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I’ve been asked to discuss Article Nine with you this afternoon, and am happy to oblige. The
place to start is the text itself.

Let me confess that, like many others, I have long found it very difficult to sort out how I feel
about Article Nine for a number of reasons. I ask myself several questions:

First, do I think it has been, on balance, a positive thing for postwar Japan? Absolutely, I do.
Article Nine is the backbone for an attractive Japanese national identity that stands foursquare
for peace and non-proliferation-- two highly admirable values. It is, moreover, a potential “soft
power” resource-- even if it has never been wielded to great effect. Its alteration would be a
reason for some to doubt Japan’s intentions-- and an excuse for others to make mischief.

But, do I think that Japan ought to change Article Nine? Of course, this is a matter for the
Japanese. That said, I do believe that if I were Japanese I would support change.

So, why? There are many reasons why proponents of constitutional revision seek to change
Article Nine. For some, it is an impediment to the realization of national autonomy. (Don’t
forget that the adjective often applied to Article Nine is “US-imposed.””) For others, it is an
impediment to national muscularity.

But I would favor change because Article Nine has been an impediment to national honesty. Not
to sound hopelessly idealistic, the fact is that Japan has been living a lie. Japanese citizens-- and
the rest of us-- have been treated to something closer to a grand kabuki than a sustainable
national security strategy. Japan has been dishonest with itself and with its neighbors for too
long, and I think Japan would help itself, its allies, and its potential adversaries by undertaking
the long overdue, thorough, honest, democratic examination of its national identity.

To be sure, these are judgmental words which beg for elaboration. I will try to unwind this all
with you here this afternoon. Let me start with the policy issues and then turn to domestic
political dynamics, where there is considerable change afoot. I’ll end with a few comments on
the international implications of changing Article Nine.

I. Interpreting Article Nine

We have to start by trying to understand the near theological difficulties associated with
interpretations of Article NINE. This requires we step back and understand its origins and the
institutional context within which Article Nine has been contested.

For most of the postwar period, Japanese politicians have found it useful to leave interpretation
of Article Nine to an extraordinary group of bureaucrats-- the legal scholars in the Cabinet
Legislation Bureau (CLB).

(Speaking of the CLB, let me pause to note that my remarks today are derived from two papers |

published earlier this year-- one on the CLB for the Japan Policy Research Institute and the other,
co-authored with my graduate student, Pat Boyd, in Ronza.)
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The baseline for the continuously parsed interpretations was the CLB’s 1952 interpretation of
“war potential” in Article Nine and its 1954 determination that the Self-Defense Forces were
constitutionally permitted. It was particularly difficult in 1954 for the CLB to lay out
systematically the constitutional justification for a Japanese military because, until the Korean
War, Prime Minister Yoshida had insisted that Japan did not even have the right of self-defense
under the Constitution. (Even afterwards, Yoshida’s government denied that the 75,000 man
National Police Reserves (NPR) was a military force.)

The CLB had gone along with Yoshida by insisting that the NPR, equipped with tanks and heavy
artillery and led by officers of the former Imperial army, lacked “the scale of equipment and
preparation that could participate in a modern war.” Such is the stuff of which baselines are
made.

But as the Cold War progressed and U.S. demands on its Japanese partner intensified, Yoshida
realized that Japan would need more than the NPR. It was becoming impossible to continue
denying the obvious: Japan would reestablish a military. The challenge for the political
leadership and the CLB was to justify this policy change, given what seemed the unambiguous
renunciation of the use of force in Article Nine and given prior denials at the highest level that a
military could legally exist in postwar Japan. The politicians and the bureaucrats were more than
up to the task.

By 1954, when the Self Defense Forces Establishment Law was introduced in the Diet, Yoshida
and the CLB had developed a new line, one that has formed the baseline for each subsequent
security policy debate to the present day: Japan is a sovereign nation, and all sovereign nations
have the right to self-defense. It is legal, moreover, for sovereign nations to provide an
infrastructure for homeland security. Since the purpose of a Japanese Self-Defense Force is
homeland security, it could not contradict the “war potential” explicitly banned by Paragraph
Two of Article NINE. This interpretation also specified the conditions under which Japan could
exercise self-defense: Japan could respond with “minimum necessary force” (jiei no tame no
hitsuyo no jitsuryoku) when invaded. But it could not send forces abroad (kaigai hahei), nor
could Japan participate in any collective defense arrangements (shudanteki boei).

The CLB’s interpretation—drafted at Yoshida’s request and under his careful supervision—
enabled the creation of the SDF without having to amend the Constitution. Now the use of force
banned in Paragraph Two of Article NINE was related only to the purposes of Paragraph One,
which did not proscribe self-defense. In its first formal interpretation of Article NINE, the
government declared that

“[War potential (senryoku)] refers to a force with the equipment and organization capable
of conducting modern warfare . . . Determining what constitutes war potential requires a
concrete judgment taking into account the temporal and spatial environment of the

country in question . . . It is neither unconstitutional to maintain capabilities that fall
short of war potential nor to utilize these capabilities to defend the nation from direct
invasion.”
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Justice Minister Kimura, exasperated with persistent questioning by the opposition about what
constitutes “war potential,” finally admitted that there were “no clear quantitative measures” and
appealed to “the people’s common sense.” War potential, he and the CLB maintained, was
definable only in relation to other states’ capabilities and international conditions. It was, in
effect, measurable only on a sliding scale. One man’s sliding scale is another man’s slippery
slope.

This enabled the formation of the SDF but created new problems. This new interpretation
imposed two major constraints on subsequent Japanese security policy-- or seemed to: First, it
limited force levels to those sufficient to provide self defense narrowly defined, and second, it
limited the use of force to self defense. The proscription of aggressive war meant that Japan
could not maintain the capability to conduct “modern warfare.” Nor could it assist allied nations
under attack.

As many of you are aware, there have been a great many other twists and turns, but there is a
bottom line here: The battle for control over the definition of what constitutes “minimum
necessary force” persists to this day. Political disputes over “necessary limits” (hitsuyo na gendo)
gave way to arguments over the “necessary proper sphere” (hitsuyé soté na hani) and then
“necessary minimum limit” (hitsuyo saisho gendo). And what is “minimum” or “necessary” in a
combat situation? Hairs have been split over whether “armed force” (buryoku) is different from
“war potential” (senryoku), which is clearly banned by Article NINE. Each term carries with it
the weight of endlessly parsed legal interpretations.

The “hair splitting” continues and makes for contested politics and messy policy. Until very
recently, the extant interpretation allowed an SDF officer to take action he deems necessary to
protect Japanese lives and property, but it also requires him to have the approval of the Prime
Minister. And, of course, actions of the Japanese Prime Minister require approval by the Cabinet.
And, because the Cabinet operates on a consensus basis, all ministers must agree. Since the
Cabinet meets only twice a week, it is hard to imagine a timely authorization for a Japanese
soldier who finds himself under fire.

Former Prime Minister Nakasone is only one of many prominent politicians who have criticized
the impracticality of all this, and in the 2001 Anti-Terrorism Law, some restrictions were lifted.
Now, a Japanese soldier under fire has to first shout a warning. Then he has to fire in the air.
Then he must fire in the ground. Then he is permitted to fire at a non-vital body part. This is
progress-- after a fashion.

But perhaps the toughest nut has been the 1954 proscription on collective defense. This has
driven conservative politicians mad, and has animated the current drive for constitutional
revision. In 1951, the Vice Minister of Foreign Affairs had told SCAP that Japan could support
U.S. troops if they were attacked on Okinawa, which was then not even Japanese territory. After
the 1954 interpretation and until the 1980s, however, the CLB interpreted the ban so narrowly
that the SDF would not have been allowed to assist a U.S. warship that came under attack while
defending Japan. You can only imagine how this would have “played in Peoria.”
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This formally changed in May 1981, when the CLB issued its famously tortured interpretation of
collective defense, giving Japan a right that it is illegal for it to exercise. You really have to read
this to get the full flavor:

“It is recognized under international law that a state has the right of collective self-
defense, which is the right to use actual force to stop an armed attack on a foreign country
with which it has close relations, even when the state itself is not under direct attack. It is
therefore self-evident that since it is a sovereign state, Japan has the right of collective
self-defense under international law. The Japanese government nevertheless takes the
view that the exercise of the right of self-defense as authorized under Article NINE of the
Constitution is confined to the minimum necessary level for the defense of the country.
The government believes that the exercise of the right of collective self-defense exceeds
that limit and is not, therefore, permissible under the Constitution.”

So, when SDF troops were dispatched to Iraq in early 2004, Prime Minister Koizumi and JDA
Director General Ishiba took pains to inform other members of America’s “coalition of the
willing” that Japanese troops would not come to their defense if they were attacked. One can
only imagine the damage that would be done to the alliance if they are in a situation where they
can, but do nothing. No doubt some of you may have heard about the Dutch forces griping about
having to defend their Japanese neighbors in Samawah. Well, the Dutch forces have been
ordered home now, and the Japanese are on their own...

I1. Political Dynamics

So why is it that Article Nine has never been changed? The simple answer is not wrong:
The bar (2/3 vote in each house and a majority in a national referendum) is set too high. But the
more complicated answer is more interesting. What is it about the dynamics of Japanese politics
that, despite more than half a century of talk about revision, the renunciation of force to settle
international disputes remains unchanged at the center of Japanese security policy?

Is this because the Japanese have become recalcitrant pacifists, intimidated by the ghosts of
militarists past? Is it because the left has constrained the choice of the right? Is it because the
Japanese national identity was transformed from “Big Japanism” to “Small Japanism” and from
imperial and aggressive to mercantile and passive? These labels are all, of course, components
of the conventional wisdom-- and, while each gets at part of the story, there remains much to
unbundle.

Prior to the current effort-- which began after the 1991 Gulf War-- there was one sustained
constitutional revision movements--in the 1950s. It was led by anti-mainstream conservatives--
literally the parents and grandparents of the current ruling group. They failed not because a
politically constrained right was forced to acquiesce to demands from the pacifist left, but
because conservatives within the LDP were divided on the issue.

So, explaining how Article Nine has persisted despite broad-based pressures for change requires

understanding the motivations and strategies of three political groups that battled over the
constitution since the 1950s.
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The first group was a collection of conservative politicians led in the immediate postwar years by
Hatoyama Ichird and, later, by Kishi Nobusuke and his supporters. These revisionist politicians
adhered to conventional realpolitik beliefs about national security, favoring a combination of
rearmament and conventional alliances. To achieve these ends they called for revision of Article
Nine, argued to rebuild Japan’s military capabilities, and sought a reciprocal security
commitment with the United States.

The second group comprised pragmatic conservative politicians led in the immediate postwar
years by Yoshida Shigeru, and later by his disciples such as Ikeda Hayato, Sato Eisaku, and
Miyazawa Kiichi.

The two groups of conservatives diverged in two important respects: First, they disagreed about
the causes national wealth and power. And second, they disagreed about whether Japan should
be “big” or “small.”

Specifically, the Yoshida School believed that economic success and technological autonomy are
the foundations of national security. They correctly read that the United States was eager to use
Japan as an “unsinkable aircraft carrier,” and judged that they could hedge the risks of a US
alliance with a focus on commercial economic development. Once the country had been
returned to prosperity, they argued, further investment in military preparedness could be
considered.

Yoshida and his supporters pursued an unequal alliance by which Japan’s security was
guaranteed by the United States without Japanese reciprocation. The unequal nature of the
alliance ran counter to the realpolitik beliefs of the revisionists, but guaranteed the twin goals of
prosperity and security without entangling Japan in American wars. These pragmatists
(sometimes called “mainstream conservatives”) dominated cabinets under which all three pillars
of Japan’s postwar security apparatus: Article Nine, the Self-Defense Forces, and the US-Japan
Security Treaty-- as well as such timely codicils as the “Non-nuclear principles” and the “arms
export ban”-- were established and successfully defended from change by the revisionists.

The third group comprised intellectuals, labor activists, and leftist politicians who viewed Japan
as a “peace nation” (heiwa kokka) and categorically opposed the use of organized violence.
Strong supporters of Article Nine and strong opponents of rearmament and the US-Japan
Security Treaty, they called for a security doctrine of “unarmed neutrality.” These folks did not
trust Japan with a full military capability, preferring instead to rely on international public
opinion, diplomacy, and passive resistance to counter security threats. They expanded their
grassroots networks during the 1950s and became a notable political and social force by the end
of the decade.

Shifts in the domestic balance of power among these three groups is at the heart of Japan’s
continually renegotiated compromise on Article Nine and national security policy. Until recent
years, each of these groups represented a significant percentage of both the political elite and the
electorate. For this reason, any security policy issue required support from at least two to remain
politically viable.
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In the case of Article Nine, a winning coalition was formed in the 1950s between the pragmatists
and the pacifists. Although this was an uneasy alliance across party lines, their coalition proved

stable and was marked by a surprising level of cooperation. It effectively protected Article Nine
from numerous challenges-- even into the 1990s.

I11. The Current Challenge

But the situation has changed. These forces assumed their customary roles in the first
major security crisis of the period, the 1991 Gulf War. Revisionists, led by Ozawa Ichird, sought
to leverage American pressure for SDF participation in Bush 41°s grand coalition to push
Saddam out of Kuwait into a reinterpretation of Article Nine. Predictably, pacifists among the
Socialists and Komeito joined forces with LDP pragmatists, such as Gotdoda Masaharu and
Miyazawa Kiichi, to kill the plan. Ozawa and his supporters were forced to settle for a large
monetary contribution and, once hostilities ceased, the deployment of minesweepers to the Gulf.

Soon thereafter, however, signs of change quickly appeared. Stung by international criticism of
Japan’s failure to provide troops, the Japanese public shifted to support the minesweeper
deployment. Picking up on popular sentiment, revisionists began to paint Article Nine as an
obstacle to “international cooperation” and the cause of a significant national embarrassment.
Wielding the humiliation of “checkbook diplomacy,” the revisionists attacked the pragmatists
and the pacifists simultaneously-- not to mention their declared war on the CLB. And they
began winning...

They secured legislation allowing SDF participation in UN peacekeeping operations (1992),
expanded SDF cooperation with US forces during regional crises (1999), and established
constitutional review committees in both houses of the Diet (2000). Revisionists were also
joined by influential new allies in the media and academia. By the early years of the new
millennium, revisionist accomplishments had begun to pile up.

Indeed, after their initial Gulf War victory, pacifists and pragmatists limped through the 1990s.
Pacifists were particularly hard hit. Leftist parties were unable to redefine themselves in the
post-Cold War era, and have been decimated. The ground also shifted beneath the pragmatists’
feet. Their leadership fell into eclipse beginning in the mid-1990s. Considering these
developments, one must wonder how Article Nine even survived the 1990s.

The answer again lies in the shifting institutional bases of the revisionists, pragmatists, and
pacifists-- with some of the latter finding a new institutional base in the DPJ-- at least in part of
the DPJ-- and with others in the Komeito, without which the LDP cannot govern. Thus, the
numerical decline among pacifists has been somewhat compensated for by the requirements of
coalition politics.

This explains how Article Nine was used to keep Japan from contributing combat forces to the
Gulf War, the Afghanistan conflict, and even hypothetical contingencies in surrounding areas
that might impact Japan’s own security. Indeed, Article Nine has even been used by revisionist
leaders who, faced with an uncertain economy and a militarily assertive alliance partner in the
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spring of 2003, invoked it to reduce Japan’s exposure to the US-led Iraq war. (Note Director-
General Ohno’s recent musings about withdrawal of forces in the event of violence in
Samawah.) Never underestimate the value of Article Nine as a hedging instrument.

Despite continuing to play the Article Nine card, however, revisionists remain publicly
committed to realizing formal change in the future and have developed strategies to avoid
bureaucratic and political resistance to informal change as well.

To repeat-- times are changing. The balance of power within the conservative majority is
shifting at last. Like the pacifists, the pragmatists in the LDP have also become weaker in recent
years. The LDP is now headed by revisionist leaders who openly champion a stronger posture
for Japan in international affairs, and the party is becoming more unified on key issues in the
constitutional debate, including revising Article Nine. Five decades of tripartite political
dynamics among pacifists, revisionists, and pragmatists may finally be changing in ways that
alter the dynamics of constitutional politics that protected Article Nine so well.

So, the key question is: Where is the tipping point? Repeated polls of Diet members over the last
decade have shown growing support for constitutional revision in general and for amending
Article Nine in particular. In 2002, the Yomiuri Shimbun found 71% of Diet members favored
revising the constitution, an increase of 11 points from its 1997 poll. NHK found that 58% of the
general public favored revision in 2002, up 23 points from its 1992 poll.

With regard to Article Nine, the same Yomiuri poll noted 55% of Diet members favored revision,
up 14 points from the previous survey. On the central question of whether Japan should be
allowed to exercise the right to collective self-defense, 54% agreed while 40% opposed.

Two recent changes within the LDP are particularly relevant to the future of Article Nine. First,
party reforms have strengthened LDP leadership--especially the power of the party president--at
the expense of factional leaders. And second, the current party leadership, led by Prime Minister
Koizumi, is the most popular group of revisionists ever to have held power. There have been
revisionist cabinets in the past, of course, but neither Kishi, Nakasone, nor any other revisionist
had ever enjoyed Koizumi’s degree of centralized power or popular support. And Koizumi has
directed his strongly revisionist leadership on a course that has forced Article Nine onto the
political front-burner for the first time in forty years.

As many of you know, last month the LDP released a draft outline of how it would amend the
Constitution. Basically, this is an honest rendering of the status quo. The LDP insists on
language establishing "armed forces for national self-defense" and proposes that Japan explicitly
provide itself the right of collective self-defense as well as the use of armed force when engaging
in UN peacekeeping. The LDP proposes to delete Paragraph Two and replace it with a
renunciation of war and a declaration of the so-called "three non-nuclear principles" (no
production, possession, or introduction of nuclear weapons). So, on the whole, by retaining the
renunciation of war, referring to a new pacifism as a basic concept, and by stating its respect for
human rights, the LDP draft does respect the original intent of Article Nine. As my colleague at
Berkeley, Steve Vogel has recently pointed out: “If the revision proponents are radical
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nationalists bent on rebuilding the Japanese military, they are sure doing a good job of masking
their true intentions.”

But, remember, PM Koizumi has not been waiting for constitutional change to change
government policy on Article Nine. He seized the opportunity provided by the Nine/11 terrorist
attacks to win Diet approval for the first dispatch of Japanese warships out of the "areas
surrounding Japan" since 1945. With Japanese naval tankers and destroyers in the Indian Ocean,
he successfully steered Emergency Powers Legislation-- legislation that had been stalled since
the government of his mentor Fukuda Takeo (Kishi’s heir) -- through the Diet, authorizing
military mobilization in the event of an attack on Japan. His most consequential reform so far
may be the July 2003 passage of the Iraq Reconstruction Bill approving deployment of Japanese
soldiers to Iraq and the Cabinet order authorizing their dispatch one year ago. (Note that last
week the government extended this dispatch for another year-- over strong public opposition.)

Two trends are apparent as this wedding of revisionist ambition with stronger leadership affects
the constitutional debate. I have already noted how support for constitutional revision within the
LDP has increased dramatically under Koizumi’s leadership.

But, second, over the last three years, Koizumi has systematically punished pragmatists and
rewarded revisionists within the party. Pragmatists have fared particularly poorly. Kato Koichi,
for example, was forced to resign his Diet seat. A year later, Koizumi forced the retirement of
Miyazawa Kiichi, and prior to the 2003 election Nonaka Hiromu announced his retirement from
the Diet after expressing frustration at the increasing power of the revisionist party leadership.
Although Katd has since been reelected, he and other prominent pragmatists, such as Kono
Yohei and Koga Makoto, are weaker than ever in party councils. The consolidation of party
power behind revisionist leadership has thus worked to marginalize pragmatists and unify the
LDP around revisionist goals to heretofore unprecedented degree.

V. Conclusion: Whither Article Nine?

So, can Article Nine survive in this new environment? On the one hand, as I have
outlined, revisionists are in firm control of the LDP and of the Cabinet Legislation Bureau which
long had hewed to the pragmatists’ line; majorities in the Diet favor revising Article Nine; and at
least one supra-partisan study group comprising young parliamentarians from both the ruling
coalition and the opposition DPJ is agitating for collective self-defense. In addition, the DPJ is
expected to match the LDP and issue its own manifesto for constitutional change in the near
future. Once the Diet constitutional review committees wrap up their work in Mayj, it is expected
that the issue will finally move to the standing Diet committees for debate and, ultimately, for a
vote.

Still, there remain significant obstacles making it hard to confidently predict change. First,
public opinion is more enthusiastic about constitutional revision in general than it is about
changing Article Nine specifically. Second, although revisionists lead the current ruling
coalition, they remain dependent on Komeito to control the upper house. As I have suggested,
Komeito has moderated the coalition’s revisionist ambitions. It seems quite clear that had the
LDP not been dependent upon Komeito support, its draft constitution would have gone much
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further. It would not likely have reaffirmed the original intent of Article Nine to quite the extent
that it has done.

And there are other hurdles: Revisionists in the LDP will have to reach out to like-minded
members of the DPJ in order to achieve the necessary two-thirds majority-- something PM
Koizumi has already publicly appealed for. The DPJ cannot be expected to hand over a victory
to the LDP on an issue as prominent as constitutional revision without major concessions. The
fact that the DPJ opposed the Iraq deployment on constitutional grounds suggests two
possibilities-- either the Democrats will continue to exploit this issue as the events of the
deployment unfold-- a strategy that would further complicate cooperation with the LDP on
Article Nine revision-- or it will split. Indeed, we should not be surprised if either the DPJ or the
LDP splinters over this issue. Perhaps both will.

Second, the world is not standing still. If the SDF suffers casualties in Iraq, both sides will likely
use them to support their positions on Article Nine. How the public would respond is hard to
predict.

We have here an encouraging irony for democracy in Japan. In the past, the key obstacles to
revising Article Nine were pragmatists in the LDP, pacifists in the opposition, and a divided
public. If pragmatism and pacifism continue to decline in the Diet, the role of the public will
become greater than ever. After all, constitutional revision requires not only a two-thirds
majority in the Diet, but also a majority in a public referendum. Polls suggest that a minority
continues to support pacifist positions, but a clear majority opposes major change to Article Nine.
If these positions hold, the public may remain an important force in the constitutional debate. So,
while the final outcome remains uncertain, two aspects of the process are very certain indeed.
And both are as they should be: First, Article Nine’s future will be as contested as its past. And,
second, the constitutional debate will be a major test for Japanese democracy. And that, as I said
at the outset, is why I favor the process.

Let me end with some rather shallow speculation about the international implications of a change
in Article Nine. First, there is the United States, which long ago abandoned its “dual
containment” (“cork in the bottle) approach to its alliance with Japan. Recall that Deputy
Secretary Armitage reportedly suggested last summer that Article Nine was an obstacle to
Japanese membership on the UN Security Council. Some say that we should be careful what we
wish for, but like Secretary Armitage, I think we ought to trust Japanese democracy-- and that
the Japanese ought to do likewise. A balanced, reciprocal alliance based on popular consent in
Japan cannot be a bad thing for US interests.

The Koreans are none too happy with the proposed change, but-- sandwiched as they are
between China and the US/Japan alliance-- are likely to resign themselves to it. Still, media
commentary on the LDP draft last month was been provocative:

Yonhap Television News said that if the Japanese Constitution is revised, "Japan will be armed
with military power and begin marching toward becoming a great military power." The
Munhwa Ilbo called the LDP draft "shocking" and worried that by revising the Constitution,
Japan would join the ranks of great military powers such as the United States, China and Russia.

Samuels — The Future of Article 9 10



And one commentator from the moderate Chungang Ilbo was even more blunt: “For the past 60
years, Japan wasn't really its true self. It was constrained by the bridle of defeat under the peace
constitution. However, we will see the real Japan soon ..." Japan clearly has some public
diplomacy ahead of it.

China’s reaction certainly was predictable. Many in Beijing will find this change very
provocative-- and not for no reason. Xinhua News Agency declared that the LDP draft

“ ... 1s a signal that warrants the vigilance of the world, especially various Asian
countries that were invaded by Japan in the past ... Japan is daydreaming to materialize
its wild ambitions of becoming a political and military power. Japan will then definitely
pose a serious threat to peace in Asia and the world. In the future, it is absolutely
possible for a country that has been unable and unwilling to admit its past history of
invading other countries to repeat its historic mistakes. Once Japan has broken through
the restrictions stipulated in the peaceful Constitution, Japan's "self-defense military
force" will freely go to various places around the world and wantonly launch
"preemptive" strikes on its so-called "enemies." Such a scenario can only make the
peoples of various Asian countries that previously suffered cruel oppressions of Japanese
militarists maintain their heightened vigilance.”

The questions are how (and how long) Beijing-- now Japan’s largest trading partner-- will use
Japanese constitutional change and at what cost? Surely it will be a tool for anti-Japanese public
diplomacy. Likewise, it is a good bet that Beijing will continue to use it to denounce Tokyo to
help consolidate power at home. But when does this become counter-productive? And, so long
as it is hugging the US close, why should Japan care?

As you can see, on these matters | have many more questions than answers, and thus am happy
to end here and hear from you all.

[Q&A TRANSCRIPT PRODUCED FROM A TAPE RECORDING]

QUESTION: Ken Lieberthal, Brookings.

Dick, when you think about constitutional revision, as you noted, you need two-thirds
majority in each house. I could see it being easier to get agreement to revise Article 9 than I can
see getting agreement on what the specific revision ought to be. Let me ask you to comment on
your sense of whether it will be possible to get two-thirds in each house to agree on a specific
revision, versus on the desirability of revision as a principle.

DR. SAMUELS: It's a good question. I'm going to defer in part to others who may be
here, who know the process better than I do. But my sense is that what they're going to vote on
cannot be general. They have to vote on a text. And so to the extent they vote on a text, it will
be more difficult. By the time you get to the point of having a text that looks like it's winnable to
the proponents of change, you will have likely watered it down significantly.
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So, the short answer is, yes, it's much more difficult. If you look at the public opinion
polls on the issue of constitutional revision, there's a larger number of folks who say when there's
no stipulation: “I’m favor of changing the constitution.” If asked: “Are you in favor of revising
Article 9,” the number is smaller. Then: “Are you in favor of particular revisions of Article 97
Then it gets broken out into different groups. And I think it becomes more and more difficult the
closer you get to having to actually stipulate what that change will be.

But, you know, it’s not impossible. And not impossible because-- and I didn't talk about
this-- in international politics dramatic things happen. Lots of things can happen between now
and then, not the least among which is the possibility of a loss of troops in Samawah. Japanese
soldiers have already been shelled there. Should that non-war zone fall apart, I think everything
is going to be up for grabs.

I didn't mention this in the talk, either, last week, Director General Ono of the Defense
Agency said that if troops are hurt in Samarra, then Japan will of necessity withdraw the
contingent.

Alan?

QUESTION: Dick, thank you very much. That was a terrific set of remarks. I hope that
in some form you can make those available.

My question is, you said at one point you sort of agreed with Armitage, and the remark
you cited that you agreed with was that Article 9 was an impediment to permanent U.N. Security
Council membership.

DR. SAMUELS: No.
QUESTION: Okay.
DR. SAMUELS: No.

QUESTION: Let me ask you this: In terms of your point about the U.S.-imposed
constitution, about Japan's sense of itself, the Japanese making this decision, what would your
judgment be if, at the end of the day, having had a debate of the sort that you're talking about, it
was decided not to change the text but to go along with interpretations?

DR. SAMUELS: Oh, boy. It wouldn't surprise me. Let me come back to that, because I
want to make clear the first point. I wasn't agreeing with Secretary Armitage had he actually
said that. It's not even clear that he said what was attributed to him. What I was agreeing with
was his idea that we ought to trust Japanese democracy and the Japanese ought to trust
themselves. That's what I meant. And I know he believes that, and I think we all should.

On the issue of whether or not at the end of the day we simply end up with more of the
same, there's some smart money on that. It could well be. I don't want to be a complete waffler,
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a two-handed political scientist: you know, "on the one hand, on the other hand." Let me just
sort of put some chips down. I don't think that's the most likely outcome. I think the most likely
outcome is a change in the constitution. There are a lot of folks, for a lot of reasons, who want to
change the constitution. My guess is we'll get a change to the constitution. The Self Defense
Forces will be recognized as legitimate and constitutional. It will be in the constitution. We'll
get something like that.

Short of that, if I was betting, I would say that there’s a 20 percent, 25 percent possibility
that Japan continues to muddle through as it is. I think that that's a house of cards, though. At
some point it comes apart. I just don't think that can go on forever. Then again, I've always said
that the LDP can't go on forever, and, you know, there we are.

QUESTION: My question, really, is if they exercise their democratic processes in the
way that you're advocating—

DR. SAMUELS: Uh-huh. I see what you're saying.

QUESTION: Okay. --and got away from the fact that this was a U.S.-imposed
constitution because now they had approved it, how would you see that in terms of—

DR. SAMUELS: That would be terrific. That would be wonderful. I see what you're
saying. I mean, to me it's the process. You know, a couple of years ago I went back over all the
textbooks from the '50s, '60s, '70s, '80s, '90s that have been written about Japanese politics. I
wanted to see how Japanese democracy was characterized.

And was all about pathologies, things that don't work. It was all about structural
corruption and other bad things. So it would be a fabulous turn if you could say, you know, the
Japanese really have aired this one out and here's the way they come down. And they come
down in a place that reinforces this heiwakokka, this "peace nation" national identity, they don't
want to fool around with the constitution because the risks are too great, they've thought about
their neighbors, they've thought about the alliance, and we have an affirmation that is positive for
Japan.

It would be interesting. It'd be tough for the Americans. I think we'd have trouble. And
the alliance would be--it would be tricky. But it would be interesting-- and good for Japanese
democracy.

QUESTION: I think the actual specific language and the formal change in the
constitution would be important. But to me, I think what is really significant is the actual
dynamics--the political dynamics and the process through which it already--in other words, there
is a shift in underlying factors. That to me is very significant, and the ability to get different
policies in place to move troops to Iraq and so forth is important, it seems to me.

You put a lot of emphasis on the erosion of the pragmatic conservatives. My question,
really, is what could actually strengthen the pragmatic conservatives? Much of the presentation
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was on strengthening of the anti-mainstream, how they've become the mainstream now. But
what could actually swing it the other way?

DR. SAMUELS: A number of things could swing it the other way. Let me just say that
despite what I said about the weakening of the pragmatists at the hands of the revisionists, the
Japanese grand strategy, Japan's strategic doctrine, remains the Yoshida Doctrine, which was,
you know, this very pragmatic idea about balancing mercantile and security concerns in ways
that made Japan rich and strong.

So that's not been replaced; it's not disappeared completely. And in fact, when you think
of it, Article 9 has been invoked by Mr. Koizumi and others to avoid doing even more than it
would have otherwise done, in Diego Garcia and in Iraq. I mean, they'd say, “We have this
Article 9; we're going to do what we can.” But it was a way to sort of still keep some distance.

That said, how would the pragmatists be further empowered? To tie into the question
that Alan asked, if Japan goes through this entire debate and comes out and says, “The best way
to maintain Japanese security and Japanese prosperity is a Yoshida Doctrine-like national grand
strategy,” then the pragmatists are back in the saddle. Because they're the ones who have been
arguing for it all along. So the guys who have been sidelined--guys like Kato Koichi or Kono
Yohei could be demarginalized. There are guys who have been pushed aside who may find their
way back in. It would be that outcome that I think would support the pragmatists. I'm not
predicting it, but...

QUESTION: Quansheng Zhao, American University.

You talk about the basically political consequence of changing the constitution. But how
about the practical? For example, whether changing the constitution can significantly give Japan
capacity to increase military forces and to give Japan more freedom, for example, to cooperate
with the U.S. in terms of a U.S.-China military confrontation over Taiwan? Recently there has
been consultation between the U.S. and Japan on that.

What I'm asking is just what kind of policy implications there are.

DR. SAMUELS: These are wonderful questions. I'm glad to be in Washington.

You know, on the one hand—

[Laughter.]

DR. SAMUELS: You have to ask at least rhetorically, “What more does Japan need to
do?” It's got a big military. It can reach out and touch its adversaries. And, I didn't talk about
this, but Japan’s is a serious blue water navy. Likewise, it has a serious air force. Okay, so
they're cutting back on the number of tanks for the ground self-defense forces. But, you know,

even the ground self-defense forces gave up the idea of using them on the continent anytime
soon, and no one thinks that someone's going to come into the archipelago, for which tanks
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would be necessary. It's sort of a no-brainer. The Japanese military is big and it's strong and it's
muscular and all of that.

Now, it's not exactly your question, so, on the other hand. What else could it do if there
was a change in the constitution? And to be honest with you, I don't think much would change
in that regard if the constitution changed. And I say that because--what I said was that the LDP
draft constitution is an affirmation of the status quo. Japan is already there in a lot of ways. It's
doing stuff that none of us imagined that Japan would be doing. If you had said to any Japan
expert that Japan was going to sail out to Diego Garcia after 9/11, that it was going to put boots
on Iraqi ground, show the flag, all that stuff--no way. Well, “yes way” as my kids might say.

So it's already happening. And I think it can continue to happen--this is to Alan's point
again--it can continue to happen without regard to whether or not there's constitutional change.
If there's constitutional change, would it happen more easily? Maybe. But there is no guarantee,
and here's the bottom line of my response to your question. There's no guarantee that if there's a
change that recognizes all of these things--that Japan has a military force--that it's going to use it
in ways that are consistent with American preferences. And that's really important. Because
there's a number of people who are supporting change in the constitution who want the use of
force to be put to the service of the United Nations. You know, anything that the Japanese would
do would have to be done in the service of a U.N.-authorized force.

I don't know any secrets, so I can't reveal them--but it's not necessarily the way the
United States has been going about its foreign policy. And I expect that the United States would
be disappointed if it said, without U.N. authorization, “Follow me,” and expect the Japanese just
to follow because they changed the constitution.

That’s the really interesting dynamic: you could end up with a Japanese decision to
participate only in multinational, multilateral peacekeeping activities authorized by the United
Nations and not in anything that's simply collective security, collective defense, narrowly
defined, with its alliance partner. You could change the constitution and get the wrong outcome
in practice, from an American perspective.

QUESTION: Sook-Jong Lee from SAIS at Johns Hopkins University.

I guess the essential purpose of revising Article 9 is going to be allowing the Japanese
defense force as a full-fledged participation as a combating force with the USA. I think that
that's the bottom line. So if Article 9 is revised, that will allow this--Japan's "right," maybe, to
participate as a full combat force. Without any budget increase, the Japanese army is fully
qualified to be a very effective as a partner of the coalition of the willing.

My question is, from the Northeast Asian security perspective, is it going to be very
complete? We have to think about [inaudible] issues and we have to think about the cross-strait
issue, Taiwan and China issues. If Japan is a full-fledged combat force which can ally with the
USA, that would bring a very challenging environment to both Japan and the USA and to
neighboring countries.
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I wonder if this has been realized, even though I share with the professor's opinion that
it's not going to be easy. That's my opinion. But let's say it's passed, and the constitution is
revised. Then Japan will bring a kind of foreign policy package to ease the worries of the
neighboring countries. Would the Koizumi cabinet just lean to this U.S.-centered foreign policy
even after the revision? I wonder if you can comment about this.

DR. SAMUELS: That's great. First, a small point in response to something you
suggested at the beginning, which was about the budget--another thing that I didn't talk about
that [ wish I had addressed. All of this is happening in the context of a declining Japanese
military budget. The Japanese are cutting the military budget. Japan's got fiscal problems, but
it's also designed, I think, in part as a reassurance to its neighbors. You can think of it as the
kind of reassurance that you're asking about at the end of your question.

I have two responses to your comment. One is that that we have to remember that just
because Japan can do something under a new constitution, doesn't mean that it will. And this
really undergirds everything else I've been saying. And just because Japan could have the
capability of joining the United States to clean up all the bad guys around the world doesn't mean
that it will. Japan has its own national security interests, interests that are often divergent from
those of the United States in important ways and in important areas of the world, some of which
are in the neighborhood.

So we'd have to keep that in mind. Just because it can doesn't mean that it will.

The larger question you ask is what would be the foreign policy dynamics? Does Japan
sort of compensate for making these changes by reaching out with all sorts of soft things like
increasing ODA, reassurances, confidence-building measures, tying its hands into multilateral
defense and security arrangements? The answer is maybe. Maybe. I'm not predicting the end of
the alliance, but I'd say it's at least as possible that it will do those things as it will to simply hug
the United States ever closer and forever more.

Japan is creating options for itself, and some of those options actually would not be
abhorrent options to its neighbors. I mean, it's the option of hugging the U.S. close that I think is
the greatest danger, perhaps--depending on the hug. But it's a great question. What else does
Japan do?

Right now, Japan is in this increasingly heated confrontation with China on the
submarines and so forth; you can take your point and then go 180 degrees. They're responding
by saying, “We're cutting ODA; no more aid to the Chinese; enough of this.” You know, “We
give them aid and then they go run subs into our exclusive economic zone.” And so there's a lot
of frustration out there. But I think at this point it's too abstract for me to be able to give a
concrete answer. But it's the right question.

QUESTION: Jing Huang from the Brookings Institution.

I agree with you that Article 9 is more symbolic rather than substantial right now. But
the symbolics say if we have to change it, it will have a very substantial impact on international
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relations, especially on the relationship between the U.S. and China and the U.S. and South
Korea.

What I'm saying here, to be more specific, is that if--and it's a big "if"'--if Article 9 is
revised or changed, that would put the United States in a very difficult situation in that area. The
United States may have to choose between Japan and China and even Japan and South Korea.
Both countries have very important relationships with the United States. How do you comment
on that?

DR. SAMUELS: "Maybe."

And I'm not trying to be cute. I'm just not sure. I'm not convinced that the United States
would be forced to choose. You know, maybe Korea is forced to choose. Maybe Korea will
have to get over it and get used to it. I'm speaking without any inside information but it just
seems to me that there are plenty of possibilities besides the doomsday ones out there. And at
the end of the day, you know, so much depends upon China; China's decisions on how to
respond to this and to other demands upon it to integrate itself comfortably into the region and
the rest of the world; I really do think it's impossible to know for sure.

Do I think it will be provocative to some in Korea that Japan does this? Absolutely. But
I see no necessary reason why that provocation has to result in forced choices that are in the
national interest of none of the countries in region.

QUESTION: Thank you very much. I'm very lucky, I'm a Japanese citizen. I agree with
[inaudible].

Let's discuss our common favorite subject: civil-military relations, civilian control. One
thing you pointed out that Japan never -- over the democracy --, and that that's going to be good
reassurance to neighbors. Because Japan didn't experience as a democratic nation fighting a war
or using military forces as a foreign policy. So some both inside and outside Japan worry about
Japan's civil-military relations after Article 9 is revised. And I think I'm positive.

For example, you may have seen the recent news, the ground self-defense forces proposal
of the Article 9 revision to the former Defense Secretary General Nakatani. And that was
revealed. But there was no trouble, except in Asahi Shimbun. If that happened in the '60s or '70s,
the prime minister would have to resign, maybe. So I'm positive. I'm curious as to how you're
going to see this.

Also, what about your original idea that Cabinet Legislation Bureau hampers civilian
control? What is your observation right now?

DR. SAMUELS: Mr. Watanabe knows I'm really very interested in this issue of civil-

military relations and civilian control. But I didn't pay him to ask me this. A couple of
responses.
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First, on this issue of the Self-Defense Force, it was a uniformed officer who reportedly
made the proposal to Director General Nakatani. And you are right-- if it were the 1970s, there
would be pressure on the prime minister to resign. I'm reminded of how much difficulty the
LDP government was in the 1960s when the Three Arroes Study was made public. And all that
was just a war game. It was just a bunch of guys doing their job asking do we have the
mechanisms to mobilize defense and security to protect Japanese citizens if something goes
wrong on the peninsula? Just that created an extraordinary domestic political crisis.

So we've come a long way. Here was this one uniformed officer making suggestions and
it sort of went into the ether. So, yes, it's good evidence that there is civilian control.

The real question, and I know we agree on this because I've read your work, the real
question is which civilians are in control in Japan? What civilians? When we talk about civil-
military relations elsewhere, we think about how to keep generals out of politics and politics
away from the generals. At least a dozen different instruments have been tried. You know, you
can professionalize the military, you can create norms, you can do lots of different things. Read
Huntington to Janowitz and so on.

But little of that literature is relevant in the Japanese case because the problem hasn't
been, at least since 1945, that the generals are going to take over. It has been about which
civilians are taking over. Some insisted that it was the Cabinet Legislation Bureau that had taken
over-- people who no one elected and who have a very protected place within the Japanese
bureaucracy.

And the question is, to whom are they politically accountable? We ask whether militaries
are politically accountable, but we should ask whether bureaucrats are politically accountable.
And if you believe in the view of Japan as a bureaucratic-dominant system, a bureaucratic-
dominant state, then you have a problem not just for Chalmers Johnson-like economic policy
making; you have problems that are larger. There are problems that encompass control of
military. And I don't think that's been the problem from a military perspective. It's been a non-
elected official who seems to have made the important policy decisions.

Now, as [ wrote in the paper--and this is why I was glad that Richard mentioned the paper
to you all-- I think that's overstated. While these bureaucrats are not accountable in an electoral
sense, they have on numerous occasions, had to kow-tow to determined political leadership,
including Prime Minister Nakasone, who forced them to declare it okay his visit Yasukuni
Shrine. There's a whole list of such interventions.

Another is the declaration that Japan can have nuclear weapons. I didn't talk about that
today, but it has been there since the 1950s. Why? Mr. Kishi forced the Cabinet Legislation
Bureau to allow that to be proclaimed. Japan has the right to have nuclear weapons. It's sort of
like the right to have collective security. It's a legal right that is prohibited.

So there have been times, important times, when the Japanese politicians have stepped on
these bureaucrats, and I think you can expect more of it. And it's a good thing.
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QUESTION: Thank you. Mike Miyazawa from The Miyazawa Report.

I'm pretty sure that the administration welcomes any revision to Article 9 as long as it
expands Japan's free hand to dispatch troops abroad. But if the revision at the end of the day
links, as you suggested in your presentation, the dispatch of Japanese troops overseas to United
Nations Security Council resolutions, this could very well be against the United States' national
interest.

So my question is what is the State Department--or the Pentagon, maybe, as well--
looking for, waiting for to see as the new constitution of Japan?

DR. SAMUELS: Whatever the Japanese people want. I wouldn't even begin to tell you
what the State Department and the Pentagon want because I simply don't know. But I think you
framed the question correctly. It's what I was trying to get at. You did a better job than I did,
which was to say, “Look, be careful what you wish for because if you get the change, it may not
mean that the Japanese are going to respond every time you say, ‘Follow me.”” There's all the
reason in the world for the Japanese to say, “Hell no, not this time; maybe next time.”

You're creating more degrees of freedom, in a way. At a minimum, you're creating more
degrees of freedom. And it would be a great irony if, depending on how Article 9 is crafted and
if it's changed, that Japan would go from a position in which it cannot participate in multilateral
peacekeeping to one in which it can only participate in multilateral peacekeeping.

QUESTION: I'm from the Defense Department.
DR. SAMUELS: So you answer the previous question.

QUESTION: It doesn't trickle down to me, so I don't know either. I was wondering if
you read the National Defense Program Guideline.

DR. SAMUELS: The new draft?
QUESTION: Right.
DR. SAMUELS: Yes I did.

QUESTION: And how you thought that played into Article 9 revision or any kind of
legal changes. Do you think it's kind of putting the cart before the horse in saying, “This is what
we want to do, this is what Japan's threats are, this is how we need to meet them.” But then if
you go back and say, “Well, how can we meet them? Well, we can't; we're legally constricted.”
Or do you think it's a way to kind of introduce to the public and to the world more transparency
in naming threats, naming names that will kind of build consensus and be kind of a way to usher
in these changes?

DR. SAMUELS: I think it's designed to be the latter. But it sounds so benign when you
put it that way, you know, it's a way to show the world transparency. That would be great.
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Transparency is good--most of the time. But I do think that it is of a piece. And the report that
was written for the prime minister that was the run-up to the new NDPO draft and so forth, this is
all part of a process of national deliberation more open than it's been in my memory. And that's
a good thing. With some surprises, but not a lot. I mean, naming names. That's a surprising part.
Being specific about threats-- more specific than ever before.

But I do think it's part of the process of getting the Japanese public engaged in the issue.
And the Japanese public is engaged in the issue. I remember when I started teaching about
Japanese politics--and, you know, I go way back. But back in the day, there was no Diet
committee on national security; there couldn't be one. It was taboo. The National Security
Council was then a sort of a joke. Over time, a great deal has become possible and it's become
possible because of careful marshalling of these efforts and connecting them, one to the other.
There's a lot of connected tissue out there.

DR. BUSH: TI'll take the liberty of being the seated chair to offer what's a final comment.
I'm very sympathetic with your view that the process in all of this is as important as the result,
whatever the result is; that it be done in an open, transparent, and democratic way and to sort of
give the Japanese public a seat at the table. Let's assume that Article 9 is revised in the ways that
you suggest. It strikes me that then there are a series of follow-on decisions on how to
operationalize that as circumstances change, and that the process at that point will be as
important as it is in constitutional revision. The worst thing is to go back to a situation where a
small group of unaccountable people make the decisions. There are no obvious models for doing
this, but I think we sometimes see constitutional revision as the end of something. It's actually
the beginning.

DR. SAMUELS: That's a very good point. That's a great place to end. Because I do
think it's the beginning. And if the process is positive, it's a really good beginning. Because
what it suggests is that people aren't going to proceed without making sure that the transparency
and the consultation and so forth that got them to this point would continue. So that would be
very good. Thank you.

DR. BUSH: With that point of ending and beginning, we'll bring this session to a close.
Thank you very much. This was really perfect.

DR. SAMUELS: Thanks very much.
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