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AB RA CT

Discusses  fa c t o r s  i n flu e n c in a  th ~ dec i s ion  to f o rm

alliances and applies them to the US t r e a t y  s y s t e m  in t h e

post- corld  ‘Ja r II per iod w i t h  special emphas i s  on the US—

J au do  a ll i an c e .

Traces  the o r i g i n  of the US commitment  to the d e f e n s e

of  Ja :~an in c l ud i n g  n e g o t i a t i on s  of Peace and Secur:t ~’ T r e a t z e s .

O u t l in e s  US m i l i t a r y  a~~d to Ja~~an f r o m  1) 50  to 1 9 6 0 ,

an d th e  or g a n iz a t i o n  and growth  of the  Japanese  Self  D e f e n s e

Forces.

Discusses forces leadinc to the  re’;ision of the Mutual

S e c u r i t y  Treat ’;  in 1960 , and the  cor respor~d inc  chance  to

m~~lit ar~’ sales and 1~~censing  a g roem ent s  as t he  method of

- r a n s f e rr i n u  a rms  as Japanese  s e l f - c o n f i d e n c e  recovered .

A n a l y z e s  s t r ai ns  w h i c h  have developed in the  a l l i a n c e

and oives  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  fo r  eas ing  them .

Con t a i n s  several  t ab le s  and g raoh s  su mm a r i z i n g  m i l i t a r y

a~~d and sales  to Ja ;;an and o t her  US a l l i e s  in E a s t  A s i a .
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INTRO DUCTIO N AND METHODOLOGY

The most vital foreign policy goals of the govern-

ment of any country , are to provide for the physical securi-

ty of the nation, and economic prosperity of its people.

Although it is often difficult to evaluate foreign policy

decisions on a strictly rational basis , ultimatel y the

survival of the country depends on how successfully leaders

achieve these objectives. Foreign policy “interests ” in

areas beyond the tarritorial confines of the nat~ cn are

~eterm~ ned by the degree to which they contribute to the

enhancement of the  v i t a l  coa ls  of s e c u r i t y  and p r o s p e ri t y .

The f i r s t , and most basic of the two objectives is

~ ecur~~ty .  A t  t he  ve ry  min imum , s e c u r i ty  r e f e r s  to the

terr~~tor~ a1 ~ntecr~~t and political independence of the

s t a t e .  Alth ou ’Th  s e cu r i ty  i n c lu d e s  the  ~e rp et u a t ion  of t h e

va l u e s ,  l i fe — st v ..es, p a t t e r n s  of social  r e la t i o n s , and o t h e r

elements that cive :~ s t a t e  ~~ts ident~~tv , security has

t r a i : t i- :n a ll ’;  teen mea~:ur ~~d primari ly :n term s of m i l i tar c

s t r e n o - h .  Su c h  a measurement includes not o n c  i ndeDenden t

strer.cth , ~ ut  also a l l i a n c e s , or combined m i l i ta r y  power.

The ultimate rational ~aois f or  maintaini ng mii~ tary

strength is to provi de for the physical survival of the

n a t i o n .  In t he  c~~oe of alliances , their success and dura—

bi 1~~ty  is l a r g e l y  d et e r m i n e d  by he degree  of security

pr ov ided  for  a l l  par~~~es to the agreement. Although there

have been r a r e  i n st ~~nc~~s where  a state ’ s securit” has been
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preserved through a policy of unarmed neutrality, such a

policy is risky as it relies on the actions of other

nations for basic guarantees of t e r r i t o r i a l  i n t e g r i ty  and

pol i t ica . independence.

Prosperity, or economic well-beino , is interrelated

with physical security . The elements of economic well -being

are relatively few: natural resources , degree of sel f- sus-

tenance , imports and exports , education level of the popula—

ticn , transportat~ cn system (i~ torna1 and external), and

industrial development level. The overall level of prosper-

i t y  achieved by a nation depends upon the ab~ litv to max-

~mi ze each of the ca tegories , and security plays a key role

in rrovidir.o that ability .

If a n a t i o n  must  s u b s t i t ut e  imports  for  n a t u r a l  resources

it lacks , the freedom to do so is clearly a securitY ob~ ect-

~ve. V i t a l  or s t r a t eg i c  m i n e r a l s  not p resen t  w i t h i n  the

bo r d e r s  of a s t a te  must  be a v a i l a b l e  f rom abroad if the

e lements  of se cur i ty  are tc be m a i n t a i n e d .  Such an o bj e c t i ve

can ue attained by creating and m a i n t a i n in g  s tab i l i t’:  in

the world system through the processes of international

relations , either diplomatic understanding or projection

of m i1~ tary power. Pursuit of policies cesigned to establish

and m a i n t a i n  a world  order  compat ib le  w i t h  the s u r v i v a l  and

pr o s p e r i t y  of the  n a t i o n  are the  u l t i m a t e  goals  of any

na t ion ’ s invo lvement  in the w or l d  a r e n a .

Hi s t o r i c a l l y ,  the f i r s t  step t a k e n  by the United States



in fo r e i~’n policy was to establish security for its own

borders. Its on in al problems , of course , resulted from its

c o n f l i c t s  w i t h  European co lon ia l  powers .  Once c on t i n e n t- u I

s e c u r i ty  was g u a r a n t e e d , the United States began to gradual ly

pr o ; e ct  :ts power and : nf lu e n c e  in f o r e ign  a f f a i r s  he ’ond

i t s  own b o r d e r s .

The f i r s t  a rea  t h a t  was c on s i d er e d  v it a l  to US s e c u r i ty

was t h e  r e s t  of the  W e s t e rn  H e m i s p h e r e .  As early as the

Mcoroe Dcctr~ ne , the US declared to colonial powers that it

c o n s i d e r e d  the  new w o r l d  an area of par ticular in teres t .

3 preempting attempts by European powers to build military

bases wh~ cn could t h r e a t e n  the b o r d e r s  of the  Un i t e d  S t a t e s ,

t h e  r i ng  of US s e c u r i t y  was w i d e n e d  c o n s i der ab ly . At the

t ime  of the  M o n r o e  Doctrine the United States lacked mi1~~tarv

p ower  to back up the declaratocr. and the doctrine ’s success

was due lar :e’y to the understand~ nc of Enc land and the

streng th of the Pritish fleet. Nevertheless , the Doc tr ine

rla:ed a key role in US policy as recer.tly as the Cuban

m:ss~~le  crisis.

W i t h  r -~g a rd  to W e s te r n  Europe , u n t i l  W or l d  W ar  I the

Un i te d  S t a te s  had not become a c t iv e l y  -involved in. European .

conflicts. Isolation , recommended by the foundino fathers ,

was ceemed -adequate as a oolicy toward Europe. As 1on~

as there was no feeling that Europe could be dominated b

a n y  single country, the US was content to remain relativel y

isolated from European politics. The European threat to the

I



American way of life during World War I, and aga in  d u r i n g

World  Wa r II , was not a threat of invasion. The United

S t a t e s  dec is ion  to go to war in both cases was to  p r eve n t  t h e

f o r m a t i o n  or a unrfied Europe , wrth a sy s t em  a n t a g o n i s t i c  to

th e US , un d e r  a m i l i t a r i s t i c  c e n t r a l i z e d  d i r e c t i o n .  Such a

situation could have produced an ‘ultimate direct threat to

the  physical s u r v i v a l  of t he  Un i t e d  S t a tes , and thus  had to

he r e s i s t ed  in the  o p i n i o n .  of t h e  US co v e r n m e n t .  D e ca u s e  of

tne  c o n c e n t r a t i o n  of i n d u s t r i a l  and  t echno log ica l  power in

Wes te rn  Europe , the  p o t e n t i a l  t h r e a t  to the  U n i t e d  S ta te s

made it  p r u d en t  to act to c rever .t d o m i n a n c e  oi t ha t  area  b

h o s t i l e  powers .

~o~~lcwinc  ~‘~or .~J .~ar II anc tn e  e lim in a t~~cn ot f a ci s m

(or N a z i i sm ) as a t h r e a t  to US s e c u r i ty , the U n i t e d  S t a t e s

d~~d no t  r e t r e a t  to i t s  f o r m e r  pol :cv of i s o l a t i o n  w i t h  r e g a r d

to Europe . It  had become clear to Ame r i c a n  leaders  t h a t  the

U n i t e d  S ta tes  must actively pursue policies which would

~ r e ve nr  h e ge m o ny  of Eu rope  by h o s t i l e  powers .  Fac i sm was

rap~ ul y replaced by C o mm u n i sm  as t h e  fo rce  to c o u n t e r a c t

in E u r op e ,  and  t he  w a r — t o r n  a i lo e s  of the Un i t ed  S ta t e s

were too wea . to meet t he  t a s k .  The Truman P o i n t  Four

program and the ~ axshall Plan were enacted to rebuild the

European  allies and ~revent communist hegemony. It became

clear  to U S l eaders  t h a t  a p e r m a n e n t  m i l i t a ry  a l l i a n c e  was

d e s i r a b l e  to o f f s e t  Sov:et  m i l i t ar ’ power and t h e  NATO

~act was entered to ~erform that role. Fhe NATO alliance.
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continues to pledge US m ilitar forces in a commitment to

prevent hegemony of W ’ ~tern Europe by a hostile power.

The E a s t  As i an  area , l i k e  Europe , r e p r e s e n t s  a la rc o

pool of resources  w h i c h , i f  unde r  s i ng l e  m a n a g e m e n t , cculd

threaten the security of the United States. The rise of

communication and technology, especially air service , brought

the Far East closer , and World War II drove borne the idea

t h a t  th e  Far Eha st , as much  as E u r c : e  and the  Wes te rn  H e mi s p h e r e

nad to be ~nc 1uded in the  d e t e rm i n a t i on  of US v i t a l  i n t e r e s t s .

In  Asia , as in Europe , dur~ nq World War II , the United States

was not  on r ea t e ned  w i t h  an i” as~ cn of its home land . However ,

t he  p o t e n t i a l  t h rea t  to the  Un i t ed  S t a t e s  was made clear

by the bombing of P e a r l  Harbor. The prospect of —a unified

East Asia u n d e r  t h e  direction of Japan was unacceptable to

US l eaders .

Following World War II the United States was faced with

a s~~tu a t~~on in A sia  s i m i l a r  to W e s t e r n  Europe . As the  scectre

of a communiSt t h r e a t  replaced that of Japan, the US moved

to f i l l  t h e  power vacuum in AS~~u. Events in East Asia turing

the  h a l f  dozen .  ~ea r s  f o l l o w i n g  Wor l d  War 11 b r o u g h t  t h e  U n i t e d

States to t a c  realization that a strong an d  f r i e n d l y  J a p an

was ex t r eme ly  i mp o r t a nt  to its :;olic’: of vreventinc hostile

hegemony in E a st  A s i a .

In th t~ three regions of the W e s t e r n  Hemisphe re , We s tern

Europe , and the F-a r East , the United States has h~ stor :eally

proven its interests were so v:tal it would re w~ llmn.o to

10
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encaue in general war to maintain them . The intrinsic value

of t h e s e  t h re e  r e ci o n s  to US security is such that they rema:n

the primary areas of US foreign col~ cy interests , In the

Western Hemischere , the Cuban rn~ ssile crisis demonstrated the

US government ’ s belief tn the importance of its i n t e r e s t s

there. In Europe , US involvement in World Wars I and II

exem p l~~f:es US interest. In East Asia , World War II , and to

a lesser extent the Korean and V~ eonam Wars showed US will:nc—

ness to encace ~n war to orocect wnar it considered to be

~ts v:tal interests. In the Wesnert Hemisphere the U seeks

to mainta In its own -dominance; in Western Europe aud East

Asia it seeks to crevent the -Jom~ nanco of anotner power.

in the short reri-od of tIne between the end of World

War Ii and the outbreak of hostilities ~n :~or oa , sweepin g

changes took place ~n world power al~ - nments . Germany and

Jacan , war time enemies , became postw ar allies , wh~~1e the

Soviet Union and ma :nland China , wsrtin~ allies, became post-

war enem:es. Forces of r~~s~ nc nat~~:nalism in prewar Euronean

~clor .~~es contr~ cuted to the creation of a world system vastly

different from the - r.e that existed prior to World War Ii.

Durin-~ this period , battlelones in the Cold War were

drawn . Jonta~ nment of communism became the nr :marv merhod

of attain~ nu US policy coals; the defeat of An -ric an imper~ a-

ism became the  b a t t l e  c ry  of c o m m u n i s t s  t h r o u ch o u t  the  w o r l d .

The US extended its i n f lu e n c e  to become a ~om : n a n t  wor ld

power while the USSR , as the chief center of wcrld communism ,

L I



expanded its own sphere of operations. The L’S goal of pre-

ventin~ single power dominance in. East Asia was aimed at both

the Soviet Union and China , representin g what was felt to be

a mcnolith~ c threa t of world communism . While the USSR and

the PRC formed their alliance and cooperated to develop their

mutual strength , the United States countered with a chain of

alliances aimed at surrounding the communist countries.

During the early l950s a policy of “massive retaliation ” was

asserted by tne United States. Japan became the Un:ted States ’

most important Asian. supporter in the drive for the containment

of communism in the East Asian area.

During the Allied Occupation of Japan followinc World War

Ii , the relationship between the United States and Japan changed

drastically. This was acccrnplished in a short period of six

years fr-am September l~ 45 to September 1951. The strategic

location of Japan and its tremendous military potential brought

the United States to the realization that an alliance with

Japan would be an imnortant asset in furthering US security

objectives in. East Asia . The realization was slow in. coming .

Durlng the Occunation there were m a n y  who felt that Japan should

be punished and prevented from rebuilding its econcrsy rather

than rehabilitated and made strong again. The importance

of rebuilding Japan and allying with it became clear as

communist governments consolidated power in China and North

i<crea ~n the late 1940s, and the idea was hastened by the

outbreak of hostilities in ~crea .

12



Since 1951 , Japan has become the only country in East

Asia whose intrinsic value to US security is so great that

its loss would irreparably harm the US objective of preventing

dominance of Asia by hostile powers. In no other western

Pacific nation can US interests begin to compare in importance

with those in Japan. US commitments to other Pacific nations ,

although ImPortant , are of lesser consequence. With the

spectacular rise of the Japanese economy since World War II ,

the importance oi Japan to US security objectives has become

even more clear. Today , Japan has -a highly developed econo my

w:tb the third highest GNP in the world , and second on ly  to

the US in the non-communist world . Jap a n is the United States ’

second largest trading partner behind Canada , and the volum e

of oceanic trade between the US and Japan is the largest of

ar.v two countries mn. the world. Stratecicallv , Japan ’s

location in an area where the Soviet Union and China  b o t h  have

vital interests is important to the US. Dv rna~ ntaining an

-alliance ~.‘ith Ja~ an , the United States has been able to

forther its goal of prev~ nt~ ng hecemony in the area b forces

hostile to it.

Moreover , Japan is potent~ all a great military power

itself. With its broad industrial base and advanced technology

Japan could easily become a powerful military , as well as

economic force in Asia. Japan has the industrial capacity

and techcnol:y to easily ~utsroduce China ~n both nuclear

arid conventional arms . Jipan ’s potential military power

13
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makes it a far more important US interest than any other
1

state in East Asia. A continuing reason for the US

alliance with Japan is to preclude the necessity for Japan

to have a large military which could threaten stability

in East Asia.

The main goal of this paper is to examine the military

aspects of the US—Japan mutual security relationship.

Al tho ugh there are many economic factors in the alliance this

paper will attempt to deal with them only as they affect

securi ty pcl icy . The goal of US policy in East Asia has

beer . to prevent hegemony by any power or powers hostile to

the United States. The alliance between. the US and Japan

has been an im~crtant factor in achiev:nq that goal and

enhancing US security . The decision to ally with Japan

was an important one In US diplomatic history. Because of

the far—reaching implications that decision has fostered

for the United States in the post—World War II era , it is

L-opcrtant and useful to rev:ew how and why the decision was

reached .

in the period following Japan ’s surrender there was

little unanimity amcnIs the allies , or tthin the United

States ~oself , concerning Japan ’s post-war future . Fear

and susric~ on of Japan ran high in the minds of other Pacific

n at i on s .  The e n t i re  A s i a n — P a c i f i c  p o l i c y  and a l l i a n c e

1
d ough , Ral ih ~~~~., East Asia and SecurIty, pp. 3l—3 .,

Brookin;s Institution , 1975.
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sys t em of the  US was a f f e c t e d  by the fears  of these nations.

The context of the mutua l security relationship of the United

States and Japan must be viewed in relation to the larger

system of alliances formed by the United States in Asia

because it was formed with them in the minds of US leaders.

Because of this the US—Japan alliance will be discussed

in. terms of the diplomatic maneuvering of which it was a part.

Although the act of siontng an alliance can be placed

in time as a static event , the funct~ on.inc cf it cannot.

The US-Japan allian.ce has been constantly adjusted since it

was signed in l9’51. Roles and relationships between the two

parties have altered considerably since the ~~liance ’ s in-

ception . When Jar n signed the ~ccument it was weak and

~.efenseless , eccncm~ cai1v as well a: m~ l~ tar~ lv . It had no

m~ litarv to speak cf and no economy canab e of supporting

one . As a result , ~ t was left the ‘ n~ ted States to provide

the bu .k of mann ower -and ~i-cuIsnent for the ~efense of .i~apan..

The phase c~ toe all iance charac~ erLs .~~~nv arse US mi litary

anu trocu commitments oc-cured Let~ een 1 ~EO a n 1~~~O .

A~~tr .ou~~h t h e r e  a re  so~~ll some U S ~or:es  s~~at ~~:ned ~n

and -ilthou~~
-. US m ilitary aid to Ja co ccnt~~nu e d ~ntc the l a t e

a series ~ f —iccisions between 1’~5~ and l dli,3 alt -rcd the

bas:c concept of the roles of the two ni r~~ es. These decisions

to a formal rev:sion of the sec:r ~~t~ acre nen~ in l~~~O .

Tbe revised security ~re3ty reflects the changinc role

and s i u s  ‘~~: the two : c on t r i e s  ~n their joint security

I



efforts. Japan had rebu i l t its economy subs tant i a l l y  by 19 60

and a d  recained confidence and self-esteem . It was no longer

accept~ hle to operate under the restrictions of the original

s e c u r i t y  t r e a t y .  The des i re  fo r  r e v i s i o n  on the pa r t  of

Japan did not indicate a weakening of the alliance , rather

it showed a desire for a more equitable ar.d more equal

partnership . The result was the revised security arrangement

whi ch ~s still in force.

New modes of military transfers to Japan accomcanied

the revised security agreement. The Foreign. Military Sales

(FMS) program , commercial sales , and licenses to manufacture

ecu~ p-ment replaced Grant Aid as the means of transferring

arms and training to Japan ’ s Self Defense Forces.

in 1957 , Japan launched the first of it s de fense  bu i ld up

~rograms to fulfill its new role under the revised treaty .

The defense programs and US military sales to Japan are twc

parts of a coordinated plan which were the result of Japa n ’ s

-attemut to develop a coherent philosophy of defense. More

attention was focused on long range planning ccncern±ng

the proper size , capability, rcle , and equipment of the

Self Def~ nse Forces. As a result , Japan becar to separate

~ts vital interests from those of the United States and

embark on a more independent course in foreign affairs.

Graduall y durinc the decade of the 1960s and continuing

through the m~ d-l970s , Japan began to cautiously rebuild the

capability of its arms industry. Through a push-pull process
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of domestic and international political maneuvering Japan has

attempted to work around constraints resulting from World

War II arid build a sophisticated embryo of military forces

and the means to equip them .

It was inevitable that Japan ’s tremendous economic growth

during the 1960s and l970s would create a new image in the

minds of Japanese leaders of their role and importance in the

US-Japan alliance. A t the same time , US leaders  looked at

the growing balance of pa~onents deficit with Japan and ques-

tioned the equitability of the costs of the alliance . En-

mities , which might have been foreseen and negotiated at an

early stage , were allowed to grow until they becam e intolerable.

The Nixon “shocks ’ of the early l970s resulted . The method

ap n l i e d  by P r e s i de n t  N ixon  to a d j u s t  the a l l i ance  r e l a t i o n s h i p

shook it to its foundation.

Other strains of political and psychological origins

have affected the alliance. Differences of opinion about the

value of the alliance to Japan and the US have led to enmities

setween the two countries. Although efforts are being made

to c l a r i f j  the value of the alliance, strains st i l l  exist.

The purpose of outlining the evolution of the US-Japan

security agreement is to evaluate its validity . The world

scene has changed drastically since the orig~ nai pact was

signed in. 1951 , and even since its revision in 19b0. Has

the -alliance kept pace with these changes , or has it outlived

its usefulness? The criteria must be the ability of the

17
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alliance to continue to meet the security needs of the two

parties. Should its validity be fo un d l ack ing , what then are

the alternative courses of action? if it is the US objective

to prevent hostile hegemony in East Asia , how does the security

pact with Japan further that objective? The agreement has

been revised once to reflect the changing roles and demands

of the parties. Perhaps a new revision is in order. Even

thcuch the present security treaty may still be adequate,

there are actions whtch could be taken by both the United

States -and Japan to increase its effectiveness.

18



II. ORIGINS OF THE US COMMITMENT TO THE DEFENSE OF JAPAN
1945—1 951

A. THE De fac to  GUARANTEE OF THE ALLIED OCCUPATION

Although the US agreement to aid in the defense of Japan

was not formalized until the return of Japanese sovereignty

in 1952 , the actual commitment began with the surrender of

Japan to- General Douglas MacArthur on Sept 1945. General

MacArthur represented the combined Allied Forces that had

been at war with Japan; however , the United States played

the pr~ marv role in providing Japanese security during the

ensuing Occupation of Japan. Within a few short weeks , the

mi li tary of Japan was disbanded and General ~!acArthur said

on 16 October 1945 tha t:

“Today the Japanese Armed Forces throughout Japan
completed their demobilization and ceased to exist as
such. These forces are now completely abolished...
Everyth~ nc military , naval  or air  is fo rb idden to
Japan . This ends its military might and its military
influence in international affiars. it no lunger
reckons as a world power either large or small. ” 2

The significance of General MacArthur ’s statement was

-difficult for Americans to appreciate. For well over half a

millen~ um the Japanese had lived in a society dominated by

militar y rule , culminating in World War 11. In 1945 they

were sudd enly stripped of military forces -and placed under

the tutelage and protection of conquerors. Now the same

military leaders who had ruled Japan. were tried as war

criminal s by Allied military courts and the International

2
MacArtnur , 1ccqlas , Remini scences, p. 155 , McCraw—Hill.,1~~~4.
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Military Tribunal for the Far East. Al l  career  m~~l~~tary

men were purir ed from public life and defense industries

were dismantled or destroyed . In addition , restrictions

were placed on war indus t ri es  and the Japanese  on s t i t u t ion

was soon r e w r i t t e n  r e n o u n c i n g  war and prohibiting military

fo rces  and war p o t e n t i a l .

Du r i n g  the f i r s t  few years  of the Al l i ed  O c c u p a t I o n ,

little thought was give n to the future defense of Japan.

According to the Potsdam formula , attention was instead

focused  on preventing Japan from again menacing the peace

in. As ia. ?efcrm of econcrnic and social flaws and the

el imina to cn of m i l i ta r i sm , w h i c h  the A l l ies  f e l t had led to

Wor ld War , took p r i o r i t y .  The Occupa t ion  f o r c e s , of which

7~~% were US troops , constituted a fefacto security guarantee.

It became obvious to General MacArthur at the outset of

the Occupation that the US contingent of the carrison was

necessary to protect Japan from being divided in to occupation

zones such as had occured in postwar Germany. in. 1945 the

Soviets pressed fir a separate occupation of Hokkaifo not under

dener a . M acAr thur  as Supreme Commander Allied Powers (SCAP )

MacArthu r r e fu s e d  even though Gene ra l  De revy anko , commander

of Soviet forces , threatened to move Soviet troops into Hokkaido

without MacArthur ’s permission. General MacArthur told  the

Soviet corr.rnander that “ . . .if a single Soviet soldier entered

Japan without my -authority, I would at once throw the entire

20
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3
Russ ian  mission , includinc himself , i n t o  j a i l . ” This

was p robab ly  the first statement of intent by the US

mi 1~~t ary  tc protect the Japanese from a Soviet military

threat in Asia.

Although General MacArthur had to cope with attempts

to disrupt t h e  i n t e r n a l  s e c u r i t y  of Japan , e x ter n a l  s e c u r i t y

was not felt to be threatened until the perception of comm-

u n i s m  as a wen d f o r ce  became s t r o n g e r .  The :amous  F en n a n

“X Article ,” c a l l i n g  for  conta inmen t of commu n i s m  appeared

in toe July 1947 issue of Foreign Affairs , and was directed

pr~manilv against Russia. The Chinese communists under Mao

Tse—tunc consolidated power and founded the People ’s Republic

of C h i n a  in Oc tober  1949 , and m e a n w h i l e  the c o mmu n i s t s

consolidat ed their regimes in Outer Mongolia , Nor th Korea~~ d

North Vietnam . The communist ha~~ showed itself in in.temn.al

rebeliions throughout Southeast Asia and the communist-non-

communist -cold war became hot  war  ~n Korea in 19 50 .  The a l a r m

:enerated in th~ U n i t e d  S ta t e s  as a result of these events ,

as we l l  -as the consolidation of Soviet power and hegemony

in Eastern Europe , comb ined to motivate the United States to

make slans for contributing to the defense of postwar Japan.

Even durin g the cold war days of 1)48 , the goals of the Occupation

nad chanced f r t m  p r o t e c t i ng  Asia  f r o m  the  Ja ;-anese  menace

to protection of the Japanese from the communist menace.

3
Ibie ., p. 285.
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The overriding US foreign policy objective remained that of

preventing hecemony of East Asia by a hostile ideology or

group of powers.

B. TI l E  US POSTWAR T REATY SYSTEM

During the late 1940s and early 1950s , the United States

established alliances and m u t u a l  defense agreements with forty-

twc nations In an effort to put its security goals in action.

The farst of these , sa cned in 1947 , was the Inter-American

:reaty of Reciprocal Assistance (known as the Ric Pact) . This

agreement , whi ch rn clu ded twen ty Cen tr al and South America n

republics , underscored the mutual objective of m a i n t a i n i n g

the Western. Hemisphere free of outside military aggression.

In 1949 the Ncrtb Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)

was formed . This agreement included the United States and

Tar.ada, plus ten European nations. ~~y 1952 West Germany , Greece

and Turkey had acceded to the treaty, raising the number of

signatories to fifteen. Both the Rio Pact and the NATO

A1i~ ance have a very stron.cly worded action ~on “trigger ”)

clause calling for an attack on any one of the members to be
4

considered an attack on all. These are the only two a l l i a n c e s

the United States is a member of which call for immediate

reaction in event of attack. Since the United States is by  far

the strongest partner in both treaties , this wording fur ther

4
U S Congress , Collec tive Defense Treaties, p. 22 and

p. 77, US Government Printing Office , 1967 .
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es tab l i shes hew v tt a l  the W e s t e r n  IIen~~sohere  and Wes te rn

Europe are to US security oL~ ect~~ves.

In 1951 the Unitec 3 ac.es s:~~ne.d mutual defense treaties

with the Philipoi .nes , Aus tralia , New ealand and Japan.

This formed the bcrr nn inc of US involvemer .t in Asian alliances .

In. 1953 the Repubi~~c of Kcreu and ~he US s:~~ned a mutual

security acreement; a •:ear later a smm ilar tact was sioned by

one Republo- : at Ch:na and tne ~~~~~ In audat~ cn to tnese

bilateral and tnilateral agreements , the Unoted States was

i n s t r u m e n t a l  in f o r m in g  the Southeast Aoian Treaty Organization

( SEATO) w i th  sever, o t h e r  ccve rnment s  in 1 9 5 4 .  None  of these

agreemen t s  is wordec as s t r o n gl y  as the  R I O  Pac t  and NATO

Al l i a n c e .  The A s i a n — P a c i f ic  t r e at i e s  s t a t e  th at  the  p a r t i e s

recogn:ze  t h a t  an armed a t t a ck  in t h a t  recion would be

d a n g e r o u s  to t h e i r  peace and s e c u r i t y  and w o u l d  be dea l t  w i t h

“ in  accordance w i t h. . . c o n s t i t ut i o n al  processes . ’ None of these

agreements  ap~~ lies to the cont i n e r.t a l  UnIted States; however ,

they do app 1y to a t t a c k s  on the US in t h e i r  r e s p e c t I v e  t r e a t y
5

areas.

Although the United States is not a member of the Central

T r e a t y  O r g a n i z a t i o n  ( f o r m e r l y  the Baghdad P a c t )  , it did coree

in 1959 to assist Turkey , Pakis ta n , and Iran in support of the

pact. Under the terms of the bilateral agreements between

the US and these threerr~mbers of the trea ty organization , the

a
Ibi ci. , p.  82 , 8J , 92 , 94 and 101.
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Unit ed States provided military and econumic assistance

as wel l  as the promise of “ appropriate action , i nc lud i ng

the  use of armed f o r c e s ” in case of a g g r e s s i o n  a g a i n s t
6

them .

The period between 1947 and 1954 has been referred to

as one of “pactomania ” in US diplomatic history . The series

of treaties entered into by the United States formed the

oasis for the US commItment to the d e fe n s e  of c e r t a i n  non—

corrmur.is t  s ta tes  aga ins t  c om mu n i s t  ag g r e s s i o n  in the  C o ld

War period . Although the strength of the treaties varied ,

together they demonstrated the conviction that the lim:ted

d e f e n s e  of c e r t a i n  n o n — c o mm u n i s t  n a t i o n s  was i m oo r t a no  to

US foreign interests.

C. NEGOTIATI N G THE JA PA~;ESE URSATY

InitIally , the ~uiding objective of the Occupation forces

in Japan was to prevent the recurrence of conditions which had

led to Japan ’ s Imperial and mili tarost po1ic~ es. There  was

lI ttle tocught of fc~~ting an .ai1~~ance with Japan. The overall

concept of the Occuoaticr ., according to the P O O 3 C a~T~ f o rmul a ,

was :

“To insure that Japan will not again become a
menace to  the United States or to the peace and security
of the world.. . auan will he completely disarmed and
demilitarac ed . Th~ authori ty of the mil~~tar :sts ~nd the
influences of m i t tarism will b~1 totally eliminated frcm

6
Ibid ., p.1 and pp. 196—197 .
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her ~olI tical , economic , and social l i f e . ”

Aitho uch the harshness of this decree faded as the

Occupation prooressed , the initial post—surrender policy

f o r me d  the basis for early drafts of a Japanese peace

trea ty .

There was no clearcut agreement among US officials

c on c e rn i n c  the  p o s t —o c c u~~at ion peace and s e cu r i t y  orcyisions

fo r  Japan . G e n e r a l  HacArthcr and  - c e r t a i n  S tat e  D e p a r t m e n t

o f fi c ~~a1s f a v o r e d  an e a rly  peace t r e a ty  w h i c h  wool.: d y e  lo~~a

form to t: -- e p r I n c i ples of t h e  P o s t — S u r r en d e r  P o l i c y  - ir e ct i v e .

However , th e r e  were o t h e r s  in the N avy  an d  Army who e n v i s a g e d

an i nd e fin i t e  occupa t ion , f o l l o w i ng  a p r e l : m in a ry  t r e a t y

which would not restore full soverei~~nty to Japan but would

re—establish di plomatic relations. This would have allowed

the United States to retain strategIc f o r w a r d  bases in Japan

free of in terference . General MacArtnur was convinced that

th e Jananese had been reformeci by the events of war and defeat

anu soc~~~.: se re:nstat~ c t~ e community or natIons. ~ar 1v

l~~4 c , he stat L -u that “Japan oocjay uo~~erstands as thorouco v

as any nat~~cn that war uce s not pay.. .hor sp iritual revolutron

8
has oeen probably ~he ~reatest the world has ever seen. ”

7
US Department of State , The Oceu tron of Japan :Policy

and Progress, p. 74 , US GoverjtrnenT2rintino Office , 1946.

8
Supreme Commander All± eu Powers , Government Section , The

Political Reorientation ~ f J- v a n ,  p. 785 , ~~ Government
Prin ting Office , 1949.



MacArthur also advised that Japan be allowed no armed

forces beyond a police force sufficent to ieal with internal

disoruers. Ins tead , Japan should remain ‘disarmed and rely
9

on the United Nations for its defense.

In 1946 , with the conflict of ooin:cn of whether or not

Japan should be given a punitive treaty settlement still ur.-

resol .ed , the State Department drafted a tentative treaty.

This aoreement , which was formally subm itted to toe govern-

:oents of the b’nlted Kingdom , the USSR , an d China  on 2 1 Ju ne

i.?4E , reflec ted the Post—Surrender Policy Directive. The

:creamble stated :

“It remains to ensure that the tctal d i sa rmamen t  and
demilita rization of Japan w i ll  be enforced as long as the
peace and security of the world may reculre. Only this
asourance will oerm~ t the nations of Asia and the world
to return singlemindedly to the habits of peace . ”’°

This draf t paralleled a similar agreement put forward at

approximately the same time for a settlement in German:’.

A lt h o u c i h  not spec~~fical1y sta ted , the draft implied that the

four powers woulu directly control Japan ’s securi ty :nde~-

r:.Itely.

Furthermor e, the draft called for a four vower Commissicn

of Jcn trol with authortty to ensure the continued demilitar-

~zatior. of Japan after the Occupation . f the commission

9
Wheeler—Denneto , Juhn and Nicholls , Anthcnv , Thc- Semblance

of P eice, p. 502 , St. ‘~artins Press , 1.~
’..

10
Ibi d., PP. 50~~—503.
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were to frnd a vrolation of the disarmament and iem~~li tariza—

t i :n  clauses , the sidr-.300ries would “take such oromot action——

~nc1ud~~n~ action by air , sea or land forces——as may be necessary

to assure the immediate cessasicn or Preventron of such violation

or at-em : ted violaticn. ” The treaty was to remain. in force

for twenty—five years.

As early as the ~csccw Conference of December 1945 , the

~r a f t  treaties calling for the disarmament of Germany and

Japan were discussed. Stalin tacitly accepted the terms laId

down for Japan by accepting similar ones for Germany . In July

1946 , however , the Soviet Foreign Minister , Molo tov , re:ected

the ad ea of :c l nt  allied control over the disarmament of

Germany. Because of Soviet opposition to such a treaty with

-Germany, the United States felt it would not be worthwhile t o

vress for somilar terms for Jaran . Although MacArthur and

Secretary of State dyrnes acreed that a peace treaty with

Jar~an shou d be concluded as soon as possthie , the m at t e r

was delayed because of the Scvtet attituce .

In March l.47 , th~ Unrted States acorn produced a dra:o

tr eaty which was transmitted to BrLta:n , l h ina and the L’SSR.

T h i s  draft , writt en by r. ~~~~ Eorton., Chief of the State

Department ’s DivisIon for Japanese Affairs, and Dr. Ruth

Dacon of the Office of Far Eastern Affairs, was sim rlar to the

previous treaty. Although the draft was never published ,

11
US Depar tment of State , The Occupation o~ Japan: Policy

and Pr ogress ,  pp.  8 5 - 8~~, US Government Prin ting Office, 1 46.
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i t  has been summarized in other publications. The term of the

treaty was to be twenty—five ears , ~and Japan was to :nave

no military forces or potential other than police. The treaty

called for a strict interpretation of Article IX cf the Jap-

anese ocnstltution which renounced all war—making capability.

Inspectio n and enforcement of the restrictions were to be carried

-cut by an Allied Commission of Inspection working under a

CouncIl of Ambassadors made up of members of the Far Eastern
12

Commission.

The Unit ed States requested a conference to be held in

August 1)47 to discuss the terms of the draft treaty. For

var ious reasons the conference was never held , in Canberra ,

Britain and other Ccmmonwealth nations were alread y plan ntnc

to meet during the same time to discuss the Jauar.ese sItuatIon.

The Sovret Unron and China refused to attenc t he  conference

in Washincton because of differences of opinion on veto rights

on vrovisior.s of the draft. The United States, faced wi th

Chineseand Soviet intransigence , and British prc-o r oommis~ments ,

cancelled the meeting -and resigned itself to tablinc the lesire

for an early :~eace.

Ir. retrospect , it was fortunate for the United States

that neither of the first draft treaties was enacted . By

ear l y  1950 , when the peace treaty with Janan was again activel y

Wheeler—Bennett and Nicholls , On . -cit., pp. 503—504 ,
1972.
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pursued , world events had drasticall y altered US terms for

a Japanese peace treaty. The communist threat to Western

Europe and East Asia had increased in severity during the

1947 to 1950 period . Because of British inability to continue

aid to Greece and Turkey, the United States had chosen to assume

that oblication to prevent a communist takeover. This was

followed by the Soviet blockade of Ber l in  in 1948 , and the

Chinese communist victory of 1949. US forces had withdrawn

f r o m  South Korea by August 1948 , and during the years 1949

and 1950 , it had become increasingly clear that the Soviet

Union was strengthening the North Koreans in the event of

war against the South.

in June 1953 , hostilities in Korea broke out , and the

United States once again went to war in East Asia to halt

“cynical , naked and brutal aggression. ” The combinatron of

events of the Cold War convinced the United States that the

idea of a punitive and restrictive peace treaty for Japan

ahoula be replaced wrth , one that would rebuild Japan as a

strong anti—communist force in East Asia.

As the US posture on the terms of a peace treat:’ with

Japan began to change to favor a non—punitive peace, the issue

of Japanese security, and the security of non—communist nations

in Asia graduaUy became linked together . ~üthin the State

Department , however , the concept of a punitive treaty died

hard. In a new Iraft written in September l~ 49 there was

little change from the Borton ~raft of January 1948. .‘d~ hcuch

-~



it dod not call for reparation payments , it did contain restric—

tr c n s  on Japanese  sovere ign ty ~nd on the n.ation t s war—making

capability. The Japanese were not to be permitted to engage

in war indu stries , and trcoos , 85% of them US , were to be
13

stationed in Japan indefinitely.

E’; October 1949 , a par tial draft of a non-punitive treaty

hat. been Complet ed by the State Department. This was the first

of the draft treaties which recognized the chance in world

power ail- :mments resulting from the Cold war . This treaty

call ed for the termination c-f all Allied control of ap-an , and

had oc prc’ isior. for an type of inspection team to Insure that

Japan was m alntoono ng no military forces. AlOho uch the treaty

still contarned clauses which required Japan to pay reparations

for the war , s well as vromrse to maintain democratic processes ,

other economic an~ acrarian re:orrns were to ne ~ect to toe

Japanese ;overnxnen t. This change of attitude on the part of

the Unr:ed States reflected President Truman ’ s National Securrtv

Council’s r ecomm end acoo n  of November  1942 to reduce the s i z e

of General MacArthur ’s staff and turn more resucnsibilitv

over to to~ Japanese co’:ernment . This eased the stra:ns betwoen

tne United dtotes and Japan and changed the tenor of the

occupation to reburlding Japan as a democratic stronchold in

East Asi a.

13
Ibid., pp. 507—5 08.
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The Japanese Government under yoshida , Fatayama , and

Ashida , as Prime Ministers , had consisten tly hoped since 1947

that some sort of security agreement could be worked out with

the Unrted States after the Occupation. Althouoh it was

suogested at one time by Georce Atcheson that perhaps Japan

shoul d refer its security to the United Nations , the Jap anese

:overnment felt that it would be a considerable length cf

rime before that body would be able to cuarantee Janan ’ s

securrt:’. Prime Minister Katavama transmrtted these feelincs

r h r o u~ h a document drawn uc by Forei gn Minister Ashida and

Chief Secretary of the Cabinet , Nishio , and written in the

name o f  the Nead of the Central aiscn Office , T a d ak a t s u

3u:ukr. This document stated that whole Japan was in a position

to  dc-al with internal dist~ rbances wothout outside a id , the

best means of safeguardrng her independence for the present

was to enter Into 3 special nact with the United States against

external ag-3resslon .

Althougn the document did not formall regaest the continued

statlonin: of US troops in Japan after the peace treaty ,

tnere dru not seem to ne any other way to cuarantee Japanese
14

security. The document prepared ha’ the Katayam a ccvernne.~t

was accented without chance by the Yoshida caninet and remained

the Jananese coverr-ment ‘s position t bro ccout the negct :ations

Yoshida , Shigeru , The Yoshida Memo irs, po . 264-265 ,
Moughton—Mr fflin Cc., 1)62.
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leadino to the treaty settlement in 1951.

~o partocular -date can be given to the US decision to

provide for Japanese security in the post-Occupation period ,

but it was relatively slow in coming compared to the non-

punitive peace treaty idea. George Kennan , then director

of the Policy Planning Staff of the State Department , felt that

the US should “devise policies toward Japan which would assure

the security of that country from Communist penetration ar.d
15

dominat oon as well as from military attack b” the Soviet Union. ”

He was dismayed , however , or. a special mission to Japan for

Secretary of State Marshall in 1948, tha t th e r e  was no US

plann~ nu cc nrovide for a US security guarantee of Japan after

the Occupation. Largely as a result of Kennan ’ s efforts ,

US planners began to seriously consider the future security

of Japan.

By early 1950 , the United States , al though still without

a spec i f ic p lan , linked Japanese security with US worldwide

defense comm itments. In his famous speech to the Natlonal

Press Club on January il, 1?50, Secre tary  of Sta te Dean Ach e son

stated :

“ ...the defeat and the dIsarmament of Japan have p laced
upon the Uni ted States the necessity of assuminc the military
defense of Japan so long as that is required , both in the
interest of our security and in the interests of the security
of the en tire Pacific area and , in al l  hon or , in the interest
of Japanese security. . . I can assure you that there is no

15
Kennan , Geor oe F . ,  Memc:r.;: 19 5—1950 , p.  381, Lit tle ,

Crown and Co., 967.
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on t en t l o n  of  any sor t  of a b a n d o n i ng  or weakeninc the def enses
of J a p a n . .  . t hat  de f e n s e  mus t  and shall be m ain ta~ ned .”~

-6

Although Mr. Acheson ’s speech ~s most remembered for not

including South Korea in US defense commitments , there was

no doubt tha t by 1950 , the L’S considered Japan ’ s security

to be a US responsibility.

This position was further consolidated the following

month when the Soviet Ur.ion and the Peoples ’ Republic of

ChIna announced a Treaty of Friendship, A l l i ance , and Mutual

Assistance which was directed specifically at Japan . According

to Article I of that document:

“Both High Contractong Parties undertake jointl y to take
all the necessary measures at their disposal for the purpose
of preventing a repetition of aggression and violat~ or. of
peace on the part of Japan or any other state whIch should
unite with Japan , directly or ~ndirectlv , in acts of agg-
r ess ion.  “1 1

B’; this time the United States had already established

that South Korea would not be included in plans for an East

Aso an securIty system . As earl~ as March 2 , l?~~9, General

MacA rthur , on an interview w I th Londcn Daily Mail :orres~ cnd-

ent 5. ~arJ Price , stated :

It (the US Asian defense line) starts from the Phil-
ippines and continues through the Ryukyu Archipelago
which includes its main bastion , Okinawa . Then it bends

16
US Department of State , Bulle tin, Vol. XXII , pp. 115—

118, US Governmen t Printing Office , 1951.

17
United Nations Treaty Series, Vol. K , pp. 334—338 ,

United Nations Secretariat , 1950.
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back. through Japan and the Aleutian chain to Alaska.”8

This concept was confirmed by Acheson ’s speech in Janua ry

1950. Most of the US troops , including all ground combat

uni ts , had been w ithdrawn from Korea during 1948 and 1949 ,

and the United States apparently felt that the two Koreas

would provide buffer zones advantageous to both the US and

the communists.

US authorities in Japan began to focus attentIon on

leftists , ra ther tha n r~ ohtists , a nd worroec  m ore abo ut

communist subversion than resurgence of militarism . The

concept of the future Japan as a peaceful “Switzerland of

Asia ” oave way to a new image of a Japan which could become

a non-communist defense stronghold in Asia. General MacArthur ,

in his N ew Year ’s message of 1950 omphaso:ed that Japan had

not forfeited the inherent right of self defense and spoke

no more about the surrender of sovereign richts to rearm.

When Secretary Acheson appointed John Foster Dulles his

Special Ambassador to negotIate a peace treaty between Japan

a n d  her forme r enemies in May 1950 , there were several pro—

blem s that had to be considered . As the Secretary said , he

had to reckon . with four groups: the Communists , the pentagon ,

US alijes, and the former enemy , and that , of the four , the

Communists gave the least trouble. Dulles asked Secretary

18
4einstein , Martin E., Japan ’s Postwar Defense Policy,

p. 47 , Columbia University Press , 1971.
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Achesor, for a year in which t o  n e g o t i a t e  a peace t r e a t y  and

security treaty with Japan. Within a year and four months

after receiving the assignment , both documents were si-med

in San Francisco.

Dulles realized that the only way to ensure -an outcome

favorable to the United States ’ secur ity interests in East

As I a was to foreclose any Soviet opportunity to sabotage the

neace necotiations. He had gust returned from his forst visit

to Japan in June 1950 when the North Koreans invaded South

Korea. This event , combined with the Sino-Soviet Treaty of

February 1950 and the desperate need for US bases in Conan

to support forces in Korea , convinced Dulies that the Scv~ ets

would do anything nossible to disrupt Japanese neace and

securIty treaty negotiations. As a result , his plan was to

inform the USSR of all positions and progress of the talks ,

but to make sure that they had no opportunity to subvert

CS on’ectives . Dulles stated in August 1951 that “Thro uchou t

th os period (of negotiations) the Soviet Union took an active ,

chcugh non- :oonerati’.’e part. I had several conferer.ces with

Yako .’ Malik and our Governments have exchanged ten memoranda
19

and Jrafts. ” He rejected , however , Soviet claims that the

oonci l  of For cian M in isters , formed at P ot sciam on 17 July

1945 , was the only body empowered to draw up a peace treaty

19
us Department of State , Bulletin , V o l .  XXV , p. 346 ,

CS 5ov.-~rnment Printing Uffic e , 1951.
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with Janan. Although there may have been some basis for the

Soviet c11im, Dulles held that the right of the Council of

Forei-c n Ministers to draw up a peace treaty was limited to

Germany. Without the veto the Soviets would have attained

in tha t body, they were effectively blocked by the United

States from influencing the treaty negotiations.

The communist goverr.ment of China s’inported the Soviet

position , but thos was not the main area of concern to Dulles

with tha t country. The problem of China ~ias a question of

wnoch ;cvernment-—Ccmrnun~~st or Nationalist-—represented the

Chinese. The Uni ted States maIntained that the Nationalist

government under Chianc Kai-shek was the ligal government;

however , the BrItIsh had agreed to recognize the communists

onoer Mac Tse—tung . Neither tOe US or UK was willing to

uarticipace in an agreement with the Chinese government

recognized by the other. This problem was solved during

Dulles ’ visit to ondon in June 1951. The solution , accord ing

to a ;~hote House communique , “did not re~su ir e  any compromise
20

of principle by anyone. ” The Americans and British simply

agreed that ne~~thc-r Chinese government wculd be invited to

par ticipate in the negotiations or signing of a treaty with

Japan. Although this merely postponed the problem of which

government Japan would recognize , and which China would receive

20
Ibi d., p. ld4O .
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terr i tories renounced by Japan , the agreemen t hel ped to e n s u r e

that the San Francisco conference would progress smoothly .

In summary , Dul ies dealt with the communist problem by

ignorinc Soviet claims and demands while keeping them informed

thro uLh fo rma l  d~ plomatic channels. This was supplemented

by agreement with the British that neither the Communist or

Nationalist Chinese would be invited to take part in a treaty

of peace with Japan. The Taipei Government was , however ,

kept informed by the US of the subsequent developments towards

the conclusion of a treaty. A similar office was performed

for the Peking Government by the Soviet Union.

Un ited States military leaders were probably the most

obstinate group that Ambassador Culles and Secretary Achescn
~“ 1

had to deal with. Bases which US forces nad occupied since

1945 had become an in tecral part of the US military presence

in East Asia. Unlike other overseas bases , US military install-

ations in Japan were unfettered by problem s of host country

~overeicnty . As lonc as the Al1~~ed Occupation of Japan lasted ,

the Sunremo Commander A llied Powers in the person. of General

MacArthur (later General Ridgeway) was the ultimate authority

~n Japan. This arrar.cement gave US m:l~~ta ry  f i e l d  commanders

freecom to operate without restriction by Japanese authorities.

These commanders , is well as top pentacon officials , were

even more reluctant to relinquish this freedom once the Korean

W-~r began. As a result , the militar y was wary of oivinq up

2
~Trr.rrerson, John K., Arms, Yen. ~ Power, p. 68 , Dune l l en , 1971.
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the security of the Occupation for the uncertainty of the

return of sovereignty to Japan.

Dulles attempted to guarantee as much freedom of action

as possible for the CS military in his negotiations. In the

first place , the treaties he negotiated applied only to the

main islands of Japan. This was the agreed term of the Potsdam

Declaration of 26 July 1-945, which limited Japan to the four

main islands of Honshu , Shik oku , Kyushu , and Hokkaido , to-

gether with certain adjacent islands. This meant that the

Ryukyu and Bonin Is lands , i nc lud ing  the impor tant US bases

on Okinawa , would not be covered by the treaty. In fact these

islands were formally placed u n d e r  the U n i t e d  N a t~~cn s  t rus tee-

ship system wi th  the U n ited States  as sole adm i n i s teri ng

authority . The United States , under Ar ticle III of the Peace

Trea ty had “ . . .the right to exercise all and any powers of

administration , leg~ sla tio r. and jurisdic tion over the territory

and inhabitants of these islands , including their terr~~to rIai
22

waters. ”

Secondly, the US nad the ri~~ht , but not the ob ligatIon

to station troops in Japan under the Security Treaty. Th:s

also gave more flexibility to US forces , as did the clause

permi t t ing  US forces to be used to “ . . .contribute to the

12
Wheeler-Bennett  and N i c h ol l s , Op . c i t .,  pp 7 2 5 - 7 2 6 ,

19 72 .
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maintenance of the international peace and security in the
23

Far East. ” Thus , CS military forces were not limited to

protectinc Janan , but could be used at the discretion of the

United States anywhere in the ‘Far East ” .

Finally , the Security Treaty required Japan to gain the

prior consen t of the United States before granting any bases

cr rights of maneuver or transIt to military forces of cmv

other country. This clause also sought to asoore the US

military that their preeminent position in Japan would not

be threa tened by the endinc of the Allied Occupation.

when Dean Acheson , then Uncersecretarv c-f State , anno un ced

May 1947 that :n order to promote world recovery it ~as

necessary “ to push ahead  w i t h  th e  r e c o n s t r u c t i o n  of those  two

cr e a t  workshops -of Europe and Asia-—Germany and Japan ,” there
24

was w~~de disagreement amonc the allies concerning Japan. The

countries Culles had the most difficulty convincing that Japan

sho old be acceuted as a friend rather than punished as an enemy

were Australio,New Zealand and the Philippines. Leaders o~ these

countries felt tnat the future containment of Japan was as

~~portan t as the ctntainment of the Soviet Union. As a result ,

t h ey  were very concerned that the United States provide a brake

on Japanese military capability--especially long range naval

23
Weinstein, Mar tin E . ,  

9~~~~
. cit., pp . 137—1 38 ,1971.

24
Sansom , George , “Jonflictincr Purposes in Japan ,” p. 210 ,

Foreign Affairs , Vol. 26 , No. 1, January 1q48.
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25
ships.

The main concern of the Philipuines , besi des the contain-

men t of Japan was the question of reparations. Dulles was

gui te ada~m~ nt in his view that Japan should not be subjected

to a punitive peace treaty. To him the question of war

reparations should be taken up under separate bilateral agree—
26

ments and not be included in the :~eace 
treaty . Dulles , as

Dean Acheson later wrote , lef t the ?h i l i p~~ines “simmer ing  in
27

their dream of eight billion dollars in reparations. ”

All three of the former Pacific allies demanded , and

received security treaties with the United States as a quid

~ro ~~~ for agreeing to a non—punitive peace treaty wlt : t

Japan . Al though there is some disagreement on this
28

in terpretation it was no secret that the other nations of the

Pacific did not share American enthusiasm for a Japan wlt :tCut

war potential restrictions.

Treaties with these three countries solidified and extended

the L’S Pacific defense perimeter referred to by Cenera l

25
Menzies , Fcbt~It Gor don , “The Pacific Settlement Seen From

Australia ,” p. 62 , Foreign Affa irs, Vol. 30 , No. 2 , Jan 1952.

26
Du ll e s , John F ., “Laying Foundations for Peace in the

Pacific ,” US Dept of State Publica tion ~4 148 , U SGP O , 1151.

~~ I

Acheson , Dean , Presen t at the Creation, p. ‘
~4 0 ,  Ne;-~

American Library, 1970.

28
St~~rke , J. ., The ANZUS Treaty Alliance , -p . 62— 75 ,

Melbourne University Press , l~~~5.
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MacArthur and Mr. Acheson. They all continue in force in

1977 , and have played a role in defining US interests in the

region of the Pacific.

Neither the ANEUS or Philippine Treaties have hc’~ the

fo rce , or needed it , that other US commitments h a y ”. F’~~a r s

of a revival of Japanese naval strength went unconf irmed and

none of the countries hav e been threatened since oh~ treat:es

were signed . Perhaus another reason for the US treat:es w:th

Australia , New 2ealand , and the Philippines was a psychc1o-~~ :al

one. :t seems likely that the United States wanted to express

a commitment at least as firm to its former ailtes as to its

former enemy .

Dulles was able to persuade the United states ’ P a c i f i c

illies that Japan should be granted a non—punitive peace treaty.

He ~oint ed out to them that the United States could no loncer

p1ay the rol e of pol iceman in Japan , and it was much better

to have Japan as a fu ture friend than a vanquished and

ImpoverI shed enemy .

The Japanese posItion was a~ ded s’; the passage of time .

~ad a peace treaty been signed shcrtly after tne war when anti—

Japanese f e ei~~ngs ran strong among the a l l i e s , the t erms of

peace wo u ld have undo ubtedly been more strict. The growth of

the communist threat ~n Asia , especially the Korean War, also

aided the Japanese. Dull es told Prime Minister Yoshida that

the asci of the United States in the course of his negotiations

was to frame a treaty of peace between friendly nations , not
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29
between victcrs and vanquished . In view of the earlier

treaty drafts prepared by the US State Department this would

not have been true had a treaty been signed in 1947 .

The Japanese had consistently wished a treaty linked

w i t h  a s ecu r i t y  t r e a t y  since 19 4 7 .  In 1951 , a l though they

agreed that signing a peace treaty which did not include the

Soviet U n i o n  or Ch ina  would leave problem s fo r  t he  f u t u r e ,

they were w i l l i n g  to sign one w i t h  as m a n y  n a t i o n s  as poss ib le .

The Japanese  government  a lso fe l t  tha t  Japan  could handle

i ts  own internal security if the U n i t e d  S ta tes  could be per-

suaded to provide external security. Although Dulles pressed

Japa n to develop a m i l i t a r y  f orce of some 350 , 0 0 0 men , Pr ime

Minister Yoshjda resisted this both on economic and constitu-

tion al grounds. He did not feel that the Japanese eccncmy

could possibly support a force so large. (Japan ’s CNP in

FY51 was only $15 billion) . Article TX of the Japanese Con-

sti tution mrohibited “land , sea , and a~ r f o r c e s , as we l l  as

other war potential” , and Article XVII banned involuntary

n~ litary service. ~‘hile Yoshi-~a could agree to t:te National

Police Rese rve es tabl ished in July 1950 , he dtd not ~ CCi  that

coul i be significantly increased beyond 125 ,000 men at tha t

time . Pe did , however , ou tl i ne  pl ans f o r  a g r a du al increase
30

in s ize under  a M i n i s t r y  of D e f e n s e . This  s at t s f i e d  Dul les

29 Yoshida , Op. c i t .,  p.  2 50 , l9’~2 .

30
Ibie ., p. 267.
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somewhat but there were still Some le ga l  ~rcL1ems .

The Vancenberg Senar~ P e s o l . t~~or. of I~i48 hrchlblted t h e

United States from formin~ defi nitive security arran~~em.ents

w i t h  o the r  c o u n t r i e s  un le s s  they we r e i : Ic to trovici e “con-

t inuous  and e ff ec t i ve  s e l f — h e l p  and m u t u a l  a i d . ” Dec ause

Japan  had no m i l i t a ry  f o r c e s  c a p a b l e  of  t h i s , t h e  Sec u r I t y

T r e a t y  had to be a p r cvt s~~ona l  on e  based on t he  a g r e e m e n t  t h a t

Japan would “itself increasinciv assum e responsIbilIty for

i t s  own d e f e n s e  a g a i n s t  d i r ec t  and i n d i re c t  c-~ q re s s i o n. ” The

‘~‘a nd enb e rc  R e s ol ut i on  a lso  p r e v e n t e d  the  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  f r o m

a s su m tn c  an o b l i g a t i o n  to d ef e n d  Japan , or to m a i nt a I n  f o r c e s

in Japan to gu a r a n t e e  it s  s e c u r i ty  and independence .  The

US was instead cranted the r:~~ht  to do so , but  not the  cb i : g a t ion .

The L n i t e d  S ta t e s  was e spec i a l l y  concerned a b o u t  t he

pcss ib i l~~ty  of i n s u r r e c t i o n  a f t e r  the Occupat~~c n .  As a r e s u l t ,

unde r  the  term s of the t r e a t y ,  US fo rces  could  also be used :

“at the express r e qu e s t  of the  J av an e s e  Governmen t  to
7uel l  l a rge  scale  I n t e r n a l  r i o t s  and d i s t u r bances in

J a p a n , caused t h r ou c h  i n s t i g a t i o n  or i n t e r v e n t i o n  b y an
o u ts i d e  power or p owers . ”31

D u l i e s  f u l l y  r e a l i z e d  t h a t  the  Japanese  were  b ’cy :n - :

A m e r i c a n  s e c u r i t y  at the p r i c e  of a p o r t i o n  of t h e i r  sover-

e i g n t y .  He s ta ted , however , t h a t :

“Sovereignty which is not d e f e n s i b l e  is an empty h u s k .
J a pa n , disarmed p h y s i c a l l y ,  l ega l ly and p s y c h ol oq i c al ly ,
is not now i n a posi t ion to de fend  i t s e l f .  Le f t  a lone ,

31
Dul les , John F . ,  “ S e c u r i t y  in the  P a c i f i c , ’ pp.  178-179 ,

Forei-~n Affairs , Vol. 30 , No. 2 , January 1552 .
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she woul d be sur ro unded and menaced by a Grea t Power of
demonstr ated aggressiveness and she would not , in tha t
posituen be able to lead an independent existence.”32

D u l l e s  a lso  f e l t  t h a t  the g r a n t i n g  of U S bases by J a p a n  was

an important contribution to t he  s e c u r i t y  of t he  Fa r  East  and

Japan , but that this was a “smal l  p r i ce  f o r  Japan to pay f o r

secur i ty  worked out  w i t h  a n a t i o n  of h e r  own choosing , which has

amply demL . : tra ted  respect  f o r  Japan ’ s s o v e r e ig nty  and wh i:h ,
33

to a uni que decree , possesses po~ er to deter aggression. ”

Durinc 1950 and 1951 u l le s  was able  to gradually achieve

consensus  among the fou r  g roups he had to deal  w ith .  ~e made

n u m e r o u s  t r i p s  -abroad to nego t i a t e  w i t h  the main partIes and

was able  to a r r ive  at t e rms  w h ic h  were s a t i s f a c t o ry  to them .

The B r i t i sh  had been willino to c om nr o m ~~se on the C h i n a  i s sue;

Austr a l i a , New Zea l an d , and the  P h i l i n n~~nes r ece iv ed  a s s u r a n c e s

t h a t  the  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  would -aid in p r o v i d in c  secar ~~ty  f o r

them ; J am a n  reca ined  i t s  s o v e r e i g n ty  and a s e c u r i ty  t r e a t y ;

the  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  r e t a i n e d  bases  in and a r ou n d  J an a n  w h i ch

ailowed I t  to ma~~n t a sn  ~ts m t l i t a r ”  or esen c e  in as t  A s :a .

D~~lie~ neuot :ated four t r e a t i e s  d u r i n g  t h e  f o u r t e e n- m o n t h

p e r iod  he served as Sp eci a l  A mb a s s a d o r . Tn A u cu s o  30 , 1 ‘51 ,

the US— Phil~~pp ine ~utua Defense Treaty was si~~ned , and on

32
lb~~d . ,  p. 30 .

33
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September 1 , 1951 , the Australia—New Zealand—US (ANZUS)

Secur ity Treaty. Finally, on Sep tember 3 , 1951. both the

Japanese Peace Treaty and the US-Japanese Security Treaty

were sicned .

Although the Soviet Union , wi th the assistance of i ts

communist bloc allies attempted to obstruct the signing of

the Jap anese Peac e Trea ty ,  Du l l e s  and A cheson  s u c c e s s f u l ly

thwarted these attempts. Pr im e  M inis ter Y o sh~ da assured the

UnIted States that his government intended to reco~~n ice  ~ation—

al~~st Chi na . Yoshida ’ s move effectively cuel oci US Senate

opposItio n to the Peace and Security Treaties , and assured

their ratif~ cat:o n on March 29 , 1952. The Treaties became

effective on April 2~~, 1952 , and on that lay the Japanese

sig ned the promised Treaty of Peace with ~ationalist China.

Thro ugho ut toe per iod 1~~45—1951 , the United States clearly

marked out its relationship with Japan as a vital interest

~n Eas t Asia . As hosti1~~ties between.. ~he US and USSR inten—

s:f:ed during toe Cold War , the Un~~teU States moved to dei~~ne

more clearly its forciun policy coals in the Pacific. The

Korean War no doubt hastened US actions to redefine its

defense perImeter in . that area; ho’-•:ever , there seems to be

no ‘soubt that the objective of preventing communist , Soviet

and/or Chinese hegemony never altered . The United States

did not come by its Asian—Pacific security comm itments , es—

t.~ec~~al1y the Japanese one , by default. The foreion ccl~ cy

cb:ective was clearly and deliberately pursued by act~ ve 1y
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necutiatinc alliances in t h L  area which would ensure that

U n i t e d  S t a t e s  s e c u r i t y  i n t e r e s t s  would  be promoted .
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I I I .  PERIOD OF MILITARY ASSISTANCE TO JAPAN: 1950-1960

The Military Assistance Program (MAP ) , or gr a n t  aid of

mili tary equipment and traininc , began wi th the passage of the

Mutual Security Act of 1951 , and continues to the present

d ay ( 1 9 7 7 )  . Under  the term s of t h i s  law the  U n i t e d  S t a t e s

retains title to equipment and the recipient nation cannot

r-atransfer items to third party without the authcrizat~or.

of the United States. Throughcut the twenty—f lye years this

program was in e f f e c t, the United States transferred nearly

$38 billion worth of equi pment. About $1 b i l l i o n  of  t h i s

went to Japan , or about 2.5~ of the total amount.

Japan began receivIng MAP a i d  o f f I c i a l ly  in 1934 , a n d

the  program c o n t i n u e d  u n t i l  1 9 6 7 .  The b u l k  of the aid , however ,

had been g iven  by 1959 , and t h e ra ft e r  dropped o f f  r a p i d l y .

(Aid peaked at 0131.5 million in 1959 , was down to $34 million

by 1363 , and was on ly  $ 4 3 3  thousand  in 1 9 67 ) .  A i t h o u c h  the

a~ d c o n tlnu e c  i nt o  the  1960s , i t s  d e c l i n i n g  value after l?59

mad e toe  per iod  b e t w e e n  195 .4 and 1960 most  imp o r t a n t .  The

year 1960 a lso co~ nci ied with the revision of the S e c u rt ty

Treat :, and with it the rising importance of m i l i t a r y  salc~

rather than military aid. By the time the treaty was revised ,

Japan had received approximately 90% of the total MAP aid

granted under the program , and was already transirioning to a

34
Refer to Tables 1 and 2 in the A pue ndix for total
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mIlItary purchase prooram . The years 1957—3 960 constituted

a period of transition from m i l i t a ry  a id  t o  m i l i t a r y  sa les .

The US-Japan Security Treaty of 1951 was never envisioned

as a permanent agreement. The preamble to the t r e a t y  states:

“J apan de si res as a p r ov is iona l  a r r a n ge m ent f o r  its
d e f e n s e , that the United States of America should maintain
armed forces of its own in and about Japan so as to deter
armed attac~: upon Japan .”

The t r e a t y  s t a t e d , however t h a t  Japan  ~ a s expcct ~~d t o :

“ ...~~n c r e as . inclv assume : es pcn si b i lit ~ f o r  i t s  ‘:wn d e f e n s e
a~~a~~n so  d i r e c t  and I nu ir e c t  aq g re s s ion . . . ”~~D

The provisional n a t u r e  of the  agreement  p laced  r e sp o n s i b i l i t y

upon Jar an t o  b a i ’. a m i l i t a r y  f o r c e  capab le  o:~ d e f e n se  a c a :n s t

cutside aggressIon , as well as internal disturbance.

In ‘.950, shor tly after the outbreak of war in Korea ,

General MacArthur authorIzed the format~ cn of th e National

Police Reserve . In~~tia size was set at 75 ,000 men and ~ t was

~r~ ma ri ly  a home ~ua:d type of organization responsible for

ma~ nta~ n~ ng internal security. Although mostly a ground force ,

a small coastal natrol was also included .

By 1952 , the force had grown to around l25 ,C00 men and

was reorganized into the National Safety Force. The primary

mission remained int ernal security despite the reorganization.

The Coastal and Ground Safety Forces were a step toward assuming

more responsibility for defense , however , and Japan d isplayed

35
~einstc~ n ,  Or. cit., pp. 137—138 , 1971.
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willincness to expand the forces ’ capability. US Grant  Aid

was one method Japan desired to further increase its defcnse

capabili ty.

The w r i t e r s  of the Secur i ty  Treaty realized that Japan was

net able to :~rovide f o r  i ts own d e f e n s e  at the tim e of

signing. Therefore , the US forces in Japan were to tenmor—

aril’: provide for the “ secu r ity of Japan  a g a i n s t  armed a t t a c k
36

f r o m  w i t h o u t . ” US f o r ce s  cou ld  also be used fo r  m a i n t a i n i n g

internal security if called upon by the  government  of J a p a n .

In order to assist Japan in assumii~g the responsibility for

~ts own . defence , the Umited States was prepared to grant

mil~ tary assistance to Japan in the form of weapons , training

and equ :pment .

Before this aid could be given legally, however , Japan

had to comply •;ith the terms of the Mutual Security Act of

1351 and the Vandenberg Resolution , which called on Japan to

pledge Its own “ continuous and effective self-help ” ~n defending

toe cocntrv frcr~ external a t t a c k .  In add~~t~ cn , the Mutual

b~ :ense Assistance Aqreement of 1954 calLed upon Japan to:

• .fulfill the military obligations.. .assumed under
the Secur i ty T r e a t y .  .. (and to )  m a k e ,  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  the
political and economic stability of Japan , the full con-
tribu tion permitted by its manpower , resources , facilities
and general economic conditions of the development and
maintenance of its own defensive strength and the defensive
strength of the free world... (and to) take all reasonable

36
I b i s . ,  pp. 13 7 — 1 3 8 .
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measures which may be needed to develop its defense
capacitiLs , and take appropriate steps to ensure the effec-
tiv e utilization of any assistance provided bb’ the
Government of the United States of America. ” 3 ’

In response to the obligation to provide measures for

external defense incurred under the Mutual Assistance Agreement ,

Prime Minister Yoshida reorganized and expanded the Japanese

military f o r c e s .  Dur:ng the summer of 1954 , deba te over the

reoroani :at~ on in the Japanese Diet was long and heated .

Many of the delegates feared that creation of the type of forces

re’cuired b~ the new agreemen t with the United States would

lead to a new rise of militarism ; others felt that the coon—

cmv of Japan could not support a military force of the size

and type envisioned . Communist delegates opuosed the reorgan-

:zat~~an on toe g r o u n d s t h a t  Japan  was m e r e l y  becominc  a pu P P e t

of US Lmperlalism by establishing a military force sun:: l ied

by the American: .

In spite of the ounosition, two laws pertainin g to the

r e o rg an i z a t i o n  w e r e  passed In J u l y  19 5 4 .  The f i r s t of them

~~~~ the hefense Agency Establishment tow. This law created

a tefense Auency and a Joint Staff Council under the co.-n’ranc’:

of a civilian Director Oenera .. The Director was not gIven

cabinet rank , but worked under the Prime Minister. He did

however become a Minister of State without portfolio. The

37
US Treaties and Other International Aureements , Vol. 5 ,

Par t 1, p . 669 , US Governmen t Printing Office , 1954.
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second law , the Self-Defense Forces Law , renamed the Ground

and Coastal Forces the Ground and Maritime Self—Defense Forces ,

and added an Air Self Defense Force. The mission of the Forces ,

accord~ nq to the law , was “to defend Japan Ooa~ nSt direct and

indirect aggression , and when necessary, to maintain public
38

or der . ” rh e total authorized strength of the forces was 152 ,110

n e n .  Th c s , fo r  the  f i r s t  t ime s i n c e  the  end of Wor ld  War i ,

Japan ‘~.‘as ledced to  c o n t r i b u t e  to i t s  own defense aoainst

outside ag~~ression. The provisions of the two laws passed in

1954 gualified Japan legally to receive US military aid.

D e s p i t e  the  l ack  of legal  basis , the b e g i n n i n g  of US

military aid was 1950 , no r 1954 .  Japan actually began receiy :nc

m~~lio arv assistance with the inception of the Naticnal Police

Reserve in July 1950. According to the ~ew York Times, 13 ~ ov

1952:

“Exact amounts and types of equipment gIven to
Janan si:.ce liSa are ‘ top secret ’ and the authority
to turn over equinment is unclear since it has not
neen open to Concress~ onai  app rov a l .  Genera l  Mark
W . C l a r k , Commander of the Far Eastern Command , w il l
o n ly  say t h a t  t he  •Thpanese  have been g iv e n  enough
equipment ade~~cot~ for a light pol:ce t y p e  f o r c e .
The Par Eastern Command also refused to release an’:
f i g u r e s  on toe dollar value of the arms equipment
~iven to Janan , but the total is known to run into
millions. “ 3~

38
Weinstein , Co . c it . , p p . 7 5 — 7 6 , 197 1.
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The sam e Times article announced the signing of the Charter

Party Acreement , under which  Can on was loaned 68 m i l i tary ships.

The loan , which actually was approved by Congress on 8 July

1952 , was comprised of 18 Pa trol  Fr ig ates and 50 la rge la ndi ng
40

craf t. Since Japan did not :‘aalif y f o r  a comprehensive

program of military aid at that time , the deal was handled as

an execu t ive  agreement  w i t h  both  c o un t r i e s  ob t a i n i ng  p r i o r

Co n cr e s s i o nal aporova l .  The arran :ement was sim :lar to the

World War II tend Lease program with a term of five years and

an option to extend for an additional five years. According to

the  Times,  “ Ar least  some of t h e  vessels were port of those
41

loaned to the Soviet Union during World War II . ” The first

of these snips was transferred to Japan on 13 January 1953 ,

and the transfer was completed ‘cv December of that ear.

The Charter Party Agreement was by far the largest transfer

of mil itary aid to Japan prior to 1954 . Howeve r , smaf ler

amounts of equipm ent had also been transferred . Aitho uch US

figures for the military aid given to Japan between 1950 and

1354 have never been declasstfied , Jananese sources set the
42

figure at $210.~ mi llIon for FY51—F’U53.

40
US Congress , “Loan of Certain N a v a l  Vessels to Ccv er nm en t

of Japan ,” Report ~2l95 , 82nd Congress , 2nd Session , l~ Jun 1952 .
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This pericci of time, of course , coinci des with the Korean

War. The failure to declassify the material after such a long

time seems mvstericus. However , according to Commerce D’~nart-

ment rerresentat~ves , the fioures were probably “misplaced or

destroyed during departm ent moves ” 3uring the past twenty-five

years. Department of Defense officials were also unable to

noovide figures for this neriod .

If the $.2l0.8 million noted ‘cv Jacanese sources , acan ’s

dr o un d  Forces  received $88.5 million worth of eguinment ,

:nclsdinc 244 tanks and 47 aircraft . Air Forces , wh :c h  were

not formed u n t i l  the  r e o rg a n i z a t i o n  of 1 9 5 4 , rece ived none of

the  0 id .  The r ema :nder , i n c lu d i ng  the vessels  m e n t i on e d  abov e ,
43

w e n t  to the Maritime Forces.

Foliowinc the March 8th 1954 M u t u a l  tefense Assistance

Agreement , the United States and a::an , on M ay 14 th , sicn ed  an

addit ional vessel loan pact . Under the terms of this agreement

an acic~~t I on a 1  159 s h i n s , w :t h  a t o t a l  va l :e  of $80 m i l l o on

were loaned  to a n a n .  C v er  t he  fo l  low~ ns two decades the

Iccor e n t  w a s  in f o r c e , n a n v  of  t h e  vessels wer eventua liv

declared excess stccks and were gi’~ en to C a n o n  as sranr aid with

n~ r e t u rn  h it e  st i p u la t e d .

Of the 15 9 ships , a total of 37 l a nd i ng  s h ip s  and  IS n a t r o l

fr :gatc’s were physically returnec to the United States. Others ,

~n c i u d i n g  two d e s t r o y e r  escor ts  “ r~~tur n e d ” on 14 J u n e  1Y5 ,

43
Ibis ., May lY’6.
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end in g  the lo an agreement , were merely transferred to grant

aid and  remained  in Japan . Thus , under  the two vessel  loan

agreements of 1252 and 1954 , the United States loaned Japan

a t o t a l  of 2 2 7  ships , and a total of 55 were chysicall’z

returned to the United States. This left 172 ships , 170 of
44

wh ich  we~~e conver ted  to g r a n t  aid . The r e m a i n i n g  two ships

are not  accoun ted  f o r  and cr e sumab ly  were e i t h e r  lost  at sea

or scrapped .

In addition to the vessels , the Japanese Maritime Self

de f e n s e  Force also received a c o n s i d e r a b l e  a m o u n t  of o t h e r

ecuipmen t  as grant aid . Under the Military Assistance Program ,

tne  n avd l  f o r c e s  received 0263.8 million in aid. Of this

t o t al , $ 5 4 . 5  m i l l~~~n was made  up of t h e  vessels  conver ted  to

:rant 3id . It  is s i g n i f i c a n t  t h a t  as l a t e  as 1967 , over 40%

of the tonnage of the Japanese Mar:time Self defense Forces
45

was made on of U S owned s h i p s .  Since  t h a t  t ime  the  p e r c e n t a g e

has declined cons r-ierabl as US ships were replaced by newer

Jananese owned ones. The Maritime Forces were also nrcv~ ded

with 217 aircraft under N.~?. N a v a l  a i r c r a f t  in ~~ 63 were  a lso

40~ US owned . Unlike the shit ownership s~~tua t~ on , a sIrnificant

percentage of aircraft were still US owned in 19’ .

44
US Treaties and Other International Acreenents , Vols. 3—

23 ,  US Government P r in t i nc  O f f i c e , 19 52—19 73 .
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M i l i t a r y  ; r an t  aid no J apan ’ s Ai r  Sel f  de f e n s e  Force

t o t a l e d  $ 4 2 2 . 3  m i l l i o n  th r o uch  the l i f e  of the  MAP program .

This included 1248 aircraft. From the stancinoint of defense

oapabil~~tv , the most sL:nificant items among the aircraft were

482 F—36s . The delivery of th:s type aircraft to Japan began

in F Y 5 5 , and some are still in use today .

Crant aid to Japan ’s Grou nd Se l f  De f e nse f o rces un der the

M il~~tarv Assistance Program was 0163.8 million. Ci this total ,

226 tanks and 35 miscellaneous combat vehicles are included .

The num ber of tanks recorded by DOD figures differs s icn l f l —

oan tlv f r o m  Japanese sources , which record 78: t a n k s  f o r  the

years  l9~51— l 956 alone. For this same time pertod , Japan ’s

Irc und Forces also received 179 ,000 metric tons of ammunition.

DOD fi gures for the entire period of military assistance

valued ammunition at slightl y over S2 8  m i l l i o n .  US sourcec

also list 339 large ca l iber  cun s and how it zers , 196 N ike

missiles , and 360 Hawk m:ss iles  wh ich wen t to the  Ground  For c e s .

Also of importance during the period of US Mi1~~ta ry

Assistance Program aid to Japan were a total of n e a r l y S l 7 5
47

million of excess defense articles. Specific items of

equipment are not listed ; however , the excess def ense articles

~rogra:a consisted of equipment considered to no l onger  be of

use to the US m i l i tar y ,  and was transferred directly f r o m  ~ US

47
SAA , :Ja~:a Manacement Division , Foreicn Mililar Sales and

Milita ry Assistance i’acts, pp .  28—29 , U SGPO , 1975.
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w i t h  the modest size of the Nat~~ona 1 Pol ice  Reserve , over

~~ of the ON? ($333 million) went to cefense.

As Japa n ’s economy bega n to recove r in the ear ly  1950s

(helped largely by orders from the US for equipment to support

troops in :<crea), Japan ’s expenditures for defense also

increased . By 1960 , Japan ’s GNP climbed to $35.4 billion , and

the defense bud get rose to $436 million. The percent of

O~;P going to defense decreased to i.23~ and the percent of the

total government budget allocated to defense declined from
4 9

l 3 . 2 3~ to 10 % .  The t rend of r ap id ly  i n c r e a s i n g  ON?, and

moderately increasing defense expenditures has been a

oons~ stent one . As a result , al though total d e f e n s e  ex pe n d i tures

have increased each year , the percentage of CN P to defense an d

nercentage of the national budget to defense , have consisten t ly

icc l ined .

urin c this period of time the size of US forces in Japan

gr ad u a l l~ declined as the size of the Self Defense Forces

increased . F rom the ini ti a l  75 ,000 man Japanese force of 1950,

the  Se l f  D e f e n s e  Forces  i n c rem e n t a l l y  inc reased  in s i z e  to

206 ,000 by 1960. US Forces declined from 260 ,000 to 47 , 000

during the same period of time . The combined strencth of the
50

two forces declined from around 350 ,000 in 1954 to 250 ,000 by 1960.

49
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50
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The combina tion od US aid and increasing defense

expenditures by Japan gave the Self Defense Forces a much

greater capability in 1960 than the original National Police

Reserve of 1950. However , es t imates  of act ual  a b i l ity to

withstand attack vary widely. Even though equipment was more

modern , stockpiles of ammunition remained extremely small.

In the face of a conventional attack on Japan , the Self defense

Forces would only have been able to hold out for a matter of a

few days before running out of ammunition. This indicated

that Japan sti l l  depended on the United States as the primary

defense against external attack.

?ecalling the terms cf the 1951 Security Treaty and the

position of Prime Minister Yoshida during negotiations of that

arrangement , the primary function of the SDF in 1960 was stoll

to provide internal security. On the surface , it looked as

though t he  SDF was gradually being strengthened to replace

departing US troops. However , if ammunitior . stockpile estimates

were correct , it Indicated that the combined defer.se strength

of the SDF and US Forces Japan actually decreased considerabl y

as a result of the US reduction of forces in Japan . Although

not stated publicly, reduction of tensions in East Asia may

have caused the two governments to feel capabilities could be

saf~~1y reduced while st~~l1 m a~ ntaining the effectiveness of the

alliance .

51
Interview with Mr. Dennis Doolin , Deputy Assistant

Secretary of Defense , May 19 7 6 .
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The recional po1it~~ca1 si tua tion in Eas t Asia  changed

s~~mnificant1y during the l950s. Although Foreign Minister

Shigemitsu stated in 1956 , that he “could see no sit iation

developing which would lead Japan ever again to play an active

role ~n th e wcrld arena ,” forces were already in motion which

wou ld make this  statement unrealistic . He saw Japan as a

oass~ ve state , acted uPon by others , but not a c t i n g  upon others.

Th:s a t to t u c e , c o n d i t i o n e d  by the  O c c u p a t i o n , had already shown

signs of changing by 1954.

The emocrat ic  P a r t y  of Japan , formed in October  of 1?54

in the  wake  of scandal  in the Yoshida  government , had s e l e c t ed

chiroo Hatovam a as its leader. With the aid of the Socialists ,

~a to y a m a  was elected premier and took office on December ~~~,

T.95 4. Immediately after be in g elec ted , Hatoyama declared that

n o r m a l i z a t i o n  of r e l a t i o n s  w i th  the Soviet  U n i o n  and om mu n i st

C hin a  were h i s  c en t r a l  :~o i icy  goals  and t h i s  q u i c k l y  became the

s logan  of the  D em oc r a t ic  P a rt : . Since P r i m e  M i n i s t e r  Y c s h id a

hac dcne  l~~t t e  bu t  extend US occupa t ion  po 1ic~~es , t h i s  m a r k e d

the  i~~r st  i ndependen t  f o r e ign  po l icy  move by Japan s ince ~‘or ld

War II. Hatoyama , in opposition to Shigernitsu , also advoca ted

revis~~~n of Article I:~: to allow Japan to rebuild ~ts milita ry

forces.

The fear that communism , in the form of the Chinese—Soviet

monolith , was determined to sweep through Asia had influenced

52
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Dulles h e a v t l y  uur~~nc t h e  security treaty negotiations.

Penetra~~icns of Japan ’s airspace b Soviet MI~ f i g h ters

muring the Fcre~ n ;~ar , and the possibility of a communist

:ns: ired ~n suc;rection in Japan were impcrtant factors during

tne necat~ atians . These themes were shared by the Yoshida

oovernment and largel y provided the basis for the security

treat’; and Japan ’ s fore ign policy with regard to its communist

n e I c h~ c rs .

:ar t , b ecau se  of  t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of the  US e f f o r t s

to ~rcvent the Soviet Union from playing any effective role

in the Cocunation of Japan , the post—Occupation relations of

J ap an  and  the  Sovie t  Un~~en were f o r m e d  by the United States.

::~ c o n t a c t  was m a d e  w i t h  the  Ja~~anese O o v e r nm e n t  by the Soviet

Un~ cn •Jur ~~nc t he  Cccupa :ion , and no1~~t ica 1 in i luence was sought

on ly  a m o n o  the “people ” th rouch the sunporn of left—wing croups

in Japan . Japan ’s communists in 1949 , advocated revolution b

force. They sta:ed what ~ac c a l l e d  a “ rally for the rislnc of

t:e : ect~~e ” at tne :mner:al Palace in Tokyo . Several of the US

Occunat :on troops were ~ng ured at the rally and both Yoshida and

General Ma cArthur were seriously alarmed at tne prospects of a

Sovi et sponsored uprising . The Sino—Soviet Treaty of Friendship

and Al liance was spec~~ficaUy aimed at Japan and the United States.

add~~ . ion , Sovi et demands for the neutralization of Japan and

recognition of Ccxrmunlst China at the San Francisco Peace Confe-

rence son th e t or.e of post-War  J a p a n — U S S R  r e l a t i o n s .

The change in Soviet po 1icy  t o w a r d s  J apan  did no t  occur

u n t il  19~~4 , a f t e r  the ~eath  of S t a l i n .  On Septemh’:r  12 , 1954 ,
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the Soviet Union anscunced t h a t  i t  was r e a d y  to n o r m a l i z e

r e l a ti on s  w i t h  J a p a n .  The re  f o l l o w e d  n e a r l y  two year s  of

necotiations between the two countries iuring which there

were many false starts and interruptions. In the end , a l l

issues except the return of Japanese territory seized by the

USSR in the waning days of World War II were settled . Diplo-

matic and economic re1at~ cns were normalized and  the  state

of war between the two countries was terminated . The Soviet

U n i on agr~ ed to support Japan ’ s an licat:cn for membership in

the United Nations , which it did on December 12 , 195 6. Further-

more , the two countries agreed to settle all disputes peace-

fully and no refrain from interference in each others ’ inter-

nal afia~ rs. Fina 1l~’, the Soviet Union recognized Japan ’s

right no ~nd~~vidual and ccllective self defense. despite

the Joi nt Declaration of 19 October 1956 , however , no formal

treaty of peace was signed , and the ques t ion of occu p ied

territory has never been resolved .

Intern ationally , the mid—1 950s was a t:me of thaw in the

;lcbal CuIc War w :th  t he  impact  of the Scviet p o l icy  of ‘peace—

f~ l coexistence ” especially evident in East Asia. It was most

prominently manifested at the Geneva Conference of 1954 which

temporarily salted the war in Indo—China , and at the A fro—

Asian ~andung Conference , which condemned bipolar confronta-

t~ on and apparently launched the Third World as a new force

in world politics . This was also ~he pericd when Japan , under

Hatoyaina moved toward a wider and more independent international
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role. In addition to the effort toward reconciliation with

the Soviet Union , increased contact with Ccmmunist China and

the settlement of war reparations with the Philippines figured

prcm~ nentlv in Japanese foreign policy during the rnid—1950s.

Thus , while the US and Janan gradually strengthened the military

capability of Japan , the Japanese , under new leadership sim ul-

tant�cuslv began to move back into the international arena

of world sclitics.

D u r i ng  the period of the 1950s , Japan  ga ined  a new sense

of seT ~f — c o nf i d e n c e .  I ts  economy began to recover from the

war , as evid enced by the growth of its GNP ;the military was

~radu~il ly  restructured and slowly rebuilt; Japan began to

venture cut :ntc world politics again and gained UN membership;

and the terms of the Sinc-Japanese normalization included the

recognition of the US—Japanese Security Treaty.

Altho ugh Hatoyama was successful in reaching agreement

with the Soviet Union to end the state of hostilities that

sad existed since 1945 , the forces of internal political

differences forced him to resign when the agreement was com-

p leted . Even though Yoshida had been out of office for two

years , the sharpl y divergent tack of Hatoyama ’ s fo re i gn policy

faced strong opposition from the Yoshida followers. In spite

of the  f a c t  t h a t  t he  acre ement  wi th  the  Soviet  U n i o n  was tied

to Soviet acceptance of the US—Japan Security Treaty, the

shift was radical enough for the Diet opposition forces to

make :olitical cap itil . As a result , Hatoyana announced his
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retirement intentions on 10 August 1956. This  led to an

intensified battle by the opposition to discredit him through

critico~~n of the Soviet negotiations. Thring the final months

of 1956 , while the negotiaticns took a turn for the worse ,
53

chaos reigned the the diet.

In December 1956 , Tanzan shibashi took over as Prime

M~ n~ ster of Japan. :shibashi was a supnorter of t he  normal-

izan~ cn of relaticns with Japan ’s communist neighbors , and

felt that with the Soviet problem “solved” , the next move

should be to negotiate an agreement with Communist China.

Despite the fierce opposition in the Diet that had accompanied

the Soviet negotiations , there was a general feeling of optim-

ism and :ndependence in Japan. The departure from the Yoshida

foreign policy, so closely ccnnectec wi th the United States ,

combined with the Soviet agreement and UN membership to give

the Japanese a feeling of acceptance and self-confidence.

Normalizat~ cn of relations w i t h  China was a natural extension

of one movement to re—enter world politics as an independent

nat~ cn.

Chin a had been carry ing out  an e f f e c t iv e cam~ aign since

19 54 aimed at closer Sino—Japanese r e l a t i o n s .  The grea t

u o t e nt i a l  fo r t rade w i t h  the Chinese , the o f t e n  expressed

J a n an e s e  a t t i tude of c u l t u r a l  a f f i n i t y  w i t h  China , and the

effective :ropaganda effort of China combined to provide

See : Hell rn ann : Japanese Foreign F~~1icv and dariestic Politics for
a cr~ i~te ~~scussior.. 63
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important impetus to re—establishment of normal relations.

Dy 1956 , Japanese exports to mainland China exceeded those to

Taiwan in value , and Ishibashi found considerable support

for opening negotiations.

Normalization was not to come , however . Ishibashi ’s

age and health forced him to resign before negotiations could

begin. At the age of seventy-two , and after only t~ c months

in offoce , he was forced to resign. Normalization of relations

with the Peoples’ ~epublic of China did not take place for

another fifteen years following the Nixon trip to China .

F



PHASINd OUT MILITARY ASSISTANCd:1957—l9 6)

When Nob u s uk e  ~ishi took office on 21 Feb 1957 , ~t

appeared that the trend begun by Hatoy am a and I shibashi

would be continued . In his first news conference , Kishi

stated that he favored increased trade with Comm un i s t Ch i n a

and that , “from the poInt cf view of national sentiment ,

she Japanese  people desire t h a t  t h e  p re sen t  secur:ty  t r e a ty

and au m in i s t ra t i v e  ag reemen t  between J a p a n  and t he  U n i t e d
54

States should be abolished .”

Ja nan ’ s orowing sense of pride plus the increasing

c n pop u l a r ~~ty  of US bases in Japan  r e s u l t e d  ~n p r e s s u r e s  fo r

J ap a n  n o  a c c e l e r a t e  t he  t r e n d  t o w a r d s  more  i n d e p e n d e n t  f o r e i g n

pol~~c~~es .  ~ ishi  f e l t  t h a t  t he  s o l u t i o n  to t h e s e  p r e s s u r e s  was

to press fir a revision of the Security Treaty . As ea r ly  as

1 95 5 ,  he had a c c omp a n i e d  Foreign Minister Shocemitsu on a trip

to  the United States during which  r e v i s i o n  was d i scussed . The

~oint ccrimun~~cue which was released at the end of that v~~s~~t

stated :

.ei±orts should be made.. .such that Jason could ..
assume :~rimary respons~ L~~1~~ty for the defense of its
homeland.. . w he n  such ccndit~ ons were bro ught about ~ t
would be appropriate to renlace the present security
treaty with one of greater mutua lity. ‘~~5

54
Ib~~d., p. 4~~.

55
US D ep a r t men t  of S ta t e , ~ulle tin, ~~~ X X X I I I ,

o~ . 41J— 420 , U~ 
(
~cverr.ment Pristine Office, 1955.
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By t he  5~~r in e  of 17 57 , as :~:~~shr  p lanned  a y j~~~. t tc t:te

United States , he was well aware of grcwine pub lic sentiment

for revision of the treaty . Numerous p u b l i c  opin ion  po l l s

taken durina 1957 showed that the Japanese public was anxious

for revision and the withdrawal of US troons. He proceeded

cautiously with his plan to revise the treaty as he prepared

for the US viso t. Not wanting to promise too much to his

people and then return empty—handed , he made no d e f i n i t ive

statements prior to the visit. He placed the China normalization

problem in the  b a ck or o u n d  by tvine revision to increased ties

with she PRC in the nublic mind , and made it clear that the

first step to a more independent foreign policy was revision

of t he  t r ea t’.’ .

Dun n : the same peric~ of time , Japanese opinions on the

major ob’ectioss to the 1951 treaty were formulated. These were:

(I) The treaty was one—sidec and unequal. The United

States hoc t h e  right to station troops in anan , but there was

no speciflc obligation for t:ae US to defend Japan.

(2; There was no t ime limit suecified .

The possible use of US troops for internal riot

control.

(4 ) Ther e were no res tr ic ticns on the use of US

troops from Sa;~an in other areas of tne Far East. Thus , Jason

mi ght be dragued into war against her will.

(
~

) There was no restr:ctlon on ~c;uippina US troops in

J a p a n  w i t h  n u c lea r  w’~’a p c ns .



( 6 )  There was no o b l i g a t i o n  for  t he  US to a b i d e

by the U N c h a r t e r  in the  t r e a ty .

The ma~~or ob j e c t i o n s  became K i s h i ’ s goa ls  in r e v i s i n g

~he Security Treaty. He was aware , how ever , that in order

to o b t ai n  US agreement , he would have to make  p r e p a r a t i o n s  f o r

Japan to assume a larger share of the burden of its defense.

The 1955  :o ln t  s t a t ement  of Shigemitsu and Dulles made it plain

that the United States considered the buildup of Japanese

icrces a necessary step in revision. p re p a r a t i o n  f o r  th i s

Kishi ha d the First Defense Eui~ :uc Program drawn us.

In May 20 , 1957 , The Basic National Defense Policy was

anuroved by  the cabinet , and on June 14 , 1957 , it al so asprcved

the  F i r s t  D e f e n s e  Bu i ld us Program . The pl an was vagu e and set

no sp ecific goals of the buildup, on ly saying tha t t~ne p r o g r a m

was decided :

“ W i t h  a v re w  to the  b u i l d u p  of the  m:n imum r equ ir e -
m e n t  of a self—defense uotent~ a1 in a c c o r d a n c e  with the
Basic Nat~ ona1 Defense Policy and in keepino w i t h
national resources and condit~ css.

”56

A p p ar e n t~~y ,  t h i s  was en cu ch  to s at i s f y t.~e ~n t n e d  S t a t e s .

in a ;oint statement issued at the end of Kishi ’s US visit on

Ju ly  8, 1957 , Pres~~dent Eisenhower said :

“The United States welcomes Japan ’s plans for the
su~~1dup of her ce f e n s e  fo rces  and a c c o r d i n g l y , in
consonance with the letter and the spirit of the

5 ~
Acer , James E., The Postwar Hearm irnent of the J a p a ne s e

.Maritime Forces, la4~~— 7l , n . 157 , ~rieeer Publishers , 197 3 .

67

F



Secur~ ty Treaty, will subs ta s t~~al lv  r e d u c e  the
numbers  of United States f o r c e s  in J a p a n  w~~th ~~n
the next year , inc1ud~ ng a promst withdrawa l of
a l l  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  cr o u n d  combat.  fo r c e s .  The U n i t e d
S tat e s  p l a n s  s t i l l  f u r t h e r  r ed u c t i o n s  as t h e
Japanese  d e fen s e  fo rces  ~row .”5

The ccrnmun ~~cue a lso  ca l l ed  f o r  t he  e s t a b l i s h m e n t  oi a j o i n t

committee to consider future adjustments ~n the relatoonsh~ ps

bet~~ees the  two c o u n t r i e s .

A l t n cu ch  K i sh i  r e t u r n ec  to Japan w :t h  th e  c :p1cmat~~c

t r iu n o b  he h a d  sought , i t  was a year  b e f o r e  F o r e i c r M~~n i st er

Fu~~i~~ama , on Ju ly 3 , 1958 , pronosed to Ambassador MacArthor

t h a t  t a lk s  be  osened . The U n i t e d  S t a t e s  r es li e d  w i t h  t h ree

o p t i o n s :

( 1) A s i mp l e  base lease agr e e m e n t .

(2~ h e w c r i i n g  of the old t r e a t y .

( 3 )  A new treaty.

~ i sh i , o~~er fcr e i ~~n o f f i ce  o b i e c ti on s , r ep l i ed  on A c c os t  2 5 ,

t h a t  Japan d e s i r ed  a n~~w treaty . The United S t a t e s  aereed and
53

negotiations were opened on October 4, 19 58 .

The revised treaty was f i n al l y  s igned on J a nu ar y  1~~, 19- 0 ,

a f t e r  p r o lo nce d  necotiations one domestic po1~~t:cal turmc: .

during tha t tim’•, relations with Communist  C h i n a  and  t h e

Scv~~et U n i o n  d e ter i o r a t e d .  On 19 November  1758 , PRC Fo re i :n

US .~e; ar t m e n t  of St a t e , B u l l e t i n,  ‘~‘o . XX XV :T , p. 52 ,
US Government Printing O f f i c e , 1)i7 .
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Packa rd , George R . ,  I I I , P r o t e s t  in Tokyo: The Securi t j~

TreanI Cr i s i s  of l ’JY) , pp .  7 0 — 7 5 , P r in c e t cn  T ’ n i v e r sit y  P res s,
9~)



M i n i s t e r , C h ’ en Yi , in a note to K i s h i , accused h im of

p l ot t in g  a e a in st  the PRC and warned  h i m  to come to h is  senses
59

or face disaster. Chou En—lai stated to visotong Japanese

cor responden ts on J u l y  25 , 1957 , that:

“ We h av e  no o b j e c t i o n  to Japan ’ s f r i e n d s h i p
with the United S t a t e s , bu t  the po in t  is K i s h i  went  to
the U n i t e d  S ta te s  to c u r r y  f a v o r  f rom his A m e r i c a n
m a s t e r s  by s l i n g i n g  mud at t he  new C h i n a . ’ 6 0

Soviet  F o r e ign  M i n i s t e r  G r o m y k o , in a no te  to the

Japanese  Ambassador  to the  Soviet U n i o n , said :

“ Is ot not c l ea r  to everyone  today  that in
c o n d i t i o n s  of a modern r o c k e t- n u c le a r  war  a l l  Japan
w o t h  her smal l  and t h i c k l y  p o p u l a t e d  t e r r i t o ry ,
dotted moreover with foreign war bases , r i sk s
s h a ron c  t h e  t r a g i c  f a t e  of H i r o s hom a  and N a g a s ak i  in
t h e  v e r y  f i r s t  m i n u t e s  of h o s t i l i t i e s ? ”6 1

:n D ecemher  1958 , the Sovie ts  u r g e d  Japan to adopt  n e u t r a l i t y

and in r e t u r n  they w o u l d  g u a r a n t e e  such neutraloty by creatinc

a “ nuc l ea r  f r e e  zone ” on East  Aso a .

A p p a r e n t l y ,  both  t h e  Sov ie t s  and the Chinese  saw the

p o l i t i c a l  di s sension  ~n J a p a n  l u r in g  the  n ec o t i a t i o n s  as an

opportunit ; to break Japan away from a treaty wi th the r :~~1ted

States altogether . Despite the combonation of internal and

external 9ol lt i ca l  t e n s i o n s , w h i c h  r e s u l t e d  on w i d e s sr e a d  r o ot i n c

59
“Japan Receives Chinese Wars in ,

‘ J a ~~an 7imes, 23 November
1558.

~ 0
“ I n t e r v i e w  w i t h  Chou E n — l a o , ” J a n an  T im e s ,  31 J u l y  l~~57.

61
C o n t e m p o r a r y  Japan,  V o l .  26 , No .  “ . pp.  5 9 3 ~~594 , May l ’~6 0 .
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as th e treaty came up for ratification in 1960 , the treaty

was approved 5y the Diet and the US Senate , and ratifocations

were exchanged at Tokyo on June 23 , 1960.

Al though Kishi was forced to resign as a result of the

wide spread dissension caused by the t rea ty rev ision , the cas t

of US—J apanese security relations had been made by the

ra tifocatoon of the revised treaty . Vir tually all coals of

t h e  Japanese government sought during the negotiatoons were

embodied in the new t r e a t y . The U n i t e d  D t a t e s  acreed  t h a t  an

attack on either part~’ in Japanese administered territory would

be dancerous to the peace and security of both narties , and

would act on accordance w i t h  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  p r ov o s i o n s  and

processes to meet such an attack. A time limit of ten years

was set by the treaty with automatoc annual renewal onless cne

of tn e parties indicated otherwise. The clause allowing the

use ci US troops for internal riot control was dropped in the

new treaty . Japan was giv en the r i g h t  of prior approval before

D’S troons could be used in areas outsode she territory of Japan.

Japan also gaine: the :ocht to approve major changes in deploy-

nest of US forces and their equipment. This meant that the

dep loyment of nuclear weapons , could , and has been regula ted by

toe Japanese . Under the so—called three non—nuclear principles

she Japanese government has stated that the manufacture ,

possession , and deployment of nuclear weapons is prohibited .

F ona l l y ,  the treaty stated that nothing inconsistent with the

purposes of the United Nations and its charter would be allowed

70



under she agreement.

One of the most important clauses in the new treaty was

Ar ticle 1:1. This stated that:

“The Parties individually and in cooperation
wi th each o the r , by means of con tinuous and
effectove self-hel p and mu tual aid will maintain
and develop , subjec t to t�~~ir cons titu t iona l  6 2
~rovision s , their capacities to resist armed attack. ”

The original security arrangement met the goals of both

Parties for a number of years. However , with the recover”

of Jap an d u r i n g  the l950s , a new t r e a ty  which gave  Japan  more

ecuality was proper. With increasing equality and responsibility,

Japan assumed the burden for providing more of its own defense.

The inception of the first defense buildup plan was an

in d ica t ion of Japan ’s willingness to accept a greater role in

defense.

Chart 3 of the Appendix shows crachically the transition

from :Drant Aid to Sales. Aid , which peaked in 1959, dec l ined

rapidly thereafter . US government Foreign Nilitary Sales

D5~S) :onoined w i t h  commerc ia l  sales  con t r ac t s  cl imbed r ap i d i

and surpassed MAP on F Y 6 3 .  Thus , as th e  roles  of t he  two

countries altered w o t h  the revision of the  s e c u r i ty  t r e a t y ,  Jap an

began to steadily increase arms expenditures as grant aid

de c l i n e d .
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US Congress , C o l l e c t i v e  Defense  T r e a t i e s,  p.  83 , 9 0t h

Congress , 2nd Session , US Government Printing Office , 1967 .
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V.  PERIOD OF FMS A N D  COMMERCIAL SALES:1960-1775

United States sales of arms to other countries , including

th ose to Japan , a re raade under  two ca tegor ies :  Foreign Military

Sales (F M S ) ,  and commercial sales. Foreign Military Sales

are completed or. a government to government basis with US

agencies completing much of the transaction. Once the sale

is apcroved  by the var ious  agencies  and the me thod  of p aym e n t

(c r e d i t  or ca s h )  is agreed up on , the  i tems are shi pped to the

0000pient . :n the case of commercial sales , US gov ernmen t

agenc ies play a lesser role. Although the government still

controls the types and amounts of equipment that can be sold to

o th er  c o u n t r i e s  t h r o u g h  the  g r a n to n g  of expor t  l i censes , most

of t h e  p r i c e  and type  of pat -n ent  n e g o t i a t i o n s  are conduc ted  by

the  comp any making the sale. In both cases , FMS and comm erc ia l

sales , the US Congress must approve all transactions in excess

of $25 million. Since the purpose is to show the trend from

cr a n t  aid to sales , the sales procedure is of little oonsequence~

the incortant criteria is whether the ecuiprient was civen as aid ,

or pu od for  by t he  rec~~p o e nt .

Gra nt ard military transfers built up rapidly annual i’ until

the mid -19 0s. Following that time er a n t s  leveled o f f  and becan

a gradual decline in total value through the l960s and 19 0s.

From a low of around $56 million in 1550 , gran t aid peaked at

$ 2 . 3  b i l l ion  in 1958 , and declined to $766 million by 19 5.

In contrast to this annual sales of equipment to other countries

showed a steady increase, from virtually zero in 1950 to nearly
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$4 b i l l i o n  by 1975. Sales and grant aid totals are in

terms of actual deliveries rather than orders , and are

conservative in relation to non-government estimates. For

example , the New York Times, on 14 April 1975 , estimated total

US transfers for FY 75 at $10.3 billion , with $8.3 billion

of t h i s  EM S and the remain ing  $2 b i l l i o n  aid and commerc ia l  sales.

This general trend to more sales and fewer grants has also

been the pattern for US transfers to Japan . As mentioned

e a r l i e r , a por tion of the reason for this was the increasing

ability of Japan to pay cash for military equicment , as well

as the desire for greater independence in foreign policy.

At the same time , the Uni ted States showed a greater reluctance

to give grant aid to countries who could afford to pay fo r  the

equipmen t . This  trend probably would have taken place even if

the Security Treaty had not been revised . However , the trend

was accelerated by the changing nature of the US-Japanese

s e c u r i t y  arrangement. In the cases of other US allies in the

area such as Taiwan , Sou th Korea , and the P h i l i ppi nes , al l  were

s t i l l  r e c e i v i n g  s u b s t a n t i a l  amounts c~ US aod in F Y 7 5 .

($8 , $137 .5 , an d $14.5 million respectively). P’~r chases  by

Jo-an from 1550—1975 exceeded the total purchases of all three

of these  0 0 0n t r ie s  comboned . Ther e f o r e , even though the pattern

of Japan follows that of US transfers worldwide , it has been an

accelerated one in relatoon to other US allies in the area.

6~
See:Tables 2, 4, and 5 in Appendix for totals transferred

under all programs.
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Foreign Military Sales to Japan began in FY56. Total

a m o u n t s  t r a n s f e r r e d  durirv t he  first four years were relatovel y

sma l l , averagon .~ on ly about one and a half million dollars

per ye a r . in 1960 , howev er , c o i n c id i n g  w i t h  the r e v i s i o n

of the  s ecu roty  treaty , the annual amount junced to nearly

$9.5 million . The annual amount between FY60 and FY75 varied

detween $9 and S42 million with FY68 and FY72 the peak years.

:tems of Foreign Military Sales to Japan indicate that the

major ob-ective was to improve air defenses. Although the

Gro ond Self Defense Forces received t h e  bulk of the equ:pment

($ 16 m i l l i o n ) ,  most of t h i s  went  to cround to a i r  m i s s i l e

sys tems. The on ly  non—air defense major weapons sol d to the

Sround Forces under the FMS ~rog r am were thirty 105mm howot:ers

and seven 155mm howitzers. in contrast to this the Jround

Forces received 152 Nike and 181 Hawk ground to air missiles.

According to DOD sources purchases for the Air Self efense

Forces under FMS totalled $92 million. However , only fourteen

a orcr a f t are en umera ted , twelve C—46s and two SH—34 hel~~coot e r s .

::te total doliv~rj cost of the aorplanes alone was S85 .6 million.

This seems an unlikely figure for such a small number oi aircraft.

Japanese covernoent figures for the same period list a total of

105 aircraft , with 35 of these going to the Air Forces. This

in c l ude s  f o u r t e e n  RF4 , seven 0-46 , and fourteen T-34 aircraft.

Other aircraft purchases which went to Ground and Maritime

Forces are thirty—four helicocters , twenty—nine B — 6 3 , two T—34 ,

and five TC—90 aircraft. The Air Jefense Forces also received
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n e a r l y  1600 ao r  to a i r  m i s s i le s , m o s t ly  S ih ew i n d e r  i n f r a r e d
64

and Spa r row r a da r  types .

Maritime Pefense Forces purchased $97 million worth of

equipment under the FMS program . Only six ships , three each ,

of the Landing Craft and Landing Ship vari~~ty are listed in

DOD f i cu r e s , w i t h  a t o t a l  value of $7 .7 million. This leaves

nearly $50 million unaccounted for in botP the US and J apanese

governmen t s ’ f i g u r e s .  A portion of this , of course , is the

a i r c r a f t  previous ly  men t ioned  which went to Maritime Forces.

Other major item s, however , are unavailable for listing.

Figures concerning US commercial sales and licensing

agreements are not as conclete as those for FMS . rOD sources

onl y lost the total dollar amounts from its inception in FY60 ,

thruugh FY 7 4 .  No unclassified breakdown ~y serv ic e  branch  or

maror types of equipment is availa ble. Although the informatoon

is sketchy, the annual totals shown in Table 5 of t he  A p p e n d i x

are u s e f u l  on compar ing  Japan ’s commercial curchases to those

of other US allies in the Asian-Pacofic area.

Japan accoun ted f o r  over 10% of US total commercial arms

sales from FY60 to FY74. Japan ’ s cash commercial purchases

exceeded the total of all other East A sia  allies combined . The

grand total of $495 milloon on commercial purchases by J a p a n

r’~presents a very small portion of total Japanese military

procurement. The entire commercial sales amount is less than

64
L~iter~’o~~’ with Lt. Col. Min~ Serda, JASCF, Assistant Air Attache,

Japanese ~ nbassy . Figures g iven are fran several Japanese Gc’verr~~ nt
s~ .irces , May 1976.
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one third of the military procurement f o r  F Y 7 4  a lo n e .

Licensing agreements between the US one Japan are even

more difficult to analyze. The US goal when approving a

license for the manufacture of equipment by Japan is to obtain

5 0 %  of the d o l l a r s  i t  would have cost Japan to buy a weapon

ou tr i . ;ht. For example , if a US airplane costs $4 million to

buy outright , the United States requires that half of that , or

$2 mo llion worth be manufactured in the United States. Even

though it costs Japan more than $4 million to manufacture rather

than buy outright , the US still requires 50% of the $4 million
65

price made in USA .

Ja pan ’s goal in negotiating a licensing agreement is to
66

have 8 1 % of a l l  otems ac tu a l l y  made in Japan .  This  wou ld  mean

th at $ milloon recuired by the United States would represent

only 15% of the total cost to Japan if both parties satisfy theor

requirements. This would increase the price of the S4 million

dollar aorplane to nearly $27 million. Although Japan is ~ i l l i ng

to pay a h i g h e r  p r i c e  fo r  ecuipment that is manufactured

domes ti c a l l y  under l icense , they wcul d no t be w o l l o nc to pay ne ar ly

seven times the outright purchase cost.

What results is a complicated arrangement of the locensing

O •)
Interview with Lt. Col. Richard Milburn , USAF , Department

of D e f e n s e , Arms T r a n s f e r s  O ff i c e : J a p a n  and F or e a , Ma ’ 19~~6 .
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Lt .  C c l .  Senda I n t e rv i e w , ~~~~. c i t . ,  May i 9 7 r •
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contract with a sloding ratio of US versus Japanese manufacture.

For ex a m p l e , in a c o n t r a c t  fo r  100 a i r p l a n e s  under  a li c ens ing

a~jreement , the’ first croup might be wholly made in the US. The

second iroup m~ ght be pre—fabricated in the US ar.d assembled

on J apan .  A thord group might be 50% US made, a fourtn 75%

Jat anese made , and the fifth 100% Japanese manufactured . The

cost to Japan ;~ould also slide with the change in percentages.

The forst group being purchased outright and the United States

procressovelv receivinc less cash through the life of the

contract.

Based on the outright purchase rarice of $4 million , the

Un ited States would receive $200 million for the 100 airp lan es

throughout the contract , but the amount per a i r c r a f t  wou ld  be

constantl y decreasing . Even though the price per airplane would

be about three times more than the  o u t r i g h t  purchase  p r i ce  of

$4 million because of expenses of setting up manufacturing

faciloties , the Japanese goal of 85% manufactured in Japan

would be met. The price per a~~~~ ne is higher but this method

saves f o r e i g n  exchange and provides jobs , expertise, and

permaner.t domestic manufacturing capability . Rather than payonc

out $400 million in foreign exchange for the 100 airplanes , the

J a t a r .ese pay only half that amount while avoiding much of the

very high cost of research and development it would  take to tu r n

out i totally domesticall y designed and built airplane. As a

bonus , manufacturing techniques and technology which can be

applied to other it ems is gained at relatively low cost. The

United States also gains foreign exchange from the arrangement

77
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which adds to a favorable overall balance of payments with

Japan.

A f u r t h e r  compl i ca t i on  in a t t e m p t i n g  to a n a l y z e  sa les

under l i c e n s i nc  agreemen ts is that all i tems included in a

con t rac t  are considered to be b u i l t  in Japan . Even t h o u g h ,

as the above example shows , a portion of the total number

ordered are actually wholly or partially made in t he  U n i t e d

States , the entire number is listed as made in Japan. Cf the

t o t a l  a i r c r a f t  procured by Japan th rough  1975 , 1, 4 3 3  were

su~ posedl y made in Japan , and only 105 purchased outright.

Near l  a l l  of the m i l i t a r y  aircraft made in Japan are of US

design and were made under licensing agreements. None of these

airplanes are included in US or Japanese figures of sales to

Japan . Because of the complicated nature of licensing contracts ,

a breakout of US sales under this type of agreement is impossible

without a detailed analysis of all the contracts. The figure

would be l a r g e ,  however , even f o r  on ly  the  f i g h t e r  a i r c r a f t .

Using purchose prices of $4 million for the 69 F4 aircraft , $1.2

m i l l i o n  f o r  the  197 F 104 a o r c r a f t , and $5 00 thousand for the 05

F — ’~6 a i r c r a f t  m a d e  in Japan y i e l d s  a f igu r e  of  S6 15 m i l l i o n .  If

the US goal of receivin 50~ of outright purchase price was

obtained , th i s  w o u l d  mean $ 3 0 7 . 5  m i l l i o n  which  was not l i s t ed  as

sales to Japan. Total unaccounted sales would probably exceed

$1 billion if it were possible to separate oercentages of all

a i r c r a f t ac tu a l l y  sol d to Japan under th e license agreements.

The accounting practice does not indicate that ther’~ has been any

attemp t to h i de  sales of aircraft or other eguipment under
78
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l i c e n s i n g  a g r e em e nt s .  i t  does , however , make i t  ve ry  d i f f i c u l t

without access to contract terms to obtain a true picture of

amcunts of equopment sold to Japan.

Table 6 of the Appendix is a summary of all types and

amounts of arms transactions between the United States and its

allies in the Asian—Pacific area. Total Japanese procurement

from the United States (its only fo re ig n s u p p l i e r )  was S 2 . l

bolloon between 1953 and 1375. The percentage of grants and

pur c h a s e s  is rough i  equal , and as noted  e a r l i e r  the b u l k  of

grant aid was received between 1950 and 1960. Total Japanese

procurement of military equipment in the post war period was
67

S 9 .l b i l l i on . Of the $7 b i l l i on  made in Japan , some

percentage was actually raroduced in the United States under the

loce nsong agreements discussed above.

67
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VI .  JAPAN ’  S CCN TP I E U T T C N  TO DEFEN SE

In July 1956 , the National Defense Council was created.

This group was instituted to formulate overall national defense

policies and ooals. Among the responsibilities of the council ,

one of the most import ant was the planning of force levels and

equipment requirements of the Self Defense Fortes. It was also

responsible for th~ formulatoo n of the ‘Basic Policies of

Natoonal efense ” at the direction of Prime :~!inoster K i s h i  in

May 135 7 .  This document stoll provides the basos for Japanese

defense plans and policies. The basoc policies embrace the

followonc f o u r points:

(I) Support of United Nations activities , international

harmo n’?, and the realization of world peace.

(2) Stabiloty of national life , crornotion of catroctism ,

establishm ent of foundations for national security .

( 3 )  Or a du a l  b u i l d — o p  of e f f e c t i v e  d e f e n s e  n ew er  w i t h i n

the l o m o t  of need of s e l f — d e fe n s e  a c c o r d i n g  to the n o t o o n a l

s t ren ct h  and c o n do t i on s .

(4) Preparedness to deal with aggression from cutsode ,

on the basis of mutual security accords ‘.~ith the ~ni ted Etates

until the time when the UN would become ready to stop
68

aggression .

In c o n ju r , c t i o r .  w i t h  the  s t a t e m e n t  of basoc  p o l i c i e s , the

~;aticnal Defense Council , in June 1957 , outlined the goals of the

68
“P~ference Materials:I3asic Policies for ~Iational Def ense,”

unpublished material provided by Lt. Col. Serda, May 1976.
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defense forct.~ bLilduO whoch :cvered the years 1958 through

l9hO . These goals , whoch later became known as the “F i r s t

Defense Suililup Procram,” included six t-eci~ nal d iv is ions ,

four mi <ed bro~ ades and 180, 000 men for the dround Self Defense

Forces .  The Maritome Self Defense Force goal was l24 ,~~00 tons

of vessels and 200 aircianes , and the A i r  Self De f e n s e  Force

was to have 33 air units and about 1300 airplanes. hecause of

longer constructoen time peroods , the Air and Maritime levels
69

were e x t e n d e d  to t h e  end of F Y 6 2 .

This first crogram was part of the overall stratecy to

onduc e the United States to revise the security treaty , and was

a modest becinnong to buildup Japan ’s Self Defense Forces.

Ground Forces were built up to replace departing US oround combat

t:ooo s whi ch we r e wi th d rawn u nder the j o in t  agreeme nt betwee n

Prime Min i s ter K oshi and Pres iden t Ei senhower of Ju ly  1957 .

Even before this agreement , US troop strenoth had declined

sign o f o c an tly after the Y~or ean W a r .  :n 1352 t he re  were 2 6 0 , 000

US : t o li tary  men s t a t i o n e d  in Japan . Dy the  end of 1956 , t hi s

number had decl~~neo to o n ly  117 , 0 0 0 .  Dur~ nq 1 357 an additional

30 ,000 were wftndrawn , and b” the ~nd of the First Defense Plan

in 1360 , there were o n l y  47 ,000 ~S troops stationed in Japan.

These fogures do no t incicue US troops stationed in ikonawa ,

w h i c h  d i d  not r e v e r t  to  J a p a n  u n t i l  1972 . By l~~76 , to t al U S

63
All firures ccncernina Defense Buildup Proorams crovided

by Pt. Col. Senda.
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troops in Japan and Okinawa ~~rercduced to 50 ,000 w i t h  two
70

thirds of them in ikinawa .

While US troops were deporting , the Self Defense Forces

crew in size. From the original 75 ,000 man National Police

Reserve of 1350 , the Self Defer.se Forces , by 1960 , had a total

au tho ri zed s i ze  of 2 3 0 ,935. Al though authorized troop strencths

have never been attained , by 1956 , there were actu a l l y 132 ,003

men in the 5FF. Thos increased to 2 11, 000  by the end of 1957

and 213 ,300 ho the ~ n d  of 1959. in 1960 , howeve r , possibly as

a r e s u l t  of the adverse  c o n d it i o n s  a c c omp a ny i ng  the  r e v i s i o n  of

the Securi ty Treaty, actual troop strength declined to 206 ,000.

Dy 1976 , t h e r e  were abou t  2 5 0 , 0 0 0  men  in the Self efense Forces.

The turmoil oi the  Security Ti-eat v  r e vo s~~on in 196 0  a l so  d e l a y e d

th e beginnong of tno Second :efense Plan until 1962.

In J u l y  1961 t he  N a t o o n a l  D e f e n s e  Counc i l  a n n o u n ced  t h e

Seco nd ef e nse For ce Bui ld up Pr o gr am . This plan differed from the

firs t one in the realization that Japanese forces had to a~~sumo

more of the functions formerl~ performed ho US forces. Actual

stren;th in terms of men and amounts of eouopment change~. on ly

slightly. idowe’fer , there was an increase in capability due to

more scchistocated eguopnent. Ground Forces authorized troop

streng th remained at 180 ,J 0 0~ how ever , 30 ,000 reserves  were a dd e d .

73
Mans field , Mike, “The End of t he  Postwar  Era , ” Sena t e
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The Mari t ime Forces increased tonnage to about 140,000 and

the Air Forces decreased to about 1,000 airplances. The Air

Forces began to receive F104 fighters to replace older F86

models, and Japan received four ground to air missile units

complete with a BADGE radar system.

While the First and Second Buildup Programs depended

heavily on US assistance on the basis of the Mutual Security

Act, in the Third Buildup Program it became imperative to

pur sue a direction of greater self—effort because of anti—US

feeling in Japan and criticism raised in the United States.

Under the Third Defense Buildup Program , approved by the Na-

tional Defense Council in November 1966 , several major programs

were begi’n. The stated goal was “ to buildup effective power

that is to most efficiently cope with localized wars or wars
71

below such level with conventional weapons.”

The Maritime Defense Force received about 48,000 tons of

new ships under the Third Program . This amounted to 56 vessels ,

including one equipped with “Tartar ” ship to ship missiles.

Other vessels were fourteen escort ships , includ ing two heli-

copter carriers and fi~ze submarines. The Maritime Forces

ilso received 60 fixed wing anti-submarine aircraft and 33

~nt i-~~ brnarine helicopters.

Air defense capability was augmented with two units each

~ Materials: Basic Policies for National Defense, ”
— ,  ‘‘.ay I

33



of Hawk and Nike—Hercules ground to air guided missiles.

Selection of the F4 as the new first line fighter aircraft and

beginning deployment also took place under the Third Program .

The Ground Defense Forces were expanded slightly with an

increase of 8,500 men . New equipment for the Ground Forces

included 83 large and medium helicopters , about 160 armored

vehicles, 10 transport planes , and replacement of about 280

tanks.

In October 1970 , Director General Nakasone of the Defense

Agency published Japan ’s first “White Paper on Defense ” .

He advocated buildup of ’an “independent force” or “autonomou s

defense capability ” for the Self Defense Forces. The use of

these terms in defining the purpose of the Self Defense  Forces

caused quite a stir both in Japan and abroad . The basic

positions contained in the White Paper were:

(1) All strategies were “exclusively for defense ” .

(2) Japan would take a position of “independent ” or

“autonomous ” defense , with the Japan-US Security Treaty in

a supplementary relationship.

(3) Japan would formulate a concept of a “non—n uclear ,

medium sized nation ” with corresponding defense responsibil-

ities.

These concepts in themselves were not radical departures from

former Japanese polic ies. However , one section which aroused

controversy was radical for Japan. Mr. Nakasone wrote that

he felt that:

84



“It is possible for Japan from a legal point of view
to possess small nuclear weapons if they are within the
framework of minimum necessity for self defense and if
they do not pose a threat of aggression to other countries .72

This passage was interpreted as indicating that the gate to

nuclear armament had been opened , thus rekindling fears that

Japan was embarked on the road to the revival of militarism .

It should be pointed out , however , that Japan shows little

indication of developing nuclear weapons. Although the country

has an extensive nuclear electricity generating program , there

has been no move to convert this to a nuclear weapons industry .

Japan has kept the nuclear option open and is capable of

producing nuclear warheads in a short period of time. It has

signed , but not ratified , the Nuclear Non—Proliferation Treaty,

and is currently building a fast breeder reactor capable of

producing plutonium which could be used in warheads. There is

r.o need for Japan to develop nuclear weapons as long as the

CS nuclear guarantee is reliable and desirable. It would be

nearly impossible for the government to overcome domestic

opposition to nuclear weapons unless a crisis should arise.

In the meantime , Japan ’ s capability to become a nuclear power

must be considered by other nations.

The Defense Agency, in April 1971 , released its own

draft plan for the Fourth Defense Buildup Program . This called

for total appropriations of about $18 billion or nearly double

72
Iwashima, Hi sao, “Japan ’s Defense Policy, ” Pacific

Communitj, Vol. 7, No. 4 , p. 20 , July 1976.
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the Third Program , and added further to the fears of military

expansion. Nakasone subsequently left the Defense Agency,

and by the time the National Defense Council announced the

official Fourth Defense Program in February 1972 , appropria-

tions had been cut to about $15 billion.

Under the Fourth Defense Buildup Program (FY72-FY76)

the Ground Self Defense Forces were to receive 280 tanks

(of which 160 are new models). In addition , 170 armored

vehicles (136 new models), 90 automatic mobile cannons , 90

self—propelled artillery , 159 tactical aircraft (154 heli-

copters), as well as augmentation of three units of Hawk

missiles were to be added .

The Maritime Self Defense Force was authorized 13 escort

ships , icluding two equipped with helicopters and one with

ship to ship missiles. In the total of 54 ships to be received

were five submarines and one supply ship . In addition 92

aircraft , including 87 anti—submarine type were ordered .

Air Self Defense Forces were to augment two units of Nike

ground to air missiles and make preparations to add another

unit. They also ordered 46 F4 fighters , 14 RF4 reconnaissance

planes , 59 T2 trainers , 68 FST2 support planes , and 24 Cl

transport aircraft.

The Fourth Program , with all its controversy, ended up

being little more than a modest continuation of the Third

Program . Soaring inflation during the period of the Fourth

Program caused some delays and cutbacks in the equipment
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author ized , and forced Japan to alter buildup goals somewhat .

An emphasis on quality rather than quantity developed as the

government sought ways to reduce expenditures with a minimum

effect on the capabilities of the Self Defense Forces.

According to figures provided by the Japanese Embassy,

the Ground Self Defense Forces will be authorized 180 ,000

men on active duty and 39,000 reservists by the end of the

Fourth Program . These will be divided into five armies con-

sisting of thirteen divisions and eight Hawk missile groups.

The Maritime Forces will total 168,000 tons of ships and about

290 aircraft , mostly anti—submarine type . The Air Forces

will have about 920 aircraft in sixteen squadrons, twenty-

eight radar sites and five groups of Nike missiles. Most of

the equipment in all three branches is fairly new and relatively

sophisticated . Although small in relation to what could be

supported by Japan ’s economy , it is unlikely that the com-

position or size will be altered in the foreseeable future.

Near the end of the Fourth Program , Japan began to alter

the concept and direction for future acquisition of equipment .

For the first time , Japan appeared to feel that merely con-

tinuing with a fifth , sixth , seventh buildup plan without

setting an absolute lim it on expansion was not desirable.

Prior to this , little thought was given to setting ultimate

goals of force levels and equipment. Director General Sakata

in a speech to the Foreign Correspondents Club of Japan in

March 1376 , outlined his plans for the post-Fourth Defense

87
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Buildup Program. His concept is to set limits on peacetime

standing defense capabilities and thereby prevent public

apprehension that the buildup might continue on an open—ended

basis. He also stated , however , that:

“My idea was also to make it clear on the other hand ,
that such a capability will be flexible enough to be ex-
panded , if tension mounts or a crisis is imminent , to the
counter—contin9ency capability within a relatively short
warning time.” ~

Sakata went on to say that he planned to streamline

various elements of the Self Defense Forces , and that priority

was on quality rather than quantity .

“In practice,” he said , “ higher priorities will go to
(a)manpower education and training
(b)patrol and warning functions , and
(c)intelligence and communications systems.

These will be strengthened even beyond the level of the stand-
ing defense capability if necessary , so that they could
always be ready to meet any contingency. ”’4

The motives for Sakata ’s concept for defense buildup in the

fu tu r e  ref lect  several conditions which have become evident

in the past few years. In his opinion , the concept reflects:

“(a) Our reponse to an economic , f i nanc ial restriction
imposed on defense in this transition period from high to
stable economic growth.

(b) Our strategic—political assessment that the climate
of detente will remain basically unchanged , although certain
risks might confront general international relations.

(c) Above all , most importantly our own political judgment

73
Sakata , Michita , untitled speech to Foreign Correspondents

Club of Japan, p. 4, March 1976.

74
Ibid., p. 5.
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or rather my own political judgment that now is the time
for establishing a guideline for the standing defense
capability in peace time, if we are to gradually build up
our defense capability for our self defense without unnec-
essarily threatening our neighbors or without demanding
excessively larger shares of national resources.”75

Throughout Japan ’s series of Defense Buildup Programs ,

a budgetary contraint of spending less than one percent of

GNP developed . Although the earlier budgets were approximately

two percent of GNP , by the 1960s the one percent barrier was

firmly established . The upper ceiling on spending for defense

developed as a psychological barrier which the government is

not likely to exceed unless there is a grave crisis. The

people of Japan , always wary of remilitarization , accept the

one percent figure as necessary, if not proper . However ,

any discussion of exceeding that l imit meets stiff resistance.

Even though Nakasone advocated establishing a parity between

defense and social programs in the budget , this has not been

attempted and probably will not be.

Sakata indicated in his speech to the Foreign Corres-

pondents Club that the trend to more equipment domestically

produced for the Self Defense Forces would be continued . A

domestic capability to manufacture items for the military

contributes to the ability to expand military forces if a

crisis should arise . He indicated that a greater emphasis

would be placed on research and development in order to reduce

Japan ’s dependence on advanced foreign technology for the

75
Ibid., p. 5.
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design and production of weapons systems. Sakata feels that :

As a fundamental principle, I would say that it is
desirable in any sovereign country with self defense
capabilities to have a production base for munitions.
And , in fact, most of the rifles, many of the ships, and
most of the tanks we have are produced in Japan with our
own technology.”76

The Japanese arms industry actually got its start during

the Korean War , and many people, including former Prime Minister

Yoshida credited the arms industry with beginning Japanese

economic recovery. Since that time the Japanese arms industry

has gradually expanded to produce about $1 billion worth of

equipment annually. (See Table 7 in the Appendix for a list of

the top ten Japanese arms producers). Much of the equipment ,

of course, is produced under license from US companies , as was

discussed previously. In recent years , however , Japan has

begun to design and produce domestically many of the items

it previously purchased . This is an important continuation

of the trend to more self reliance on the part of Japan .

The move from grant aid to purchasing and licensing is being

extended to domestic design and production. Although much

of the equipment is relatively unsophisticated the trend is

toward more sophisticated items. According to the Baltimore

Sun on 21 July 1975 , a Mitsubishi designed tank has features

more sophisticated than US models. The tank:

“carries 12 soldiers , can go 33 miles an hour and , unlike

76
Ibid., p. 7.
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American tanks , can be raised or lowered in any or all of
its four corners to conform with rough terrain . The
amphibious version allegedly could protect is passengers
from nuclear radiation and with minor modi fi cations ,
carry soldiers from Japan to the Asian continent .”77

In the past few years Japan ’ s aircraft industry also

began to design and produce new aircraft. The T—2 supersonic

trainer and its support fighter version , the FST—2 , are total ly

designed by Japan. Japan also designed and manufactures

the C—i transport and the MU-2 utility plane . These develop-

ments , especially the design and production of supersonic

aircraft indicate that Japan is placing increased emphasis

on research and development which will lead to more autonomy

in weapons procurement.

The figures shown in Table 7 of the Appendix , of course ,

include items made under license . However , it is significant

t ha t  of total  m i l i t a r y  procurement  of $ 1 . 5  billion in 1974 ,

$1.2 billion was manufactured domestically, and more than half

of all orders were filled by the top ten companies. This

confirms Sakata ’s statement that Japan will attempt to manu-

facture domestically as much of its military equipment as

possible. The establishment of a base of production will

provide an important capability to expand production in time

of crisis. According to one article , Japan ’s arms industry

couli expand to the point where it wculd be capable of producing

77
Seiden , Matthew 3., “Tokyo Arms Industr’;, ” Bal timore

Sun , Section 1, p. 1, 21 July 1975.
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$15 to $20 billion worth of equipment annually.78

It would be difficult for Japan to expand its arms industry

to such a high level without making basic changes in is arms

export policy. Prime Minister Miki, in a report to the upper

house of the Diet on January 28, 1976 , reiterated Japan ’s

position on the export of arms. He stated that the government

had no intention of changing its three principles regarding

the ban on overseas arms sales. The ban applies to communist

countries , countries under UN sanctions , and nations involved
79

or believed to be involved in international conflicts.

Fumihiko Kono , advisor to Mitsubishi Heavy Industries ,

stated recently that Japan must consider exporting weapons to

pay for foreign oil. Mr. Kono said :

“ Arms exports will enable Japan to obtain oil. Oil
producing nations like Iran and Saudi Arabia want weapons
rather than industrial plants. Japan pays a huge amount
of foreign exchange to oil p~~ducing countries to buy thei~
oil , but there ’s very little they want to buy from Japan .” 0

Kono ’s conviction is not shared by members of the Diet , however.

On February 4, 1976, the House budget committee was thrown

into confusion over conflicting government replies to a question

over Japan ’s weapons exports. Mr. Masaki of the Komeito Party

insisted that a total of nearly 12 million Yen worth of

78
Yates , Robert , “Japanese Firms Fight Ban on Arms Exports ,”

Chicago Tribune, Section IV, p. 9, 9 February 1976
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~~. 1, 28 January 1976.
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ammunition had been exported to countries banned by govern-

ment policy in the past five years. These countries included

both. North and South Korea , China , South Africa , and North

Vietnam . The “ammunition ” turned out to be harpoons and

rivets, which are included in the category of guns , arnmuni—
81

tion and their equivalents. The story shows that Japan has

a long way to go before Mr. Kono ’s prediction that “arms

exports are needed unavoidably to get oil ,” will be recog-

nized by the government of Japan .

According to one Department of Defense source , however ,

Japan has approached the United States unofficially concerning

the manufacture of older models of US equipment for export.

Such items as spare parts for models of missile systems and

airplanes no longer used by US forces would probably be con-

sidered . Many times these items are not economical for US

manufacturers because changes in new models have eliminated

certain parts. Even though US forces only receive the newer

models , many other countries who have only the older ones

still need replacement parts. This might be an area where

Japan could gain some foreign exchange with oil countries;

however , the government ban on exports would still have to

be changed .

The growth of the defense industry and the results of the

81
“ )iet in Conflict Over Arms Exports to PRC ,’ Tokyo
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four Defense Buildup Programs still leaves some question as

to the actual capability of the Self Defense Forces. The

increase in size and capability of the SDF leads to the conclu-

sion that it has assumed the former US responsibility for

Japan ’s external defense. Accord ing to a National Defense

Council staff report prepared in 1966 , Japan during the l970s

would face three potential threats: nuclear attack , convention-

al attack, and large scale internal disorders which could
82

develop into a war of national liberation.

For countering the nuclear threat , Japan Intends to rely

entirely on the US deterrent. Against conventional attack ,

the policy is to cooperate with the United States within the

terms of the Mutual Security Treaty. Although Japan is cap-

able of preventing infiltration and repelling probinc attacks ,

it could not cope with a large scale invasion . Although

official ammunition reserves are calculated on a basis of
83

two months , they would probably be used up in a week or less.

In e f f e c t , then , the Japanese still rely on US forces to deter

a large scale conventional attack. If support from the US

was lacking , the last line of defense against the invader

would be a protracted guerrilla war .

82
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Japan ’s forces are capable of handling internal security ,

preventing infiltration , and repelling probing attacks. Despite

the growth of the SDF since 1954, it still must rely primarily

on the US for external defense. The Self Defense Forces

insure that a potential attack on Japan will be of a large

enough magnitude that Japan can invoke the Security Treaty .

Beyond this, the mission of the Self Defense Forces is essen-
84

t i a l l y  the sam e as it was in 1954.

84
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VII. STRAINS IN T}~~ ALLIANCE

Strains of varying degrees and types have occurred in

the US—Japanese alliance since the beginning of the arrange-

ment. As discussed earlier , one result of these differences

was the revision of the Security Treaty in 1960. Although

intended to make the treaty more equal in its treatment of

Japan , while preserving security goals of both nat ions , the

revised treaty did not totally eliminate differences of opinion

between the two parties. Strains and misunderstandings occurred

as a result of changes in the world situation , redefinition of

US commitments , and growth of Japan ’s power and self image.

Despite attempts to alleviate them , many differences remain

which affect the security agreement.

Economic strains developed as Japan ’s econcmy recovered

from the devastation of World War 1. By the late 1960s Japan

had emerged not only as the largest overseas trading partner

of the United States , but also as its largest competitcr. As

Japan ’s search for overseas markets intensified , it was inevitable

that competition become more intense. Charges of Ja~ anese

unfair business practices became widespread amo nc US f irms ~‘h cse

profits were declining under increased ccncetition. The so—

called “Kennedy round ” and the General Agreement on Trade and

Tariffs (GATT) eased problems somewhat , but recent charges by

US manufac~ urers that Japan is still “dumping ” , or charging less

for the same product in the US t h a n  i t  sells for in Japan ,

indicate that the problem still exists.
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In terms of effects on the 3ecurity relationship, the

high cost of m r~taininc~ US troops and bases in Japan had a

severe effect on the balance of payments between the two

countries. In l’~69 , the Pentagon estimated that the cost of

maintaining ot erseas commitments for that year was $43 billion ,

or s1i~ htly more than half the FY70 defense budget of S80

Lollion. Congressional estimates set the figure at S50 billion ,
85

not includ~ na $2.6 billion requested for military aid . Chart

8 of t:oe Aupendix shows the effects of defense—related balance

of payments with Japan which the United States felt had grown

to an intolerable level. Although the balance of payments

deficit for military—related items was partially resolved by

actions taken by President ~Lxon, this was not accomplished

wothout ocnsiderable ~ll feelings on the part of the Japanese.

Japan , of course , must look to its own economic health

in its trade ~oiicy . The rap:~~1y increasing price of oil

c~~ally was f e l t  ~v J a t a r .. ur~ n.~ the Arab—Israe li War of

1973 , ;apa:~. f e l t  i t  neces sa ry  to  ~~ r sue  an ondependent course

on. r e l a t o~~ns ~ i th  th e  Le 11:~~er e n t s. W’~’.~~le th e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s

supn c r t ed  Israel  and ex~ ected i t s  a ’. l ie s  to do l ikewise , Ja~ an

secured i ts  s u p p l y  of oi l  by c on d emnin ~ :srael and express inc

symp a t h y  w i t h  the Ar a b  side .  This was an impor tan t  docress ion

for  Japanese f o r e i g n  policy which  indica tes  tha t  Japan is

will~ nc to  make hard decisions contrary to US policy when

35
Congressional  Q u ar t e r l y  S t a f f , ~iobal  D e f e nse , p .  37 ,

US Government P r i n t i n g  O f f i c e , 1969 .
97



necessary. In the future , as competition for markets

and resources becomes more intense , strains involving economic

issues will probably increase in frecuency and intensity.

Political strains have also had effects on the US-

Japanese Alliance. The Japanese people at times have questioned

whether the Security Treaty value to Japan outweighs its dis-

advantages. Seine Japanese critics claim that the right of the

United Etates to use bases to support military action in other

areas of the Far East is dangerous to Japanese security. Many

Jdp~ r.ese deny any threat to Japan from e i ther  the Soviet U n i o n

or China , and fea r t h a t  US ac t ions  could result in war fo r

Jap an . A t h c u g h  the Japanese government  has the r igh t  to veto

the use of US forces in Japan in o ther  areas , critics complain

that the r i g h t  of prior consultation was never invoked by Japan

during the Vietnam War . This is g iven  as proof that the Japanese

oove rnment  has been too oompliant in bowing to American desires.

U S Forces in Japan , althcu:h generally or. coed t e rms  w i t h

the  Japa nese p u b l i c , have n ot a l w ay s  been on best b e h a v i o r .  Even

a f e w inc iden t s  of v io lence  make a s t rong imnres s ion  on th~

Jap anese . The bases , f u r t h e r m o r e , are a r eminde r  of the  U S

Occupation of Japan . Even thoug h the r e l a t i onsh ip  between the

two countries has altered considerably since the Occupation , the

growing sense of pride and self confidence of the Japanese people

make it difficult to accept US bases and the ever increasingly

valuable land they are located upon.

Changes in East Asia tensior. levels led to perhaps the
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greatest strain on the alliance. There is a general lack

of concern in Japan for threats  to secur i ty  because t he re

has been little tension in the area which has affected Japan

ciirect v .  While  c r i t i c s  contended tha t  US act ions  m i gh t

drag Japan into war du r ing  the Vietnam era , the new argument

is tha t  the Mutua l  S e c u r i t y  Trea ty  is unnecessa ry  because of

recent events. These critics claim that because of detente ,

better relations between the US and Chi n a , an d Japan and China ,

ccmbined ~oth better ~orth ar.d South Korean relations , and the

S~no—Soviet split , there is no need to worry about security in

Japan. As one ~OD official put it “Perhaps we have done too

ocod a job in providing security for Japan. ” it seems possible

that the lack of public concern for security in Japan resulted

because the Mutual Security T r e a ty  has been so effective .

A l t h o u g h  the c r i t i c s  claim t h a t  the t r e a t y  l i m i t s  Japan ’ s

pu r su i t  of independent  f o r e i g n  p o l i cy ,  especia l ly  w i t h  respect

to communist countries , Foreign Minister Ohira in 1972 claimed

that the treaty actually caused better Sino-Japanese relations.

China , ht.~ stated , wants the Security T r e a t y  to c o u n t e r  the

toreat of Soviet hegemony in Fast Asia. This was confirmed by

Chou En—lai ’ s ~up~ort of a larger Japanese defense effort in
86

doscussions with Prime Minister Tanaka in 1972. Nonetheless ,

86
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it is difficult for the Japanese government to justify to

its people the need for a high state of readiness in the

absence of threat.

Within Japan , opposition parties and the general public

have kept pressure on the ruling Liberal Democrat Party to

limit or eliminate defense spending . Criticism has centered

or. Article IX of the Constitution which forbids Japan to main-

tain armed forces or war poten~-ial. Judge Fukushima of the

Sappcro High Court declared on September 7, 1973 , that the

Self Pefense Forces were indeed unconstitutional. He claimed

that ‘merely because they are needed for the defense of the

country cannot orovide the grounds for denying that they are
87

war potential or armed forces. ”

~Dn October 20 , 1973 , the Yomiuri Newspaper conducted a

po1i which showed t h a t  34% of the respondents supported the

Fukushim a decision , while 3l.8~ did not (34.2% answered don ’t

know or no response) . However , 45.7% felt that the SDF shou ld

be retaoned until the Supreme Court reviewed the dec i s ion , and

4 l . 7~ f e l t  the  Suprem e Court  would ove r tu rn  the  decis ion.  In

the  event  the  ~ecision should stand , only  1 9 . 6 %  f e l t  the

c o n s t i tu t ion  should be revised and the SDF made a c l e a r- c u t

armed force . The r e su l t s  of this  poll show t h a t  the Japanese

public holds a rather ambival en t attitude toward the SDF .

A l t h o u g h  f a i r l y  evenly  sp l i t  on whether  or not the SDF is

87
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co n s t i t u t i o n a l, appa r e n t l y  on ly  about 2 0 %  of the respondents
88

felt that Japan should have “ c l e a r- c u t  armed f o r c e s . ”

The lack of pub l i c  u n de r s t a n d i n g  and support  of the need

for  the SDF is one of the  basic problems which the government

of Japan is att~~~ti~g to address. Directors General Nakasor.e

and Saicata both recognized the need to educate  the popula t ion

on the n.~ cessity and desi r a b i l i t y  of the  Self ~efer . se  Forc es.

In a r epor t  prepared  by the Commit tee  to Cons ide r  N a t i o n a l

~efense in 1975 , the mesobers stated :

.pub l i c  ambiguity on the need fo r  a s trong
n a t i o n a l  d e f e n s e  is coupled w i t h  the f ac t  t h a t  on p rac t ica l
defense issues , p u b l i c  op in ion  is d iv ided  in a thousand
different directions. . . It is v i t a l  t ha t  the gov ernmen t
s w i f t ly un i f y  i ts  views on de fense  issues , and the n place
those issues before  the publ ic  to seek n a t i o n a l  u n d e r s t a n d i ng
and cooceration. ” Furthermore , “ .. . n a t io na l  d e f e n s e  e f f o r t s
are meaningless  wi thout  public  approval , and the  Japa nese
people show l i t t l e  or no concern.  about d e f e n s e  issues. ” 8 9

Opp os i t ion  par t ies  have also been i n s t r um e n t a l  in

establishir.g the one percent of GN P l i m i t  or defense spending .

Tfficiall y, the platform s of opposition parties call for the

comple te  d i s s o lut i o n  of the M u t u a l  S e c u r i t y  T r e a t y ,  f o l lowed

~y some form of neutralism and disbanding of the STF. A though

the cp:~c s i t ion  h as no voice in the writing of the government

:~u oeet , they do have the  power to pa ra lyze  the Diet  and preven t

pasoage indefinitel y. r~ecent stalling of the budget helped to

88
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f o r c e  the  r e s igna t ion  of Prime Minister Miki , and was a great

embarassment to the ruling LDP. However , as long as the budget

has been held to less t h a n  one percent of GNP , opposition parties

have acquiessed . Defense Agency officials have attempted to

persuade the Finance Ministry to increase defense budget requests

to around two percent of GNP on several occasions. However ,

fears  t h a t  this would cause an eruption in the Diet (as well as
90

~ ocng f a c t i o n s  of the LDP)  brought a prompt veto. The LDP

has recently suffered election losses and the resulting gains

by op~ csiticn parties could affect future defense spending.

The one percent restriction has brought outcries from some

members of the CS Congress. Faced with the hich cost of the

Vietnam War , high  inflation rates , and unfavorable balances ~f

trade with Japan , and disillusion with US military involvement

in Asia , some government leaders feel that Japan is getting a

“free ride ” when it comes to paying for security. This attitude

could become even more prevalent should economic difficulties

between tOe United States and Japan  become more proncunced .

Lack of concern for defense issues has made it difficult

for the United States to accept Japan as a full partner in the

alliance. Although there have been attempts , mainly by the

Japanese , to rectify this through regular meetings at the

ministerial level , results have been limited . Lack of concern

for the importance of Japan ~-he alliance was the response of

90
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many US leaders; this is in t u r n  created i l l  f e e l i n g s  among

Japanese  at be ing t rea ted  as a “ Junior  pa r tne r ” . The r e su l t ing

s t ress  reached its z e n i t h  w i t h  the N ix o n  trip to China . Known

as the “ Nixon shock” to the Japanese , because of the lack of

c o n su lt at : o n  wi th  Japan pr ior  to the trip , it seemed a deliberate

a t t empt  to demons t ra te  US lack of concern f o r  the a l l i a n c e .  As

Pr e s i d e nt  Ni::on said in his S ta te  of t he  World Message of l~~72:

‘Until this year , the Japanese still tended to cons ider
that their dependence upon us limited independent political
initiatives of cur  own , whi le  the i r  pol i t ica l  problems
ccrnmended some independence of i n i t i at i v e  on t he i r  p a r t . . .
we r e cogn i ze  tha t  our  ac t ions  have acce lera ted  the Japanese
t r end  t oward more autor.omous p o l i c i e s. . .  (t h i s  is)  de s i r ab l e
because it is a necessary step in the transformation of
our relationship to the more mature and reciprocal partner-
ship required in the l970s. ”91

Pres iden t  Nixon seemed to be r e mi n d i n g  Japan  t h a t  US fo r el en

policy was made in W a s hm r . g t o r ., no t Tokyo , and it was time for

Japan to grow up and stand on its own feet. To a Japanese

population that feels it is already suffering under the terms

of the alliance , this indeed ~as a shock.

Aithouch it seems short—sight ed of some Japanese to claim

that the Mutual Security Treaty is no longer necessary because

of reduced tensions , there is no doubt that for the present

there is no overt th rea t  tc Japan ’ s security . The Nixon

Doctrine , however , and later statements by President Ford

make it clear that Japan must maintain forces adequate for its

91
N ixon , Richa rd M . ,  “ US Fo rei . cn Polico ’ fo r the 1970s ”

The ~nerging Structure of Peace ,” p. 42 , US Government Printing
Office , 5 February 1972 .

103



own d e f en s e  if it expects to m a i n t a i n  the  Mu t u a l  Secur i ty

Tr e a t y .  The re t renchment  of US fo rces  f o l l o wi n g  the Vietnam

War , created some fea rs in Japan conce rn ing  the c r e d i b i l i t y

of the CS commi tm en t  to Japan ’ s secur i ty .  A l t h o ugh  most

Japanese consider the US pu l lout  f rom Vietnam a wise move ,

there is still some doubt about US future intentions. Fears

have subsided in.. the past two years; however , m any  Japanese

feared an outbreak of hostilities in Korea in the aft e r m a t h

of the fall of South Vietnam . US reaction to such an outbreak

was uncertain in Japan. Fear of being dragged into war in Korea

competed with fear that the US would not support South Korea .

Tension over Korea subsided with no resolution of how the

allies would have coordinated if hostilities had b roken ou t .

After the furor of the so-called “Three Arrows Plan.” of the

l960s , both governments were relieved that Korea remained

quiet.

Credibility of the US nuclear guarantee has also been

‘j uesoioned in Japan. Some Japanese feel that the CS would

act be willing to risk nuclear war in defense of Japan. Director

General Sakata stated that this fear os groundless if one

understands deterrence. The lack of such understanding on the

part of the Japanese public , he feels , i~ the reason for

questioning the US nuclear umbrella. Although he may be

correct , as lcng as the population does not understand , US

credibility will be questioned . This is an area on which

Sakata has pledged to educate the public in hopes of relieving

strains.
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The Japanese public ’s “nuclear allergy ” has also caused

st r a i n s  on the a i li a n c e .  The Japanese government has proclaimed

its policy on nuclear weapons to be no manufacture , no use , and

no introduction into Japan. Prior to the reversion of Okinawa

it is likely that the United States stored nuclear weapons there.

When the P.yukyu Islands became a prefecture of Japan once again

in 1972 , they also were placed under the Japanese nuclear p o l i c y .

There have been widespread accusations by the occositior. arties ,

however , that the US continues to maintain nuclear weapons on

Okinawa . Recent testimony by Admiral Le Roche (USU retired ) also

caused a furor in the Diet. The Admiral alleged that US aircraft

carriers did not unload nuclear weapons prior to calling at

Jacanese ports . Although not a direct admission of introducing

nuclear weapons to Japan , it was interpreted as such by

opposition parties. The Japanese population was shocked to learn

of the Admiral’ s testimony, and this only added to feelings that

the United States does not respect Japan as an equal partner .

~ecur:ing themes in the strains between the two allies

center arconi the change in the relatocnship over the years with—

~ut a :orrespcr.d~ ng change in responsibilities and status.

Japan is no Longer  a d e f e a t e d , occupied c o u n t r y  w i th  a small

economic base. :t has grown to the third laroest GNP in the

world. The confidence which accompanies this status causes

Japan to be sensitive and resentful when. slighted . The United

St ates  seems to be lagging  beh in d  these changes  in i t s  a t t i t u d e

toward Japan , and continues to treat it as somehow inferior to
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the US. on the other hand , Japan has held on to i~ s dependent

status even whi le  demanding  more  f reedom in its f o r e i g n  pol icy .

The refusal to provide more than one percent of GNP for defense ,

and to tuke on more responsibility for its security are coupled

with terms such as “autonomous defense ” and cries for more

independence. Although none of the misunderstandings or strains

are threatening to bring the dissolution of the treaty, there

dces n Ot  seem to be a mechanism for promoting better understandin g

and easong the strains.
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VIII. UCNCLUS ION

There are many y a r d s t ick s  f o r  m e a s u r i n g  the  success of an

a ll ia n c e .  One m e a s u r e  of success is the extent to which

~nd~ viiual policies are achieved . The strength of i n t er es ts

.nderly ~ n~ an.. alliance compared with other interests of a nation

must also be considered . Members of an alliance must agree not

only on enoral ob2ectives, but also on common policies and

~copT~ementation of them . The value of an alliance recuires an

examination of specific policies and measures taken by the

cor .tractin~; n.artoes in implementing the alliance.

There are tnree main reasons nations form alliances:

security , int~ rna . stab ilisv , and status. Nations are concerned

only indirecc .y and c o nd : t : on a l lv  with international stability .

Their concern centers on the degree to which their own securaty

and status is affected , and their involvement is conditioned

~
y satisfaction. with their role ir. uphcliing international

92
security. Thus , the value of an a l l i ance  may be measu red  by

ccmcar:ng assets and l i ab i l i tr e s  of available com bin at i on s  of

alliances. S~ n.ce each member  of an a ll ia n c e  must  c~ive up scrn.e

measure of flex :bil~ tv :ts f o r e i g n  po l i cy ,  the  a l l i ance

must be cunconuous~~ re—evaluated in terms of how well it

:om~ares w it a  other options. The a l l i a n c e  wi l l  e n d u r e  on ly i f

it contin~ es to be the most advanta~ eous option open to its

92
Lisk a , deorge , Nations in Alliance , p. 30 , Johns

Hopkins Press , 1962.

107

I



m e m b er s .

The al loa n c e  be tween  the U n i t e d  S t a t e s  and Japan was

formed on the common interests , or at least compatible

interests of he two nations. Jasan , weak and snable to

p r o v id e  i t s  d e f e n s e , needed the a l l i a n c e  to o n s u re  s e c u r i t y

w h o l e  r eb u i l d i n g  i t s  economy an~ gov~~~n m e n t .  The close

r e l a t i on s h i p  w i th  the  U n . L t e d  S t a te s  wh i c h  deve loped  d u r i n g

the Allied Occupation made the ‘S the only Locical choice for

an a l ly .  Even t s  of the late l940s and  early T~~Cs convinced

the Jauanese gcvernment t h a t  the ~ i n m u ni s t  powers c on s ti t u t e d

a threat to its secur:ty which only t h e  U n i t e d  S ta te s  c o u ld

countyr. :not:aliy conceived as a temporary arrancement unt ol

sum tome as the United Natoons co u ld ~ua ran:ee :eace , the

Ja~ anese felt that the alliance was as ~ocd a barcain as any

av.aiT~.aa1e. They were willing to give uc some autonomy in return

for security ty allowing US forces to be stationed in Japan.

and c o n ce d in g  th~ necessity to form a small military force.

The alliance nrovi.deci for additional ~n t e r n a  secoritv

for Ja:.ar. by a l l o w i n g  US :orces to be used to cucli :ostsrh-

ances in c on j u n c t i o n  with Japan ’s forces. Althou gh this clause

was never invoked , it ;ave the covernmen t of J.a:an assurance

of Amer o can h e lo  if it were needed to ~rerervo order wi thon

the country. Japan also .;ained status ~ith other countries

in Asia by allying with the United States. It is unlikely that

the ~rowth Of Ja:. ar. ‘s economy and stature would have been as

~~~~~~ and rapod witho ut the aLliance w:th the United States.
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The United States , as the leader of the “free world ,”

and v e ry  c o n c e r n ed  with the threat to peace of the communist

m ovement , also des i red  the a l l i a n c e .  Although secondarily

conce rned  w o t h  p r e v e n t i n g  the r e su rgence  of m i l i t a r i s m  in

Jap an , events  on the  Asian main land  pr ov id ed the  m a i n  t h r e a t

to CS s ecu r i t y  goals  in Asia. Soviet Communism , combined with

communist victory in China  and  the invas ion  of S o u t h  Korea ,

coa v o nc ed thc  U n i t e d  States  t h a t  a l l ia nc e  w i t h  Japan  was

desorab .e.

The Security Treaty provided the United States with bases

in Jap an  wh ich  were  heloful in fulfilling US security goals.

The decosoor .  to pursue  a n o n — cu n i t i v e  peace t r ea ty  and a s e c u roty

.acreement woth Japan was slow in coming to the United States.

However , the ~oals were reached with US security interests in

mand and should be ~ustified on that basis. The physica .

security of Japan was secondary to the CS goal of preventing

hosto e hegemony on Asia. To project US power into the region

of East Asia , it was •desirab e to have secure base areas in

Japan for the staoion ~ ne of US troops. The ability to use those

troops in other parts of East Asia was an i m p o r t a n t  goal of the

ynoted States. This was confirmed by the Nixon—Sato Communicue

and more r e c en t l y  by the Ford-Miki meeting . Although the use

of troops is sub;ect to prior consultation with the Japanese

~overnaent ~nder the terms of the present truaty, overall Asian

s t a b i l i t y  os an impor tan t  p a r t  of US f o r e o gn  policy .

Initially the United States was willinc to provide a large
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amount of Grant Aid to Japan with which to increase the

c a p a b o l i - v of i~~s fo rces .  Japan , in order to qualify for this

aid , reor~ anom ed the structure and role of its military forces.

Aitnough staying within the provisions of Articles IX and

XVII of the Tcnst~ tution , the capabilities of the Self Defense

Forces were increased considerably.

As Japan ’s econom recovered , Grant Aid was no longer

apprccriate. The US chafed at Japan ’s low level of defense

expenditures , and Japan wanted more independence in making

foreign policy. The conflict was resolved partially by Kishi’ s

efforts to revise the Security Treaty . The revision , however ,

was made with the realization that Japan would have to cay for

increased autonomy with a greater share of resnonsiboloty. The

revision was made in. . a era of reduced tension in. East Asia , and

many of the c lauses  of the  o r ic i na l  t r e a ty  were changed to the

sat~ sfacticn of the Japanese government.

A l t h o u g h  the  a l l i a n c e  rem aone d  i n t a c t , J a p a n .  b ecan  tc pa~

cash  f o r  egui proent i t  had p r e v i o u s l y  r e c ei v e d  as G r a n t  A l i .  As

ots economy recovered fully durin g the l2 ~~ 2s , more and more of

thos e’cuiPment was manufactured in Japan. A series of Defense

Duildup Programs n . ro v ided  the  basis  fo r  a ca ut i ou s  e x p a n s i o n  of

defense capability . Always remaining within one percent of GNP ,

the Self  U e f en s e  Forces were suppl ied  w i t h  modern equ ipmen t  and

Japanese in d u s t r y  acqu i red  the a b i l i t y  to m a n u f a c t u r e  i t

d o m e s t i c a l ly .  L i c e n sin g  fees  and sales  of equ ipment  to Japan

p rov ided  f or e i ’r n  exchange to h e l p  o f f s e t  the h igh  cost of
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m a : n o a i no n ~ U S t roops  in J a p a n .

The s ecu r i t y  ar rangement  has not been f re e  of s t ra ins .

As Japan ’s economic strength grew , it became the largest

ccmp e t ot o r  as wel l  as largest  overseas t r ad ing  par tner  of the

United States. The intense compet i t ion  f o r  world m a rk e t s

continues to be a sensitive area for both countries. As

balance of paym en t de f i c i ts becam e larger , President Nixon

t oc :~. a c to o n  to f o r c e  changes  in c u r re n c y  exchange  r a t e s .

Alihcuch. t hi s  has eased problem s somewhat f o r  t he  Un i t ed

States , Japan has still not fully recovered from the stinc

of the Nixon “sh ock ” .

O t h e r  s t r a i n s  on the  U S — J a p a n  a l l i a n c e  have  been cau sed

by d i f f e r e n t  o u t l o o k s  on d e f en s e .  The people of  J a p a n . ,

gen er aliy ,  Jo not perceive much threat to their security. :n.

t :oeir opin ion , the Mu t u a l  Sec . ir i t ’  T rea ty  has given more

b e n e f i t  to the  U n i t e d  S ta te s  t h a n  to  J a p a n .  US ba ses  and  the

presence of foreign troops are a reminder of the Occupatoon of

J a p a n  f o l l o w i n g  World ~ ar I I .  T h i s , many Japanese feel , does

no t  r e f l e c t  a c cur a t e l y  the  p re sen t  day  s t a t u s  of t h e i r  c o un t r y .

The sma l l  d e f e n s e  bud get  and ques t i onab l e  c o n s tot u t i o n al i ty

of the  Seli Defense  Forces have led to s tr a in s  a lso . Many US

leaders do not feel Japan is supporting its own secu~~Lty needs

s a t i s f a c t o r i l y .  Claims t h a t  Japan  is ‘ce t t i n g  a f r e e  r ide ”

in de fen se  while  u s in o  de fense  savings to increase economic
fl

c o m n et i t i o n  are common. The Japanese  government , f e e l i n g  t ha t

93
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the publ ic  and oppos i t ion  p a r t i e s  wi l l  p ro tes t  grea ter  d e f e n s e

expendi tures, has not a l lowed de fense  costs to exceed one

percent of ONP . Larger percentage  budget  reques ts  f r o m  the

Defense Agency have consistently been denied .

D e s p i t e  the s t r a i n s  and r e s t r i c t io n  of bud get , the  a l l i a n c e

has satisfactorily met the security goals it was desioned to

meet. There are several areas which mioht be improved , howeve r .

The f i r s t , and probably  most i m p o r t a n t  is the  need f o r  be t t e r

c o o r d i n a t i on and communica t ion  between the two co u n t r i e s .  The

Un i t ed  States government m u s t  realize the uniqueness of the status

of the  J~ panese Self D e fense  Forces .  It is highl unlihc .y that

Japan w i l l  revise either Article IX or A rr o c l e  XVIII of i t s

C o n s t a t u t O on .  War m a k i n g  c a p a bi l i ty  and i n vo l u n t a r y  se rvice  in

the military will therefore remain unconstitutional. t is

also unlikely that Japan will increase defense expenditure

beyond the unofficial limit of one percent of GNP . Furthermore ,

in the absence of dare threat to security , it is unlikely that

a la r se  de fense  fo rce  would gain  the  support  of the  .~e n e ra l

pu bl ic .  L ike  a m a t ne m at i c a l  equa t ion , t he s e  are the  c o n s t r a i n t s,

or “giver.s” , that must be worked with to solve the problem .

On the other hand , the Japanese government must realize

that the United States probably wili not continue indefanately

to pay the large costs of m a i n t a i n i n g  troops in Japan .  As

Japan ’s economy grows further , it will probably be seen as more

threateninc by the United States. Faced with ever rising

defense costs , it will be tempting for the United States
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to seek ureatur compensation from Japan.

E f f o r t s  by the Japanese D e f e n s e  Agency to promote grea ter

d w a r e n . . sS of the  need f o r  d e f e n s e  and the v a l u e  of  the a l l i a n c e

to Sapan should also be increased . Althou gh both N a ka s o n e  and

S ak at a  s t a t e d  t h i s  as a ~oai of t h e i r  a d m on i s t r a t i o n s , e f f e c t s

seem l i m i t e d .  SDF members are s t i l l  ba r r ed  f rom m a n y

~n i ve rsi tie s  and t he i r  s t a tus  appea r s  to have de c lin e d  s ince
94

the .ate l~ 69s. Campaigns to promote the cal of “greater

defense consciousness ” are need ed to p c an t  ou t  t h e  v a l u e  of

the  a l l i a n c e  to Japan .  Th i s  w il l  not  be an easy  task  f o r  the

Japanese  government , bu t  i t  is an im p o r t a n t  one i f  the a l l i a n c e

is to  be m a i n t a i n e d .

A l t h o u g h  Japan has r enamed  and r e s t r u c t u red  i t s  d e fen s e

forces twice during the term of the alliance, further moves

to r e s t r u c t u r e  w o u l d  b e n e f i t  the  ac ire ement .  Faced w i t h

budge t  r e s t r i c t i o n s  and a shor tage  of manpower , a more

e xt e n s ive  r e s e rv i s t  program would seem b e n e f i c i a l .  At t he

present time there are on ly  4 0 , 090  men  a u t h o r iz e d  in the  Gr o u n d

Forces Reserve .  This is an e x t r e m e ly  sma l l  pool to draw upor.

in t i m e  of c r i s i s .  The U n i t e d  S ta tes , f a ced  also w i t h  bu dcet

re s t r i c t i o n , has been succes s fu l  in a l l o c a t i n g  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s

to N a t i o n a l  Guard  and Reserve units. This seems to be a wa~’

fto Japan  to g a i n  t hu  more  a u t o n o mou s  d e f e n s e  s t a t ed  as a

goal of the Defense AgencY wothout incurrinc onordinate expenses.

94
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The present rank structure of the SUF , which is heavy with

officers and senior enlisted personnel , would lend itself

well to such a reserve program . A reserve plan would , of

course , depend on the success of the government ’s efforts

to promote awareness of defense needs among the public.

If tensions in the East Asian region remain at the

relatively low level of the pas t  few yea r s , it  seems likely

that the United States can continue safely to reduce force

levels in Japan. If this is coupled with increased capability

of the SDF , security goals of the two countries can continue

to be met w h i l e  r educ ing  the i r r i t a n t  of f o r e i g n  troops in

Japan..

Whale  Japan  should inc rease  its capability against

conventional and unconventional attack , there seems to  be l i t t l e

3ustificatoon for develcping an independer .t nuclear capability.

Publ ic sent.ment in Japan against such a move , combined with

the hi gh costs of d e v e lopm e n t  m i t i g a t e  a g a i n s t  i t .  A l t h o u g h

the US nuclear guarantee h as been ouestaoned by some in Japan ,

its validity seems current t o d a y .  F u r th e r  e f f o r t s  by t h e

Defense Agency to explain concepts of deterrence m i gh t  aid in

maintaining confidence in the US nuclear guarantee.

The trend of the alliance over the past twenty—five years

has been good in many respects. Japan has gradually taken on

more r e s p o nu ib i c at y  f o r  d e f e n s e  d e sp i t e  r em a inon o  de f i c i e n c i e s .

The move f r o m  G r a n t  A i d  t o  5ales  to l i c ens ing, and finally to

domest ic  de s ign  is a b e n e f i c i al  t r end . It  demonstrates Japan ’s
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w i l l i n g n e s s  to assume more responsibility while at the same

time build inc up a defense industry capable of expansion in

time of crisis. A gradual reduction of reliance on the US

f c r  e q u i p m e n t  has b e f i t t e d  Japan ’ s c h a n g i n g  s t a t u s , but

ammunition stockpiles should be increased . Because of the

small size of the SDF , Japan will probably continue to import

some equ ipmen t  f rom the U n i t e d  S ta t e s  fo r  reasons of economy ;

however , it seems to be mutually beneficial for Japan to have

the capacity to manufacture many of its needed defense articles.

A s t r o n g  Japanese  defense industry he]oos promote the US goal

of preventing he~~emor .y by hostile powers in East Asia , while

enhancing Japan ’s goal of secure borders.

The general objectives of the alliance have been met with

~cod success. The costs to both parties :~~s been reasonable

and the terms of the 1960 Mutual Secur i ty  T r e a t y  seem f l e xob l e

enough to continue to meet the security goals of the two

pa rt~ e~~. As Japan increases independent foreign polocv initia—

tives , tne two countries should renew efforts to cooperate in

maintainin g security cb ;ectives. Japan and the United States

should continue to provide first rate equipment for the SDF ,

and increase cn~ abiloties to coordinate forces for the defense

of US and Japanese security goals in East Asia .
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APPEND I>:

A major problem of researching military transfers is the

lack of definitive sources. Such traditional publications

as the Military Balance and those of the Stockholm Interna-

tional Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) are lacking for various

reasons. One reason is the wide range of definitions of

mil i tary equ ipment. Borderline oases such as trucks , med ica l

supplies , and uniforms are treated differently by d i f f e r e n t

sources. In other cases , figures published by n o n — g o v e r n m e n t

or oani:ations such as the two above cannot even remotely be

reconciled with those published by government agencies. A

case in point is the SIPRI estimate of Japanese arm s exmorts.

Their ficures place the value at approximately $165 million

for the years 1950—1968. Japanese government figures for the

same per iod  set  t he  value at only $40 million.

Part of the disparity of sources can be a t t r i b u t e d  to

differences in accour.ting methods. For example , should a five

year old airplance given as grant aid be valued at its orig inal

cost, an amortized cost based on its age , or its replacement

cost? The method used results in grossly different figures

for its value. When these problems of definition and accounting

are multiplied over the twenty-five years of the US-Japan

alliance , the possibility of accurately reporting transfers

becomes remote.

Wide disparities are also evident between US and Japanese

official government sources. Japanese figures show over $200
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million of military aid received from the US from FY51-53.

US figures for the same time period are zero. Similar accounting

differences are present among various US government agencies.

The methodology used throughout this paper to attempt

to cope with the above problems are as follows :

1. If only one source of material for the time period or

equipment was available , that source was used .

2 .  Priority was given to actual numbers of equipment over

the cost of the equipment.

3. For consistency , f igures prov ided by the US Department

of Defense were given priority over all other sources. Other

sources for  the same t ime pe r iods  which  c o n f l i c t ed  w i t h  DOD

figures are noted for compari.~on.

4. IF DOD fig ures for a period were not ava i l ab le, t h e y  were

taker-. from other US government agencies , if possible.

5. When no US government data were available , data from

Japanese government sources were used if available.

6. If no US or Japanese official government data were

ava~ 1able for the information desired , unofficial non-govern-

ment sources were used . Such publications included the

M i l i t a ry Balance and Stockholm I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Peace Reasearch

In s t i t u t e  pub l i ca t i ons .
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TABLE 1

MILITARY ASSISTANCE PROGP~ MS DELIVERIES
(VALUE IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS)

SELECTED ITEMS/ CATEGORIES NUMBER DELIVERED

Aircraft Fighter F—86 482
Aircraft Anti-sub S—2 60
Aircraft Cargo C—47 4
Aircraft Cargo C—45 33
Aircraft Cargo C—46 36
Aircraft Trainer T—6 233
Aircraft Trainer T-33 248
Helicopter SH—3 1
Helicopter CH—2l 10
A i r c r a f t  Observat ion 0-1 119
Aircraft Patrol P—2 58
Aircraf t Utility HU-l6 6
Aircraft Utility U—l9 39
Aircraf t Utility U—:’ 62
Aircraft Miscellaneous 74

Total Aircraft 1465
Tota l  Value  $399 , 7 0 0 .

Destroyers 6
Submarines 1
Destroyer Escorts 2
Landing Ships 30
Landing Craft 79
Minesweepers 13
Patrol Frigates 18
Barges , Fuel oil I
Harbor Tugs -

Rescue Boats 12
Miscellaneous craft 1

Total Ships 170
Total Value $54 ,486.

Artillery Anti—Aircraft 12
Artillery 105mm Howitzers 145
Artillery 155mm Howitzers 93
Tan)cs 226
Tank Recovery Vehicles 15
Misc Combat Vehicles 295
75mm Guns 75
90mm Guns 28
155mm Guns 2

Total Vehicles and ~‘ieapcns Value $107 ,719.
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SELECTED ITEM S/ CATEGORIES NUMBER DELIVERED

Total Amm ur.ition Value $28 ,061.

Nike Missiles 196
Hawk Missiles 360
Tartar Missiles 40
Miscellaneous Missiles 20

Total Missiles 616
Total Value $28 ,370.

Total C cm mu n i c a t i o n s  Ecp t .  Va lue  $86 , 093 .

Total Other Equipment Value $12 ,431.

Total Const ictior. Value $8 ,245.

Total Rehabi itated Equip. Value $11 ,065.

Total Supply Operations Value $69 ,213.

To tal Training Value $44 ,591.

Total Other Services Value $4 ,892.

Implemer .tincj Agencies

Army $168 ,7 81.
Navy $2 63 ,810.
Air Force $422 ,275.

Total Country Program Value $854 ,866.
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TABLE 2
MILITARY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM DELIVERIES

(MILLIONS OF DOLLARS)

YEAR WORLD JAPAN TAIWAN S. KOREA PHILIPPINES

1950 55.8 —0— — 0— .1 1.5
1951 980.0 —0 - 9.5 10.8 6.8
1952 1,481.0 —0— 38.4 .8 11.2
1953 4 , 1 5 9 . 0  — 0 —  173.8  3 . 7  3 4 . 5
1954 3,296.0 .5 154.3 3.4 12.0
1955 2 , 3 9 6 . 0  3 9 . 4  2 9 7 . 1  2 0 . 2  15.8
l~~56 2 , 9 2 0 . 0  97 .9 345.2 201.5 33.2
L957 2 , 0 7 8 . 0  111.0 1 6 9 . 7  2 5 8 . 3  2 3 . 7
1958 2 , 3 2 5 . 0  1 3 0 . 9  1 4 9 . 6  331.1 21.1
1959 2 , 0 5 0 . 0  131.5 2 3 2 . 7  1 9 0 . 6  2 0 . 5
1960 1, 6 9 7 . 0  8 5 . 8  135 .9  187.1  19 .5
1961 1,344.0 66.9 84.4 192.1 23.6
1962 1, 4 2 7 . 0  74 .0 8 4 . 4  136 .9  2 0 . 5
1963 l ,a06.o 34.2 35.2 167.8 2 4 . 3
1964 1,116.0 28.0 108.2 140.1 16.4
1965 1, 10 0 . 0  2 0 . 0  1 0 0 . 2  148.1 10 .4
i ib b  ~~~~~~~~~~~ i.Z / b . i  i 5j . i  2 o . 0
1967 1,011.0 29.1 70.4 149.8 21.0
1968 790.0 3.6 115.0 197.4 29.1
1969 645.0 .3 55.3 210.0 18.8
1970 5 4 4 . 0  .5  3 7 . 9  2 1 6 . 3  15. 7
1971 559.0 — 0— 18.7 140.5 16.5
1972 5 5 5 . 0  — 0 —  19.7  1 6 4 . 3  16 . 3
1973 5 2 4 . 0  — 0 —  11.5 113.4 14 .2
1974 716.0 —0— 54.3 91.1 15.9
1975 766.0 —0— 8.1 137.5 14.9

TOTAL 37 ,413.0 854.9 2 ,636.1 ,556.5 483.4

(Australia and New Zealand receaved no MAP aid)
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TABLE 4
FOREIG N M ILITARY SALES DELIVERIES 1950—1975

(MILLIONS OF DOLLARS)
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CHART 3
GRANTS VS. SALES
TO JAPAN 1954-1 974

US $ MILLIONS
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TABLE 5
U.S. COMMERC IAL SALES DELIVERIES

(MILLIONS OF DOLLARS )

YEAR WORLD JAPAN AUSTRA- N.ZEA- S. KO- TAI- PHILIP-
LIA LAN D REA WAN PINES

FY6O—64 955.1 120.1 1.1 0.1 0.7 1.0 0.7
FY65 155.8 8.5 1.0 0.3 —0— 0.6 —0—
FY66 196.4 18.3 3.7 0.3 —0— 0.7 —0—
FY67 237.9 25.4 8.3 0.1 1.6 0.7 —0—
FY68 257.1 30.3 0.6 0.1 0.6 1.2 0.2
FY63 250.8 40.0 1.4 0.4 1.9 1.9 0.4
F Y 7 0  437 .6 6 2 . 5  1.9 — 0 —  1.1 2 .8 — 0 —
FY7 1 396.3 71.5 1.6 0.6 2.0 7.8 0.5
F Y 7 2  4 2 3 . 6  2 0 . 3  1 4 . 5  0 . 6  0 . 7  5 . 4  0 . 3
F Y 7 3  3 6 2 . 1  39 . 7 5 . 9  3 . 6  0 . 2  6 . 0  0 . 2
F Y 7 4  5 0 2 . 2  5 8 . 6  5 . 6  0 . 6  1.1 8 .1  2 . 0

FY~~0 — 7 4  4 1 7 3 . 4  4 9 5 . 4  4 4 . 8  3 .1  9 . 9  3 6 . 1  4 . 3



TABLE 6
TOTAL U.S. ARMS DELIVERIES 1950—1975

(MILLIONS OF DOLLARS)
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TABLE 7
JAPAN’S TOP TEN ARM S PRODUCERS 1974

RANK NAME $ M I L L I O N S  P E R C E N T  M A I N  I T~~1S

1 Mitsubishi 250.0 21.4 Aircraft , trucks ,
Heavy Ind ustry ships , weapons

2 Kawasaki 214.6 18.4 Aircraft , repair work ,
ships , weapons

3 Ishikawa Harima 118.0 10.1 Jet engine and ship
repair

4 Mitsubishi 39.6 3.4 Corrm~unica tions equi~-
Electric ment and radar

3 Nihor. Electric 27.3 2.3 Communications equip-
ment

6 Sum i tomc 21.3 1.8 Ships
Heavy I n d u s t ry

7 N ih c n  Seik ozyo  17 .7  1.5 Weapons

3 Shinmeiwa 17.7 1.5 Aircraft repair

9 Mitsui Zosen 17.3 1.5 Ships

10 Toshiba 17.0 1.5 Conununications and
Elec tr ic  radar equipmen t

TOTAL (TOP T E N )  7 4 0 . 5  63.3

TOTAL (ALL 1, 1 6 9 . 3  100
COMPANIES )
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CHART 8
DEFENSE TRANSACTIONS IN THE
US/JAPAN BALANCE OF PAYMENTS

US $-~ ILLI ONS

US DIRECT DEFENSE EXPENSES
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