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Thjs study examines the tapsot of the Uni t ed 3tates ground troop
wj tMrswal from the Republic of Zorea on Jap an’s national
seourit y~~’ Japan ’s vital interests, her Self— Defense Pores, and
the status of th. United States—Japan ~~s*Zt$7 treaty provide
* basi, for aaal.yr.tng her current national ssau2*~7 program.

The •ff.ot of th. withdrawal is wei~~ed against £serios’schanging rol. in Asia and Japan’ a p roeption of the threat in
Zast Asia . Based upon the Japanese asses ent of these
dsvelopaents~ six maj or options ~a7s.been ex~~ined as choices
for Japan as she responds to the changes in this r,~ ion.

In the final analysis; it ii anticipa ted that the United States
wi thdrawal of ground troops in the short—term will not be
sig~tfioaat • As long as the United States—Japan seourity
treaty is credible and oontinues to serve as the cornerstone
in this relatto shtp~ Japan’ $ national security stzuntur. will
r *tn relatively u*ohanged • In the ~~~g-tem~ however, it ii .
probable that Japan will take precautionary steps to obviate
the outbreak of host ilities. In the event of another armed
conf lict on the Zorean peninsula , the~~~~~ liksly option
for Japan will be a selective and conventional cour s. of
rearmament involving the continuation of her incremental
advances and tnproveaents in her current force structure .
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HOW WILL THE UNITED STA ’ES WITHDRAWAL FROM THE REPUBLIC OF KOREA AFFECT
JA PA N’S NAT IONAL SECURI’ Y ? , by Maj or Bownan N. Olds, US~ 118 pages.

U.~).
~

• ‘hi s study exai~~nes the Impac t of the tfr~4 ted Stetes~ground troop
w’thclrawal ‘ron the Republ ic of Korea on Japan ’s nat ional security.
Japan ’s vi tal interests , her Self-Defense Force, and the status of the
t’nited States-Japan security treaty provide a basis for anal yzing her
Current national security program.

The ø”ect i’ the withdrawa l ‘S weighed against i~nerica ’s ~hanQ
‘n As~a anl ~eDan s perception o’ the threat in East As ia. Based upon
the Japanese assessment of these developments , s’* major options have
beef ~r~ned as choices for Japan as she responds to the changes ‘n th’s
reg

In the ‘,na ’ ana~ys1s ,~ it ‘s ant i ipated that the United States
w h ~ rawa~ o’ ground trOops in the short—term hill not be sign i’~cant.As ‘~ nq as the ~‘ni ted States-Japan security treaty is credible and
con t~rues to serve as the Cornerstone In t h4 s relat io ns hip Japan ’s
na tiona l security Structure w1 ’~ remain relative ly unchanged. n the1 onq-teri i , however , it ~s probable that Japan wil l take precautionary

— steps to obviate the outbreak of hostl’itleS . In the event Of another
armed con~~ict on the ~ri-Par peninsula , the most lik el y option for Japan
w~~’~ b~ a select ive an~ ~rinyen tion a ’ course o’ rearmament i nv p lv ln g  the
cc~’~tinuation -~~‘ he’~ ‘nc~e~nent a ’ advances and improvements ~r her Current
‘orce s t r u~~tu rC.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCT ION

* Comrades, reunifying our divid ed country
is the greatest national duty and the most
1mpo— tar ~t revolutiona ry task for our Party
and Our peop ’e.

-Ki”~ l-su ng,1
October 9, 1R78

I be’ieve it ~‘ll be poss ib’e to withdraw
our ground forces ‘ron South Korea .

-Jininy Carter ,2
June 23, 1976

he ~r~ a1gn pledge made by J ininy Carter went Into effect on

December 13 , 19~5 when the f ir S t  inc rement of American ground forces ‘ror

the Republ’c of Korea IR0~) lan ded at Forbes Air Force Base ‘n Kansas.

The w~th~raw8’ schedu ’e ca ’’s for the redeploy~nent c’ 6,000 troops by the

close of 1979 fol’ owed by 9.000 addit4 onal personnel not later than June

1980. The ‘-m a’ contingent of ground combat troops progranried to leave

~~rea during Iv)~ and 1982 w 4 1 1 cons’st of the remaining elements of the

2d n’ar try Eh-~-1sIon Headquarters and two maneuver brigades. The remain-

• n~ US Army elements in Korea w i ll consist c~f 7,000 combat support and

combat service support troops, a contIngent to staff the Combined Forces

Coninand , and 9,000 US Air Force personnel.3

Less than a month after the first American battal ion departed from

the ROK , Intel ligence reports revealed that the estimated number of 25

North Korean divisions was in error.4 Instead , the Democratic People’s

U- 
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Republic of Korea (DPRK) is now credited with at least 40 maneuver

di visions and brigades which surpasses by an even greater margin the

South Korean force structure of 21 divisions. 5

From the Japanese perspective, what might be the Impac t of the

above statements by Kin Il-sung and Jininy Carter? Given the in ’t i a ’

w 4thd rew a~ of Am erican ground combat troops and the reasses~fl~ent of North

~-orean forces , what adjustments must Japan make if she should perce~ve

the development of a secu’ity vacuisn and a threat to her national

secu rity ? As ~‘apanese leaders anal yze these se ries of events in North .

“~st ~~~~ they i~ay we ’’ observe w i t h some apprehension what appears to

be the changing nature of America ’ s posture in Asia.  With respect to the

N-’xon Doctr’ne and ~-s hoc~s,’ and Pres’dent arter ’s troop w’thdrawa l p lan

and pending treaty ternination with the Republic of China (R OC) , these

American fore~gn policy developments may be viewed as Indicators o’ the

reduced Un~te~ States role In th is region . If , In fact , th is is the

Japanese perception and the withdrawal i~ perceived as destab ilizin g in

light of ~~~ I’ -sung ’s past behavior and be llicose rhetoric , what reper-

cussions night thi s have on Japan?

Purpøs~

The purpose Of this pape- is to examine the impac t of the United

States w ithd rawa l f rOm the Republic of Korea on Japanese national

security. The term withdrawal refers to the guidelines set down by the

US govervinent re”ectmng the general schedule for the reduction of

American ground f orces from 1978 through 1982.6 ~he references to

Japan ’ s national security wil l  be treated in the context of pronounce-

ments made by both the Foreign Mini stry and Defense Agency of Japan . If

2
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It ~s true that Japan perceives an Increased threat to itS nat i onal

SeCUrity because of the w ithdrawal , It would fo low that she m ight

attemp t to rnod”v her Current national security strategy to take such an

— 
added threat Into considerat ion . In this paper , I ~n go ing to ex~~’ne

the current status of Japan ’s national security Structure , the changiri Q

~~‘e cm’ ‘hr US ‘r ’ As ia , and Japan ’s percept m or of the threat n North-

east A5’~ a’-m attempt to formu l ate probable opt ion s and strategies

ava’’ab’e ~~“ Ja p a ’  as she assesses the imp act ~~‘ the US w ’th aba ’ ‘ro’r

South Korea.

Background

Through the centu rmes, A s a  has been a ‘‘ashpo i nt o~ v~o’ence an~

‘ r c t a ~~’ ’~~’ v. ‘-~~ ~~~~~ p enin sula was often the focal po~nt r~~ t~iis c~~~
r, _

~~~~~~ :~ j ~j p~~r , ~‘ - c ~ the attem otec rmva s ’r~n~ ~~
‘ t~~ Mongo

1 arrr~es 0’

~enaPi’s ‘Ihan ‘‘-c~— the ~~ ‘ n c ~~
1 e ‘r .

‘‘ .
~ and ~ E 1 , Korea h~~~ been recoo-

~‘- ‘ :~~~~ as the “daqger ~~~~rt ~~~ ?t the heart” c’ the Japanese ‘s ands. The

MaCchu i” va s i - ~r -- ‘ ~“~ei i’~ 1627 ~~ ‘ i t t l e  tr  ~‘leviate Japanese fears

al)cmjt ~ ~h ’n es ~ ‘c r c e  r ’e ~~i rq  the 120 ni ’e tr~~~ ‘ron’ the Asian main land.

By i-he ar -I 
~~ ‘he n ,n et ø e nt b  C Prm t u ry , ~~n px Da fl sio fliSt and somewhat stra-

~-in(1P( ~ ‘ apa n ‘irSt wrested korea ‘ron the Chinese anC then

cha ’’~ n~”d Ru~~I~ n 1902 ‘or dominat i on of the penin sula. Emerging

v ic to r~ Duc ‘ron’ the Russo-Japanese War of 1905, Japan made Korea a pro-

tectorate and a bu ’fer between her home isl ands and the traditional

inv &siOn routes from the Chinese mainland. Japan ’s con tro ’ of the penin- - 
-

sula “~o~’~ 1908 unti l her defeat in 1945 provided her with a new sense of

SeC ur ’ ty .

3
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_

~~itPi the end of World War II and the com ing of the Cold War , the

factors determining Japan ’s national security changed drastica ’l y.

E*t.rnal v , on the Korean peninsu la, she f1 r~t witnessed in 1945 the

dtv~s~on cm’ Korea at the thirty-eighth parallel into two separate occupa-

tion zones, 1P* north was to be a&ninistered by the Soviet Union and the

south t v  the United States. Despmte the fact that the demar~ a~~’~~r l~~rr

was to Dc te~~orary, extensive diplom atic efforts ‘ailed to unl ’y Korea.

:~~t e r na~~lv , ~apar was st~~1pped cm ’ her pol tical , economic, anc ,i~i~~ 1~~~ ry

‘cmu r’~ia ’.’ - ~~s inder t’~p dire ct ’cm ” cm’ America ’s occupation forces. Her

~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~ rmr p r nç  r~ -~~~ became e ,t r i C a D l m  lir ~Cd wi th ~
j n 4

ted

States -~ terests r A~ -m~ • mjn ~j~ v the direction and protectior cm’ America,

Japan was ‘ree t c -et~-~~ld her oo1~ t~ ca ’ and economic Inst -tut ~ ons leav~nç

‘ss-cm c -ata - .rm ’ .t a ry  ~~~~~~ r j . ~~ r~~ ’ seCur t y ‘- -~ c 1 derat’on s i’~ the

cm’ tne ‘“te~ ct i t .c  pr ina r .
~~, in ~~ 

f or, cm’ the Treaty cm~ Mut ual Coop-

,ra~~~~r an~ ~~~~~~~~ b,twøer t~’e Jr- ted States ar~ Japan App~n~ ’, Al .

Consea ”t ’
~ , tp* ~-ac~ s ~~~~ç ~~~~ 

.
~~~ ‘-oct.-’ in the ~r ’ c i s s - m —

t j ~~~ ‘ ‘‘te i t ’ - ” - i1 p- ’it cs w ” ’Ch have Permeated the ~~‘theas t As an

scene . ~he c -mnC-m ’.i’tv — ‘  °-m~”— tc I nv cm ’ v n Q  the ~~r t e C  ~tates . the Soviet

‘- ‘cm” , the Deop le ’s ~eo~t ’’- — ‘  Ch na (~‘PC), an~ Japar ~n con fl ’ct and

comp”om-se at various staQ~s in three wars n the last 34 years , makes ‘ t

$~~eretiv . that s~ c~ a stud y be undertaken. ‘he very nature cm’ Japan ’s

Do’i tic.’ and gcoQraph~ c oos~ t ion in As a w ’th respect to the exigencies

cm’ CurrCnt d~v,lopment~ necessitates an ex~~lnatlon capable of antici-

pating possi ble courses of action that may be available to Japan as she

r4,acts to Ame rica ’ s withdrawa l 9rom the Korean peninsula.

4
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S~’- vey o~ the ~‘te ’ -atu re

A compr~Pme~i sm ve anal ysis of the UnIted States movement of forces

“-on South Korea and i ts impact on Ja panese nationa l secu r ity has not yet

come to pr int . Because It 1% a matter of recent interest , the wlthdrewa i

dec,s on and some of the consequences which have yet to come to fruitio n

a—c st’ l’ a nmatt .r r~~ Soecu -etlon . Pub t~ d iscuss o” has generally beer

i,m,t ed to conaress’onal co~w~1 ttee hearings and academic conferences

ø~~’-e Dril,ar . emphas’s has P ,.er giver to the impl oation s and/or advan-

taqes arid ~psa~~antaqes cm ’ the withdraw ai on U~ interests rather than on

- ts effec t “ Japan and spec ifica ll y her nat ional security concerns.

P ’ c  ‘‘‘S imposed some ‘imltat ons on this study and has made It necessary

t o tap a myr i ad a’ sources frorr va r ious govern.enta 1 agenc~ es . academ ic

ci ’- :’ec . pr’~,-a te  ‘c’st’t ~~~t i c m n c , re—srv’-’l papers, ar~ -ntervlews .

~~~ ø c~ ’~~ø~t — ‘ ‘ a~m a ” es e s ec ur m t i  and rearmanent , however , has been

‘-aate-~ ette ns ve ’v. That ~~~ cm’ know ’edqe ~as se rved as a ‘rIi*wOrk
scm’- tPi 4 s c ’ ~~v. ~~na ’ly, t ’eca~s. cm’ the ‘-ecent s e—l es a’ diplomat ic

ev e’ ’ s . ,~ourri ’S and magaz nes ~- a v e become ia ’ ua~ ’e sou rces as a means cf

a~- - a ~ t u’ ¶ P m cu.’-ent develo~nents.
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CHAPTER 2

t JAPANESE NAT IONAL SECURITY

- Since 1945, Japanese national security has been rooted in the

— shared Interests of Japanese-Americ~~ relations. Thj$ -e ’ationsb’p ~

mnu ’t i d tmens$ofla and, as a result cm’ the postwar Occupation po’m cies

wh ich served to de,~iht ar i ze and democratize Japan , has become an in-

tegra l part o’ ~Jn ’t ed States interests in East Asia. Under the directi on

of General Doug l as MacA’thur , the Supreme onrander for the A~l’ed Powers

(SCAP), the Occupation forces followed the letter of the l aw stipulated

in  th~ in it i al postsurrender policy which was to insure that Japan w i ’ —

not again become a menance to the US or to the peace an .1 secu ri ty of the

world . ’ ~‘ -l e the demi~ it ar 1 z ation proc~~ Included the total Ic-

~~~‘ fzation and disarmrient of a l Japanese rrl)i ta-y forces, the de-

noc’-at~zation proc~—ar encompassed the complete political reform andi economic ‘-.ha~ ’l’taYon cm’ Japan as a natlo’-. By 1947 , the re’o—ir proc-
-
~ ess was fu l1 swing Inculcating American Ideals which affected the

en t i re  pcm i t $ ca i, economic , tr~’l tary, and socia l fabric of the Japanese

people. The accomp 1isPv~ent r ’ thi s awesome task also brought w it h  it the

concomItant responsibil ity of the United States to provide, non g other

• th ings, fpr the security of Japan . This was particularl y important in
‘ ‘igh t of what has become knoi i as Japan ’s Peace Consitutlon whereby the

Japanese in May, 1947, agreed to ~forever renounce war as a sovereign

righ t of the nation and the threat or use of force as a means of settling

interna tional disputes u’ and that land , sea , and air forces, as well

~, .~~~~~ —.-————————•—-— -

a - - -  - -

. ._ — - —
~~~~

. - — 
~~~
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as other war potential , will never be ma i ntained .”2 This “renunciation

of war” c~ause has been t~ie legal guideline upon which Postwar Japanese -

defen se policy as been founded.

i n 1957 , Japan Incorporated the “Ba sic Policies ‘or Nationa l

Defense” i nto her defense PrOgr~ ii which inc l udes the following:

1. To Support the act ivities of the United Nations and
promote internat ’cna ’ cooperat ion, thereby cont-th~ting to
the rea~izati on cm’ wor1d peace.

2. o stabll - ze the publ ic welfare and enhance the
people s love for country, thereby , estab’’sh~ng the soundbasis essential to Japan ’s security.

3. ‘o develop progressivel y the effective defense
cap ab i lit i es necessary for self-defense, with due regard to
the nat ion ’s resources and the preva ilinq domestic situat ion.

4. ~c clea ’ with externa tm agression on the bas is of the
Japa n- ’. .S. s e Ou r lt y  arrangements , pend ng more effect i ve
‘uri ctlOn hnQ o~ the U’-lted Nations 

4~ future in  deterring and
—e pel irig SJCb aggression .3

For the purpose of thi s study , have exanined three facets of Japan ’s

national SeCJ tY wh iCh are related to the above principle s . They need

to be ara ’~ zed in order ~c ~u~~y understand the tot-el concept and the

probab ’. impact of the Urlted States ground troop withd rawal ‘ron South

Korea on Japa’-’s natlon a ’ secur ity. These areas include (1) the I denti-

‘ica tion a’ Japan ’s ~ita l i nterests, (2) the status of Japan ’s Self-

Defense ~orce ( SDF), and !3) t~e mean ing cm’ t~e Un i ted States-Japanese

Securi ty ‘reaty. The fl st area dealing with the anal ysis of Japan ’s

vital interests is not designed to address the first two “basic

p’m ’lcles .” Both of these non-military features are covered throughout

the text. In order to highligh t what I felt was a key Ingredient In

Japan ’s nati ona ’ securi ty Structure, I have determined that an exanina-

tion of Japan ’ s vital inte rests at this juncture was important.

8
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Vital In terests

What Japan envisions as Import nt to her national survival can be

categorized ‘ nto two major divisions. First , are those interests dl-

rect~~y concerned with Insuring her economic growth. Second, are cr itica ’

politico -military Interests which allow her economic designs to develop

• peace’u ’’ y. Both of these categories can be further subd ,vi~ed into

elements criti ca ’ to Japan s nat iona l survival.

Economic Interests !p]jtico-Military Interests

1. ContinuatIon of a favor. 1. Maintenance of the United
able trade climate; States-Japanese Security Treaty;

2. Main tenance of Japan ’s 2. WOrld peace and stabil ity;
sea l ’nes of conrunica-
t’on ; and

3. Access to scientl ’-I c 3. Peace on the Korean peninsula;
advances , energy resources,
and raw mate rials.

4 . Maintenanc e of a stable
relationship within the
SIno.Soviet sphere; and

5. SecurIty and stability in
Southeast Aç1 .

Stability i~ the key to al l these f ac to rs and Jap an ’ s response to any

develo~aecit that night threaten that stab ility needs to be Closel y

ex anined. Consilerat ior wou 1d have to be given to her courses of action

aga inst potential antagonists (i.e., an invasion of South Korea by North

Korea supported or unsupported by the People ’s Republic of China and/or

the Soviet Union) seeking to disrupt the Japanese-South Korean relation-

ship for exanple . This concern would also encompass the effec t Piostili-

tIes on the peninsula would have internationall y in terms of calling into

play military and economic alliances of non-Asi an powers. The involve-

ment of the Un i ted States, for instance, based on her security treaty

9
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wi th the Republ ic of Korea could set 0ff a chain reaction. This mig ht

inc lude the use of Ja panese terr i tory fpr forward staging areas , an

American confrontation with the PRC and/or the USSR as potentIa ’ sup-

porters f 0r the DPRK , arid the support or non-Support econornica’’y and

-i li t a r il y of se~ecte d Middl e Easte rn and Western European countries.

‘he var’abies Involve -~ and possible conclusions are almost endless. ‘he

cho ices ‘or Japan w ’~~l not be easy but when the decision s are made and

action ‘s tak~r , Japanese v’t al interests w i ll In one ‘or,!’ or another be

affected .

:t ~ uneQuivocal’ v clear that Japan must trade ~n order to

s~jryive . She depends on the cont inuation of a favorable trade climate

more t han any ot hpr i ndustrial’zed nation in the world. The June 1973

soybean embarQo ‘all owed by the oi ’ entargo ‘lye months later are remind-

c-s c’ Pier vu ’rie-at” 1i ty. Japan ’ s dearth of natura resources and ‘arm—

~and renders hp. alrn c ’~ t completel y dependent on outs’de sources to feed

(50 percent o’ Pie - foodst~”s are Imported), she l ter , and clothe her

115 .120 ,000 peop ’e.4 ~“e ‘s the tiqge st importer of raw materials

(prirr arl’ y i—on ore, coaI , and nonferrous met&’ic ores ) aM the s ’ r~ le

largest recelp’en t by percentage of oP (importing 99.7 percent) in the

wor 1 d.

— ‘h I ~~ dependency on the outside world Is further complicated by the

lengthy sea lines of coi’vnunicatfon over which some 2,000 ships bound f ç ~r

Japan monthly carrying critica l resources must travel.6 Her major

supplier-s of raw materials inc l ude the Persian Gulf nation s, Australia ,

and the Un i ted States. The tanker voyag e from the Mideast to Japan, for

exanple, is 6,550 mi les or a travel time of 38 days. From Australia and

10
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the United States, the distance to be Covered is 5,062 and 4,536 mI les ,

respectivel y.7 Another potential problem lies in the sea approaches to

Japan . Ov er 90 percent of her oP Imports must pass through several

narrow chokepoints which could easil y be blocked by even a weak hostile

power. The Ma ’acca, Sondra , and Loinbok Straits , for example, are among

the c .-’tiCa ’ passageways in Southeast As ’a over which Japan has no

contro~. -

rithe . econom,c-re’ated interests Include Japan~s des~-e to import

the latest scientific advances as a means of ma~ ntaining and improv Ing

he’- techno ’og~cal posture. 
T he developmen t of nuclear and solar energy

projects and the acQu~s1tion of recent improvements in c omputer tech—

notogy are promInent examples)~ Japan needs to trade in order to

su rvive aM -ealy ac cess to an~1 availab ili ty of energy resources and raw

mater ia ’s is ‘~pe-a t1v ~ ~f she exp&ts tc~ nain tain the wo rlds th’rd

‘argest ~~riss nationa l product . This vital Alenent of her economic

env~ronment ~ec~i~~es Continuous ‘reedor cm’ action in import-export nego-

‘~ at1ons as a means o’ susta ning her economic rrionientu’r.

.lthoug~i Japan ’s potitic cm .m ’’itar v interests appear secondary,

the y are eQua ’ ‘ v v ft l to her nat iona l surv’val . The United States-

Japanese security treaty has prov1~e~ a security isnbrella under which

Japan has been able to fun:~ Ion and prosper without devoting large

expenditure s ‘or defense. It has a’so obv i ated the need for Japan to

become ~‘rect1y Involved in the series of regional and global conflicts

sinc e the postwar period . However, Japan ’s involvement In the Unit ed

Nations, UNESCO . the World Court , the International Monetary Fund , and

the General Agreements on Tariffs and Trade as well as her membership

11 
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in some twelve regiona l organizations throughout Asia have served notice

of her concern to keep the balance of international order on an even

keel.9 It is less of an altruistic approach as ‘t is an Insurance

guide wherein world stability guarantees the continuous and uninterrupted

flow of con,nerce which has contributed to Japan’ s economic success. As

former Foreign ‘sin ister Kiic h i Miyazawa said in a speech before the

r~late ra l Conrission in January 1977:

Any turmoil and conf lict at the farmost corners o~the wo rld may at once ser i ousl y affect our shore.
The maintenance of peace and stab 1li~~ 

‘in the world
is a prere quisite for our exlstence. IU

The h’s t o r ic a~ importance of Korea to Japanese security has been

noted. Pronouncements in terms of the Nlxon-Sato 1969 and the Ford-!’h~ ’

igi~ COfirunioué
’s have re-enVhaslzed South Korea ’s Security as Nessential~

to Japan . The o~jtbreak of host il’ties on the Korean peninsu ’a would

jeopardize the trIlatera ’ -“et1onsh~p between the US , the PRC, and the

USSR and would no doubt involve Japan , because of her connection with

these th-ee great powers, In a qua~in re of events which may prove to be

t~oth har-mf~ ’ and i— re versi~’i 1e. Japan has , si nce 1950, provide d the

~n it ed States w t b  forwa’-d basing faci lities and because o’ the latter ’s

,n ’lit~ry alliance .oth the ROE , Japan could very well be forced , ~i n one

form or another , 1rt~ a confrontation with the PRC , the USSR , and the

flP~~.• On the other hand , Japanese—frdI*rlCan relations could be severel y

tested by Japan ’s non.support of America In South Korea In terms of using

Japanese territory as a staging and operational base. This would limit

the capability of the United States to Conduc t sustained operations in

the ROE and in turn jeopardize America ’s ability to effectively fulfill

her treaty conritment wit h South Korea as well as her credibility with

12
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Pier al lies . Strong support of the United States, however, coul d bring

the already weakened ruling Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) into a domes-

tic confrontation with the Japanese Left. The ram ifications of this

in terna 1 strife would be unsettling and costl y to both the United States

aM Japan as they attempt to deal with a crisis on the Korean peninsula.

t. second na~or Japanese objective is to have South Korea con-

t’-o1 led ~‘y a government fav o ra b’ y i’sposed to Japan . Presupposing the

takeove- cm’ South Korea by hortPi Korea , several disturbing features

become apparent . First , the process would involve violence and the

ma intenance of a conrunlst Korean government would reaulre force and

repression . Geopoli ticall y. Japan would lose the buffer which now exists

between Pier slands and the peninsula i n  terms of a South Korean armed

force of 642 .000 men arid some 35,940,000 ci t~zens.
11 Add itionall y,

Jap an wou ld be ‘aced wi th a sho-ter warn’ino time from a cormun i st air

attac k lajnched ‘ron the ti p ~~‘ the P:orean peninsula as well as encounter

a greater number of enemy f’ghters w ith the capability of remaining on

stat ion for a ‘onger per’od cm’ tine)2 ~nternal1 y, Japan could

possit~y face a renewed mob ’li zatlon , sabotage , and subversion from its

‘-orean n’nority, two-thirds of whom are affIliated w i t h  the General

FederatIon cm’ ko rean Res’dents , a pro-DPRI( organization . !nter_

nat’ona ’l y, a con~nunist takeover wou ld further force Japan to reassess

her re’ationship wi th  the PRC and the U SSR possibly resulting in unwanted

or unp ’anned ‘or compromises.

A final point of interest with respect to oeace in Korea Centers

on Japan ’ s desire to maintain and derive economic and polit ical advan-

tages from both North and South Korea. The favorable trade climate which

13 
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Japan enjoys with S~utPi Korea represents approximatel y four percent of

Japan ’s world t rade .13 In 1974, Japan ’s export trade to South Korea

was valued at S2.6 b il 1ion while imports from the P0K amounted to S1.S

bi llio n .14 Next to Indonesia (mainl y because of her baux ite, timber

and oil imports), South Korea ranks second in Asian trade w i t h  Japan.

“he direc t investment market for Japan in South Korea i~ a litt l e over

ten percent cm’ Japan ’s wor l d wide investm ents or a total of $690 mil lion

~n tota ’ eQu ity investm ents. 15 Thls does not inc l ude the capi ta l

assets of some 4) Japanese firms in South Korea)6 In terms of a’d and

credits, the ROE Is number two in prior i ty receiving from 18 to 24

percent of Japan ’s development aid. Despite the fact that these trade

‘tgures with South Korea may appear to be m iniscu le and not extreme’v

v ital to Japanese interests , the broader lmp ’icatlons jeopardizing this

relationsh Ip as discusse l earlier nust be taken into account.

s ’ it h  respect to North Korea , pre limin ary steps towa’-cs a

~yon gy ang-T~~vo rapprochement began ‘in m ’d-1971 and have since increased

to inc ’ude the less restricted movement of people between Japan and North

Korea and an exchange between the Lfbera 1 Democrat ic Party and North

Korean representatives. in the economic sector, there has also been ar

i ncrease In business negotiati ons resulting In trade agreements and

cred it programs. North Korea now receives 20 percent of her imports from

Japan and Tokyo today i~ the North’s largest non-co.ivnunist trading

partner. The quantity of these exchange visits and new trade rela-

tionships are particularly important in the context of the qual ity o’

coimnun ication which has opened and the dialogue established as another

means of easing tens-i nns and insuring stability on the Korean peninsula.
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The present Sino-Soviet conf lict benefits Japan ’s nationa l

security posture. The rift has allowed Japan to engage In an TM equldis .

tant TM relat ionship with both coninunist powers, deriving in the process

economic and diplomatic advantages . Any worsening of the Sino - Soviet

dispute could upset the global and regional stability and consequent~v

not be in the interests of Japanese security. T his  is p articularl y true

wi th —espa ct c the situat ion i n Southeast As i a and the ex ’s t ing  tensions

between North aM South Korea. On the other haM , a Si no-Sov~et

rapprochement cou ’ -
~ present a more unified communist fron t  in A sia. For

— 

l:im :‘-sung, th i s might ‘~ear a greater support base for his invasi on

o ” ans to the south. On a globa l scale , the lessening of the Slrio-Soviet

cnn ”ict could free both countries from their preoccupat ion of stationing

t-ooos on the’ir common border to a repositioning of forces ‘in a posture

tPtreate”~ nq to toth Japan and the ~jn~ted States. The Soviets massinQ 0’

these add iti onal troops, ‘o’ example , ~n Western Europe and a United

States response to meet th i s added threat with forces from As ia m ight

crea te a security vacuum which Japan presently does not have the means to

( 1 ) 1 18

The ma intenance of a stable operating atmosphere in Southeast Asia

‘s another vita l I nterest for Japan . This concern for peace and stabi-

~lty ‘fl ‘~‘is region is based - on economic, politica l , and strategic con-

si deratior’s. Southeast Asia is Japan ’s second largest trading partner

aM of “spec ia ’ interest” to the Japanese people. It is no wonder that

the Japanese v iew of the econoinlc—politico-strategic triad In Southeast

Asia has often warranted the comment that “If Northeast As ’a 1~ a

‘m ilitary-security ’ key po i nt for Japan, it can be said that Southeast

15 
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Asia is a major axis for the ‘economic security ’ of Japan .”19 ~o

insu re the ma-ntenance of peace in this area , Japan has undertaken pro-

grams of economic development, direct fore i gn investment, credits and

loans (Japan is the largest aid donor in Asia) in addition to her role in

the Asian Development Conference. It is anticipated that her Involvemen t

wou 1~ contr ibute to Southeast A sia~s economic and internal political

stab l i ty as ~~fl as se ve to keep Japan ’s marit ime li fel ine s ‘rom the

Oe-s’ ar Gu ” thro uph cr i t i ca l Southeast As jan chokepolnts open and act as

a temporary hedge aga~rtst a pcmt ent’al threat ‘ron the Soc ialist Repub lic

o f Vietnam (S R V ) , ma’r ‘and Ch~na , or the Soviet Union . In view of the

v ’etnamese ~nvas on c ’ Cambodia , the Ch i nese incursion into Vietnam , anc

the threateninq posture of the USSR ‘ri support of the SPY, Japanese

interests ‘n Southeast A sia are even more sign if icant and wi ll require

delicate d ’ip ’omat ’ic hand~~ng.

A’~ of these interests are crucial for Japan . ¶he fact that the

U’~itel States ground force w ithd rawa l may be viewed as dc -stab ilizing

‘i ncreases the concern fo r the ‘uture ma i ntenance and preservation pf

these ‘nterests. t also brings into queStiOn the changing nature cm’

Am erica ’s posture in  A~~a and Japan ’s v’iew of what might appear to be a

shifting balance of power . In this context , it renews the debate o~ t’ie

status of another vital element in Japan ’s secur ity struc ture, the

Ja panese SeI’-Defense Force.

S&f-Defense Forces

The evolution of Japan ’s Self-Defense Force (SOF) began at the end

of World War TI . Article 9 of Japan ’s constitution placed severe re-

striction s on the type of security forces which Japan could ma i ntain. -

16
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The Cold War turmoil between the United States and the Soviet Union fol-

l owed by the Communist Chinese takeover In October 1949 on the China

ma inland , led to an American assessment of her security interests in East

As ia. Am erica ’s preoccupation on both the European and As i an front

prompted the ~rum~n administrat ion to restructure its reform program in

Japan . ~he task nD~ was to red i rect Gene-al MacArthur ’s rehabilitative

pol~c’ies, to set a U reverse course ,” wit h the intent of rebuilding Japan

and making her ‘~the very linchp ln of American Far Eastern Strategy.”~~

“he outbreak cm’ the korean ~ar on June 25, 950, created a secu-

r’ty vacuun in Japan when General MacArthur was ordered to send his

Occupation troops to confront the threat in Korea. Japan at th is cruc~al

point su”ered from a series of riots and strikes by left-wing radicals

and menters from the Japanese Communist Party (JCP). In order to counter

th~s danger , Genera ’ MacArthur on Ju ’v 8, 1950 authorized the establish-

ment of the ?iat ’onal Poli ce Reserve (NPR) consisting of 75,000 men . By

July 195 2 , the NPR was redesignated as the National Safety Agency with a

total strength o’ 108,700 men . Two years later , the National Defense

Agency waS created and the present Ground Self -Defense Force (GSDF),

Mar~t’n~e Self-~efense (MWF), and Ai r  Self-Defense Force (ASOF ) were

form a ’lv brought into existence (Appendix B).

Today’s SOF ranks seventh in the world in terms of defense

expenditu-es.2’ However , the ratio of Japan ’s defense budget ($8.57

b illion ) i n  fisca ’i year 1978 to her gross national product was only 0.9

percent.22 Because of constitutional constraints , the present tactical

configuration of the SOF is in the defensive mode.23 The chart below
depicts Japan ’s overall personnel strength and defense expenditures In

comparison with other East As i an countries .

17
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Tote Defense
Armed Forces Expend itures (t~i ll1 on s U

Cri ’na 4,325 ,000 35
Soviet Un i on 3,638,000 30
US 2,068,800 115.2
RCW 642,000 2.6
DPRK 512,000 1.O~414 ,000 1.6’
Japan ~4C,0O0 8.57

Sou ce: :!ss, “he M1l ’ta r~ Ba lance 1978-1979, pp. 5, E , 56 , 62 and 64.

Figure :‘-i . Japan and East As i an Armed Forces
and De’ense Expenditures~

Japan ’ s ‘o r e  st ructure (Appendix C )  ‘s the product cm’ a series cm’
De’erise Bu’ l dup Plans ~DBP). ~he ‘‘rs t DBP (1958-1961) was designed to

cooe w i t h  th~ reduction o~ ~~~~~~~~ States forces “ Japan and to re’urb lsh

the ~~~ aM the

“Pip second DBP (1962-1966 ) provided for a tremendous qualit ative

‘Sbu ildup o’ S~~ equipment. ’ Th~ 5 included the rep acement ~
f obsolete

Americ an equ ’Zrirnt and the introducti on of modern air force components.

“he t h ird ~~~ (196~ -2Q ?), at a total cost of $6.5 b~~’i 1on , con-

s4st~d 0’ qua ’i ’tat 4 ve and Quantitative improvements. ’E It included

pr iy l Sj Of l S  ‘or the procurement o’ addit ion~i’ weapons systems so that

Japan wou’l have the capability of defending herself in a conventional

con’1ic t ‘o’ at least a 30-day per iod. Of significance was the fact that

a portion of these weapons would originate from domestic defense

industries.

The fourth DBP (1972-1976 ) emphasized the modernization of equip-

ment. Increased firepower and mobi1lty with no real change in personnel

strength. “Pip GSOF ’s mobl’ 4ty was enhanced with more sophisticated

18
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Pie 1icopters , tanks , end armored cars . “Pie reversion o’ Okinewa in 19~2

paved the way for the P’SDF’s bid for increased ship tonnage (‘ ron 140,000

to 240,000 tons ) and the addit ion pf destroyers, destroyer escorts, sub-

ma-ines, torpedo boats , and helicopters. 27 ThC ASDF likew ise began its

ini ti a ’ rep ’acement of transport , fighter , and reconnaissance aircraft.

“Pie f if t h  DBP (1977-19811 i 5  presently designed to provide ‘or a

c~” cta nt ial ‘ncrease ‘n the w~~~
28 “Piese measu—es are being taken as

pa— t’a 1 steps to ‘nsure the proteCtio” o’ Japan ’s seaborne ‘nterests ‘“

East aM Southeast ~~
i a. ‘se— nava~ ex e rcises in Hawa ii aM the Ma l acca

St ra its  are ~nd1ca~~vp cm’ the i~~ort ance Japan p 1 aces or her irar time

in terests.

P’ anners f~~ r the si ,t h DBP (1982-IQ&- ’ are predict inc even larger

expe nr it~jres and the introducttci r~ of more sophi sticated weapons and

eo~~~r~ ”t wh’~~h may very well t-anscend that ‘e rie line between de’ers’ve

and o”ens~ve capa! ’4’ftv. he-p have been others bold enough to forecast

the breakthrough -o’ lim ited nuc l ear weapons research and experimentat ion

‘or lan~_base’~ aM nava ’ an ti _ r a l ’ is t l c ~~~~~~ despite the dc~ estic

cons t— a ’n ts to th’s course of action.

Th15 Ilgest of Japan ’s defense, system illust rates some o’ the

capabil iti es of her armed forces. Despite its rather modest s’ze , the
SDF i~ w,

’’ organized and capable of dealing with an 4nternal security

threat for which it was originall y established . It does not have , how-

ever , the power to engage In a protracted conflict agaInst an outside

threat. As one noted Japanese conunentator on military affairs observed :

In the event the Soviet Un ion were to attac k Japan tomorrow,
Japan ’s air-defense system . . . would be wiped Out in about
10 minutes , Japan ’s maritime fighting force would not last
more than two or three days and Japan ’ s ground for~~ capabi-
li ties would come to an end in three or four days.C~
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The efficiency of the SD~ is further compromIsed by legal and psycho-

logical constraints. Among these are the inherent restrictions posed by

the Japanese const itution , the bitter memories of prewar m il itar Ism , and

the adoption of the three non-nuclear pr i nciples (not to manufacture ,

possess, or pe-rv’it entry of nuclear weapons in Japan). As a result of

these constra’nts , a n%s~~er of SD~ lim itat ion s can be i dent i ’ied .

‘ irSt , in the coølnend and control area , Japan does not have an

operational p lan cover i ng al l three branches of serv ice and w ’l l not

estabhsh a Central Coi~rand Center unt ’i 1982.
30 In addition, she has

not yet been exposed to ma~y- joint maneuvers with the United Statø~ nc~r

~es she engaged ~n defense cOflsu ’tat’on s w~ th the P~orth At’antic “reaty

Organ’zat lon .3’ These fundamenta ’ elements are v it a l factors which the

JSOF needs to exper i ence in order to be v~able and credible as Japan ’ s

home de’ense o~ard an .

Second , ,~apan ’s tota ll y defensive policy has restricted her ‘ron’

sell~ng a’-n’s to other countries or deploying her forces in United Natlor’

peacekeep ig rcles overseas. More importantly, it has orohib~ted con-

scr1~ t o ’ and , w 4thO~ t replacement personnel and a mobihzat’on capa~-

‘ity, Japan cannot Susta in herself in a protrac ted conf l ict.

Thi rd, 4 n term s cm’ defense spending, the fifth DBP in ‘isca l year

1978, for ex~’ip le, appropr i ated 54.5 percent of its funds for personnel

expenses and on ’
y ~7.1 percent for mI’i tary hardware as compared to the

Un i ted States, France, and Britain which allocated 37.8 percent, 42 per-

cent, and 42.1 percent respectively for military hardware. “he sw*

holds true in the area of research and development where Japan a’lotted

0.9 percent for fisca l year 1978 while the other three Weste rn nations
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contr ibuted ~ percent , 17 .1 percent , and 11.3 percent ‘es pective l y.32

‘his feature a l one has contributed to the out-of-date status of a number

of weapons systems .

Fourth , ~n terms of mi lita ry hardware and weapons systems, one of

the more prominent de’ic i encies is Japan ’s air defense network . It

‘~rcom passes the electron c Base ir De’ense GrouM Environmen t (BADGE)

system ~w h” ce S ites  are on hi ltops and are not hardened), the ~
‘-i 05

~i~ Plt~ r _ ntercepto rs (whcmse a.r bases are not hardened), the Nike-

Hercu ’es r’ -ss ! !es , -ir’d a n ti _ a~ rcra~ t battery locat’ors. ‘he ~~~~~~~~~

~‘~~
y r~ lapa r ’s a’r defense system was natle c ipa r on September 6, 1976

when It. V ic t o r  Be’enko , a Soviet air force defector, in a MIG-25 s~ipped

thrcuqh Japan ’s radar net and landed at Hakodate , Japan Just 500 miles

~r~n’ V l ai’ vcmst o~. ~he” the ~ G.”c had been detected 200 miles off

Hokka’do, the no-thernmost island of Japan , two F-4EJ fighters from the

JA St~ were scramb i e’~, but ~ itb~ n fifteen m nutes the $ri v ’et aircra’t nad

crossed ‘ntc ’ Japanese territor y and disappeared from the BADGE syster .

Be’ore the JLS D~ ~nterceDtors could ever locate the VIG_25 , It. Be ’en,:r

had already landed on Japanese soil .33 Unless the BADGE system and ‘ts

vectoring capab ’li ’ v are updated, Japan ’ s plan to acquire the sophist’-

cated r_ 1 E ’ s w4’i not improve aporec i ab~y Japan ’s a ir defense network .34

A ma~
4or de’icie ncy ‘or the GSDF l~ the fact that it is sinai’ and

continuousl y falls short of filling Its authorized strength levels. In

1978, for exsnole, It was at 85.2 percent of its author i zed level with

many of the dtvls tonal units at only 70 percent strength. 35 Some of

their equipment is outdated and the logist ical system is Inadequate to

Support the transportation of petroleum and other mili tary supplies in

the event that an attack north of Japan were initiated ,36
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One of the l imi t in g factors of Japan ’s MSDF 1$ the fact that her

anti-subma r ine warfare (ASW ) forces cannot deter the Soviet and/or PRC

submar i ne threat without United States assistance.37 Apparent ly, too

much emphasis has been placed on bu il ding expensive frigates and

destroyers for ASW when those efforts might have been channelled toward

the const ruction of cheaper attac k submarines whiCh could also serve as

mob ile and secure platforms for l aunching miss les.~~ Addltlon a il y,

Japan ‘acks patro ’ aircraft with precision anti-submarine mi ssiles and

small aircraft carriers to enhance her defense posture. These def ’c ’-

ericies are further compounded by the fact that Japan does not have the

capacity to m ainta ’n her weapons system in a protracted conflict and has

not iv al’ ed herself cm’ the opportun i ty to l aunch a reconnaisance

sate I i te. -

~‘na ’l y, certa in psycho ’og’ca ’ and hi storical aspects impacting on

the —ea -~ ness cm’ Jap a” ’s defense posture are ev ’dent:

a. “e Japanese have never ‘ough t on their own so 4 1 ;

b. The Japanese homeland has never been exposed to guerrilla
warfare or ex ernai inf’ltrators;

c. “here is no popu l ar support for forward defense in Japan ;

d. There are ‘imited emergency stockpiles (o’i , food,
medica l suppli es) ;

e. No pub I IC she l ters or emergency l aws have been -

establ ished , and

I’. Restriction s on the SOF operational maneuvers, the
failure to breach the one percent GNP-celling for defense
expenditures, limit s on the use of mili tary bases, training
areas, transporting arms and mmnunltf on, and restrictions on
air space u~~l1zatIon have stymied the training and readinessof the SOF . U
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Gi ven these limitat ions , Japan defense analysts ~t l l  believe they

can thwart a series of probing attacks , infiltration , and manage their

internal security.4’ However true this migh t be , fortunatel y for

Japan , the fund~nenta
1 var iable in this unbalanc ed equation of her

defense-or ientated posture and the cornerstone of her defense policy is

the United States-Japanese Security ‘rrea ty,

United States-Japanese Security l’reatv

On the morning of September 8, 1951 at the Presidio of San

~ranCiscc , Japan siqned the “reaty of Peace with its World War I!

enemies. “hat afternoon , the United States and Japan entered ~nto a

security treaty. It was , in effect, a politico —military aoreement which

fciIlowed in the wake o’ the USSR -PRC “reaty of Friendship, A lliance , and

Mutua ’ As sistance. It further served notice during the height of the

Korean War of ~nerIca ’s intent to use its forces to meet mil i tary threats

to Japan in tha t region. The esse nce of that treaty was embod ied in the

preanbie whiC h states:

The Un’ted States . . . is presently w i l l i ng to ma intain
certain of ‘ts armed forces in and about Japan , i n the
expectation , however , that Japan wi l l Itself increasingl y
assume respon sibil ity for $~~ o~ i defense aqa 4 nst direct arid
ind i rect aggression . . . .~~~

The biggest disappointmen t for the United States in the 1950’s was

Japan ’s refusal to bu ild what was perceived to be a force large enough to

protect herself “against direct and Indirec t aggression.” In addition ,

the treaty did not meet the expectation s of either party as it failed to

expli cit l y guarantee the defense of Japan and provided the Un ited States

wi th little more than base leasing rights and troop stationing provisions.
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“Pie unsat4sfactory nature of the treaty prompted both sides to

seek a revision and in 1960 the Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security

was signed (Append ix A) . ‘he new agreement stipulated that the Part~es

will consult together . . . whenever the security and peace of Japan
I” the Far East is threatened. ’ “he importance of this clause is

evident w ’th respect to the “First Exchange of Notes” which ~tite:

Ma r  changes in the deployment into Japan of Un i ted States
armed f orces , major changes in their equipment . , . use of
‘aclhti es . . . for mili tiry combat operations to be
jndertaken from Japan . , . should be the ~ bje cts of prior
COrSu ’ ti’l!’ w t h  the Government of Japan .~ ’

‘he purpose o’ “prior consultation ” was twofold. First , it a ’’ owed the

Japanese a greater part icipatory ro le in th~ conduct of security a’fairs

in A sia and second, it required the United States to seek Japanese

approve ’ b”ore kner~can bases on Japanese territory cou l~1 be used as

ctaq ’ ng areas ~or combat operations outs ide Japan .

The fif th art’cle Of this agreement was structured primar il y as a

deterrent to the Sov~et Union and has served 1n Japanese eyes as the ir

“nuc ear umbrella.” Un~ i ke past treaties and agreements, th’s clause

acknow’edges spec i~ ica ll y ~nerica ’s i ntent to come to the defense a’

Japan without a corresponding obligation militaril y on Japan ’s part.

One cm’ the more controversial provis ions of this treaty is A rt ic le

6 whIch grants America’s armed forces the use of airf ields , depots,

ports, and other mil itary fac i lities in Japan “for the purpose of con-

tributing to the security of Japan and the maintenance of Internationa l

peace and security In the Far East .NU The geographic imp ’lcations ~
the “Far East” cla use was a major concern to those who were opposed to

the United States using bases on Japanese soil as staging areas ~or the
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prolection of America ’s power throughout As ia. Nonetheless , the bases

are there and continue to Service primaril y the Seventh Fleet. Okinawa ,

because of its geographic proximi ty, has provided the type of staging

area required ci’ quick reaction forces to the As i an mainland and loc a-

tions throughout the Western Pacific whenever needed.

“he signator ies of this agreement also agreed to a fixed expire-

t’on date wherein after ten years either party could “give notice to the

other Party of its intention to terminate the Treaty, in which case the

reaty shall terminate one year after such notice has been given .”45

‘oday, a’te’- nearly ni neteen years, the treaty ‘s st i l l considered to be

the cornerstone of the United States-Japanese alliance and supported

favorabl y by 63 percent of the Japanese citizens. 46 There are, how-

ever . any number of circumstances wh ich could threaten the utility of

th is treaty. ~‘rst , Japanese p olitical forces could call for the

revisio n of the treaty ’s Far East clause. With the Sino-American and

Sino-Japanese rapprochement, certa’n Japanese may believe that the

lessening o tension s in As 4 a makes the ~ar East c1ause unnecessary.

‘he y Piold that a l’ that is required is the presence of American forces in

and around Japan to Insure her security rather than As ia as a whole.

Second , change could come about through an American initiat i ve to encour-

age Japan to contribute more to her defensive role. Japan ’s position as

an economic gian t and mili tary midget migh t well prompt the United States

to urge Japan to spend more for their defense needs and to play a greater

contr ibuting role In the United States-Japanese alliance. The United

States -West German relationship might be used as a case in point.
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CHAPTER 3

~HE CHANG ING AMER ICAN POSTURE

Japan ’s Mutual Security Treaty with the United States is the key-

stone of her national security and defense posture. It represents to

Japan “an important p i ll ar of the ‘undamental framework of international

pol’tics in A sia and contributes tc’ the peace and stability of Asia and

the ent’-e world.” ~he questio n today, however, is how dependable ~s

the L !nite~ S~ates.Japanese sec u rity alli ance ? Despite America ’s reassur-

ances tc honor her conr’tments , how credit”e ‘S her resolve to meet this

cri tical security oblig ation? In a 974 Japanese public opinion poll , 34

percent o~ the respondents be’ieved that the United States would not come

t~ the d€~ ense e’ Japan under the treaty. Four yea’”s later the per-

centage ~f neqat~ve respondents rose to 52 percent.2 Does the Unft~d

States withd rawa l of grOund troops from South Korea represent the con-

tinu ’ng saga o’ Ajnerica’s “neo-iso lation~sn” and the relegating of what

once wa c a “v ita l” ~nterest to a “ir nor one”? These and other questi ons

concern 4nQ the United States posture and ‘ntent in  Asia have created an

air of unce-ta i nty regard~ng the balanc e of power in this region. As the

Japanese look back over the years at what might appear to be an American

retrenchment In Asia , a serie s of events have given rise to their

Increased security interests.

The Nixon Doctrine

In spite of American reassurances to honor her treaty convnitment to

Japan, prominent events of the past have led some to believe otherwise.
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The Nixon Doctrine is probably the most pronounced manifestat ion of

America ’s position in Asia. The first indication of a change in pol icy

came In 1967 when Mr. Nixon wrote:

it Is not realistic to expect a nation . . , to be
total l y dependent for Its security on another nation
there is serious question whether the American publ ic or the
American Congress Could now support a unilateral intervention
at the request of the host government.”

On Jul y 25, 1969, at a plane-side news conference on Guam ,

President Nkon elaborated :

I’ the USA just continued on the road of respond i ng to
requests for assistance , of asstring the primary responsi-
b il i ty for defending these countries when they had internal or
externa’ proolefns, they were never going to take care of them-
selves.

Three days ~ater in Bangkok , as he continued his As i an tour, he

added:

The challenge to our wisdom is to Support the Asian countries ’
efforts to defend and develop themselves , without attempting
to take f -om them the responsibilities which should be
theirs .5

‘These pronouncements, firs t referred to as the Guam Doctrine , were

departures from the poli cy of previous a&nlnistrations . In their

rudimentary form , they served notice that the United States government

intended to re~ inqu1sh i ts role as the “policeman” of, at least , Asi a ,

chargina her &lies to assume a much greater responsibility for their own

defens’ .

In h is  November 3, 1969, “Address to the Nation of US Policy on the

W~r in Vietnam,” President Nixon restated three fundamental aspects of - -
his Guam Doctrine:

First , the Un i ted States will keep all of Its treaty
conri tments.
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Second, we sh~1l provide a shield if a nuclear power

threatens the ‘reedom of a nation allied with us or o’ a
n~tiOn whose surv iva l w consider vit a l to our security.

Th~ rd , in cases involv ing other types of aggression , we
sha ll furn 4cn mi’~ tar y and economic assistance when requested
in accordance w ’th our treaty conri tments, But we shall look
to the nation direct l y threatened to assume the pr imary
respon sibili ty of providing the manpower for its defense.6

t~in !~~r~~ry 1~. 1970, in his message to Congress on the “United

C • ates Foreiqn Poli:y ‘or the 1970’ s,” President N’xon form a’l y bestowed

t ’i” :‘t ’e ~i’ ~~~~~~~~~~ “~ ct i ’~e’ cn is new po ’ lcy when he proc ’a med:

Tn’s ‘5 the message o’ the doctrine announced at Suar’-- the
~~~~~~~~~ Doc t-~ ne.” ~ts central thesis ‘s that t n ~ United
States ~~1~~~1 partic~pate “~ the &“fense and develoonent ~al~~es and f r i ends, but that America cannot --- and w I l l nOt

conceive a’l the p’ens , design a l l the programs, execu te
a l l the decis~ons and undertake all the defense 0’ the free
nations of the worl~ . We w i ll help where It Takes a real
~i”erence and s cons’dered In our ~flterest.’

At t~ ’s st age , these gener a ’ gu ’de’ines gave no h4 nt n’ how the ocl cy

be app ’ ed and what “ inte rests ” would make the “real j”ference.”

The M~er-’can w~thdraw~
’ f rom Asia had raised many questions as to

what deqree and how ‘ast wou~~ t h s  be acco~v~~~shed. ‘The largest reduc-

t Ic ” n forces came between 969 and 1971. DurIng this per’o~, the

breakdown of the ~n~ted States w~thdrawa ’ was as

Vietnam f~O.O0O Japan ~2.OO0
b.orea 20,000 ~“‘‘1ppin es 9,000
ThaI’ anl 16,000 Okinawa 5,000

“ P ’ 4 S  Inc l uded the pu ’ lou t o~ the ‘th Infantry t~’vision from South Korea

and the transfe r o’ the 2d Infantry Div ision from the frontline on the

demilitarized zone to a st’ategfc reserve role north of Seoul. The

purpose of repos1t~ onino the 2d Infantry Division was to insure that

AmerIcan troops would not be drawn into combat unnecessaril y in the event

o’ a minor sk1ri’~ sh . It could also suggest, however , that the desire to
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avoid invo l vement might signify a reluctance to use ~~~ rjcan ground

forces when needed in a time ly manner .9

~he current status ci’ American troops ‘n th~ Pac ific as of January

1979 i~~ depicted ‘n Figu re 3-1. ‘The United States presentl y has only

JAPAN W(S’TERN PACIFIC

1 Ai .-l~ ft Squadron 2 A/C Carr ier ‘~ ‘s
- 2 A,nphib ~an ding Groups4 Anti-Sub P’ane Squadrons

35 An ti-Su b

OX INAWA HAWA I

2/3 MarIne ~)‘vis’on : Army ‘ i vi sion
A i r  ~ ing 1/3 Mar i ne Div I Air Wing

4 FIghter Squadrons (F4 )

KOR EA CALIFORNIA

I rf~~~try D~v1sion (- . ) I Marine Div & Air Wing
1 A Ir  ~~~‘ A t y  Bde
I w ss il e ~orranr~
3 ~ighte’- Squadrons (F4)

RE~JBiC OF CHINA EAST ERN PACPIC

1 ,1~~ US ‘roops 4 A/C Carr i er ~F’~
4 ~~ hib Landing Groups
4 Anti_ Sub plane Squadrons

‘ ~~ghter Squadrons : 852 Bomber Squadron
I Ai rl ift Squadron 10 Pola~1s M i ss i le Su~,,arnes

Source: U.S. r onaress , Senate , Conri ttee on Fore~an Relations. U.S.
Troop W’thdrawa l From the Republi c of Korea, January 197~~j. 38.

(Figure 3-1. U.S. Forces Deployed in the Paci f i c )

one-half n’ her navy and 12 percent of army and air force stationed in

A s ia . ’° “PIe reduced numerical strength of th Seventh Fleet, its 8,000

mile coverage from the Sea of Japan to the Indian Ocean ‘to include its

Iri,nense logistica l tail), and its reliance on allied bases and ports,
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which may not be avai lable because of po litica l , economic , or mi litary

reasons , appears to render the navy ’s over—coi~~i tted Pacific contingent

vulnerable and a somewhat less formidable force during an Asian
C r IS is . 11

he Nixon Shocks - Pearl Harbor in Reverse?

~P* “P4i~ or sliocks ” ~~‘ :971 d’-~ littl e to restore Japan ’s faith in

Am erica ’s intent i ons an~ re
’i ab i li ty despite repeated assurances from

a&~i”~stra tior offic ’als. Th~ fI”~t “N’ x on shokku ,” as the Japanese

referred to them, came on Jul y 15, 1971, when President NixD r announced

‘~‘S intended v ’sit to ~e~inQ . The failur e of the United States govern-

inert to consult Japan on th is momentous decision was contrary to the

CS-Japanese C’i ’n a po~icy where each agreed during the Nixon .Sato strmiit

~ ~o ” ’ ~ 969 trat tPie t~o governments should n ’airta’n close

contac t w i t h each other on matters affect~ng the peace and security of

the ~ar East in~lud in~ Japan.”
1 Th’s new uni ateral approach served

not’ce to the Japanese that the Un-’ted States was w il ’nq to embark on a

separate course when it served her own interests. The secrecy of the

negotiation s wit ” Chin a also imp ’4ed a ‘ack of confidence in Japan and

cast doubts on the American-Japanese relationshi p 0’ “specia ’ trust” and

partlc ula- ’y America s apparent wil ling ness to sacrifice her Japanese

friendship for what had previousl y been a conv~on adversary, the People s

Repub’ic of China. The ‘act that the United States had previously

advised Japan against forming a closer relationship with the PRC only

further rankled Japanese sensib ilities . This failure to consult Japan

rei nforced Japanese doubts regarding America ’s credib ili ty, cas t a shadow
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on the !nited States-Japanese relationship, and reminded Japan that their

specia l bond w ith the United States could not be taken f~r granted.

A month later , the second “Nixon shock” hit Japan when the United

States announced on August P , 1971, a ten percent surcharge on Imports.

Not spec ifically aimed at Japan, the intent of the surcharge was osten-

s’b lv directed at the reva luat 4 on of the yen 13

C~” Janua— y 6, 1 972, a second Nlxon-Sato meeting was held In San

Clemente. The intent was to restore the apparent loss o’ trust and con-

‘‘~~nce whiCh had occurred since the last sj,rit meetin g . How much of

that specia ’ relationship was re-established is open to debate since the

Ch~na question rema i ned unresolved. Prime Mini ster Elsaku Sato later

announced hi s displeasure when he stated :

1 have not been able to trust ful l y the United States since
the sudden announcemen t o’ the President ’s p lan to visit Chir a
and its dollar defense measures that included the 10 percent
mport surcharge in sp’t~ o’ Its promises to keep conri tments

to old friends.!A

:~ Februar
y Q’2, President Nixon made hi; hjstor~c sojourn to the

PPC , leaving to Dr. ~‘ssinger in hi ; v’;it to Tokyo in June of that year

the unenviable task of attempting to clear up the “mIsunderstanding ” o’

‘- Un i ted States-Japanese relations over the past two years. The effort to

reassure Japan o~ America ’s si ncerity in- thei” conr,on Interests was

repeated in August 1972 when Prime Mini ster Kakue l ‘anaka and President

Nixon met at Ku ili ma , Hawaii . The public result was a joint conununigue’

announcing agreements on general security, cultura l , and economic

issues.’5 Unoffic ia ll y, an understand~ng was reached whereby each

country would be able to Conduc t i ndependent negotiations with the

16
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America ’s ina bil ity to win in V 1etn~n and spring 1975 withdrawal

set the stage for continuing the debate with respec t to t~e
’ United States

resolve in a protracted conflict. “he nature of her national wi l l  and

strength of her ~nternat1onal backbone ~~re once again brought into

question . Statements like “no more Vietnam;” and “no Un i ted States

involvemen t in another Asian land war” did nothing to alleviate the fears

c’ Ame rica ’s most ardent alu ies.

President Ford’s historic v is it  to Japan in November 1974, the

‘irst by an Ame rican °resident , was another ~n a ser ies of steps to

reki ri 4le the ‘ire of t~e special relat ionship between the United States

and Japan. It was followed by Prime Minister Takeo Mik i’ s vi s it to

America , i’~ Augu st 1975 and later Emperor Hirohlto and Empress Nagako ’s

v i sit i n  October of the sane year. These were major steps to once again

reassure Japan c ’ AmeriCa ’s credib ility but did not diffuse the tenor set

by the “N~yon Shocks. ” - The “shocks ,” if anything, prompted Japan to

pursue a more u ndependent course o’ action In her fore ign rel ation s free

~~~~~~~~~ the dict ates of the United States. Her stance in November 1973 with

respect to the Mideast issue following the oil embargo is a prime

example)7

Carter ’ s T roop ~ithdr awa ifTreaty ‘ermination

President ilnTny Carter ’s ground troop w i thdrawa ’ Pi an from Korea

represents another in the series of events which seemed to undermine

America ’s Intent to p lay a dominant role in AsIa. In view of hi~ 1976

campaign pledge to withdraw troops from South Korea , the announcement

itself should not have come as a total surprise, What did come as a

shock was the failure once again of an Imerican administration to consult

36

S — 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
- -~~~~~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

-



— ~~~~
- —.- -~ * —*--- J-._ —5- —.—— ~~~------

Its a l l ies in advance. For Japan , confidence in the United States again

dropped. American combat troops on the Korean peninsula had been con-

si dered a stabi li zing force in East As ia and tangible proof of America’s
- 

coninitment in this cri t ical region. The opportun i ty to position troops

forward on the peninsula permitted the United States to project her

strength and man ”est herself as an As i an power not by geography, but by

~~rtue o’ her presence as a viable deterrent, When Vice-Pres’dent Walter

F . Mondale was Sent to Japan to assuage Japanese fears in February ~977 ,

the message to the Japanese was not one of a “consul tativ e ” nature but

uuere ’y to f-forr’” them, fa~t acconç i, that the withdrawal would take

place on a graduated scale from 1978 through 1982. By the end of 1978,

2,600 noncombat personnel and one maneuver battalion ‘rom the 2d Infantry

~l1vi sion had been redeployed back to the United States. 18

~he vlsi b ’ e prpseflce of Amer ican ground t roops on the Korean

penirisj ’ .3 remai’u s as ‘i rm evidence of Am erica ’ s int ent to ful fi ll her

treaty convn~tment . ‘he w~thjrawa l o’ these forces would not lessen the

obligatory aspec t o’ the Jn 4 ted States-Republic of Korea “re aty but would

ce rta ’n 1y 1eave Japan an~ South Korea with grave doubts concerning the

r’elia b .luty of the Un ted States to return around forces to the Korean

peninsula “ South Korea were threatened or attacked .’9 Despite

American assurances of ma inta ln ina air and naval elements in and around

South Korea , the deterrent value of these forces by themselves is ques-

tionab~e. As one Japanese newsm an noted: “Ships and airp l anes are very

‘ ice , but it is land forces in position north of Seoul , that convey your

true ~ntentions .”~~ M ilitary assistance plans currentl y call for pro-

vlding South Korea w ith S1.9 billi on In credits and grant mil itary aid
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V forlfour year withdrawal pe~~od. The f;t that this wi l l  a~~

/ 
- inc l ude the trans’er of $800 m i l l i on ~~rth of United States milita ry

equipment has not caused the Japanese to share America ’s optimi sm and

confidence over South Korea ’s effecti veness and capability to defend
herself on the Korean peninsula. 21

With respec t to President Carter ’ s plan to terminate the United
States_Republic of China Mutual Defense Treaty, observers can onl y wonder

about the reverberations such an action w c l l  have anong America ’s

a ’ lies. For the ‘irst t ime , the United States intends to cancel a

SCCu rity treaty with an ally. Japan and South Korea , anong others , have
simil ar treaties with the United States. Speculation may well be

he ightened on the uti l i ty of these coniTli tments in an era of American

‘oreign po ’ic y which seems to be characterized by a “shOot-’rom-the-hip ”

dip lomacy . Many Asians may share the sentiments of Willian C. H, Shen,
the last Repub ’ic C” China ambassador to the United States, who l amented

that:

The ‘eellng w i l l be di’ferent. The Ame rican government has
forsaken us , has cast us adrift . . . ~r favor o~ estab lishInarelat’ons with a conriunist regime. People back home
believe that they can no longer rely on the United States of
America . . . . No consu1tation , no su’fic ient notjficatlon

so the basi s for confidence has been destroyed.’2
The comp~lat (on of the above factors (Nixon Doctrine and shocks,

force reductions, Vietnam defeat , Carter ’ s withdrawa l from Korea and
pending treaty terminat ion with the ROC) coupled with a new generation of
Americans below the age of thirty only vaguel y faniliar with the Korean
War and more concerned with domestic Issues rather than foreign lnv olv—

ment , have given Japanese v iewers cause for concern with reference to the
changing posture of the United States In As ia. ‘The erosion of American
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cred ib ility, retrencMent, neo- i sol ation i sni, paral ysis of will , island-

• chain strategy, and the v iabi l ity of treaty conritments are coninon terms

continuous l y emp loyed and weighed against pronouncements and assurances

that AmerIca will continue to stand by her allies. The Intent here , how-

ever , has not been to portray the c omplete abandoment of American in-

terests in As ia but to cite specific indicators of the last decade which

may cause Japan to perceive a security vacu~.m’ in this v ital region,

particul ar ly In Korea. Although American interests in As ia and the

Western Paci fic are many and stIll important , what the Un i ted States has

sa 4 d and 5 doing w ith respec t to South Korea and the Republ ic of China

may cause Japan to v~ew with some apprehension what might appear to be

the transformation of a new balance of power which could adversel y affect

her national secu ri ty and defense posture .
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CHAPTER 4

JAPANESE PERCEPTION OF THE THREAT

The Japanese concern for peace and stabil ity in Asi a must take Into

con s ide rat ion the poli c ie s of the Un’ted States , the USSR , and the PRC

and how their interests comp lement, conflict with , or threaten Japan ’s

nationa l security and defense posture. This is particularl y important

today in Northeast ~sia where the coninonality of these interests had once

before come into conflict on the Korean peninsula. The conclusions Japan

draws as she surveys the intent of these countries will serve as a basis

for her perception of the threat and policy decisions. A si.mration high-

lighting some of the more promi nent complementary and confl icting in-

terests o~ the major actors In East Asia with Japan might be depicted as

fo llows :

Japan/United States

A , Complementary interests:

1. Maintaining regional stability;

2. Ma intaining pol itical , economic , and defense
ties In the region; - 

-

3. Keeping Japan economically viable;

4 . MaIntaining US Influence in Northeast Asia;

5. Reduc 4ng Soviet i n’luence In Northeast Asia;

6. keepIng the sea lines of convnunication to
and from Japan open;

7. Ma i ntainin g peace on the Korean peninsula and
insuring that Korea does not come under the control
of a hostile government.
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B. Conflicting interests:

1. “Protect~onist ” polic y on Japanese imports;

2. ‘he 200-mile limit of US coastl ines.

3. US Mideast pol icies;

4 . Economic competition in international markets.

Japan/Soviet Union

A . (omp lementary interests: “ainta~ning economic
cievelo~nental , and trade ~ink~ (“rans Siber~an prc~,ect
and offshore exp l oration).

B. Conflicting interests: I -

1. Northern territories dispute and mi ’itary
activit ies i n that sector;

2. Grow ing Soviet presence In Northeast Asia;

3. Norma ’ization of relat i ons with the PRC;

4 . Fisheries issue ;
- . 

~~~

“ S. P~c~ of Japanese rearmament.

— Japar iJPeople ’ s Republic of China

A. Complementary interests:

1. MaintainIng iiplcns atic and economic links;

2. ~‘a~ nta 4 niflg reglon& stab ’lity ;

~~. Reducing Soviet influence In Northeast As ia;

4 . Insuring adequate US presence in A s ia to Counter
USSR Initiatives.

— - 

- 
8. Conflicting i nterests~

1. Regard ing favorable relations with the USSR in
trade , economics, and developmental projects;

2. Involving excessive (in PRC view) Japanese :

rearmament;

L _ _
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3. Regarding the Japan-Republ ic of Korea CGnt inental
Development Pact;

4 . Involving the possession of Senkaku oil reserves.

Japan/Republic of Korea

A. Complementary interests:

1. Ma intaining peace on the Korean penin sula and
insuring that Korea does not come under the control
of a hostile government;

2. Maintaining US polit ical , economic , defense t ies ;

3. nsurina regional stabi l i ty;

4 . Mainta ining the growth of economic anvi developmental
programs;

~~~. Maintaining sea lines of comunication in Northeast
Asia;

6. Reduc i ng Soviet influence.

B. Conricting interests:

— 
- 

1. InvOlv ing the fis heries issues;

2. Contro ’ of Takeshima Islands in the Sea of Japan .

Japan/North Korea

A. Complementary interests:

1. MaIntaining cultural lines of con,nunication and
exchange visits;

2. Providing loan credits for developmental projects.

8. ConflictIng i nterests:

1. Involving the DPRK ’ s desire to control the Korean
peninsula;

2. MaintaIning regional stability on the Korean
peninsula;

3. Insuring a strong US political , economic , defense
position in Northeast Asia;
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4 . Involving the pace of Japanese rearmament;

5. ConcernIng the repayment of Japanese loans.

~~~~~~~ confrontati ons due to conflicting interests In East Asia make

it important for Japan to reassess her national security and defense

posture in view of the American withdrawal of ground combat forces from

the Korean peninsula. Under the assumption that the changing American

posture in A sia casts some doubt on the credib ility of America ’s coi,pnit-

ment and resolve to fulf i l l her treaty obligation s, the leve l of Japan ’s

apprehensicn and her perception of the threat may well be heightened .

Japan ’s concern focuses on three primary areas: (1) The growing pre-

sence of tPi Soviet ~niDn in Asia; (2) The new international role of the

PRC , and (3) The vo la t i ’ it y  of the Korean peninsula.

The Grow i ng Soviet Presence

“he Japanese do not identif y by name the country they consider L

be a direct threat to their nation al interests. “he Soviet Un i on, how-

ever , because of its histo rical and Ideological differences with Japan is

generall y considered the most threatening) Repeated Japanese public

opinion polls have shown the USSR to be the country most disliked by

Japanese ci tizens.2 Their distrust of Russia goes back to the Russo-

Japanese War and h~s been highlight ed since 1945 by a series of events

which have given the Japanese reason to view the actions and interests of -

the Soviet Union with suspicion .

The first In the series of inc idents occurred in August 1945 when

the USSR belatedly declared war on an already defeated Japan despite a —

Neutral ity Pact which had been in effect since 1941. It was also during

tiis period that Japam had attempted to negotiate for peace through the

H 
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Russ~ an s.~ The Soviet Union then took advantage of Japan ’s weakness

and attacked Manchur~a, the Southern port i on of Sakhalin , and the ent ’re

~:ur~le :sland chain tak ing in  the process hundreds of thousands of

Japanese so ldie rs and c iv ~~ians prisoners to Siber~a where they were

~nterned i~ concen tration camps for over ten years. 4 The Soviets a lso

ca~’ed for the trial of the Emperor as a wa r crirr ’r.al, rCfusø c~ to ~~~
the Sar Franc’scc’ 2eac e ‘reat~ , and , unt~ l 1956, vetoed ~apa’~’s admiss ~r

t~ the United Pd&t’Ons . ‘hese actions made ‘astin c lmpress’ons 0” the

Japanese post..a~ pu:- ’~ c.

Domes :$cal’v , the attempts of the Sov~et.sponsored Japanese C oin-

mun’st Pã~ty (.2~ ’) ‘n 1 9S~ to generate ‘nterna~ turmoil through terror

and vi c~’~nce •r the ‘o-n’ o’ st r ikes and “iot s re~nforced tv’ s distrust.

The rn ie  ~~~ by the i~ ’ gave rise to t he creation of the Nat ’on a ’

Po ’ ’c e  ~e s e—v e (f orer unner of the SOF ) as a stab1l~ zing force . When tie

corrun st orQa~Iza ti3n ‘oct ‘avor w lt~ the Japanese public it was re-

leqate~ to an underQrojn~ -el. unt il the ‘~“ -196O ’s.

t ’~e threa posed by the Russia ns in :952 came in t~iø

‘Or ’~ “ ‘~ QP~t,~- a ’~c~a’t ~ive’’’ 1 oPits v ’olatinc the Hokkai1~ (~apa” ’s

nf~—the— ’i ”(’st i~ lan~) atrs~~co some 2(~ 1’~ times. ‘h4~ Soviet action con—

ti”ue i ~jt’~l~ j~~ 
a . . -c ra’t re~nforcements were brought i” as a deter-

rent . ‘he ~.-~viets today still continue their reconnaisance f l ights

- - _ alon g Japan ’s coast~ I nes supplemented by frequent naval incursions ‘nt~

Japanese waters.

The ~aj ’ir source of co” tention between Moscow and Tokyo are the

“Northern territories ” ‘“spute and the ‘I~h~ries confrontation. “he

latter has 4nvolved Soviet restriction of Japanese ‘Ishing fleets in
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selected areas throughout the Sea of OkPiotsk. ~t has resulted in the

detent’on ~ Japanese fishermen and confiscation of their catches in what

Russia has l abeled “Soviet Seas.”6 T~e “NortPiern terr itorial ” question

centers on Japan ’ s c la im to the four southernmost is ’ands of the Kur ile

cha’n (Habomal arch i pel ago, SPiikotan , KunasPli r i , and Etorofu Islands)

which were turned over to Russia ‘n 1945 (~~i9Ure 4-1) . The Japanese con-

tent that the is ’ands are an integral part of Japan and are not part of

those te~ritci r 1es renounced by her in 95 . But w”le the Japanese do

ha ve ctron~ Pii s torica ’ c1a ’’s to the islands, their l egal demand is weak

based on the prov’s’on c of the y a lta Agreement , the San r ranc isco Peace

~reaty , ~~ testimony by Prime winister Sh i geru Vosh ida whereby Japan

renounced her claims to these is lanc~s. ’ The USSR has argued that the

enti re ~uri ’e cha~n ~s theirs and the reso ’ut~on of this issue could be

sett led wi t~’ the s igning o’ a Russo-Ja panese peace treaty. The apparent

‘“ ‘‘ e ’ ’ ’ -  ‘ity C’ the Soviet j ” ion, however . tr resolve the terr~toria l

question on equitable terms has not on 1 y stirred the ‘ire s of Japanese

natLv ~al i s t and ir— p~ertlst fee 1 ings but has prompted Japan to move

close” to the PRC . ‘Pie ~4orther~ territorial” ‘ssue Is a problem of

bj”'’nQ conce”r whtcb has t øer hopelessly deadlocked for many years and

rema ins w ’t hOut a so ’utiøn ‘or the foreseeable future .

‘l
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Soviet forces positioned on the Habomai Islands are less than three

riles ‘roni Hokkaido and represent the most vis ible threat to Japan .e

Kunashir~ and ~t0rofu (ten iiiles and 95 mi les respectlv&y from Japan )

have excellen t airf ie lds. “he latter , in particular , has a good winter

port and houses approximatel y 40 Soviet fighters. 9 Recent intelligence

est lrates ~r~i~cate that tie Sor ’.ts already have 5,000 tc 6,000 combat

troops pos~t’oned at ‘nsta ’~ at’on s on both o’ these Islands. St rate_

qica ’’ y , these ~s ’ands p-otec t the southern approaches o’ the Soya

Str a i ts and serve as surve ’~ ’~ nce bases for inonitorino sea tra ’fic from

the Sea of ~kbr ~t Sk  thrOuqh the ~iunash1 ” i Channel. “hey also prov ide the

Soviets w ’tb forward bases, deep water naval ports , a part- ’ a ’ screen for

Pier S ibe r .ar coa st , and ready access to the Pacific Ocean . “he sign i fi-

ca nce ci’ t h ’s  threat tci Japan r~~ bt be measured by the positioning of

25 ,000 personne’ D’~ 3~ Percent (~ the GSDF on Hokkaido to act as the

““St hr1~ ~“ de f ense i n  the event ‘~~~ a convent iona 1 Soviet attac k from

the north .~~

Despi te th~ tradl’- i -iral element c” ~1s trust , ce rta In po litical

obstac l es have been set as~ie in favor ci’ estab ’5 shi na trade and cultura~

reiat~~in~ wf-~IcP~ b~~np ’’t both nat~~or’s. 
Tp~ Soviet goa ’ has been tc en~ ’st

Japanese cupport ~ cir developmpnt~ ’ projects in Sibe ria 4 r return for

natura ’ gas , 01i and other criti cal resources which Japan desperately

needs.” ~‘o’1ti ca ’l y, the Soviet ’s i ntention since World War 1 has

been to dissuade Japan ‘rom her non-ccrrunist ties and to gain favorable

Japanese sentimen t In the Sino-Soviet rival ry . Each of these attempts by

Moscow have thus far been failures .

- 
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poses one of the more ser ious threats to Japan. The bulk of Soviet

ground forces n th i s region are organized into 43 dlv ’sion s located

primar ’’y on the S,no-Soviet border. “ne formidable Soviet air force in

East As ia now include s some 2,000 combat aircraft. A new series of

tactica ’ ‘ighte’- s and bombers have already started to complemen t the ex-

pand~ng Soviet air ‘orce contingent of M!G-21 fighters and TU-16 bombers

in East As ia. Al l are capab1 e of carry ing the AS-9 m iss i l e  w ith a range

of SC “‘ ‘es. ” The level o’ Soviet air act ivity around Japanese ai” .

space os~~n sit ’ ’y tc- mor’ ’to ’- Japan ’s air defense cap abil ity and ~nericar

naval exercises is so hig h that the Japanese ASDF has had to scramble

a i rc ra ct 5~ t ires ~ 97~’, some 497 t imes i n  1977 , and continje~ now on

a da’ ’ v ba sis to scramb~e her ~nterceptors to meet what is referred to as

the “Th’vn ~xpresr (Soviet p ’anes near Japanese terr itorial ai—wa ys ) as

we ’1 as those a ’”cra ft pass’nc through Japan ’s Ai r De’ense i denti’ica tior

Zone.13

~~e S~’iie t 
p a’- East fleet ‘s headquartered at V la d iv osto k wti i~~ - is

located or the S~a ci’ Jaoan 4O~2 r’ 1 es west o’ Japan and service~ by the

trans.Sibe” i ar ra ilroa d. In add ition , the USSR submarine fleet i~ st a-

t ioned at ~‘et ” oo av ’ovs~ ci” the Kam c hatka peninsula approx lmate ’v 85~
)

m ies ‘ro~ northerr Japan. ~uss ’a ’s total of 450 Ships (30 percent of

Pier naval forces) ‘s tw’ce the ‘iz. ci’ the US Pacific Fleet and has the

capab i l i ty to interdict sea lines of coiirunication over which oil tankers
14bound for Japan must travel. Inasmuch as Japan ’s suppl y l ines

stretch a ’’ over the world, the interdiction threat to Japan is a major

concern . “he two most susce ptible transit lines for a Soviet blockade
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include the Persian Gulf-Ind i an Ocean route and , to the east , the long

voyage from the *~nerica ’s across the Pacific Ocean . There is no quest ion

that successfu l Interdicti on effort s would require a s ignificant air and

naval force and the Soviet Union appears to be the Onl y conunun i st Country

with that capability .15 
~hey have, in the last three years, conducted

a number of Impress ive nava ’ exerc ises in Japanese coasta l wate rs and

“mock convoy attacks ” alon q shippin q l anes as a demonstration of their

“b 1 ue water” strength. In 1976 alone, 300 SovIet ships passed through

the Soya, ~‘sugaru , and ~sushima Straits. Etorofu itsel f has been the

site of io int airborne-asivhibious operations conducted in large part by

the now reinforced Soviet 6th Airborne Divis ion . Clear ly, the combina-

tion of the Soviet nava ’ and air force elements continue to present a

formidable threat to Japan ’s maritime SDF’ and her coim~ercial lf’e- l,r,es.

Th$~ po nt was made clear by Po Maruywia , the Vice Minister of the

Japanese Defense Agency, in a July 28, 1978 Defense Agency report which

stated :

With the re1nforCem~qit of the Soviet milit ary forces, their
act~ v i t i e s In the O~ ti yifl Q ocean around and beyond Japan by
naval ships and aircraft are becoming more intensified , and
this appears to be aimed at increasing po’itlca ’ and psycho—
1 ogical influence over ~h1s area, not merely for training and
~nte ’li gence purposes.~’0 -

The sinq le most important threat Japan must face is the Soviet USC

of nuclear weapons. “Pie Japanese cannot protect themselves from a

ballistic missile attack and, as one of the most densely populated

nations In the world (114 mi llion people in an area no larger than

California), Japan lacks strategic depth. As an example , more than 52

percent of Japan ’s population is heavil y concentrated around the Osak a-

Kobe and Toy~o metropolitan areas. Her geographic proxImity to the As i an
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mainland puts her within range of the Soviet ’s tact ica l nuclear deliver

• systems.1’ Conseouently, the Japanese recognize that the Soviet armed

forces quant itativel y and aualitatively are far superior and that there

Is no way Japan could begin to match them. The primary equalizer for

Japan has been the deterrent effect of her security treaty with the

But based on the propensity of the SovIet naval fleet tc fi l l

the apparent security vacuum in Asian waters, Japanese analysts might

wel’ question the deterrent value of the US security umbrella.

Unt i l 1973, the Soviet Union had beer North Korea ’s major source in

econcw’iic anr riihtary a1~~. “his relationshi p was nurtured during the

Sta’lnist years and in 1961 a defense alliance in the form of the USSR-

DPRK Fr iendship, Cooperation and Mutual Assistance Treaty was signed.

SInce 1961 , however, this relat ionship has started to deter iorate as

North Korea pu”sued a po1’cv of self-re ’iance. For politi ca l and

r ’lit 8rv “easons, Moscow perfers a divided Korea and fears that the

unp ’-edi:t abl~ behav~or o’ ~ ir Il-sunQ may drag them into a war not of

their choosing. Consequently, Russ ia has not publica ’ly supported the

belligerent pronouncements from Pyongyang nor has K ,m Il-sung been

rece1v,’~ i n Moscow since 1961. The result has been a decl ine i n  mili ta ry

support (5249 ‘,i’llion ‘n 1973 to 532 m ill ion in 1976) from the Soviet

jnion as we ’’ as a drop in trade .~
9 It is no wonder that Russia

privatel y does not ‘avor the withdrawal Oc ~nerIcan troops from the

peninsula. The USSR realizes that the US presence In Korea has, as one
observer noted , “kep t the whole precarious house of cards in place. ”~~
‘h is should not be construed to mear , however, that in the event of a

North Korean invas ion of South Korea that the Soviet Union would not come
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to rim Il-sung ’s assistance. There Is little doubt that Moscow would

supp l y Pyon~~ang, as it did Hano i twice before, with military aid in the

form of supplies and modern air defense systems. From a geostrategic

concern , a base of operation for the Soviet Un i on in North Korea In terms -

of estab lishing free access to the Yellow Sea would be of tremendous im-

po— tance. On a pol itico-m ili tary scale , Moscow wou ld be demonstrating

her ideologica ’ support for her co~rnunist neighbor wh’le simultaneousl y

attempt th~ t0 stem the i nfluence of Peking In this region .

The New PlC Thrust

Japanese feelings towards the PlC since the postwar period has

often been described as schizophrenic. Despite hostil ity towards the

PlC , Japanese publ ic opini on has suppor ted the normalization a’ relations

~~th the mai~’land. ” In terms of the irmnediate post World War 1!

period , this hO5 tti~ty was rooted in it ia 1 ly in the USSR-PRC Treaty of

Friendshi p, All i ance and Mutua l Assista nce signed in February 1950. This

a’’iance between Japan ’s major Asian neighbors was the first Overt

measure against the Japanese people s’nce the close of the war. The pur-
I

pose o~ the t’~ aty as out’ined In A rticle I was to prevent “the resur~-

t-’ on of aggression and violat ion on the part of Japan or any other state

that may collaborate wit h Japan directly, or indirectly in acts of

aggressi on .”22 Inasmuch as Japan had renounced war and was completely

demilitarized , the tacit objective of the treaty, however , was directed

at the US whose position during this period in Japan and Okinawa was

viewed as threatening to the PRC and Soviet Interests. Ensuing events

:- which exacerbated Sino-Japanese relations inc l uded: China ’s role In the

Korean War , the solidification of the US-Japanese allianc e , the Japanese
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Nationalist Chinese Peace Treaty conc l uded on April 28, 1952, and the

exclus ion of the PlC from signin g the Peace Treaty with Japan . But ,

despite American pressure on Japan to recognize “aipe l rather than

Peking, Prime Mi nister Yoshida made his v iews clear on the importance of

Japan ’s future re l ations with ma inl and China when he stated :

‘The Japanese Government desires ultimatel y to have a ful ’
measure ~~‘ p oli tica ’ peace and conriercia1~ 1ntercourse with
Ch ina which is Japan ’s closest neighbor .’~

“he ~Vosb ,da government was optim i st i c that a rapprochement between tbe~”

would eventua ’’ v emerge. V ashida ’s sensing a’ the uniqueness and Impor-

tance 0~ the S~ n~ .~.laD ar,ese t ra ’~~t’c,,n and the necessity of ma i nt a in in g

that relat ions hip was re-emphasized when he declared In January 1951:

Chi na remains our next door neighbor. Geography and
economic lawS will , I believe , prevail in the long run ove
ar’v ‘deo’ogica ’ d~’ferences and arti fi cial trade barriers. ~

hø in~t’~ l lesseri~nq of Sino-Japanese tens’o~s cane in 1953 when

r”easurec were taken to establ s~ uno fficial cu ’tura~ and business

ventures w tPi the DOC Eac h realized that the~~r past differences shou ’~

nr’t inter’ere w ’th interCct c wh~ch were mutua ’l y advantageous. Con-

sequent ’y, the ‘i’a ’iza t1 or of re ’ations proceeded i n  1954 with a series

of exchange v~s1tS by business , l abor, and cultural delegations. 25 
“Pie

Japanese pos4 t’’in riurinQ the 1950’s was one of keeping the lines of corn-

nunicatlon open by means of “cu ltura l diplomacy” thereby transcending the

currents n’ poli tical impasse through people-tn-people contact. During

the 1960’s, bot h Drime Mini ster Ikeda ’s praornatic approach and later

Sa to~s more conse rvative doctrine served to cut across p o l i t i ca l and

“litary differences. Each stressed Japan ’s international trade

interests which had been an on—going and mutually profitable venture

.
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si nce the early 1950’s. It was a policy designed to “separa te p oliti cs

from economics” which served to heighten the Sino-Japanese normalization

process unt il the late 1960 e s.26 From 1966 through 1969, this rela-

tionshi p was once again interrupted through a combination of factors to

include Japan ’s concern over the PRC ’s nuc lear ascendency , the activities

of the JCP , and the domestic crisis caused by the Great Proletar i an

Cultura l Revo lution in China,

‘wo years later , with the f irst “Nixon shock” in July 1971 and the

exc lus ion of Nationalist China from the United Nation s, Japan was obliged

to reassess Pier China policy . Thu5 was followed by Prime Minister Kakuel

“anaka ’s September 1972 visit to the PRC culminating in the Sino-Japanese

statement which recognized the PRC as the official Chinese govern-

ment .27 Subsequent ly, diplomatic relations were established and since

then, the nature a’ this relationshi p has been friendl y and economicall y

profitable with increased trade exchanges projected to exceed Sli billion

by 1982.28 Japan today is the PRC’s largest trading partner and con-

tinue s to seek Ch~nese raw material s and oil while the PRC looks forward

to the infusion of Japanese capita l , advanced technology, managment

expert ise , and Industria ’ equi~ nent . The normalizat ion process reached a

hi gh point on August 12 , 1978 when Japan and the PRC signed a Peace and

Friendship Treaty in Peking. “h is 10-year agreement bound both nations

not to go to war with each other and to resolve any disputes through

peaceful means.

One of the more probable events which Tokyo and Peking may yet have

to come to terms over Involve their respective positions with reference

to the possible outbreak of hostilities on the Korean peninsula. China ’s
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long-standing support for North Korea ’s position on reunifIcation has

kept the PRC and the DPRK closely allied . The PRC, however, still wants

a peaceful reunification whereby both sides may freely come to the con-

ference table.29 Since 1973, Chinese milit ary aid has surpassed the

Soviet Union . The i dentification of the cult of the leader and North

Korea ’s own interpretation of the Great Leap Forward has made China the

most influential external actor in North Korean affairs.3° Its a

po sition wh i ch involves two important features. First , her friendship

wit h North Korea allows China to maintain a buffer between herself and

the Soviet Union ir terms of the 800-mile border between North Korea and

China. The Chinese , in essence, cannot afford a hostile government under

Soviet sponsorship to operate In North Korea. Second, the PRC ’s conrit-

ment to North Korea in terms of their defense clause under the FrIend-

ship , Cooperati on and Mutua ’ Assistance Treaty signed In Septeiit er 1961

4s even more important today. In view of the Sino-Japanese Peace and

Friendship ~reaty and the establisPr~ent of diplomatic relations with the

US, the PRC has no desire to become Involved in another war on the Korean

peninsula. Since ear ly 1975, PekIng has continuousl y cautioned Kim

Il-sung against an attack upon the South and has privatel y indicated that

Ch ina views the presence of American troops in East Asia as a stabilizing

force and a countermeasure to the Soviet propensity to fill whatever

securi ty vacu~r may exist should the United States withdraw from this

region.31 
- 

-

The PRC is not currently a major milit ary threat to Japan . The

combination of the United States nuclear isnbrella, China ’s defensive

orientatIon toward the Sino-Sovlet border, Pek ings Inabi lity to conduct a 
- 

-
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susta i ned attack against Japan , and the Sino-Japanese Peace Treaty have

- 
‘ al l  served to minimize the Chinese threat to Japan . If such a threat

should develop , however, what mi ght the Japanese face?

The Army contingent of the Chinese milita ry establistvnent is the

largest in the world ~nd is comprised of some 3.6 million personnel

organ ized i nto 11 armored divisions , 121 infantry divisions , 3 airborne

— divis ions, 40 arti llery divi Sion s, 15 raIlway and construction engineer

div ’s ion s and 150 i ndependent regiments.32 Because of the Army ’s

limit ed mobil i ty, obsolete equipment and weapons, and preoccupation with

the tension on the 5m b-Soviet border, these forces are not considered a

direct threat to Japan .

P The Chinese navy , which Is the third largest in the world , consists

of 300,000 personnel .33 t has the primary mission of coastal defense

and protecting Ch’na ’s seaboard trade and ~1sheries as well as over-

watch i ng possible choke points in the event of a conflict.

“he real threat resides n the combined milita ry strength of

Chin a ’s air and mi ssile forces, The air force, composed of 400,000

personnel and 5,000 combat aircraft , is a potentiall y formidable

force.34 Despi te the fact that the PRC could not conduct a major air

- att~~k on Japan, it could , nonetheless , launch a series of limited

attacks on selective targets. Because of Japan ’s weak conriand and

control network , inadequate warning system , and her self-imposed rules of

engagement, the Japanese air defense system is particularly vulner-

able.35 -

“he greatest concern for Japan today Is the development of the

Chinese nuclear weapons system and the concomitant improvement of her
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delivery means. Since the PRC began her nuclear tests in October 1964,

twenty-three atmospheric tests have been conducted with the latest

ini tiated in March 1978 in the 20 kiloton range. She has already

l aunched five satellites into space and is reported to have in develop-

ment the rudimentary stages of a sea-launched ballistic miss il e system.

‘The PlC’s ‘joPiter aircraft also have nuclear delIvery means and its air 
-

force possesses a ba ll stic miss ile system capable of ranges up to 3,500

mi les. 36 W ith China ’s supp ly of plutonium and the capability of its

p 1utonium and uranium plants, it i s estimated that some 3,000 nuclear

warheads could be manufactured. 37

In the last analysis , the central focus of Japan ’s percept i on of

the ~P~’ threat w il’ continue to revolve around China ’s preoccupation with

the Soviet Un i on and the necessity of maintaini ng the bulk of her forces

in a defensive posture or the S’no-Soviet border. Given the present

state a’ affa’rs ~r’ East A sia, this s~I tuation appears to be the most

i deal for Jaoe’l . Nonetheless, two conditions could Dossi5’y upset th is

balance. First , a Sino-Soviet rapprochement and a united threat against

Japan Could certa’n ’y upset the regional and international balance of

power. The possib~’~ ty o’ th i s condition deve l oping according to most

ana 1 vsts appears remote. Second, another Korean War may ind the PRC and

Japan supporting opposi te sides. Pek i ng Could elect to Support North

Korea while Japan provided economic aid to South Korea and/cr the use of

Japanese territory for the staging of American troops and supplies in

support of South Korea. In the event of the expansion of these hostili-

ties , Japan by the nature of Pier defense structure would find Piersel’

vulnerable to a Chinese military threat.

58

a — ~~;_ - ~‘. - — U -

- - ~~ -- - -~~ - ~~~~~~~ --- - - 
~~~~~
---~~ .



- 
— - - - —---- - - - - - -- —-‘ - - - - . ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - : U?.’”~”. - —- - - - --‘r-- --- - - - - - -- - - -—----- - -- _ ________________

Precariousness of the Korean Peninsula

In November 1969, U. A lexis Johnson, then the United States Under

Secretary o~ State, noted in his testimony before a US Senate sub-

conrittee:

the biggest threat to Japanese security lies In the con-
tinu al tension on the Korean penin sula. While the North —

Koreans cannot dIrectly threaten Japan, a conrnunlst takeover
of the ent i re peninsu la would seriousl y affect Japan ’s
security Interests, and a Korean conflict , with all the
uncertainties it would unloose of possible participation by
the major Rowers, would clearl y affect Japan ’s own
securi ty. 3~

For Japan , the maintenance of stability on the Korean peninsula has

been the most essential element for peace In Northeast Asia. The visible

presence of US combat forces in South Korea since the signing of the

armistice on Jul y 27, 1953 has helped to stabi lize the milita ry and

politica ’ situation there in three ways. First , as part of the United

Na tions Convnand , It has given an air o’ i nternational legitimacy to its

truce-keeping miss ion and has restrained the South Korean government from

m ilit ary actions north of the 38th parallel. Second, the deterrent

effect provided by the 2d Infantry Division supplemented with its array

of combat support elements has been a vital link in the I Corps (ROK/US)

Group defensive network. Th i rd, the posItioning of the 2d Infantry

Division north of Seoul in the vicinity of the DM2 acts as a Ntr ip_wlre N

mechan i sm by assur ing an automatic involvemen t by the US should hostili-
ties begin. It Is generally contended that the removal of AmerIcan

ground troops will minimize the deterrent effect and likewise increase

the chances of a second Korean War breaking out. As LIG John H. Cuslivuan

(Retired), former Convnanding General , I Corps (ROK/US) Group, noted:
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no U.S. air pr log ist ic  presence can full y substitute
f~ r the deterrent value of U.S. ground forces. U.S. gro~in~

• forces on the scene have that unique abihty to assure a
friend and a potent ial foe al i~~ that the United States w ith-
out question wou ld be engaged.~

9

rPie key ‘-i gure and catal yst in a poss ible scenario involvin g m i l i -

tary hosti li ties is ‘im l~ -sin g, the Sta lin~st President and dictator 0’

t he DPRK who has c~~ritt ed h imsel’ to the reuni ficat i on of ~.orea by

corce . ‘ls olan ca ’’s ‘or the .‘ ‘ m tar -~ reun ’icatior ‘rathe r than a

c i ’  :~~‘edeU?at - iD r) ~~‘ • ~~~~~~~~ ~~ means 0’ wa~ an~ revo ijt’ o’ . Me

~ ai~ “‘s o:’”t clear c etir .ga.- y ~~9:

0n ’v &~er we ~~ ‘~‘~ce ~~‘ a’— ~~ we gai~ power . ~ cannot
g a ”  power 5i~i~’y ~y h’~’ii ng ~.l~~tiO4’s. ~Pmf most ~eC s~~e ar~pos tive o~ a 11 ‘-“n” 

~~‘ St” ugo ’e ‘S the St” uQC ’P w it ’ ~~~~~~~
for the liberat i on o’ our people.4

Kim ’s in tent as he cO rl t-~nueS t~ strength.r his irilmta ’- y forces to carry

~ut h~c “cp ’e~~’~ ~“uepriri t ca ’ s ‘~ r ~~~ reun ’lce tion a’ Korea during

~~~ h~eti— i~ ~he ~ 63).~~
• 

~~~ :‘-s~n~ ’s ana lysis of the ~it hdrawa ’ process w i l l probabl y

focus o’ tP~’ee !ma:o- considerations: (1) South Korea ’s growing

strength . (2) America ’s resolve to support South Korea, and (3)

~iSSR /~P~ suppo t to North Korea. The ‘“st n”ght :ause him to act now

rather than face a stronger 10K ater . The latter two COu li~ lead hir to

believe that a sCcurity vo~~ ei~ sts as a result o~ the 2d Infantry

Di vis ion pu ’lou t and that an attack by his country would be successful .

r the first case, much will depend on hi; percept i on of South

Korea ’s m Il itary capability and political ability to thwart an invasion

from the North. The effectiveness of the United States transfer of arms

and equ’pment to the ROK army as a substitute for the presence of an

American div ision wi l ’  be a major consideration which Pie cannot afford to
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i’’s~-jiqe. Additiona ’l y, his reading of the leve ’ of polit ica l instab i~

‘ South Korea so as to provide him a fertile ground for Inter-

vø.’tton must be careful1 y weighed against a n~~~er of factors. The

ant’-nortPie”n sentimen t produced by the invasion of 1950 Is sti ’l strong.

an~ the”, -is li ttle trace o’ an Insurgency •lement in South Korea or any

~ South Korean conrunist party to fan the fl~~es of insur-

rect lon.” Nonethe’ess , ~ the opportunity presents itself , ‘ in

~i~ s a ’ ’~~a~~ o~t ’’ned ~~~~ ‘nte”yons when he stated or Ap ril ~8,

,
~~; ~~s’t to Pek’nc:

:‘ revol .,t’on takes place ‘n South Korea , we as one and the
s&i~e nat’on , wi ’l not just look at it with folded arm s, b~t

• w i l l  st”onq ly support the South Korean people. If the enemy
qn’tes war reckless ’v we shal~ resolutel y answer it with war

an~~ com~
’et.’,’ dest”oy the oppressors. In this wa” we wi l l

~~~~ i ose ~~~ ii”litary dç~iarcet’on line and wi ll qa 4 n the
~~fl~~~~ y 5  re~~n ’ i ca t 1 Ori .~~~

S~cond, ‘n’ ‘-s~~c ’s “.ad ’na Of the ~‘S reso ’ve to Support South

o o..ea the event a’ anither war w~ l’ al so be a major determinant as he

~ssess’c 
q~~” 1ca 5 As ”~ r ro ’ .’ ‘or the :9P~’s. The level of America ’s

c-e~1’~’’1 ’ tv w ’tPi her Ac~an e ’’les In the ~iact decade ‘c a key Indicato r .

t coul-~ ca use ~~~~~ ~•orea t~ believe that the ‘JS resolve and m t.”-

net’on~l bac k~’o”i~ a”~ weak and that the Cart.” a~uifni stratf On s apprehen-

s b ”  about ~eco~i19’o ‘nvO~v,d in a l and war in Asia may lessen American

suopo”t to çr~~ r l orea $~i the event a’ another war. Much w i l ’ depend, ‘n

essence , on ~ mn ’ l~ sunaS Interpretation of America ’; diplomatic rhetoric

to support SoutPi orea. Given the new geographic location of ground

troops ‘Ok i nawa , Hawaii , CONUS) , wi l l he be inVressed by an ~~rican

nava or ai” show of force? W il l Pi15 obssess~on to move south b”ing the

Un ’ted States onl y t’~ the point of inaction and superpower frustration?

— 
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In l-igPu t of President Carter ’s plan to terminate thi US ROC Mutual

Security ‘Treaty by Dece~~er 31 , ~979, how sure can the forces on the

Korean peninsula be that the US w I l l fulf ill her defense obligations

under the US-ROK Mutua l $ecuri’-v “reaty? ‘The evIdence suggest that these

are Question s that Japanese anal ysts and leaders Continue to entertalr ‘n

their formulation of nationa~ security pol icy decisions. ‘The most recent

Japanese Defense Wh ite Pape” ezpressed this concern in Jul y 1978 when ‘t

stated:

the withdrawal not only may effect the actua l m l i ta ry
ba l ance but sti ’l wc~~ø , may give an ii~~ress’on that the U.S.comitnen t on the defense of South K orea is being eroded,
therePv hav m ng a’’ unf avorable inoact on the pol itical stabi-
‘ Ity of South Korea, and there i; also a danger that North
Korea may overestimate ~he in~ licat’on of suCh a situation in
formulating its policy. ~

Addit ionall y, k i n ’  fl-sung would no doubt consider the tenor of Japanese

po ’ ’tica tPi in~~~ ng w t h  respect to Ame rica~s use a’ forwa”C bas ing a”

Japanese ter”mta”y to support South Korea against another North Korean

Inv sion .

Pi~rd , North Korea wou ’d have to critical l y assess the Sino-Soviet

r’val ”y and thel” nterest ‘n the Korean penin sula at that t ime , :~ v iew

of the changing East As 4 a ~nternattorai envirorwaen t (the tenuous US-USSR

d~tente , US-PQC norwializat~on of “,atlons, and the budding Japanese

relation ship with both the PRC and the USSR), Kim Il-sung ’s decision to

gi ve the PRC and/or the USSR p”ior notice with respect to an attack on

South Korea may well hinge on whether he vi~~$ their total support would

be forthcoming during the Ini tia l stages of military hostilities. If

Such Support were left in doubt, Kin might ;till be te~~ted to move with-

out consultation creating a turn of events which could possibly leave his

allies no Choice In th~ end but to support his actions.
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Kim il-sung has set as North Korea ’s primary national objective the

• bu il dup of his armed ~orce5 whi le subordinating c ivil economic progr~~s.

Th’s rearm~nent of forces 9’VeS the OPRK the ‘i~~t h ‘ argest army in th~
world behind the ~RC , the ¶.YSSR , the US, and India .45 ‘The force rat o

of this mi litar i zatio n progran convared to that of’ the 10K appears “

Figure 4~ ’.

1970 1977

P0K DPRK P0K OPRK
~e”sonne ’:

Act~ve forces 634,000 400,000 600,000 570,000
Reserve ‘arces 1 ,000,000 1 ,200,000 2,800,000 1,800,000
V afleuvØr ~‘v~s’ rs 20 “19(21) ••25 41)

Ground ba ’ance:
‘anks 900 600 ‘1,100 1,950

APC 300 120 ‘400 ‘750
Assau t ouns 0 300 0 ‘105
A rti ’~ery!~~.. ,750 3,300 ‘2.000 e4 ,33S

A l- Ba ’ance:
Jet combat a~—craft 230 555 ‘320 655
7ther m~

4i tary aircraft ‘35 200 ‘320
MA gu”; 2,000 ‘1,000 5,500

Navy c~ ”t’a v~5se 5 90 ‘80-90 ‘425-450

‘These are apor-o~Im at 4~.’;, Actua ’ ~igu”e; may be greater .
~~ atest ~ntefligence estimates crejit the DPRK w i t h  41 n’an,uver

d’y~s1ons and ~r1ga des. The P0K current ly has 21 maneuver
dlv Si or’ s.

Source: U.S. Congress, Senate, Coi~nittee on Foreign Relations. U.S.
‘Troop W4thdrawal Fror the Republic O~ Korea, :978, p. 2 7 .

(FIg ure 4-2. Korean Force Balance Conçarison)

~he advantages in terms of th~ SovIet-supplied firepower (mobile assault,

jet a~ -cra ’t, anti-aircraft weapons, and naval vessels) favor North Korea

and with the dra’t age now set at 16, the sIze a’ their armed forces will

remain super ior . Other factors to be considered which appear to give

No’th Korea in the attacker role a decided advantage are as follows:
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PRINC IPAL MILITAR Y ADVANTAGES OF NORTH AND SOU’TH KOREA 46

North Korea (generall y offensive South Korea (generall y defensive
deployment) deployment)

More ground combat divisions. Advantage of terrain and
Greater ground firepower, defensive positions.
More armor assets. More modern air assets.
Superior naval forces. Better educated military
More air assets. leadership.
Better a r  defense system. Vietna m combat experience.
Larger log istics production . Better transportation network .
Great.- m ilit ary production . Continued US deterrence.
apab ’’4t y of Surpr i se.

Ability to concentrate attac king
‘or cc s.

Oistanc e to Seoul .
M~ r~ c~Jrrar’1~-type ‘“ces .
Proxin”ty of major allies .

“he nature a’ North Korea ’s offensive posture can be f urther

cla’-~’ied hy the fo ’’ow’ng:

No”t~’i Korea continues to import anc~ produce numerousa”~~s~ve weapons and has the capabi’’ty to produce ~ 62 tanks.

North Korea has a sustaine d supp ly reserve of 30 to 90
days.

3~ Nearly all ho”th karean maneuver d~vision; and bri~
gades are w thIn 100 mI les a’ the DM2 ‘n an attack Posture;
Di vi sion leve ’ exerc~ses have been resumed after a lapse ii’

several years.

4. Over 900 hardened artillery s1tes are positioned :ust
north o~ the DM2 and many have the capability of shelling ROK
position s and radar sites as well as the surround ing area of
Seou

5. FROG- 7 su rf ace_ to_ su rface m lss ’ ies north a ’ong the DM2
are capabi e ~ h’tting the c’ty of Seoul.

F~. M~~-21 aircraft deployed on airfields alon g the DM2
can embark on tactica 1 strikes and reach Seoul within 2-3
m inutes.

. North Korean naval bases near the DM2 permit mi ssile
Siring boats and submarine s to concentrate on the South Korean
coastal areas.

8. SpecIal c~,rando fg~ces are primed for night parachuteand Insurgency operations.”
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Congressional testimony has already revealed that North Korea, next to

the USSR , is “probabl y the most heavil y m i litarized sti~te in the world”

and reported to be “in a position to l aunch a major surprise attack with

little or no warning.”~~

The s~sr total of all ~~‘ these elements appear to give North Korea ,

a bl itzkr ieg attaci against Seoul as a limited objective , a dec i ded

-~~ antage at least ~n the init i a l stages of hostil it ies . W’thout the

,resence of the 2d :n’antry Ol vis ion and its support elements, the burden

wou1~ then fall on the combined efforts of the P0K and the US air and

nava ’ forces. How quick~~v the tide ~f battle can change to favor the

south w’’l then depend on the degree of involvemen t the US choses to

un~e t a ke ~‘i a susta~ned con flict , Some would contend that , without the

~1 rec t inv~l v,ment and danger to Ame’ican ground troops . the extent of

the l’~ pa-t Icip a t on would be a~ecemeal . AmerIca ’s decision and response

would no doubt be the supreme test in the eyes of her a1 lies . ~or Japan ,

~n p a r t i ~ ’ u~~ar , it would re’lect the strength of America ’s cred ibility and

resol ve to bac k her conritments to the South Korean people.

Since the end o~ the ~orean con ’lict , North Korea has nitIated

countless host’le ~nc i dents aga’nst the south leading to the murders of

54 Amer 4cans and several hundred South ~:orean soldiers.49 From 1967

through 1~ ”S , there have been reported over 1 ,922 North Korean armed

vi olation s fn the DMZ.~~ One of the more Infamous events was the

January 21 , 196~ attac k by 30 heavily armed North Korean In FIltrators on

President Park Chung Hee’-s Presidential Dalace , the Blue Mouse. A week 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~ — --— - - . - - --- ___________



C ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~r.—~ - --  w~—r”r - ~~~~~~~~ -- ,
~
- -~~~~

- -  - - - -- -
~~~~

after the raid , North Korea seized the US naval ship Pueblo In inter-

nationa 1 waters where one crew member was kIlled and the rest of the crew

imprisoned in North Korea for 11 months. In November 1968, a month be-

fore the release of the Pueblo crew, a North Korean amphibious force o’

120 in filtratà rs attempted to estab lish a base on the ROK southern

coast. ‘hese series of events were followed by the shooting down of an

American EC-~21 reconnaisance aircraft over Internat ional waters i n

1 969, wi th the announced p 1 ans for the pullout of the 7th Infantry

i i  197~l , South Korea made an effort to enter into a non-

aoqression v~~t w t h  the North but the proposal was turned down by the

DPRK .

On August 15, 1974, another effort was made to assassinate

Pres’dent Park . This t ime the lone assassin missed in his attempt and

i nstead shot and kil led President Park ’s wife. By November ~f that year

and March of the f3llow lng year, two m~1vnoth tunnels under the DMZ con-

struc ted by North Korean soldiers capable of ln ’Iltratin g men and equip-

ment into South Korea were discovered . “he first tunne l was 1.5 m iles

long, ‘our ~e~t hi gh and fou r feet wide complete with concrete wa lls ,

ce Ilin g with elec tric llaht in g, and a narrow-guaqe railway. “he second

was 50 yards bel ow ground, 5 kilometers long, and approximatel y 6 feet

h ’ gh and 6 feet wide . t had been under construction f~’ two years and ,

given several more Months without detection , would have bypassed some of

the forward positions of South Korean forces on the DM2 ~Figure 4_3),
51

These tunnel discoveries were followed by the North Korean sink ing

of a R0I( fishing vessel , the seizure of another in South Korean terri-

torial waters; in September 1975 North Korean gunboats attacked a
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Japanese fishing boat and kill ed two fishermen. These Incidents con-

tiriued through 1975 with the brutal beating of a US Army officer at

P anmunjon by North Korean soldiers . This was followed on August 18, 1976

with the axe murder of two more American officers on the DM2 and later In

Jul y 1977 with the shooting down of an unarmed Army helicopter which had

accidentl y strayed across the 0142 resulting in the deaths of three
‘ 

Americans and one captured . “hen on October 16, 1978, a third tunnel was

i scovered. Buried some 70 yards below the surface and dug through

oranite rock , the tunnel was ‘arge enough to permit a full y armed

d Iv is 4o~ of troops to pass through each hour. It had been extended some

1,427 feet i n t o South Korea and was no more than two miles from the
c-)

United Nations site at Parwnunjon .
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Source: David Rees, “North Korea: Undermining the Truce,” Confl ict
Studies , No. 69 (March 1976): 7.

(Figure 4-3. DM2 lunne ls)
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The compilation of these aggressive actions, the comparative build-

up of North Korean military forces, and the expressed intent of Kim

Il-sung to uni’y Korea during his lifetime vividl y illustrates the

volatile nature and precarious circirstances which are present on the

Korean peninsula. The presence of US ground combat troops north of Seoul

has for the past twenty-five years acted as a stabilizing force and a

deterrent to a North Korean invasion and South Korea ’s concern over the

removal of the 2d Inf antry Division is easily understood. As MG John K.

Si nq ’aub , former Chief of Staff of US forces in Korea, noted in his

t’ stlmony before the House Conrittee on Armed ServIces:

If the North Korean planner is faced with a situation in which
that force i~ sitting in a position where ft could move
astride either of the two major avenues coming Into Seoul, he

-: is faced with a serious military problem . He has to contend
with that and produce a force that can overcome it. But more
Important , in my view , is the ~ac’ that he must recognize that 

-

it is a U.S. force. That is the tip of an iceberg of U.S.
combat power . . . . If that force were removed, that element
of constraint would also be removed, that is, Kim could launch
hI~ attac k without fear of runnin g into U.S. ground forces
• . . . That element of deterr~Qce . . . cannot be replaced
by any number of P0K divIsions .~~

And so it is that the element of deterrence is the key. V in fact

the 2d Infantry Division was the inhibiting factor in the face of North

Korea ’s pl ans for an invasion , does Its deployment back to the Un i ted

States increase the ris k of large scale host ilities in Korea? And if the

probability for milit ary action on the part of North Korea is greater,

how credible is America ’s assurances of providing effective support to

South Korea? Kim Il-sung ’s perception of the strength and weakness of

America ’s resolve become the governing factor in this equation . He has

already shown that his understanding of America ’s Intention s is poor.

How he views this unilatera l withdrawal without a corresponding action on
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his p4rt to help share In alleviating tensions on the Korean peninsula is

a question which was once before raised in June 1949 and answered with a

North Korean surprise attack on June 25, 1950. What he must be made to

realize in this case Is that the United States is not totally corritted

to the withdrawal time schedule unless the conditions are right and are

in the interests of peace and stability in Northeast Asia. Recent events

in Southeast As ia and the updated intelligence reports on North Korea ’s

increased strength have caused the Carter a~nInistration to reassess the

withdrawa l schedule with the expectation of extending the fina l with-

drawal date to 1984.

Japanese leaders have been perplexed by the US troop withdrawals.

“heir reading of what appears to be various shades of the threat from the

Soviet Union , the PQC, and In particular the Korean peninsula, have made

it necessary f0r them to o~an for those measures which will insure the

security of Japanese Interests. But to date, litt le has been done. The

course of action Japan chooses will have to be balanced against her per-

cept4on of the chan~1ng nature of the Washington-Moscow-Pek ing axis ,
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CHAPTER 5

JAPANESE STRATEGIES AND 0° !0’~

“he impac t of the American ground troop ~‘thdrawa~ from the

~e~u”~ ic C~ Korea o” Japanese nat’onal secur’’y w ’ ll depend on a ntlllber

~~f ~~~~~~~~ W’’ taril y, Japan wi ’’ ~e concerned w~~h the time-phas-’nQ .

~~~ t ypes o’ u~~’ t 5  ‘n- : ’uded ~~fl the with~~a~al . Po liti ca ’ly,

tn ’s teat jre ~~~
‘ 
• ‘~e~ aga’”st the ~Jrrent statj c c” ‘~t~ on the

Kr~~~ar pe n’ns.4~ a a’~ fu~~tb,~ - ana~y:e~ 1’ the conteit c” Japan s percep-

t~or ~~‘ the ez’stence o’ a ~ecur1ty vacuum there and the total impac t on

¶ ‘~e bala nce “ power ‘r Nort heast As ’a.

~o” ~ 
‘ the ‘Iri!~’ ‘ta tes w~thdrawa i as pre~~~t i y planned a’~

par :ia ’’Y n~ rcj te- 4 a”ect Jap a” ’s nat’cr~a’ secu~’tv int erests? ~~rst .

Japanese ana 1 y~ t c  ~‘d pp
’ - ti ca l observer s must exanine a~l Dos~i’ e

sc.r ’~~r~s ~ ‘1c ’~ ~~~~ emerge as a ‘~øsult of the ‘~~ w’thdraw al . Second,

“~st ~~~~~~~~~~ ¶~~se cc.r~anos w Ith a ~a—1 ation of strategies , options,

end co~’-ses o’ act on ava ’a~le to Japan . Some c’ the possf~”liti es —0-

c~~~t 4 n i ~ ‘r~~ ~~ c pullout ‘roin Korea can b~ 5tffiI~~ d ~jp h r l e ( ’ y .

1. ‘he ~WP~ ~~~~ once aga~~ Increase its mi’~ ta~- y capa~ i-

‘ I t - v  as ~: d’~ ~ n 19 72 a’ter the withdrawa l o~ the 7th In’ant — v D’-v s’or

c,.~ *~ r~j. ~lsr,ad perceptions on the pa-’ a’ ~~ ~~~~tri ~~ with respect

to I.nev”ca’c changing posture in Asia m~~it prompt him to attack the

South In anticipation that the US initiall y would be iniiecisive.

2. The Soviet Union migh t also choose to extend her already

expanding m l ’it a y capab 4llty and p o liti ca l’ y Support North Korea ’s



att ac k south ir’ an effort to bolster her geographic and diplomatic

posture w ’th respect to the PRC, Japan , and the United States in light of

the new series of arrangements in that tr,ac~.

3. Sensing a weakened US secu~~ty a’liance, Japan iright seek

c ’c’se- ties w ’th e ther the PRC and/or the Soviet Union .

4. South Korea ’s potential dissat~sfactb on with America ’s

efforts to adequately supp~y m ili t a r y assets to compensate for the w it h-

~,-awa~ of troops nay precipitate the ROK S move toward the acqu isition of

“tic leer weapons.

The ‘ear -:
~ ‘ a hei ghtened externa ’ attack from the North

and the th’~eat o’ an interna ’ Crisi s Yli gh t prompt South ~-orea to acceler-

ate her ~~~~
- on domestic oppos’tion forces and adversel y affect the sent~-

~‘ieit c’’ the ~orean ‘“norltv l ’ .’~ nq in .~apan .

6. South Korean apprehens-or over the comb ned mili t er v

strenoth o’ North •o— ~a arid the Soviet Unio” migh t prompt the RC)~ to come

to terms with the D’~ resu lting in the eventua~ domination of t~e North

~n South Korean af’ai’- s.

7. ‘ ~~‘ the US w ithdrawal ‘ron A si a , the terrn natlon

of the ROC-US securIty t r ea t y ,  and the PPC’s Incursion into the Soc’a ’ist

Repub liC o~ Vietna-’, the Republ ic of China r- ’qht be tempted to pursue an

independent n.ic lear prograei.

8. The PhI ljpp~nes, giver the expanding Soviet naval pre-

sence 4 n Southeast Asia and domestic nationalist pressures , migh t be

forced to reassess and eventua1l y terminate its base rights to the Un ited

States.
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These scenarios are by no means all - In clusive. They do illustrate ,

however, the potent ial changes which may come ‘nto play as a resu 1t o~
America ’s ground combat withdrawal from South Korea. More importantl y,

the y represent issues whi ch may stlmu ’ate debate in Japan and cause the

Japanese to conslie r in greater det a-l certa1n strategies and options to

cope ~~ t~- poss’b ’e changes ‘n the East As~an r-a ance 0’ power st ruc ture.

~~~~~~~ ha nge!Status

:~~a— nay ~-‘~ co r t~~’ w~ t~ s’-’o~ ma’nta r ’-n~ he’ pre~ ert r-oc it~o- .

h 5  eq~~ires ~ ~a’o~ change ‘‘~r- her “o,o _ ji rect l ona l ” ‘o-e ign p0’ Icy

and continues to nsjre her current ~~ gram 0~ a balanced d’plomacy. It

i
~~ Ir’P~e,-~~” y a low risk o~tion and because o’ Japan ’s a~~i ance w1 t~ the

J5 , ‘t  perni ts the Japanese to Cort ir iue the e “eQu~~’st art” p p l ’c v  in  the

nt~.—n,t - n a ’ aren~ . he SuC C C SS c’ t h i s  approach ~t’ the Conteit 0’

~
y
~ r’t~ o” the ‘—~ ar- pen in cul a ‘c dependent jpCr’ ~~p~r 5  ~~r~~ ng ‘-ela-

t ’s”ip wit h t ’ii’ US, t hp ROK an~ the DPRK . .~ brief recapltu ’at lon o’

t P ’ ,S  Quad’-~ ’at, al :‘~nnPc t ’o r  underscnres the importance ri’ ‘he status

o~-’ o - l I - ~ i’- -’ th. fr.nework upc”- w~ lc’ ~t ‘s present 1 v based.

~ 1th respec t to the American-Japanese re ’a tipn s , the ‘S remains the

p.~ r a y ovø ’-ceac market ‘o’ Japan , t~~ major provider o’ ‘c~~e~~qn techno-

‘c’q~, the ‘ial- outlet ~~ foreign cao - t a ’, and the sole nu clear deterrent

to the Sov ’~ t ~nion and the PRC. 1 Although America ’s w~thdrawa l “on

South Korea h~ic threatened this relationship, Japanese leaders may choose

to rea”irm ar’d nurture the c l ose working ‘-e ’atbonshl p developed over the

past three decades with the United States. ~oremost anong these is the

re-establ~ sPmient of the trust end con ’i dence which seems to have been
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lost in the last decade. From the Japanese perspective , the ~Nix0n

shoc.s and America s posture in A sia have been of particular concern.

For the US, there is an under l ying demand for rec iprocity and equality on

Japan ’s part to do more in terms of shou l dering the responsibilit~ fo’-

he’- own defense. The question of how lon g the United States w i ll Ce’-

tinue to unde—write the defense of Japa r ’ i~ a va ’iable always sut~ect to

:‘ar’Qe upon w h ’ - h  the Japanese may not have aOquate time to react.

apan .  iestre OstenSib ’v to ‘-e’~ai” the Ju ”ior pa’tner ‘n th is bilate ral

al ’ ia nce ~S not a oos~ t ‘or the US ‘~‘she s to maln ta~n ~nde’in ’te i y and as

a ‘-esu lt Cont’nuCS to u’-Qe Jap,~i~ to assLrie a role somewhat corrensu—ate

w ’ t b  her pos ition ‘n the international arena.

‘he importance ci’ thr ~l apaneSe-South ~-o’-~ar re lat~onship Is Inter-

woven ‘n a ser~es c~ economic , ~~plomatic , an~ cu tura i ties which have

!~ecome a~ nte~Qs pa— t o’ each c~unt ’-v S vital interests. The predom ’r_

ance ci’ Japanese grants , loa’-s, a ll , anI investment ‘r South Korea ,

-~o~ac~ng that p’-e~ 1 cius ’y held by the US. has qiven Japan a l arger sta~
in the Korea’ pen4n sula . ‘ ikew ’se South Korea ’s e vp c ’- ts to Japan

(s co” o’-’-v to t i e  US) have pro~~ded these As ian n~~ghbors with a corn-

mona ’it - v of “te ’-ects c,uc i a ’ to their economic well -be i ng. The status

QuO OOt IY .  ‘(,S ’,rs th 4 S ‘C’at~ OnShiP and helps to fnsu’e stabi lity ‘r’

t~is realOn .

There Is no Quest -or that Japan would welcome a lessening of

tensi ons ~n Koree. Nonetheless, she i~ content with the current posture

in terms of a friendl y South Korean Qovernrnent as a buffer between the

Japanese island s and a potentiall y hosti le co.m,iun’st-controlled state.

Japan is i n no position to he ’ t, the US m ilit aril y in support of South

- 
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Korea. The age-old Korean distrust of Japan and the Japanese publ ic’s

attitudes are additional obstacles which make ft nearly i~~ossible, at

least for the foreseeable future , for Japan to particip ate -n a mi litary

alliance with South Korea. Indir ect assist ance from Japan in terms of

economic aid , wh iCh permits South I(orea to concentrate her efforts on

military pr’ori’~ies , 
i5 at present the maxim~ri extent of Japan ’s ‘nv ~

’ve~
—~~ r ’ t  ‘r Sout” korea.

‘he Japanese-No’t’ K orean re’at~Onship In terms Of Japan ’s status I
QUO pO l ’Cy ~‘ll ‘‘n~l t’~ .~apanese attempting to maintain present lines o’

conmun~cat~on . As Japan branches Out an~ becomes more assertive in the

-t er nat ’ona ’ arena, she “lay wø ll ‘m d  herse ’’ serving as the lin& be-

tween Nort,’ and South Korea r an e’fort to avert m’~S’ead perceptions,

a ’~lev~ate ei 1s~ i ng tens or s, and help estab lish a more ‘elaiec atmosphere

— 0’ conrurlcat r ~ r or~e- t c insj’e understanding an~ foster steb~lity .

No’th ~-o ’ -e a ’ s current ~“te’est ‘n  Japanese technology, fore i gn trade, anl

exchange o’ v’~ i tor~ are important steps towards establ’ishin c under-

standing ar~ cooperat’or .
2 ‘he d”ficu ’ties ‘or Japan , however. ~‘ she

ShOU ’(I dec i de t~- se’ve as a bridge between North and South Korea, are

apparent. ~‘- st , Japan has no rea 1 ecor’oi” c stake “ North K orea and ,

as there a—~ no ‘rtp.- r~ l o~ e , t e _ r a i pr~55ures t o eKtCnd hersel’ 
-

— 
as a condu t t~etween the p

~c rt P ,  ane South , there ‘emains ve’v littl e

incent ivt ‘o’- Japanese action . ‘he notivat4 nQ ‘ac to’ a ltruisticall y for

Japan wou’-~
j be peace on the pen 4 nsu la which would reguf’e her to take the

initiative and s.’ve volunta ’-llv as an intermediary. It is a role to

• 
~‘i -tch she Is unaccustomed and may not be eager to pursue because of the

Inherent risks involved . Second, Japan’s present contacts with the DPQK
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have already stirred t~e anger of the ROK . 
There are presistent fears

tnat Japanese contacts with North Korea will jeopardize aspects of South

Korea ’s n~t~onal security p’ogram. Japan-North Korea trade ties from the

South Korean perspect’ve, for example, may be wiewed as indIrectl y

strengthen’nq the DPRX ’s mil ita r y capabilit y as we 1l as adding to South

Korea ’s competition as a major ,iarket source ‘or Japan . There a’-e a’so

~o-~th ~-orean fears that the North ~orea-JeDan relat ’on s~
4 p nay prompt

Japa’- to pl om at ica l’ ,~ recoqnize the 
P~~ - th  whi ch would bolster the

~~‘ ‘s stan -4 ’ among the nat i~~s i-” t ’-iø wi’-’l. ‘h’rd , Japan~s obvIous

4’ t toward Sc-ut” ~~~~~~~ ~~~ term s of her vested economic ~‘terests are met

w i th North Ko~ear c’i t’ -~tsm and c~l 5 t r u5 ~ ‘Or sinl ’ar reasons.

~‘-oponerts f~r the ‘statu s quo’ opt i -,r believe that this course ci’

a~t’c~’- wi~~ pr—n t Japan t’ take mei~”~r e1vanta~e ci’ he~ SCCU’ tv t’eat y

W it ” the tic wPi 4 le providl’i i Japanese leaders ample opportunity to con-

c,”trate on their economic a~ t p olit i ca l endeavors. Unl~ke c’ther avail-

able or’t4 cw’s, the stat is au-o approach appears to o”er maxi’num flex~
b ,_

‘ 4 t v  1” te’-”s of a iow nQ Japan to make the transition to other courses

-
~~‘ action shou~~ the need a’lse.

Rearmament

A ~p~~,n-1 opt~om av~ flable to Japan i~~ an increased rearmanent ~iro-

qram. ThIS cou’se could run the fu ll ga.~it Quant itative l y and qua li-

tative 1 y to inc lude the acquisitIon of nuclear weapons, the procurement

ci’ a series o~ offensive weapons (i.e. tactica l cruise missi les and

long-range aircraft and ships), manufa ctur i ng and export ing arms, con-

scri pt ion , exceeding the ‘one percent of 6NP’ barrier on defense expendi-

tures, and even Japan ’s participation In a United Nations peacekeeping

~~~
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Supporters for this option presently see Japan as an economic giant

and a military midget whose status in the world coiirunlty needs to be

brought into sharper focus. In essence, a greater balance Should be

ma i ntained between her p o li t i cal , econom i c , and mil itary Structure In

order to continue to insure her position in the internat ional arena. :t

i~ a point of view which holds that a state is only as strong as ~ts

weakest 1’nk and ‘o’ Japan that weakness ‘s her irili ta ry posture. ‘he

1essons ~earned by the Japanese in the mid-l9th century when mili ta ry

weakness t ’”cuQh t ~‘sas te’- and h ir i ll at ion -to ~lapan are contrasted i~’th

the ir 199C ’s policy of ‘ukoku syohei (wealthy nation , strong army) where

Japan ’s strength m ilitari tm y brought independence, mnternatio na ’ power,

recogn ition , and respect. In view of the US withdrawal and the possibi-

li ty of an inc-eased threat to Japan , some Japanese may fee ’ that the

onl y th~ng worse tha - ~‘ein q responsible for y Ou ’ own defense ‘s hav -~ng

someone C
i

SC resporsible for I t .

‘here are many advantages and disadvantages in the rearmament

opti on . An increased rr’ ’ ltary posture would Cert amr 1y change the

Japanese po’’t l ca ’ charac ter and in the process increase her influence

espec l a l’ v among the nOr~~~’ ’QneC na tions. Conversely , a rearmed Japan

~i~~’ rj Qeclerate ‘non certai n se~nents 0’ SOC’Ctv outbursts of mi l i ta ri sm

r~~i4nesc.n
t c ’ the Interwar p~~iod and en’lamr antI-Japanese sentiment.

The notion of a remIl ltar i zed Japan could also to some degree change, If

not shatter , the fragile balance of power in A sia and in the process

poss4bly ign ’te a series of actions ‘rom a renewed arms race to a revised
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system of security alliances. The percept ions of her Asian ne i ghbors may

be varied and the Impac t of a rearmed Japan is stil l a matter ci’ specula-

tio n . Recent coninents 5v As ian leaders with reference , for example, to

the SOF’s conduc t o’ Japan ’s tm argest naval and ~1r combined arms exercise

~~‘ October 1978 are revealing. Singapore ’s Prime V-m ister Lee Kuan Yen

sa’d , ‘! am not a’armed . . . as lan a as Japan does not go nuclear and

t’ie ‘orces operate under American nuclear ianbrella , am not

a ’armed .’3 Even more ~mpOrt ant were the remarks by Thina ’s Vice-

Cha irm an ‘eng ‘~siao-p Ing when he to ld a Japanese delegation : ‘ am in

favor — ‘ japan ’s Sel f-Defense Force bu~1d-up .”4

Rearmament proponents are apt to be confronted with a mu ltitud e of

domestic ~ii ”mcu l ties , Inc l uding strong opposition to any re i nterpreta-

t~cir’, i’ not a rCv iS ’ci rI , ci’ ~1ap ar ’s ‘Peace Con st it utio n ’ or to ccin~

script i or . These are two cr’t’ca ’l y important Items not yet amenable to

change. ~cci noml ca~
i v , ~~“ ~ih~n~e~ rearmament program would require a

reorientation ~~‘ c~ -’ t-i ca ’ resources to the m1 ’4tar y ‘ndust rIa ~ sector .

Japanese who have reaped an~ exper i enced the economic rewards of past

decades nay riot be so w’’~~’nQ to make such sacrifices ‘or the rearmament

Option .

Econom c Superpower/Superstate

The scenario which envisions Japan as an economic superpower/

superstate might be considered a va r ia t ion of the first option with the

point of emphas1s on Increasing the tempo arid expanding Japan ’s massive

economic growth. The pr imary assi,nption is triat Japan will not only con-

ttri ue to ma intain her economic prosperity but will also have an opportun-

ity to project her economic in fluence to even higher standards In her age -
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ol d quest to ‘catch up with the West.’ This would entail a greater

emphasis on high technology Industries , Increased overseas investments ,

and capita l exports. Domestical~y, this course of action would encompass

a major move toward social welfare programs with the intent of creating a

high—morale Japan content to p ’ay an active role in world affairs whil e

enjoyina the rewards of her efforts In all sectors of society.

Some o’ the i nherent dangers In this option as Japan IncreaseS her

posit ion as a w o r ld  power inc l ude the reluctant accomodation s which other

econ~-ic powers such ac the JS , Western Europe, and Russia would have to

make in order to allow Japan to share In the world economic markets.

Li kewise, less developed countries , partlc ular 1 y In Asia , may resent and

fear the domination of Japanese economic Interests ~nd resort to pro-

tectionism or the natio nali zation of Japanese businesses and ‘ndustrles

as countermeasures. In this nitreme , any attempt to cut Japan off from

cer tai n economic areas would lin t the scope of Japan~s dlversi ’ied

markets and adversely alfect her economic pace. If Japan found herself

in such a position , Pier rejecti on from part or all of the world corvnunity

could Ignite and flame nationa listic tendencies in Japan which could con-

cei vabi y lead to Japan ’s move to m il ita ri sm . A more realistic alte--

nat i ve will probabl y fi nd Japan cautiousl y pursuing her economic goa’s as

she S IO W ’y advances to the posit ion of having the worlds second largest

GNP by 1990. Her stake in the world conrunity economically at that point

w il’ be so great so as to prompt her to take a more active and In4 l uen-

t a l  interest in the stability a’ the international system.
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Una rmed Neutrality

~“his course of action is based on the Japanese assuming a position

of economic and polit ical alliances in peace and neutrality in war . It

is founded on a policy of an economic growth slight l y lower than present

standards. The primary traits In this approach are based on domestic

abunda nce and the expansion of social and welfare expenditures. This

woul d also include avoiding policies and actions which would tend to

disrupt economic development. For example, an effort might be made to

limi t overseas investments and convnltinents which could Involve Japan In

sensitive pol itica l problems. There would continue to be an Interest in

mu lt in at i onal corporate concerns and exporting i ndustries but not on the

scale which would place Japan in a decisive leadership role. An effort

would also be made to stockpile at least a years Supp ly of raw material s

as an attemp t to temporar i~y limit Japan ’s dependence on imports. In

terms o~ her national security, steps might be taken to modify slgnl’i-

can t ly or even end her dependence on America ’s nuclear umbrella by em-

barking on a s~ow pace of defensive rearmament. The pni ma’v goal in the

long run is to establish a foundation of stability and domest ic tranqul-

lity. This course of action Øf limited global contacts and disengagement

from mi’itary and pol itical alliances would be a signal to the rest of

the world , and in particular the Soviet Union and the PRC, that Japan

desires to ma -’ ritain a low posture and is not a threat to anyone.

Heav i ly Armed1 Neutral Japan

This option which places Japan in a position of neutrality though

heavi ly armed enconvasses three major features which would radical l y

change the nature a’ Japan ’s Internat ional and national character. The —
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first involves the establisPvnen t of a massive defense program to greatl y

en l arge the SDF; the second would include the development of nuclear

weapons; and the third would entail a modification , if not the termina-

tion , of the US-Jap an security treaty.

I n terms of Japan ’s mass ive build -up of forces, there is no ques-

tion that she has the i ndustrial base in shipbu ilding, electronics, au to-

mot ive production , and miss il e technol ogy to produce the necessary

weapons. In order to make th i s massive transition , the Japanese would

have to exceed their one percent GNP ceiling on defense expenditure s,

change their constituti on to allow f~ r 
~~ incorporat i on of offensive

weapons in their force structure , reinstate a conscription program , and

be ab’e to participate in the sale and exchange of armaments abroad .

These chancies in themselves would have tremendous national and inter-

nationa l ramifi cat ions as noted earlier .

The most radical of these changes would be Japa’ acquisit ion of

nuclea r weapons. This abrupt shift in pol icy would be diametr icall y

opposed to Japan ’s ‘three non-nuclear principle s’ (no t to manufacture ,

possess , or al low the ‘ntroduction a’ nuclear weapons in Japan). There

no question that Japan ’s ‘nuc lear allergy’ still run ’s strong in

near 1 y every sector of Japanese society and that acceptance of tPi s

opt’on wou i
~ create an adverse reaction and result in turmoil at home and

abroad. The United States-Japanese security treaty which provides Japan

with a ‘nuclear shield’ presently obviate s the need for Japan to embark

on an i n~ependent nuclear weapons progarm. Should the Japanese lose con-

fidence in th~ US deterrent anti perceive the withdrawal from South Korea

as a weakened link In this alliance system, the conditions migh t well be

85 

______  - - - ,~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
-—----- —--

~~~~~~~~~~~_-- .



— .—-—. -‘-— - ,-.~—‘---.-—.,-~~~~~ - ----- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ —— -— -- - , - - .--
~

-
~~

-,—--, 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

___ _
~~~J —n 

set for Japan to engage in her own nuclear weapons program. If “aiwan

and South Korea (not to mention North Korea) should attempt to acqu ire

nuclear weapons in view of the pullout and the pending US-ROC treaty

— termination , Japan will have added cause to re-examine her nuclear

weapons opt i on. South Korea In parti cular has the capab ility to produce

nuc lear weapons.5 With one operating nuclear reactor and another under

construction coup led with two uranium ore heds. it ‘s possible that South

Korea could produce a nuc l ear bomb in the foreseeable future gi ven her

acquisit’or’ of enriched uran i .r or plutonium .

For Japan strateg ica l l y, the decision to pursue the nuclear opt i on

would probabl y be based on the theory of ‘proporti onal deterrence~ which

postulates that Japan as a medium-size nation could conceivabl y deter a

m Ill tar flv super i or country by her abi lity to wreak unacceptable d y1’

damage on any aggressor . Because of Japan ’s geographical proximi ty

and constraints , this would presuppose her abi lity to employ a credible

and survivab le second_strike capability as well as her willing ness to

become nvolved ~ a nuclea r exchange . Despite the fact that Japan could

bu i~~ a nuc lear force ‘superior to that of France and Great 8r$tain , her

fixed bases and mo5il e nuclear ground elements would be vulne rable be-

cause of the restricted Japanese terrain. n terms of developing the

more mob ile and clandestine nuclear submarines, Japan would be at a dis-

advantage in terms of her limited research and development In this area

and the growing threat Of the Soviet anti-submar i ne forces. In any case,

a sea-based nuclear force complemented with an aircraft strike force 
I ~would be the best deterrent system Japan could hope to establish with any

degree of effecti veness.
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A heavily armed Japan could be a major contributor to regional

stabi lity by assisting or replacing the US military power. However, a

resurgence of Japanese militarism would be unsettling and generate fears

particu larly among Japan ’s Asian neighbors. But It is from the domestic

perspective that the likelihoo d of Japan ‘go ing nuclear ” would be improb-

able arid an unwise course to follow in the face of severe domestic and

International obstacles.

Pan-Asian A l 1ian c e

A Pan-Asian regional security system with Japan playing a major

lea~~rsPi 4p role ‘s anot her option which may have some appeal to Japanese

l eaders. Japan ’s cultu ral , geographic , and racial i dentification with

her As ian neighbors and her imposing economic position on a global and

reg i ona 1 scale p ’
~aces her in an ideal position to assume a prominent role

In an As~atic-Pac ”ic alliance. One approach migh t be to el i cit the sup-

port of Ch~na , the US, and the USSR as major participat i ng members in

this collect ive effort with the expressed objective of maintain ing peace

and stab il~ ty in Asia. Japan ’s position in this collective alliance

would Involve an impartia 1 and non-aligned course cautiously avoiding a

role in the Sino -Soviet balance as we ll as striking a more independent

1ine i n  her r,lationsh~p with the US. This vast undertaking might entail

changing the US-Japan security treaty to perhaps a more all-encompassing

document (e.g., Peace and FriendshIp Treaty) t nvolving the PRC and USSR

which emphasizes economic and social interests first , and military

ass istance second. The a im would be to give this arrangement a multi -

polar base rather than a bilateral one permitting Japan In the process to

be the forerunner and Initiator of this program.
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1’l~ sta~tin9 point f~ r tP~s course of action migeit ~~~~~~ some
cOmbination of the economic and political aspects of the Assoc i ation of

Southeast A sian Nations (ASEAId). the Economic C~~~iss$on for Asia and the

Far East (ECA FE) , the As ian Development Bank , end some of the ~i”litary

cons~d.rat,ons i nherent ‘n the Austra l~an, hew Zeaiand , and United States

(Ai~ZuS) alliance. In tP* case of a Japan/AJ~ZUS (JMZUS) arrang~~ent

~~~~ wou ’ ~ ~.ite s~~~’Iar to NA 0 ’ s SHAPE orQar~zation , de’er se

~~ann ’ng, conrend an~ cont’~
’, base and port uti ’ iitlor , and consu~~a—

tlv r aQ~eements ~~ u ’~ ~~ j~’~ r~ the ~a~or areas o’ gen~’a ’ interest ‘r

supoorti’iq a reQ1On e~~ Zed seCur~ tv  StruCtu ’~e.
7 .~ ‘ew~se, a Japar’&ttM (

a-ra”~qe”~e”~ to en~ia’c~ t”~ ec~’~~~c status 3’ As~e ‘“ terms o’ trade,

~nvestments . ~~~ and develo~nent projects cou ’c~ be another ma~or area

th in which Japan COuld p ’a~ a sl gnl’icant ro’e.

A prob’em ~~th sett inQ up an As i an reg~ona~ st-~ct~ -e ‘S the ‘art

tha t asia , u~~~’~ e Weste ” fjrope, for eg.~~le , does not possess a ur~~ v.

‘v ~q h~storica ’ t’ac itior t” ~~nd the f ’~terests of nation—states . As ia ,

“stead , ‘s a COnVosit, o’ C~V ’’1Z at1OnS and ~e’~gions each with its own

~ stor ’Ca ’ backgro~nc~c a’~ conV lej lt ies. ~PIe japanese themselves, as

“~e~~”s ~f ar advanced ‘r~ustr4 alized society, may ‘~nd i t dl ”fC u lt to

i1~.itl’y w~ t Pi snd ~. accepted t~y their Yhi r~ World A~~en neighbors.

Add~ticwia ’~y, Japan ’s C ’~~O r t S  to assime a more prominent role, especial ly

in Southeast A sia , cou ’i stir As ian fears of the -ec ’-udescence of Japan ’s

prewar p~ an t~’ re-estap’ lls P a 6reater East As i a Co-Prosper i ty SOhere.

Politica l Determinants

These sl* options a’e by no means ~~~~~~~~~~ If anything, a

combination of any of these Courses of act ion to meet the security needs
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of Jap&~ could also be considered and proposed as viab le choices by

Japanese planners.

The primar y determinant in this selection process w e l l  continue to

be the domestic polit ical forces ‘n Japanese society. One of the more

viS ib le of tiiese w i l l  be th~ Japanese publi c and their opinion s on pro-

posed po ’icies and choices. PutliC ooin~on, that Is the climat e o’

opinion rather than articulated opinion , in Japan is one a’ the strongest

jn~ most •na~yzed aspects on the domestic scene.
8 I’ the most recent

cu~~ished sc’~~~’’’c 
ç j r ~~~ y conduc t ed by the Japan Defense Agency i~~

September 9’’ ~s any ~n~ ’ca t 1o n , there ~s good cause to believe that the

unarmed ne~a tra htv and the heavily armed through neutral options are not

important consideration s as far as the Japanese people are concerned.

with respect to the future defense posture a’ Japan, the pol~ indicated

that 33 percent were ir favor o’ the status quo, 22 percent wanted a pro-

grin whi z~ would keep ab’-east w ith science and technology, and only 1’.

percent wanted to see the strength a’ the SOF ,nc reased .9

‘he rc~le of the Japanese press ~s another ~n’luentia~ element ‘ r

the pol icy forrnu ’ation process. Coverage of President Carter s with-

jrawa~ plans , ,1ce-P res~dent Mondale s vi~~1t to Thkya to Nconsu~t with

the Japanese, and Prime Minister Fukuda ’s subsequent vis it to the ~‘! were

a1’ related aspects of the w ithd rawal decision whiCh received much

publicity. t appears that the press in general has not taken an over ly

prejudiced view In this matter and has ostensibly done well to serve the

public Interests as a coirunlcations channe l between governmental

policies and actions and the Japanese people. Inasmuch as the press has

been relatlve1 y o~ject1ve In this regard , It would appear that the status

-
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quo option , more than any other, Is the mos t acceptable choice at the

present t ime.

~ party system in Japan , since the early postwar years , has be-

come an important force In the policy formulation process. It has tradi-

tionally been dominated by the ruling conservative-oriented Liberal

Democrat ic Party (LOP ) and opposed by what has miiounted to a series a’

divided , left-wing opposition parties . In terms of defense policy and

security concerns, the pr imary Issues have included the external threats

• to Japan , the US-Japan security treaty, the composition of the SDF , and

the status 0f nuclear weapons ~ Japan. ‘he reverberations of the US

with drawal has had a renewed importancp in each of these areas which al~
parties must now address. The future force development of the SOF In

part i cu ’ar wi’l probab’~ be the most hot ly debated Issue and the most

susceptible to change as the trend to a more realistic and concrete

national security and defense policy emerges. W hile the LOP has tr-ad-

tiona llv argued for a stronger SDF, the opposition parties have taken

more of a paci’lst approach ca 1 ling for the dissolution of the S~) F . Re-

• cent Japanese p o l iti c a l developments, however, have shown some evidence

that certain oppos4tion parties (Komeito , Democratic Socialist Party, and

New Liberal Club) are slowly revising their paci ’istic attitudes in terms

of supporting to varying degrees the US-Japan security treaty as well as

the SDF.’° Th15 should not be construed as a move toward a major

transformation of Japan ’s national security and defense posture. It

might , however, demonstrate a greater concern by the opposition part i es

for national security and a possible shifting of political consensus In

support of the status quo option or a modified form of the rearma~ent.
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• 
- Japan ’s defense strategists continue to play a small role in the

determination of forei gn policy. As the tenor of thinking slow ly

changes, their influence and expertise should become incressingly

important . iwo high l y respected Japanese strateg ists , K1ich l Saek i of

the Nomura Research Institute and Makoto Mamol of the Nationa ’ Defense

Col l eqe, have been anong the most influent ial analysts In the last

decade. Momo i, In pa rt icu ’ar , appears to support the US withdrawal ‘ron

~~rea as a means of h igh light ing the dim ini shing role of the US in A5~~
anC po ’ nt ’ nq Out the necess’ty ‘or a stronger SDF. Momoi and Sack ’ do

not necessar i 1 y support a heavil y armed or a completel y rearmed Japan .

:t appears that t hey would instead support a Japanese defense structure

which encompassed a stronger air defense network, a reinforced anti-

subnar i ne warfare ‘ c,’ cø . and an aircra’t strike force capable of reaching

Sov ’et nava ’ s’tes in Vie ~sian region . This group would probabl y sup-

port the status quo o2tion with a modif~ed rearmanent variation .

An ‘ncre~is’ngl y pron~ nefl t se~nent in Japanese society concerned

wIth nat1 on& security is the ~eidanren , the most ~n’luential business

federation . The US pu ’1~ut has added to the Keidanren ’s argument for

add itiona l arms expen~’tures and the development a’ a domestic capabl’ity

to Produce some of these arms. The balance of payments surplus, ris i ng

unemployment, bus ness bankruptcies , and the slow down in Japan ’s growth

• rate have supported busi ness and i ndustry ’s claim for an enhanced defense

posture. The realization that a rearmed Japan and the expanded overseas

Japanese business Interests migh t stir the flanes of an overbearing and

hostile Japan in A sia Is stil l a major source of apprehension for Japan ’s 1/
neighbors. With this background, It is anticipated that the status quo
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option with some variation of the rearm~~ent course of act ion migh t be
the more favorable choice.

The fina l elemen t to be considered in the policy formulation pro-

cess is the Japanese govervv~ent and Its bureaucratic organization.

Presi dent Carter ’s withdrawal plan , ostensibl y presented to the Japanese

government falt accompli, created a situation which has now prompted the

Japanese to reconsider the above selec ted options to meet the changing
ser i es o’ developments in thi s region. t i~ a positi on that the

Japanese government ‘nay not want to be ~n but wi ll have to face and act
upan in order to keep up with th~ series of subsequent changes which will

‘4kel y follow.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

The inrlediate impact 0c the *e~erican ground troop withdrawa l from

the Repub~Ic of k orea on Japan ’s nat ional security in the short_term wi’~

riot be siqn ’~ icant. As l ong as the United States—Japanese security

treaty cont~nues n force and serves as the cornerstone i~~ thi s r~lation_

s~- ip , Japan ’s nat~onal SeCur ’ty structure ~‘ll rema i~ rela~~~el y un-

changed an’4 the SDF w ’l onl y realize moderate gains ‘r~ terms o’ it5 own

modernization an~ augmentation of forces.

The l ong-term effect of the withdrawal , however, should be a major

:once.-r t- the Japanese people. Because Japan cou ld c 1,~ herse~’ em-

bro iled ~‘~~c ’~
’v or in di rectl y “ a second Korean War , t ~s Important at

the ou set to consider steps she might take to meet and contend with thi s

eventua lity even before the outbreak o’ hostilities .

On a reglon a ’ sca 1e , the current sItuation ‘n Northeast A sia makes

•t incumbent upon ja~a~ to In,nediatel y maxim ize her dip lom atic and eco-

nomic leverage tc~ help allev i ate exist ing tensions. She might accomplish

th i s by cc~itinuinQ her economic ties w ith the Republ,c of Korea wh ile

simu i taneousl y i ncreasing the tempo of her cultural , trade, and people-

to—people programs w fth the intent of eventuall y estab lishing consulate

and trade off i ces with the DPRK in a manner acceptable to the cont inuance

of ROK-Japanese re lations.

In a global context , the Ohira government will no doubt continue

Japan ’s po licy of “economic diplomacy.’ But an even broader approach
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would be ‘or Japan to take the init iat iv e in sponsoring both Koreas as

members in the United Nations. Such a move would bring both part ies

closer to the bar gaining table thus helping to insure a greater dialogue

and exchange o~ ‘deas. It wou ld’ also give Internationa l exposure to

these heav il y armed camps plac ing them somewhere near the limelight under

the pressure of world pub lic opin ion ‘n an e’fort to ame’ior ate the seeds

o’ di ’scontent and con flTct. This action would then set the stage for

Japan to help in i t i ate anr ( estab ’ish bilate ral and mu ltilate rial programs

•ri vo ’v.ng the US. USSR , and the PRC in conciliatory gestures toward both

K or,as. It wou~~ also require a concerte’l effort by Moscow and Pek i ng

toward Seoul whIl~ sim ultaneously encouraging the carter administrat ion

to open up ccrinun cation links with Pyongyana. There is no question that

~ ‘ peace and stab’’t v are the desired ends, then active part icIp ation 
~~~

the major actors in thi s region n conferences and exchange prOgralP are

the necessary means o’ enhanced mutua 1 understanding, cooperation , and

cov~iiun~catthn. As a ~i rimum , the assembl age of potent ial antagoni sts

would at least he’p to i dent i’y ~ssues and problems which customaril y

serve as the cata ’vct for armed conflict. The tota lity o~ these in~tia-

tives imp l emented by Japan at this juncture is a prerequisite to peace

whI~~b the Japanese people can hardl y a’ford tci let pass. It would

appear , however, that past ind~ c~ tors and the tenor of the times do not

support such a move on Japan ’s part . At best, it is surmised that Japan

wil l maintain a steady low-key diplomatic course sparing herself from the

ri5k~ o’ international politics.

In the event of an a1l-out attack by North Korea on South Korea the

courses of action which Japan would pursue are varied. It Is highl y
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unlikely that she would engage in direct m ili tary participat ion In spite

• of the unanticipated coaliti on of friends and enemies which could

emerge . Japan ’s p o li tica l constraints and the memory of Japanese rule on

the Korean peninsula make this option prohibitive. At best, Japan ’s

‘nvo l vement would be limited to prov iding the United States to some

degree with forward base and port facilitie s as a means of enhanc ing the

US logistic e’fo’-t in support of South Korea. She could also help con-

tribute to the modernizat ion of South Korea ’s forces by continuing tn

provide aid for heavy Industries .1 At one extreme, the possibil ity of

Japan s~srrepti ousl y provid ing “advisors” and ‘tectinicians, ’ eit her civ il-

‘an or m i 1ltar y , may not be out o’ the realm of poss ibili ty in the con-

fusion of wartime circumstances.

a result of the extension of this confl ict involving the defeat

of Seoul by North Korean forces ending in th~ force,~ul reunification ~f

Korea, the array of problems for Japan would be substantiall y magnified .

“he threshold of threat to Japan , po iitic &l y, milit aril y, and now geo-

graphi ca lly . wou1d be greatly increased. More importantl y, the ‘loss ’ of

South Korea ‘tse ” would cast a grave shadow of doubt over the US-Japan

Security a ’liance . The inabi ’ity of the United States to respond and

prevent the circumstances depicted would no doubt embroil Japan in a

series of domesti c debates as to a course or courses of action it ought

to follow in order to meet these new series of developments.

I would argue that the most likel y option which Japan will pursue,

given the above circumstances, i~ that of a selective course of rearm a-

ment. It Is, however, a program which wi ll coer,lt Japan not to rearm

anymore than is necessary. In essence, Japan will continue with her
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Incremental advances and Improvements In her current force structure

str ictl y on a conventional scale.

There are a number of important factors which will set the pace and

dr i ve this gradual rearmament process. Japanese nationalism , for

example, mani’ested in a sense of heightened nationa l pride , renewed

sel f-con ’i dence, m i ss i on, and a yearning for internat i onal recognition

and respect w i~~i become increasingly significant. Its a type of

construc t’ve nationalism , unl ike the period of the 1930’s, which as one

orom’nent Japanese observer noted “ impels Japan to be sekalichi (tops i”

the world) 1’I every poss ible way.”2

Another feature wi’) Involve Japan ’s perception of the role she

ought to p1 ay as an economic superpower. Some would postulate that

Japan , w t h  Pier rapidl y developing economic power structure , wi ll soon

seek and reach Out for a concomitant military posture. I would contend

that Japan ’s mi ’ itari st ic and tragic wartime experiences have Imbued her

with a sense of pra~natiwi the likes of which have ShOwn that wealth and

prosperity do not necessaril y require a mass ive milit ary posture. The

‘l i p sIde o’ this thinking assumes that Japan ’s economic growth w i ll not

infringe on or challenge, in the future , the rest of the world. The

apparent presupposition is that Japan wi l l be free from any enemies and

world con ’lict and accepts in the process the futility o’ a mi lit ary

* force.

An additional ‘actor which may help dr ive the pace of rearmament is

the expressed concern regarding the security of Japan ’s overseas trade

and Investmen t interests especially In Southeast Asia and the trade
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routes through the Indian Ocean. The feasibility of Japan extending her-

sd ’ i n this area is at best speculative and will no doubt continue to

generate increased debate especla1l y ,f the Soviet naval fleet ~s per~

ceived as the dominant power in this region .

The most important driving factor in determining the pace o’

Japanese rearmament w ill be their reaction to whet some perceive to be ~

US retrenchment in As ia and the possible “unravel ing’ of the US-Japan

a ’iiance . I’ t~~s percepti on continue s, it would be erroneous to

blatant ’y conc l ude that Japan would automat icall y rearm and f ill the void

left by the Un’tec~ States. ‘the po li t i ca 1 , psycholog ical , social , and

economic c limate in Japan would not permi t such a drastic course of

action . Nonetheless, wou ’ri argue that Japan ’s mi l~tary posture ‘r the

next decade would Inc l ude ~ number c~’ modifi cat ions ,

‘Pie qradua~ pace o’ Japan ’s rearmament ~il~ include a Thiel itat ive

and quant’tat ’~ ” increase in sophi sticated weaponry and equipment. The

seman ’~ c d1 ct’ nction between o~fenslve and defensi ve weapons and equip-

ment 1; slow 1 v eroding. The ~1et ’s accep tance rif the F_ is Eagle figh ter

aircraft Into the AStIF inventory without serious Oppo sition from the

press, the Oub~ic, or the opposition partie s , is a current indicator of

t~~s att itu dinal change. Additional ly , i t appears that greater attention

is being giver to offensive weapons fair-to-a Ir refueling tankers and

‘c’iall’ aircraft ce riers) in terms of their “defensive utili ty’ to sup-

port in parti cular the MSDF and the ASDF.3 As the Director of the

National Defense Agency noted , ‘a viable defense necessarily includes

offensive capability .”4 Collatera l modification s have included the

train ing of Japanese ‘igh ter pilpt~ 4n the United States for air combat
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training , improvement in tanks and airborne forces, and the extension of

• the operation a ’ ranges of anti-submar i ne patrol ships and aircraft.

Other re l ated changes would inc 1 ude the growth and influence of defense

i n~js’~ry ’s and eventuall y the lower i ng of the exportation barrier of arms
6

and equipment. -

Another barrier which is slowly being eroded is the notion of

l”r~t~nq Japan ’s defense expenditure to ‘ess than one percent of her

~NP . ~it h the US operatin g at si x to seven ~,ercent and NATO countries at

three to ‘~ve percent , the implicat ion of Japan cap it al i zing on a ‘free

p-ide ” ‘ror the US—Japan security all iance coup l ed w~ th s’gni’ican t

changes in the international arena may well make the probability of Japan

exceedino the “one percent barrier ” a more palatable proposition , On the

other hand , two other ‘irr it a t i o ns whi ch are not lik el y to change in the

decade ahead i ?lc l ude the ban on conscription and the restrict ion on SDF

personnel operating on foreign soil. The latter in p articu ’ar should be

of concern to Japan as she atte~~ts to participate more fu l l y in Unitec

Nations acti vit i es. 0n~y ~ catastrophi c series of events SUCh as an

attack ~in Japan could poss ibl y ‘i’t both of these barriers, in any

ev ’” , w hat we w~ ll see Is a chancing attitude toward the SOF and more

irr pn.-~~n t l v a moderate acceptance of the adage si vi s pacem, para be ll un’

(~c yo~ des’re peace , prepare for war~ as a frame ot~ mind which accepts

‘ the prob ab ility of confl ict and the ‘ut ili ty of complete defenselessness.

Another modlficat’on in Japan ’s rearmament program involves the

status of the US-Japan security treaty. We can anticipate some variation

in the Security a ll i ance (reduction of US bases, ports, facilitie s , and
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personne’) but nothIng in the lamediate future which would alter siq ni i~

cantly the I’S “nuclear umbrell a’ over Japan . Her defense structure wl i l

continue to rel y r~n the US deterrent capab1’~tv w it P~ the intent of uti-

‘‘z nq the S~
’ to thwart subversion and limi ted armed engagements. It ‘s

..rrportar~t to note , however, that as the US becomes preoccup ied with

events 4 n Western europe wh’~~ COnt’nueS to have a h’gher pr ’or ’ty, the

n’ Japanese apprehension ~~~~~~~ no doubt ‘4se ‘n the race o’ new
Pweats . That ‘s w”r~ ‘t is 1ri~umbent -~.p r Japan t o  b ra nc h  c~~t ar~ assume

a ~ ‘~~~‘
-
~~ assertive ro’e tr’ hø ’p ~~~~ the vo’~~. I would propose that there

are a ~~~~~~~~~~ ~~‘ ~resJees w”~’cPi ‘a~ ar can embark c~n ~o become more act~ ve .

Th help complement the US Pac ”ic Fleet, ‘or example, ~lapar c ou ld

h r  ‘orwar~ ~n’ercept i ve defense ‘~ne, assume a larger role ir

,S O o r t  ‘‘csionS, an~ enlarge ‘rp” art ’-su~~’a’~~ne capab ’ity ~r order to

meet the ha ’’enge ~
“ Sov’,t vess~’ presentl y ~~~ East As’e .

ther, are rr any ‘~ther areas ‘r which the A~ner’car_

Japanese a ’’ian~~ can grow. tt i; Imperative in t~’’s age o’ advanced

t.chnology an~ t~ie requi.’en’.~nt ffl” Q u ’ C k  decisions to meet the demands c ’

4 ,rnat~~ na l 
~~‘~~ t ’ c c  t hat tV’It~ the Y~ ~~ Japan be preDared t~ address

p ot .nt~a ’ rr 4 ’ 4 t a r v  c~~ntin~~,n-i~~s. ~r~- ~nstan ce , there is a desperate

need ‘or Conductinc ra 4 r , r  4o n t  m i ’ ltar y exercises . ‘)esp’te their good

‘ntentions to meet aggression , both Countries have yet to work out the

multitud e of problems w~~ch wi’’ arise when all ied forces of d”erent

‘anguages. Cu l ture, equ i pment, and weapons get together. Because

virtua ’l y ‘4ttle has been done ~n the area of joint readiness for war. I

would surm4se that the basic prflb’em o’ interoperabi’lty Is twice, if not

three t imes, as bad wi t h Japan than with America ’s NATO allies .6
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In order to fa c ’l r ta te the Implementation of ar American-Japanese

arrangement, a specIa~ effort ought to be made to bring Japan ‘nto the

planni ng and the decis4 onmakrng aspects of the NATO countries.
7 Japan

needs th’$ type of exposure In order for Pier to have a ~~l l apprec’a’ ion

for the requirements and problems of joint operations. There is no

question that a war in Europe ~r the ~‘iddl e East w ’~~
’ advers.’y a”ct

Japan “ terms of another 01’ embargo or the rep os itioni ng of US forces

f rom A si a to Europe. Japan cannot a’ford to operate ir a vacuum and

5hOu ’-1 grasP ever v attempt to ava’’ herself of the day-to-day experienCes

o~ NA~ ‘o”ces . ~orror areas o’ in terest suCh as the m~~lo~*ent of

ant ’ -submar’ne warfare , use of air defense resources, implementation of

c~mnun ’cat1on elements , and the undertaking o’ colirand and control
• exercises are key f~”’’tary act ’v ’t’es wh i Ch should prove valuab l e ‘or the

sDr .

~laDar ’ c space oro~~an’ ‘w ’ ’  a ’so con t thue as one o’ the more

important developments ‘n the rest decade . W i t h more than SI b i l li o n

annua ’’y a ’1 oca te~ ‘or soace tec hno ’oQ v , Ja~ ar has orbi ted a nis~ber of

sa te~ lites an-4 may have nannn~1 space f’ ’Qb ts ‘~ ‘ progress by 1983. ‘n.

s’~ n~’’cance of her space tecPino ’oqy alon g w tPr :cint ventures u~~th the

yni t,<~ States has the potent Ia ’ fo— estab 1is’i’n o 5~Qni ’lca nt ~~~~~~~

related programs ~n termc of reconnaissance sate ’lltes and mon4toring

devices wh i Ch Cou ld Q’-eat’v enhance the national secur i ty posture o~ both

the inIted States and Japan in East Asia.

~ can expec t Japan in the next decade to approach the

UnIted States remova ’ of ground troops from South Korea w ith litt le or no

change In her domestic policy as a means of maintaining the status Quo.
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“ne w t Pi d—awa ’ ‘‘self s not enough to ne cess ’tate a restructuring c ’

Japan ’s nationa ’ secur ity  program . Instead , a comb in at i on of events to

‘nc ’~ ie the pressures of the ~nt,rnat,onal env~ ro~vnent , her perception c’

an increased threat , Japanese na’.~onal~~n’, and the surge : ‘ Japan ’s

economic mach’ne sill be among the most ~‘‘~ent l al deterl ,inants

— -i’’~~ t ’~~q ‘n~ ~~Ø~~r5 •  ~ Japan ’s ra ti on a ’ secJ r t~ S t r uC t j rC .  A~ long as

the L~n’ted ctat e ’ treaty p 1 eiQe ‘s ~—r’” ’e an~ the ‘f’e ’’i ooC o f

~
4 .r,C t threat to ~‘ a~ a” ‘s ~erce~~ed as remote, the pace “ rearmament

~~ Qr~~~~~~’ and Co’nC’-le .ith the ~~ aro as c ’ the ~rt,rna t onal con-

~~~~~~~ .~e oar a” icipate that Japan .“ ‘ to ’ ’  -
~~~ her cvnni_~ ’rectIon al

approach ‘n the tje~ai. ahead t r a nc ’o~-r’ng and jt il~ z’nc her economic

cI~enqtb for pc’’’t ’c a ’ and ‘~‘p ’~~atI~ purposes. P ç  course a’ a c t io n

among a ’l others . ‘‘ a ’’~~ her the greatest poss ’~ ’e ‘at’tude to imple.

“i~’~ a ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ‘C I’ ’ ~ 5he reacts ¶0 1h4 demands ~~‘ ln te r nat’ ovi a ’

P0 ’ ¶ ‘CS.

102 

- ‘ l,.~
— - .—‘- . . , -. — —.— — —

~

L. ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - - ---- ----—- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
- - .



CKAPTER 6

ENDNOT(S

1Ka0 lan a”c “jshako’’ , Japan. Ame rica1 anc the Future World
Order, p 4 ,

.~~~p ’ ~rQ ~ Pac.ard , 11 , Japan ’s ~ew P~a’ y’al’sm ,’ P~e At~ art’c
~~~~~~~~ .‘:: (A ,p r i ’ :963): 66.

3Pi ’l s t ~ury , 
~~~. 11.

c~~~ca “ats .ieda a”i George E. Moore, ‘Japan ’s Sh ’ting
Att ’tude s o,,ar~s t~’e W i l’ta r y: ~“tsuva KenkXu and the Sel’-DefenseF orce , ’ A sian Survey ‘ (September I96~): 617-619.

pp. 23-n’.

‘p.

103

- —



-~~~~~—~~ - - . - -~~-- —~~~~

4

APPEND:x

t

— — — — —
L.a .-~~~._- -—- — ——---- .- --—----—--------- — — -— -

~ —-- — - —



----————-——-—~ -..——-------- .-.- ------ -- 

APPENDIX A

Treaty of ~4utuaI Cooparaffon and Security
Bett7een the United Stales of America and Japan

The t’nltsd Stat.,.! Aiwicg and Jspa*,
DisU~ng to strengthen the bends of peace mad trwndihJp tr.d ~

.
t*anaLLp e~ sting betmeen theiii, sad to eplwld the ytnapiu ofdr~ocrscy . tndzvsdeaL Ub.rt p, and the m u  of lam,

Dew~*g fwlAw to en~~wage closer ~conosUc 000peretlon bdmeem
the and to promote om4Uloma of ecor~owdc stmMltp sad w.U-bsMg
1* their ~~wnffia ,

Z.sffrmnag their !nitl* In the pwrpo~~ sad pr~aclpiis of the Charter
of the United Nations, sad their ds,lr to Use d*p.a~ nith sU peoples
sad ali p~~~aws nts,

R4COQIUeia9 that tJs.~ have the ~Mm ’snt right of mdmid,sal or
~nUactzve seZf.difenj~ az allirwmd In the Charter of the United Nations,

Considering that Chap have a omimom omcsrn In the miasntsaaace
01 imter’~agionat psee, sad sororIty In the Far Last,

Having resolved to conciade a treaty of mstoaL ompsridlon and

Th.ri lor i agree as folZo~s.’

A.RT1a~z I Lntersetional reLadoos by s~’eagtbeningThe Parties undertake, so set forth La the their free Institutions, by brthgia~ aboot a
Charter of the United Nations, to .ttle any bstt.~ uadentand&ng of the prthdpl. upon 

- -

international dlspst.s In whiok they may be which these Iasbtu lsnsare founded, mad by
Ln’olvsd by psecoful means In such a manner piusaotlsig conditIons of stobijity and well
that Lntsmetlosaj peace and ascurity and bslni’ They will seek to eliminate conflict In

~aatlcs are not endangered and to refrain La tIIVX flitarnationsl scOSOmIC policies and will
their La eruatlonaI relations from the threat ~~~°‘~S’ ecOnOmic ndlaboi~bos b.twsoo
or see of fore. against the tsrrltos’lsl js~- 

them.
tS(llty or POHUCII Independence of any stats, ARTICLZ UI

• or in any other meaner biconsigant with the 
_ _ _ _

• purposes •a don with each other, by means of continuous
Th. Parties will endso’or In c~oncart with and effective self-help and mutual aid will

other peac.4o,jng coun~’ios to strengthen maintain and develop. subject to thel, con-
the United Nations so that Ita miasm a of itjtu~~~~ previsions, their copecitiss to
maintaining international peso. and security resist armed &ttat~may be discharged more SfS.CUI*. 

A f l~~.K ~~• AZTIaIZ U The Parties will consult together fres
The Parties wW ss~1bgts toward the Urns to time regarding the a$uu.ut.tion

further development .t peaceful and fr*~~ 1y of this Treaty, and at the request of either

‘ 

. I
105

* —— ——.-— -

_____ — —~~~~~~~~~ 
- —



- - --• -- - - 

~
‘••1
~

’

Party, whenever the security of Japan or ARTICLE VIZ
tnt.rnstlomal peac. and security In the Fat This Treaty does not affect and shall not
East Is threatened, be intarpr~tsd as affecting In any way Uii

ARTICLE ~ rights and obligations .f the Parties under
Each party recognasus t~st an ~~~~ the Charter of the United Nations or the

attack against either Party In u~. ~~~~~~~ responsibility of the United Nations for the
under the admmistrstloe of Japan would be ~~lfl~Sflh?~~ Of international peace and
dangerous to Its owi~ puce and entity anddeclares that it would act to meet the ARTICLE ylj~common danger in accordance with its ThAi Treaty shall be ratified by the United

stitutional provisions sad PflJQIU1S- States of America and Japan in acceordance
Any such armed attack and all measures with their uep~~ ve C stitutlonal pr~~~sesa $ result thereof shall be Inimodi. and will eater Into force on the date on which

ately reported to the Security Council of th. th instruments Of Ificatlon thereof )~ave
~nit.d Nations In accordance with the provi. ~sen exchanged by them In Tokyo.of Article 51 of the Charter. Such
mcoaw’es shall be terminated when the ARTICLE ZX
security coencü ~u taken t~e measures The Security Treaty between the United

to ~~te~1 z~4 math~~~ ~~~~ States of America and Japan signed at the
puce and security, city of San Francisco on September L 1951

shall ~~ Ire upon the entering Into force ofTICLZ TI this Treaty
For the purpome of contributing to the

security of Japan sad the maln% ’~~r, of ARTICLE X
internatIonal pence and security lv the Far This Treaty shall remain In force until In
East the United States it America Is the opinion of the Governments of the United
granted the uss by Its land, sir sad naval States of Amorka and Japan there shall have
forces it fadlitiss and areas In Japan. cocos Into force such Unlt.d Nations arrange-

The use of these facilities and areas as ments as will dofactorily provide to’ ~h.
well as th. status of United States armed maI~~MIm~~ of International peace and
forces In Japan shall be governed by a sips, security La the Japan ar~~
rats gr~~~,t replacing the AdmInistrative Eos~~i. altar the Treaty has been Lu
Agr emsat under Article UI of the Security force for ten years, either Party may give
Treaty between the United States of America notice to the other Party of Its intention to
and Japan. signed at Tokyo on Febreary U. terminate the Treaty, In which mae the
1162, as aaa,d.& and by such other Treaty shall terminate one year after mach
arrangemmnta as may be agreed upon. notice has bem given.

IN WTI~NESS WHEREOF the undersigned Plealpotmndarles have
• . signed this Treaty.

DONE In duplicate at Wubingtss In the English and Japanese
languages, both qsally authentic, thIs 11th dsp .f January. 1110.

70* THE UNITED STATES OF A~~~ ICA :
Christlar £ Hsr~~Dosgiss MacArther II

70* JAPAN:
Nobsonk. Lahl
AJIthlrs Fujipama

Source: Mart in E. WeinstOin , Japans Postwar Defense Pol Icy, 1947-1948
(N ew York: Coluetla UnIve rs1t~~PreSt , 1971), pp. 139-141.
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APPENDIX B

JA PANESE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION

j
PRIME

M INISTER

_ _ _ _ _  I

DIRECTOR GENERAl.
OF DEFE NSE AGENCY

M INIS TER
of

S~
’A~E

I 

_ 1
CH:EF OF STAFF CHIEF OF STAFF CHIEF OF STAFF

STAFF GSDF MSDF ASOF t -

Ultimate corrand and contro ’ power over the SOF resides
‘n the person of the Prime ~‘th1~t~r, representing the
Cabinet. ~he Director General of tP~e Defense Agency,
under the conrnand and Control of the Pr ime Mini ste r ,
exercises i~vred1ate llrectlon over SOF activities. The
Ground, Mar 4time and Air Sta ’f of’lCers are headed by
their respective Chiefs of Staff (Self Defense
personnel), and advise the Director General on technical
matters related to respective service missions. Each
Chief of Staff also exerc ises the order of the Director
General within the service branch. The Joint Staff
Council advises the Director General concerning overafl
defense plann i ng , etc.

Source: Japan Defense Agei~cy , Defense of Japan 1978 (Tokyo: JDA,
1978), 233.

10?

I
. —,,- 

. .  -
~~~ 

~

- -- - -----

~

-- - - - - -

~ -



r 
- _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _

APPENDIX C

JAPAN ’S FORCE STRUCTURE

GSDF

Strength: 155,000
Reserv es: 39,000

1 Mechanized Divi s i on
12 infantry Di v i s i ons ( 7.9,000 men)
1 Tank Briga de
1 A irborne Brigade
1 Cor~ osi te Brigade

Art illery Brigade
5 Engineer Brigades
1 Signal Brigade
8 Surface-to-Air Mi ssile Groups
1 Helicopter Wing and 34 Av1at1~n Squadrons

MSD F

Strength: 41,000
Reserves: 600

14 Submar ines
31 Destroyersis Fri gate s
12 Coasta l Escorts
5 Motor “orpedo Boats
9 Coastal Patrol Craft
39 Coastal Minesweepers

6 L ST’ s
11 Reconnaisance Squadrons
7 Helicopter Squadrons
1 Transport Squadron
5 Search and Rescue Fleets

ASDF

Strength: 44,000

3 Ground Attac k F1gt~ter Squadrons
10 Interceptor Squadron s
1 Reconnalsance Squadron
3 Transport Squadrons
1 Search and Rescue Wing
5 SN4 Group s (Nike- JO

Sourc e: 1155 , The Mi li tar y Balan ce 1978-1979, pp. 62-63.
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