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FOREWORD

Currently, optimism reigns among managers on both sides of the
U.S.-Japan alliance for many reasons, not least of which is the Japanese
support for the global war on terror. The Japanese are emerging from
5 decades of military minimalism and dependency and beginning to
have serious debates about their role in the world and the efficacy of
military power. This internal debate, however, has significant external
ramifications for Northeast Asia and the United States. A decade ago,
Henry Kissinger wrote that “the new world order, with its multiplicity
of challenges, will almost certainly oblige a country [Japan] with so
proud of a past to reexamine its reliance on a single ally.”

In this monograph, Lieutenant Colonel (P) William E. Rapp
explores the changing nature of Japanese security policy and the
impact of those changes on the U.S.-Japan security alliance. He begins
his analysis by acquainting the reader with an insider’s view of the
conflicted Japanese conceptions of security policy and the various
ideational and structural restraints on expanding the role of the
military. Next, he explores the events of the past decade that have
caused huge shifts in security policy and posture and predicts the
future vectors of those changes within Japan. Finally, Lieutenant
Colonel Rapp overlays the likely Japanese security future on the
alliance and concludes that changes in the basic relationship between
the United States and Japan must occur if the alliance is to retain its
centrality 20 years from now.

Lieutenant Colonel Rapp’s extensive research from both published
sources and personal interviews with ranking Japanese and American
leaders and bureaucrats provides valuable and timely insights into
the changing nature of the relationship between these two powers.
The future of American security policy in the region is a topic of hot
and urgently needed debate. The Strategic Studies Institute is pleased
to publish this monograph as a contribution to that discussion on both

sides of the Pacific Ocean.
Yluegle { fackly

DOUGLAS C. LOVELACE, JR.
Director
Strategic Studies Institute
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SUMMARY

Although the United States is the sole superpower in the world,
it increasingly faces an objectives-means shortfall in attaining its
global interests unilaterally. Sustaining its engagement in the far
reaches of the world requires the partnership of capable, willing and
like-minded states. In the Asia-Pacific region, the U.S.-Japan Security
Alliance will remain vital to achieving both countries’ national
interests in the next 2 decades because of a lack of strategic options,
though the commitment of both partners is likely to be sorely tested.
Should conditions arise that give either the United States or Japan
a viable alternative to advance stability and national interests, the
alliance could be in doubt.

Having depended on the United States for security for over 50
years, Japan is now actively trying to chart its new path for the
future. Japan is in the midst of a fundamental reexamination of its
security policy and its role in international relations that will have
a dramatic impact on East Asia and the Pacific. Within Japan, many
see the traditional means of security policy as being out of balance
and vulnerable in the post-Cold War environment. The triad of
economic diplomacy, engagement with international organizations,
and a minimalist military posture predicated on a capable self-
defense force with American guarantees of protection, heavily
weighted toward economic diplomacy, is not seen by the Japanese
to be adequately achieving the national interests and influence that
country seeks.

Regardless of the more realist imperatives, Japan remains deeply
ambivalent toward security expansion. However, despite domestic
restraints, Japan will continue slowly and incrementally to remove
the shackles on its military security policy. Attitudinal barriers,
such as pacifism, anti-militarism, security insulation, and desire for
consensus combine with institutional barriers, like coalition politics,
lack of budget space, and entrenched bureaucracy, to confound
rapid shifts in security policy, though those changes will eventually
occur.

The ambivalence Japan feels clouds the ideal path to the future for
the nation in trying to find a way forward among competing goals




of preventing either entrapment or abandonment by the United
States and pursuing self-interest. Because Japan is risk-averse, but
increasingly self-aware, dramatic (in Japanese terms) security policy
changes will continue to be made in small, but cumulative steps.
These changes in security policy and public acquiescence to them will
create pressure on the alliance to reduce asymmetries and offensive
burdens since the ideal, long-term security future for Japan does not
rely on the current role vis-a-vis the United States. Both Japan and
the United States must move out of their comfort zones to create a
more balanced relationship that involves substantial consultation
and policy accommodation, a greater risk-taking Japanese role in the
maintenance of peace and stability of the region, and coordinated
action to resolve conflicts and promote prosperity in the region.
Because neither country has a viable alternative to the alliance
for the promotion of security and national interests in the region,
especially given the uncertainties of the future trends in China and
the Korean Peninsula, for the next couple of decades the alliance
will remain central to achieving the interests of both Japan and
the United States. A more symmetrical alliance can be a positive
force for regional stability and prosperity in areas of engagement of
China, proactive shaping of the security environment, the protection
of maritime commerce routes, and the countering of weapons
proliferation, terrorism, and drug trafficking. Without substantive
change, though, the centrality of the alliance will diminish as
strategic alternatives develop for either the United States or Japan.
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PATHS DIVERGING?
THE NEXT DECADE IN THE
U.S.-JAPAN SECURITY ALLIANCE

Optimism reigns among observers of the Japanese and American
alliance. The partnership is currently reveling in the strongest
bilateral atmosphere it has ever seen, and the Junichiro-George
relationship appears to eclipse even that purported to Ron and Yasu
in the mid-1980s. A convergence of strategic interests over Korea,
China, and counterterrorism combines with America’s relief that
Japan is taking a more militarily assertive role in its own defense
and outside its borders.

However, the tightening of the alliance and increased Japanese
role in the partnership today does not portend an even closer alliance
2 decades from now. While the security paths that both countries
currently are following appear to be converging now, those vectors
are more likely to begin diverging once the Korean crisis is resolved
and Japanese military abilities to deal with terrorism and ballistic
missile threats are more robust.

Within the next decade, several watershed decisions will be made
by both countries that will provide a glimpse of the future of the
alliance. The ballistic missile defense decision appears to have been
made in the obvious favor of the alliance. However, the Japanese
have not yet accepted the home porting of the USS Carl Vinson—a
nuclear aircraft carrier—at Yokosuka Naval Base near Tokyo, though
alliance managers remain confident. On the other side of the
Pacific, the Americans have not yet made a decision on the grand
transformational issue of whether to emphasize access to bases in
East Asia in lieu of the current forward presence. These and other
strategic decisions are highly interrelated, and the ramifications for
the partnership will be profound. Although the alliance is arguably
in the best shape in decades following the Japanese support for the
United States in the second Gulf War, the euphoria potentially masks
an underlying divergence of interests over the next several decades
and demands that hard choices must be faced and compromises be
made.




For the past 52 years, the security alliance between the United
States and Japan has served the interests of both countries well. For
myriad reasons, including basing rights for American forces in this
important region, the provision of security so that Japan can rebuild
into a strong democratic bulwark against totalitarian forces in Asia,
and reassurances to Asian nations about Japan’s commitment not to
revisit its policies of the 1930s and 1940s, the alliance has remained
an important component of both countries” security policy. This
importanceis likely to be tested in the coming years as both the United
States and Japan review their strategic options and reconsider the
shape and character of this special relationship necessary to achieve
their respective national interests in the increasingly troubled region
of Northeast Asia.

Currently in Northeast Asia there is considerable uncertainty
about the future for all countries involved in the region. The
nuclear ambitions of an increasingly desperate North Korea have
led to serious ruptures in the U.S.-Republic of Korea alliance
and greatly enhanced security fears in Japan. The global war on
terrorism and widely perceived unilateralism on the part of the
United States has, ironically, enhanced the confidence of China to
portray itself as a multidimensional leader in Asia. The growing
strength of the Kuomintang in Taiwanese politics and its agenda to
build a closer relationship or even confederation with mainland
China after the presidential elections of March 2004 may upend the
security assumptions of the region.! Operation IRAQI FREEDOM
has reinforced the concepts of transformation and power projection
from a more limited number of forward bases advocated so strongly
by Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, while at the same time
highlighting America’s need for allies in the war on terrorism. It is
a region awash in uncertainly, but one in which the United States
must remain firmly engaged to protect its vital interests.

In the breadth of its reach and influence, the United States is often
- described by others as hegemonic and the world’s sole superpower.
This is a very clumsy caricature, however. Colin Powell recently
quipped, “We are so multilateral it keeps me up 24 hours a day
checking on everybody.”? The extent of that reach and the means
necessary for achieving American interests around the world depend




greatly on cooperative efforts with other like-minded nations, if only
in “coalitions of the willing” built by the United States for ad hoc
purposes.

In Northeast Asia, the United States has two vital alliances—with
Japan and South Korea—already in place. Although the American
relationship with the Republic of Korea (ROK) is undeniably critical
to security on this strategically important peninsula, the relationship
is very narrow in its scope and its future in some doubt’> The
relationship with Japan, however, offers greater potential to achieve
American interests in the long run in Asia, beyond simply the defense
of Japan. Being off the shores of mainland Asia and combining the
two biggest economies in the world,* this alliance offers significant
long-term opportunities to more actively promote peace, prosperity,
and liberal values in the region.

Japan and the United States share many important long-term
interests, and the convergence of these interests highlights the
continued need for their relationship. Concern about the growth and
character of Chinese power, fears about the future of North Korea,
prevention of the spread of weapons of mass destruction (WMD),
maintenance of secure sea lines of communication, concern about
the absence of alternative security institutions in East Asia, and a
shared desire for democracy, human rights, and increased trade all
strongly reinforce the need for the alliance.

At the same time, the United States and Japan have some strong
diverging interests that, given impetus by world events, could
outweigh the mutual ones and lead to a decrease in the centrality of
the alliance to both countries. These include differing conceptions
about the role of international institutions, about what is meant by
“pulling one’s weight” in the upkeep of international peace, about
the role of military force, and about the future trajectory of China.

Times are changing, however, and the alliance must find a way to
continue to mature or eventually face competition from alternative
security means both countries find to be more effective at achieving
their own national interests. The current security environment is
very different from that of 1951, when the security treaty was first
established. While the alliance can still, in all likelihood, accomplish
its original mission—the narrowly focused defense of Japan—if called




upon, the alliance can be much more to both countries. Importantly,
it needs to be and sooner, rather than later. After the resolution of
the Korean situation—either through reunification or some process
to ensure removal of WMD from the north—(whether that will be in
2 years or 10)—the probability of a conventional attack on Japan is
too remote to warrant maintaining such a narrow conception of the
alliance.

The purpose of this monograph is to argue that Japan, through
incremental steps over a number of years, will significantly transform
its security policy, and that such change will necessitate appreciable
alterations in the structural balance of the security alliance between
the United States and Japan. The collective impact of Japan’s
security policy changes, desire to be an active and effective power
player in Asia, recognition of the congruence of interests between
Japan and the United States, and the growing U.S. understanding
that unilateralism will ultimately prove untenable, in all likelihood
will create strong demands from both sides of the Pacific to carefully
but significantly alter the current character of the alliance. It is in
neither country’s interests to lose the other as a partner in security,
but the character of that partnership will likely change.

How and where can the alliance change? Substantive alteration
in the way both countries approach their long-term security posture
in Asia is required. This can be accomplished without formal
negotiation of a new treaty. The United States needs to accept a
relative loss from time to time in policy leadership and trust that
Japan, while it may make different tactical choices along the way,
strongly shares long-term strategic interests with the United States.
America will increasingly find that, to achieve its interests in Asia in
the long term, it needs to share power with its most important ally
in Asia. For Japan, substantive legal change, concerning how the
country can react to crises and the manner and geographical regions
in which its Self-Defense Force (SDF) can be employed, has begun
but significantly more is required to accept this sharing of power
with the United States and to gain the voice in international relations
it is increasingly seeking. In a partial reverse of the fundamental
arrangement of the alliance, the United States will likely need to
trade some bases, force structure, and policy voice in exchange




for greater Japanese acceptance of new roles, missions, and risks
in the alliance. Working together, Japan and the United States can
proactively shape the security environment of East Asia so as to
facilitate the growth of peace and prosperity throughout the region.

Would these changes in the alliance be beneficial to both the
United States and Japan? As discussed in detail later, both countries
would gain in the long term from a more balanced partnership in
Northeast Asia. For Japan, a more symmetrical alliance would bring
the country a greater voice in the shaping of security writ large in
the region, a responsible outlet for its enhanced sense of national
purpose and pride, and a way to achieve the goals it seeks in the 21st
century.® As for America, relinquishing some measure of control
within the alliance will result in a more sustainable grand strategy
for maintaining positive influence within the region. Especially
after the reunification of Korea and the re-emergence of China, U.S.
interests in East Asia will continue to be best served by a stronger
and more viable alliance with Japan.

The countries of East Asia will not automatically welcome such
a development, however. Memories of brutal Japanese colonialism
and military conquest in the first half of the 20th century remain vivid
(especially tothe Chineseand Koreans) and makesuchastrengthening
of Japan’s role in the alliance with America a worrisome prospect for
many. State-imposed history texts perpetuate feelings of resentment
among the youth of both of these countries. However, decades of
growing economic interdependence, deepening multilateral regimes
and discussion forums, two generations of demonstrated Japanese
self-restraint, continued ties with the United States, and the slowly
increasing transparency of policymaking in Japan will help to
mitigate the fears which have long been a staple in the region.

That said, it is still necessary to take a measured approach to the
analysis of international relations in Asia, and to the analysis of the
culture and politics of Japan in particular. Japanese preferences,
values, and institutions have strongly dictated—and will continue to
strongly dictate—the range and shape of its security policy options.
Regardless of how stark western analysts may deem the security
imperatives facing Japan, it will be the Japanese themselves, in a
manner uniquely Japanese, who will determine their responses to




the outside world. Tokyo is not, however, on its own timeline. The
United States is not infinitely patient and is focused squarely on
advancing its national interests in the region by the most effective
means possible. It is with these important considerations in mind
that the changing security environment, the future of Japanese
security policy, and their combined impact on the structure of the
U.S.-Japan security alliance should be discussed.

MAKING THE CASE FOR THE COMING CHANGE

More than 50 years have passed since the United States and
Japan first formed their security alliance, and the world has changed
much during that time. Change in the character of the security
alliance between the United States and Japan will, by necessity, need
to follow from a revision in the way Japan thinks and acts upon its
national security in the changing security environment of the 21st
century. Through these changes, Japan will increasingly demand a
greater voice and a more active role in using the alliance to humanely
shape the security environment of East Asia and the Pacific, and
thereby help to create the sense of international community it so
highly prizes.® The United States, facing a long-term shortfall in the
means necessary to achieve its many international objectives, will
then have to recognize the need for greater symmetry in the alliance
and take a more collegial approach to Northeast Asia security,
thereby achieving its interests in a much more cost-effective and
sustainable manner.

Inordertomake theargumentsummarized above, thismonograph
will present a discussion of the following points. First, Japanese
security policy will continue, inexorably, to change in incremental
steps in the near future, and the character of Japan’s policy will
increasingly mirror many important features of the security policies
of other powerful nations. The international security environment
of the first decade of this century presents Japan, and the alliance,
with challenges that both are ill-equipped to handle. Second, the
pace of that change will be relatively slow as Japan must overcome
significant domestic inertia and resistance to such changes in
security policy. The angst of such security policy debate and change
in the coming years will be a gut-wrenching experience for most



Japanese. Third, as Japan incrementally alters its security policy,
the pressure to modify the structure of the alliance will intensify.
The short—and long-term impact of these pressures and changes
within the alliance will be explored. Finally, this monograph will
examine why it is in the best interests of Japan and the United States
to change the basic character of the alliance, and how it can develop
over the next decade in light of the tensions found in Northeast Asia.
The discussion begins with current Japanese security policy and the
pressing external demands for change.

Coming Change in Japanese Security Policy.

In its most basic terms, Japanese security policy rests on a triad
of military capability, economic diplomacy, and participation in
international institutions. Japan maintains a capable military force
for narrowly defined self-defense, the alliance with the United
States as a nuclear umbrella and guarantee of protection, and a
foreign policy that attempts to preventively shape situations in
areas vital to Japan in ways that are favorable to the country and
its economy. From a military point of view, this highly restrictive
defense policy is manifestly hopeful in nature. It relies on extended
American deterrence and the projection of an extremely benign,
nonthreatening (yet capable) posture towards would-be adversaries.
The restrictions on the use of military force—rooted in the 1946
Constitution and cemented by years of the “Yoshida doctrine”—are
grounded both in a realist appreciation of the economic advantages
of military dependence and in a fundamental idealism that has been
ingrained in the Japanese culture since 1945. Those roots are deep
and strong, but are not immutable. The current era of North Korean
nuclear brinkmanship and the global war on terrorism are likely to
provide the impetus for Japan to take major steps towards “normal
nation,”” and then towards significant maturation of, and greater
power sharing within, the U.S.-Japan alliance. As shown in Figure 1,
the codification of Japanese pacifism and the restriction on military
capabilities in the years following World War II reflect the strength
of the cultural bias that restrains military utility.




1946 Peace Constitution (Article 9)

1949 Foreign Exchange and Foreign Trade Control Law

1954 Self-Defense Force Law _

1954 First govt interpretation of Art 9 against collective
defense

1956 Basic Atomic Energy Law

1957 Basic Policy for National Defense

1967 Three principles of arms exports (Sato Govt)

1968 Three non-nuclear principles (Sato Govt)

1969 Prohibition against military uses of space

1976 Establishment of the 1 percent GDP defense budget cap

1981 Govt reaffirmation of collective defense prohibition

Figure 1. Codification of Pacifism/Low Military Stance.

There are two primary reasons why significant cumulative change
in Japanese security policy and consequent major revision in the roles
and missions, implementation mechanisms, and character of the
security alliance will be seen over the next 1 or 2 decades. The first
reason, from the realist perspective, is that the security environment
in which Japan now finds itself has changed dramatically, such that
Japan cannot maintain the safety of its people and interests without
substantive change in the way it conceives of self-defense. An
exploration of the mismatch between current security threats and
the capabilities both of the Japanese and of the U.S.-Japan alliance to
counter these threats helps illustrate this point. The second reason
is from the institutional perspective; Japan desires to shape the
future in ways that are manifestly liberal and multinational, yet
finds that in order to have a real voice among the major powers in
the discussions and decisions regarding the pathway to that future,
it must participate more actively and substantively in international
peace efforts. For a variety of reasons, it is becoming clearer to Japan
that it cannot simply buy a seat at those tables, but must earn a voice
by sharing the risks as well as the costs of multilateral peace support
ventures.® Because Japan has become extraordinarily risk-averse over
the past 50 years, a prudent hedging strategy to counter these two
shortfalls and other less clear contingencies—such as the future of
the Korean peninsula and China’s regional aspirations—would be to
slowly and carefully continue its process of lifting or re-interpreting
the constitutional, regulatory, and attitudinal restrictions on its
security means and posture.




THREAT-CAPABILITY MISMATCH IN THE 21ST CENTURY

The security environment of the first decade of the 21st century
is very different from that of 1951, when the United States and
Japan first signed the Security Treaty in San Francisco.’ Instead
of the bipolar clarity, linearly defined battlespaces, ongoing war in
Korea with Communism, and relative predictability of the threats to
Japan that made the United States eager to embrace the asymmetry
of what would become known as the Yoshida Doctrine, the world
today is very different in terms of security. The end of the Cold
War has brought a security environment far less predictable and
far more immediate. There has been little in the way of a strategic
“peace dividend” for the Japanese. The proliferation of WMD and
delivery technology, the weakening of the monopoly on military
power enjoyed by established nation-states, and the need for
multilateral cooperation are just three facets of the new security
paradigm. Ambassador Howard Baker well outlined the new
challenges in a letter to the Asahi Shimbun in January 2003. “A failed
state in Central Asia; a curriculum in an obscure Pakistani school; or
political repression and poverty half a world away can have a direct
and devastating effect on our own national security.”'® The global
reach of terrorism, of which Baker speaks, and its distinct lack of
appreciation for established national boundaries and geographical
distance, is a vivid example of this new threat paradigm.

More conventionally, the growing threat posed by North Korea’s
nuclear program, known ballistic missile capability, apparent
desperation of Kim Jong II's regime, and long-term effects of renewed
anti-Americanism by some within the ROK present security threats
that cannot be ignored in Japan. The potential mating of nuclear,
biological, or chemical weapons to any of the 175-200 Nodong
(Rodong) missiles currently fielded in North Korea puts every major
city on the four main Japanese islands at risk. In late January 2003,
Japan Defense Agency (JDA) Director General Shigeru Ishiba gave a
stark and uncharacteristically belligerent message to the Democratic
Peoples Republic of Korea (DPRK) when he told reporters that, if
North Korea “expresses the intention of turning Tokyo into a sea
of fire and if it begins preparations to attack [Japan], for instance
by fueling its missiles, we will consider North Korea is initiating




a military attack,” and preemptively strike those missile bases in
DPRK." A month later, however, Ishiba noted that Japan itself has
no effective means of countering such missile attacks, when he made
another call for further Japanese participation in the development of
ballistic missile defenses.?

North Korea has added an emotional component to Japanese
security concerns not seen since World War II and has thus come

‘to dominate the public security debate in Japan. It is virtually
impossible to overestimate the sense of public outrage at the
abduction of its citizens over the past 3 decades. Similarly, the
direct threat that Korean missiles now pose to Japan has galvanized
debate on previously taboo issues relating to security. Diet member
and former Foreign Koji Kakizawa states that North Korean actions
“have stepped up security consciousness in Japan.”??

Both the Japanese political elite and the Japanese public recognize
the security threat posed by North Korea and more importantly in
the longer term by China. Although the economic interaction with

- China is immensely important to Japan, discomfort with continued
double-digit military budget increases, Chinese provocations such
as the surveillance ship sailings in Japanese exclusive economic
zone (EEZ) waters, and strident demands for historical atonement
“have driven down public and elite trust of China.* Although
many Japanese dismiss the idea that China can be contained, they
have an increasing sense of wariness toward the traditional Middle
Kingdom.” Hisahiko Okazaki bluntly warns that the potential for
the Chinese to interdict the vital sea lines of communication near
Taiwan poses one of the largest security risks for Japan in the coming
decades. Yasuhisa Shiozaki of the Liberal Democratic Party (LDP)
summed up the growing recognition of security threats when he
said that Japan is gaining a more realistic understanding of security
and that “security can no longer be thought of as simply a domestic
issue but must be considered in external terms as well.”"?

The cumulative impact of eight key eve