i
|
J
|

Meanwhile, the USMC=-JGSDF géound ofticer exchanges had

goné off well during the August 1981 -- July 1982 period.

For the next 12 months, GSU proposed a major expansion in the

number and scope of exchanges. The acronym JOEP was kept,

-bht its meaning'was changed from"dunior Officer” Exchange

Proyram to "Japan Gbscrver" Ekchange Program; exchanges of
enlisted personnel and Eield grade ofﬁicers'weya included in @&

the new plans.

In November 1982, for the Eirst time, GS8O sent nine
M .

officers‘(a ggigzil, twg‘liggiﬁnant °°1°Q3131_f2££_22i9£ﬁ: : C:
and two capta -ine facilities in NUS.
T :

This was a diversion of JGSDF funds traditi&ially spent on

visits to U.S. Army facilities in CONUS. The wisit was
e

arranged entirely through USN/USMC channels, amd was a major -~

success., Upon his return, the senior visiting. officer
debriefed not only Lieutenant Genefal Inamori, the G-5, but
also General Murai, the Chief of Staff. USMC operations
received high marks, especially the realism of the 29 Paims
CAx} a subsequent article in the JGSDF Schools Commund (Fuji

Schools) Journal was devnted to an analysis of the ‘exercise.

P F}



That same month, two other important visits occurred.
Tit mid-ﬁovemhor, Mnjue Genaral ltachul visited Hokkaido at Ghee [
invitatien”of the Northern Army Commanaer, Lieutenant General
Watanabe, eitﬁ.assistance from Lieuter-nt General Takeda, the
GSO,G—3. Majdr General Haebel received briefings at the .
Sapporo headquartere of the Northern Army, then traveled by
. JGSDF helicopter around almost the entire periphery of the }
island.- Viaits were made to subordinate D1vision head-
quarters, and one full day was devoted to examining the area ’
around\the_Soxa Strait. The JGSDF used this visit to /
uneerscore concerns of its own; carefully prepared articles
appeared in major Japanese newspapers, linking Major General -\
Haebel's interest with key areas of JGSDF budg:tary and
equipment inadequacy (Appeedix 1).

In late November, Lieutenant Geﬁeral (now General) : 1
J. K. Davis, CG of Fleet Marine Ferce, Pacific, toured USMC y
units in Japan. In e;ﬁi:sh:ggzigi:iind visit, heralso called
on General Murai, Lieutenant General| Takeda, and Lieutenant /.
General Inamori. Lieutenant General Davis underscored his
support fof Major Generai Haebel's initiatives and expressed

. ' |
his own hope that a procductive JGSDE-USMC relationship could

develop.

None of these visits had involdved or been coordinated by [

HO USKaRJI/ZIX CORPS. The Army staff had grown increasingly
| e T

————

upuet at the rapid growth of JGSDF-USMC ties.

—
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A néq Commanding General, Lieutenant General Weyand, had
arrived in November, and'by.early,neéember. HQ USARJ/IX CORPS
was openly-aﬁd gtrongly resistin§, within high-level U.s.
chanhéls, what it pérceived.to be M&rine'encfogchmenté on ics
*turf." Within the Ground Staft Ottice, too, thera were
indicgtions,of.a division into "pro-Marine" and “pro-Army"
factions. . { |

P
t
H

\\\ ‘ " The sithat{on on the U.8. side became progressively

ﬁblarized, wléh'high-level headquarters beginning to take
sides. The interservice standoff was resolved at last in
late Decenmnber, when.Major General Haebél fleﬁ to Camp Zama
and personélly discussed the sgsituation with Lieutenant
General Weyand. -Major General Haebel emphasized his desive

to work in conperation with the Army, the deéirability of a

united American Eront, and the validity of the direct U.S.
Navy/Marine access to the JGSDF. Lieutenant General Weyand

ult*matvly concurred, and within a week staff officers from

I1I HAF. USARJ/IX CORPS, and CUMNRVFORJAPAN had prepared and

published a for future pl nnin
bilateral ground training with the

JGSDF. This agreement regognized the validity of
k -

Y

COMNAVFORJAPAN'S role as formal interface between III MAF and
the JGSDF or USARJ, with bilateral coordination as required,

.
LS
et

$a

#
.

i

’.:l‘l.
ML

For iniormal working relationships, direct liaison between

T

A

ek
¥
.
e

III MAF and the JGSDF or USARJ was authorized and encouragea.

';I'.
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A3 patt oE the agreement, COMNAVFORJAPAN delegated its

co-chalrmanshlp of the Combined Ground Training Study Panel

'to IIY MAF: - COMNAVFORJAPAN and uOMSEVENTHFLT representatzves

would. continue to attend as observers, but the three

co-chairmen would henceforth all be "green.*

BY now.'the key staff officers within the GSO G-5% had
become strongly supportive of expanded future JGSDF-USMC

{nvolvement. In December 1932, General Murai, the Chief ot
staff, auﬁhorized as policy the scheduling of bilateral

training with USMC forces on a “separate butAequal" basis as

training with Army units. At Lieutenant General Inamori's

suggestion, a meecting of the CGTSP was scheduled for Jandary
1983 in Okinawa, to be hosted by the new co-

chairman -~ CG III MAF.
: g

At that meeting, Lieuten:nt General Inamori formally
announced GSQO's new policy embracing future activities with
the Marines. As a prelude to the meeting, formal honors were
rendered to Lieutenant General Inaﬁori._and after the meet-
ing, III MAF briefings were provided. Later, Major General
Haebel escorted Lieutenant General.rnamori to ITII MAF Ea;ili-
tieé throughout Okinawa; this included a live-fire shoot at
Camp Hansen and observation of a small-scale amphibious
landing at Camp Schwab. The followinyg day, Lieutenant
General Inamori provided reciprocal briefings .nd a toﬁr of

JGSDF tacilities on Okinawa. Sccial amenities, including
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reciprocal dinners, were included in the visit. Upon his
return to Tokyo, Licutenant General Inamori debriefed General -
Murai'extensively'on the substance of the trip and on his

favorable imprgséions of IIX MAF.

_M_The'followihgﬁmoﬁth, Gener&l Murai.himself visited
Ckinawa, and_&ajqr General Haehel prepared a similar brie%ing
' and‘tour. Aﬁzcémp Hansen, General Murai inspected the
personﬁel aﬁd'eqhipment ot the Air Contlngénéy Battalion, and
at Camp S§hwab.he,;bser§eq.g small landing exercise with
Eixed-wing‘and'héiicopﬁet air support. An evening reception QSS
in General Hurai'é honor was given by Okinawa Governor
‘Nishime; and Major General Haebel and Major General Phillips
{then CG, MCB.Céﬁp Butler) were included. Later the same
mqnth; Major General Haebel again visited Lieutenant General i;’
Watanabe at his headquarters in Sapporo, Hokkaido.
' 1

In April 1943, Admiral Yata, the then-Chairman, Joint
Statf Council (CJSC) retired. Generai MuLai was selected to ~
replace him. Lieutenant General Watanabe was brbught from

the Northern Army to become JGSDF Chief of Staft, and was

promoted to General.

In June 1963, the watershed event in the evolution of
e e ————— e e

—— e iy

PESMU=-JUNDF relations occuryed. For seven months, bilateral

staff planning had envisionud Exercise vdliant Blitz 3-83, a

N |
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maior amphibinus exercise to be conduct;? in Okinawa, as an
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ideal opportunity to further enlarye the scope of the Japan
"&%@ observef'Exchango Program. Accordinnly, extensive prepara-

tions had been made.

One ménth prior to the exercise, a group of S JGSDF
field grade officers was sent to Okinawa under the aegis of
JOBP.on study the preliminary 9th MAB rphearSal and CPX.

\\imé'rhgp, foclthé actual exercise, 42 JGSDF officers were

Elown by USMC é:130 from Atsugi to Futenma; 25 more JGSDF

35
®

officers joinéd them in Okinawa. These ofticers, repre=-.
senting JGSDF units all over Japzn, were given comprehensive
briefings and then divided into groups by occupational

specialty. They were then Eurther'divided and integrated as

e
St

" observere into USMC operational units, from the MAB head-
quarters‘down to company and platoon level. These JGSDF

otficers accompanied their host units as they went through

final briefings, embarked 7th Fleet ships, and put out to ' ‘1

1

—

ig_5&g:gL_;ggdi9gec:aﬁtf_and_hgliEQEEEEE: They cemained with

their units during maneuver ashore and the logistics exercise

sea. On D=Day the JGSOF officers cawe ashoce with the Marines
PR T T ——

wiich ensued. Fb the D-Day landin ‘ dditi
h_ensued. r D-Day landi g only, an additional
thirty ofticers from JGSLF units on Okirawa were invited to

observe from fixed bleachers at Kin Blue Beach.

JASDF officers, also participating as observers under

the aegis of the YSMC-JASDF JOoiP, were fully integrated into

...................



the air command and control facilities at Futenma; there they

watched Marine air controllers direct USMC, USN, and USAF ~

aircraft which were providing air supbort throughout Valiant
. B : i .

J
!

Blitz.
At Major General Hacbel's invitation, General Watarabe
himself came to watch valiant Blitz., With Major General

tiachel, hé obéervedrthe landing from rhe bheach, only a few

hundred. feet from policé‘lines and chanting local demonstra-

tors. He .also observed the ship-to-shore movement from tho

f

'air, and flew to the USS Tarawa to see helicoptér'and AV=-B @%?

support operations. As the guest of Admiral Hogg, the now

Commander Seventh Fleet, ha had lunch aboard the USS Blue

‘Ridge. Then, #ith MGen Haebel, he flew to the Northern

Training Area; there he saw USN and USMU aircraft being Oy

requested and controlled by a Marine forward air centcoller

by

(FAC). The day ended with a tour of Marine a.i.r"g:ontrol '

~facilities at Futenma.

'l

valiant Blitz represented a quantum leap forward in the

e ———— b ——

scope and nature of bilateral activity. The highly visible

presence of JGSDF officers, includirg its Chief of staff, as

observers in an "offensively" oriented Marine Corps exercise 41:::

was a poltici ilitary "first.” General Watanabe's
commitment ended the hesitations ot mid=-level C$0 staft.
Most impressive of all was General Witanabe's handling of the

press prior to the event. On the Friday betore Valiant Blitaz

R T U s



was ccnducted he called a press conference. openly announced
his plans, and further stated that he intended to pursue Eull
combined ttainxng with USMC torces in the tuture. He subse-
quently has reiterated that intent in various public forums.

(Appendix‘2)

L

i i : | )

In August 1933. almost 50 JGSDP and S0 JASDF ofticers

were invited to participate in the USS deway “guest cruise®

' . |
- another small step in chipping away at "green resxstance
. i , e 7

to 'blua",involﬁcpcnc. Interest and enthusiasm were high.
) : - !

[ |
oer o

Also in 5cgust 1983, Lieutenant General C. G. Cooper,
the new CG FMFPAC, visited Tokyo and called on General Murai,

Genetal Watanabe. Lieutenant General Takeda. and Lieutenant

‘ Genera. Incue (Lzeutenant General Inamori s replacement as

G-5), as Wﬂll as the JMSDF Chief of Staff and the JASDF Vice

Chiet of Staft._ In his calls with the JL&DP generals, he

~stressed his support of Major General iHlaebel's initiatives

and his.appceciétion for JGSDF eftorts.

EVantual multi—servicc involvcment'in the U.8. Army-JGSDF

e et e adl

"yamasakura® CPX_series opcned up addlt lonal opportunities to
_"‘""-"'-'-n.____,_—'—-_"_"_"——-_‘

develop the JGSDF=USMC detense pldnninq relationship. Signi-

. ficant ubMC involvament Eegan with the Yamasakura exercise con-

Jucted at Ft. Ord, California, in June \983, It continued with
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‘the next iteration at‘JGSDF Lastern Army headquarters in
Sendai in Novembar 1983, and at Ft.‘Lewis, wWashington, in
'May 1984. . A remarkable aspect of USMC involVemedt-in the
YamasakuraACPx series is that originally its participation
was Egg_ggrmé; it was intended by the American épon#or {HQ
USARJ/IX CORPS) to be more a show of U.S. solidarity than

. anycthing else. However. JGSDF representatives pressed to

have a Seventh Fleet amphibious landing included in the
"-L Iy
.sgsziiii, followed by a linkgg_gg_the ground between UsSMC and

JGSDF forces.

—————

This suggestion was strongly opposed by HO

However, the Army eventually yieldad, and

. USARJ/TX CORPS.
e Al s e

JGSDF and USMC participants shared the same playing boards in

the actual conduct of the qu.

. In December 1983 and February 1984.:two more guoups of
selected JGSDF officers visited USMC facilities in CONUS.
The December visit was oriented around a1major amphibious
landing exercise at Camp Pendleton {with "counteramphikious"”
study objectives), and the February visit was :ocused on a
combiﬁed arms exercise at Twentynine Palms. A total of

twent}_JGSDF ofticers participated, using one-~half of GSO's
_ budget for COoNUS visits. (The balance was used for U.S. Army

vigits.})

. In February 1984, under authority of the JOEP, a Marine

infantry platoon observed cold-weather training in centval
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Qﬁa Hokkaido. This evoluﬁion-was designed as a preparatory stup
for company-lavel combinéd trafnihg ﬁo e conducted one year
later at the same location. |

In October 1984, the first formal USMC-JGSDF combined
training in three years took place in northeast Hokkaido.

This was an artillery live-fire exéréise involving a
battalion (ﬁinus).on each side. Therexqfcise was extremely

"significant in a number of ways. As recently as January

~§§D © 1983, Hokkaido was considered far too sensitive for USMC

£

combined training. Because its prefectural and local

——

- T —-—.—_____-.__-‘___, - -
governments have been traditionally leftist, and because the

gt

i{sland is so close to the Soviet Union, GEO had Eelt that

-, : o
ﬁﬁb B publxc acceptance would have to be gradually cultivated.

e e

A series of precedents involving less-sensitive USMC-JGSDF

ety

e,
combined=trainin shu, was envisxoned. This proved
————— T

,nnaeca§§351i__with General Watanabe's support, ‘the artillery

é%@ FIRE -piann nd succassfully executed without any

prelimin es | Hdnshu. Moreover, it was conducted

in an exercise area less than 50 miles from the Soviet-

nccupied Kuriles.

The second major combined exercisc in JFY-85 was a

company-level cold weather exercise, also in Hoskaido,

which was successfully coaducted in March 1985.
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The foregoing history may seem anecdotal and excessively
detailed iﬁ-its focus. Nonetheless, some important prin-
'ciples ére_clear:

‘ (1) 1In Japén, personal relationships. precede and
uhderly organizational relationships. Whether it involves a
|5-minute office call or a series of meetings to discuss
cohérete defense plans, substantive business will not beéin
unlessibersonal trust and rapport have been established.
‘Probably more than any other factor, Ma;or General Haebel's
efforts opened the door to future JGSDF-USMC bilateral

possibilities.

(2) Coqginuity_eé—eeesdiggtion and consistency in

policy are esgential. The JGSDF opefates in a very difterent

environment -- a far.mare politically sensitive environment

‘== than the USMC. When hard bargaining becomes necessary,

Mafine counterparts have torunderstand ﬁhose sensitivities,
.and make adeguate allowances. To smootn the “bumps in the

road", direct coordiﬁation, bﬁilt on long-term personal

relationships, is essential,

3] nggggggmii‘g#ggigg_ggggggigl_ It is probably the
greateSt single barrier to the continued growth of bilatefal

military relations. To ensure the long~term viability of its
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- larguage. - o y

presence in Japan, the USMC needs to place immedié;e emphasis

on training selected officers and staff NCO's in the Japanese

(4) The JGSDF must planffar into tﬁe future. Bilateral
training schedules are finaiized for political approval two
years in édvance on an annual cycle. A correspondingly well-
ﬁhought—oﬁt Marine plan_must be maintained, managed by the
permanent MAF, pDivision, and Régihental/croup headquartefs;
this‘plén would mesh the schedules of rotating battalions and
sqﬁadréns intqlthe almost unchanging sche@ules of their JGSDF

partners.

{(5) The location of III MAF in Okinawn is a major

handicap to the development of bilateral ties, Regular,

—

large-scale staff-to-statf involvement is simply not

%

. ) ) .@.
possible. This being the case (and not’likely to change),

aggi;ional Marine officers on the COMNAVFORJAPAN staff are

i,

eeded. An alternative approach would be III MAF represen-—

tatiuves working in Yokosuka or Tokyo on a permanent basis.

Currently, only one USMC major is assigned to COMNAVFCRJAPAN:

this is not enough.

(6) Tqiﬂgg_mgzg_iigfly in Japan. Consensus is

essuntial, and ewphasis must be placed on the long term.

But patience, understandiryg, and mutual respect bring

about concrete results.

i
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Chapter 4

CONCLUSIONS

‘Japan's unique social organization and disciplined

enérgies'héve, in four decades, brought it from ruin to the

verge of world power. There are many paradoxes associated

with this almost unprecedented growth. ;

-Thé'country's institutions are formally democratic,; but
v P

its traditidns are hierarchia1£ the underlying principlas of

Japanese society is indlvidual obligation, not individual

|
Ereedom. Japanese share an intense feeling of national

'unlqueness~ strong polxtlcal movements, from pacifism to
nationalism, are connected with this feeling. The cohesive=
‘ness of Japanese soclety would support rap1d mobxlxzatxon and
centralized control, if a new consensus were reached. Despxte
its enormous industrial, technological and financial power,
Japan remains extremely vulnerable: it is almost totally
.dependent on a huge, free flow of| imports and exports for its
national survival. 1In a real eergency, national consensus
would coalesce rapidly.
| |
The Japanesc government has [relied on U.S. military
_protection throughout the postwar period. Now it is promoging

its own military buildup. The U4S. has encouraged this

" buildup, to the point of pressuring Japan for greater ‘and more
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immediate results. There are significant elements within -
Japan which questioﬁ the validity and worth of military ties

to‘#he U.8. Yet for-America's own intérests, the preserva-

tio; of the U.8.-Japan alliance -- with or without a stronger

J5DF -~ is absolutely vital.

Japén's military capabilities and role are certain to

change. The real questions are when, how much, and in what

fdirection. . The answers to those questions ave still being

debated among -Japanese policyﬁakers. As the Defense Ministry ‘\1 A

says,

With its gross national product (GNP)
accounting for around 10% of the glebal
total today, Japan has become a ccuntry
whose moves cause major effects on world
situations. It may well be said that
Japan is required to play a role matching
its position in the international community,
fully recbgnizin? its responsibility as one
of free nations. :

-

~All in all, there are powerful countervailing forces at P)

work in our bilateral relationship with Japan. Through more

extensive and more supportive military~-to-military ties, we
have an opportunity to significantly influence the shape of
Japanese policy. The Japanese generals of the year 2000 ére
captains aﬁd majors'how. The'strengthéning of personal
_Eriendships. gniﬁ—to—unit goodwill, and the commitment to a
shared defense will have far-reaching effects on the strength

and stability of our Pacific alliance.



More than any other American service, the U.S. Marine
Corps is in a poéition‘tO'contribute to this "bilateralism.”
1t comprlses almost one half of total U.S. forces in Japan,
and is the only effective counterpart for the largest and
most politically signiglcant Japanese service -~ the JGSDF.
Recent changes in USMC policy will facilitate this process.
The conversion to 3-year accompanied tours in Okinawa and
Tawkuni will brovide an entirely new sense of continuity at

‘the regimént/group'headquarters level and above.

There are organizational and attitudinal obstacles to be
overcome, but a strong beginning has been made., A determined
USMC commitment can lead to almost certain results, paying

ever-larger dividends, in the future.
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© APPENDIX A

Sankei Newspaper - ;
20 Qctober 1982 i
Page 1 ' |
Translation: Major E. G. Beinhart, III

AMERICAN MILITARY LEADER
MARINE DIVISION COMMANDER
70 INSPECT SOYA STRAITS

INDICATES SERIQUS CONSIDERATION OF "NORTHERN DEFENSET

' covernment sources on the 19th made it clear that the
commander of American Marine Forces in Japan will visit
Hokkaide during the middle of next month, and will inspect
the area around the Soya Straits. It will be the first
on-the-ground inspection by a Marine Commander of Soya

Strai:s, which is said to be the most difficult to defend

among the three straits of Tsushima, Tsugaru, and Sova.
America, as part of its new strategy which gives serious
consideration to tho “North," [as indicated byl: such things
as Pacific Commander-in-Chief Long making, on the 21st of
this month, a first-ever visit by a {CINCPAC] commander to
the JGSDF Northern Army General Headquarters at Chitose,
Hokkaido, is rapidly beginning to recognize the strategic
importance of Hokkaido; however, this on-the-ground
inspection by the Marine Commander, as part ofgsuch a trend,
can be interpreted as indicating that the American military
has serious uneasiness over the warfighting capacity of the

JGSDF.

The visit to Hokkaido ([will be made by) Major General
Haebel, who is Commander of the American 3rd Marine
Amphibious Force and concurrently Commander of the 3rd Marine
pDivision. [From] approximately the 10th of November, foc a
period of 2 days, [he] will stay in the northern Hokkaido
area. Apart from conducting an analysis of conditions with
regard to the defense of the straits, and exchanging opinions
at the Asahigawa headquarters ot the JGSDF 2d Division, which

_is charged with the defense of Soya Straits, [Major General

Hvebel] will inspect in detail the condirions of the jeople,
terrain, and road networks in the vicinity of Wakkanali,
refining countermeasures for a situation in which, by some
-emote chance, Soviet forces came Lo make an amphibious
landing

peploying from their central base in Okinawa, America‘'s
3rd Marine Division (about 20,000 men) has until now mainly

prepared for an emergency in Korec or the Miadlie East;

g6
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however, this inspection of the northern area by Major
General Haebel, as part of the new strategy of “"cooperating
as allied countries to engage the Soviet Pacific Fleet before
it can deploy extensively in the racific¢ OQOcean," reveals that
America is beginning to give extremely serious consideration
" to hokkaido. fe
.f e l
: In order to bottle up the SOViet pacific Fleet inside
the track of the .Japanese Archipelago, [the question of] hov
to seal off the 3 straits of Tsushima, Tsugaru and Soya
becomes the most important issue; however, the American :
military viewpoint is that it is more likely [the Saviets)'
will aim at the two straits of Tsugaru and Soya, rather than
.at Tsushima Strait, where many obstacles are stretched, such
"as the limit to soviet air cover, the keenly watching eyes ot
both Japan and South Korga, and the presence of American
military bases. an okinawa even if [the Soviet shqu] slip
through. lgi
Under theac clrcuMQtances. it i{s natural that a worst-
case situation must' be conjectured, in which there is a
capture by Soviet forces of all of Hokkaido, or at least the
capture of that portion ot the area which is adjacent to the
straits; however, oven within this [worst-case scenario]l, it
is the unanimous concern of [defense} specialists that it is
' the possibility of massive air cover employed from [Soviet]
- bases on- Sakhalin (XKARAFUTO), leading in turn to Soviet
possession of Soya .Straits, which presents the greatest
danger. ;
. _Alrcraft carrier hattle qroup exercises, which have
already been conducted 3 times this year in the northern

Pacitic and the Sea of Japan; the stationing of F-l6 tighter-

bomber aircraft at Misawa Air Base, Aomor1|PreEectu:v-
pPacific Forces Commander-in-Chief Long's vxslt to Misawa Air.
Base and the Northern Army General YWeadquarters; the conduct
at Chitose for the first time f combined pir-to-air combat
_training; Japan-y.5. combined ground exerclises in September
and December--all of these things can be sleen as moving to
keep a strong oye on such a state of affaiirs; however, our
vital Self Defense Forces, ground, sea, and air, have ncarly
-zarn ability to defend the straits--that iq clode to the
actual state of. atfdxrs.

Especially with reqard Lo the JGSDLF, lwhich is lagging
farthest hehind in modernizaiior, the Amaegican side ig said
to have boeen shocked at the actual stacte or affairs, which
became clearly understoocd during a series |of combined
éxercises and related events:; the viewpolnt s emerging that
in an untanable situatior, the American (grces should
consider predeploying Marines to the Soya |Straits, and in the
remote change of a situatiorn in which Hokkaido hias been
occupied, even a counter-amphibious assault.

.
|

--------



&

o

APPENDIX B

National Défense Magazine . SR _-;E

Jzpan Defense Agency - . LT Ty
July/August 1933 ST R .
Translotion: Major E. G. Beinhart, III . ...

HATIONAL 0=FFNSE INTERVIEW

»GRCUND FORCESY - THE ULTIMATE SOURCE OF NATIONAL DEFENSE"

. ==w~Shoring Up e tense Capapilities~through Equipment Moderni-
“zation and Sufticiency--- . L o

i
pal—. } .

JGSD? Chief of ‘Graft Keitaro wdtanabefﬂihon‘xeiiai shimbun
¢arze9pandent_?aruhitq‘Akiyama‘ T

+me Soviet Union: Unbroken Wartime Attitude

Arivama: Some time ago, at the Supreme Soviet, Secretary

Andropov wa: selected as Chairman of the Presidium of
the Supreme snviet. He seized complete control of the
~ost; however, according to all that we know, internal
ind extern.. to the Andropov reyime, there are various
conditions f extreme severity and it appears that a
radical chaenoe in policy will not be implemented.

" and if this .3 so, the [policy] line of increasing
military power, which has been consistently carried out
up to now, pruzably will net change now or in tae
tuture. : ' e

By extension, it is anticipated that conditions in
the far east will move one step further in the direction
ot increasing severity. Things such as the pusitioning
of troops anc¢ armaments in the Northern Territories, or
the invasion of Afghanistan, have excited the feelings
of the Japanese people toward the Soviets, and have had
the effect of amplifying {their) sense of mistrust
toward the Soviets; there are also irdications that
ultimately *he Soviet Union's methods are a mistake.

Cenuvral Watanabe, you have scrved as military attache
to the Soviet Union and as Commandec of the Northern:
Army; how do you analyze current and future trends ot
the Soviet Union? - L ‘

watanabe: Mosong the distinctive festures of the Soviet
nation, there are some which I :hink have been extremely
sonspicuocus. One of these, as has often been said, is
that from top tm bottom, they are “"believers in power.”
That also is where classical political] analysis leads
to, and it is a splendid formulation. '
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It is without guestion a milituristic gsociety; if you
live there, you really can concur in this because of
such things as the severity toward rank which exists
even in crdinary society, or the way of dealing with
foreign policy problems which has made power ite back-
‘ground. To put it strongly, thelir attitude toward the
outside--but also toward the inside-~amounts te an
extreme sernse of awe toward great strength, and it iy
also a characteristic when they make concessions.

Bacause until now there has been no strong nation
other than America, ([we] have come to hope for such a
posture (of great strength} by America.

' For example, as in the 1962 Cuban Crisic, when tho

Soviet Union brought missiles into Cuba, their inability.

to prevent a humiliating-withdrawal--accepting then-
President Kennedy's powerful demand for removal--was a
frank manifestation of that characteristic, that they
will concede to great strength. That is my theory.

, The reverse {of that}] is that they ridicule weakness,
~.and they will emplcy oppression with absolutely no com-
promize. Such things as the Hungary crisis and the
‘Czechonlovakian crisis, and today's Po;and problem--
those are good examples.,

' Again, the 1976 M1G=25 incident (in which a Soviet
pilot defected to Japan)s:; it was a deliberate landing
in an independent nation, but since it was Soviet they.
quastioned whether it had not been shot down, aad in
connection with Japan's examination of the aircraft
Eusilage. they angrily deno;nced (us) as an unfriendly
nation.

Prom this viewpoint, for the Soviet Unioq. nothing is
more important than military strength. &

And they are convinced of the uscfulness of miliLary
power in situations in which they c¢annot find political
solutions for political problems. Therefore, actions
assoctated with a reduction of military power, even
though [sustained military power} is oppressive to the
livelihood of the people, will not be carried out.

This is because, as America‘'s “"Committee on the
Pregzent Danger" points out, among the national cbjec~
tives of the Soviet state, that which has come to
receive highest priority is altering the military
balance in ways that are advantageous to it,

Therefore, in that sense, the course of military
expanrion will not change because of the Andropov
regime, and it will continue as national polxcy in
the present and future as well,

However, to look cn the brighu side, it appears that
[the Soviets] will have nothing else to rely on, other
than military force,

Another great [naticonal)] chardsteristic, the Sovict=
constitution itsaelf, can be viewed as a martial-law
constitution; to be blunt, [the Soviet Union] is a war-
time state. Our aptness to misinterpeet them is due to
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: ! the fact that we persist in looking at them through the
L X GE) R same eyes that we view the nations of the liberal camp
b T of Europe and the West. S
Co o "However, Lif we closely examine that system, and [take
i " {nto account} the fact that the country ig already a
\ .~ wartime state, we jimmediately understand. o
' Currently, even a low estimate of Soviet national
5. o . defense forces is said to be about 3,700,000 men.
ey . Sl Because American [forces] are just about 2,000,000, if
' ' . 7't we compare them, it can be said that the Soviet Union
' i is a state system which has almost completed mobiliza-
“tion. Also, the regulation of consumer goods, and in
, ~ I" addition, what are referred to as the human-rights
~ i issues: people who criticize the system, if they are
- | (well-known among the populace, are exiled from the
- "eountry, and those persons whose presence would be
. advantageous to foreign nations, such as Sakharov, are
" imprisoned within the country.
1f we think of these kinds of things as a whole, we
i _ ~ are able to say that the Soviet Union clearly is a
wartime state.

.~ B -

.Vaiiant.slitzz Splendid

Akiyama: There is movement on the western side, however,
especially America. It goes without my saying, that
m T {America) is planning to strengthen its presence in the
‘ . pacific region. This will not be merely by unilateral
American military exercises; there was Team Spirit '33
with the South Korean military, and since then, Japan-
: _ U.S8. combined exercises also are expanding in scope.
_ Also, the major exercise "Valiant Blitz" was recently
conducted in Okinawa by the U.S. Navy's Seventh Flect
and Okinawa-based Marines; in this [exercise], 117
‘ - . members of the three Sclf-Defense Forces conducted study
@ . and observation.
‘ o From that point of departure, and encompassing the
problem of actual combined ground training, which
‘appears to have been delayed until now, in what
direction will Japan-U.S. combined training go, now and
in the future? If there is a concrete plan, please
describe it. '

watanabe: For the Maritime and Air Self-Defense Forces, the
history of combined exercises is a long one, but for the
Ground Self-~pDefense Force, it ends--when the current CPX
is included~-at only the seventh iteration.
= . I think that combined ground training of :he JGSDF
and American ([units] has very great significance, in a
sense that is different from combined training of mari-
time and air {units].
- As you know, it is «n extremely serious a.tion for
QE; - . a nation to commit its ground [combat] vnits to the
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defense of a toreign country. To say that in a positive.

way, the commitment of ground units unquestionably

emonstrates a strong national will toward the defense : "y
of that country. ; '
<~ To take an example, during the administration of
President Carter, America was going to withdraw troops--
ground units-~from the Korean peninsula; however, the .
problem was that if [those ground units] were completely’
withdrawn, America unavoidably would have appeared to
the world to have lost its resolve to defend South

Korea. So. the final outcome was that a nucleus of one
"division of ground troops was left behind. :

In that sense, ground forces serve to demonstrate a
nation's defensive resolve. Moreover, because they are
inseparable from the land, they are the ultimate source
of national defense: they have that meaning also.

. That heing the case, the implementation by Japanese
‘and U.S. ground units of CPX's and ground field exer-
cises, in Japan, not only develops harmony in Japan-U.S.
combined operations, and increases the skills of the
JGSDF, but--simply stated--it alsoc makes clear Amecica's
resolve to actually defend Japan. ’

This means, 1 think, that [U.S.-Japan combined
exercises] make an extremely important contribution as
a deterrent to aggression. Therefore, as our course for

the present and future, I believe that [these combined
exercisws] will come to be more and more substantial and
"{will be conducted at} increasingly higher levels. ‘ )

As a first step, we are examining where and how to &%

conduct one CPX and one FTX lategsthis year. .
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.  Akiyama: On a related subject, what were your impressions
. rom having observed "valiant Blitz™?

Watanabe: An amphibious landing is said to be the most
difficult type of [military] operation. That is because
it is conducted by a central core of ground forces, o
backed. up by naval and air units; the operation requires .
such meticulous coordination that a single false step
can lead to annihilation at the hands. of the enemy.
They were performing magnificently that kind of
difficult operation., The Marines' ground, naval and
air operations were splendidly coordinated; [they were]’
carried out without the slightest deviation from the.
tim2 schedule; and seeing the behavior orf individual
Marines after the landing, I thought there was just the
kind of self-confidence that you might =xpect, that they
are the world's strongest [forces]. It gave me the
impression of an extveme strength of spairit.

Akiyama: As has already come out during this conversation,
| the Marine Corps has become a central point of emphasis;:
but will the cenduct of combined excrcises by the JGSDF

it
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[’wiﬁh the U.S. Marine Corps~-on the main islands of
Japan, other than Hokkaido—-become the subject of

~future studies?

@

Watanabe: With regard to the conduct of regular [non-

.. amphibious) operations on Japanese territory, as the
JGSDF has done in the past: I think that there is a
great significance in the conduct of combined exercises

~ with the Marine Corps. - : .
I~ Because? the Marine Corps actually maintains a
- | presence in our country, it is closely connected to
‘S the strengthening of our ability to stop [aggression].
o Itbi However, there is a problem in the conduct of com-
. n

ed amphibious training.
‘In the event of operations to defend Japanese terri-

\*  tory, Lf part of our territory has been captured by the
_enemy, it cannot be deanied that there are circumstances
.in which it would be advantageous to conduct a counter-~
amphibious operation to recover that territory. How-
ever, the Self-pDefense Forces as they exist have no
amphibious role; consequently, we are not able to
‘conduct that type of training.

IR i A
1

Akivama: You have indicated a policy that the content of
[combined] ground training also will become increasingly
sophisticated. However, these things are still only in
their beginning stages; if [experience]  is not accumu-
tated through a great many repetitions, it will never
become possible to attain that high level--isn't that

correct? - ‘

Watanabe: That is exactly right. Because at present, we are
st1.il at the foundation level. There is a large moun=

‘ tain of problems which still must be solved in order to
attain that high level--things such as the problem of

language study, procedura problems, and communications.

Reevaluation of the Trainingfc_cle

Akiyama: Soon it will be the Budget season. The composition
of the JFY-84 outline [budget] request is being formally
developed now; [could you}please discuss] the items of
key importance and the basic policy {they reflect]?

wWatanabe: It will be the sccoﬁd year in the JFY-31 mid-term
plan, which is based on the [Japan Defense Agencyl] 4
pDirector General's guidanle, and [my] general intent is f

to achieve [those] objecﬂ?ves as rapidly as possible--
however, of course, {(viewing] the consolidation of !
defense assets as a balanced ground force. That is, 1 !
want to achieve a balancé between increased standardi-
zation, the full development of combat power, and
increased sustainability. )
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With regard to standardization, I want to improve the
cocrdination between personnel [strengthl and equipment
increases, especially in the units of the Northern Army
front. ' ) ' |

: Next, with regard “o improvements in combat power and
moderanization, I want to strengthen {the JGSDF's] sup-
porting firepower, [with] such {weapons] as the 203w
or 155mm self-propelled howitzers, and the FH-70; and
{1 want to] increase our mobility [with such weapons as]
the type 74 armored personnel carrier and transport
helicopters. o '

. ! After that, things such as the modernization ~f the

- air defense missile system are needed; but anyway, since
"this is a budget -related discussion, such things as
transport helicopters were included some time ago, and
[those] decisions [are made] at the Defense Agency
level. - :

Akiyama: With respect to inclusion in the budget, the

: ““modernizaticn of the Air Defense Missile System is
attracting widespread interest. Because there are
negotiations with the Finance Minister, affecting the
results, as a gut-level feeling, or a general idea, the
introduction ot the new missile system~-or in other
words, the Patriot-~with regard to that, how...

Watanabe: The conclusion reached by the Ground staft Office
"1s that the Patriot is the most appropriate ([system]} for
us; but pragmatically, I think that [we must take] as
our objective the realistic pursuit of a mixed system of
Patriot and Improved Hawk missiles.

Akiyama: The JASDF is also considering the same kind of re-
organization of {their] Air Defense Missile System; in
what ways are you promoting coordination with the JASDF?

" Watanabe: The question of how [we will] share in this pro-
gram is of course a big issue. But basically, because

it will be a great expense, it will be as follows,
taking into account the desires of botnh sides:

: Tt will be in accordance with the decisions of the
pirector General; but in my [own opinion}, I think that
there will be no problem if we just adhere firmly to
basic operation[al concepts}. That is, one of the
important special features ot the Patriot is the fact
that it has mobility. If the mobility features gnable
us to operate effectively, I do not think (we] will have
a big problem with going back to the simple [question
of}] "JASDE" or “JGSDF.®

Rather than the absolute number [of missiles] that

will be acyuired, the difticult thing will be, instead,
in what manner they will be deployed, and how [we] will
train together [in thelr use].

+
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well--with regard to improvements in the standardiza-
tion of [combat) capabilities, this will be a discussion
unconnected with expenditures. However, among the
several primary factors which I discussed a while ago,
as a means of avoidinn expenditure——because the budget
js severce~~my current thinking on how to improve effi-
ciency is to try chan,ing the training cycle.

what I mean by that is, until now [our] training has
{tagun] about the time thz cherry blosscms are in bloom
‘aApril}; the training level gradually increased, and we

_ sezomplished the most satisfactory [training] from late
agtumn until early winter. For control and supervision
. 9€ [that process], [we] conducted large combat-team .
Nsvaluations; but if you think about it, the weather in
sapan during that periocd--stormy seas, heavy sSnows .
falling in winter, and accumulations of ice complicating
;(matters, especially in tlokkaido--it is a period of -low
- “probability for a large-unit amphibious landing.

In that sense, considering our primary defense
Imission], summer is militarily the most dangerous
{season]; so I think that from JFY-84, to conform with

! this, [the JGSDF)] will set {its) operatioral schedule

L\to shift the peak of training for all units into the
gsummer. : ' .
- 8ince JFY-83 is already set according to the existing
schedule, we will commence with the [new] configuration
as soon as feasible; beginning next year, we will take
as our objective the complete transition of unit opera-
tions; we want to manage our unit operations so as to
adjust the period of the highest®#level of training
{readiness}. We can do this, because it will not take

too much out of our budget.

Akiyama: Will you be able to accomplish that just by
changing the training system? Personanel assignments

will have to be changed--

watanabe: For the present, I think that we will manage well
enough just by changing the training system. I expect
that we will be conducting individual exercises beqgin-
ning in early autumn, and (we will be continuing]} past
[the end of] the year; [we will] move the highest-level
exercises of the large units into the summertime.

Akiyama: Ssutticiency of personnel--this is also an extremely
difficult problem, izt it? 1'm wondetring if it isn't
impossible to achieve this [for the Northern Army] with=
out [personnel) rotation from Honshu units, in order to
provide 100% of requirements for the divrisions in _
Hokkaido? TIf that i3 the case, won't i% be difficult

to achieve a balanced disposition of focces?
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wWatanabe: The present strength level is 86.33%, but 100% is ..

desirable. Because, in order to function the way the
‘gystem is designed, there must be 100%. If we could
gaet relief for even a little of our current personnel
gshortfall, we would use those new personnel to complete
the manning of our essential units in Hokkaido.

‘There ia nc consideration being given to the idea of

'bringing personnel to Hokkaido from mainland units.
‘That is because a concentration into one powerful front
_‘would be accompanied by a great risk of excessively
'weakening our other fronts, due to our passive and
defensive circumstances.
" Therefore, all units must possess a certain level of
resources.,
. If we take the example of the Soviet military-~their
divisions have categories from I to ILI. It is similar
in other countries as well; but first, the Category I
divisions are completed manned with close to 100% of
personriel., Category II divisions have complete equip-
“ment and about 75% of personnel. Category III divisions
have only a portion of their equipment and personnel.

" Among these three, only Category I divisions are able
to fight a war immediately; however, because they have
many reserves, they can quickly take the Category II
divisions up to Category I.

If we were referring to our Self-Defense Force, we
would barely be Category II. Moreover, if resources )
were taken to Hokkaido, the other units could end up :
going down to Category III-~-to speak in terms of the
Soviet system. This would be a big drop in combat
power.

And further, because the qovxet mxlitary has close to
725,000,000 reserve troops backing it up, it can commit
them if the situation requires; however, we have a Self-

pefense Reserve with no more kthan 40,000 troops at most. .

Besides, even for that, we have no legal authority
for a major mobilization in the manner of the Soviet
Union. On that point, if we study emergency measures,
1 think {we will find] that ai requirement exists to
somehow maintain divisions which are unlformly capable
of combat cperations. |

For that reason, if the JGSDF as a whole were to
receive a 1% increase in manpower, the units located in.
Hokkaido--the ieast~manned crjiitical front, at present--
for example the 2d or Sth Division--their tank units,
rather than infaantry or techqical units, should be
brought up c¢lose to 100% strength.

ﬁiying at the Organization of Divijsions with Uniform Combat

Power .l

Akiyama: In the field of research and development, if we
could turn our eyes to that.
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éﬁ; watanabe: Among work that {3 row being conducted, important

4 : jtems include such things as a ground-fired anti-ship
guided missile, a new tank, an armored personnel
carrier, a mid-range anti-taik guided missile, and a
new rapid-firing antiaircraft gun.

oy

Akivama: I think that the modernization ard positioning of
weaponry and equipment iz indivisible from operations;
is thore a serious concern in the north? That is, will
the emphasis be on Hokkaido, as it is now?

Wwatanabe: 7T+ is unchanged.
§ o "t has not changed, but-—-to further illustrate what
B . I said before--we will not for that reason take the
el . approach that only units in HoKkaido should be heavily
‘ structured, and that it is all right to lightly struc-
C ‘ " ture units on the mainland.
Qﬁ? - ' " To elaborate, I believe that Hokkaido is a serious
‘ concern for us; however, in ‘a purely defensive situa-
tion, the offensive initiative will belong to the enemy.
Therefore, we will organize with uniform combit gower SO
that we can cope with the enemy wherever he may come.

Akiyama: For that reason, even in the JFY-56 mid=-term

defense plan, there are a number of general expressions
referring to serious concern over the Northern Army,

e%, ' but—~there are problems with the reorganization of
divisions. In that regard, in the JFY-59 mid-term plan
and beyond, there will be provisions to take concrete
steps. '

watanabe: I am having those studies continued. T do not
' how when it will be done; however, I think that we must
: conduct that reorganization. Since our country's
@g@ . divisions, if compared to the various divisions o. ail
‘ the countries of the world, are remarkably interior with
respect to firepower, our basic approach is that we want
to move toward a functional divisicn, somehow increasing
its firepower.
But even in those cases, for example, there will be
no significant distinctions in combat power between the.

divisions in Hokkaido and the mainland divisions.

 akiyama: To illustrate: if you are reorganizing the armored
division, in effect, publishing new policy--that is, a

‘ reexamination of general principles is closely tied Lo

. the subsequent readjustment of tables of organizawion.

Wwon't it be viewed in that way?

Watanabe: As for the JFY-56 mid-term plan, it would be

, difficult to go that far. 1In the outline forgce list,
gya- o only the number of divisions is displayed, as "units
£ deployed in peacetime regions®; but 1 think it is

36
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vndeniakle that those divisions, through modernization,
are becoming progressively better, This is essential :
in order to accomplish our mission of responding "y
vigorously to other nations.
i t ’
Akiyama: The other day, U.5. Army leaders went to Hckkaido,
and were making various statements. From that, and if,
the increasing number of various military exercises in
the Far East are ronsidered together=--pot including
valiant Blitz, however--isn't it accurate to say that
there is a gradual'qtrengthening of the U.S. Army's
tendency to attach serious concern to Asia and the Far
Bast?

Watanabe: I think it is better to say that U.S. Army policy .
f s basically unchanged. But it is certain that recogni-
tion is becoming extremely high of the c¢riticality of
Japan, and above al. Hokkaido, to the already increas-
1ingly important Northeast Asia/Western Pacific area.

'I1f the statements of former CINCPAC Admiral Long and ﬁﬁ
various other high-ranking commanders are taken :
together, I we,ld guess the most important reason for

. the concern over Hokkaido is a refusal to permit the

s of okhotsk to be made into
" es.“ ‘

Akiyama: Recently, sea lane defense has become a tobic ot
conversation; what is the role of the JGSDF in sea lane
. and straits defense?

S
pp—r

Watanabe- When speakzng of sea lane defense, there is a
tendency to ;mmed1ate1y restrict the: shscussmn tn the
defense of Japan's maritime shipping ‘channels [on the
high seas]. However, if considered from a broader
perspective, .the : .ability of resource-supply areas,
thz ensured safety of shipping channels [for ships]
en route, and the preservation of [shipping; terminals Y
on the Japanese mainland--these conditions are
necessary. : _

Therefore, because those circumstances which in.
reality are necessary to bring about a defense of the
sea lanes, are in short a national defense emergency,
our country should probably make overall defense its
most important concern. Accomplishment of the defense
of our naticnal territory——preserving the terminals is
also included in that mission--I think that ls a funda-
mental issue of sea lane defense.

Also, the defense of the straits is the responsx-
bility of the JGSDF; but the moust basic thing lies in
the preservation of the shoulders of the strait.
Because to that, solemnly and to the limits £ our
existence, physically and mentally, we make an immense
commitment.

" Cne more role is the function of coastal observation. fua
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" r concrete operat al pians be det® 4 on, and approxi- A
: mately when will it actually become operationally ’
available? )

WWataﬁdbes I think it will be about 1988.
ek P —an— . . -—__________.__—-——-

R e T A N T A A DT

pefense: Painstaking Perfection in Preparations

) ) : [
Akiyama: This has brought up the subject of former Prime

Minister Suzuki's direction to a former JDA Director,
Ito, to give primary consideratioc: to air and maritime
defenne-—the air/sea "hedgehog" defense (in which sharp
barbs would prevent an enemy's reaching Japanese
territory). Along the same line, prime Minister
 Nakasone also, when he was Director General of the JDA,
was arguing in favor of it in an earlier Diet session,
in connection with the 4th Defense Buildup Plan
{1972~76]1, which he managed. Among aother things, I
recollect he declared his opinion that "I'm what you
call a Sea/Air Priority advocate." For that reason, it
seemed, he emphasized high-speed ships and missiles.
pasically, isn't he acting as a *hedgehog advocate" as
. prime Minister also? On the occasion of his american
‘ visit in January, when he made the declaration that
@%@ : "Japan is an unsinkable aircraft carcier," wasn't he
reinforcing that kind of consciousness? ,
Among Liberal Democratic Party members of the Liet
who are connected with national defense, too=-moreover, .
among people in general--~sea lanes defense is given '
extreme emphasis; the argument exists that a priority
concern for air and maritime qefense is gecod, since
Gﬁb . Japan is surrounded in 4 directions by the ocean.

e

%‘f

Wwatanabe: If the "hedgehog" theory of defense would seize uj'q
upon the attitude that we will block an enemy invading /
our country by not yielding even one step of our

nation's ground, and by then repulsing him=-that
attitude would be exactly appropriate to the natinnal
character of our country. That would be ideal.
However, to make provisions all around the circum-
ference of our country for a possible defense--that
would require a preatly expanded defense capability.
in economic terms also, I think that would be a much
greater economic burden.
Because national defense is the most fundamental
thing of all, I think it is ektremely ifwportant thatl we
constantly, painstakingly try| to do what is possible, /
to see if we canr bring this kind of ideal into reality.
: One more aspect of national detense, I think, is
é&@ that we absnlutely musec not take chances,. It is danger-
ous to entrust the safety off the country to limited

[Ys)
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resources, and for national security we should be
. devoting resources up to a limit of maybe 2, 3, or 4§
‘times ([what we are giving now}.
. I am repeating myself; but ground forces are the
- ultimate source of security for the state. I am
" convinced that to treat this fact llghtly. is to be
‘absolutely unrealzstic.

kxyama- If we look at the "1982-83 Strategy Outline"
released by England's Institute for International
Strategy Research, it says that personnel costs, as
. .a budgetary element for the British army, are increas-
- "ingly expensive; there were indications that in future,
- their national defense will come to emphasize a maritime
and air . defense. :

\\, Watanabe° In simple terms, Japan and Britain are both island
nations adjacent to a continent; however, their situa-
tions are entirely different. That‘point frequently is
not understood, I think.

As you know, Britain has a buffer zone of numerous
countries--West Germany, the Netherlands, Belgium and
France, separated by the English Channel; and Norway
and Denmark, separated by the North Sea. Therefore,
the-first line of British defense is West Germany and
Norway.

The main force of their active-duty ground units is
stationed in West Germany, especially, which is the most
important front. As is clear in British national

- defense reports, the defense of Britain is--to name
jt--a NATO collective defense. Because we have been

" considering a defense posture with this as its
foundation, there are problems if we take Britain as
a single country, and compare its defense arrangements
with those of Japan.

In the case of Japan, a large buffer zone like that
of Britain does not exist. Consequently, any enemy

. which invades Japan must be fought directly and
immediately, from the commencement of the invasion.

In this respect, Britain has a fundamental difference.

Even if we do not take up the example of the Falk-
lands conflict, just because we say that cur country
is surrounded by the sea, an invader canmot make the
vccupation and rule of our country an accomplished fact
through air and sea attacks alone. Ultimately, to make
an accomplished fact of the occupation amd rule of our
country~~wh! ch does have ground combat power--more is
needed.

To do that, as is c¢lear from past military history,
the attacking side needs three times or more the
defending side's overall combat power, plus strong naval
and air support, and in order to sustain these forces,
greatly expanded supply and rear-area support.

------------
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Consequently the strengthening of ground forces, that
alone, demands military strength and preparations from
an adversary; this in turn is closely connected with
forcing him to give up ideas of an invasion. Unlike
Britain, which can consider a continental defensc in
agsociation with NATO's collective defense, in Japan's

. cage--since there 1s no time interval--the strengthen-
ing of our ground combat power, o a continuing basis,
is absolutely necessary. :

Moreover, once this ground defense has been taken
into account, our chances of victory will depend on
»maticulousness of preparations.” 1In particular,
compensating for numerical inferiority; in combat powGr
by exploiting the military advantages of terrain is
axtremely critical, to the point of determining success

. or fallure, in a defensive cperation.

However, for us, with our taxclusive defense,®
'whether there will be any margin for preparation in
carrying this out-=this is completely uncertain.

Normally, if it were a critical place, pillboxes
would have to be built and similar preparations made
in order to obstruct a landing. -In addition, these
di:fense actions would be complete at the outset.

In that respect, if there is no margin of time for
preparation, what can best be done to make up for it?
In the end, substitutes are needed: tanks, instead of

" pillboxes, will come to have extreme importance; also,
instead of moveable, heavy guns in fortified positions,
self-propelled howitzers will be critical., For that,
the AH~-1S helicopter also, which has mgneuverability--
we can expect to gain from its rapidl¥ responsive
operation. _

In an extremity, these sorts of things will help to

. offset the preparation-related problems. 1In that sense,
for us, such things as tanks, artillery firepower, and
the AH-1S in particuiar are extremely urgent issues.

Mo Uneasiness About the Next ceneration of Leaders

Akiyama: Last year, for the first tihe, major generals were

promoted from among those ofticers who graduated in the

£irst class of the National Defense Academy I think
from now on, the change of generations in the top

- leadership level of the JSDF will proceed at a rapid
pace. As ‘that occurs, a gencration which has been
educated and brought up under the new Constitution will
come to occupy the key pos:tions of the Self-pefense
Force. It is sald that the officers of the JSDF have
necome "salarymen.” From now on, the JSDF--ihe “soft"
part; in other words, asp=cts of spirit, or conscious-
. ness, things like that--in what ways will it come to
changoe?

..........
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- Then, since there are problems of civilian control
which arw fundamentally related problems, in your
capacity as JCSDF Chief of Staff, what kind of knowledge
or recognition [do you think] is necessary to defeat
‘that kind of change in consciousness?

wWatanabe: I have been cbserving them [the new major
— generals] for a very iong time, and I have absolutely
(MO uneéasiness. ' ‘ .
In the final analysis, things are different from the
military preparatory school and military academy which
" —-- raised us before the war; they entered the National,
pefense Academy from postwar families, and received
their education in the cold eavironment of such
surroundings. In our time, we were warmly welcomed when
we entered the military academy; however, they entered
to a different kind of reception. MWoreover, the things
we were taught there were things that could not be
learned at other schools. In fact, when I think of
those things, they were always expressed in term’
the great standard measure of national security
received our education in the context of four y : . <
that kind of daily life.
" In the system of values of today's world, it

have become the man with money, and the man wi' rn.ig.
‘status, who are considered impressive; but at t -
National Defense Academy that kind of feeiing . killed,

what comes from learning that to work with comp:ete
‘dedication, for the benefit of the country, is cruly
importarnt--that is what has been promoted in thcse most
recent major generals. It is the feeling of flowers

. . -. finally blooming. Looking at them, it would take a rare
man to judge that he deserves to be first amonyg them.

For this reason, the question of how Japan': defense
will fare, or perhaps how the field armies undur me wiil
fare--the very first consideration is, how are the
divisions? For my generation this is the most important
thing, so it is something wrich théy have acqui.red.

Then, one more thing: ir a sitdation in wh: h they
have been given a mission, no matter what, the, accom~
plish it without complaint; this includes the xind of
things that are the work of my generation--even that
they can accomplish. . i ‘

Current situations involving actual warfare re
designated; not just Japan, but various countr :s around
the world; and are being discussed That is b ~ause a
great war is not beinyg conducted anywhere. Al >,
military history from the earliest|days is bei..g
stuaied. If we strengthen ourselves firmly by these
*wo sources, in the ond we will be|able to carry on
without fear.

...........
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For example, tenacity toward accomplishment of the
mission-~this kind of thing is acquired by a person from
his daily life; and even when such a person goes to the
battlefield, he is more capable of brave behavior than

~experienced gsoldiers; because this has been actually
proven up to now, we do not have to worry, I think.

But they will become the leaders, and rather than
them, what we should be concerned about is the young
unit members. The way in which the new leaders guide
young unit members after they join--from now on, I
Shin- ehar is an extremely big g¢v-stion. ' :

k.- s, because the JSDT ! .n a sense a replica of
N genérsi socistv, iV is .easoinable co expect that
thinas which exist in e isty will also exist in the
JSDF. For example, there are problems with stimulant
drugs and borrowing from loan sharks, and the drunken
driviag problem; but how to deal skillfully with those
problems, that is, how to demonstrate leadership--the
way in which we forcefully involve ourselvas in this
work is coming to be an important issue.

My greatest and most important object is to prevent
unit members-~including National Defense Acadeny
graduates and the leaders of the next generation--from
becoming "salarymen.” '

Our job is to achieve the defense of our country with
our lives, in an emergency, because that is our ultimate
purpose., But once they have gradually become "salary-
men,* when the moment of need arises, they will have
grown cowardly, and they will be useless for that
purpose. I am providing guidance and direction now, to
the utmost of my ability, so that such a thing does not
occur. : -

Akiyama: It is hardly ﬁecessary to saf so, but "civilian

—~ontrol” has become the deminant principle.

watanabe: But I have confidence in that.

For example, things come out like the problem of a
planned coup d'etat-~the prewar military was entangled
in it. To speak of the prewar military: my generation
also was brought up by the prewar military, but our
education concerning military officers was different
than it is now. We were taught that one by one, the
officers constituted the physical frame of the country.
Basically, "You fellows are the central pillars support=-
ing the country"-~it was in that way that we were
brought up.

cacause of that, as it is often said, there came to
be sporadic interference in politics.

Now, though, that is not the case. The place of
defense forces within the country has been precisely
fixed. After all, defense forces have come into exis-
terce for a single function, and above that, civilian
control prevails.
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" Theretore, for us, building strong units withiﬁ
‘givilian control-—that is, within the conditions
-bestowed by the people of the country--we will be

. ' building units which have the confidence of the people.
i | 'that is our ultimate objective.
. v '+ so, if someone tried to create a political movement
LT _.within the prasent JSDF, he would be forced out; even

" in the severe training of the daily routine, politics

must not take root. ‘
In that regard, I am not worrcied. '
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APPENDIX C

Mihon Keizai Shimbun -

o april 1984

rage 1 ' : '

Translation: Joint Public Affairs Office, Headquarters,
U.S. Forces Japan

' Combined Ground Forces Training

i The JGSDF plans to hold substantial field training
exercises with the USMC twice in JFY 84 (Apr 1984--Mar 1983),
one in autumn and another in winter, as part of the Japan-
U.S. combined training exercises the JGSDF has been staging
with the U.S. Army since 198l. Each time, 100-200 personnel
from the two parties will participate in the exercises, both

- of which are to be held in Hokkaidc, The purpose is to

~ elevate the proficiency of the JGSDF. No practice on landing
operations which the USMC excels in will be staged. The
projected autumn exercise will be staged at the Yasubetsu
tralning grounds featuring firepower drills in which the two
parties practice efficient ways of striking the *anemy® with
tanks and £.eld artillery on a job partition basis, while the
winter exercise is designed for general field drills in snowy
.areas but place for the exercise is not decided yet. The
JGSDF hopes to develop combined training exercises with the

' USMC regularly in the future for the following reasons:

(1} while the U.S. Army, Japan, has no combat troops, the
USMC maintains a big force of over 25,000 personnel in Japan,
available for combined training exercises with the JGSDF
sparing the trouble of bringing units from the States for the
exercises. (2) The Marines far excel Army members, who come
here from the States for combined training, in combat '
‘capabilities and, therefore, help better the JGSDF enhance
its proficiency. {3} In case Japan takes joint actions with
the U.S5. in time of emergency involving Japan, the JGSDF is
supposed to work together first with the USMC rather than
U.S. Army units coming from the States in aid.
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