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			All the world's a stage, 


			And all the men and women merely players. 


			They have their exits and their entrances, 


			And one man in his time plays many parts.


						As You Like It, II:  vii:  139





			Out, out brief candle! 


			Life's but a walking shadow, a poor player, 


			That struts and frets his hour upon the stage 


			And then is heard no more. It is a tale 


			Told by an idiot, full of sound and fury, 


			Signifying nothing.


						Macbeth, V: vi: 23





	International relations writers, like dramatists, often resort to the theatrical metaphor when they are trying to evoke ineluctable forces or excuse a leader or a nation from the consequences of their actions.  Japan is a prime example.  It seems impossible to talk about Japan without help from the concepts of role, actor, stage, and scenario.  Noriatsu Matsui entitles a recent essay, "new roles for Japan in the global political economy."  Hideo Sato writes about "the emerging role of Japan in the world economy."  Masaru Tamamoto settles simply for "Japan's uncertain role."  Brian Bridges adds a time dimension in "Japan: still searching for a role."  Doi and Willenson note, "As Japan gropes for a more active role, it is beginning to feel it ought to be more than just the rich cousin who signs the checks."  If Japan fails to find a role, it risks becoming "odd man out on the world's stage, a post-Cold War bogeyman permanently hounded over trade by an increasingly protectionist United States and Europe."  And never in doubt about his own role, U.S. Secretary of State James Baker comments, "We recognize that Japan's leaders and its people are now grappling with a difficult adjustment in Japan's world role. . . . Your 'checkbook diplomacy,' like our 'dollar diplomacy' of an earlier era, is clearly too narrow."1


	The questions are obvious.  Role in what?  What is to be the new play?  What was and what happened to Japan's old role?  Is Japan the only nation that needs a new role?  What does Tadae Takubo mean when, in a dialogue with LDP strongman Ichiro Ozawa, the head of the ruling party's Special Committee on Japan's Role in International Society, he says, "In other words, you're saying let's become one of the normal countries"?2


	These are not easy questions.  Japan already has an important role, even if acknowledging it is embarrassing for many Americans.  "Japan's superior economic performance," writes Tamamoto, "has served as an example to be emulated by Asian governments. . . . Japan, despite all the talk to the contrary, has been acting as a political leader and has made a significant contribution to international well-being. . . . Japan has inspired Asia in a fundamental way, luring its neighbors by way of example to embrace the politics of economic growth."3  This role, however, is increasingly in conflict with Japan's other roles as a signatory to the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty and a member of the "Global Partnership" that President Bush and Prime Minister Miyazawa proclaimed in Tokyo in January 1992.  What the new division of labor between the two global partners might be, whether the rest of Asia welcomes a Japanese-American condominium, or whether such an arrangement is in the United States' national interest are also quite open questions, particularly since the current global Japanese-American arrangement was the fruit of a presidential trip to Tokyo that Kenneth Galbraith has called "quite possibly the most disastrous journey since the Fourth Crusade."4


	Asia's economic achievements are embarrassing to the United States.  The Americans did not cause them, did not anticipate them, still cannot fully explain them, and are politically and ideologically threatened by them.  In part this reflects the fact that "Virtually all U.S. decisionmakers are Atlanticists whose entire working lives have been devoted to NATO- and EC-oriented affairs, focusing on the Cold War threats from the Soviet Union.  They have paid scant attention to the Asia-Pacific region, treating it as a corollary of U.S. global policy that can be readily adapted to policy changes in the European-Soviet region."5


	The Japanese-American relationship and Japan's old and possible new roles in it are, of course, not exclusively economic.  The Japan-U.S. Security Treaty of 1952, the wording of which was last substantially modified in 1960, took no cognizance at all of Japan as an economic competitor to the United States.  It was based on the Cold War proposition that Japan had unimaginable strategic significance but no economic significance, which was arguably true in the global circumstances of the 1960s but has made no sense at all since at least the end of the Vietnam War in 1975.  The Bush administration nonetheless continues to believe that "The U.S.-Japan security relationship will remain the vital linchpin of peace and security throughout Asia and the Pacific," and it takes credit for pressuring Japan to pay "72 percent of the non-salary costs [of] maintaining our 30,000 soldiers, sailors, and marines in their country."6


	This view ignores the growing contradictions in American policy in Asia and the Pacific.  In this preliminary discussion, which will be amplified below, let me mention only three of these contradictions.  First is the obvious fact that the United States cannot afford its current foreign policy.  Edward Olsen mentions some of the implications: 


	Compounding this [Asian] sense of caution and guarded confidence that 


	the U.S. will not make truly major revisions to its post-Cold War strategy 


	as it applies to them, Asians tend to see the U.S. military action in the 	Persian Gulf War as a clear signal that Americans will not change their 	behavior. . . . The [American] eagerness to be the leader, even at a high cost, 	reassures Asians greatly.  It also surprises them greatly because they also see 	the United States as a superpower with economic feet of clay.  In short, 	Asians—even as they act as cheerleaders, and sometimes bankers for the 	American cause—wonder how long such disproportionate arrangements 	can last.7


	The second contradiction concerns the role of the American forces in Japan.  It has crossed the minds of some people that they are there not to contribute to peace and security elsewhere in Asia but to ensure that Japan itself does not destabilize the area.  In 1990, Lt. Gen. Henry Stackpole, then the U.S. Marine Corps commander in Okinawa, said that "U.S. troops [are] the 'cap in the bottle' of Japanese military power."8  Former Prime Minister Nakasone agrees.  He recently asserted that the Security Treaty both contributes to the stability of Asia and is also important in "preventing the resurgence of Japanese militarism."9  China, too, for the past two decades has supported the Japanese-American military alliance as a restraint against the revival of Japanese militarism, which was also one of the original purposes of the treaty in 1952 that Americans have conveniently forgotten.  The Security Treaty was the institutional corollary of Article 9, of Japan's disarmament, and the two have long been linked in Japanese thought as the kyujo anpo taisei (Article nine-Security Treaty structure).10  In urging greater Japanese spending on defense, the Americans are tampering with the very foundations of the Japanese constitution, a theme to which I shall return.


	The third contradiction in current Japanese-American relations concerns the fact that the Americans are asking Japan to pay almost three-quarters of the costs of keeping their forces there but do not invite Japan to participate in a joint command, as in NATO.  Koji Kakizawa, parliamentary vice-minister of foreign affairs and the ruling party's chief spokesman on these issues, said in a recent interview that "If the U.S. pays less than 50-50 we Japanese will become the majority shareholder" and went on to quote the American revolutionary slogan, "No taxation without representation."  Commenting on the idea that American forces are actually there to contain Japan and that the Americans are thus asking Japan to pay for its own containment, Kakizawa replied that if it is true, "What do you think will happen inside the bottle? . . . The withdrawal of the U.S. will be inevitable."11  For a Japanese audience, Kakizawa recently wrote, "When President George Bush visited Japan last January and collapsed at the dinner party sponsored by the Prime Minister's Office, it was Prime Minister Kiichi Miyazawa who helped the President to his feet.  This scene seems to symbolize the current situation in Japan-U.S. relations."l2


	I believe that in order to conceive of a new role for Japan, one must first write the play in which Japan is to be cast.  Its elements must include the vacuum left by the end of the Cold War, the anachronisms in the old Japan-U.S. relationship, the decline of America industrially and the failure of American leaders to mount an economic reform program, the degree to which Japan is tying the East Asian region together economically, the ambiguities in Japan's political system (what Yamaguchi has called "the blanks that were left in the constitution"), and the structural differences between Japanese capitalism and Anglo-American capitalism.13  Before one can envision a new role for Japan, 


one needs a scenario.


	There are several already on offer.  Hideo Sato asserts that "This subject [Japan's future role] cannot be effectively dealt with in isolation from the future role of the United States" and says that the biggest problem with any "scenario" is America's "hegemonic mentality."  He sees four dramatically different treatments: a Pax Americana restored, a Pax Nipponica, competing economic blocs, and a joint leadership system.14


	Yoichi Funabashi warns that there are "many areas in which Japan and America could come into conflict."  For example, "A new Cold War could develop between champions of the American model of capitalism and those of the Japanese model, especially as the latter becomes well established among the Asian NICs and the Association of Southeast Asian Nations, and as regional interdependencies increase."  In Funabashi's view, the new play will be built around five basic themes: (l) status ("Japan is likely to overtake America economically by the turn of the century"); (2) ideology, or one model of capitalism vs. another; (3) power, or what is to be the division of labor in the Global Partnership; (4) regional influence, or whether Japan should try to create a new Greater East Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere to balance the single market in Europe and the North American Free Trade Area; and (5) differences in American and Japanese relations with the former Soviet republics and China, including whether the G-7 democracies will support Japan's claims to the Northern Territories now that the Cold War is over, and whether a renewal of the democracy movement in China would swell Western sympathies and undercut Japan's appeasement of the current regime.15


	Still a third scenario is contributed by David Rapkin, writing in Japanese in Leviathan, the leading Japanese journal of political science.  His play revolves around a Japan that identifies its national interests with those of the larger world system and devotes itself to policies that seek to build a more stable and prosperous global political economy.  Rapkin identifies three obstacles to this outcome, which form the content of his scenario: Japan's serious "legitimacy deficit" stemming from the legacy of World War II, a mercantilist image, and widespread doubts that Japan has any universally attractive ideas to offer to the world.16


	My own scenario has three acts, but first let me outline its conclusion.  Over the next five to ten years Japan will re-emerge on the world's stage as a significant political actor.  It will shed the client status it has occupied under the Japanese-American Security Treaty and by the late l990s it will become a fully fledged major power.  A gradual U.S. drawdown of its forces in the Pacific will allow Japanese leaders to build the necessary domestic support to expand Japan's independent defense capabilities along the lines that former prime minister Nakasone proposed in the mid-1980s.17  A fast and substantial American withdrawal from Asia over the next five years will probably leave Japan unready domestically and regionally to make the transition and would undermine Japanese popular confidence in the value of an alliance with the United States.  The idea that the Japanese political system is unable to provide the leadership for this transition is nonsense, but reform of the political system will be unavoidable.  Regardless of what the Americans do, Japanese momentum in much of the LDP, the business community, the intelligentsia, journalism, and the bureaucracy is toward greater independence from the United States.


	Getting to this conclusion will be difficult.  The three acts of this play are actually three plays-within-a-play: (l) Japan's business behavior and whether or not Japan can change it; (2) Japan's contributions to its own defense and its skill in handling an America in decline; and (3) Japan's perspective on and policies toward economic regionalism in other parts of the world and in East Asia.  Depending on how each of these come out, the overall drama will be a farce, a comedy, or a tragedy.  I can only identify the contradictions on which the action will turn, not foresee their resolution.


I.


	Japan's status as an economic overachiever, which everyone today acknowledges, and how it got there lie at the heart of the Japanese-American estrangement.  Until recently this subject was controversial—largely because of the hegemonic role of economic ideologues and their definition of Japan as an economic little brother of the English-speaking capitalist countries.  During the early l990s this changed.  It began to be recognized both inside and outside Japan that, as Stephen Cohen puts it, "Japan, not the United States, is the independent variable. . . . In the 1960s, U.S. political scientists learned from the emerging Sino-Soviet dispute that communism is not monolithic.  In the l990s, a third consecutive decade of U.S.-Japan trade frictions may finally convince the majority of U.S. economists that capitalism is not monolithic."18  


	The issue here is structural differences within capitalism or the theoretically corrosive thought that there are different kinds of capitalism.  This is not a new subject in Japanese studies, but it has taken a long time for the American establishment, much of which cannot read Japanese and is without the capability to study Japan empirically, to catch up with data that have long been accepted by specialists.  In 1983, for example, a senior official of MITI, Koji Matsumoto, argued in great detail that Japanese corporations are not capitalist according to Western definitions of capitalism; or else, according to a new definition, which Matsumoto calls kigyoism, they are ultracapitalist.19  According to Matsumoto, "A new economic system has developed and been nurtured in Japan inside a shell of capitalism."20  Its key features are (l) "de facto total separation of management from the wishes of the owners" and (2) a shift of 


"the burden of corporate risk to the side of labor," thereby achieving (3) "the autonomy of management."21


	During the late 1980s foreigners who made these same or similar observations were stigmatized by the Japanese Ministry of Foreign Affairs as "revisionists."22  This was because the ministry feared that accurate knowledge among foreigners about the structure of Japanese capitalism might lead to countermeasures against Japanese business activities, and it sought through propaganda and other dirty tricks to prevent this from happening.  Revisionism refers to the "view that Japan's economy and society are not organized around classical notions of free markets, in which the direction of the economy is determined by the independent actions of consumers and corporations all operating to maximize their profits and incomes.  This challenges the conventional wisdom (hence 'revisionism') among American policymakers that Japan is fundamentally similar to the United States and other Western capitalist democracies."23  Those who hold that Japan is a junior-grade clone of the United States became known as either members of the chrysanthemum club or, in Pat Choate's phrase, "agents of influence."24  They were actually influential, and thereby contributed to the worsening of Japanese-American relations, until prominent members of the Japanese economics community decided that reality could no longer be suppressed.  Thus yesterday's revisionism about the Japanese economy has become today's common knowledge.


	Iwao Nakatani, for example, now distinguishes Japan's "network capitalism" from the Anglo-American version and holds that it rests on two pillars: a cartelized (keiretsuka) economy that is conducive to so-called lean manufacturing, and interlocking shareholding that eliminates the influence of owners over corporate behavior.25  Yukio Onuma, a manager of C. Itoh and Company, asserts that "Japan is not a market economy in the Adam Smith 


mold. . . . Two features (among many) set it apart from western industrialized nations.  The first is that income distribution is maintained within relatively narrow bands by a number of unwritten contracts and norms that are widely accepted by members of society. . . . Second, Japanese society has effectively 'privatized' many of the social costs that, in other countries, are born by governments."26


	Professor Tadao Kagono, writing in the house organ of the Ministry of International Trade and Industry, refers to "This special characteristic wherein Japanese businesses place greater emphasis on market share rather than profits, when compared with European and American—especially U.S.—businesses." This emphasis is caused, says Kagono, by "the pressure from guaranteed employment," "the lack of pressure for short-term earnings from the securities markets, especially shareholders," and other structural eccentricities (as viewed from the perspective of American economics textbooks) of industrial organization in Japan.27


	Leaders of Japan's aid-giving community have become restive over the continued domination of the World Bank by American economic doctrine.  Isao Kubota, managing director of the Overseas Economic Cooperation Fund, the main foreign aid lending arm of the Japanese government, said of the World Bank's economists, "It's really incredible.  They think their economic framework is perfect.  I think they're wrong."  Japan favors giving governments a bigger role in developing their economies, on the postwar Japanese model, and dumping the laissez-faire approach championed by Washington.28


	There are many other similar analyses with different lists of the significant structural differences.29  The important point is that study of the Japanese economy has finally come out of the closet and adopted an empirical, inductive stance, as distinct from the formal, deductive abstractions of economic orthodoxy.


	By far the most important confirmation of these structural differences 


came in an article in the February 1992 Bungei shunju by Akio Morita, chairman of Sony Corporation, vice-president of Keidanren, and co-author of The Japan that Can Say "No".30  It had a sensational impact in Japan, suggesting that Morita is perceived there, no less than abroad, as an important bellwether.31  In the wake 


of President Bush's visit to Tokyo in January 1992 accompanied by some 21 American chief executive officers of corporations, Morita wrote: "We are approaching a point where continued competition by Japanese companies operating under a management philosophy alien to that of Europeans and Americans can no longer be tolerated. . . . These differences of management philosophy are responsible for . . . creating a pricing structure that is impossible for Western companies to beat."  It should be stressed that in this article Morita was writing in Japanese and, as is common in Japanese relations with non-Japanese-reading foreigners, he still says something different in English.  For example, in the Harvard Business Review of May-June 1992, instead of calling for reform of Japanese practices, he advocates Japanese aid to help an increasingly decrepit American capitalism.  Even in that context, he does mention the need for real Japanese investment in the U.S. in order to rejuvenate American manufacturing and not the current Japanese transplants that provide "a thin veneer of local content to a product basically made in Japan."32  In his Japanese article, Morita advocates major reforms of the Japanese corporate system in order to forestall defensive measures by foreign countries against Japan.


	The question is, Will Japan change?  Is it politically feasible for Japan to change, and what will the consequences of a change be?  Let me begin with the case against change.  Japan is today not just the international independent variable, the outlier; it is also the most successful form of capitalist industrial organization in existence.  To ask Japan to conform to the American model, 


even if that model is closer to the global norm, means asking Japanese to save less, work fewer hours, demand larger profits, tolerate a more ineffective government, consume more, study less, and in other ways copy what in Japan will inevitably be seen as an unjustifiably arrogant Anglo-American stereotype.  Takubo, for example, argues that "The Japan of today is being forced to brake its economic activities in various places throughout the world and is frantically spreading money in an attempt to avoid being hated by the world."  He compares these pressures with the forced naval disarmament treaties of 1922 and 1930, when the Anglo-American powers dictated a smaller ratio of battleships for Japan than they assigned to themselves.33  Thus, change will not go down easily in Japan, and not just because of economic vested interests in the old Security Treaty system.


	Of course, if Japan does not change, as Morita has observed, it risks a real counterattack from the U.S.—one that may already have started.  A serious "buy America" campaign directed against Japan has gotten underway.  As of the spring of 1992, other aspects of the counterattack included the U.S. Treasury's imposing tariffs on Canadian-built Hondas because of low North American content, Honeywell's successful patent-infringement suit against Minolta, and the Attorney General's targeting of Japanese keiretsu for antitrust prosecution.  What makes this campaign more serious than earlier ones are signs of mass American political involvement.  Examples include the Los Angeles revolt against the purchase of Japanese trolley cars; the runaway best-seller status of Michael Crichton's novel, Rising Sun; and irritation over Japanese racism against an American sumo contender while Nintendo negotiates to buy a Seattle baseball team.  It may actually be too late for changes in Japan to affect American attitudes.


	Nonetheless, will Japan change?  The picture is mixed.  On the one hand, Morita advocates Japanese change as the prudent response to the Japanese-American confrontation.  He understands, for example, that in the American automobile industry, which is a major employer of Black Americans, Japan and America are on a collision course.34  The United States cannot allow Japan to drive one or more of the American big three auto makers out of business—on social peace grounds.  On the other hand, there is almost no evidence that the Japanese want to change or want anything more than to placate and distract the Americans.  This is the conclusion of many serious, astute observers.


	On the Uruguay Round, for example, the editors of The Japan Digest write, "The [Japanese] government formally rejected GATT Secretary General Arthur Dunkel's proposal for 'tarification without exception' of farm products, by refusing to replace its import ban on rice with a tariff.  Prime Minister Miyazawa and the ministers concerned adopted the policy Wednesday [February 26, 1992], shattering whatever small hope the U.S. and others had that Japan would for once exercise leadership on an international issue."35  Similarly, Kenneth Courtis, the senior economist of the Deutsche Bank in Tokyo, concluded, "With what was perhaps the weakest government among the Group of Seven industrial nations, Japan has been unable or unwilling to address from a policy perspective any of the important structural issues currently confronting the economy."  In addition to Morita's list of low wages, low dividends, long hours, and too few holidays, Courtis adds the need for reform of the land use laws, tax equity, and deregulation.36


	At the heart of the Bush administration's approach to Japan was the so-called Structural Impediments Initiative, a scheme to use foreign pressure to force reforms in Japan intended to make Japan look more like the U.S.  Leaders of the Bush administration have declared victory in this effort, even though none of them has the linguistic or cultural knowledge to monitor Japan's compliance.  Closer to the truth are the reflections of a senior Japanese journalist: "The main content of the discussions [by the LDP about the SII] was either how to stall the United States . . . or what to do to avoid a loss of LDP seats in the next election.  These discussions never considered the effects [of the SII] on the world economy or on the Japanese consumer."37


	Nonetheless, S. Linn Williams, former deputy U.S. Trade Representative, recently took credit for strengthening the Japanese Fair Trade Commission (FTC) and argued that the SII had bolstered Japan's enforcement of its anti-trust laws.38  Some Japanese, writing in English, would also like foreigners to believe that.  The magazine Tokyo Business Today published a cover story on "FTC Gets Tough."39  Evidence for this toughness is said to be found in the Saitama dango (construction industry bid rigging) case, about which Tokyo Business Today intones, "The hammer fell again in June last year [1991], with the 'Saitama dango scandal' involving Kajima Corporation, Taisei Corporation, and five other industry leaders" (actually a total of 68 construction companies).  The truth is that the hammer never fell.  Despite a full investigation during 1991, the FTC decided not to prosecute, even though the bid-rigging involved a colossal ¥94 billion in fiscal 1990 alone and defrauded the Saitama prefectural government.  During the past 17 years the FTC has brought only one prosecution for violation of the Anti-Monopoly Law—against manufacturers of plastic material like Saranwrap.  The Asahi called the plastic wrap case, "A human sacrifice in order that the FTC could make a good showing of itself"—for the Americans.40


	It is possible that Japan will change its business practices. Noriatsu Matsui believes that a great revolution is underway now to bring about "change within systems to allow more individual initiative and to ease the constraints of an over-regulated and group-shackled way of management."41  Some analysts predict a "Spartacus revolt" of subcontractors against the slavery of the keiretsu system.42  However, other than some youthful griping about inadequate housing and 





conservative hand wringing about the declining birth rate, there is no concrete evidence of economic change.


II.


	Writing in the Spring 1992 issue of Foreign Affairs, former Senator Howard Baker and former Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense Ellen Frost conclude, "If current trends prevail there is very little chance that Japan will become a major military power."43  It is hard for me to think of a generalization about Japanese-American relations that I believe is more in error.  It is precisely because "if current trends prevail" that Japan will have no other choice than to become a major military power.  The Baker-Frost view reflects the all-too-common complacency of Washington about East Asia—based on definitions rather than investigations of trends there—and a resolute refusal to make any but the most generous assumptions about trends in America's own capabilities and foreign policies.44


	For purposes of analysis, "current trends" and how they might affect Japan's security can be divided into objective and subjective trends.  By objective trends, 


I mean changes in Japan's security environment that will compel it to respond whether it is ready or not.  By subjective trends, I mean the on-going internal Japanese debate over the country's political system, its de facto technonationalist policies to achieve self-reliance in dual-use (civilian and military) technologies, and the hollowing out of existing restraints on the exercise of military power.  


Let me survey each set of issues.  


	After America's most recent display of military might—the blitzkrieg against Iraq—the Japanese no longer see the United States in the same light as the one projected by the American administration.  The Gulf War, combined with the United States' refusal to attempt to rebuild the industrial foundations on which its military power ultimately rests or even to acknowledge that it has a problem 


in this respect, contributed powerfully to a reappraisal of Japan's "America problem."45  There is no way that a Pax Americana can be restored or even a leadership role for the United States continued without serious American economic reform.  But on almost every score the Japanese see the Americans ignoring their own most serious warnings about economic difficulties while continuing to produce bromides about how America's "soft power" will see it through.46  


	To take only one of the most prominent and official examples, on March 1, 1992, the Competitiveness Policy Council issued its first annual report to the president and Congress, and it caused a bigger stir than is usual when a report of this sort appears.47  The 12-person Council was created by the Trade Act of 1988—the same law that created Super 301—which instructed the council "to develop recommendations for national strategies and on specific policies intended to enhance the productivity and international competitiveness of U.S. industries."48  The Competitiveness Policy Council thus resembles many Japanese shingikai 


and chosakai going back to the immediate postwar era that were headed by such figures as Hiromi Arisawa, Miyohei Shinohara, and Saburo Okita to produce economic strategies for the nation.  The members of the CPC are appointed one-third by the president, one-third by the Senate, and one-third by the House of Representatives.


	One source of interest in the report stems from the fact that the chairman of the Council is the well-known economist and director of the Institute for International Economics, C. Fred Bergsten.  Up until now Bergsten has been the very model of a good neoclassical economist—convinced that America's international economic problems are macroeconomic, strongly in favor of the American as opposed to the Maekawa position in the Plaza Accord (Bergsten once wrote that the American trade deficit with Japan would be ended when an 


exchange rate of ¥190 to the dollar had been achieved), and opposed to any form of industrial policy.49


	Thus, it is interesting when Bergsten's Council writes that government and industry should work together in a new Federal agency, along the lines of the Pentagon's Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA), to develop civilian technologies and then adds, "There need be no embarrassment over conscious endorsement of such a policy, particularly as it is pursued by virtually all other countries around the world."50  The Bergsten report also calls for "monitoring the activities of foreign governments and firms" in the so-called "critical technologies" and suggests, "The intelligence community might be able to contribute significantly to this part of the effort."51  The report further concludes that "our capital markets, traditionally viewed as one of America's great economic strengths," are the cause of America's catastrophically short-term orientation; that "the United States has the lowest rates of saving and investment of any industrial country"; that the "U.S. educational performance .  .  . is inadequate by any conceivable standard"; and that "the American record of the past decade is dismal."52


	What then are the Japanese to make of a country that merely puts such a report on the shelf, beside at least another dozen like it from the past decade?  As if to answer the Bergsten report, Vice President Quayle in his April 27, 1992, speech on Japanese-American relations said, "First and foremost, the United States since the 1970s has been fundamentally restructuring its economy to make it globally competitive."53  This was, incidentally, two days before Los Angeles erupted into riots, looting, and fires caused by inadequate domestic policies on many fronts.


	The Japanese increasingly suspect that Paul Kennedy got it right in his 


The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers.  The United States has been so long engaged in being a hegemonic power it has forgotten how to manage its domestic affairs, just as Japan has been so long preoccupied with economic competition it has forgotten how to manage foreign and security problems.  The United States almost instinctively prefers a war in the Persian Gulf and the attempt to broker an Arab-Israeli peace to trying to forge a national energy policy; it badgers Japan endlessly to open its markets rather than working on its own domestic industrial policy; and it engages in military operations against foreign drug lords in Grenada and Panama rather than fighting the demand for drugs within the United States.54  Seen in this light, "Mr. Bush's War," as Stephen Graubard has put it, looks more like an "adventure in the politics of illusion," an American version of Mrs. Thatcher's Falklands campaign intended to give Bush the same aura of infallibility that she, however briefly, obtained.55


	One recent book that has attempted to explain this anomaly of a macho America with economic feet of clay is George Friedman's and Meredith LeBard's The Coming War with Japan.  Interestingly enough, while this book has sold only about 40,000 copies in the U.S. during its first year of publication, in Japan it became a best-seller with 400,000 copies sold.56  The essence of Friedman and 


LeBard's argument is that in a post-Cold War world the United States finds that its "vast military power accumulated during the Cold War" is its greatest asset.  "It is easier," they write, "to force Japan to limit its exports of cars to the U.S. and to increase its purchase of U.S. cars than to increase the efficiency of Detroit.  This is the trap of empire.  Empire is first won by the most efficient and industrious.  It is then maintained by political and military efforts, not economic efficiency.  Thus, economies atrophy while armies and navies grow.  This military power is used to transfer wealth from colonies and allies [this was written before the U.S. had extracted $13 billion from Japan to pay for the Gulf War], rather than going to the political effort of rebuilding the domestic economy.  At each point, the imperialist power has a choice of solving an economic crisis through internal effort or increased exploitation.  The latter, being the path of least resistance, is the usual choice.  The result is frequently a vast military force with a hollow socioeconomic center, an empire in collapse."57


	The Japanese fear that in lieu of domestic reform American foreign policy could degenerate into an international protection racket.  They note that Bush has yielded to Pentagon pressures for only minimal cuts in military outlays, despite the collapse of the Soviet threat and the end of the Cold War.  They observe the leak of the so-called Wolfowitz report, in which the U.S. Undersecretary for Defense advocated a "lone superpower" policy.  According to Wolfowitz, "We must maintain the mechanisms for deterring potential competitors from even aspiring to a larger regional [emphasis added] or global role."58  Despite White House disavowals of the report, Leslie Gelb describes bipartisan plans to spend 


$1.5 trillion on defense between now and 1997 without any apparent American enemies on the horizon.59


	All of this lends credibility to Friedman and LeBard's scenario: "The bill for the Cold War has fallen due, and the United States is adding up the bill for its allies, particularly Japan's.  The price—permanent subordination to the United States and a willingness to suffer economic damage on U.S. demand—is too high a price for Japan to pay.  On the other hand, for the United States to continue protecting Japan's global interests free of charge is too high a price for Americans to pay. . . . The coming war with Japan will not arise out of wickedness or mean-spiritedness.  It will not arise because of a lack of mutual understanding.  It will not arise because Japan and America are similar or different cultures.  It will arise because both are responsible nations living in a dangerous world."60


	I believe that despite their shrill title, Friedman and LeBard have written a significant book, if for no other reason than that it clearly resonates with Japanese public opinion.61  Nonetheless, I do not share their view that the U.S. and Japan are headed for a military confrontation.  I agree with Reinhard Drifte that Japan is guided by "the popular conviction that economic power is in the end more decisive" and that the collapse of the USSR and the decline of the U.S. buttress this view.62  Japan's response to an American "lone superpower" strategy will be not to parlay its dual-use technologies into a military capacity but rather one of technonationalism and the creation of American military dependencies on Japanese high-tech products.  But that subject moves us from the objective security problem to the realm of subjective security as seen from Japan.


	There is a lot of anomalous and contradictory defense information coming from East Asia in the wake of the Cold War.  The Pacific nations are today the major defense growth market, replacing the Middle East.  In 1977 Pacific Asia bought 6 percent of the defense equipment sold worldwide; that grew to 23 percent in 1987.63  The Washington Post notes that "A number of Asian-Pacific nations have embarked on an arms-buying spree that contrasts sharply with the reduced appetite for new weaponry in the United States and Europe caused by the end of the Cold War."64  T.J. Pempel asks, "Why, when the rest of the industrialized world seems to be reducing military expenditures, is Japan increasing its?"65  Even acknowledging that Japan's expenditures today have stopped growing, "In the past decade . . . Japan's military capacity has increased significantly by recording an average real defense budget growth of more than 5 percent per year in yen terms. . . . Japan purchases . . . more U.S. weapons under the Foreign Military Sales program than any other nation, and more than Italy, Britain, France, and Germany combined."66  Starting this year Japan also intends to import some 30 tons of plutonium from Europe ostensibly for use in fast-breeder reactors.  Despite high costs, the availability of much cheaper uranium, and analyses that the 





reactors will not be commercially viable until 2030, Japan is going ahead.67  


For what purpose?


	Equally important is Japan's commitment to technonationalism.  The leading specialist on this subject, Richard Samuels, concludes, "From the Japanese viewpoint the licensing of production has never been an end in itself; it has been in the twentieth century, as it was in the nineteenth century, a means toward learning the processes that underlay the design and production of the products under license. . . . Japanese industry remains poised to succeed by creating dependencies in a global market that requires its dual-use products and process technologies.  Japanese technonationalism has guided the nation to reinvent security in war and in peace."68  Reinhard Drifte concurs: "The Defense Agency aims at a high technology military force and at becoming self-reliant in production as well as technology. . . . Rather than instrumentalize its military power for anything else than deterrence, it is economic power which is increasingly used for political purposes as well as security-related policies."69  All available information suggests that the Defense Agency's Technical Research and Development Institute is engaged in a more advanced and comprehensive research program than the people at the Pentagon who sell them equipment realize.70


	There appears to be nothing in the way of an American policy on these issues.  This was perhaps best revealed in the heavily censored Congressional hearings on the sale in 1988 of the American Aegis ship-defense system to Japan.  Aegis is among the most sophisticated naval technologies in the U.S. today.  It is the naval equivalent of the Air Force's AWACs, and its integration of computers and radars has many dual-use potentialities, particularly in air traffic control operations.  It is to be installed on four new 8,900-ton destroyers to be built in Japan, the first of which will be completed in 1993.  At the hearings concerned with the system's sale, members of Congress raised questions about the Toshiba Machine Company's sale of numerically controlled machine tools to the former USSR, the Japanese government's promise but subsequent failure to pass an 


anti-espionage law, and whether Japan could reverse-engineer the Aegis, all of which were turned aside by Karl Jackson, then Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for East Asia and Pacific Affairs.


	One particularly embarrassing exchange occurred when one of the admirals testifying said that the Japanese would build their own ships for the Aegis because Japan "has an excess of capable shipyards without enough business."  Congressman Bennett, the chairman, asked Jackson, "If you require the Aegis to be installed in a U.S.-built ship, the Japanese will not buy the system.  Is that correct?" . . . [Mr. Jackson:] "That is right."71  The Japanese have subsequently said that they had to build their own clones of the U.S. Navy's Arleigh Burke-class of destroyers because in the American version, "The living spaces, the corridors, the steps are too big."72


	All of these matters, even including the Aegis sale, like the equally controversial FSX co-production agreement, can probably be rationalized one way or another.  Japanese-American military integration is said to contribute to the United States' cork-in-the-bottle function: it helps ensure that the Japanese 


Self-Defense Forces cannot act on their own.  And Japanese transfers of dual-use technologies to the U.S., such as those used in the "stealth" aircraft, may be less a matter of Japan's acquiring leverage than of American needs.  Andrew Moravcsik warns against excessive American pride in its high-tech weapons: "The decisive advantage of the United States [in postwar armaments production] did not lie in greater technological skills, an area in which it continued to lag behind Britain, but in the size of its domestic market and the level of its resources."73  It is also true that Japan's growing labor shortage is an almost impassible barrier to the creation of a fully capable Japanese armed force.


	But doubts arise when one puts together Aegis-equipped destroyers, a plutonium stockpile, and defense budgets of ¥4,159.3 billion in 1990 ($28.73 billion at ¥144.79:US$1) and ¥4,402.3 billion in 1991 ($32.89 billion at ¥133.85:US$1) in the face of Japan's severe leadership problems.  There are four policy-but-not-legally-based restraints on Japan's use of armed force, plus the 1947 Constitution itself.  Many Japanese have become alarmed by the fact that today all of these restraints have been hollowed out and, perhaps even more important, by the ways in which they were hollowed out.  Recognition of and opposition to these developments has provoked the biggest constitutional debate in Japan since the Security Treaty riots of 1960.  The Japanese government was embarrassed by its inability to contribute troops to the allied effort in the Persian Gulf, and it was even more embarrassed by its inability to contribute to the United Nations Peace Keeping Operation (PKO) in Cambodia.74  Japan would like to become a permanent member of the U.N. Security Council, but so long as it is unable to implement a Security Council resolution that goal seems remote.  The debate concerns the fact that the Japanese political system lacks a "checking mechanism," and until it gets one, the views of former Singapore Prime Minister Lee Kuan Yew are likely to prevail: "Allowing the Japanese to participate in military operations [is] like giving an alcoholic liqueur chocolates."75


	The four informal restraints are the so-called Three Non-Nuclear Principles (Japan will not produce, possess, or introduce nuclear weapons), the ban on the export of arms, the limitation of defense expenditures to one percent of GNP, and the refusal to deploy Japanese troops outside the country.  All four have been breached, the first by home-basing an American aircraft carrier at Yokosuka and by the importation of plutonium, the second by the 1983 agreement to transfer to the U.S. militarily-related technologies and by agreeing to participate in the U.S. Strategic Defense Initiative, the third by the Nakasone cabinet and without a Diet vote, and the fourth by the deployment of minesweepers to the Persian Gulf and by the demands to join U.N. peace-keeping operations.  The Constitution's Article 9 is the last remaining barrier; and it is under attack by one of the LDP's most dynamic leaders, Ichiro Ozawa, who currently heads the party's Special Committee on Japan's Role in International Society.  It must be understood that most Japanese equate Article 9 of the Constitution with democracy itself; to alter one is to alter the other.  Thus, when Ozawa proposes that the cabinet simply ignore Article 9 and use instead the line from the preamble that "no nation is responsible to itself alone" as justification for sending troops to joint U.N. actions, many Japanese see the whole edifice of postwar democracy starting to crumble.76  


	Professor Jiro Yamaguchi explains:


		Following the period of rapid economic development in the 1960s, 	constitutional problems—in particular, the problem of the revision of 	article 9 renouncing the practice of war and forbidding the maintenance 


	of a military—was swept from center stage by conservative governments, 	and politics came to focus on the maintenance of healthy economic 	expansion. . . . The constitution said nothing about what Japan would do 


	to preserve the order of international society should some aggressor arise 


	as Japan itself had once done. . . . [Ichiro Ozawa, former secretary general 


	of the LDP, wants] to have Japan return as a regular player on the stage of 	international politics. . . . The problem of how to arrive at a compatibility 	between an army and democratic principles remains unresolved.  In that 	sense, we must call modern-day Japanese democracy incomplete. . . . Of 	course the Self-Defense Forces are going to be viewed by other countries 


	as a threat if they are sent abroad with this present structure still intact.77


	Yamaguchi does not oppose Japan's making a contribution to international peace and security but he wants it done legally, via a vote of the elected representatives of the people.  In calling for this, Yamaguchi is asking for a serious rejuvenation of the political system and for amending the Constitution.  It is possible that this will occur.  It is also possible that it will be blocked by the economic bureaucracy (principally the Ministry of Finance and the Ministry of International Trade and Industry), which does not want to see the return of military rivals to its own preeminent leadership positions.78  There are very complex forces involved, and it will take time for the Japanese political system to resolve these issues.  Time is also needed for the rest of Asia to come to terms with the growing evidence of Japan's military, as well as economic, power.  


III.


	Japan's agenda for the next decade is to resume responsibility for its own foreign policy and to begin to shape the world in which it lives rather than simply adjusting to it.  As I have noted in the preceding pages, it faces two major hurdles in proceeding toward that goal.  It must make its economy more open to others, and it must transform the Japanese-American security relationship in ways that are acceptable to both the Japanese and the Americans.  If it succeeds in both of these tasks, or even if it fails in one or the other, it will still face a third task, and that is to come to terms with the rest of East Asia.  Even though economic regionalism, including that of East Asia, seems the most likely shape of the New World Order, Japan's relationship with Asia goes well beyond economic regionalism.


	Despite its prewar record of aggression in the area and its postwar attempt to ignore its neighbors as much as possible, since 1985 Japan has begun to integrate its economy with Asia in a true horizontal division of labor.  As Hideo Sato notes, "In late 1989, Japan's monthly trade with Asia surpassed its trade with the United States for the first time in modern history."79  The Plaza Accord, which raised the value of the yen against the dollar and thereby promoted Japanese investment outside the country, was more instrumental in causing this integration than the creation of free trade zones in either Europe or North America.  But those developments also caused Japan to pay attention to an "age of Asia"—as a way of responding to and possibly providing leverage against Europe and America becoming discriminatory blocs.80  But integrating with Asia is for Japan not an unmixed blessing.  It is fraught with dangers.  Whatever Japan does, it is constrained by the legacy of the past and by the fact that its leadership in Asia means making some domestic sacrifices, something its people and political system are perhaps unprepared to do.


	The former vice minister of Foreign Affairs and new 1992 ambassador of Japan to the United States, Takakazu Kuriyama, recently said to the press, "Deep remorse for acts committed by Japan in the first half of the 20th century should be strictly maintained in the future."81  But Japan may not want to or know how to do this, as revealed by continuing domestic controversy over the rape of Nanjing, the conscription during World War II of Asian women for Japanese army brothels (known in the Japanese press by the euphemism ianfu, "comfort girls"), whether or not to send the new emperor abroad to offer apologies, and by widespread ignorance in Japan of elementary historical facts.82  Steven Weisman, the Tokyo Bureau chief of the New York Times, reports the case of a Japanese high school teacher who raised with his students the war between Japan and the United States and was met with the question, "Who won?"83  In 1992, Singapore, like several other Asian countries, opened a new museum to record life under Japanese rule, including the execution of at least 40,000 resident Chinese.  Prime Minister Goh Chok Tong described the 44 months of occupation by Japan as a period of "terror, fear, and atrocities."84


	It is not just that Japan, unlike Germany, has made no effort to reconcile itself with its neighbors and that its educational bureaucracy refuses to teach about the recent past.  Some observers suspect Japan will never face these matters.  Tamamoto refers to "what many Asians see today as a thin veneer of contrition masking Japanese arrogance."  He adds, "Asia continues to be for Japan a temptation to bare its chauvinism and conceit.  This is true in part because most Japanese continue to believe that their country is superior to Asia, though it is clearly unfashionable to articulate such a sentiment."85


	The problem, then, for Asians is how far to go in throwing in their lot with Japan.  It is comparable to the problem faced by Latin Americans vis-à-vis the United States, although not even Japan can match the United States' record of misunderstanding and exacerbating revolutionary situations—as in Mexico c. 1910 to 1940, Cuba from 1959 to the present, Nicaragua throughout the 1980s, and Peru today.  For Japan the problem is related to the need for domestic political rejuvenation discussed earlier.  Japan's inability to formulate a foreign policy independently of the United States is one reason for its lack of contrition, but that political weakness as well as the lack of contrition give pause to those who must depend on Japan.  As Seth Cropsey asks, "Does Japan now understand that ruling another people without their consent—such as the Koreans—is wrong; is Tokyo's democratic form of government a bow to Western sensibilities, or has it truly been embraced in the years since the Allied occupation; is Japan's own commitment to popular rule deep enough to come to the aid of another whose democracy is threatened?"86


	Whatever the answers to those questions, Asian nations also expect Japan to offer concrete leadership, here and now.  In a Nihon Keizai poll taken in February and March, 1992, of some 449 scholars and businessmen in 11 Asian countries and Australia, almost 80 percent said they wanted a regional economic bloc with Japan participating.  While over 90 percent in Indonesia, Thailand, and the Philippines said they would welcome Japanese leadership of such a bloc, 78.4 percent of mainland Chinese and 54.3 percent of South Koreans said they would not.  Equally significant, all respondents supported the growth of subregional blocs, or what the Nihon Keizai has called "spontaneous economic spheres."87  


In order of preference, these miniblocs are ASEAN, the Yellow Sea (Japan, China, and the Koreas), South China (seaboard China, Hong Kong, and Taiwan); and the Sea of Japan (Japan, China, the Koreas, and Asiatic Russia).  Some ninety percent of the respondents said that they would like to strengthen economic ties with Japan, ten percent wanted more political ties, and none wanted military ties.88


	This poll merely confirms international trends and the policies that Japan has quietly pursued since the mid-1980s.  For example, since 1986 MITI has been advising Thailand, Malaysia, Indonesia, the Philippines, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, and Bangladesh on the development of export-oriented industries.  This advice has often clashed with American economic doctrine opposing intervention in the market, but until recently the Americans were not paying close attention.  During 1992 MITI expanded its program to promote import substituting industries, thereby seeking to reduce Asian countries' dependence on imports from Japan.89  Equally important, Japan has been working to integrate mainland China more fully into the Japan-dominated Asian division of labor.90  Regardless of China's record on human rights abuses, Japanese companies increased the value of their investments in China in 1991 some 69 percent over 1990.91  In April 1992, MITI Minister Kozo Watanabe promised Chinese officials that Japan will put up ¥5.2 billion ($38.5 million), or 70 percent of the development costs of a new 536-acre industrial park in Dalian.92  All of these moves together with Japan's emergence as the world's leading source of long-term capital led up to and conditioned Malaysian Prime Minister Mahathir's 1990 proposal to create an East Asian Economic Group.93  The Americans opposed it, and it was shelved; but Japan has neither rejected nor endorsed it, seeming to see it merely as premature.


	The original EAEG proposed by Mahathir excluded all the English-speaking nations—not only the United States and Canada but also Australia and New Zealand—which is a problem for Japan.  It cannot (yet) afford to reduce its reliance on the markets of North America and Europe and it hopes never to have to make that choice.  As the Editorial Board of Kankai (Bureaucratic World) reported on the tensions surrounding the release of MITI's latest White Paper on International Trade:


		MITI now is truly at its greatest turning point.  If it errs in the 	direction it should take, MITI and the Japanese economy as well will 	probably suffer great damage.  Well, then, where should MITI advance? 	First would be to restrain even by a little the pressing growth of economic 	blocs.  It is not possible now to dismember the economic blocs forming 


	in Europe and North America, but MITI should act to overcome their 	"exclusiveness" to the greatest extent possible.  On the other hand, it is 	probably necessary to deal carefully with the East Asia Economic Group 	(EAEG) of Japan, the Asian NIEs, ASEAN, and China.  "Answering bloc 	with bloc" is likely to lead to the return of the Greater East Asia Co-	Prosperity Sphere.  Even though Japan is not the great military power it 	once was, as long as it is by far the greatest economic power in East Asia, 


	an EAEG in which Japan participates cannot avoid being stamped with 


	that kind of character.  In order to escape the growth of exclusionary 


	world economic blocs and protectionism, Japan and MITI must . . . offer 


	leadership . . . that includes a partial opening on rice.  It will probably be 	necessary, if one requests his counterpart to shed blood, to shed some of 	one's own as well.94 


	It is not a matter of Japan just shedding some of its own blood; it will have to replace the United States as the main market for East Asian exports.  That is a sobering thought to many Japanese.  In 1987 the United States took 35.1 percent 


of the NIE's exports whereas Japan took only 11.5 percent, and the NIE's got 26.4 percent of their imports from Japan and only 16.2 percent from the U.S., leaving America with a $37.2 billion deficit and Japan with a $21 billion surplus.  Japan would also have to open its market to Asian investment.  In 1989 direct foreign investment in former West Germany, for example, amounted to 17 percent of its assets, whereas the figure for Japan was 1 percent.95  Sakutaro Tanino, head of the Asia Bureau of the Foreign Ministry, comments, "When American Reaganomics are mentioned their negative side is emphasized because the policy produced the twin deficits [trade and budgetary].  But it is also a fact that because of it the United States emerged as a great absorber of East Asian products. . . . But if the present U.S. Government is set to seriously tackle its financial deficits, things will not go as before.  In the future, the problem will become who will absorb this region's products and support the prosperity of the East Asian economy.  I think it will have to be Japan."96


	For this to occur severe political pressure will have to be generated inside Japan, and as part of that pressure the United States will have to start disengaging from the area.  So long as the U.S. continues to give every regional problem "a Cold War veneer" and its military remains there on the pretext of maintaining regional stability, nothing will change—except the progressive moral and financial bankruptcy of the United States.  "On balance," writes Olsen, "the resurfacing of endemic regional tensions in Asia may be inevitable and ultimately healthy.  Its prospect is no reason to perpetuate an artificial Cold War environment to prevent releasing repressed dynamics.  The argument that the U.S. must remain as a stabilizing force to prevent excessively powerful Asian states from disrupting the equilibrium is a relic of the Cold War."97  As one of the few nations that can project power, the U.S. might want to remain in Asia to preserve its own interests, but all that it is doing at present is preserving an unstable status quo that it can no longer afford.


	Japan's coming to grips with Asia, like opening its market and starting to assume responsibility for its own defense, is fraught with possible conflicts with the United States.  Such conflicts will not arise because America needs an "enemy" to replace the USSR, or because of American racism or Japan-bashing or revisionism, or because American workers are lazy, as apologists for Japan often contend.  They may come about because the United States itself has not yet found the political leadership and will to face up to the implications that it too has become a "normal" nation.  The problems surrounding Japan's search for a "normal" role stem from the fact that Japan is not a normal country.  It is an economic giant and a political pygmy.  This distortion has been an unintended consequence of the strategy pursued by the United States during the Cold War.  But the United States has also been warped by its Cold War, superpower role—a role that it must now abandon.  Recognition of this could serve as the basis for achieving normal roles for both nations.
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