
A country determined to take great strides, 
but troubled about the directions 
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he dramatic shifts of recent years in the T fortunes and policies of the nations 
involvcd in East Asian affairs are forcing Japan to 
undertake a basic reappraisal of its foreign policy 
for the first time since the end of the American oc- 
cupation in 1952. This will be a difficult and painful 
proccss for the Japanese in view of their past un- 
happy experiences in Asian politics, domestic dis- 
agreements over the appropriate role for their 
country and widespread uncertainty about the pat- 
tcm of relationships that is cvolving in the area. 

The Japanesc are no more inclined than 0 t h  
people to question basic assumptions and directions 
until forced to do so by the impact of events too 
dramatic to hc ignored. The triumvirate of forces 
which has governed Japan for over two decades- 
Liberal Democratic politicians, bureaucrats and big 
businessmcn-was convinced that its postwar policies 
of forging close ties with the United States and giv- 
ing top priority to economic growth had paid off 
handsomely. But the country’s growing strength and 
returning self-confidence, plus some political shocks, 
have madc a rcview of its foreign policy imperative. 

Japan’s economy is now the third largest in the 
world and growing morc rapidly than that of any 
major nation, and its impact is felt-and often 
feared-throughout the world. In contrast to its large 
and growing economic role, Japan has followed a 
low posture in political and military affairs. By the 
end of the 1980’s it was cautiously and reluctantly 

WILLIAM J. BAnNDs, a Senior Research Fellow at the 
Council on Foreign Relations and author of a recently 
published book, India, Pakistan and the Great Powers, 
is a member of Worlduiew’s Editorial Board. 

moving toward greater political involvement in 
Asian affairs, largcly in recognition of the incscapablc 
political conscqucnces of its economic dynamism. 
13ut most Japanese remained instinctively opposed to 
any substantial expansion of their armcd forces or 
military role. In the absence of a clearly perceived 
threat to its security, and in the comfortable position 
of being allied with the most powerful nation in the 
world, Japan was not disposed to incur the many 
costs of becoming a great power. 

The “Nixon shocks” of 1971 stimulated the desire 
for an independent course, for the United States 
actions left many Japanese feeling betrayed and 
humiliated. Japan’s views, they felt, counted for no- 
thing. Moreover, for many Japanese the U.S. moves, 
coming as they did in quick succession, indicated 
that America was reverting to protectionism at the 
samc timc it was giving priority to relations with a 
China stridently hostile to Japan. 

But now many Japanese believe that the “shokku” 
-the word has entered the Japanese language- 
created fewer problems, at least in the short term, 
than they initially feared. President Nixon’s trip to 
Peking pointed toward normalized U.S.-China re- 
lations, but it did not lead to the kind of collabora- 
tivc U.S.-Chinese relationship that would have in- 
volved a complete overturn of US.-Japanese ties. 
Nixon’s China initiative, while damaging to Prime 
Minister Sato and his close associates, made it easier 
-as well as imperative-for Japan to normalize its 
relations with China. Renewed top-level consultation 
on China poIicy prior to Prime Minister Tanaka’s 
successful visit to Peking temporarily reassured many 
Japanese about U.S. intentions (as much because 
President Nixon asked for the meeting with Tanaka 
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and met him at the halfway point in Hawaii as be- 
cause of any specific understandings reached). 
Finally, a growing trade surplus, despite the 1971 
yen revaluation, eased Tokyo’s apprehensions about 
its ability to compete in a less congenial international 
economic environment. 

Nonetheless, Japan remains uneasy about the likely 
evolution of American policy toward Asia and thus 
about US-Japanese relations, which will remain a 
central issue in Japanese foreign policy. Before 
Tokyo had time to appraise the implications of the 
Nixon Doctrine, which suggested a modification 
rather than an abandonment of the postwar Ameri- 
can role in the area, the U.S. began talking about 
a shift toward a more open-ended balance-of-power 
policy, Even deeper, if more subtle, was the impact 
of the Nixon shocks. Coming at a time when the 
powerful Japanese media was portraying America as 
a disintegrating society suffering from “moral, spirit- 
ual and intellectual degeneration,” they probably 
dealt the final blow to Japanese belicf in the United 
States as model and protector. Ethnic and racial con- 
flicts in the United States, so alien to the experience 
of the homogeneous Japanese, tend to be viewed as 
signs of American disintegration. 

he way the Japanese have come to view T the world will also play a part in the re- 
appraisal. Centuries of isolation, Japan’s late start in 
the race for modernization and its slender resource 
base have caused the nation to see developments 
abroad as dangers rather than opportunities. West- 
erners today are impressed with Japan’s economic 
dynamism and strong competitive position. Affluence 
has not yet sapped their energy; the Japanese make 
the Germans seem like Polynesians and the Ruhr 
like a banana republic. But the Japanese themselves, 
despite increasing self-confidence, are more impress- 
ed with their country’s inherent vulnerabilities, mili- 
tary, political and economic. 

It is no derogation of the Japanese to note too 
that through the centuries they have been absorbers 
of ideas and institutions from other civilizations 
and not a source to which others have looked. In 
three major instances of such borrowings-when the 
Japanese took thcir written language and religion 
from the Chinese a thousand years ago, whon they 
began their modernization a century ago and when 
they emerged from World War II-they have shown 
their ability to absorb the institutions and practices 
of others and adapt them to their own use, all the 
while remaining “Japanese.” The process has gen- 
erally served thcm well, but the habit df taking 
rather than giving is deeply ingrained. 

A trait that was understandable in a nation striv- 
ing to catch up with the more doveloped West may, 
however, be a handicap after a position of wealth 
and power has been attained. Of great importance 
to Japan, for example, are new ideas and new inter- 

national institutions to deal with the worldwide im- 
pact of science and technology on the interdepen- 
dence of nations (cspccially in the economic sphere), 
but the nation has not yet come to grips with these 
issues. The leftist opposition and the media-forces 
which tend to set the agenda for foreibm policy dis- 
cussions-do so largely in a negative way. Most 
Japanese intellectuals have bccn outsidc the power 
structure for so many decades that they show little 
aptitude for thinking about constructive initiatives 
in international affairs. Japan does not want solu- 
tions imposed on it, but its strength is so recently 
acquired that it has not begun to overcome its his- 
toric inclination to look to others to take the lead. 

Finally, the Japanese have long viewed intema- 
tional as well as personal relations in hierarchical 
rather than egalitarian terms, for the vertical rather 
than the horizontal links are of greatest importance 
within Japanese socicty. The status-conscious Japan- 
ese believe their country should have a clearly un- 
derstood position in an international hierarchy. They 
believe that those on top have obligations to those 
below, but these obligations are much less clear 
in international life, which is outside the Japanese 
cultural sphere, than in personal affairs. In any 
case they are likely to be seen differently in Bang- 
kok and Jakarta (and especially in Seoul) than in 
Tokyo. 

Ever since the modern era began for Japan a 
century ago its people havc been concerned with 
ascertaining Japan’s “rank,” and they have constantly 
worked to improve it. There is nothing in modem 
Japanese history to Suggest a willingness to accept 
anything less than first-class status. The Japanese 
want morc than most people to be with the winners, 
to be in step with the times, although appraising 
world trends and international status is a murky and 
frustrating process. Prime Minister Sato once ac- 
knowledged that military aggrandizement tends to 
follow the amassing of great economic power, but 
insisted that Japan firmly rejected .that path. Pros- 
perity for its citizens and a helping hand for its 
neighbors were to be its “moral equivalent of war.” 
The world, especially the United States, watches the. 
Japancse effort to follow this course with resentment 
over its obvious profit to Japan-an aid program 
designed to promote exports hardly suggests altru- 
ism-coupled with unease about the consequcnccs of 
any sharp change in Japanese policy. 

he Japanese face a complicated task in the T field of foreign policy, for their country is 
part of several groupings and has ties to each. 
Japan is an Asian country, a Pacific nation and an 
advanced industrial power. Any Japanese govem- 
ment must keep these elements appropriately bal- 
anced, but the country’s dynamism. and the growing 
complexity of world affairs make it difficult to har- 
monize these relationships. 
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Until well into 1972 the consensus among Ameri- 
can specialists on Japan was that Japan would con- 
tinue to pursue a low-posture, economics-first 
stratcgy. If change did occur, it would be a turning 
inward to deal with social and environmental prob- 
lems. This consensus was based on a considerable 
probing into Japanese attitudes as well as on the 
analysis of the positions of economic and political 
intcrcst groups. 

However, the conviction grows that, out of neces- 
sity if not ambition, Japan will play a more active 
role in foreign affairs. The restoration of diplomatic 
relations with China, the Soviet overtures to Japan 
and the negotiations on Japanese investments in 
Siberia, and the uncertain American course, all 
make it increasingly difficult for policy to continue 
unchanged along past lines. So far most of those who 
foresee a more active Japancse foreign policy be- 
lievc t!iat activism will be political (as well as cco- 
nomic) but not military. 

In contrast, some American specialists on inter- 
national affairs ( and particularly those dealing with 
security affairs) believe the chances are increasing 
that Japan will assume a major military role (not 
excluding nuclear weapons), and they sce the de- 
tcrioration in US.-Japanese relations as confirmation 
of their prediction. Their reasoning revolves around 
two main points: (1) that economic and political 
involvement cannot be permanently divorced from 
military strength in an intemational system still based 
heavily on power politics; and (2)  that a hierarchi- 
cally oricnted Japan that wants international status 
will be iinwilling to lct others push it around, but 
will not bc able to acquire satisfactory status or pre- 
vent bullying without enhancing its military power. 

Japan is undcrgoing great changes. The impact 
of these changes on Japanese character and society 
is still uncertain, and could at some point lead the 
Japanese to move along quite diffcrcnt paths in an 
effort to satisfy unmct psychological needs. One can 
do littlc more than raise this as a possibility, note 
that it could lead to a less active role as well as a 
much more active role, and could involve Japan’s 
playing a lone hand. 

resident Nixon’s 1971 comments about P five major power centers balancing each 
other, its well as I-Ienry Kissingcr’s well-known 
theorics, havc led to renewcd emphasis on the role 
of thc balance of power in intemational politics. 
Many commentators have jumped to the conclusion 
that the United Statcs has adopted a classical Euro- 
pean balance-of-power approach. This may represent 
reading more than is warranted into a few brief 
comments, but it has had a powerful impact upon 
Japan. 

The problems with any classical balance-of-power 
approach quickly become evident. The United States 
and the Soviet Union are still thc only two nations 

possessing global military power. Westem Europe, 
in Alistair Buchan’s words, “has still only the charac- 
teristics of a supermarket and it will take many 
ycars to acquire those of a single actor in world 
politics.” Moreover, European nations take no part 
in Asian power struggles, and neither China nor 
Japan are directly involved in European affairs. 

Evcn if one looks only at the four major powers 
involved in East Asia, there are great disparities in 
the amounts and types of power available to each. 
Thcy are also vastly different types of nations, with 
quite different types of interests and ambitions. In 
contrast, the eighteenth and nineteenth-century 
European states had much more in common. There 
was some agreement on the “rules of the game.” 

The many limitations involved in any classical 
balance-of-power approach, however, hardly mean 
that power no longer counts. It remains the ultimate 
dcterminant of world politics, even though changing 
conditions havc raised the costs and reduced the 
benefits of most resorts to force. Thus, considera- 
tions of the amount of power possessed by different 
states-crude though such calculations be-and how 
these states might use it cannot be ignored by any 
government. 

Striking changes have occurred in the power posi- 
tions and alignments in East Asia in modem times. 
The rise of a strong China allied to the USSR elimi- 
nated a central area on the Asian land mass as a 
potential area of expansion; it also meant that, given 
a prostrate Japan, there was no intemal balance <;f 
power in East Asia in the early postwar period. How- 
ever, given Sino-Soviet hostility and a strong and 
dynamic Japan, the potential for such a balance of 
power-in fact if not in classical theory-is present 
even if the United States withdraws. 

If such facts need to be noted, so do several other 
consideraions. First, an American withdrawal from 
the politics of the area is unlikely, for it would be 
incompatible with any U.S. involvement, however 
discreet, in Sino-Soviet affairs. Neither a full recon- 
ciliation nor a war behveen them is in the U.S. in- 
terest, and both are important nuclear powers with 
whom the United States will perforce have many 
kinds of business to conduct. A second consideration 
is that a triangular balance of power behveen China, 
Japiin and the Soviet Union would require an inde- 

‘Indeed, Japancse political partics emphasize different 
aspccts of the country’s position. The Komeito stresses 
the Asian’ aspect while the dominant groups in the gov- 
erning Liberal Democratic Party emphasize Japan’s role 
as a Pacific nation and as an advanced industrial state. 
The Socialist Party (long the focal point of opposition 
to the government’s ties with the U.S.) favors an Asian- 
centered neutralist policy, albeit one tilted toward the 
Communist countries, especially China. The Japanese 
Communists, disillusioned by their successive pro-Soviet 
and proChinese stands, now stress the need for complete 
independence. 
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pendent Japanese capability to deter attacks and 
dcfend itself, which would involve both an expanded 
conventional capability and nuclear weapons. 

I t  is at  this point that the Japancse balk, question- 
ing both the possibility and the necessity of such 
involvement. The Japanese have made their own 
dccisions about the threat they facc and the amount 
of military strength needed throughout the postwar 
period, and an increasingly self-confident Japan is 
unlikcly to bccome more pliable. Military spcnding 
as a proportion of GNP fell from 1.35 per cent to 1 
pcr cent during the 196O’s, but actual cxpenditures 
triplcd. The security forces have won gcneral ac- 
ceptance, military matters are now discussed openly, 
and expanding defense production is creating some 
industrialists with an interest in such activities. 

At the same time, most Japanese belicve that in 
terms of ovcrall power their dcpcndence on forcign 
tradc and the vulnerability of thcir crowded islands 
reduce the importance of Japan’s economic strength. 
The nuclear allergy has diminished somewhat in 
Japan in recent years, hut noncthcless remains 
strong. (Japan has signed but not ratified the Non- 
proliferation Treaty, objecting that the inspection 
proccdurcs for power reactors would place Japan at 
a commercial disadvantage.) There is also dcep- 
seated opposition to conscription, which would be 
indispcnsable to a conventionable buildup. In the ab- 
sence, then, of a widely perceived threat which could 
not be dealt with in any other manner, no govcm- 
mcnt would provoke the crisis that opting for con- 
scription or nuclcar weapons would producc. 

iiite apart from thcir aversion to becom- Q ing involved in Asian military affairs, 
most Japnnese see three other arguments against any 
major military buildup and role. First, it would be 
expensivc. Not intolerably so for a rich nation, but 
resources devotcd to arms are not availablc for 
continued economic growth, improved living stan- 
dards or social and environmental purposes. Second, 
many Japancse remain fearful that a large military 
establishment would have increased political influ- 
ence at home. Finally, Japan belicvcs that incrcascd 
military power would be of no hclp in furthcring its 
top priority goal-continued access to as many arcns 
as  possible for supplies and markets. Indecd, Tokyo 
fears a military buildup would actually be countcr- 
productive. Asian memories of Japan’s wartime ac- 
tions persist and would lead to growing apprehcn- 
sion about the joining of Japanese power with its 
cnlarged economic presence. 

But if Japan secs no necd for substantially cx- 
panded military forces, why docs the Fourth Five- 
Year Defense Plan (1972-76) call for r? doubling of 
expenditures? Prime Minister Tanaka was pressed 
on this point upon his retum from China. The oppo- 
sition parties argue that if tensions are diminishing 
it would be more appropriate to reducc rathcr than 

increase military outlays-and to modify if not aban- 
don the security treaty with the United States. 

There are several points to be made here. First, a 
doubling of defense outlays will not double military 
strength. The replacement of obsolete equipment 
with modem weapons and higher pay scales will 
eat up much of the increased cxpcnditures. Even a 
doubling of Japanese military strength would leavc 
Japanese military forces far inferior to Chinese and 
Soviet forces and capable only of a dcfcnsive rolc. 

Sccond, Tokyo rcmains uncertain about the future 
course of Chinese and Soviet policy and does not 
want to gamble too heauily on continued Sino-Sovict 
hostility and the relaxation of tension. The security 
treaty may now be less necessary, but it is also less 
offcnsive to the Soviet Union and China in view of 
better U.S. relations with both of them. 

Then there is thc conccm caused by American 
policy. While Japanese leaders belicve that recent 
trends have reduced further any military threat to 
the country, they also doubt that the United States 
can any longer be relied upon to help Japan repel 
a conventional attack should one occur. 

Will thc credibility of the American Jetcrrcnt 
dcclinc furthcr when thc United States becomcs vul- 
ncrablc to Chinese as well as Sovict nuclear missiles? 

Despite thc uncertainties and resentmcnts that 
havc marked recent US.-Japanesc relations, thc 
security treaty remains an important political symbol 
in US.-Japanese relations, which thc Japnnesc gov- 
crnmcnt docs not want to underminc. Tokyo will 
probably proceed cautiously toward cutting back on 
Amcrican bases in Japan and will also try to‘rcducc 
their scope so that the United Statcs cannot utilize 
thcm for military actions elsewhere in East Asia. 

Finally, many Japanese would ask one pointcd 
question about a balance of power in East Asia even 
were the Unitcd States to withdraw. Why nced it 
be a triangular balance? Don’t the Sovict Union and 
China balance-or canccl out-each other? As long 
as their mutual hostility lasts, neither could risk any 
scrious military moves against Japan. Thcrcfore, 
while complacency should be avoided, Japan’s bcst 
course is to keep out of great pmver politics as much 
as possible. It should seck to normalize and cautious- 
ly expand its relations with Peking and Moscow 
while hoping to avoid anything in its relations with 
onc that provokcs the other. 

apanb relations with its lnrgc continental J neighbors arc complex, involving as thcy 
do national attitudes and memories, political and 
territorial disputes and important economic interests. 
These matters need not be portrayed as potcntial 
sourccs of military conflict, but continued tcnsion 
and political rivalry growing out of thcm will make 
progress toward normalization difficult and erratic. 

The task of working out ncw rclationships is 
complicated by widespread popular hostility toward 
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tlie USSR and ambivalent feelings about China. Re- 
membrance of things past has kept alive Japanese 
distrust of the Soviet Union, which is consistently 
ranked as the “most disliked’’ nation in public opin- 
ion polls. 

The Soviet Union, at the cnd of World War 11, 
also seized four islands off the northern coast of 
Hokkaido that had always been Japanese. I t  has 
never hcen willing to return the islands, and its con- 
tinucd refusal to do so during Foreign Minister 
Ohira’s visit to Moscow late in 1972 belied earlier 
hints of a possible accommodation. Primc Minister 
Tanakn’s 1973 suggestion to Brczhnev thiit the tcr- 
ritoriiil issue bc set aside in order to facilitate a peace 
trc1;ity did not still Soviet criticism. 

Deep-scatcd Soviet attitudes are behind sucli 
moves. Moscow fcars that any change in its position 
would stimulate demands by other nations with 
claims on Sovict-held tcrritory, which imparts a 
rigidity to its dealings with Japan that no longer 
cliiiriictcrizes its diplomiicy in many other parts of 
tlic world. Foreign Xlinistcr Gromyko’s trip to Tokyo 
in tlic wikc of the Nixon shocks suggested a Soviet 
desire for closer Sino-Japancsc links as a counter- 
weight to improvcd Sino-American relations, but 
inorc reccntly Moscow Iias been vigorously accusing 
the Taniikn government of reviving militarism in- 
steild of striving to reduce tension. Soviet leaders 
fcilr tlic “rc.al” Japan is lurking beneath the surface 
;incl it will some day burst forth, perhaps aligned 
with a militant China. In these circumstances Soviet 
en’orts to involvc Japan in an Asian collective secur- 
ity iirrangement represent an cxcrcise in futility. 

China does not suffer from siich dcep-scatcd 
J;qinncsc Iiostility, but views of China :ire complex. 
Guilt over J n p ~ i c s e  ilgpcsioIi against China is 
mixed with worry about the unpredictability and 
erratic course of such a large neighbor. Respect for 
China‘s traditionid culture mingles with a feeling 
of superiority toward ;I people who were unable to 
withstand the impact of thc West or modernize their 
country. Clialmers Johnson has commented tliilt: 

To tlie Chinese tlie Japanese “economic miracle” 
is not only ii threat; it is an insult . . . . The Japa- 
new, on tlie ot1ic.r hand, seem to be bcfoggcd by  an 
cclunlly long-standing inability to takc the Chi- 
nese scriously. It is perhaps not too far-fetched 
to describe Japanese attitudes toward their con- 
tinental nc!ighbors as somewhat comparable to the 
English or German industrialist’s attitude toward 
an Itali:in or Spanish aristocrat recently gonc into 
commerce. He admircs, and is slightly intimidated 
by, the ancient cultural achievements to which his 
modem counterpart is heir, hut he finds it almost 
impossible in the company hoard room to suggest 
seriously that the new boy might become a com- 
petitor or a threat (“How China and Japan See 
Each Other,” Foreign Afluirs, July, 1972). 

One reason the first Nixon “shock” had such an 
impact on the Japanese in 1971 was their long-stand- 
ing belief that Japan was the only major country 
that “understood China and that Japan could act 
as a hridge between China and the U.S. And they 
feared China would insist to its new friend that 
t h e  was a growing Japancse militarism. But such 
fcars gradually declined during 1972 as Peking be- 
came less strident, perhaps out of concern that such 
charges might provoke the very development China 
dreaded most. Prime Minister Tanaka’s trip to Peking 
did serve to assuagc Japanese feelings on being left 
hehind by the United States. The general Japanese 
judgment was that Tanaka, faced with the domestic 
political imperative of coming to terms with Peking, 
did iis well as could bc expected in the negotiations. 
Japan acknowledgcd the Pcople’s Republic as the 
sole legal govcmment of China, said it respected 
Pcking’s position that Taiwan is part of China and 
ended its political links with Taipei. At thc same 
timc, Tokyo apparently secured Chincse acquies- 
cence in continued Japanese economic links with 
Taiwan, and Japanese trade with Taiwan continues 
to expand rapidly. 

a start has been made toward the Biit normalization if of Sino-Japanese relations, 
scvcral obstacles to any cooperative relationship arc 
apparcnt. Many Japanese wanted only to cnd the 
tension between the two countries, or to bring to a 
close the anomalous situation created by the ab- 
scncc of any diplomatic relations. The Taiwan issue 
has lieen put asidc but remains to be scttlcd-or to 
scttle itself. Japan’s growing rolc in Asia is a matter 
of concern to Peking, whose leaders-for all their 
present pragmatism and flexitility-probably still 
think that Japan will remain imperialist as long as it 
is a capitalist nation. Japan’s links with South Korea 
are watched carefully, and even Tokyo’s cautious cf- 
forts to expand its economic links with North Korea 
:ire a worry, sincc this area is of great importance to 
China. Conflicting Chincsc and Japanese claims to 
the Scnkaku Islands-located between the Ryukyu Is- 
lands and Taiwan-are another potential source of 
friction, and this may bccome more serious if the 
search for undersea oil deposits near the disputed 
islands is successful. 

Thesc disputes will operate against thc back- 
ground of the distortions and stereotypes which char- 
acterize Chinese and Japanese vicws of the other. 
Compounding the difficulties is a Chinese domestic 
policy that has oscillated between radicalism and 
moderation in the past. Radicalism leads to Chinese 
interference in the internal affairs of other nations 
or to Chinese withdrawal from world politics-as 
during the Cultural Revolution. Moderation is often 
accompanied by at least surface normality in rela- 
tions with bourgeois govcmments. No one is sure 
whether this pattern stems from Mao’s personality 
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or from the frustrations that accompany prolonged 
adherence to an9 course designed to modernize 
China. But continuation of this pattern would fur- 
ther limit the chances for a stable accommodation. 

The attempt to cxpand economic relations with 
the mainland will likewise encounter complications 
and dilemmas. Tokyo expects trade with the Com- 
munist states to grow in relative as well as absolute 
terms during the 1970’s. It  amounted to little more 
than 4 per cent of total trade in 1970 and is projected 
at ilbout 8 per cent in 1980, chiefly with China (2  
pcr cent, or $3.2 billion) and the USSR ( 5  per cent, 
or about $8 billion) .* 

Even this level of trade with China is based upon 
an 8-9 per cent annual rate of economic growth-a 
rate Peking has been unable to sustain in the past. 
Moreover, Tokyo would have to provide extensive 
credits to Peking in view of China’s limitcd export 
capacity-and unhappy Chinese experiences with 
Western and Soviet credits have, until very recently, 
mi& thcm unwilling to accept credits. Sino-Japan- 
esc trade grew rapidly in 1971 and 1972, and may 
continue to do so, but whatever gains occur are 
likely to hc less important to Japan than to China. 

There is a stronger economic basis for cxpanded 
Sovict-Japanese trade. The Soviet Union has ex- 
tensive undeveloped deposits of many of thc raw 
materials-timber, oil, coal and iron ore-which Japan 
h d l y  needs. Japan, on the other hand, can supply 
investment goods needed in the Soviet Far East. 
Some joint development projects in Siberia have al- 
rcndy been approved, and negotiations are moving 
ahead on othcrs. Even so, the eightfold increase in 
the absolute level of Soviet-Japanese trade that would 
be required to reach the 1980 target will be ex- 
tremely difficult to attain. 

Also likely to limit the scope of Japanese invest- 
ment in Siberia-and in China-are the serious eco- 
nomic and political problems which it raises. Both 
the Soviet Union and China have until recently been 
committed to a large measure of autarchy. These 
policies are changing as they increasingly recognize 
their need for foreign technology, but thcy will re- 
sist becoming too heavily dependent on other coun- 
tries. Both have at times subordinated trade policy 
to political considerations, and Japan remains wary 
about becoming more than marginally dependent 
on Soviet raw materials. 

Moreover, Tokyo will move cautiously lest its in- 
volvement with one come to be regarded as a sign of 
Japanese hostility by the other. For example, how 
close to the Chinese border would it be safe for the 
Japanese to lay a pipeline to bring Siberian oil to 
the Pacific? Peking has already said that it would 
have “bitter feelings” over such a project, which 
would enable the Soviet Union to increase its mili- 
‘tary position in the Far East. And what would be the 
implications for Japan in an expanded Soviet naval 
presence in the area? Different groups in Japan have 

conflicting interests on these matters, of course. 
Nor can Tokyo’s relations with China and the 

Soviet Union be determined without consideration 
of its ties to the United States. Japan would like to 
gain some frccdom to maneuver between the threc 
countries. But Tokyo would not be seeking n position 
of equidistance; its links to the United States are 
much too important for this, and it remains uncertain 
about thc course of Sovict and Chinese policy. 

ven if Japan succccds in arranging better E relations with the Soviet Union and 
China and remains detached from Asian security 
matters except as they directly involve its own ter- 
ritory, the country will encounter increasing political 
turbulence in the rest of Asia and in the world at 
large. The political consequences of cconomic friction 
and the ensuing psychological antagonisms are so 
heavily dependent on thc particular circumstances 
of time and place as to make generalizations diffi- 
cult, but that linkagcs bctween thcsc two matters 
exist is too clear to be ignored-cspeciiilly in thc 
casc of Japan. 

The Japanese economic miracle has vilultcd that 
country into the position of the world’s third-ranking 
economy, with a gross national product approaching 
$400 billion-more than the combincd GNP of all 
other Asian nations, with a combined population 
close to twenty times that of Japan. Most estimates 
foresee a GNP nearing $1 trillion by 1980-close to 
the 1971 U.S. figure. Domestic dislocations, chang- 
ing priorities and obstacles abroad will in time slow 
Japan’s rate of growth, but no sharp decline is likely 
in the immediate future. The economy expandcd by 
11.5 per cent in the fiscal year ending in March, 1973, 
and is expected to grow by about 10 per cent this 
year. What stands out dramatically is that by about 
1980 its economy will be approaching the size of 
the enlarged European Economic Community. Thus 
within a decade the non-communist world will no 
longer have one big economic unit (the United 
States) and several others some one-tenth to one- 
fifth its size, as has been the case in the past, but a 
huge U.S. economy and two other very large units. 

A change of this magnitude in. the size of the key 
economic units will provide a full agenda for diplo- 
mats and political leaders, particularly in view of 
the growing links bctween these economies. Yet each 
operates along quite different lines and under differ- 
ent rules, and what leaders in one country regard 
as normal appears mysterious or unfair to others. 

~~ 

“The tilrgcts for Japanese trade in, 1980 used in this 
article arc bascd upon Japanese projection made before 
the upward revaluations of the yen. The revaluntions will 
naturally influuncc trends in Japanese trade (although 
more with non-Communist than Communist countries), 
but so many variables are involved that it is impossible 
to sct forth new figures. In any case, the figures for 1980 
are still useful as general orders of magnitude. 
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For example, the structure of Japanese trade is 
unique among major industrial countries: It exports 
industrial products and imports chicfly raw materials 
-plus a few products at the frontiers of technology, 
such as aircraft and computers. All others are sub- 
stantial importers as well as exporters of a wide 
range of manufactured goods, which leads to charges 
of unfair Japanese restrictions of such imports. 

Japan’s foreign trade has likewise mushroomed, 
increasing over fourfold behveen 1961 and 1971 
(from $10 billion to nearly $44 billion). Japan is 
the most important trading partner of many Asian 
countries (including China), and is second only to 
Canada as a U.S. trading partner. Its trading pattern 
remairied remarkably stable during a decade of 
rapid growth. The United States accounted for 30 
per cent of Japan’s total trade in 1961 and 29 per 
cent in 1971; trade with Western Europe was ap- 
proximately 11 per cent of total tradc throughout 
the period; and non-communist Asia accounted for 
31 per cent in 1961 and 30 per cent in 1971 (although 
the share of the Middle East has increased steadily). 

Two important problems have rcsultcd from thc 
rapid expansion of Japan’s trade. First, exports have 
risen much morc rapidly than imports in thc past 
four years, giving Japan a trade surplus of ahout $7 
billion in 1972-$4 billion of it with the Unitcd 
States. Despite a deficit in it. “invisible” accounts- 
shipping, insurance, tourism, ctc.-Japan’s trade sur- 
plus and the attractiveness of its strong currency 
caused its total foreign exchange assets to grow from 
less than $3 billion in 1969 to about $20 billion by 
late 1972, creating an embarrassmcnt of riches. Sec- 
ond, Japan’s cxports are heavily collccntrilted in a 
few sectors ot the market-steel, chemicals, electronic 
cquipmcnt, machinery and automobiles-lllereby 
posing serious prohlems for such industries abroad, 
espccially in the United States. 

Thc Japanese govcmment became fearful of wholc- 
sale restrictions of Japan’s exports, but the steps it 
took to deal with the situation had little effect. The 
United States tradc deficit with Japan \{fils a key 
tactor in the wcakness of the dollar late in 1972, 
which led to the new floating system of exchange 
rates. Japanese businessmen and bureaucrats were 
uneasy iibout a sccoiid upwird rcvaluation of the 
yen so soon after the 1971 change in exchiinge rates. 
I.Iowcvcr, they realized tliat continued Japanese 
I~;ilitncct-ol -payments surpluses of the magnitude of 
rccent years would provoke ever more hostile rcac- 
tioils ahroad as well as dislocate the very intcma- 
tional economic system which has enabled Japan to 
prosper-and this at a time when the collapse of 
the nrctton Woods system erected at the close of 
World War I1 threatens to end the alrcady tattered 
“nile of law” in intemational economic affairs. Thus 
Jilpi1rlcse officials have welcomed the reduction carly 
in 1973 in their trade surplus with the US. and hope 
that it is not a temporary phenornenon. 

et a look at Japanese projections of their Y foreign trade indicates that these prob- 
lcms may intensify, creating continual political prob- 
lems for the country. Despite plans to invest more 
heavily in housing, social services and environmental 
projcch, Japan was counting on continued trade ex- 
pansion to sustain a rapid rate of economic growth. 
Total imports, which were $16 billion in 1970, were 
to reach $75 billion in 1980, while exports were to 
expand from $19 billion to $92 billion in the same 
period-a $17 billion tradc surplus! Even though 
recent currency changes will reduce the size of 
these surpluses, only a rapid expansion of world 
trade generally, combined with continued increases 
in Japanese invisible account payments and in its 
foreign aid and foreign investment, will permit the 
Japanese trade expansion to take place construc- 
tively and prevent even stronger protectionist rcac- 
tions by Japan’s trading partners. 

Much as Japan would like to diversify its pattern 
of trade, it sees no way of making substantial changes. 
A slight decline in the proportion of trade with the 
United States is expected to bc offset by increased 
trade with Western Europe. Even this small shift 
will be difficult to cffect, however, in view of Euro- 
pean reluctance to provide Japan with increascd 
access to its markets. Given the similarities in the 
structure of the European and American economies, 
a failure to achieve the export goals in Europe may 
increase Japanesc efforts in the U.S. market, thereby 
intensifying U.S.-Japancsc friction if not outright 
antagonism. What is more, Japan’s efforts to assure 
that its burgconing raw material needs are satisfied 
havc already brought complaints from American 
Imsinessmcn that Tokyo is tying up sources of ccr- 
tain important items for the years ahead, thcrcby 
freezing out the United States when it is becoming 
morc dependent on imported raw materials. 

The feelings of resentment and of unfair practices 
that havc developed in rccent ycars threatcn to 
undcxmine the entire complex of US-Japancsc rela- 
tions and are one of the, major obstaclcs to any 
harmonious and constructive restructuring of tIic 
international economic system. American complaints 
-some justified, others not-are matched by a similar 
mixture of Japanese complaints. Many Japanese 
recognize that they can no longcr expect special 
treatment, although it remains difficult for thcm 
fully to accept and act upon the fact that Japan is 
no longer a small and wcak nation. Washington often 
appears to Tokyo to be bludgeoning Japan rather 
than negotiating with it-although many Americans 
are convinced that it requires shock tactics to move 
the Japanese beyond words to action. 

Japan’s cconomic dynamism is also creating major 
problems in its relations with other non-communist 
Asian countries. Japan’s increasing cconomic pre- 
dominance in Southeast Asia has already increased 
resentment and political problems in the area. Some 

. 
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of the complaints are specific- Japanese clannish- 
ness, unfair business practices-but underlying them 
is a fact that no amount of Japanese sensitivity 
could mitigate. These countries know they arc de- 
pendent upon Japanese trade, investment and aid 
for the realization of thcir economic aspirations. 
Limited European interest and activity, declining 
American involvement and limited Soviet and Chi- 
nese capacity all combine to give Japan the dominant 
position. Distrust and fear of being dominated by 
Japan, the remembered World War I1 cnemy, make 
this dependence especially unpalatablc. It also crc- 
ates fears that Peking will regard Southeast Asia’s 
links to Japan as a threat to Chinese interests in thc 
area, and will respond not by trying to compete in 
the cconomic sphere-which would gcncrally bc 
welcomed as lessening their dependcncc on Japan- 
but by more ominous if unspecified measures. 

Thcse concerns present Japan with a dilemma in 
its foreign aid program, which is focused on South- 
east ‘Asia. Tokyo has committed itself to allocating 
1 per cent of its GNP to foreign aid and is rapidly 
approaching this goal, although much of its aid re- 
mains geared to export promotion on rather onerous 
terms. Yet if Japan’s GNP grows as projcctcd, its 
foreign aid will amount to about $5 billion in 1975 
and $10 billion in 1980. Even if Southeast Asia could 
absorb rapid increases in foreign aid, its dependencc 
on Japan would be intensified. The Indian subcon- 
tinent could absorb greatly increased aid, but most 
Japanese regard the area with pessimism and dis- 
taste. Thus, increased dependence and growing re- 
sentment are likely to characterize Southeast Asian 
relations with Japan, and skillful diplomacy will be 
necessary to prevent thc situation from getting com- 
plctely out of hand. 

his survey of the central issues of Jap- T anese foreign policy during the present 
decade suggests that troubled times lie ahead, 
though not because Japan’s military security will be 
threatened or because of any Japanesc attempt to 
play a greater power role. Troublc will grow out of 
the humdrum-bu t perhaps equally cxplosivc-prob- 
Icm facing both Japan and its trading partners: that 
of making room for the world‘s most dynamic ccon- 
omy. This would bc doubly difficult in the years just 
ahead for three reasons. 

First, thc aceelcrating erosion of the arrangements 
governing international trade and monetary affairs 
throughout most of the period since World War I1 
makes disputes over such issues especially danger- 
ous. Today the world is operating under what is no 
more than an interim monetary agrcemcnt, and ex- 
ceptions are becoming the rule in intemational trade 
practices. Lack of rules codifying an agreed view 
of how the world economy should operate makes it 
difficult for any country to accept specific short- 
tcrm sacrifices as a necessary element in a general 

effort to make the system work. This is cspecially 
disadvantageous to Japan, for the tendency to stand 
I)y past trading patterns wherever possible in a 
time of uncertainty works against whatever nation 
is in a position to improve its position. 

Second, neither American nor Japanese political 
leaders have demonstrated an awareness of how to 
work out a relationship appropriate for a new cn- 
vironmcnt. Nixon and Kissinger make littlc effort 
to conceal their disdain for the Japanese, or thcir 
preference for the more glamorous business of deal- 
ing with Peking and Moscow. The references to 
Japan in Kissinger’s “Atlantic Charter” spcech looked 
very much likc afterthought, and the United States 
curb on soybean exports after years of cncouraging 
Japan to I>uy.more is yet anothcr example of Wash- 
ington’s inconsistency. Japanese leaders want greater 
indcpcndcnce without having to give up the \ m e -  
fits of close ties with the United States or assuming 
greater responsibilities of their own; they would 
have bccn unhappy to have bccn lcft out of Kissin- 
ger’s speech, but cannot make up their minds if 
they want to be members of a new grouping of in- 
dustrialized nations or merely take advilntage of it. 
The Nixon-Tanaka talks in July, 1973, removcd some 
mutual misniiderstandings, but Japancse scnsitivity 
and American indiff ercnce still threaten to undcr- 
mine rclations between two nations which have nevcr 
been friendly whcn Iioth have been strong. 

Finally, Japancse political lifc may bccome lcss 
stable. The pcrcentage of the popular vote won by 
the Liberal Democratic Party continued to decline 
slowly in the December, 1972, elcction dcspitc thc 
short-lived “Tanaka boom,” and the Party lost it 
small number of Diet seats as well. The LDP now 
wins only a minority of thc popular vote. Its parlia- 
mentary majority depends upon the continued ovcr- 
representation of the rural arcas, which are its 
stronghold, as well as on the Party’s skill in working 
within Japan’s complici~tcd electoral system. Tlic 
1972 clcction also resulted in a decline in thc 
parties of the ccntcr and in sharp gains for the Japan 
Communist Party and the Japan Socialist Party. 

Prime hl inistcr Tanakn’s government is battered 
and floundering, and the disappearance of the vigor 
and decisiveness that characterized its first months 
in office eroded its self-confidcnce as well as 
its popularity. Trends favorable to the Left and ad- 
verse to the LDP occurred in the 1950’s and early 
1960’s; skillful political tactics (and leftist blunders) 
enabled the LDP to offset its declining share of the 
vote, but it may be difficult to repeat that fcat. 
Whether the factionalized Liberal Democrats will 
hold together or split if their strength continues to 
erode is uncertain, but it is unlikely that a dcclining 
party in a polarized political milieu would respond 
calmly and constructively to increasingly complex 
and difficult foreign policy problems. 


