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INTRODUCTION

Andrew Gordon

The distance between 1945 and the present day, measured simply in years, now exceeds that between the turn of the century and the end of World War II. Yet for understandable reasons historians have ventured few systematic analyses of the postwar years. Perhaps most important, the absence of a “natural” boundary such as a revolution or a catastrophic war makes us slow to map the terrain of the recent past. In the late 1980s a belief that the time had come to attempt such analysis prompted the series of conferences that resulted in this book.

On a conceptual level the contributors shared a belief that the postwar era in some sense had ended as Japan became a dominant global economic power in the 1980s, although we recognized the difficulty of defining the condition called “postwar” Japan or declaring it to have ended. As early as 1955, as recently as 1990, and numerous times in between, Japan's postwar era has been deemed “finished,” yet in this volume Bruce Cumings argues that Japan's subordinate position in a postwar international system had not ended even by 1990. One goal of this book is thus to clarify the varied senses in which people have defined the postwar era and marked its boundaries.

Our sense of urgency also stemmed in part from a practical motive. In teaching courses on modern Japanese history, society, and politics we were frustrated by the lack of historically focused English-language studies of the postwar decades for use in the classroom. Thus, we have sought to produce a coherent set of interpretive essays for students of modern Japan.

The essays in this book have two other major goals, reviewed in more detail in the conclusion. One is to delineate several contexts for consideration of postwar history. The volume seeks to place the history of postwar Japan in broader historical, international, and comparative contexts. We wish to locate the postwar experience in the broad sweep of the twentieth century, identifying longer trends that have shaped postwar changes, so most essays begin with consideration of the prewar and wartime years. We wish to place Japan in a global context of America's shifting but enduring hegemony, and a number of essays address this matter directly. Further, we have sought to compare Japan's postwar experience with those of the advanced capitalist societies of the West.

The second major goal is to explore three related themes of postwar history. First, in thinking of postwar Japan in historical terms we sought to understand the contingent, contested dimensions of the experience of the past five decades. At key historical moments advocates of alternative political programs or social ideologies came into sharp conflict. We wish to understand the process by which, and the context in which, some prevailed and others did not. In doing so, we hope to move beyond views of the era from 1945 to 1990 as a mere prelude to a fixed “present” or as an inevitable unfolding that justifies the present. We focus instead on an ongoing historical process marked by dramatic unexpected changes, such as Japan's extraordinary economic growth, as well as unanticipated continuities, such as the endurance of conservative rule.

Second, and closely related, is our effort to comprehend the conservative political and cultural hegemony of the postwar era. This hegemony was challenged and reformulated over the postwar decades, but it was not replaced or fundamentally disrupted. The third theme is the matter of “difference” in postwar Japan, which we approach from two directions. On the one hand, we describe the considerable extent to which the postwar decades have been characterized by heterogeneity of experience, of values, and of group interest. On the other hand, these essays describe the emergence and reproduction of a powerful ideology (and related policies) that denied difference and presented Japan as a harmonious, “middle-class” society.

From the start the contributors recognized a tension arising from our simultaneous pursuit of two potentially conflicting goals. We hoped our essays would serve as a text for study of the history of postwar Japan, but we wanted them to be broadly interpretive. We have dealt with this tension by promoting our interpretive goals at the expense of our “textbook” aspirations. That is, although we offer some balance and breadth in our coverage, our treatment is far from comprehensive, yet in some cases a single topic is treated from varied perspectives. We have tried to avoid the authoritative stance of a textbook. We explore an emerging field of study, identify points of controversy, try to make our own positions clear, and invite further debate.

Thus, readers will have to turn elsewhere for discussion of certain issues. In particular, this book devotes relatively little attention to three important topics: religion, education, and rural society. Sheldon Garon and Mike Mochizuki originally intended to study the relation of the New Religions and the state in their essay on social contracts but had to abandon this plan for reasons of time and space.1 William W. Kelly and Sandra Buckley focus on education in relation to the lifeways of the middle class and the reproduction of gender role divisions, respectively, but the book does not treat education in postwar Japan in a separate chapter.2 Kelly's essay also offers insight into the process by which rural Japan has been incorporated into what he calls a “metropolitan” culture in the postwar decades, but we do not present a sustained analysis of rural Japan.3

The volume begins with three essays that lay out a broad context for consideration of postwar history. John Dower analyzes the intimate ties between Japan's international and domestic politics as “central to the Japanese experience” of the postwar era. His broadly focused inquiry introduces a number of topics treated at length in other essays. Bruce Cumings then discusses Japan's position in the postwar world system, giving particular attention to the formative years of 1947–50. While recognizing the significant adjustments in Japan's position in the early 1970s and again in 1989–90, he stresses the basic continuity in Japan's position over the forty years from 1950 to the time of his writing. Carol Gluck analyzes how people in Japan have interpreted their own history during the postwar era. She both sheds light on the ideological diversity and contention that has characterized postwar Japan and sets forth a context of debate among Japanese historians in which readers can locate the essays to follow.

Japan's political economy is the subject of the next four essays. These essays are concerned principally with the nature of elite rule, the relations of the state with various social groups, and the costs of economic growth. Thus, they do not describe in depth the extraordinary growth of the economy or try to explain it. These subjects have been analyzed at length in numerous books and articles. The authors focus instead on how economic policies evolved. Laura Hein interprets key debates over economic policy, examining in particular how economic growth itself came to be inscribed as the primary measure of economic success in the postwar era. Gary Allinson then studies the nation's bureaucratic and business elites and describes the transformation of conservative rule across the postwar years. Both he and Sheldon Garon and Mike Mochizuki analyze the emergence of a pattern in which bureaucratic and political party elites negotiated with a variety of social interests. Garon and Mochizuki trace the evolution of “social contracts” between the state and both labor unions and small-business interests between the 1950s and 1980s. Koji Taira concludes this section with his interpretation of the “dialectics” of growth, state power, and distributive struggles. He describes the late 1960s and early 1970s as a time when a new “synthesis” enabled the conservative leadership to remain in control for the next twenty years.

Transformations and continuities in mass culture and society are the concern of the four essays in part 3. A variety of dramatic social changes unfolded over the postwar years. Education levels rose dramatically, the proportion of the population employed in agriculture fell sharply (from 45 percent in the 1940s to 8 percent by the mid-1980s), and levels of consumption increased tremendously. Despite such trends, which increased the realm of shared experience among Japanese people, the much-noted phenomenon of Japanese “homogeneity” was most salient at the level of ideology and rhetoric. William Kelly examines the diminution of some areas of difference (for example, working-class versus middle-class society, rural versus urban society) and the emergence of others. He identifies this process as a central social dynamic of postwar history and calls it the “transposition” of difference. Marilyn Ivy and Charles Horioka then offer two perspectives on the mass, consumer society that evolved in the postwar years. Ivy examines the nature of “cultural” production and consumption in postwar Japan, showing how the “mass culture” industry managed entertainment and advertising, exerting tremendous impact on the way Japanese imagined themselves and the world. Horioka analyzes changing patterns of material consumption over these same years. Kathleen S. Uno concludes this section with an essay on the shifting but durable ideology of the “good wife and wise mother.” She shows how not only conservative male elites but also a broad range of women have understood or presented their role in terms of this ideology.

The final set of essays concerns the nature of democracy in postwar Japan. These essays recognize that democratic institutions, such as an elected, legally responsible parliament and a constitution that established popular sovereignty, have been in place since 1947. They address the more problematic matter of the ways in which democracy in practice has served Japanese citizens. Frank Upham explores the movements for social justice of outcastes (Burakumin), women, and pollution victims and analyzes how the bureaucracy and legal system have dealt with these challenges. Sandra Buckley looks in depth at the constraints on women in realms of work, reproduction, education, and politics. Andrew Gordon studies the relations of organized workers and managers primarily in large enterprises. J. Victor Koschmann traces the shifting stance of intellectuals as critics of the status quo. And James White touches on many of these groups by analyzing the broadly defined phenomenon of opposition movements. The Conclusion then reviews the book's objectives and returns to discuss the themes set out in the Introduction.



1. The works of Helen Hardacre, Kurozumikyo and the New Religions of Japan (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1986), and Shinto and the State, 1868-1988 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1989), and James W. White, The Soka Gakkai and Mass Society (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1970), offer points of entry for the study of religion in postwar Japan.

2. For more on education, see William Cummings, Education and Equality in Japan (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1980); Thomas Rohlen, Japan's High Schools (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1983); and Merry White, The Japanese Educational Challenge: A Commitment to Children (New York: Free Press, 1987). See also the translated work of an important Japanese critic of postwar education, Teruhisa Horio, Educational Thought and Ideology in Modern Japan: State Authority and Intellectual Freedom (Tokyo: Tokyo University Press, 1986).

3. For historical treatment of the Japanese countryside, see two books that examine the contrast between rural Japan of the 1950s and 1970s: Robert Smith, Kurusu: The Price Progress in a Japanese Village [Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1978); and Ronald P. Dore, Shinohata (New York: Pantheon, 1980). See also Teruoka Shuzo, “Land Reform and Postwar Japanese Capitalism,” in Japanese Capitalism since 1945: Critical Perspectives, ed. T. Morris-Suzuki and T. Sekiyama (Armonk, N.Y.: M. E. Sharpe, 1989).





PART I

Contexts





CHAPTER ONE

Peace and Democracy in Two Systems

External Policy and Internal Conflict

John W. Dower

Ever since Japan's seclusion was ruptured by the Western nations in 1853, domestic and international politics have been interwoven for the Japanese. Slogans used to mobilize succeeding generations convey this interconnection. Thus, the forces that eventually overthrew the feudal regime in 1868 rallied around the cry “Revere the Emperor and Expel the Barbarians.” The Meiji government (1868–1912) socialized citizens for Westernization, industrialization, and empire building under the slogan “Rich Country, Strong Military.” Militant expansionists of the 1930s and early 1940s, equally concerned with renovation at home and autarky abroad, paired creation of a domestic “New Structure” with establishment of a “New Order” overseas. They saw the solution to domestic ills in the creation of a broader imperium in Asia, which they glossed with the rhetoric of “Coexistence and Coprosperity.”

Although Japan ostensibly pursued a low posture diplomatically after World War II, the intimate relationship between international and domestic politics remained central. Again, catchphrases capture this. Immediately after the war, exhausted Japanese were rallied—and frequently inspired—by an idealistic agenda of “Demilitarization and Democratization.” From the outset these ideals were recognized to be inseparable: destruction of the militarized state was essential to democratize Japan, and only the creation of a genuinely democratic nation could prevent the danger of future Japanese militarism. Once formal demilitarization had been accomplished, the enduring goal became to create and maintain “Peace and Democracy.” Even exhortations such as the popular postsurrender slogan “Construction of a Nation of Culture” (Bunka Kokka no Kensetsu) were understood to be synonymous with the paired ideals of peace and democracy. For example, when Prime Minister Katayama Tetsu addressed the first Diet session held under the new postwar constitution in 1947, he concluded with an appeal to advance toward “the construction of a democratic nation of peace, a nation of culture” (minshuteki na heiwa kokka, bunka kokka no kensetsu).1

These key terms—democracy, peace, and culture—were subject to reinterpretation in the years that followed, and culture, by and large, was uncoupled from the other two. Throughout the postwar period, however, a large portion of political policy and contention continued to be contained, like a crackling electric current, within the polemical poles of peace and democracy. These are not rhetorical ideals peculiar to Japan, but they assumed a particular vitality there. Peace became the magnetic pole for both legitimization and criticism of external policy; democracy served the same function for highly contested domestic issues. And postwar controversies over military and international policy almost invariably became entangled with internal struggles concerning power, participation, national priorities, and competing visions of fairness, well-being, and social justice.

Where the actual structures of postwar power are concerned, two additional and uniquely Japanese phrases command attention. One is the “San Francisco System,” which refers to the international posture Japan assumed formally when it signed a peace treaty with forty-eight nations in San Francisco in September 1951 and simultaneously aligned itself with the cold-war policy of the United States through the bilateral Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security. To the end of the Sh[image: image]wa period, which effectively symbolized the end of the “postwar” era for Japan, the country continued to operate within the strategic parameters of the San Francisco System, although its global role and influence changed conspicuously after it emerged as an economic power in the 1970s. The second phrase, coined to designate the nature of domestic power relations, is the “1955 System.” Here the reference is to a concatenation of political and socioeconomic developments in 1955, including the establishment of the Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) which governed Japan uninterruptedly over the ensuing decades. More generally, “1955 System” signifies a domestic political structure characterized by an internally competitive but nonetheless hegemonic conservative establishment and a marginalized but sometimes influential liberal and Marxist opposition.

Like all fashionable political phrases, “San Francisco System” and “1955 System” obscure as much as they reveal. Both Japan's incorporation into U.S. cold-war policy and the triumph of the conservative elites were evident from the late 1940s, when U.S. policy toward occupied Japan underwent a so-called reverse course, in which emphasis was shifted from demilitarization and democratization to economic reconstruction, rearmament, and integration into the U.S. anticommunist containment policy. The real genesis of both systems is thus much earlier than a literal reading of the popular labels would suggest. Moreover, the domestic as well as international milieu in which the Japanese operated changed constantly during the postwar period, and dramatically so after the early 1970s. From this perspective, it is argued, both “San Francisco System” and “1955 System” have an anachronistic ring when applied to the years after the mid-1970s or so. And, indeed, they do.2

Still, the two phrases remain highly suggestive for anyone who wishes to recreate postwar Japan as history. They reflect a worldview, looking both outward and inward, that was defined and described (and criticized) by the Japanese themselves. And, like all popular phrases that survive for more than a passing moment, they capture—certainly for Japanese analysts—a wealth of complicated and even contradictory associations. They are code words for the peculiar capitalist context, overseas and at home, in which postwar Japan developed. They are closely associated with the impressive international and domestic prosperity Japan attained between the 1950s and 1980s. At the same time, they evoke the internal schism and tension and even violence that accompanied Japan's attainment of wealth and power. For Japanese, “San Francisco System” and “1955 System” vividly symbolize the intense political conflicts over issues of peace and democracy that characterized Japan's emergence as a rich consumer society and powerful capitalist state.

Essentially, these conflicts pitted liberal and left-wing critics against the dominant conservative elites. At the peak of their influence in the 1950s and 1960s, these critics constituted an effective minority, capable of capturing popular imagination and influencing the national agenda. By the mid-1970s, though, the Left appeared spent as an intellectually compelling political force. Partly, the opposition simply had lost some of its most fundamental arguments: prosperity at home undermined the critique of capitalism, and economic superpower status abroad discredited the argument of subordination to the U.S. economy. Partly again, however, the antiestablishment critics had won some of their arguments or, more commonly, had seen their positions on social and geopolitical issues effectively co-opted by the conservatives. Despite polemics of the most vitriolic sort, postwar Japan never was split into completely unbridgeable ideological camps. The pro-American conservatives nursed many resentments against the United States, for example, while the liberal and leftist “internationalists” were susceptible to nationalist appeals. Schism in both camps, as well as accommodation between the camps, were thus persistent subtexts in the debates over peace and democracy. This ideological softness, as it were, helps explain the transition to the less polemical decades of the 1970s and 1980s. As the debates over peace and democracy receded, their place was taken by a rising tide of neonationalist thinking that stressed Japanese uniqueness and superiority. Although this late-Sh[image: image]wa cult of exceptionalism had Japanese critics, it tapped a line of thought with strong left-wing as well as conservative roots.

Contention over global and domestic policies did not disappear in the last decades of Sh[image: image]wa. Rather, it took different forms. Although Japan's emergence as an economic superpower resulted in undreamed-of influence, it also created unanticipated tensions—not only with the United States and the European community but also within Japan. At the elite level Japan's new capitalism spawned new contenders for power and influence within the conservative establishment. And at the popular level the almost catatonic fixation of the ruling groups on industrial productivity and economic nationalism stimulated citizens' protest movements that eschewed doctrinaire ideologies and focused on specific issues such as quality of life, environmental protection, community services, and the like. Less sweeping in vision than the earlier “peace and democracy” struggles, such extraparliamentary activities represented a new kind of grass-roots democracy.

In these various ways, it can be said that Japan entered a new stage in the early 1970s. Yet the old military and economic imbrication with the United States symbolized by the San Francisco System remained at the heart of Japan's external policy. The conservative hegemony—the bedrock of the 1955 System—continued to rule Japan, juggling more balls than in the past, bickering and backbiting within its own ranks, but in no real danger of being removed from center stage. And the great issues of peace and democracy, however muted by prosperity and national pride, remained just beneath the surface. Was the new superstate really democratic, really a constructive force for peace? In the 1970s and 1980s, as the old debates faded from the scene, these questions were asked from new perspectives by the world at large.

These broad areas of concern—the San Francisco System, the 1955 System, the conflicts within them and linkages between them, and the uncertain world that Japan stumbled into as an economic, financial, and technological superpower beginning in the 1970s—are addressed in the pages that follow.

THE SAN FRANCISCO SYSTEM

The intersection of “peace” and “democracy” in postwar Japan begins with the Allied occupation of 1945–52 and its evolution into the San Francisco System. Under the U.S.-dominated occupation, defeated Japan was initially demilitarized. The Imperial Army and Navy ministries were abolished. Former military officers were purged from public life, ostensibly “for all time.” Under the famous Article 9 of the 1947 constitution, Japan pledged to “forever renounce war as a sovereign right of the nation and the threat or use of force as a means of settling international disputes.” What this meant, it was explained at the time, was exactly what it seemed to mean. As Prime Minister Yoshida Shigeru put it, taking a colorful metaphor from the days of the samurai, under the new peace constitution the Japanese were prohibited from picking up even two swords in the name of self-defense.3

At this early stage Yoshida and his colleagues anticipated that for the foreseeable future Japan would fare best as an unarmed nation dedicated to restoring peaceful relations with the rest of the world, including China and the Soviet Union. Its security, the earliest scenarios went, might be guaranteed by the United Nations, or by a Great Power agreement, or if necessary by a bilateral agreement with the United States under which the main islands of Japan were protected by U.S. forces stationed elsewhere (possibly including Okinawa).4 This was not to be. The peace treaty signed in San Francisco in 1951 was in fact generous and nonpunitive, including no provisions for future international oversight of Japan. Under the Security Treaty with the United States, however, Japan agreed to the retention of U.S. military bases throughout the country after restoration of sovereignty and was understood to have committed itself to rearmament. The United States retained de facto control of the Ryukyu Islands, including Okinawa, which by then had become its major nuclear base in Asia, while “residual sovereignty” was acknowledged to lie with Japan.

As anticipated, because of the military alignment with the United States, which Japan agreed to in order to regain its sovereignty, the Soviet Union refused to sign the peace treaty. Neither the People's Republic of China nor the Kuomintang regime on Taiwan were invited to the San Francisco conference, but subsequently, contrary to its hopes and expectations, the Yoshida government was placed under severe U.S. pressure to establish relations with the Kuomintang and join in the containment of China. In the terms of those times the peace settlement at San Francisco was thus a “separate peace.” In the years that followed the formal restoration of sovereignty to Japan in April 1952, these cold-war arrangements remained a central focus of opposition by domestic critics of the government and a source of friction within the U.S.-Japan partnership itself.5

At the time the Security Treaty was negotiated and came into effect, U.S. projections for a future Japanese military focused on ground forces and were exceedingly ambitious. The Japanese were told they should create an army of 325,000 to 350,000 men by 1954—a figure larger than the Imperial Army on the eve of the Manchurian Incident in 1931, and larger than ever actually was reached in the postwar period. It was assumed from the outset in U.S. circles that Japanese remilitarization should and would entail constitutional revision. This assumption emerged in secret U.S. projections in the late 1940s, before the Americans actually began rearming Japan, and was first publicly emphasized by Vice President Richard Nixon in November 1953. For many reasons—including not only fear of economic dislocation and social unrest in Japan but also fear that the zealots in Washington would go on to demand that Japan send this projected army to fight in the Korean War—Yoshida resisted these U.S. pressures and established a more modest pattern of incremental Japanese rearmament. Privately, he and his aides agreed with the Americans that constitutional revision would have to accompany any rapid and large-scale military build-up, and they argued that such revision was politically impossible at the time. After all, only five years or so earlier the Japanese had seen a war—and nuclear weapons—brought home to them. This, indeed, was and remained the critical card: because of popular support for the liberal 1947 “peace constitution,” constitutional revision remained politically impossible in postwar Japan.6

As counterpoint to the permissive agreements on remilitarization reached between the U.S. and Japanese governments in the early 1950s, Article 9 thus survived as an ambiguous but critical element within the San Francisco System. It was reinterpreted cavalierly by the government to permit piecemeal Japanese rearmament, but at the same time it was effectively utilized to restrain the speed and scope of remilitarization. Successive Sh[image: image]wa-era cabinets repeatedly evoked the constitution to resist U.S. pressure not merely for large troop increases but also for participation in collective security arrangements and overseas missions. As Prime Minister Sat[image: image] Eisaku stated in 1970, “The provisions of the Constitution make overseas service impossible.”7 Because revision of Article 9 would open the door to conservative revision of other parts of the national charter as well, especially concerning guarantees of individual rights and possibly also the purely “symbolic” status of the emperor, debates over constitutional revision became the most dramatic single example of the intersection of postwar concerns about peace and democracy.

The text of the peace treaty was not made public until it was signed in September 1951, and details of the U.S.-Japan military relationship were worked out between the two governments only in the months that intervened between then and the end of the occupation in April 1952. Nonetheless, the general policy of incorporating Japan into U.S. cold-war policy was clear well before the outbreak of the Korean War in June 1950, and opposition within Japan mobilized accordingly. The political Left was factionalized in its analysis of these developments, but many of the basic principles that would underlie criticism of the San Francisco System in the years to follow were introduced by the left-wing parties and liberal and “progressive” (kakushin) intellectuals between 1949 and 1951. In December 1949 the Socialist Party adopted “Three Principles of Peace” for Japan: an overall peace settlement with all former enemies, opposition to bilateral military pacts or foreign military bases in Japan, and neutrality in the cold war. In 1951, after hard wrangling between the right and left wings of the party, the Socialists added, as a fourth peace principle, opposition to Japanese rearmament.

By far the most influential intellectual endorsement of these principles came from the Peace Problems Symposium (Heiwa Mondai Danwakai), a loose grouping of highly respected academics who first collaborated in November 1948 to issue a general statement on war, peace, and social justice signed by fifty-five scholars in the natural and social sciences. In a “Statement on the Peace Problem” released in January 1950 and signed by thirty-five intellectuals, the group elaborated on the three peace principles, warned that a separate peace could contribute to war, and emphasized the importance of avoiding dependency on the United States. The third Peace Problems Symposium statement, drafted largely by Maruyama Masao and Ukai Nobushige and published as usual in the monthly magazine Sekai, was issued in December 1950, after the outbreak of the Korean War and open commencement of Japanese rearmament. So great was the response that Sekai was said to have doubled its circulation.

The long third statement, signed by thirty-one intellectuals in the Tokyo chapter of the Peace Problems Symposium and twenty-one in the Kyoto chapter, dwelled on the flawed vision of those self-styled “realists” who adhered to a rigidly bipolar worldview and anticipated inevitable conflict between “liberal democracy” and “communism.” The United States and Soviet Union both came under criticism, while the cold-war premise of the emerging U.S.-Japan military relationship—the argument that the Soviet Union was committed to fostering world communism through military means—was rejected. Japan, it was argued, could best contribute to peaceful coexistence by adopting a strict course of unarmed nonalignment under the United Nations. The final section of the statement was devoted explicitly to “the relationship between peace and the domestic structure” and argued that Japan's contribution to a world without war, as well as its best opportunity to attain economic independence, could be most effectively furthered by promoting social-democratic domestic reforms that were guided by neither Soviet ideology nor American-style cold-war objectives. The language was guarded here, referring in general and quite idealistic terms to fairness in the sharing of wealth and income, creation of a mature level of democracy, and supplementing the principles of a free economy (jiy[image: image] keizai no genri) with principles of planning (keikaku genri).8

These statements survived over the years as probably the best-known manifestoes of the Japanese peace movement. Neither then nor later was much attention given to undercurrents within them that seemed to run counter to a truly internationalistic and universalistic outlook. The famous third statement, for example, adopted terms faintly reminiscent of Japan's pan-Asian rhetoric in World War II by praising the neutrality espoused by India's Prime Minister Nehru as representing “the very essence of the Asian people's historic position and mission.” At the same time, the statement introduced a subtle appeal to nationalism in arguing that neutrality represented “the only true position of self-reliance and independence for Japan.” Most striking of all, however, was the attempt of the Peace Problems Symposium intellectuals to nurture antiwar sentiments in Japan by appealing directly to the suffering experienced by the Japanese in the recent war. “In view of the pitiful experience that our fatherland underwent during the war,” the third statement declared, “it is only too clear to us what it can mean to sacrifice peace.”9 From the perspective of Japan's Asian victims, of course, such an appeal would seem shockingly parochial rather than internationalist. In the Japanese milieu, however, it tapped an almost instinctual strain of “victim consciousness” (higaisha ishiki) that cut across the political spectrum.

As the precise nature of the San Francisco System unfolded between 1951 and 1954, it became apparent to conservatives as well as the opposition that Japan had paid a considerable price for sovereignty. It now possessed a military of questionable legality and a bilateral security treaty that was unquestionably inequitable. “Preposterously unequal” was the phrase used by Foreign Minister Fujiyama Aiichi in 1958, and when treaty revision came on the agenda in 1960, U.S. officials agreed that the 1951 Security Treaty with Japan was the most inequitable bilateral agreement the United States had entered into after the war. It also became painfully clear to the Japanese that the price of peace was a divided country—indeed, a doubly divided country in the sense of both territorial and spiritual division. The detachment of Okinawa from the rest of Japan turned Okinawan society and economy into a grotesque appendage to the U.S. nuclear strategy in Asia. Edwin Reischauer, ambassador to Japan in the early 1960s, later characterized Okinawa as “the only ‘semi-colonial’ territory created in Asia since the war,” and the resentments generated by this territorial division persisted until the reversion of Okinawa to Japan in 1972, and even after. The spiritual division of the country was manifested in the political and ideological polarization caused in considerable part by the San Francisco System itself. As Yoshida put it, with another graphic military metaphor, this time from the Allied division of Korea at the end of World War II, the occupation and its cold-war settlement drew a “thirty-eighth parallel” through the very heart of the Japanese people.10 This was hardly a trauma or tragedy comparable to the postwar divisions of Korea, China, Germany, or Vietnam. It suggests, nonetheless, the emotional and politically charged climate of the years that followed Japan's accommodation to American cold-war policy.

Most fundamentally, the San Francisco System subordinated Japan to the United States in psychological as well as structural ways and ate at Japanese pride, year after year, like a slow-working acid. In official U.S. circles it was acknowledged frankly, if confidentially, that the military relationship with Japan was double-edged: it integrated Japan into the anticommunist camp and simultaneously created a permanent structure of U.S. control over Japan. Even passionately anti-Soviet politicians like Yoshida did not regard the USSR as a direct threat to Japan and reluctantly accepted the continued presence of U.S. troops and bases as an unavoidable price for obtaining sovereignty along with assurances of U.S. protection. The primary mission of U.S. forces and bases in Japan including Okinawa was never to defend Japan directly but rather to project U.S. power in Asia and to “support our commitments elsewhere,” as one high U.S. official later testified.11 To many observers the argument that this U.S. presence also acted as a deterrent to external threats to Japan was less persuasive than its counterargument: that the external threat was negligible without the bases, but considerable with them. If war occurred between the United States and the Soviet Union, Japan inevitably would be drawn into it. At the same time, the U.S. military presence throughout the Japanese islands established an on-site deterrent against hostile remilitarization by Japan itself. Subordination of Japanese military planning to U.S. grand strategy was another and more subtle way of ensuring long-term U.S. control over Japan. So also was the technological integration of the U.S. and Japanese military forces—a process of institutionalized dependency that actually deepened after the mid-1950s, when priorities shifted from ground forces to the creation of a technologically sophisticated Japanese navy and air force.

Early critics of the San Francisco System characterized Japan's place within it as one of “subordinate independence” (j[image: image]zokuteki dokuritsu), including economic as well as diplomatic and military dependency. Although the phrase arose on the political Left, it was echoed throughout Japanese society—and at top levels in Washington and Tokyo as well. When U.S. planners in the Army, Navy, and State departments first turned serious attention to incorporating Japan into cold-war strategy in 1947, for example, they rejected not merely the premise that Japan could be neutral but also that it could ever regain an “independent identity.” In this fiercely bipolar worldview, Japan realistically could be expected to “function only as an American or Soviet satellite.” In November 1951, two months after the peace conference, Joseph Dodge, the key American adviser on economic policy toward Japan, bluntly told representatives of the Ministry of International Trade and Industry (MITI) that “Japan can be independent politically but dependent economically.” When Japan was forced to participate in the economic containment of China and seek alternative markets elsewhere, especially in Southeast Asia, fear that Japan was doomed to an exceedingly precarious economic future was palpable throughout the country. At this stage almost no one anticipated that Japan had a serious future in the advanced markets of the West. Thus, as we learn from “Top Secret” records of the U.S. National Security Council, in September 1954 Secretary of State John Foster Dulles “told Yoshida frankly that Japan should not expect to find a big U.S. market because the Japanese don't make the things we want. Japan must find markets elsewhere for the goods they export.”12

Such comments may be amusing in retrospect, but they remind us that Japan's emergence as a global economic power came late and abruptly and astonished almost everyone concerned. It involved a great deal of skill and hard work, to be sure, but also a large measure of good fortune. In the long run U.S. cold-war policies abetted Japanese economic growth at home and abroad in unanticipated ways. In return for acquiescing in the containment policy, for example, Japan received favored access to U.S. patents and licenses and technical expertise, as well as U.S. patronage in international economic organizations. At the same time, despite American rhetoric about free trade and an open international economic order, these remained ultimate ideals rather than immediate practices. In the early postwar decades U.S. policy actually sanctioned import restrictions by the Western European allies as well as Japan to facilitate their recovery from the war, and these trade barriers were tolerated longer in Japan's case than they were in Europe. Also tolerated, until the early 1970s, was an undervalued yen exchange rate—that is, an overvalued dollar, which benefited Japanese export industries. Japan, more than Europe, also was permitted to retain tight restrictions on foreign exchange and capital investment that had been approved as “temporary” measures during the occupation. The closed Japanese domestic economy, which grew so rapidly in the late 1950s and 1960s and became a source of great friction between Japan and the United States and Europe by the end of the 1960s, reflected these protectionist policies sanctioned by the United States in the naive days when Japan was believed to have no serious future in Western markets—and when, by U.S. demand, Japan also was prohibited from establishing close economic ties with China. Although it is doubtful that the U.S. “nuclear umbrella” ever really protected Japan from a serious external threat, it is incontrovertible that the U.S. economic umbrella was an immense boon to Japanese capitalism.13

The Japanese economy also flourished within the San Francisco System in two additional unanticipated ways. Both the Korean War and the Vietnam War brought great profits and market breakthroughs to Japan. U.S. offshore procurements stimulated by the Korean War and thereafter routinized as “new special procurements” (shin tokuju) held Japan's balance of payments in line through the critical years of the 1950s. The Vietnam War boom, in turn, brought an estimated $1 billion a year to Japanese firms between 1966 and 1971—the period now identified as marking the opening stage of economic “maturity” for Japan and the beginning of the end of America's role as hegemon of the global capitalist system.14

At the same time, the constraints on Japanese remilitarization that stemmed from the early period of demilitarization and democratization and remained embodied in the constitution did more than merely buttress a general policy of go-slow rearmament. They also thwarted the emergence of a powerful defense lobby comparable to that in the United States. In the absence of a bona fide ministry of defense, the Ministry of Finance remained the major actor in shaping the postwar military budget. There was no Japanese counterpart to the Pentagon. And despite a handful of large military contractors such as Mitsubishi Heavy Industries, there emerged no civilian defense sector remotely comparable to the military-industrial complex in the United States. Thus, contrary to the situation in America, the best scientists and engineers in postwar Japan turned their talents to the production of commodities for the civilian marketplace, rather than weapons of war. All this was critical to the economic take-off Japan experienced beginning in the late 1950s and the country's extraordinary competitiveness in ensuing decades. And all this also must be reckoned an integral part of the San Francisco System.

THE 1955 SYSTEM

Like the San Francisco System, the conservative hegemony later known as the 1955 System had its genesis in the occupation-period reverse course, when U.S. policymakers began to jettison many of their more radical democratic ideals and reforms. A general strike planned for 1 February 1947 was banned by General Douglas MacArthur. Prolabor legislation was watered down beginning in 1948. The immense power of the bureaucracy—augmented by a decade and a half of mobilization for “total war”—was never curtailed by the Occupation reformers (beyond abolition of the prewar Home Ministry), and the financial structure remained largely untouched despite initial proposals to democratize it. Fairly ambitious plans to promote economic democratization through industrial deconcentration were abandoned by 1949. Individuals purged from public life “for all time” because of their wartime activities or affiliations began to be depurged in 1950, and by the end of the occupation only a few hundred persons remained under the original purge designation. At the same time, between late 1949 and the end of 1950 U.S. authorities and the Japanese government collaborated in a “Red purge” in the public sector, and then the private sector, that eventually led to the firing of some twenty-two thousand individuals, mostly left-wing union activists. In July 1950, in the midst of this conspicuous turn to the right, the rearmament of Japan began.15

The San Francisco settlement thus took place in a setting of domestic turmoil, when both of the early ideals of “demilitarization” and “democratization” were under attack by the conservative elites and their new American partners. To critics, rearmament and the “Red purges,” military bases and the gutting of the labor laws, the separate peace and resurrection of the old economic and political elites—all were part of a single reverse course that was simultaneously international and domestic in its ramifications. Japanese partisanship in the cold war required the resurrection of the civilian old guard, and the old guard required the cold war to enlist U.S. support against domestic opponents.

With the exception of the brief Katayama interlude (May 1947 to March 1948), conservative leaders headed every Japanese cabinet of the postwar period, even before the reverse course was initiated. However, it was not until the third Yoshida cabinet, formed in January 1949, that the conservative leadership enjoyed a firm majority in the Diet. For Yoshida personally this proved to be an ephemeral peak of power and stability. The general elections of October 1952 saw the return to national politics of hundreds of formerly purged politicians, and by 1954 conservative ranks were severely factionalized. When Yoshida and his Liberal Party supporters were unceremoniously ousted from power in December 1954, it was not anticonservatives who did them in but rather a rival conservative coalition, the Democratic Party, headed by Hatoyama Ichir[image: image]. Hatoyama, who succeeded Yoshida as prime minister, was a former purgee with a record of support not only for Japanese aggression in the recent war but also for the suppression of dissent in the 1920s and 1930s. Also in the anti-Yoshida camp at this time was another future prime minister, Kishi Nobusuke, a brilliant technocrat who had been a leading economic planner in the puppet state of Manchukuo in the 1930s, a vice minister of munitions under Prime Minister T[image: image]j[image: image] Hideki in 1943–44, and an inmate of Sugamo Prison from late 1945 to 1948, accused of class A war crimes but never brought to trial. The conservatives were unquestionably in the saddle, but so great was their internal fighting that they seemed capable of throwing each other out of it.

This turmoil set the stage for consolidation of the conservative parties a year later. In November 1955 Hatoyama's Democrats and Yoshida's Liberals merged to form the Liberal Democratic Party—which, like its predecessors, was neither liberal nor democratic and thus woefully misnamed. Over the ensuing decades the LDP retained uninterrupted control of the government, and this remarkable stability naturally became a central axis of the so-called 1955 System. The capacity for long-term planning that became so distinctive a feature of the postwar political economy was made possible in considerable part by this continuity of single-party domination. However, 1955 was a signal year in other ways as well, and it was this larger conjunction of political and economic developments that seemed to constitute the systematization and clarification of power and influence in postwar Japan—just one decade, as it happened, after Japan's surrender. These related developments took place in both the anticonservative and conservative camps.

It was, in fact, the Socialists and left-wing unionists who moved first. In January 1955 S[image: image]hy[image: image]—the General Council of Trade Unions, which was closely affiliated with the left-wing Socialists—mobilized some eight hundred thousand workers in the first demonstration of what subsequently was institutionalized as the shunt[image: image] “spring wage offensive.” From this year on, the shunt[image: image] became the basic vehicle for organizing enterprise unions in demanding industrywide “base up” wage increases on a regular—almost ritualized—basis. That same month the left-wing and right-wing factions of the Socialist Party, which had formally split in 1951 over whether to support the San Francisco settlement, agreed to reunite. Reunification was finalized in October, but well before then, in the general elections of February 1955, the two factions together won slightly more than one-third of the seats (156 of 453) in the critical House of Representatives. Significantly, this parliamentary representation gave them sufficient combined strength to block constitutional revision, which required a two-thirds vote of approval in the Diet.

The LDP merger in November was in considerable part a response to this specter of a reunified and purposeful left-wing opposition. At the same time, it also constituted the open wedding of big business with Japan's right-of-center politicians. Corporate Japan (the zaikai) not only played a decisive role in promoting the 1955 conservative merger but also mobilized the business community at this time as the major ongoing source of money for the LDP. The vehicle for assuring tight control of this political funding also was set up in those busy early months of 1955 in the form of an Economic Reconstruction Council (Keizai Saiken Kondankai) established in January and supported by all four major big-business organizations: the Japan Federation of Employers' Associations (Nikkeiren), Federation of Economic Organizations (Keidanren), Japan Committee for Economic Development (Keizai D[image: image]y[image: image]kai), and Japan Chamber of Commerce (Nissh[image: image]). Although some big-business funds were made available to Socialists, the vast bulk of contributions funneled through the Economic Reconstruction Council (96 percent in 1960) went to the LDP. Reorganized as the Kokumin Ky[image: image]kai in 1961, this consortium provided over 90 percent of LDP funding through the 1960s and 1970s.16 This consolidation and rationalization of the relationship between the zaikai and conservative politicians constituted two legs of the vaunted “tripod” on which conservative power rested over the ensuing decades. The third leg was the bureaucracy, which drafted most of the legislation introduced in the Diet and also provided a steady exodus of influential former officials into the LDP.

From a broader socioeconomic perspective 1955 also appeared to be, if not a watershed, at least a symbolic point at which lines of future development became clarified. Economically, the Korean War had wound down and as a consequence the previous year had been dismal for Japan, as conveyed in the catchphrase “1954 recession” (nij[image: image]ky[image: image]nen fuky[image: image]). Japanese missions to Washington in the waning years of Yoshida's premiership privately expressed deep and genuine pessimism about the future prospects of Japan's “shallow economy.” Contrary to these gloomy prognostications, however, 1955 proved to be a turning point for the postwar economy, and the popular phrases of this year captured this turnabout as well: “postwar high” (sengo saik[image: image]) was one, “best year of the postwar economy” (sengo keizai sairy[image: image] no toshi) another. As it turned out, in 1955 the gross national product (GNP) surpassed the prewar peak for the first time, marking the symbolic end of postdefeat recovery. Indeed, the official Economic White Paper (Keizai Hakusho) published the next year heralded this accomplishment as signaling the end of the postwar period (mohaya “sengo” de wa nai). This upturn coincided, moreover, with the establishment of one of the most important of Japan's long-range industrial planning organizations, the Japan Productivity Center (Nihon Seisansei Honbu). Created on the basis of a U.S.-Japan agreement, with initial funding from both governments as well as Japanese business and financial circles, the center drew support from the ranks of labor as well as management and became the major postwar sponsor of technical missions sent abroad to study the most up-to-date methods of increasing industrial production. The formal wherewithal for exporting the products manufactured by these cutting-edge techniques also was obtained in 1955, when Japan was admitted to the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT). It was also in 1955 that centralized planning was significantly advanced through creation of the Economic Planning Agency (in July) and the issuance (in December) of a Five-Year Plan for Economic Independence.17

By many reckonings the advent of mass consumer culture also dates from essentially this same moment in the mid-1950s. It was in 1955, for example, that MITI announced the inauguration of a “citizen's car project”; heretofore, the vehicle industry had concentrated on producing trucks (especially for U.S. use in the Korean War) and buses and taxis (including many for export to Southeast Asia). With MITI's plan as a springboard the “age of the citizen's car” (kokumin jid[image: image]sha no jidai) commenced with the appearance of the Datsun Bluebird four years later. The “age of the electrified household” (katei denka no jidai) is said to have materialized in 1955, when housewives dreamed of owning the “three divine appliances” (sanshu no jingi)—electric washing machines, refrigerators, and television—and magazines spoke of the seven ascending stages of household electrification: (7) electric lights, (6) radio and iron, (5) toaster and electric heater, (4) mixer, fan, and telephone, (3) washing machine, (2) refrigerator, and (1) television and vacuum cleaner. For whatever one may make of the fact, Godzilla made his debut in November 1954 and thus stepped into (or on) the popular consciousness in 1955. It was also at this time that book publishers began to cater more explicitly to mass tastes. Nicely befitting the advent of a new age of mass culture, another popular slogan of 1955 was “the age of neurosis” (noir[image: image]se jidai), a phrase sparked by several well-publicized suicides in midyear. As a popular weekly put it, claiming one was neurotic had now become an “accessory” (they used the English word) of modern people.18

That the consolidation of conservative power coincided with full recovery from the war and the onset of commercialized mass culture may help explain the staying power of the new conservative hegemony. This durability was not immediately apparent, however, and the decade and a half that followed witnessed a series of intense confrontations over basic issues of peace and democracy. The fundamental lines of political cleavage within the 1955 System have been summarized as pitting a conservative camp committed to revising the constitution and protecting the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty against a progressive (kakushin) opposition committed to doing just the opposite: defending the constitution and opposing the Security Treaty.19 This summary is concise and clever, although it oversimplifies positions on both sides. The initial platform of the LDP did call for constitutional revision, and one of the first steps the new party took was to establish a Constitution Investigation Committee (Kemp[image: image] Ch[image: image]sakai) to prepare the ground for revision. At the same time, under Hatoyama and his successors the party also undertook to continue undoing “excesses” of the early democratic postsurrender reforms that lay outside the purview of the constitution—such as revision of the electoral system, abolition of elected school boards, imposition of restraints on political activity by teachers, promotion of “moral” and patriotic education, and strengthening of the police.

Concerning remilitarization, Hatoyama was more zealous than his predecessor Yoshida had been in supporting rearmament under the security treaty, but his reasons for doing so were by no means unambiguously pro-American. Rather, Hatoyama and his supporters desired accelerated rearmament of a more “autonomous” sort that in the long run would hasten Japan's escape from the American embrace. Just as the Security Treaty was a double-edged sword from the American perspective—simultaneously enlisting Japan as a cold-war ally and instituting U.S. controls over Japan—so also was advocacy of accelerated rearmament double-edged to the more ardent Japanese nationalists. On the surface, this policy accorded with U.S. demands for rapid Japanese rearmament, and the conservatives were indeed ideologically receptive to aligning with the Americans in their anticommunist crusade. At the same time, however, nationalists in the Hatoyama and Kishi line also endorsed accelerated remilitarization to reduce military subordination to their Pacific partner as quickly as possible. Here, in any case, their aspirations were frustrated, for popular support could not be marshaled in support of such a policy. The general public proved willing to accept slow rearmament in the mode established by Yoshida, with little concern about the sophistries of constitutional reinterpretation that this program required of the government's legal experts. As Hatoyama learned, however, just as other conservative leaders learned after him, to the very end of the Sh[image: image]wa period, the public was not receptive to either rapid rearmament or frontal attacks on the constitution.

In attacking the conservatives the opposition essentially appropriated the slogan “peace and democracy” as its own, but exactly what this phrase meant was often contested among these critics themselves. As the intellectuals associated with the influential Peace Problems Symposium developed their “peace thesis” (heiwaron) in the late 1940s and early 1950s, it was argued that mobilization for peace must proceed through three levels: from the “human” (ningen) level, through the “system” (seido), and only on this basis to engagement in broad “international” (kokusai) peace issues. In the Japanese context this emphasis meant immersion in the “human” suffering of World War II (and, in actual practice, an outpouring of writings focusing on Japanese suffering in the battlefields abroad and under the air raids and atomic bombs at home). The Japanese “system” of overriding importance was to be found in the interlocking basic values enshrined in the new constitution, namely, people's rights, democracy, and pacifism. Finally, rooted in appreciation of these human and systemic values, the Japanese peace movement could move on to pursue basic goals conducive to the creation and maintenance of international peace. By the time the 1955 System was created, these goals usually were expressed as unarmed neutrality, backed by guarantees of support from the United Nations. In addition, inspired by two related events in 1954—the Bikini Incident, in which Japanese fishermen suffered radiation poisoning from the fallout of a U.S. hydrogen bomb test in the Pacific, and a spectacular grassroots petition drive against nuclear testing that was initiated by Japanese housewives and collected an astonishing twenty million signatures—by 1955 the Japanese peace movement also had come to focus especially keenly on the global abolition of nuclear weapons.20

Maintaining the constitution was of course the bridge that linked defense of peace and pacifist ideals to defense of democracy, but the latter cause extended beyond constitutional issues per se. Phrased softly, the opposition also was committed to protecting the livelihood (seikatsu y[image: image]go) of the working class, which undeniably was being squeezed in the concerted quest for rapid industrial growth. In more doctrinaire terms, the overtly Marxist opposition wished to destroy monopoly capitalism and bring about a socialist revolution in Japan. The latter agenda predictably was endorsed by only a portion of the anticonservative opposition; and, predictably again, it caused the Left to splinter in self-destructive ways that did not happen on the Right, where factionalism was less ideological and more personally oriented. Thus, while the 1955 System began with a Socialist merger and the anticipation, by some, that in time a genuinely two-party system might evolve in Japan, in actuality the Left failed to hold together or grow. As early as 1958 the political scientist Oka Yoshitake already had characterized the new political structure as a “one and one-half party system.” Two years later a portion of the Socialist Party permanently hived off to form the less doctrinaire Democratic Socialist Party. By the end of the 1960s, after the quasi-religious Clean Government Party (K[image: image]meit[image: image]) also had emerged on the scene, it was common to speak of the political system as consisting of “one strong, four weak” (ikky[image: image] shijaku) political parties.21

Before the opposition congealed as a permanent minority, however, it succeeded in mobilizing popular support in a series of massive protest movements that—like the earlier struggle against the occupation-period reverse course—dramatized the relationship between international and domestic politics. The first and most spectacular of these protests wedded opposition to revision and renewal of the Security Treaty (scheduled for 1960) to Kishi's assumption of the premiership in 1957. That Kishi, T[image: image]j[image: image]'s former vice minister of munitions, could assume the highest office in the country just twelve years after the war ended—and become, simultaneously, the symbol in Japan of the U.S.-Japan military relationship—graphically exemplified how far, and fast, Japan had moved away from the early ideals of demilitarization and democratization. In the end, the opposition drew millions of demonstrators into the streets and both lost and won its protest: the Security Treaty was retained and revised, but Kishi was forced to resign. In the process, a variety of concerned citizens were baptized in the theory and practice of extraparliamentary democratic expression.

This tumultuous campaign against the cold-war treaty and old-war politician overlapped, moreover, with the last great labor strike in modern Japanese history, which pitted workers at the Miike coal mine against an archetypical old-guard employer, the Mitsui Mining Company. The Miike struggle began in the spring of 1959 and in January 1960 turned into a lockout and strike that lasted 282 days and eventually involved hundreds of thousands of people. At Miike, the radical wing of organized labor confronted a broad united front of big business and the government, which correctly perceived the struggle as a decisive test for the future of state-led industrial “rationalization.” And at Miike, labor lost. The defeat of the miners in late 1960 smoothed the path for the heralded “income doubling” policy of the new Ikeda Hayato cabinet, which assumed power when Kishi was forced to resign in June.

The interplay of domestic and international politics resurfaced dramatically in the late 1960s, when massive protests against Japan's complicity in the Vietnam War intersected with a wide range of domestic grievances. Indeed, in this struggle the linkage of peace and democracy was recast in stunningly new ways. Under the influence of the New Left the anti–Vietnam War movement introduced a more radical anti-imperialist critique to the discourse on peace and democracy. Essentially, the late-1960s radicals argued that under the cold-war alliance Japan not only profited materially from the misery of other Asians but also contributed to the support of corrupt and authoritarian regimes outside Japan. Peace and prosperity for Japan, in short, were being purchased at the cost of war and the repression of democracy elsewhere. Vietnam and Korea were the great examples of this repressive profiteering for the protestors of the mid and late 1960s, especially after Japan normalized relations with the authoritarian South Korean government in 1965, under strong U.S. prodding—thereby contributing measurably to the ability of the Seoul regime to send troops to Vietnam in support of U.S. forces there. The radicalism of this critique lay in its attempt to think of democracy as well as peace in truly international and nonparochial terms, while situating the vaunted “income-doubling” policies of the 1960s in the specific context of the imbrication of Japanese bourgeois capitalism and U.S. imperialism. In the New Left critique, “peace and democracy” as the Old Left and liberals and ruling groups all imagined it was self-centered, self-serving, quintessentially bourgeois.

At the same time, the anti–Vietnam War movement intersected with highly charged domestic protests against the social and environmental costs of growth, the grasping hand of the state, and the autocratic governance of the universities. The latter, as the critics framed it, were turning into mere service organizations for the bureaucracy and big business. Antipollution movements centering on the mercury-poisoned community of Minamata and other tragic examples of environmental destruction peaked in the period between 1967 and the early 1970s. With them came a renewed appreciation of grass-roots democracy, exemplified in an impressive variety of “citizens' movements” (shimin und[image: image]), “residents' movements” (j[image: image]min und[image: image]), and “victims' movements” (higaisha und[image: image])—all legacies, each in its own way, of the 1959–60 street demonstrations and community protests against the Security Treaty and Kishi and in support of the Miike workers. The Sanrizuka struggle opposing forced sale of farmland to build the new Narita international airport was initiated by the farmers themselves in 1968. And the student struggles, which began with a five-month strike at Waseda University in 1965–66, reached a crescendo in 1968–69. At the peak of the student demonstrations more than 40 percent of the nation's 377 universities were affected by strikes, and most of these campuses were under occupation. Although many of the grievances voiced by student protesters were directed at university affairs, the student radicals—like many other citizens in the late 1960s, in Japan and in Europe and America as well—immersed themselves in the broad gamut of domestic and international issues. And at their ironic best they cleverly captured the interlock of internal and external developments. One of the slogans of student radicals at the University of Tokyo, for example, was “Dismantle the Tokyo Imperialistic University”—neatly meshing the notion of a revival of prewar autocracy (when the elite University of Tokyo had been named Tokyo Imperial University) with the argument that higher education in postwar Japan once again was serving primarily the purposes of an expansionist state.22

It is estimated that between 1967 and 1970 alone, more than eighteen million Japanese took to the streets to protest the war in Vietnam and demand the reversion of Okinawa to Japan. Uncounted others were involved in the university struggles and citizens' movements against the ravages of the growth-oriented state. As elsewhere, “people's power” entered the Japanese lexicon at this time as a legitimate and essential alternative to bourgeois parliamentary politics; and, as elsewhere, the theory and practice of “people's power” ranged from peaceful protest to wanton violence. By the mid-1970s the nationwide people's movement was moribund, but it left as legacies the memory and experience of grass-roots mobilization that could be evoked in more particularistic causes thereafter.

CONFLICT AND ACCOMMODATION TO THE EARLY 1970s

At the most conspicuous level the major controversies concerning military and international policy in postwar Japan involved left-wing criticism of the government's acquiescence in the San Francisco System. Almost all of the contentious issues of later years were encoded in the peace settlementthe separate peace, the Security Treaty and U.S. military bases in Japan, commitment to Japanese rearmament, detachment and semicolonization of Okinawa, entanglement in U.S. nuclear policy, and collusion in U.S. support of right-wing client regimes in the divided countries of Asia (China, Korea, and Vietnam). Inevitably, criticism of such government policies was inseparable from criticism of the United States. True to the early vision of the Peace Problems Symposium, the opposition position generally espoused an essentially nonaligned international role for Japan, although pro-Soviet and pro-Chinese allegiances also were conspicuous on the Left. At critical moments in the postwar debates opinion polls indicated that a large number of Japanese also supported the option of neutrality. Fifty percent of respondents to a survey in 1959 endorsed this option, for example, and at the height of the peace movement a decade later as many as 66 percent of Japanese questioned in one poll favored neutrality.23

It is misleading, however, to see the conservative and opposition positions on these issues as completely antithetical. Both sides were crisscrossed with schisms. At the same time, on many critical issues the two sides shared, if not common ground, at least comparable skepticism concerning the wisdom of U.S. policies. Beyond the usual factionalism endemic to the Left, the unity of the opposition was undercut by all the familiar postwar traumas of the international communist and socialist movements—the repression in Hungary and critique of Stalin in 1956, the Sino-Soviet split that followed soon after, the Cultural Revolution in China and Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia, the communist concerns with “Trotskyist” deviations that accompanied the rise of the New Left in the 1960s, and the acrimonious debates over “capitalist and imperialist” nuclear weapons as opposed to “socialist and defensive” ones (which came to a head in Japan in 1963, when the Left split on whether to support the Partial Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty). The conservatives, too, although relatively cohesive in their anticommunism, nonetheless bifurcated into so-called Asianist and pro-American camps. This split was openly signaled in December 1964 and January 1965, when LDP members coalesced around either the staunchly pro-American Asian Problems Study Association (Ajia Mondai Kenky[image: image]kai) or the more Asia-oriented Afro-Asian Problems Study Association (Ajia-Afurika Mondai Kenky[image: image]kai).24

Even the most obsequious supporters of the pro-American position, however—such as Sat[image: image] Eisaku, who succeeded Ikeda in 1964 and held the premiership until 1972—never planted both feet entirely in the American camp. From the earliest moments of the San Francisco System a fault line of disagreement and mistrust ran between Tokyo and Washington. While the conservative hegemony disagreed internally on a variety of critical policy issues beyond the appropriate speed and scope of remilitarization—including what policy to adopt toward China, Korea, Vietnam, and a nuclearized Okinawa—from the time of the Yoshida cabinets there was general conservative agreement that the U.S. vision of a bipolar world was inflexible and obsessively militaristic. As a consequence, in tactical if not fundamental ways there often occurred a convergence in the positions of the political Left and Right vis-à-vis the United States. One of the more amusing early examples of this convergence occurred in the very midst of the creation of the San Francisco System, when Yoshida—the great Red-baiter and bête noire of the Left—secretly encouraged the Socialists to organize antirearmament demonstrations while John Foster Dulles was in Tokyo. For Yoshida and his conservative successors as well, the specter of popular opposition to U.S. policies was an effective, and indeed desired, bargaining chip.25

As a general rule, Japanese of every political persuasion desired greater autonomy and more genuine sovereignty for their country. They differed on whether this goal was better attained within the Security Treaty or outside it; and thus, in great confrontations such as the 1959–60 crisis over whether to revise the mutual security pact, there was indeed no common ground where policy was concerned. Both sides felt humiliation at the unequal nature of the original treaty. Whereas the conservative mainstream focused on the removal of inequality, however, the opposition argued that a more equitable treaty simply meant that Japan was committing itself to a larger military role. Nevertheless, the nationalist sentiments shared by participants on both sides of this struggle help explain the disintegration of the opposition over the ensuing years. Nationalism was a bridge on which leftists could sooner or later cross to join the LDP or even the extreme right-wing advocates of an independent Japanese military capability. The well-known critic Shimizu Ikutar[image: image], who moved from being one of the most prominent intellectuals in the Peace Problems Symposium and 1960 protests to being an advocate of a nuclear-armed autonomous Japanese state a decade later, was but the most conspicuous example of this exodus of former radicals into the conservative camp. Even where dissidents of the 1950s and 1960s did not cross over to the other side, moreover, in later years many turned their focus of opposition further inward to concentrate on essentially domestic concerns.26

On a wide range of other contested issues the partial convergence in viewpoint of the conservative leaders and their critics was more straightforward. Despite their anticommunism, for example, many conservatives desired closer relations with the two communist giants, or at least with China. Similarly, the large number of U.S. troops and military bases that remained in Japan after the occupation, and after the Korean armistice in 1953, aggravated almost everyone. On a related issue, although the conservatives and their critics were in fundamental disagreement over whether Japan should rearm, conservative politicians, bureaucrats, and businessmen as a whole (with the exception of certain vigorous defense industry lobbies) gave relatively low priority to defense spending into the 1980s. As a percentage of the total general accounts budget, military spending peaked in 1954. As a percentage of the gross national product, defense spending as commonly calculated was less than 1 percent for a full decade before Prime Minister Miki Takeo grandly proclaimed a “One Percent of GNP” guideline in 1976.27

Such points of partial convergence in the outlook of the conservatives and opposition are easily extended. There was no fundamental disagreement on the desirability of the reversion of Okinawa to full Japanese sovereignty, for example, and eventually little disagreement on an early basic issue of contention: that Okinawa should be returned nuclear free. Neither the government nor opposition welcomed U.S. nuclear weapons on Japanese soil, and apart from a few conservative advocates of a Gaullist-style nuclear force de frappe, there was general agreement that Japan itself should remain nuclear free. In December 1967, in response to a question in the Diet, Prime Minister Sat[image: image] clarified this position as the famous “Three Nonnuclear Principles,” which held that Japan would not manufacture nuclear weapons, possess them, or permit them to enter the country. Also, although U.S. policy at the time of the peace settlement secretly had anticipated Japan emerging as a major supplier of war-related material to the anticommunist camp, weapons production was not emphasized in subsequent years. Earlier in 1967, when public criticism arose concerning military-related exports to Vietnam, the Sat[image: image] government responded with the “Three Principles of Arms Exports” prohibiting weapons sales to communist countries, countries under arms embargo by the United Nations, and countries in or on the verge of armed conflict. Under the Miki cabinet (1974–76) the ban was extended to include all countries and cover parts used in military equipment.28

Although Left and Right remained in fundamental disagreement on the Security Treaty in general, until the end of the Sh[image: image]wa period successive conservative governments took care to reiterate that Japanese self-defense forces were constitutionally prohibited from engaging in overseas missions or entering into collective security pacts. The latter position was explicitly meant to scotch any prospect of a NATO-type Northeast Asia treaty organization coupling Japan with the Republic of Korea and Republic of China. In addition, although LDP policy consistently called for constitutional revision, in actuality the conservative thrust in this direction tended to wither away beginning in the mid-1960s, after the Constitution Investigation Committee that had been created after the LDP was formed failed to come up with clear recommendations to revise the national charter. Although a majority of committee members did favor revision, it had become clear by 1964, when the group issued its report, that the public opposed this.29

These points of tactical convergence help clarify the low-posture external policies followed by conservative cabinets ever since Yoshida's time, as well as the sources of friction that always characterized relations between the Japanese and American managers of the San Francisco System. At the same time, they also help explain how, over the course of the 1950s and 1960s, the ruling groups succeeded in taking away much of the fire of the opposition. By the beginning of the 1970s many of the most contentious issues of external policy had been defused by a combination of policy changes and the effective use of symbolic rhetoric that associated the conservatives with restraint on issues of remilitarization. Complementary accommodations took place on the domestic front. The massive protests of the late 1960s against the environmental destruction caused by growth-at-all-costs economic policies, for example, were so successful that the 1970 Diet became known as the “Pollution Diet” because of the large number of environmental protection laws it passed. More generally, these developments coincided with Japan's emergence as a mature bourgeois society, increasingly preoccupied with consumerism within and great-power status abroad.

The key moments at which hitherto inflammatory peace issues began to be detached from the agenda of public debate are fairly easy to identify. The aggravating presence of U.S. bases and troops in Japan was dramatically diminished between 1955 and 1960, when the so-called New Look (or Radford Doctrine) of U.S. strategic planners dictated that reliance on nuclear weapons made many overseas bases obsolete. Between 1955 and 1957 U.S. forces in Japan were reduced from 210,000 to 77,000 men, and by 1960 the number had dropped to 48,000. Simultaneously, the United States retreated from its extraordinary proposals to create a huge Japanese army immediately and began instead to direct military aid to creation of less conspicuous but more technologically sophisticated Japanese naval and air forces.30 Where the mutual security treaty itself was concerned, the failure of the mass protests of 1959–60 to block treaty renewal essentially marked the end of this as a meaningful issue. Attempts to remobilize protests against the next round of treaty renewal in 1970 were ineffective. After 1960 the Security Treaty remained a convenient target of rhetoric, but a practical fait accompli.

The antinuclear movement in Japan began not in 1945 but in 1954. Until the latter part of the occupation, reportage and public remembrance of Hiroshima and Nagasaki were forbidden. It was the irradiation of Japanese fishermen by an American nuclear test in the Bikini Incident of 1954, and the death of one of the crew, that precipitated the postwar movement against nuclear weapons—and, on the Left, against nuclear energy. Even while resting comfortably under the U.S. nuclear umbrella, the conservative government did not hesitate to associate itself with antinuclear policies. Thus, the Japan Council Against Atomic and Hydrogen Bombs (Gensuiky[image: image]), founded in 1955, initially was supported by the LDP as well as parties and organizations on the Left and fell under Communist Party control only in the 1960s. In 1961 the LDP aligned itself with a new antinuclear federation, the national Council for Peace and Against Nuclear Weapons (Kakkin Kaigi). And in December 1967 Prime Minister Sat[image: image]'s “Three Nonnuclear Principles” were effectively introduced to suggest that the government shared the ideals of the popular antinuclear movement. Along with Article 9, the prohibition on arms exports first announced in 1967, and the “One Percent of GNP” ceiling on defense expenditures proclaimed in 1976, the Three Nonnuclear Principles became popularly identified as one of the four “symbolic constraints” on Japanese remilitarization. The government's ability to partially co-opt the antinuclear movement was further enhanced by an insular strain in the movement itself. To many Japanese, Hiroshima and Nagasaki became emblematic of World War II and thus symbolic of the unique suffering of the Japanese in that conflict. They became, that is, a way of remembering Japanese suffering while forgetting the suffering that the Japanese caused others. Such “victim consciousness”—already noted in the earliest statements of the peace movement—meshed well with the emerging neonationalism of the ruling groups.

Okinawa and China, two of the most blatant symbols of subordinate independence, were detached from the peace agenda between 1969 and 1972. By the end of the 1960s the United States had become persuaded that reversion of the Ryukyus to Japan was both feasible and wise. The development of intercontinental missiles reduced Okinawa's importance as a forward nuclear base. Pressure for reversion within Okinawa and throughout all Japan was becoming irresistible. Perhaps most interesting, the discrepancy in living standards between Japan proper and semicolonized Okinawa was becoming so conspicuous as to pose a potential serious embarrassment for the United States.31 Thus, in the Sat[image: image]-Nixon communiqué of November 1969 the United States defused this issue by agreeing to return Okinawa to full Japanese sovereignty by 1972.

Where China was concerned, Washington's unexpected rapprochement with the People's Republic in 1971 embarrassed the Japanese government, which had long adhered reluctantly to the containment policy. Nonetheless, it paved the way for Japan's own restoration of relations with Beijing, thereby removing one of the most galling features of the San Francisco System. China, obsessed by its tensions with the Soviet Union, accompanied its embrace of the United States and Japan by renouncing its previous expressions of concern about Japanese rearmament and the U.S.-Japan military alliance. This Chinese volte-face was also a severe blow to the Japanese peace movement, which hitherto had argued that Japanese remilitarization under the Security Treaty was a destabilizing factor in Asia. Moreover, the agony and madness of China's Cultural Revolution, which became apparent to the world a few years later, by indirection further discredited the Left.

By 1972 the Left thus had lost hold of many of its most evocative peace issues: U.S. bases in Japan, the Security Treaty, nuclear weapons, arms production, Okinawa, and China. A year later, with the armistice in Vietnam, the last great cause that had provided a modicum of common purpose among the opposition was removed. The average citizen turned inward, to bask in Japan's new international influence as an economic power and become consumed by material pursuits, exemplified in such mass-media slogans as “My Home–ism” and “My Car–ism.” Concerned citizens redirected their “citizens' movements” or “residents' movements” toward particular grievances. The violent wing of the New Left turned its fury as well as its tactics of armed confrontation (the so-called geba, from gebaruto, the Japanese rendering of the German word Gewalt, “force”) inward to engage in theoretical disputes and self-destructive factional violence (uchigeba). Beheiren, the broad-based and charismatic People's Organization for Peace in Vietnam, which had effectively reconciled many of the Marxist and non-Marxist protest groups between 1965 and 1973, disbanded in January 1974. No comparable coalition—eclectic, populist, both humanitarian and radical, nonviolent, genuinely internationalistic and individualistic in outlook—ever took its place.

THE UNCERTAIN SUPERSTATE

In retrospect it is apparent that the early 1970s marked a major turning point in Japan's position within the international political economy. It is from this point that we can date Japan's emergence as a truly global power—and the corollary and irreversible decline of U.S. hegemony. At the time, however, this transformation of power was by no means clear. On the contrary, the 1970s were a traumatic decade for Japan's elites, marked by a succession of crises. Twenty years of slavish adherence to the U.S. containment policy were rudely rewarded by the “Nixon shock” of July 1971, when the American president unexpectedly announced U.S. rapprochement with China. One month later the Nixon shock was recharged with the “dollar shock,” as two decades of low-posture Japanese neomercantilism seemed thrown into jeopardy by the unilateral U.S. decision to reevaluate the yen-dollar exchange rate. Already in the late 1960s the United States had begun to withdraw the economic umbrella that sheltered Japanese protectionism at home and economic expansion abroad. The 1971 dollar shock accelerated this process, and in 1973 the yen was allowed to float. This floating exchange rate coincided with the “oil shock” of October 1973, which brought an end to Japan's remarkable period of high growth rates and dropped the country into its most prolonged postwar recession. Production levels did not return to the 1973 level until 1978—just in time to be confronted with the “second oil shock” of January 1979. The scale of the 1979 shock was registered in a $25 billion shift in Japan's balance of payments from a $16 billion surplus in 1978 to an $8.6 billion deficit in 1979. Whereas the annual growth rate had been an extraordinary 10 to 11 percent between 1955 and 1970, in the 1970s it dropped to somewhat less than 5 percent. Concurrent with all these traumas, the country's quiet penetration of U.S. and European markets suddenly crackled into controversy, like a string of firecrackers that stretched through the 1970s and 1980s as well: over textiles in 1969–71; steel, television sets, and electronics beginning around 1977; automobiles from the turn of the decade; semiconductor chips and computers from the mid-1980s; purchase of U.S. properties from the late 1980s.32

Despite the stronger floating yen (which made Japanese manufactures more expensive abroad), Japan's penetration of foreign markets continued inexorably. And despite the end of abnormally high annual growth rates, the now-massive economy still grew enormously each year under the more normal rates. Still, it was only in 1979 that the exaggerated phrase “Japan as Number One” appeared on the scene, shocking Japanese and non-Japanese alike, albeit in very different ways. Japan was not number one. It was still a distant second to the United States in overall economic capacity, but every conventional index indicated the gap was closing rapidly. By the mid-1980s the United States had become the world's largest debtor country and Japan the world's great creditor. It was now a financial, not just “economic,” superpower. In the closing years of the Sh[image: image]wa period the “spin-on” military applications of Japan's advanced civilian technologies made it clear that, even without a military-industrial complex, Japan's technological accomplishments had made it a potentially significant military actor worldwide.33 Neither structurally nor psychologically were the Japanese or anyone else in the world fully prepared to cope with such rapid, fundamental, and almost entirely unpredicted changes.

In this milieu, conflict over international issues was drastically transformed. Whereas controversy through the 1960s had focused primarily on military and peace issues, economic competition now dominated the scene, and nation-state tensions became far more engrossing than domestic confrontations. Neither in the 1970s nor in the 1980s, however, did the rise of Japan, growing economic strength of Europe, disintegration of Soviet power, and relative decline of a stumbling but still powerful America result in a clearly defined new global order. What existed, on the contrary, was closer to global disorder—and in this situation the most intense conflicts took place within the rickety old San Francisco System. The major disputes occurred, that is, among the capitalist powers and especially between Japan and the United States. Within Japan itself, policy-related conflict became increasingly detached from the public arena and more concentrated among the conservative elites, where expanding international involvement was accompanied by a proliferation of competing interests in both the corporate and bureaucratic sectors.34 As internal conflict shifted to and expanded among these vested interests, it became less visible. The highly technical nature of international trade and finance—and, indeed, of many new military developments as well—also inhibited wide-ranging public debate. Specialists and insiders now controlled the terms of public discourse.

Isolated individuals and groups continued during this period to try to offer alternative visions beyond unbridled capitalist competition and (a new term for the 1980s) “technonationalism.” They emphasized such global issues as the north-south problem of growing disparity between rich and have-not nations, the social exploitation and distortions caused by multinational corporations in less developed countries, the depletion of global resources by economic powerhouses such as Japan and the other advanced industrialized countries, and the continuing intensification of the nuclear arms race. Where Japan itself was concerned, they pointed out that remilitarization was accelerating amidst all the hubbub about economics, which was entirely true. During the last decades of Sh[image: image]wa the often-mentioned “symbolic restraints” on Japanese militarization all were violated in one way or another. Prime Minister Sat[image: image]'s famous Three Nonnuclear Principles, for example, were misleading from the start. Contrary to what they proclaimed, nuclear weapons apparently were brought in and out of Japan by the U.S. military as a matter of routine. Furthermore, the LDP coupled the Three Nonnuclear Principles with a less-publicized “Four Nuclear Principles,” which included dependence on the U.S. nuclear “umbrella” and promotion of nuclear energy for peaceful use.

The critics also pointed out that the heralded “One Percent of GNP” restraint on defense spending was deceptive. In the first place, by NATO-style calculations, which include military retirement benefits and the like, Japanese military spending generally exceeded one percent of GNP. More important by far, 1 percent of a huge and constantly expanding economy was itself huge and constantly expanding. Thus, for most of the postwar period the rate of annual increase in Japan's real military expenditures was the highest in the world.35 Moreover, in 1987 Prime Minister Nakasone Yasuhiro, an astute player with symbols, deliberately breached the one percent guideline. Four years earlier, at the urging of the U.S. government, Nakasone also had terminated another of the vaunted symbolic restraints on Japanese remilitarization by jettisoning the embargo on export of weapons and military-related manufactures. The United States desired to gain access to advanced Japanese technology in developing its “Star Wars” (Strategic Defense Initiative) dreams, and Nakasone's compliance opened the door to an absolutely uncertain future for Japanese activity in advanced weapons systems. Criticism of such developments by the remnants of serious opposition, however, made scarcely a ripple in popular consciousness.36

The decline of intense public debate on such issues reflected an erosion of democratic ideals and practices at a time when Japan was, in fact, being called on internationally to offer a new vision of national goals and responsibilities commensurate with its new power. Indeed, there almost appeared to be a correlation between the rise to global eminence and decline of political idealism. Japan had become a prosperous superstate by mobilizing its population and resources resolutely behind productivity and economic nationalism, and its accomplishments drew understandable admiration and envy from throughout the world. The line between mobilization and regimentation is a fine one, however, and the Japanese state of the 1970s and 1980s also appeared to many observers, especially abroad, to have stepped over that line. In part, this perception reflected the partial success of the conservative hegemony in perpetuating the occupation-period “reverse course” and steadily undermining what were called the “excesses” of early postwar political idealism. Once “democratization” was replaced by economic development as the overriding objective, most Japanese had little choice but to become socialized to corporate and national goals. As time passed, such regimentation was sweetened by the material rewards of prosperity and hardened by nationalistic appeals. The emergence of a mass consumer society created an ethos of “middle-class” homogeneity and contributed immeasurably to depoliticization (or preoccupation with personal and local matters). Global eminence, in turn, nurtured not only legitimate feelings of national pride but also more ominous attitudes of exceptionalism and racial and cultural superiority.

In theory both Japan's emergence as a global power and the rapid growth of consumerism and middle-class ideologies should have stimulated an increasingly cosmopolitan outlook at all levels of society. In many respects, a broader supranational attitude did materialize: “internationalization” (kokusaika) was perhaps the most overworked catchword of the 1980s. The opposite, however, occurred as well. Insular, nationalistic fixations became stronger side by side with the intensification of international contacts. This apparent paradox is not difficult to account for, for the pride that Japanese felt at being called “number one” was compounded by fear and anger at the negative response of other countries to Japan's suddenly awesome competitive power. As foreign criticism of Japan's economic expansion mounted—emerging in accusations that the Japanese practiced “adversarial trade” or “neomercantilism” or “beggar-thy-neighbor” capture of markets, for example, or that domestic “nontariff barriers” and “structural impediments” made the Japanese market unfairly difficult for outsiders to penetrate—a defensiveness bordering on siege mentality developed in many circles. Mistrust and tension that had been latent within the old San Francisco System erupted openly. Strains of “victim consciousness” that had always existed across the political spectrum were drawn to the surface. War imagery became fashionable on all sides, albeit now in the post-cold-war context of “economic war” among the capitalist powers, especially the United States and Japan.37

In these circumstances, pride-inspiring and fear-inspiring at once, many Japanese began to turn inward and argue that the differences between the Japanese and other nations, races, and cultures were greater than the similarities and that Japan's contemporary accomplishments derived primarily from these unique characteristics—more so, that is, than from more general factors such as unanticipated historical opportunities (like war booms), global circumstances (such as the decline of the United States for reasons fundamentally having little to do with Japan), external patronage (notably the U.S. economic and military umbrella), transnational market mechanisms, rational (rather than cultural) policy structures and decisions, and, indeed, the consolidation of power in the hands of a competitive and diversified but still remarkably close-knit hegemony of business leaders, bureaucrats, and conservative politicians. Eventually this insular and usually narcissistic preoccupation with so-called traditional values took on a life of its own in the mass media—primarily in the runaway genre of writings and discussions devoted to the uniqueness of “being Japanese” (Nihonjinron)—but from the outset such introversion was promoted as a clearcut ideology by the conservative leadership.38 In 1968, for example, the LDP showed its hand clearly in this regard when it attempted to turn centennial celebrations of the Meiji Restoration into an occasion for repudiating the most liberal ideals of the early postwar period. “We have forfeited the inherent form of the Japanese people,” the party lamented in an important statement, and to rectify this loss it was desirable to reaffirm the great values of the Meiji era and bring about “the elevation of racial spirit and morality” (minzoku seishin to d[image: image]gi no k[image: image]y[image: image]).39

The conservatives never lost sight of this goal, and the closing decades of the postwar era saw them advance steadily toward it. They proved themselves masters of symbolic politics, and most of the controversial neonationalist developments of late Sh[image: image]wa reflected this ideological fixation on recreating a traditionalistic “racial spirit” that would counterbalance the purportedly corrupting influences of excessive internationalization. In numerous ways the government assumed an increasingly active role in romanticizing the patriotic and public-spirited nature of Japan's prewar imperial and imperialistic history. The corporate sector, on its part, made brilliant use of group pressures and “family” ideologies to reassert not merely the primacy of the group over the individual, but also the primacy of the family writ large (the corporation and the state) over the real nuclear family. Collectivist and consensual values were promoted as the antidote to individualistic democracy and the ideals of principled dissent.

The postwar period ended on this discordant clamor, with fanfare about “internationalization” mingling with paeans to “racial spirit” and “being Japanese.” The juxtaposition of external and domestic concerns was familiar, but the contradictions between opening outward and turning inward, cosmopolitanism and exceptionalism, were unusually blatant. What this contradiction boded for the future was unpredictable. In every way, however, it seemed a far cry from the earlier and more visionary era when large notions of “peace” and “democracy” had defined the parameters of political consciousness.
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CHAPTER TWO

Japan's Position in the World System

Bruce Cumings

What does Japan look like when it is viewed from without, as if it were a black box, as if little that happened within Japan was of great moment? In other words, what did Japan look like to the American architects of the postwar order? Dean Acheson, George Kennan, and John Foster Dulles—to take three of the most important planners—did not study Japan, nor did they know it; they wished to situate Japan structurally in a world system shaped by the United States so that Japan would do what it should without having to be told. In so doing they placed distinct outer limits on Japan's behavior, and these limits persist today.

From the standpoint of the world and the postwar settlement, Japan has not entered a “post-postwar” era, however much that may be true in the domestic sphere. Instead, the definition of Japan's place occurred in the period 1947 to 1950, to which I will pay greatest attention, and this definition still governs the situation today. In this period the tectonic plates of the substructure found their resting place after the earthquake of World War II; a strong aftershock came again in 1971, to account for Japan's increasing economic power, but in the early 1990s we remain in the system established in the late 1940s and modified in the early 1970s.

It is equally true that the dramatic events of 1989–90 in Europe and the Soviet Union have demolished part of the basis of the postwar settlement and the cold war. At this writing the “revolution of 1989” has had little impact on either the capitalist or the communist states of East Asia. But it is likely that it will, because Japan's postwar position is a regional expression of a war settlement that can be compared across the globe. So for the first time in forty years it appears that we have entered a period when Japan's position will be redefined. Merely to move from the passive to the active tense sends a chill up the American spine: we are in a period when Japan will redefine its position in the postwar world. But that is the subject of the future. Here we can turn to the subject of the past: postwar Japan's position in the world, considered as history.

THE GREAT CRESCENT AND THE KENNAN RESTORATION, 1947–50

Caring little about the internal workings of a nation induces parsimony: stated succinctly, Japan in the postwar system has been an engine of the world economy, an American-defined “economic animal” shorn of its prewar military and political clout. This definition of Japan's place was hammered out in 1947, coterminous with (and as a result of) the cold war, and was deeply conditioned by Japan's benefits from America's wars in Korea and Vietnam. In this era, which ran from Truman through Johnson, Japan was a dutiful American partner, and the partner was tickled pink at Japan's economic success. As the American capacity unilaterally to manage the global system declined in the 1960s, however, a new duality afflicted the U.S.-Japan relationship: Japan should do well, yes…but not so well that it hurt American interests. American thinking about Japan remains firmly within that duality today, symbolized by the inability of elites to do more than oscillate between free trade and protectionism, between admiration for Japan's success and alarm at its new prowess. This ambivalence is, however, nothing new: industrial Japan has always inspired, in the world at large, surprise and awe, fear and loathing.

As I have argued elsewhere, when Japan is looked at from without, from the standpoint of the world, since 1868 two prime factors have accounted for much Japanese behavior and have imparted unique characteristics to the political economy: its position in the world system and the temporal dimension of its industrialization phases, that is, what is called “late” development.1 Japan emerged as a modern state late in world time and in one of the few remaining interstices in the nineteenth century world system. Thus, Japan's industrialization, as well as its various pre-1945 colonial and aggressive ventures, have had a defensive, posthaste, even lathered aspect about them; no people has been more aware of the costs and benefits of sharp competition in the world system. The Western threat and Japan's relative backwardness concentrated the Japanese mind, just as Japanese success congealed in the Western mind two images of Japan, symbolized by England's Japanophilia and Germany's fear of “the yellow peril” at the turn of the century.2

With most of the good colonial territories already spoken for and with Western powers knocking at her door, Japan had little space to maneuver, apparently little choice but to colonize its contiguous neighbors. If Japan's reform and industrialization after 1868 were defensive, so it was with Japan's expansion: offensive to Taiwanese and Koreans, it looked defensive to Japanese planners in a predatory world. Thus, unlike virtually any other imperial power, Japan colonized countries close to its borders. This strategy made a close, tight, integral linking of the colony to the metropole quite feasible. In the 1930s Japan—like all the other powers—withdrew from the world system and pursued with its colonies a self-reliant, go-it-alone path to development that not only generated remarkably high industrial growth rates but changed the face of Northeast Asia. In this decade what we might call the “natural economy” of the region was created; although it was not natural, its rational division of labor and developmental implants have skewed East Asian development ever since.

Japan's defeat in 1945 meant a quick collapse of this Northeast Asian system and foreign occupation of the homeland. The initial American policy was demilitarization and democratization, assuming that the enemy and therefore the object of policy was Japan or, more particularly, Japanese militarism. This policy did not have much to say about postwar Japan's position in the world or the nearby region; indeed, the policy was predicated on the American relationship with the country thought likely to be the important power in East Asia, Nationalist China. The policy posited severe limits on Japanese industrial production and reparations procedures favoring not Japan but Japan's neighbors, all of which were to become independent of Japanese influence.

Japan was demilitarized and democratized during the early occupation years, if with less thoroughness than the proponents of the policy had hoped. But the regional and global implications of the early policy were exactly reversed in the “reverse course,” as American planners came to look at Japan's near reaches to see what they could do for Japan, rather than what Japan could do for them. In retrospect it is thus proper to view the years 1945–47 as an exception to the general thrust of American policy toward Japan in the postwar period, a policy initially elaborated during the war years by Japanophiles in the State Department, who looked forward to reforms that would quickly restore Japan's position in the world economy and that would not penalize Japan's industrial leaders for their support of the war.3

By 1947 Japan had been replaced by a new American enemy, the Soviet Union, a point that will surprise no one. More important, it had also become apparent by 1947 that the hegemonic rules and systems enunciated at Bretton Woods in 1944 would not suffice to revive Europe and restore the world economy. The inherent multilateralism of the Bretton Woods arrangements would not work with prostrate European states, and England was too weak to make a real difference; thus, the United States would have to take on a unilateral and expensive role if the nonsocialist industrial economies were to become engines of growth in the world economy.

From a world system perspective the United States was the one great power with the central economic, financial, and technical force to restore the health of the world economy. Although hegemony usually connotes “relative dominance” within the group of core states,4 by 1947 it was apparent that the United States would have to exercise unilateral dominance for some time, given the gross asymmetry between the robustness of the American industrial system and the poverty of nearly all the others. This critical problem of industrial revival, spanning Western Europe and Japan, detonated basic shifts in 1947; the reverse course in Japan was thus an outcome of global policy—as William Borden has aptly demonstrated.5 The new goal was the reconstitution and flourishing of the German and Japanese industrial economies as engines of world growth, now shorn of their former military and political force. But the revival of Axis industry also spelled out a new regional policy, as did the developing cold war.

Soviet-American conflict in central Europe had erected barriers to almost any exchange, a great divide known to Americans as the Iron Curtain. Both this and the subsequent “Bamboo Curtain” in East Asia sliced up marketing and exchange patterns that had underpinned important regional economies. The bulwarks dropped across the central front in Europe, and the developing cold war in Asia cut the Western European and Japanese economies off from peripheral and semiperipheral sources of food, raw materials, and labor: in Eastern Europe, grain from Poland and Hungary, meat and potatoes from Poland, oil and coal from Romania and Silesia; in East Asia, rice and minerals from Korea, sugar from Taiwan, coking coal from Manchuria, and tungsten from South China were all under threat. With the European recovery so sluggish, Japan still dormant, and communist parties threatening in Italy and France, China and Korea, this structural problem was newly perceived and demanded action in 1947. The East Asian expression of this policy had an elegant metaphor.

The foundation of containment in East Asia was a world-economy logic, captured by Dean Acheson's metaphor of a “great crescent” stretching from Japan through Southeast Asia and around India, ultimately to the oil fields of the Persian Gulf.6 If Franklin Roosevelt was the architect of policy for a single, “one-world” system, when that conception failed Acheson and others devised a second-best strategy of regional concentrations of strength within the non-Communist “grand area” to forestall the greater catastrophe of further expansion by independent, socialist, state-controlled economies; they also were dead set against a less formidable type of political economy, the nationalist autarkies of the 1930s. Although containment was thought to be preeminently a security strategy against communist expansion, in East Asia the policy mingled power and plenty inextricably; Acheson's “defense perimeter” in Asia, which he articulated in January 1950, was a reference both to island defense positions and to the Great Crescent. Also, containment in Europe and Japan always meant two things: the overt goal of blocking communist expansion and the surreptitious goal of containing Germany and Japan (this is the interior logic of retaining American bases in Japan and seeking to keep reunified Germany as a part of NATO).

American planners thought the solution to the “dollar gap” and the sluggish European and Japanese recovery lay in lifting restrictions on heavy industry to make these economies self-supporting and in finding ways to combine Germany and Japan with their old providers of raw materials and markets. Borden wrote that Germany and Japan thus formed “the key to the balance of power” and shrewdly observed that whereas Germany was merely “the pivot” of the larger Marshall Plan program, “the Japanese recovery program formed the sole large-scale American effort in Asia.”7 Germany was divided and held by multiple foreign occupants and thus remained a pivot; unitary Japan under American unilateral dominance became the centerpiece of an Asian regional economy.

The Great Crescent fits nicely with a Wallersteinian world-system conception of multiple, overlapping tripartite hierarchies: if the United States was the dominant core economy in the world, Japan and Germany would underpin regional core systems and help reintegrate peripheral areas as exclusively held empires disintegrated. The “high-tech” industries of the 1940s, represented in world-competitive American firms such as Westinghouse, General Electric, IBM, General Motors, Ford, and the multinational oil firms, expressed America's “core” superiority; they had nothing to fear from Japan and Germany as long as the latter were kept on capital, technology, defense, and resource dependencies.

In East Asia, American planners envisioned a regional economy driven by revived Japanese industry, with assured continental access to markets and raw materials for its exports. This approach would achieve several ends: it would link together nations threatened by socialist state-controlled economies (containment), make Japan self-supporting (or continent), weave sinews of economic interdependence with Japan and the United States (plenty), and help draw down the European colonies by getting a Japanese and American foot in the door of the pound and franc blocs in Asia (power and plenty).

After the victory of the Chinese revolution the search for Japan's hinterland came to mean mostly Southeast Asia, but in 1947–48 Korea, Manchuria, and North China were all targets of potential reintegration with Japan. In a stunning intervention at the beginning of the famous “fifteen weeks,” Secretary of State George Marshall himself scribbled a note to Acheson that said, “Please have plan drafted of policy to organize a definite government of So. Korea and connect up its economy with that of Japan” (Marshall's emphasis), a mouthful that captures with pith and foresight the direction of U.S. policy toward Korea from 1947 to the normalization with Japan in 1965.8

If Acheson was the architect of the Great Crescent and containment in East Asia, George Kennan was the engineer, accomplishing the reverse course in a number of deft strokes from early 1947 to early 1948, when he journeyed out to a momentous meeting with General Douglas MacArthur in Tokyo. The core of Kennan's containment vision was a parsimonious theory of industrial structure. Whereas Acheson shaped the grand area into which marched a bloc of American world-competitive industries, Kennan had a realpolitik conception of national industry: an advanced industrial base was essential to war-making capacity and great-power status. We had four such economies to their one, and things should be kept that way. That is, containment meant defending the United States, England, Western Europe, and Japan, but not worrying about every brushfire war or revolution in the pre-industrial underbelly, and especially not in what Kennan took to be distant and depraved Asia.9

Only Japan held Kennan's attentions in East Asia, and his new notoriety and strategic placement in 1947 made it possible for him to author the “reverse course,” or what we may call the Kennan Restoration—even if he was helped along by Max Bishop and various others in the “Japan lobby.”10 If Acheson wanted Japan revived as an industrial power of the second rank and posted as an engine of world-economy accumulation, Kennan wanted it restored as a regional power of the second rank, hamstrung by the hegemonic power but free to dominate its historic territory. Kennan wanted Japanese power restored thus to butt up against the Soviets, to establish a balance of power like that at the turn of the century, and to save the needless spillage of American blood and treasure.

The operative document for the reverse course, developed in draft form under Kennan's aegis in September 1947, envisioned a Japan that would be “friendly to the United States,” amenable to American leadership in foreign affairs, “industrially revived as a producer primarily of consumer's goods and secondarily of capital goods,” and active in foreign trade; militarily it would be “reliant upon the U.S. for its security from external attack.” The paper reserved to the United States “a moral right to intervene” in Japan should “stooge groups” like the Japan Communist Party threaten stability. Leaving little to the imagination, it went on, “Recognizing that the former industrial and commercial leaders of Japan are the ablest leaders in the country, that they are the most stable element, that they have the strongest natural ties with the US, it should be US policy to remove obstacles to their finding their natural level in Japanese leadership.”11

Thus, Kennan called for an end to the purge of war criminals and business groups who had supported them, a bilateral U.S.-Japan peace treaty to be “initiated in the immediate future,” “minimum possible reparations,” and, in general, an integration of Japan into the bipolar global structure. Later on Kennan did not shrink before etching out Japan's presumed need for an economic hinterland. In October 1949 he referred to “a terrible dilemma” for American policy:

You have the terrific problem of how then the Japanese are going to get along unless they reopen some sort of Empire toward the South. Clearly we have got…to achieve opening up of trade possibilities, commercial possibilities for Japan on a scale very far greater than anything Japan knew before. It is a formidable task. On the other hand, it seems to me absolutely inevitable that we must keep completely the maritime and air controls as a means…of keeping control of the situation with respect to [the] Japanese in all eventualities…[it is] all the more imperative that we retain the ability to control their situation by controlling the overseas sources of supply and the naval power and air power without which it cannot become again aggressive.

As if the listener might mistake his intent, he went on, “If we really in the Western world could work out controls, I suppose, adept enough and foolproof enough and cleverly enough exercised really to have power over what Japan imports in the way of oil and such other things as she has got to get from overseas, we would have veto power on what she does need in the military and industrial field.”12 It was a masterful performance, elaborating in detail what the Japan Lobby figure Harry Kern meant when he said of the U.S.-Japan relationship, “‘Remote control’ is best.”13

Kennan went further than other officials were willing to go, however, in conjuring a military role for Japan. As he put it in September 1949,

The day will come, and possibly sooner than we think, when realism will call upon us not to oppose the re-entry of Japanese influence and activity into Korea and Manchuria. This is, in fact, the only realistic prospect for countering and moderating Soviet influence in that area.…The concept of using such a balance of power is not a new one in U.S. foreign policy, and the [Policy Planning] Staff considers that we cannot return too soon, in the face of the present international situation, to a recognition of its validity.

This was a mere four years after Japan's defeat and the collapse of its empire in Korea and Manchuria. But Kennan was harking back forty years, to Theodore Roosevelt's role in justifying and supporting Japan's preeminent role on the Northeast Asian mainland.14 That Koreans and Chinese might resist a reimposition of Japanese power was of little moment to Kennan; Korea and China were “black boxes,” too, and a Japan that was America's junior partner was preferable to a Soviet Union that was not.

REGIONAL STRATEGY: CONTAINMENT AND ROLLBACK

Kennan's logic assumed a revival of Japan's regional military position, but what Acheson had in mind was a restoration of its economic role. The needs of the Japanese economy drove regional policy, just as the needs of the world economy drove Japan policy, as planners searched for a suitable Asian hinterland. Various plans to recover a hinterland bubbled up at the end of 1948, when it was obvious that the Nationalists had lost the civil war in China.

The CIA had issued new estimates in the light of the “fall” of China and the revival of Japan. Its estimate of “the strategic importance of Japan” in mid-1948 argued that the extension of Soviet control over North China, Manchuria, and “the whole of Korea” would result in “an incalculable loss of US prestige throughout the Far East”; it linked the revival of the Japanese economy to the need for a hinterland: “The key factor in postwar development of Japan is economic rehabilitation. As in the past, Japan, for normal economic functioning on an industrial basis, must have access to the Northeast Asiatic areas—notably North China, Manchuria, and Korea—now under direct, indirect, or potential control of the USSR.” Southeast Asia might be able to compensate for the loss of Japan's old colonies, but there the Japanese would face European competition and indigenous anticolonial nationalism. Furthermore, Japan had to export and Southeast Asia would suffice only if native industry remained undeveloped there.

Thus, “geographical proximity and the character of its economic development make Northeast Asia [more] complementary to the economy of Japan,” the CIA argued, mentioning markets and raw materials as the key elements; among them were Manchuria's iron ore and North Korea's ferrous alloys. An integration of these areas “could provide the largest industrial potential of any area in the Far East.” But if Japan were “excluded from Northeast Asia” over a long term, this exclusion “would so drastically distort Japan's natural trade pattern that economic stability could be maintained only if the US were prepared to underwrite substantial trade deficits on a continuing basis.” The report went on to say that the United States would also have to supply Japan with “many essential raw materials,” such as lumber, pulp, and coking coal. Were the United States not to do this, Japan might “align itself with the USSR as the only means of returning to economic normality.”15

The problem, of course, was that from mid-1948 onward Northeast China was under Communist control and a people's republic had been proclaimed in North Korea. The concern for recovering a peripheral hinterland for Japan thus began to move American policy beyond a passive containment and toward positive “rollback” by the beginning of 1949; rollback appeared not as a new policy but as an increasingly discussed alternative or contingency. Max Bishop, often thought to be a member of the State Department's “pro-Japan” contingent, was among the first to discern a new, postcontainment logic. As chief of the Division of Northeast Asian Affairs, he argued in December 1948 that the changed situation resulting from Mao's impending victory necessitated a careful review of policy: “Should communist domination of the entire Korean peninsula become an accomplished fact, the islands of Japan would be surrounded on three sides by an unbroken arc of communist territories.…[W]e would be confronted with increasing difficulties in attempting to hold Japan within the U.S. sphere.” If South Korea should fall, the United States “would have lost its last friend on the continent”; failure to face this problem in Korea “could eventually destroy U.S. security in the Pacific.” It was the ancient strategic logic of Hideyoshi and the Meiji genr[image: image]: Korea as a dagger at the heart of Japan.

Bishop suggested a “positive effort,” in Truman Doctrine language, “to develop in non-Soviet northeast Asia a group of independent people…who, on an economically viable basis, are capable of successfully resisting communist expansion.” Paraphrasing Kennan's logic, he noted that Northeast Asia constituted “one of the four or five significant power centers in the world.” And so he asked the containment question: “whether communist expansion in northeast Asia had already reached the point at which the security interests of the U.S. required positive efforts to prevent further expansion.” But then, he went on to ask a rollback question: “whether the communist power system, already brutally frank and outspoken in its hostility to the U.S., must be caused to draw back from its present extensive holdings.”16

Perhaps the most stunning example of such thinking was written by an unnamed person in the liberal Economic Cooperation Agency (ECA). It identified Communist-controlled North China and Manchuria as the one area on the mainland “of vital importance to the U.S.”; the Japanese had “proved it to be the key to control of China,” and the United States ought to regard it in the same light. The region contained most of the heavy industry and “exploitable natural resources.” Nearly 90 percent of China's coal came from there, and it also exported foodstuffs, especially soybeans. The nearest source of coking coal for Japan's steel mills would be West Virginia if Chinese resources were not available. Thus, “without the resources of this area, there would be literally no hope of achieving a viable economy in Japan.” If the Soviet Union were to control this region, “Japan, Korea, and the rest of China would be doomed to military and industrial impotence except on Russian terms.”

The author accordingly recommended a new, “limited” policy for the United States: “our first concern must be the liberation of Manchuria and North China from communist domination.” This goal would require a “far-reaching commitment for American assistance” on the pattern of Greece, including the training and equipping of “a Chinese army capable of recovering and holding Manchuria and North China.” Once the region were secured, the United States could pour in investment (it would not take so much, since the Japanese had earlier made the region “a going concern”); this investment should be accompanied by extensive reforms of land, tax, and credit arrangements. Here was not Curtis LeMay's hair-shirt rollback, but liberal rollback, “limited” rollback, and it was Japan-linked rollback: “The strategic and economic relationship of North China and Manchuria with Korea and Japan is especially clear.” Acheson's reaction is not known, but a covering memo informed him that the document “has met with such approbation in a number of quarters that you might be interested in reading it.”17

The principal planning for incorporating parts of Asia in Japan's regional sphere occurred in the summer and fall of 1949. From July through December the U.S. government conducted a wide-ranging review of Asia policy, culminating in National Security Council document 48, the new paper for Asia that made containment official policy in Asia, six months before the Korean War.18 The most interesting and most important part of the NSC 48 process was the underlying economic conception that linked power and plenty and, more explicitly than the 1947 planning we discussed above, embodied a design for an Asian “grand area,” a regional hierarchy of core, semiperiphery, and periphery in the broader world system. A revived industrial core in Japan came first; keeping South Korea, Taiwan, and Southeast Asia (including especially Indochina) in the world market came next; then there was the question of what other areas might be brought in if conditions permitted.

The vision behind the policy was the Smithian, internationalist creed of a world of interdependent free trade, encouraging the export of American plant and technology. The core thinking appeared first in a 31 August draft of NSC 48, unsigned and with no departmental identification, entitled “Asia, Economics Section.”19 It began by saying that American economic policy should be “measured against principles.” What were the principles? First principle: “the economic life of the modern world is geared to expansion”; this expansion required “the establishment of conditions favorable to the export of technology and capital and to a liberal trade policy throughout the world.” Second principle: “reciprocal exchange and mutual advantage.” Third principle: “production and trade which truly reflect comparative advantage.” Fourth principle: opposition to “general industrialization”—that is, Asian countries do indeed possess “special resources” and the like, “but none of them alone has adequate resources as a base for general industrialization.” India, China, and Japan merely “approximate that condition.” And then the injunction against mercantilism and self-reliance: “General industrialization in individual countries could be achieved only at a high cost as a result of sacrificing production in fields of comparative advantage.” Fifth principle: certain parts of the world, such as Southeast Asia (but also parts of South America and Africa), are “natural sources of supply of strategic commodities and other basic materials,” giving the United States “a special opportunity for leverage” as a “large and very welcome customer.” Sixth principle: “in trade with countries under Soviet control or domination, the above principles are not applicable.”

The paper went on to mention that Japan had obtained 80 percent of its coal from North and Northeast China and from northern Korea; that Japan's economy, to be viable, must quickly realize “an enlargement of foreign trade”; it should also revive steel production, but only to a level of four million tons or so, for domestic market needs; it should revive merchant shipping, but only to Asian countries; and it should find its markets in Asia, not elsewhere. (Japan, too, was unfit for comprehensive, world-class industrialization.)

Succeeding drafts embodied these ideas; a draft of 14 October elaborated on the virtues of a triangular, hierarchical structure, which “would involve the export from the US to Japan of such commodities as cotton, wheat, coal and possibly specialized industrial machinery; the export from Japan of such items as low-cost agricultural and transportation equipment, textiles, and shipping services to Southeast Asia; and the export from the latter of tin, manganese, rubber, hard fibers, and possibly lead and zinc to the US.”20 A draft of 26 October referred to “certain advantages in production costs of various commodities” in the United States, Japan, and Southeast Asia, which “suggest the mutually beneficial character of trade of a triangular character between these three areas.” In other words, this theory of comparative advantage and the product cycle elaborated a tripartite hierarchy of American core heavy industries, Japanese light industries and heavy industries revived to acceptable ceilings, and peripheral raw materials and markets.

If war had not broken out in Korea a few months after NSC 48 was approved, these plans might have been worth reading merely for their revealing assumptions. But the war made the ideas of Max Bishop and others appear prescient; and for a time the course of the fighting seemed to make feasible the implementation of a broader hinterland strategy.

PERILS OF PROPINQUITY: THE KOREAN WAR

John Foster Dulles joined the Truman administration in April 1950 as a roving ambassador responsible primarily for bringing about a peace treaty with Japan. This assignment brought Dulles to Tokyo in June 1950, a visit amid which the Korean War broke out. Dulles's internationalism had always placed him on the side of close U.S.-Japan ties and an easy peace. As Robert Murphy put it, “I always found him thoroughly for a close association with the Japanese—a great hope that this would become the focus of American influence and power in Asia.” Dulles had “a very reasonable attitude on the question of war crimes,” Murphy thought, and was “very affirmative…on the question of rearming Japan.”21 Like Acheson, Dulles represented a centrist, internationalist strain in American diplomacy that had long looked on Japan as a good junior partner of the United States and England, a history marred only by the aberration of Japanese militarism.

Dulles had crafted a noteworthy memorandum for Acheson before he left for his visit. Japan, he wrote on 7 June, could become a shining example in Asia of “the free way of life” and therefore aid the effort “to resist and throw back communism in this part of the world.” But could Japan be saved, he wondered, if it were merely to adopt a defensive policy (i.e., containment)? As he put it, “If defense can only succeed as supplemented by offense, what are the practical offensive possibilities?” He suggested “some counter-offensives of a propaganda and covert character” to prevent communist consolidation of “recently-won areas.” This was rollback, but it was rollback in the realm of rhetoric, rollback as “moral force.” What Dulles, like Kennan, really wanted to do in regard to Japan was to roll back the clock to an earlier conception of Japan's place in the world, before it went on the lamentable bender that ended with Pearl Harbor: an economic conception rather than one that would again loose a Japanese army on Asia.

Mingling power and plenty with the flair of an American It[image: image] Hirobumi, Dulles declared that “physical propinquity” linked Japan to the mainland, yet Japan was now “closely encircled” by communism. He went on, “There is natural and historic economic interdependence between Japan and now communized parts of Asia. These are the natural sources of raw material for Japan.” Japan ought to be able to build its own ships, export capital goods and not just consumer goods, and develop armed forces able to resist “indirect aggression” (i.e., an internal threat from the Left). He wondered if there were other places in Asia, outside the realm of communist control, where Japan might find raw materials and markets; he ended with the redundant observation that the peace treaty was “merely one aspect of the total problem.”22

Propinquity is such a rare term that it could not but conjure the original context: It[image: image], first resident-general in Korea, authored a “perils of propinquity” statement about Korea as a dagger at the Japanese heart. Now the dagger was in communist hands, or very nearly so. Dulles's memorandum was penned after an extraordinary visit to Washington by Ikeda Hayato, Japan's finance minister, to deliver a personal message from Premier Yoshida. This was “so secret that Yoshida…did not inform his own officials of the aims of the mission.” The main import was Yoshida's expression of apprehension about where and when the United States might choose to take a stand against communism in East Asia. Yoshida also put out a feeler suggesting that the Japanese might desire American military bases after the Occupation ended (which was not, however, anything new—he had said about the same in 1948).23 Ikeda's meteoric rise from an obscure tax official to head of the finance ministry was the result of his close support from Japanese big business,24 and he had additional concerns beyond those of Japan's security. In conferences with Joseph Dodge, Ikeda proposed measures to fund a big leap in Japanese exports to Asia. Dodge told Congress at the same time that “Washington must inevitably rely on Japan as a ‘springboard’ supplying ‘the material goods required for American aid to the Far East.’”25

Shortly before Ikeda's arrival in Washington, Tracy Voorhees, also close to the Japan Lobby, had returned from a Far Eastern survey to urge a revival of what was left of the Co-Prosperity Sphere. He backed a study by a member of his mission, Stanley Andrews, the director of Foreign Agricultural Relations, which urged the integration of production between Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan: “Japan is the biggest and most assured market for Korean rice in the same manner…[as it is of] Formosan sugar.” As if to leave little to the imagination, the report referred to all this as “a restoration” that would “gradually provide a market of almost universal magnitude.” He urged an integration of ECA, World Bank, Point Four, and Export-Import Bank financing to launch this program of restoration and growth. As the contents leaked, the British connected such thinking to the revival of prewar relationships, and the Soviets charged that the United States was trying to reestablish the Co-Prosperity Sphere. Ikeda's mission brought sharp attention in Japan, the press speculating about its purpose and its unprecedented secrecy.26

Dulles was a friend of Harry Kern, who was invited to fly with him to Tokyo. On 22 June 1950 Kern organized a dinner for Dulles at the home of Compton Pakenham, with “a few well informed Japanese.” These included Marquis Matsudaira Yasumasa, related by marriage to the head of the Mitsui zaibatsu group and a former secretary to Count Kido K[image: image]ichi, Lord Keeper of the Privy Seal (the latter was convicted as a war criminal, but just before Pearl Harbor he and Matsudaira were part of an elite group opposed to a war policy). Matsudaira had “intimate contact with the court and access to the emperor.” Present also were Sawada Renz[image: image], related by marriage to the Mitsubishi group and reportedly connected to American intelligence; Kaihara Osamu, a man involved in the rural police and constabulary who later became secretary general of Japan's Defense Agency; and Watanabe Takeshi, a financial expert “close to the Chase Manhattan-World Bank group throughout the postwar period” and much later the chair of the Japan branch of the Trilateral Commission. The theme of the dinner was Japan's changing role in American strategy.27 Dulles also met with Yoshida that day, urging on him Japan's rearmament. Yoshida responded with chuckles and parables and did not evince a desire to rearm his country before the Korean War.28

A few days after the dinner Matsudaira brought back a message for Dulles from the emperor, an unprecedented event in the postwar period made more remarkable by its circumventing the Supreme Command for Allied Powers (SCAP). Dulles told Kern that this was “the most important development” in U.S.-Japan relations during his visit. The content was less stunning, Hirohito calling for an advisory group of wise men who could bypass SCAP and its “irresponsible and unrepresentative advisors” in the interests of better relations. There is some question about the authenticity of the message, but Kern thought it was the first step in setting up “the machinery for reaching those who really hold the power in Japan.” He urged both Dulles and Averell Harriman to pursue this opening “as vigorously as possible.”29 The main result of Dulles's visit in regard to Japan policy, and not necessarily his accomplishment, was MacArthur's well-known 23 June memorandum, in which he reversed his earlier position and urged that American forces be based in Japan.

I have come to see the Korean War as a North Korean and Chinese attempt to break the developing regional political economy that was the foundation of U.S. policy in the region by 1950, to break the Great Crescent. Stephen Krasner likes to say that nations can be divided into makers, breakers, and takers. The makers are in the core, the takers in the periphery. It is illustrative of Korea's middling position between core and periphery that it (or part of it) should have attempted to break the East Asian system in 1950. This is hardly the place to present an account of North Korea's motives for launching an assault on the South in June 1950.30 But the one war motive for which the evidence is most abundant in early 1950 is the growing concern of the Democratic People's Republic of Korea (DPRK) with the revival of Japan and especially its economic and military relations with the Syngman Rhee regime.

In spite of their incessant denunciations of American imperialism, the North Koreans have always seen this as a disease of the skin, but Japanese imperialism as a disease of the heart (to borrow Chiang Kai-shek's metaphor). The North Korean regime was led by Manchurian guerrillas who had come of age in resisting Japanese imperialism. In 1950, so reams of verbiage in DPRK media had it, the United States was seeking to revive this system and reintroduce it in Korea.

In January 1950 Kim II Sung remarked that “we still have not wiped out the Rhee country-sellers and we still have not liberated the people in the southern part.” He then turned not to his accustomed subject, “the role of American imperialism in prolonging the deathbed-wriggle of the Rhee clique,” but to Japanese imperialists, to whom Rhee had allegedly gone begging to save himself. He likened Rhee to the national traitor Yi Wan-yong, who aided and abetted the Japanese Annexation, in discussing Rhee's dispatch of Defense Minister Shin S[image: image]ng-mo to Tokyo “to make secret arrangements with the Japanese bastards [Ilbonnom].”31

An emotional and utterly believable commentary remarked that Korean revolutionaries had, to their great chagrin, failed to achieve their “sacred goal” of expelling the Japanese: “the faces of those who fell by the enemy's sword mortify us as they float up clearly in our remembrance.” All the more reason, therefore, never again to allow this “sworn enemy” to “stretch its bloody hands to our territory again.” Yet American policy, bankrupted by the Chinese victory, was now turning to the revival of Japanese militarism and collusion between Japan and the Republic of Korea (ROK). The Potsdam Declaration of demilitarization and democratization was being destroyed. “These facts cannot but pose a grave threat to the Korean people.”

The article went on to cite the clause in the 1948 DPRK constitution stating that any country that aids and abets the reestablishment of Japanese imperialism threatens the independence of Korea and therefore becomes an enemy of Korea. Thus, the Korean people must unite ever more tightly around Kim II Sung, “strengthen the alliance [tan'gy[image: image]l] with the democratic countries led by the USSR, and with the Chinese people,” and struggle ever more mercilessly to wipe out the Rhee clique.32

Internal DPRK materials show these same emphases in the spring of 1950. Topic number one in lectures for political officers of the Korean People's Army in June 1950 stated, “The basic policy of the American imperialists is newly to militarize Japan.” They referred to, among other things, the revival of zaibatsu groups such as Mitsubishi, which previously owned many factories in northern Korea, American protection for biological warfare criminal General Ishii, a speech by General Robert Eichelberger urging a rearmed Japan, and American plans to keep bases at Yokusuka and Sasebo. This external aspect was, of course, linked to the continuance in South Korea of colonial social formations and bureaucracies and of pro-Japanese elements. Because Korea was Japan's first victim “above all other nations,” it must monitor these activities, which constitute “a threat and menace to the Korean people.”

Meanwhile, some Americans began to paraphrase It[image: image] Hirobumi in depicting Korea's relationship to Japan. General William F. Roberts said of South Korea in March 1950, “This is a fat nation now with all its ECA goods, with warehouses bulging, with plenty rice [sic] from a good crop…an excellent prize of war; strategically it points right into the heart of Japan and in the hands of an enemy it weakens the Japanese bastion of Western defense.” Now that the reader has dismissed this as the work of a military mind, let us listen to a New York Times lead editorial in late May, dealing with the Japanese peace treaty as the Dulles visit impended; it was titled “Japan's Perilous Position”: “The Japanese since the time of Hideyoshi have called Korea the dagger pointed at Japan's heart. An abrupt American withdrawal [from Korea]…would mean the collapse of the free Korean state and the passage of the dagger once more into Russian hands.…What it comes down to is that if Japan is to be defended all of Japan has to be a base, militarily and economically.”33

In June 1950 the Korean industrialist Pak H[image: image]ng-sik showed up in Japan and gave an interview to the Oriental Economist, published the day before the war began. Described as an adviser to the Korean Economic Mission, he was also said to have “a circle of friends and acquaintances among the Japanese” (a bit of an understatement). In the years after liberation a lot of anti-Japanese feeling had welled up in Korea, Pak said, owing to the return of “numerous revolutionists and nationalists.” Today, however, “there is hardly any trace of it.” Instead, the ROK “is acting as a bulwark of peace” at the thirty-eighth parallel, and “the central figures in charge of national defense are mostly graduates of the former Military College of Japan.” Korea and Japan “are destined to go hand in hand, to live and let live,” and thus bad feelings should be “cast overboard.”

The Japanese should buy Korean raw materials, he said, of which there was an “almost inexhaustible supply,” including tungsten and graphite; the Koreans will then buy “as much as possible” of Japanese merchandise and machinery. They will also invite Japanese technical help with Korea's textile, glass, chemical, and machine industries. Pak himself owned a company that was an agent for Ford Motors: “we are scheduled to start producing cars jointly in Korea before long.” The current problem, Pak said, was the unfortunate one that “an economic unity is lacking whereas in prewar days Japan, Manchuria, Korea and Formosa economically combined to make an organic whole.”34

When the war broke out, the Truman administration (with Acheson in the lead) adopted a policy of containment—to restore the thirty-eighth parallel. Within a few weeks, however, pro-Japan figures like Dulles and Bishop, along with others who wanted to teach the communists a lesson, began pushing for a rollback into North Korea. The operative document for the march to the Yalu called for a “roll-back,” and thus American forces steamed into North Korea in the fall of 1950. They met a regrouped North Korean Army and two hundred thousand Chinese “volunteers,” destroying the calculus of rollback and, after much bloody fighting, reestablishing the status quo ante of June 1950.35

The irony of the pre–Korean War planning for a Japanese hinterland, of course, is that Japan never really developed markets or intimate core-periphery linkages in East and Southeast Asia until the 1960s. It was the Korean War and its manifold procurements, not the Great Crescent, that pushed Japan forward along its march toward world-beating industrial prowess (indeed, some have called the Korean procurements “Japan's Marshall Plan”). A war that killed three million Koreans was described by Yoshida as “a gift of the Gods,”36 giving the critical boost to Japan's economy. The Tokyo stock market fluctuated for three years according to “peace scares” in Korea. Yet the logic of an Asian hinterland persisted through the Korean War; it is remarkable to see how vexed the Eisenhower administration still was with “the restoration of Japan's lost colonial empire.”37 Ultimately this logic explains the deep reinvolvement of Japanese economic influence in Korea and Taiwan from the 1960s onward.

The Korean War also solidified the security structure in Northeast Asia, systematizing the boundaries of containment in the regional sphere (the Korean DMZ, the Taiwan straits) but also, as a consequence of the disastrous Sino-American war that burst out, eliminating rollback as a viable option. The Eisenhower administration abjured rollback except at the level of rhetoric and instead busied itself with noisy and, in retrospect, almost comic defenses of tiny places along the containment periphery, such as the islands of Quemoy and Matsu.

When the Korean War ended, both Taiwan and South Korea had absurdly swollen military machines—about six hundred thousand soldiers in each army, ranking among the highest military/civilian ratios in the world. Both were also authoritarian states with large security and intelligence bureaucracies. These big militaries served as a perimeter defense for the hegemonic “grand area,” and their formidable policing power quieted labor and the Left. In this sense, these coercive facilities represent a completion of the Japanese state in the regional sphere, under American auspices. That is, Japan's state structure was shorn of its formerly powerful military and internal security apparatuses, but they were replicated where they were needed in the region and maintained at American expense. Without such military machines and expenditures Japan would have had to spend much more than 1 percent of its GNP on defense. With a wholly Red Korea, it is also questionable whether Japan's postwar democracy would have survived.

The Korean War proved definitive of the East Asian security system for a generation, but the Security Treaty concluded between Japan and the United States in 1953 remained a thorn in the Japanese body politic for a number of years thereafter. It resulted in a standing army of 180,000, euphemistically called the Japan Self-Defense Force, a network of American military bases throughout Japan, and a modest but steady buildup in Japan's military capabilities. Given the results of the Pacific War and widespread hatred for the militarists who took Japan into it, this outcome was controversial and went against the pacifist position taken in the postwar constitution. But Article 9—which expressed a consensual desire that Japan never again resort to aggression—remained in force.

Although the ruling Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) always found a way to push security agreements with the United States through the Diet (frequently by violating or twisting parliamentary procedure), the opposition (in particular the Japan Socialist Party) noisily dissented from the postwar arrangements. This dissension came to a head in May 1960, when parliamentary brawling over the revised Security Treaty spawned massive demonstrations against President Eisenhower's impending visit, necessitating its cancelation. The Socialist Party's intransigence was supported by the major trade union federation, S[image: image]hy[image: image], and the militant student group Zengakuren.38 This furor created a big breach in U.S.-Japan relations, necessitating a major demarche and reconciliation during the Kennedy period, for which the American ambassador, scholar Edwin Reischauer, deserves most of the credit.

“THE ROTATION OF THE EPICENTER”

In a remarkable speech in Seattle in 1951, General Douglas MacArthur said,

To the early pioneer the Pacific Coast marked the end of his courageous westerly advance. To us it should mark but the beginning. To him it delineated our western frontier. To us that frontier has been moved across the Pacific horizon.…Our economic frontier now embraces the trade potentialities of Asia itself; for with the gradual rotation of the epicenter of world trade back to the Far East whence it started many centuries ago, the next thousand years will find the main problem the raising of the sub-normal standards of life of its more than a billion people.39

Behind the bipolar boundaries forged in 1950, Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan revived and today exercise a powerful gravity on their Communist neighbors. Call it the Great Crescent or the Pacific Rim, the Achesonian hegemony proved its staying power. In our time it now appears that the North Koreans and the Chinese (the Vietnamese, too, for that matter) merely succeeded in delaying for two decades the dynamism of this regional economy; they could contain military expansionism, but neither could contain the economic mechanisms of a potent regional capitalist sphere once it got going again in the mid-1960s. Instead, this political economy is lapping at their shores and threatening the heretofore impregnable bulwarks of the communist containment system. So perhaps it was the “natural economy” after all; perhaps here is a kind of “rollback” that works; perhaps this is how you achieve the “grand area” that was the midcentury goal of the internationalists.

However, as the capitalist mechanism became wedded to resurgent and resourceful East Asian civilizations, things have come full circle, long before MacArthur's millennium: the rotation of the epicenter has put the American economy at risk in a way inconceivable in 1950. Capitalism moves forth in great cascades of creation and destruction,40 waves of uneven development that distribute plenty here and poverty there; from the standpoint of the promise of 1950, the American political economy is now under permanent threat, with vast reaches of the old industrial heartland in varying states of decay and disintegration. The regions of high-tech industry exhibit a much more prosperous and progressive face, but for the first time since America began its industrialization, its leading industries, too, are under threat from Japan, Germany, and rapidly rising NICs (newly industrialized countries) such as South Korea.

Given this threat and the prevalence of wild charges that have become common in a growing “Japan-bashing” literature, it is important to emphasize that for much of the postwar period the United States has given every support to Japan and the other East Asian economies. If in the 1940s the United States structured a situation where Japanese industry could revive, in the 1960s the Kennedy administration placed strong pressures on Japan and its near neighbors (especially South Korea) to restore Japan's economic influence in the region. This pressure resulted in the normalization of relations between Korea and Japan in 1965 and a bundle of Japanese grants and loans that helped the ROK economy take off. The United States has also footed many bills for and given much help to the Japanese and Korean military organizations. The economic and military supports are by no means unilateral but have mutual benefits—not the least being continued American leverage over Japan and Korea on the pattern etched by Kennan in 1949.

During the Kennedy period W. W. Rostow—perhaps the major ideologue of modernization theory in the United States at the time with his influential book The Stages of Economic Growth: A Non-Communist Manifesto—was instrumental in this reinsertion of Japanese economic influence almost from his first day in office as an adviser to Kennedy in 1961.41 Major figures in Japan studies chimed in, producing an influential literature arguing for Japan as a remarkable success story, even a miracle, of modernization.42 It was also in the Kennedy period, however, when for the first time American leaders began criticizing Japan for its “free ride” in security affairs.43 It is daunting to realize that this rhetoric now is entering its third decade, with Japan still spending about 1 percent of its GNP on defense, and with American politicians still complaining about it.

The mid and late 1960s were, of course, dominated by the escalating American war in Vietnam. As with the Korean War, Japan once again benefited greatly from offshore procurements; but now South Korea, too, found a periphery opening up in Vietnam, in warfare, construction contracts, and markets for its new exports. The war may have devastated Indochina and rent the fabric of consensus in the United States, but it was good business in Northeast Asia. The economic boom that proceeded in the 1960s and 1970s needs no elaboration here. The point is that in spite of that, we are not yet outside the confines and assumptions of the postwar settlement. When Ezra Vogel began a Harvard seminar on Japan by saying, “I am really very troubled when I think through the consequences of the rise of Japanese power,” Samuel Huntington responded that Japan has “these really fundamental weaknesses—energy, food, and military security.” It is, he thought, “an extraordinarily weak country.” The paradox of the postwar Northeast Asian settlement is that they are both right, and we still live within the logic of that paradox.

The structure of U.S.-Japan relations has remained essentially the same since the early 1950s: the United States provides security, shapes the flow of resources to Japan (the dominating American role in the 1990–91 war in the Persian Gulf, from which Japan gets 60 to 70 percent of its oil, is a stunning recent example), and hopes that Japan will manufacture those products no longer produced efficiently in U.S. industries (textiles, autos, steel—at least until recently). The economic basis of the relationship is embedded in theories of comparative advantage and the product cycle: Japan moves from textiles and light-assembly industries in the 1950s, to cars and steel in the 1960s and 1970s, to electronics, computers, and “knowledge” industries in the 1980s. Although this international division of labor has been opposed in the United States by declining industries and protectionist interests, it has had the support of internationalists and free traders and of those high-technology industries that compete well in the world markets.

The contradictions in the relationship have multiplied, however, as the United States has sought increasingly to open the Japanese market and protect its own against Japan and as it has pushed Japan toward a burden-sharing defense role under the American hegemonic umbrella. At the turn of the century Roosevelt and Taft (and England, with which Japan was in alliance after 1902) were happy with a Japan strong enough to block the Russians militarily and economically weak enough to pose little threat to the United States or Great Britain. From the 1960s onward, however, American planners have wanted Japan to do well economically, but not so well as to hurt the American economy; they have wanted Japan to undertake a military role in the region, but only as an American surrogate. No one expressed these contradictions better than that contradictory character, Richard Nixon.

THE NIXONIAN TRANSITION AND THE REAGAN-BUSH CONTINUITY

Richard Nixon's strategy in regard to East Asia, briefly put, was to revive Dean Acheson's original position on China and to invoke for the first time the levers of power implicit in the settlement with Japan. The Nixon period was literally pivotal, being both continuous with previous policy and skewing policy toward the use of heretofore unmentionable means against American allies: especially the invocation of the outer limits of hegemony. The best example is his New Economic Policy, announced on V-J Day, 1971, when for the first time an American administration started sticking it to our erstwhile Japanese ally. For Japan this was the “Nixon shokku,” but Nixon also reaped the rewards of the splitting of Moscow and Beijing, a split Acheson had projected and sought to bring about in 1949; and Nixon laid the foundations for the economic enmeshment of China with the United States and the world economy. Nixon did not so much change the rules of the game as remind us that the rules had powerful levers that could be invoked against Japan. He did the same with South Korea, where he withdrew a division of American troops and pressed the Koreans hard in textile trade negotiations. But Japan is the more important threat, and unease and foreboding have marked Japanese-American interactions ever since. We sense this attitude in the following simple statement by one Japanese commentator: “when Japan is weak and small, the United States is kind and generous…and when Japan becomes big and strong, the US gets annoyed and resorts to Japan-bashing.”44

Nixon's engineer was not Kennan but Treasury Secretary John Connally. (Maybe cheerleader is the better metaphor.) His stock in trade was nasty comments about Japan (“Don't they remember who won the war?”); in 1979, during a failed campaign for the presidency, Connally was the first candidate to invoke the rhetoric of American nationalism and Japan bashing that is now so commonplace. If Japan did not abide by “fair trade,” then “they could just sit in their Toyotas in Yokohama and watch their color TVs and leave us alone,” so said Connally. For internationalists such as Zbigniew Brzezinski and David Rockefeller (and their brainchild, the Trilateral Commission), after the Nixon shokku the problem was how to shape the articulation of the new Japan with the world economy so that what Brzezinski called the “fragile blossom” did not turn into Tokyo Rose.45 The early 1970s thus revealed an important split among American elites in regard to Japan: while most remained free traders interested in cooperation and interdependence (the Brookings Institution spilled oceans of ink arguing this position), others increasingly used neomercantilist measures to hold down competition from Japan.

Because of Japan's structural dependence growing out of the 1940s settlement, in the 1970s it was still subject not just to kicks in the shins but blows to the solar plexus. For example, the 1970s made clear that although the United States may be dependent on foreign oil, its relative vulnerability is so much less than Japan's that it can benefit from allied adversity. Many Japanese still believe the quadrupling of oil prices was abetted by Nixon and Kissinger to change the terms of trade to the American favor. But these important trends were overshadowed by dramatic changes in U.S.-China relations in the 1970s, under both Nixon and Carter, as the United States seemed to focus on the People's Republic as more important to American diplomacy than Japan was.

However, Japan reemerged as the centerpiece of American policy toward East Asia in the Reagan years (to the extent that the Reagan administration had an Asian policy). The essential idea was to place Japan first and link the rest of the region to that assumption and that connection. Judging Japan to be preeminent as a regional power because of its industrial prowess, the conception merged security and economics, pushing and prodding Japan toward filling out its economic capability with commensurate (or at least modestly appropriate) military power. Simultaneously the policy sought to enhance Japan's dependence on American high technology, most of it defense related. Defense Secretary Caspar Weinberger—who stayed in office for years and departed only when Reagan seemed to opt for Nixonian detente—was the author of the Japan-first tendency and pushed it from the inauguration onward.46

The security aspect of Reagan's Japan-first strategy was the Soviet development of a blue-ocean navy and the emergence of a powerful Pacific fleet, something begun in the 1960s but highly visible (if almost always exaggerated) by the late 1970s. Furthermore, the Carter Doctrine had drawn off American naval strength to the Indian Ocean and Persian Gulf, leaving the North Pacific with a reduced contingent of carriers and other ships.

Almost as soon as he took office, Weinberger began drawing up his five-year (1984–88) “Defense Guidance,” which some later called “a revolution in military doctrine.”47 Whether it was that or not, various authors were certainly correct to focus on the plan's naval emphasis—or what some called “the Lehman Doctrine,” after the brash secretary of the navy, John F. Lehman, Jr. The basis for a projected $200 billion, 600-ship navy, the doctrine had a strategic conception of the United States rather like that of Japan: the United States was akin to “an island nation,” “vitally dependent on access to the sealanes for trade in peacetime and for reinforcement of allies in time of war.” In 1981 Weinberger said that American dependence on such access was so great that “we must be able to defeat any military adversary who threatens such access.” Michael Klare found the most significant innovation in the new naval policy to be “the concept of sending battle groups into ‘high-threat’ waters adjacent to the USSR in order to strike key Soviet facilities and to divert Soviet strength from the Central Front in Europe.”48

Meanwhile, Americans seemed transfixed in the 1980s by the paradox of claiming to have launched Japanese development while wincing at the successes of this “offspring” in undermining American industries.49 Lionel Olmer, Commerce Department under-secretary for foreign trade, argued that the United States had transferred $10 billion in advanced technology to Japan since 1950 in “the biggest fire sale in history”—but Japan had not reciprocated. What these Americans forget, of course, is precisely the Acheson-Kennan conception that deemed the revival of Japanese industry—requiring this transfer of technology—essential to the Great Crescent and the containment doctrine in the Far East. As we have seen, this “free ride” had a powerful corollary in making Japan dependent on the United States, giving the United States remarkable leverage over a competing economic power.

In January 1983 Prime Minister Nakasone Yasuhiro visited Washington, where he referred to the Japanese archipelago as “an unsinkable aircraft carrier putting up a tremendous bulwark of defense”; he also agreed to transfer a package of loans and credits totaling about $4 billion to South Korea—viewed by the Reagan people as a contribution to Korean, and therefore Japanese, security. Nakasone's Defense Minister, Sakarauchi Yoshio, stated at the same time that peace and security in Korea was “vital” to Japan and acknowledged that the United States and Japan were jointly studying mutual responses to “contingencies in the Far East area extending outside Japan.”50

Before Nakasone came into office, Weinberger had called on Japan to develop the capacity to defend “the airspace and the sealanes up to a thousand miles from [Japan's] shoreline,” something Japan committed itself to in 1981. In the 1980s Japan also began to participate in American naval exercises in the Pacific, such as the RIMPAC exercises off Hawaii. A new, domestically produced cruise missile, the SSM-1, was credited by some as giving Japan the capability to destroy Soviet surface ships in adjacent waters.51

Until the return to detente in the late Reagan years the Soviets kept up a steady drumbeat of attacks on American “collusion” with reviving Japanese militarism. The shooting down of KAL 007 in September 1983, of course, greatly intensified security concerns for both powers in the region near Japan while demonstrating how extensive was American-Japanese cooperation in intelligence gathering. In July 1986, however, Mikhail Gorbachev gave an important speech on Soviet East Asian policy in Vladivostok; he called attention to U.S.-Japan cooperation in military exercises and the like, but also signaled a willingness to warm up relations with Japan and end the Soviet fixation, begun by Stalin and sustained for decades by Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko, with a revanchist Japan.

Although this shift has not yet borne fruit, it would not be surprising if Russia's supple diplomacy in other regions eventually attains success in East Asia as well. Gorbachev held an unprecedented meeting with ROK President Roh Tae Woo in June 1990 and then normalized relations with the ROK in September 1990, perhaps seeking a way to influence Japan through Korea. Furthermore, the Reagan-Bush-Gorbachev summitry of the late 1980s and early 1990s, with various arms reduction agreements concluded or in the offing, severely undercut a prime rationale for pressing Japan on security issues: the Soviet threat in general, and the positioning of SS-20 missiles in the Soviet Far East in particular, which are now being dismantled. These changes may provide an important opening for Russia and Japan to improve a relationship that has been frozen for decades.

Washington's policy in the 1980s had another goal besides that of pushing and prodding Japan toward greater regional security efforts. A cover article in Business Week in 1983 argued that “if the Pentagon had its way, Japan would shoulder responsibility for bottling up the entire Soviet Pacific fleet within the Sea of Japan.” But Washington's real goal, according to the article, was “to offer Japan a limited range of weapons, making Tokyo dependent on the U.S. for most of its military needs”; tying Japan to American military programs would in turn give the United States access to advanced Japanese technology in semiconducters, fiber optics, robotics, and ceramics. A key Defense Department official remarked that the United States, by contrast, did not intend to give Japan access “to any of our high technology.”52

The technological conflict is particularly sharp in aerospace, where Americans worry about Japan's move into the industry—one of the few in which the United States still has a clear and commanding lead. Japan's Ministry of International Trade and Industry (MITI) has targeted aerospace for development and hopes that soon Japan will compete with Boeing and McDonnell-Douglas. In the meantime, Japan has set up joint ventures with Boeing to coproduce new commercial jets. American firms worry that Japan will produce its own commercial planes in the 1990s.53

It is uncertain whether technological dependencies can be sustained in computer hardware, where Japan is rivaling the United States in building the supercomputers essential to high-technology defenses and providing most of the semiconductor chips needed in all American computers. But Japan still lags far behind in the requisite software and in systems engineering. Most of the software Japan uses for its air and sea defenses and for its electronic warfare systems comes from the United States. The United States may be a declining economic power, but it still does know how to do some things—like hemorrhage money into defense systems. The Star Wars project is the best example, of course, and is among other things a cloak for a state-led program to develop supercomputers and the requisite software—“industrial policy,” national-security style.

Japan is unlikely to hold still for attempts to maintain technological dependencies, and it is by no means fully compliant with American wishes. Japan decided in January 1987 to breach the famed 1 percent of GNP for defense expenditures; a small incremental move, it was nonetheless a symbolic leap forward. But by 1990 it was back hovering at 1 percent, and its capacity to implement air and sea-lane defenses around Japan is at least a decade off and unlikely to gain speed with the retreat of Soviet power. A perfect illustration of the nature of the U.S.-Japan conflict here is Japan's refusal in 1991 to purchase Boeing AWACS planes. On the one hand, these electronic-battlefield planes are essential to Japan's commitment to police its air and sea lanes; the more Japan has, the more it can implement its thousand-mile pledge. On the other hand, Japan has its own electronic warfare technology and wishes to develop it further rather than rely on purchasing turnkey planes from Boeing (no doubt with some critical American technologies held back).54

The Japanese public is still hostile to a big defense buildup, in spite of reports of rising Japanese nationalism.55 Even mild revisions of textbook accounts of Japan's prewar aggression in Asia have prompted frothy outrage at home and in neighboring countries; it may be that planners in the economic ministries were happy to see the revisions and the predictable response, which they can then point to as reasons to go slow on defense spending. Japanese pacifism, bred by the trauma of defeat in war, is deep and, in this writer's view, admirable and worthy of emulation by Americans. It remains a salutary brake on Japan's rearmament.

The other great issue between the United States and Japan in the 1980s has been trade conflict. This conflict expresses itself in continuous pressure for Japan to open its market to American goods and to sit still while our central bankers, like Paul Volcker and his successor Alan Greenspan, seek through the policies of the Federal Reserve to pass onto Japan and other nations the costs of American economic infirmity. The latter effort has induced a sort of “bankers' shokku” as one book after another appears in Japan claiming that American bankers, or Jews, or both, are involved in a conspiracy to keep Japan in its place.56 A more substantive response came from Maekawa Haruo, former governor of the Bank of Japan, who issued a report in March 1986 calling for structural reform in the Japanese economy; the Foreign Ministry endorsed this reform in its “Blue Book” in July and called for a “second opening of the country,” analogous to the Meiji Restoration.

For the next five years Japan took important measures to open its markets, although the beneficiaries were more likely to be the Asian NICs than American exporters. Japan's trade greatly deepened with Korea, Taiwan, Thailand, and other Asian states; in the period 1985–89 Japan's manufactured imports from Asia more than doubled, its direct investment in Asian economies grew sixfold, and its trade with Taiwan tripled; increasingly nations in the West Pacific (comprising East Asia, the ASEAN region, and Australia) trade more with each other than with the West. The West Pacific region will have as many consumers as the post-1992 European Economic Community (EEC) and a higher GNP than the EEC by the year 2000.57 Instead of gearing up to compete in this dynamic region, Americans are more likely to complain about trade restrictions that other nations manage to get around.

It is clear that Reagan-Bush planning has continued the structure of the “reverse course” settlement—permitting Japanese industry or rearmament to grow, yes, but as a boon to American interests, not necessarily to Japanese interests, and only to the extent that it does not threaten American positions. The power-political elements of the postwar settlement have come increasingly to be used against Japan as the American capacity for producing economic growth and for invoking the old dependencies has declined. The original conception was that military and political means would be used to fashion the limits of the “grand area” but would give way to a glue provided by manifold economic relationships. But with Japan—and increasingly South Korea and Taiwan—besting America in economic competition, the United States seems reduced to mimicking previous empires in decline, flexing political and military muscles to get its way economically. This flexing usually takes the form of demands that Japan play a bigger role in Pacific security. Were Japan rapidly to fulfill this agenda and become a regional military power, who would benefit? It cannot be done without giving unwonted reinforcement to the Japanese Right and to a stirring Japanese nationalism, which would in turn stimulate even more anti-Japanese sentiment in the United States. This result can be readily appreciated in the debate over Japan's role in the 1990–91 Gulf War: while American politicians widely castigated Japan for doing nothing more than anteing up several billion dollars for the allied effort (and even that was almost aborted by domestic politics in Japan), one can imagine their reaction if this headline had appeared in the newspapers: “Japanese Fleet Steams for Persian Gulf.” It is still, fortunately, an impossible headline.

Emphasizing the security elements of U.S.-Japan relations—with the assumption that Japan follows the American lead—will probably only hasten American economic decline vis-à-vis Japan. Americans might better adopt a position of openness, if not humility, toward the lessons of Japanese industrial success—and follow their path of investing in wealth and human talent rather than weapons.

CONCLUSION: NO “POST-POSTWAR” YET; OR, WELCOME TO “AMERIPPON”

Robert Scalapino recently remarked, “Since U.S.-Japan relations rest fundamentally upon economic interdependence and strategic dependence, they will survive current and future storms.”58 This bland formula and rosy prediction nonetheless disclose, perhaps inadvertently, the essence of the relationship: economic interdependence (cum rivalry) and security dependency. The prediction makes sense only if we alter the statement to read that the relationship “will survive current and future storms” only if economic interdependence and strategic dependence continue.

Japan still prefers that the United States be the hegemon, providing the single world authority that guarantees the larger structure within which Japan exists and competes. But this task should be performed as it was until 1971, with Japan's growth understood to be salutary for the whole system, not detrimental to it. In other words, the United States should look after the whole, and let Japan look after the parts. The problem of our time, of course, is that the United States can no longer look after the whole.

In the 1940s and 1950s American military and political power etched the boundaries of the East Asian system, but slowly the element of power receded to the background as economic interchange increased—a definition of a mature hegemonic system. But the heyday of system maturity was remarkably brief: all too quickly economic competition between the United States and Japan revived, all too soon American planners looked askance at the unintended consequences of their own handiwork. Japan was the linchpin of U.S. strategy in the late 1940s and remains so today. But Japan's economic prowess came too soon for the system's health, from the standpoint of American interests; the growth of Japan's heavy industries was too closely hinged to the decline of American steel, automobiles, and electronics.

Since Nakasone left office, his successors have quietly sought to distance Japan from the bold commitments of the Nakasone years by reviving the “good neighbor” policy of showering aid on distant Southeast Asian countries, rather than bolstering the security of near neighbors like South Korea. The goal, it would seem, is to maximize the economic possibilities of the mature Northeast Asian regional system and soft-pedal the elements of power and security. But the 1947–50 settlement still defines the U.S.-Japan relationship: and so from outside Japan looking in, we have not yet reached the post-postwar epoch. Hanging in the balance is the future direction of American policy in the region.

Centrist national security elites in the United States are sure they know which direction the U.S.-Japan relationship should take: deepened collaboration, pointing toward a joint condominium, in which Japan will continue to play second fiddle; that is, we will have the 1940s in the 1990s. Zbigniew Brzezinski qualifies as a centrist, I suppose, in that as a Democrat he helped to implement the basics of the Reagan foreign policy program in the latter part of the Carter administration. Ever since 1971 he and others in the internationalist elites have worried mightily about any sign of U.S.-Japan estrangement. In a recent article Brzezinski coined the term Amerippon to signify this joint condominium, a term redolent of the American internationalist position as the 1990s dawn:

A greatly revitalized America can be nurtured by policies that exploit the special complementarity of American and Japanese interests, while also providing Japan with the safest route to continued growth.…The strengths of one compensate for the weaknesses of the other.…Working together ever more closely, they can assure for themselves unrivaled global economic, financial and technological leadership, while reinforcing the protective umbrella of American global military power.

America needs Japanese capital to finance its industrial renovation and technological innovation.…Japan needs American security protection for its homeland; it needs open access to the American market for its continued economic well-being.…

Japan for many years to come will be heavily dependent on American security protection.…[H]ence the Japanese stake in a globally engaged America will remain great. With America heavily indebted, the American stake in a productive and prosperous Japanese partner will also grow.59

Brzezinski goes on to argue that for Japan “incalculable considerations…quite literally a matter of life or death” in its relationship to the United States mean that “Japan would simply not be—nor would it remain—what it is without the American connection.” He therefore recommends “the deliberate fostering of a more cooperative, politically more intimate, economically more organic partnership.”60

I am not quite sure what to make of all this Ameripponia, but I think I hear a little voice between the lines saying, I surely hope so: I hope that “incalculable considerations” will convince the Japanese to remain under our “protective umbrella” lest Japan cease to be what it has been, a dutiful second-string partner in American global hegemony. I hope that the Japanese do need us, in spite of their financial and technical wizardry. I hope that the 1940s settlement will prevail in spite of the changed terms of U.S.-Japan relations. I hope…

The world of the 1990s is much more likely to be a virgin terrain in which one after another of the seeming certainties of the postwar settlement will come unstuck. Russia now refuses to play the role of enemy, let alone “evil empire.” Western Europe deepens by the day its moves toward a true common market, a potent regional political economy with burgeoning ties to Eastern Europe. Japan may not sit still for a dependent relationship on American military power and may also pose a regional option for its neighbors. Indeed, as we have seen, there is considerable evidence since the mid-1980s that Japan has deepened its regional influence; as the Asian “Berlin walls” crumble, Japan will be poised to pursue a German option, that is, to deepen its market position in socialist China, Korea, and Vietnam. In other words, the twenty-first century may well be one driven by Germany and Japan, an ironic tribute to their prowess and to the shortsightedness of American strategy in 1947.

The American people, however, do not yet understand the crises and challenges that face them. In a sense the internationalist vision has won: it has demonstrated on a world scale the superior ability of capitalism to deliver goods and services and enhance people's livelihood. But that does not mean that the American people have won. The dynamism of the Pacific Rim has its ineluctable counterpart in lost jobs, hollowed-out industrial cities, declining middle and working classes (with the contemporary absorption in “the drug problem” being a metaphor and an outcome of this decay). The internationalists were exporters not just of goods but of capital equipment and technology to make goods. The latter has now been married to a region that is accustomed to the rigors of hard work, that emphasizes educational prowess, and that has strong cultural and national pride. This marriage now presages a fundamental shift in the world economy.

But all this has little to do with the rhetoric of renewal, nostalgia, and a recaptured American dream with which Americans coasted through the Reagan era and which led them to support a “New World Order” under George Bush that, with the Gulf War, looked suspiciously like business as usual. If Japan is still caught within the confines of the postwar settlement, so is American thinking about Japan, oscillating between the dual discourse of Japan as miracle and menace, docile and aggressive, fragile blossom and Tokyo Rose. Only this contradictory discourse can explain why Japan rose on the American radar screen just as the Soviet Union receded. Thus, the United States confronts a new century, unlikely to be an American century, and a new but utterly undefined relationship with Japan, as the postwar settlement increasingly comes unstuck.
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