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China as a nuclear power must have a profound effect on many aspects 
of Japan’s defence policy, on U.S.-Japanese relations and on Japanese 
diplomacy. Ten months before China’s first nuclear test the French 
military theorist, General Gallois, stated that the development of China’s 
nuclear weapons would force Japan to adopt one of three courses: she 
could strengthen her ties with the U.S.; she could drift out of the U.S. 
orbit into a position of neutrality which would inevitably be inclined 
towards Peking; or she could develop her own nuclear weapons system.

In the event, however, China’s nuclear tests do not appear to have 
had the impact on Japan that Western observers thought inevitable. 
In this paper the author, through study of the Japanese press and of 
official documents, examines official and unofficial Japanese reactions 
to China’s emergence as a nuclear power.

John Welfield is a post-graduate scholar in the Department of Inter
national Relations of the Australian National University. He spent two 
years in Japan from 1967 to 1969 investigating the defence policies of 
Japanese governments since World War II. He is now engaged in writing 
a general study of these policies and public reactions to them.
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JAPAN AND NUCLEAR CHINA

In  January 1964, ten months before China’s first nuclear test, a Japanese 
newspaper correspondent interviewed the French military theorist 
General Pierre Gallois in Paris. Gallois had been closely associated with 
the French nuclear program. In the course of the interview he was asked 
how the development of nuclear weapons by China might affect Japan’s 
position in the world. Gallois replied that China’s development of nuclear 
weapons would upset the entire strategic balance in the Far East. Japan 
would be forced to adopt one of three courses. She could strengthen 
her ties with the United States and ensure that she remained under the 
protection of the American nuclear umbrella. If she did so, her depen
dence on Washington would increase and she would eventually lose 
what autonomy she had in her relations with the United States. Or she 
could drift out of the orbit of the United States into a position of 
neutrality, a neutrality which would be, inevitably, inclined towards 
Peking. If Japan were to choose this course, she would soon lose 
independence in her relations with China. The only way Japan could 
retain her independence and compel respect for her national sovereignty 
was, Gallois advised the Japanese correspondent, to develop, like France, 
her own nuclear weapons system and her own means of delivery, to 
break with the United States and yet remain apart from China.1

1 Mainichi Shimbun, 30 January 1964.
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In October 1964, after the first Chinese test, the Japanese correspon

dent again discussed the situation with Gallois. Gallois was now con
vinced that Japan would be compelled to embark on a nuclear weapons 
program.

‘The Far East will see in the future’, he told the correspondent, ‘a 
balance of power established between Communist China and a nuclear 
Japan. Japan, as the second nuclear power in Asia, will make her 
territory into a completely inviolable zone. She will act as a deterrent 
to Chinese expansion in the western Pacific and will be able to frustrate 
Communist China’s plan of establishing her supremacy over this area.’

Gallois predicted, however, that this Asian nuclear balance would 
be conducive to peace and international order. Once a balance had been 
reached, Japan and China would be able to conclude a treaty of friend
ship on a basis of equality.2

This of course has not yet happened. Indeed, China’s decision to 
become a nuclear power and the subsequent rapid progress of the 
Chinese nuclear program do not appear to have had the impact on 
Japan that many western observers have regarded as inevitable.

THE GOVERNMENT AND THE LIBERAL 
DEMOCRATIC PARTY

T here has been as yet little indication that the Japanese Government 
or any important group in the ruling Liberal Democratic Party con
siders that China’s nuclear weapons have reduced the value of the 
Security Treaty with the United States and that Tokyo’s position vis-ä-vis 
Peking has become in any way precarious.

Article V of the Security Treaty states:
Each Party recognises that an armed attack against either Party in 
the territories under the administration of Japan would be dangerous 
to its own peace and safety and declares that it would act to meet the 
common danger in accordance with its constitutional provisions and 
processes.
After the first Chinese test in October 1964, Foreign Ministry and 

other government spokesmen, while carefully minimising the significance 
of China’s nuclear potential, pointed out that if China did attempt to 
threaten Japan, the United States, because of its commitments under 
the Security Treaty and its great nuclear superiority, would be in a

2 Ibid., 20 October 1964.
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position to render the Chinese threat meaningless.1 * 3
Mr Satö obtained further assurances from the United States when 

he visited Washington in January 1965. Article 8 of the Joint Com
munique issued after Sato’s talks with President Johnson on 13 January 
reaffirmed America’s ‘determination’ to defend Japan from ‘any out
side attack’.4 At a press conference after his return from Washington 
Satö was asked whether Chinese nuclear development would make 
revision of the Security Treaty inevitable. He replied:

The existing Security Treaty takes all possible contingencies into 
consideration. I think it is because this Security Treaty exists that 
Japan has not become nervous about China’s nuclear test. There are 
views in some quarters that the Security Treaty should be abrogated 
or that some special relationship should be established with Com
munist China. Yet those who put forward their views should reflect 
that it is because of the present Security Treaty system that Japanese 
are not in a state of apprehension.5
It was said at the time that the Satö-Johnson Joint Communique was 

regarded by the government as a ‘clearer’ and ‘stronger’ expression of 
American determination to defend Japan and that there was therefore 
no need for a new security treaty for the nuclear defence of Asia.6

This interpretation of the Security Treaty has been reaffirmed by both 
parties on numerous occasions. On 16 April 1966 the Japanese Foreign 
Ministry issued a ‘Unified View’ which stated that ‘Japan is protected

1 On the morning of 17 October, the Chief Cabinet Secretary, Mr Suzuki, 
issued a statement expressing regret at the Chinese test and declaring that ‘Japan’s 
peace and security will be in no way affected so long as the Japan-United 
States Security Treaty continues to exist’ (Sankei Shimbun, 17 October 1964, 
evening edition). On 19 October, the Mainichi Shimbun carried a report that 
Mr Sono, the Foreign Ministry’s Public Information and Cultural Affairs Bureau
Director, was stressing that the success of the Chinese test in no way implied 
that China’s technology was superior to that of Japan. Then on 18 October, the
Yomiuri Shimbun noted that the Defence Agency was evaluating the success of 
the Chinese test very cautiously and considered that it would take up to ten years 
for Peking to have weapons ready for operation. China’s missile program was 
said to be lagging, and the Agency’s attitude was said to be that the influence of 
the Chinese bomb would depend not on the bomb itself, but on the reactions it 
inspired in observers.

4 Satö-Johnson Joint Communique, 13 January 1965. The Japanese text is 
reproduced in full in Nichi-Bei Ampojöyaku, Sono Kaisetsu to Shiryö (The 
Japan-America Security Treaty, Explanation and Documents), edited by 
Watanabe Yözö and Okakura Koshirö, Rödö Junhösha, Tokyo, September 1968.

5 Tokyo Shimbun, 20 January 1965 (evening edition).
* Asahi Shimbun, 19 January 1965.
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from all outside threats by the American nuclear umbrella’.7 President 
Johnson’s Kuala Lumpur speech of 30 August 1966 (offering American 
protection to nations threatened by China) did not go unnoticed in 
Tokyo.8 In September 1966 the United States Secretary of Defence, Mr 
MacNamara, told the Japanese strategic studies specialist, Wakaizumi 
Kei, that although it was not actually written into the Treaty, there were 
no limitations on the kind of weapons the United States would use to 
defend Japan.9 The second Satö-Johnson Joint Communique (14 
November 1967) reaffirmed the United States’ commitment and declared 
the intention of both parties to strengthen the alliance.10

It is too early to determine how the American debacle in South-east 
Asia has affected the Japanese Government’s view of the credibility of 
Washington’s guarantees. Yet it would be strange if Tokyo came to the 
conclusion that America’s failure to defeat a guerilla force in a distant 
and backward nation had weakened America’s resolve to defend her 
allies against Soviet and Chinese nuclear threats. President Nixon’s 
Guam Doctrine, with its pledge of full American support in cases of 
nuclear attack or nuclear blackmail, and against direct invasion, con
tained little that could have alarmed the Japanese Government. The 
Satö-Nixon Joint Communique (22 November 1969) reaffirmed that 
the United States would continue to observe its treaty obligations, despite 
the emphasis on ‘autonomous efforts’. Both leaders stressed that they 
‘highly evaluated the role of the Security Treaty in the present situation 
in the Far East and in the forseeable future’. Both leaders declared their 
intention to strengthen the Treaty.11

Despite the continued enthusiasm for the Security Treaty and the 
perennial calls for greater defence efforts within its framework, it is

7 The Foreign Ministry’s ‘Unified View’ and the reactions of various sections 
of Japanese opinion to it were widely discussed in the press. See Asahi Shimbun, 
17 April 1966, for the attitude of the Socialist Party; the Tokyo Shimbun s 
19 April editorial for a general survey of the ‘view’ and of reactions to it. The 
Mainichi Shimbun, on 19 April, also devoted a long editorial to a discussion 
of the Foreign Ministry’s document.

8 Senkyühyaku Nanajünen no Seijikadai (The Political Problems of 1970), 
Asahi Shimbun, Anzenhoshö Mondai Chösakai, 1967. Hereafter referred to as 
Seijikadai.

9 Wakaizumi Kei, MacNamara Beikokuböchökan Tandoku Kaikenki (The 
Record of a Private Talk with United States Secretary of Defence MacNamara), 
Chüö Köron, September 1966.

10 The Japanese text of this communique is reproduced in full in Watanabe 
Yözö and Okakura Koshirö, op. cit., p. 427 ff.

n The full text of the Satö-Nixon Joint Communique is reproduced in the 
Asahi Shimbun, 22 November 1969.
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perhaps doubtful whether any Japanese Government has regarded China 
as an immediate (or even relatively long-term) military threat. In their 
official pronouncements, government spokesmen have certainly taken 
the view that it is because of the American alliance that China cannot 
become a threat.12 In general, however, the statements emanating from 
Tokyo have been milder than those issuing from Washington, Canberra, 
and Moscow.

In the first Satö-Johnson Joint Communique (13 January 1965— 
three months after the first Chinese test) it was noticeable that while 
President Johnson spoke of Communist China’s ‘bellicose policies’ and 
‘expansionist pressures’ menacing the peace of Asia and threatening the 
security of neighbouring countries, Mr Satö referred only to Japan’s 
intention to preserve diplomatic relations with Taipei and to maintain 
the principle of ‘separation of trade and politics’ in relations with 
Peking.13 The second Satö-Johnson Joint Communique (13 January 
1967) stated that Japan and the United States recognised that it was 
necessary to create conditions in which Asian nations would not feel 
intimidated by the ‘threat of China’.14 Yet in reply to questions in the 
Diet on what the ‘threat’ referred to in the communique actually meant, 
the then Foreign Minister, Mr Miki, declared that

The communique was speaking in an abstract way, about the psycho
logical side of things. Japan certainly intends to maintain the Security 
Treaty and rely on the American nuclear deterrent. [Yet] as far as 
the reality of the Chinese threat is concerned, there is no guarantee 
that China will have missiles in the 1970s.15
Satö himself, when asked in the Diet whether he regarded Chinese 

nuclear weapons as a threat or not, said he thought there was ‘no need 
to worry in the present situation’.16

On 18 December 1967 the then Director of the Defence Agency, 
Mr Masuda, assured the Diet that ‘Chinese nuclear weapons are 
primitive . . . That China, whose national strength is only half that of

12 See, for example, Mr Sato’s press conference of 20 January 1965, referred 
to earlier.

13 From the Japanese version quoted in Watanabe Yözö and Okakura Koshirö, 
op. cit.

14 From the Japanese version quoted in Watanabe Yözö and Okakura Koshirö, 
op. cit.

15 21 March 1968, in the Upper House. Kokkai Amporonsö, Sokkiroku to 
Yötenkaisetsu (Security Treaty Debates in the National Diet, Records and 
Explanations of Important Points), Vol. 2, pp. 121-2, Yomiuri Shimbunsha, 
Tokyo 1968. Hereafter referred to as Kokkai Amporonsö.

14 Kokkai Amporonsö, Vol. 1, pp. 220-1, 26 February 1968, in the Lower House.
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Japan, should use these nuclear weapons is a ridiculous proposition’.17
Masuda’s tendency to disregard ‘the Chinese threat’ may have been 

influenced by the fact that in September of the previous year his 
predecessor in the Defence Agency, Mr Esaki, had visited China with a 
group of Liberal Democratic Party politicians and, after inspecting 
defence installations near Tientsin, had returned to Japan with a rather 
conservative estimate of China’s capabilities and intentions.18 (Whether 
Mr Esaki’s judgment can be regarded as reliable is, of course, a different 
matter. In October 1961 Esaki, then Chairman of the Liberal Demo
cratic Party Diet Policy Committee, was asked to comment on the 
Soviet Union’s explosion of a fifty megaton bomb. ‘Fifty megatons is 
fifty million tons and fifty million tons is 13,350 Kan’, he gravely told 
the reporters. ‘The thing is very heavy’.19)

The rapid progress of the Chinese nuclear program, the launching of 
the first Chinese satellite (widely recognised in Japan as indicating that 
a Chinese ICBM is close at hand)20 and China’s tentative re-emergence 
on to the international scene in the wake of the Great Cultural Revolu
tion do not seem to have changed these attitudes. The view that with 
the subsidence of the Cultural Revolution China will adopt a more 
‘flexible’ and ‘conciliatory’ posture seems to be strongly held.21 It was 
noticeable that while the Satö-Nixon Joint Communique of November 
1969 declared that the security of South Korea was ‘of great importance’ 
to Japan’s own security, and the security of ‘the Taiwan area’ was 
‘important’, little was said about China. The two leaders merely 
expressed the hope that China would adopt ‘a more co-operative and 
constructive’ attitude to the outside world.22 The new year of 1970 saw 
Satö expressing his perennial desire for improved relations with China.23

17 Ibid., pp. 205-6, 18 December 1967, in the Upper House.
18 Seijikadai, pp. 98-9.
19 Tokyo Shimbun, 25 October 1961.
20 See for example the Asahi Shimburt's editorial of 27 April 1970, the Sankei 

Shimbun and the Mainichi Shimbun's editorials of the same day. The Yomiuri 
Shimbun's editorial pronouncement appeared on 26 April. See also the Defence 
Agency Director Mr Nakasone’s comments in the Lower House Budget Com
mittee, 24 April 1970 ( Yomiuri Shimbun, 24 April 1970). The reactions of the 
three major opposition parties were reported in the Asahi Shimbun, 26 April 1970.

21 For the attitude of the Foreign Ministry see Asahi Shimbun, 3 January 1970. 
The attitude of the Public Security Investigation Agency was reported in the 
Yomiuri Shimbun, 5 January 1970. For the influence of the Foreign Ministry’s 
view on Sato’s recent pronouncements, see Asahi Shimbun, 3 January 1970 and 
Mainichi Shimbun, 1 January 1970.

22 Asahi Shimbun, 22 November 1969.
23 Mainichi Shimbun, 1 January 1970; Asahi Shimbun, 3 January 1970.
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More significant perhaps was the attitude of Sato’s new Defence 
Agency Director Mr Nakasone and of the former Foreign Minister 
Fujiyama Aiichirö. On 24 April 1970 Nakasone told the Lower House 
Budget Committee that the launching of the Chinese satellite did not 
place Japan’s security in jeopardy. ‘Even if China does develop nuclear 
missiles, we do not consider that she intends to invade Japan. Japan 
does not, therefore, feel any actual threat.’24

Nakasone is reported to believe that Sino-Japanese rapprochement is 
essential for the peace of Asia, that the problem of Taiwan should be 
settled by the Chinese themselves and that Japan should re-examine its 
attitude to China’s admission to the United Nations.25

Fujiyama, who as Kishi’s Foreign Minister was responsible for the 
1960 Security Treaty revision that brought such hostile reactions from 
China and the Soviet Union, told Chou En-lai during a recent visit to 
Peking: ‘The Security Treaty is concerned with our relations with the 
Soviet Union. Its purpose is not to confront China’.26

Chou En-lai was much amused by Fujiyama’s remark but it may con
tain a good deal of truth. At least it can be said that the Japanese 
Government has been reluctant to emphasise the ‘Chinese threat’ and 
seems convinced that adherence to the Security Treaty system, in its 
present form, is the most prudent course for Japan to follow in a 
changing world.

It is sometimes claimed that this indulgent view of China’s capabilities 
and intentions is not shared by sections of the Liberal Democratic Party’s 
right wing. Elements of the conservative Söshinkai and the so-called 
ex-soldiers group are said to take the Chinese threat seriously and to 
advocate stern measures to counter it. A report in the newspaper Tokyo 
Shimbun asserts that some members of this group have been advocating 
a Japanese nuclear weapons program to counter the Chinese menace.27 
This matter is clearly important and should be examined in some detail.

The attitudes of the Liberal Democratic Party’s right wing are perhaps 
best illustrated by the reports on defence and foreign policy submitted 
to the Party Executive from time to time by the Security Problems

24 Yomiuri Shimbun, 24 April 1970 (evening edition). See also his remarks in a 
round table discussion reported in Nihon Keizai Shimbun, 1 January 1970.

25 Yomiuri Shimbun, 24 April 1970 (evening edition); Mainichi Shimbun, 
17 January 1970.

26 Yomiuri Shimbun, 24 April 1970.
27 Tökyö Shimbun, 12 May 1966. The claim is made in the second of a series 

of articles on Japan’s security problems. The evidence presented to substantiate 
it is somewhat contradictory.
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Research Committee. The Security Problems Research Committee was 
first organised in June 1961 and was formally established on 27 March 
1962. Its members are drawn almost exclusively from the Party’s right 
wing. At the time most of the reports discussed below were prepared, the 
committee was chaired by Masutani Hideji, but its pronouncements were 
said to have been much influenced by the Vice-Chairman Hoshina 
Zenjiro, a former Vice-Admiral of the Imperial Japanese Navy. There 
are in fact several former army and naval officers among the committee’s 
members. The committee has been closely associated with the Söshinkai 
and the Party’s Asia Problems Research Committee, a militantly anti- 
Peking group.28

If the character of the committee’s reports accurately reflects the 
opinions of its members, this group, contrary to what is widely believed 
both in Japan and abroad, does not regard China’s nuclear weapons as 
a military threat to Japan. There can be no doubt that the committee 
is fiercely anti-Communist, advocating strong measures against sub
version at home, opposing economic and political contacts with Com
munist powers abroad, urging greater Japanese defence expenditure and 
vigorous efforts to maintain the status quo in other parts of Asia. Yet 
these robust views reflect the backgrounds and personal philosophies 
of the committee’s members and do not appear to have been stimulated 
by anxiety over China’s emergence as a nuclear power. In fact, a report 
prepared by the committee in the winter of 1964, two months after the 
first Chinese test, stated that

The success of Communist China’s nuclear test does not mean we 
are faced at once with a Chinese military nuclear threat. Moreover, 
even if the Chinese do, after several years, succeed in developing 
some kind of nuclear weapons system, this will increase only slightly 
the threat to which Japan has been previously exposed by Soviet 
military might. These should be no cause for alarm or agitation.29 
The report went on to criticise the mass media for having given 

‘exaggerated importance’ to the Chinese test. Japan’s security was 
guaranteed by the treaty with the United States. This treaty had 
successfully frustrated Soviet designs in the past and could easily counter 
any Chinese threat that might arise.

28 Seijikadai, p. 165 ff. Watanabe Yözö and Okakura Koshiro, op. cit., p. 94 ff.
29 Soren no Seiaku Oyobi Chükyö no Kakujikken ga Waga Kuni no Anze- 

nhoshö ni Oyobosu Eikyö, Narabi ni Kore ni Taisuru Waga Kuni no Tont Beki 
Hösaku (The Impact of Soviet Policy and of China’s Nuclear Development on 
Japanese Security, and the Policy that Japan should Adopt). Reproduced in 
Watanabe Yözö and Okakura Koshirö, op. cit., p. 119 ff.



9

It was not Chinese nuclear weapons or external threats that disturbed 
the committee so much as the precarious state of Japan’s internal 
security. Within the country there were numerous groups working, 
consciously or unconsciously, as the agents of anti-Japanese Communist 
plots. Measures to strike at their influence were strongly recommended. 
This theme was further developed in a short report prepared in May 
1965.30 The view was advanced that while China’s nuclear weapons had 
‘practically no threat value’ Chinese political pressure on Japan could 
be expected to increase. One of China’s principal objectives was, of 
course, to separate Japan from the United States. This would be achieved 
by working from inside Japan. Indeed the Chinese program of sub
version had already succeeded in building up ‘an important political 
base’. Peking had established centres of influence in the Communist 
Party, the Socialist Party, in industry, the mass media and even in the 
Liberal Democratic Party itself. Again measures to curb the influence 
of these unpatriotic and misguided elements were recommended. Efforts 
to strengthen ties with the United States and the ‘free world nations of 
Asia’ were also mentioned, but the main preoccupation of the committee 
was obviously with internal security.

The long Interim Report on Japan’s Security prepared in June 1966 
followed similar lines. Indeed China’s military power was dismissed 
more lightly than ever before. Noting with satisfaction the overwhelming 
nuclear superiority of the United States, the committee stressed that 

Even if China, after ten years or so, were to possess strategic nuclear 
strike power in the form of intercontinental ballistic missiles, these, 
like the present Soviet intercontinental ballistic missiles, will be 
effectively prevented from threatening the American continent. . . .31 
Chinese or Soviet nuclear threats against Japan would thus be power

less so long as the Security Treaty existed. It was also pointed out that 
China’s conventional power was even more limited than her nuclear 
force. Her vast armies were inferior in quality and poorly equipped, her 
naval and air forces were antiquated, her industrial base backward. 
Her nuclear weapons program had placed her economic growth in

30 Kyokutöjösei to Waga Kuni no Anzenhoshö (The Far Eastern Situation and 
Japan’s Security). Reproduced in Watanabe Yözö and Okakura Koshirö, op. cit., 
p. 126 ff. A longer report prepared in June followed similar lines. Kyokutöjösei to 
Waga Kuni no Anzenhoshö Taisaku (The Far Eastern Situation and Japan’s 
Security Policy). Also reproduced in Watanabe Yözö’s collection of documents.

31 Waga kuni no Anzenhoshö ni Kansuru Chükanhökoku (Interim Report on 
Japan’s Security). Full text in Watanabe Yözö and Okakura Koshirö, op. cit., 
p. 148 ff.
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jeopardy and this boded ill for her future as a great power. It was thus 
clear that she could pose no direct military threat to areas beyond her 
immediate borders.

To advance her aims Peking would thus have to rely on subversion, 
and so long as the Japanese-American alliance existed the threat to 
Japan’s security was primarily internal. Strong and immediate action 
against subversive groups was urged. These groups were identified as 
the left wing political parties (the Socialist Party, with a third of the 
seats in the Diet, was apparently included), the movement against 
nuclear weapons, the movement against the Vietnam war, the anti base 
movement and the Pyongyang orientated Korean residents of Japan. 
A variety of administrative and educational measures, including greater 
emphasis on the ‘spiritual side of education’ were suggested to cope 
with the problems created by these potentially disruptive groups.

China’s military weakness and inability to threaten a Japan protected 
by the United States did not, of course, mean that Japan herself should 
not play a greater military role in the world. The Interim Report 
stresses ‘cooperation with the free nations of Asia’. Several members 
of the committee have been enthusiastic advocates of wider Japanese 
military responsibilities in East and South-east Asia. What the ‘coopera
tion with the free world nations of Asia’ might mean in practice is 
perhaps illustrated by an article written by one of the committee’s most 
active members, Genda Minoru (a former imperial naval officer and 
the first Chief of the Air Defence Staff) in the magazine Sekai Shühö. 
Genda, remarking that the spectacle of Americans defending South 
Vietnam’s freedom was ‘unnatural’ declared

First let Japan perform the task, and where we cannot do it all, the 
Americans should help us. As a matter of principle, the freedom of 
Asia should be defended by the hands of Asians and Japan should act 
as the leader.32
This view is an interesting one but it can hardly have much connection 

with China’s nuclear weapons, which Genda and his committee have 
consistently regarded as militarily unimportant. In recent years the 
disorganisation caused by the Cultural Revolution and the subsequent 
collapse of Chinese diplomacy throughout the world seem to have led 
the Liberal Democratic Party’s right wing to regard China’s potential, 
both nuclear and conventional, even more lightly than before. The 
massive 537-page report on national security issued by the committee

32 Genda Minoru, Tökai no Rakuan, Anitsu wa Bökoku no In’ (The Paradise 
of the Eastern Seas; Indolence is the Cause of National Decline), Sekai Shühö, 
30 July 1968.
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in 1969 dismisses the Chinese threat in much the same terms as the 
previous documents, but it is noticeable that this report has very little 
to say about China. Far more attention is given to the build-up of Soviet 
military strength in the Far East as a result of the Sino-Soviet confron
tation, and 125 pages of the report are devoted to an analysis of the 
strategic implications of Japan’s dependence on outside sources of oil 
supply. The cause of anxiety here is surely not the Chinese, but the 
Soviet Far Eastern fleet based at Vladivostok, one day’s sail away 
across the Sea of Japan.33 The recent Chinese satellite does not seem 
to have impressed Mr Genda. He regards it as useful mainly for 
‘spying’.34

It would seem, then, that China’s emergence as a nuclear power has 
not overawed the extreme right wing of the Liberal Democratic Party. 
What about the left wing? It is well known that the Liberal Democratic 
Party contains a small but influential group advocating closer economic 
and political relations with the Chinese mainland.35 Members associated 
with this group, while rarely advocating dissolution of the Security 
Treaty system, have stressed the importance of political accommodation 
and of economic diplomacy rather than the more strictly military aspects 
of defence. They have been inclined to see Japan acting as the honest 
broker between Washington and Peking. In 1960 these ‘pro-Peking’ 
elements formed themselves into the Japan-China Problem Study Group. 
Although the group was soon dissolved due to Kishi’s insistence that all 
debate on the China issue take place within the official organs of the 
Party, it was resurrected in 1965 as the Afro-Asian Problems Study 
Group, a few weeks after the ‘pro-Taiwan’ elements in the Party had

33 Nihon no Anzenhoshö, Senkyühyakunanajünen e no Tenbö (Japan’s Security, 
the Prospects for 1970), Anzenhoshö Chösakai, Chöun Shimbunsha, Tokyo, 
19 August 1969.

34 Yomiuri Shimbun, 26 April 1970.
35 Some details of the character and activities of this group can be found in 

the following articles: Uchida Kenzö, ‘Jimintö Dai gishi no Chükokukan’ 
(Liberal Democratic Party Members’ Views on China), Chüö Köron, July 1965; 
‘Jimintö Kakuha no Chükokukan’ (Various Liberal Democratic Party Factions 
Views on China) (Töfü Seifu), Chüö Koron, June 1968. By far the best discussion 
of the Liberal Democratic Party’s attitudes towards the China question that the 
present writer has seen is in Party in Power: the Japanese Liberal Democrats 
and Policy Making, Fukui Haruhiro (A.N.U. Press, 1970), p. 247 ff. A good, 
short outline of the Matsumura groups’ beliefs and objectives can also be found 
in the 20 October 1964 edition of the Asahi Shimbun and Matsumura, himself 
a prolific writer, has produced many articles on the subject, e.g. Matsumura Kenzö, 
‘Bei-Chü no Chöteishatare’ (A Mediator between China and America), Sekai, 
February 1965.
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organised themselves into an Asian Problems Study Group.
Conservative politicians associated with the Afrc-Asian Problems 

Study Group have emphasised the ‘nationalist’ character of the Chinese 
Revolution. They have been apt to claim that China’s military prepar
ations are essentially defensive, and have stressed the importance of 
trade and cultural exchange in bringing about peaceful co-existence. 
After a visit to China in 1962, Matsumura Kenzö, one of the most 
prominent figures in the group, said:

To be sure, it will be necessary for us to be on the alert . . .  yet once 
we have pledged that we will not interfere with each other’s political 
system, is it not very natural that we should promote economic and 
cultural exchanges? . . . Whether China will or will not eventually 
give up her Communism, is beyond me, but I suspect that her Com
munism . . . will be very Asian, and significantly different from the 
European model . . . We feel that it is, after all, the rise of national 
consciousness, and if it is so, it is going to be lasting. . . ,3C 
Matsumoto Shunichi, another leading figure in the group, has 

remarked that ‘most Japanese know by intuition and common sense 
that Japan and Communist China must co-exist in peace’ and that the 
‘maintenance of friendly relations between the two countries will work 
as a safety valve for world peace’.37

Interest in the cause of Sino-Japanese friendship, emphasis on the 
defensive character of China’s armoury and on the importance of 
economic and political, rather than military diplomacy, does not seem 
to have been diminished as a result of China’s decision to become a 
nuclear power. The necessity for Japan, in the interests of her own 
security and of world peace in the wider sense, to act as a bridge between 
China and the United States, seems to be being stressed with greater 
urgency. The Vietnam war has perhaps done much to inject passion into 
the issue.

After the first Chinese nuclear test, Matsumura Kenzö remarked: ‘As 
a result of China’s possession of nuclear devices, the necessity of nor
malising Sino-Japanese relations has become greater than ever’.38

The former Foreign Minister, Mr Miki, who opposed the 1960 revision 
of the Security Treaty partly on the grounds that it would intimidate 
China,30 has frequently expressed his hope for better relations with

30 Fukui Haruhiro, op. cit., p. 322.
37 Ibid, p. 323.
38 Asahi Shimbun, 20 October 1964.
30 For an excellent analysis of Miki’s role in the 1960 Security Treaty crisis 

and the manoeuvres that preceded it, see Shinobu Seisaburö (A History of the 
Security Treaty Struggle), Ampotösöshi, Sekai Shöin, Tokyo, 1968 (3rd ed.).
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Peking. On 8 December 1967, speaking in the Upper House, Miki 
denied that Japan had participated in the American containment policy. 

Japan hopes that the time will soon come when China will be able 
to co-operate with the rest of the world and when a stable situation 
will be constructed in the Far East. The Japanese Government’s 
policy is to keep the door open for China at all times.40 
On 21 March 1968, asked whether or not Japan, the United States 

and the Soviet Union should co-operate to maintain peace in the Far 
East, Miki replied that ‘there can be no peace in the Far East if the 
Continent, if China, is ignored’.41

The elements within the Liberal Democratic Party advocating political 
rapprochement, economic diplomacy, and relaxation of the tensions 
have naturally been critical of the military approach to defence that has 
characterised the publications of the Security Problems Research Com
mittee. Asked to comment on the ‘Interim Report on Japan’s Security’ 
released by the Committee in June 1966, Furui Yoshimi, long an advo
cate of closer Sino-Japanese ties, declared:

Hoshina’s ideas reflect the professional soldier’s view and are reminis
cent of the pre-war militarist days. Underlying his ideas are (doc
trinaire) anti-Communism, the desire to counter force with force 
and a policy relying on the balance of power. Reactionary ideas like 
this will create a menace to peace, not ease tension.42 
Thus, although both groups are agreed that Chinese nuclear weapons 

constitute no threat to Japan’s security, the policies advocated by the 
right wing dominated Security Problems Research Committee and Asian 
Problems Study Group, and those of the Afro-Asian Problems Study 
Group stand in marked contrast to each other. Between these two groups 
hovers what is probably a majority of Liberal Democratic Party politi
cians, an amorphous and neutral mass of members evincing little 
apparent interest in the cause of either side.

The precise strengths of the two contending groups and the character 
and inclinations of the central mass at any given time are difficult to 
determine. There is no doubt, however, that the so-called pro-Peking 
elements are a minority in the Party, despite the fact that they have on 
occasions appeared to be the more active. In mid-1965 there were said 
to be over 120 Diet members associated with the ‘Peking-orientated’ 
group and 74 members associated with the pro-Taiwan elements, 
although the anti-Peking forces claimed, probably correctly, that they

40 Kokkai Amporonsö, Vol. 1, p. 189.
41 Ibid., Vol. 2, p. 122.
*- Asahi Shimbun, 20 May 1966.
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could always muster 140 or 150 members if it were necessary to do so. 
Factions within the Liberal Democratic Party tend to be centred 
around prominent personalities. At this time it was said that the Asian 
Problems group was centred around former Prime Minister Kishi’s 
faction, the Fukuda faction, and the Ishii faction. It also had many sup
porters in the Satö faction. It was said that no members of the Fukuda 
faction or the Ishii faction or of former Prime Minister Kishi’s group 
ever attended the meetings of the rival Afro-Asian group. On the other 
hand Matsumura Kenzo’s small faction and most of the large Könö 
group belonged to the Afro-Asian set had never attended the meetings 
of the rival body. The Miki and Fujiyama factions were said to be 
divided, the large Ikeda faction to have little interest in the matter.43 
That is to say in mid-1965 the ‘mainstream’ factions of the party were 
clearly sympathetic to the pro-Taiwan ‘Asian’ group, while the pro- 
Peking ‘Afro-Asian’ body was very much an ‘anti-mainstream’ affair. 
Despite the changes in the factional structure of the Liberal Democratic 
Party and in factional alignments that have occurred since that time, it 
is unlikely that this situation has basically changed, although it is 
difficult to obtain precise statistics. It is said that there are more young 
members associated with the group favouring rapprochement with 
Peking than are connected with the pro-Taiwan elements. This may be 
a portent for the future. Nakasone’s attitude and Fujiyama’s apparent 
change of heart have already been noted.

Yet if China is not regarded as a threat, if the government and most 
sections of the ruling party seem satisfied that the American deterrent 
is credible and the Security Treaty offers Japan adequate protection 
against nuclear threats from the Communist powers, how is one to 
explain Tokyo’s extremely cautious approach to the Non-proliferation 
Treaty? For there can be no doubt that Japanese signing of the Treaty, 
which eventually took place on 3 February 1970, and only then with 
significant conditions attached, took place against a background of dis
satisfaction within the Liberal Democratic Party and the nation at large.

It has been assumed in the West that whatever the Japanese Govern
ment might say about the absence of a threat from China, Japan’s 
hesitation on the Non-proliferation Treaty shows that she does in fact 
feel threatened and has been, like India, reluctant to close the door on 
the possibility of becoming a nuclear power.

Since Kishi first stated in March 1959 (five years before the first 
Chinese test) that Japan’s possession of certain types of ‘defensive’

iS Uchida Kenzö, op. cit.
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nuclear weapons (nuclear tipped ‘Honest John’ missiles were given as 
an example) would not necessarily be incompatible with Article 9 of the 
Constitution,44 no Japanese Government has maintained the view that 
nuclear weapons would be, in all circumstances, unconstitutional. At 
the same time successive Prime Ministers have stated that as a matter 
of policy Japan will not develop nuclear weapons. The ‘three non
nuclear principles’ (not manufacturing, not possessing, and not per
mitting the entry of nuclear weapons) which the government now 
declares to be the basis of its nuclear policy are in fact Sato’s own brain
child.

Satö had long taken a favourable attitude towards the Non-prolifera
tion Treaty. In the Satö-Johnson Joint Communique of 1967, Japan had 
expressed her hope for the early conclusion of a non-proliferation agree
ment. In the autumn of 1968 the former Foreign Minister, Miki Takeo, 
had spoken eloquently on the subject at the United Nations. On 11 
October 1969 the Foreign Ministry had advised the Liberal Democratic 
Party of its own support for the Treaty, and it was reported that Satö 
hoped to give the Americans a precise date for Japan’s signature when 
he went to Washington in November.45

However, it became apparent at a joint meeting of the Foreign Affairs 
Research Committee, the Security Problems Research Committee and 
the Special Committee on Science and Technology held on 7 November 
1969, that the Liberal Democratic Party was in fact deeply split on the 
issue and that the government was seemingly unable to placate those 
who had doubts on the Treaty. Party leaders were reported to have 
hoped for a resolution that the signing of the Treaty be left to the dis
cretion of the Prime Minister. Instead, while declaring it did not oppose 
the Treaty, the meeting urged that should the matter arise during Sato’s 
forthcoming visit to Washington, he should point out that the Treaty 
still contained many ‘doubtful points’ and should request American clari
fication of these.40 Moreover, five days before Sato’s talks with President 
Nixon began, the Liberal Democratic Party’s Executive Board resolved 
that ‘the question of participation in the Non-proliferation Treaty be 
settled after careful study’.47 The Prime Minister did not, therefore, 
clarify the government’s stand during the Washington talks and although 
the matter was listed on the agenda there was no reference to it in the 
joint communique.

44 Böei Nenkan, 1960, p. 132.
45 Tokyo Shimbun, 7 November 1969.
46 Sankei Shimbun, 8 November 1969; Asahi Shimbun, 9 November 1969.
47 Tokyo Shimbun, 15 November 1969.
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With Sato’s return from the United States and the election victory 

in December, Party leaders began a drive to win over opponents of the 
Treaty and apparently met with considerable success. Another joint 
meeting of the Foreign Affairs Research Committee, the Special Com
mittee on Science and Technology, and the Security Problems Research 
Committee, held on 26 January 1970, concluded that although the 
Non-proliferation Treaty still contained a number of ‘doubtful points’ 
it would be preferable to work for their rectification after the Treaty had 
been signed. The question of signing would be left to the discretion of the 
government. It was stressed, however, that if Japan’s recommendations 
were not accepted after she had signed, she would be entitled to exer
cise caution in regard to ratification.48 On 3 February, the Cabinet 
formally decided to sign the Treaty and the Japanese Ambassadors to 
the United States, the Soviet Union, and Great Britain appended their 
signatures to the document that same day.49

Japan’s signature, like that of West Germany and Australia, was not 
unconditional. At the time of signing, the government issued a long and 
somewhat obscure statement emphasising that it had a ‘deep interest’ 
in steps towards general disarmament, in the renunciation of force or the 
threat of force in international disputes, and in the establishment of 
appropriate security guarantees for non-nuclear nations. The government 
statement also expressed the hope that France and China would become 
parties of the Treaty. Yet it would seem that the only precondition for 
Japan’s ratification was the arrangement of acceptable inspection pro
cedures. ‘The Government of Japan intends to give full consideration 
to this matter before taking steps to ratify the Treaty’, the statement 
said.50

To what extent has dissatisfaction with the Treaty arisen from anxiety 
over Japan’s security? It is difficult to answer this question. It is perhaps 
possible that the Japanese Government, while not expressing fear of 
China for reasons associated with domestic politics, actually feels such 
fear. Yet it should be pointed out that the strongest opposition to the 
Treaty has come not from the Liberal Democratic Party but from the 
opposition parties, all of which, with varying degrees of emphasis, are 
committed to the principle of a lightly armed, non-nuclear and neutral

48 Ibid., 26 January 1970; Nihon Keizai Shimbun, 26 January 1970.
46 Tokyo Shimbun, 4 February 1970; Nihon Keizai Shimbun, 4 February 1970.
60 Kakuheiki Fukakusan Jöyaku Shomei No Sai No Nihon Seifu Seimei (State

ment of the Government of Japan on the Occasion of the Signing of the Treaty 
on the Non-proliferation of Nuclear Weapons). For a commentary on this state
ment, see Tokyo Shimbun, 4 February 1970; Mainichi Shimbun, 4 February 1970.
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Japan maintaining friendly ties with China. The Socialist Party, the 
Kömeitö, the Democratic Socialist Party, and the Communist Party have 
tirelessly declared that the Treaty not only contains various disadvan
tageous inspection clauses but is, in essence, part of a Soviet-American 
attempt to dominate and divide the world, to isolate and encircle China. 
It is thus in no way conducive to peace or the relaxation of tensions.51 
In view of its long adherence to the principle of unarmed neutrality, it 
could not be seriously held that the Socialist Party, for example, is using 
these arguments as a sort of moralistic fig leaf to conceal a rampant 
desire for nuclear potential. There is obviously a tendency on the political 
left in Japan to accept the Franco-Chinese view that the Treaty is 
merely a vehicle for extending Soviet and American influence and is not 
really in the interests of world peace.

As far as the Liberal Democratic Party is concerned, the daily news
papers have not, except in a few rare instances, identified the factions 
and individuals most hostile to the Treaty. Reports simply speak of 
‘some persons within the Liberal Democratic Party’, of ‘various quarters’, 
‘some elements’, and ‘certain factions’. It can be suspected, however, 
that both the right and the left of the Party have been uneasy about the 
Treaty, although for different reasons.

It has been reported that at the meeting of 7 November 1969 the 
then head of the Defence Agency, Mr Arita, while supporting partici
pation in the Treaty, indicated some anxiety over its long duration 
(twenty-five years) and urged that measures be adopted to reduce the 
‘threat from China’. What measures he had in mind were not revealed.52 
Genda Minoru is reported to have had doubts about the Treaty on the 
grounds that, regardless of the present situation, it would be prudent to 
leave open the possibility of Japan’s becoming a nuclear power.53 It can 
be assumed that many members of the Security Problems Research 
Committee have similar views. Mr Kuraishi, who was obliged to resign 
from his cabinet post in 1968 because of a statement on nuclear 
weapons, and Nakasone, the new head of the Defence Agency, have 
been identified as opponents of the Treaty, although it is said that

51 The views of the four opposition parties were presented in a special article 
in the Mainichi Shimbun on 6 November 1969. For a long statement of the views 
of the Japan Communist Party see Akahata (the party’s official newspaper), 
8 November 1969. The opposition parties all issued statements of protest after 
the signing of the Treaty on 3 February.

■2 Sankei Shimbun, 8 November 1969. 
r,J Tokyo Shimbun, 26 January 1970.
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Nakasone’s attitude has changed to one of support since accepting his 
new post.54 Yet Nakasone definitely does not regard China as a threat 
(see p. 7).

It is indeed unlikely that these expressions of hostility to the Treaty 
are directly connected with China’s emergence as a nuclear power. The 
tendency of the most ‘hawkish’ elements in the Liberal Democratic Party 
to dismiss the Chinese nuclear threat rather lightly has already been 
described. What is doubtless worrying Genda, Kuraishi, and the others 
is the simple fact that, regardless of present guarantees, international 
conditions and military technology will change rapidly in the next twenty- 
five years. It would be therefore unwise to make commitments too far 
in advance.

Although there is as yet no evidence, it can be suspected that the 
so-called pro-Peking elements within the Liberal Democratic Party have 
also been doubtful about the Treaty. Matsumura Kenzö and his group 
have not, as far as the present writer knows, made any public comment 
on the matter, but they would be likely to regard the Treaty as a vehicle 
for Soviet-American ‘isolation’ and ‘encirclement’ of the People's 
Republic.

Both within the Liberal Democratic Party and outside it, the most 
frequent source of anxiety publicly mentioned in the debates on the 
Non-proliferation Treaty relates to the inspection clauses.55 There has 
been a strong feeling that inspection by the International Atomic Energy 
Agency would place Japan at a disadvantage in the field of peaceful 
nuclear research, compared, for example, to the Euratom nations, who 
have managed to win the right to negodate an autonomous (group) 
arrangement for inspection and control. Japanese industrialists and the 
newspapers and politicians who reflect their views seem terrified at the 
prospect of technical processes developed in Japan being leaked to the 
outside world. Even the Socialist Party and the Communist Party, never

64 Ibid., 25 January 1970; Asahi Shimbun, 26 January 1970.
“ For a coverage of the party meeting of 7 November 1969, see Sankei Shimbun, 

8 November and the Tokyo Shimbun of 7 November. The only newspaper con
sistently and unequivocally in favour of the treaty was the Tokyo Shimbun. For 
the views of the other major newspapers see Yomiuri Shimbun, 6 November; 
Mainichi Shimbun, 7 November; Sankei Shimbun, 1 November; Asahi Shimbun, 
8 November; Asahi Shimbun, 30 January 1970; Yomiuri Shimbun, 27 January, 
and Nihon Keizai Shimbun, 26 January 1970. Newspaper opposition tended at 
first to be rather generalised but with the passage of time the inspection clauses 
were singled out as the principal object of dissatisfaction.
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ones to champion the interests of the business community, have been 
hunting with the hounds. From a long-term point of view there is some
thing to be said for their arguments. The Euratom nations may arrange 
to have their nuclear installations inspected by friendly nations only. 
The Japanese, if they are subjected to International Atomic Energy 
Agency inspection, will not be in this fortunate position. That the 
inspection issue has been the principal source of anxiety is indicated by 
the fact that in the government statement of 3 February the conclusion 
of suitable inspection arrangements appears to be the only actual pre
condition for Japanese ratification of the Treaty. The questions of nuclear 
disarmament and security are merely listed as matters to which Japan 
will pay ‘particular attention’.

Yet these arguments should not be allowed to obscure other important 
facts. Although there have been much-advertised plans for expansion in 
the coming decades, Japanese installed reactor capacity and, in some 
areas, research and development of civil energy, have not yet reached the 
level of the major European nations. Japan’s only present power reactor, 
obtained from the United Kingdom, is already (under the provisions of 
the International Atomic Energy Agency) the subject of informal British 
inspection. The next generation of reactors, to be imported from the 
United States, will similarly be subject to American inspection. When 
the Treaty comes into force, these inspections will still be carried out by 
the International Atomic Energy Agency, whether Japan ratifies the 
Treaty or not. Once the Japanese begin to design and construct their 
own reactors, at some uncertain future date, the arguments about 
inspection by the International Atomic Energy Agency may well have 
greater force, but as things stand the passion aroused by the issue does 
seem strange.

The government must have been aware of this. Yet it has done little 
to inform the public of the true state of affairs. Indeed Satö was perhaps 
not unhappy to be ‘embarrassed’ by a ‘revolt’ in his own Party over the 
Non-proliferation Treaty at the time of the Okinawa negotiations. Had 
he signed the Treaty before he went to Washington, or had it been 
known in the White House that the Liberal Democrats were solidly 
behind the Treaty and Japan’s signing was all but a fait accompli, he 
would have had one less card up his sleeve had the Americans 
demanded, for example, that nuclear weapons remain on Okinawa after 
its return. If this is the case, the Japanese hesitation to sign the Non
proliferation Treaty had perhaps more to do with American nuclear 
weapons than with Chinese.
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DEVELOPMENTS IN THE PRESS, AMONG DEFENCE 
SPECIALISTS AND IN THE ACADEMIC COMMUNITY

In the mass media and the academic community, a widely ranging 
debate on the Chinese nuclear program and its implications for Japan 
has been taking place. In post-war Japan, and especially in the past 
decade, few issues have been debated with such passion as the China 
problem. There have probably been more articles on the general question 
of relations with China in the major monthly magazines than on any 
other matter affecting the lives of the Japanese people. The coverage 
given to China in the daily press has also been very extensive, and has 
at times exceeded that given the United States and Western Europe. 
Apart from this, there has been a veritable deluge of books on China. 
If the bulk of material available is any guide to the level of interest, 
and the high quality of many of the articles and monographs a reflection 
of the degree to which the general public is informed on the question, 
the Japanese ought to be more interested in and more highly informed 
on the China question than most other peoples in the world.

It will not be possible in this paper to do more than scratch the 
surface of this enormous tonnage of literature, of which only a part is, 
in any case, concerned with the Chinese nuclear program.

T h e  P ress

There has been no concerted newspaper campaign against China as 
a result of the tests, although China’s decision to become a nuclear 
power has been criticised and regretted. There have been only a few 
suggestions that China’s nuclear weapons will make greater Japanese 
defence efforts inevitable.

The first Chinese test appears to have produced the strongest press 
reaction. Yet it was a mild reaction compared with that of much of the 
Western press.

The Asahi Shimbun lamented China’s decision to go nuclear and 
feared that the test might change the favourable public image of China, 
causing pressure for improved Sino-Japanese relations to wane.r,c Yet 
the impact of the test was seen to be ‘psychological’ rather than military, 
although the Asahi thought it would strengthen China’s position in the 
world. 67 Japan’s role in bringing about a Sino-American detente was

“ Asahi Shimbun, 19 October 1964, in the second of a series of articles on the 
Chinese nuclear test and Japan.

17 Ibid., 18 October 1964, in the first article of the series.
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also stressed. The Mainichi Shimbun declared its opposition to nuclear 
tests by all nations.58 The Yomiuri Shimbun bitterly attacked China’s 
decision to go nuclear yet stressed that the impact of the test would 
be ‘political’ rather than military.59

Other newspapers followed a harder line. The Nihon Keizai Shimbun 
carried several articles on the test emphasising, on the whole, its military 
significance. It predicted a strengthening of Japanese-American ties and 
suggested that the day might come when the Self Defence Forces would 
have to be equipped with nuclear weapons.60 Japan’s ability to mediate 
in the Washington-Peking quarrel was thought to be limited. At the same 
time the Nihon Keizai Shimbun did give prominent place to comments 
by certain Liberal Democratic Party Diet members and others favour
able to China.

The Sankei Shimbun held that the test, regrettable as it was, was not 
particularly significant. China’s nuclear technology was backward, her 
progress would be slow. She could not hope to compete with the United 
States.61

The Tokyo Shimbun, a relatively small right-wing newspaper, took 
the hardest line. It stated that the Chinese test would have ‘a great effect 
on the world strategic situation’.62 China’s past misdemeanours (the 
Korean War, Tibet, ‘intervention’ in Indo-China) were catalogued in 
detail. The Tokyo Shimbun lamented that the Japanese would soon be 
obliged to face the harsh realities of international politics. Continued 
efforts to exclude China from the United Nations were recommended 
as a means of maintaining peace.63

By the time of China’s third test in May 1966 the major Tokyo news
papers seemed to be making efforts to present the public with a wide 
range of fact and comment concerning the Chinese nuclear program. 
The columns and editorials contained much more purely technical 
information about the test than on previous occasions. At the same time 
there were many special articles on Chinese nuclear development and 
its implications contributed by diplomatic commentators, political 
analysts, retired diplomats and personalities from the business world. 
It is difficult to generalise about the trends of opinion expressed in such

“ Mainichi Shimbun, 18 October 1964.
“ Yomiuri Shimbun, 17 October 1964 (evening edition).
"Nihon Keizai Shimbun, in a series of articles published from 20-25 October 

1964.
S1 Sankei Shimbun, 18 October 1964.
“ Tokyo Shimbun, 18 October 1964 (editorial).
“ Ibid., 25 October 1964 (evening edition).
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articles. Nevertheless, there was a tendency to concede that China’s 
aims were ‘defence against an American or Soviet threat’ (real or 
imagined), the ‘strengthening of her position vis-ä-vis the other great 
powers’, assertion of ‘a leadership role in the Third World’ and enhance
ment of her national prestige. There appeared to be a general (although 
by no means universal) agreement that the effects of the tests would 
be political and psychological rather than military. 64

The Tokyo Shimbun had apparently modified its anti-Chinese line 
and while stressing at once the dangers of proliferation and of Peking 
inspired political subversion in Japan, was advocating Chinese partici
pation in disarmament talks. 65 On the other hand the Nihon Keizai 
Shimbun and the Sankei Shimbun had revised their original conservative 
estimate of the pace of Chinese nuclear development. Both newspapers 
now advocated that the defence issue be ‘thoroughly discussed’ in 
Japan.66

Press reaction to the successful launching of the Chinese satellite, 
with all its implications for the future of China’s ICBM program, was 
remarkably mild. The Asahi Shimbun, fully conscious that ‘the realisa
tion of a Chinese ICBM is near at hand’, expressed no anxiety about

M Fairly typical of these specialist articles was the record of discussion between 
Professor Ishikawa Tadao of Keio University, Momoi Makoto of the Defence 
Agency, and Professor Nakamura Seitarö of Tokyo University’s Physics Depart
ment, reproduced in the Sankei Shimbun on 10 May 1966. Nakamura stressed 
the rapidity of China’s nuclear development, pointed to the dangers of proliferation 
but declared that the policies of the U.S. and U.S.S.R. were the main obstacles 
to moves to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons. He was critical of the Japanese 
tendency, as he saw it, to assume that China was developing her weapons for 
use ‘against Japan alone’; China’s global strategy should be considered, he held. 
Ishikawa appeared to maintain that China’s weapons, ‘psychological’ and ‘political’ 
in character, could only threaten Japan if the Japanese believed that they were a 
threat. Momoi quoted with obvious approval the view attributed to an unnamed 
British strategist that China’s development of a hydrogen bomb (a ‘strategic’ 
rather than a ‘tactical’ weapon) w'ould mean that Peking was contemplating 
construction of ICBMs and a policy of nuclear deterrence similar to that of the 
other great powers, not a policy of using neighbouring nations as nuclear hostages. 
He tended to discount on the whole the immediate effects of the test and did not 
regard the trend towards proliferation as having been accelerated. Examples of 
this sort of approach are too numerous to record in detail, but the Sankei 
Shimbun % commentary of 10 May 1965, the Tokyo Shimbuns article by its 
Peking correspondent of the same day, and the Asahi Shimbun's long article of 
12 May might perhaps be regarded as typical.

85 Tokyo Shimbun, 10 May 1966, in an article by Mr Itö, the newspaper’s special 
correspondent in Peking. The Tokyo Shimbun expressed its views more forcefully 
in a long editorial on 11 May.

80 Sankei Shimbun, 10 and 11 May 1966; Nihon Keizai Shimbun, 10 May 1966.
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Japan’s security. It did fear that the Chinese success might lead to 
another round in the American-Soviet-Chinese arms race but stressed 
the role that non-nuclear nations (i.e. Japan) might play in easing 
tension.67 The Mainichi Shimbun, while stressing that a Chinese first 
strike capacity against the United States and the Soviet Union was 
‘inconceivable’ in the 1970s or even the 1980s, also feared that the great 
nuclear powers were on the threshold of a new arms race. Japan’s role 
as a non-nuclear power should be to promote ‘a consistent and effective 
policy of peace’.68 The Yomiuri Shimbun, while declaring that it was 
‘no longer possible to ignore China’s existence as a great nuclear power’ 
and asserting that China could now exert ‘important influence on the 
surrounding Asian countries’, including Japan, seemed to consider that 
Peking would use her nuclear strength for political purposes. Her aims 
were seen to be the backing up of guerilla movements in South-east Asia 
and the Middle East. The Yomiuri did not discuss the effect of a Chinese 
ICBM on Japan’s security.69 The Sankei Shimbun saw the military 
effects of the Chinese satellite as being minimal and Japan’s own security 
as being guaranteed by the Treaty with the United States. At the same 
time it recommended that in the interest of international stability ‘Japan 
should make greater efforts to have China returned to the world com
munity’.70

In recent years the Asahi Shimbun, the Mainichi Shimbun, and the 
Yomiuri Shimbun have all made efforts to inform the public on matters 
of defence and security. The three newspapers have all established 
special Security Problems Research Committees and have published a 
considerable volume of literature. The Mainichi and the Yomiuri have 
so far confined their efforts to compiling collections of documents and 
publishing a few rather journalistic histories of post-war defence policy. 
The Asahi has published a fifteen volume work of extraordinary quality. 
In parts this work goes beyond the objective presentation of facts and 
the mere statement of government and opposition policies. The third 
volume of the series is devoted to China’s nuclear development and its 
influence on Japan. It is contended that China has developed nuclear 
weapons in order to ward off the possibility of attack by the United 
States or the Soviet Union. She also hopes that a nuclear program 
will assist her industrial development and economic growth. ‘The rela-

87 Asahi Shimbun, 27 April 1970.
08 Mainichi Shimbun, 27 April 1970.
69 Yomiuri Shimbun, 26 April 1970.
70 Sankei Shimbun, 27 April 1970.
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tionship between Chinese nuclear development and the Chinese threat 
is not a simple one’, the volume assures its readers. ‘Nuclear develop
ment does not necessarily mean there has been an increase in the 
threat’.71

On the contrary, the sense of security resulting from possession of 
nuclear weapons may well modify China’s attitude towards the outside 
world. The appropriate role for Japan is spelt out very clearly.

One of the practical steps that Japan can take, at the present time, 
in order to see that China’s nuclear development does not bring in its 
wake an increase in the Chinese threat, is to contribute to the con
struction of the Chinese economy, to engage in economic co-operation, 
trade and technical co-operation. Increases in cultural, educational 
and scientific exchanges are also concrete steps that can be taken. 
Another step is to create an environment in which China can exer
cise her responsibilities as a great nuclear power.72 
In order to accomplish this objective, Japan should endeavour to have 

China admitted to the United Nations, to have her participate in dis
armament talks. It is in these ways that any threat to Japan’s security 
from a nuclear China will be diminished.

In view of the fact that the Asahi defence series seems to have enjoyed 
considerable popularity and was reprinted a number of times, it would 
be prudent not to underestimate its effect on public opinion.73

71 Kishida Junnotsuke, Chükoku no Kakusenryorku (China’s Nuclear Power). 
Asahi Shimin Kyöshitsu, Nihon no Anzenhoshö, 3 Asahi Shimbunsha 1967, p. 226.

72 Ibid.
75 The Asahi Series comprises the following works:
Takase Akihara et al., Anzenhoshö to wa Nanika (What is Security?). Wada 

Noriyoshi, Senkyühyakunanajünen no Seijikadai (Political Problems of ^970). 
Kishida Junnotsuke, Chükoku no Kakusenryorku (China’s Nuclear Power). Okubo 
Yasushi, Chükokujinmin Kaihögun (The Chinese Peoples’ Liberation Army). 
Kishida Junnotsuke, Amerika no Kyokutösenryaku (American Strategy in the 
Far East). Sakanaka Tomohisa, Amerika Senryakuka no Okinawa (Okinawa in 
American Strategy). Kiokawa Yukichi, Sorengaikö to Asia (Soviet Diplomacy and 
Asia). Sakanaka Tomohisa et al., Nihon no Böeiryoku (Japan’s Defence Strength). 
Nakada Minoru et al., Nihon no Böei to Keizai (Japan’s Defence and Economics). 
Kurahara Koreaki, Nichi Bei Ampojöyaku no Shöten (Focal Point of the Japan- 
America Security Treaty). Maeda Hisashi, Gendai no Gunshuku (Disarmament 
in the Present Age). Nakada Minoru et al., Shörai no Ampotaisei to Nihon (Japan 
and the Security Treaty System of the Future). Nakada Minoru et al., Ampo- 
mondai Yögo: Shiryöshü (The Security Treaty Problem: Technical Terms and 
Documents). Yagi Isamu et al., Okinawa Hanken; tsuke, Asahi Shimbun 
Yöronchösa (The Return of Okinawa; Asahi Shimbun Public Opinion Polls). 
Kawamura Hiro et al., Senkyühyakunanajünen Ampo no Shintenkai (New Develop
ments regarding the 1970 Security Treaty Problem).
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D efen ce  and  F oreign Policy Specialists,
M ilitary and Political Com m entators

This discussion is confined to the views of a small number of specialists 
representing the major and more influential attitudes.

One of the less prolific but perhaps more influential writers on defence 
and foreign policy has been Saeki Kiichi, former Head of the National 
Defence College. Either Saeki’s views have had considerable influence 
on government thinking or they have tended to reflect those prevailing 
in official circles. Whatever the case may be, his writings on the problems 
raised for Japan by China’s acquisition of nuclear weapons bear striking 
resemblance to what seems to be orthodox opinion in the Liberal Demo
cratic Party—China cannot threaten a Japan under the American nuclear 
umbrella, continued association with the United States is both necessary 
and desirable, nothing would be gained and a great deal lost by the 
acquisition of an independent nuclear deterrent. Saeki differs from the 
Liberal Democratic Party Security Problems Research Committee in 
that he has little to say about Japan’s internal security and from the 
Liberal Democratic Party ‘doves’ in that he is not convinced that trade, 
culture, technical co-operation, and goodwill are effective substitutes for 
big battalions in the field of international politics.

Saeki’s approach to the questions raised by China’s nuclear weapons 
is traditionalist rather than ideological. He considers that China is 
primarily concerned with her own security and establishing her prestige 
as a great power. 74 He does not deny that she advocates violent revolu
tion or that she may hope for the return of territories lost under the 
Manchus. Yet he believes that her actions have generally been cautious 
and restrained, governed more by a conservative regard for the national 
interest than by revolutionary zeal. Not only are her aims defensive, but 
her actual military power is limited. In his Nihon no Anzenhoshö Saeki 
analyses China’s military potential in some detail, and concludes that 
while China could put up fierce resistance to an invader, it would be 
difficult for her to engage in protracted warfare with neighbouring 
states. 75 Nor is he convinced that the Chinese have the economic, 
scientific, and technological base necessary for the rapid development 
of a credible second strike capability against the United States. 70 He

74 Saeki Kiichi, Nihon no Anzenhoshö (Japan’s Security), Nihon Kokusai 
Mondai Kenkyujö, Tokyo, 1966, pp. 30, 31.

75 Ibid.
78 Ibid., pp. 33-7. Also p. 62 ff; p. 82 ff; pp. 100-1. See also his discussion in 

Nihon Keizai Shimbun (evening edition), 10 May 1966.
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estimates that it will take the Chinese some twenty years to build up a 
system to meet the present United States threat. However, during these 
twenty years the United States will also have advanced and will still 
be in a superior position.

That China should use her nuclear weapons to threaten surrounding 
Asian countries Saeki regards as ‘unthinkable’, first because it is clear 
that the United States intends to protect these countries; secondly because 
China’s principal aim is to protect herself from the United States, and 
nothing could be gained by threatening her neighbours.77 Any attack 
against a country under the American nuclear umbrella would, he asserts 
run counter to the most fundamental principles of Mao Tse-tung’s 
strategy— never fight when victory is uncertain or when the fate of the 
nation itself is at stake.

Japan should therefore preserve and develop her association with the 
United States, not because a conflict is likely, but because its possibility 
never entirely recedes. Saeki does, it is true, speak occasionally of the 
importance of cultural and economic ties between China and Japan, 
but stresses that these should be subsidiary to, not a substitute for, the 
alliance with the United States.78

Saeki also believes that an independent Japanese deterrent would 
serve no useful purpose. He rejects Gallois’s theory that a small 
independent nuclear force can deter attack from a major nuclear 
power.79 The effectiveness of any nation’s nuclear deterrent is, he argues, 
closely related to the size of the nuclear stockpile and the sophistication 
and variety of the means of delivery possessed by the other side. He 
examines carefully the development of the French force de frappeso— 
the kind of force he seems to consider that Japan, given her economic 
and technological resources, could build up. He concludes that if the 
French program advances at its present rate, the nuclear force built up 
by the end of the 1970s will still be small enough to be destroyed by 
the Russians with little effort. In these circumstances the Soviet Union, 
aware that France’s decision to use her deterrent would inevitably result 
in the complete destruction of France herself, might be tempted to press 
the French with demands that would have to be either accepted or 
turned down. The French would, Saeki argues, almost certainly decide 
to submit to such demands, all the more so because of their own doubts

77 Ibid., p. 35 and also the article in Nihon Keizai Shimbun.
78 Ibid., pp. 100-1.
79 Ibid., p. 48 ff.
80 Ibid., p. 54 ff.
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as to whether the damage they could inflict on the Russians would be 
worth the devastation they themselves would suffer. The lesson for Japan 
is clear.

Toga Hiroshi, former chief of the second section of the Ground Staff, 
seems to share Saeki’s doubts on the value of an independent Japanese 
deterrent. Yet Toga is even more indulgent in his estimation of China’s 
capabilities and objectives. In an extremely detailed analysis of the 
origins of the Chinese nuclear program and the development of Chinese 
strategy he asserts that China decided to become a nuclear power 
because of Sino-Soviet tension and the break-up of the Communist 
world. Yet in a very real sense her nuclear weapons are the symbol of 
independence from the Soviet Union. They are not, however, a military 
threat to the surrounding powers. The Chinese see their nuclear weapons 
as politically and psychologically important but they do not rate the 
possibility of nuclear war very highly. They realise that to threaten 
neighbouring countries with medium range nuclear missiles would be 
a waste of time and effort and would only provoke the United States. 
They do not want to do this since they realise that it will be impossible 
to build up a nuclear arsenal comparable with that of the United States 
or the Soviet Union. For the forseeable future Peking will direct her 
efforts towards stockpiling a limited offensive power (in the form of 
intercontinental ballistic missiles aimed at American and Soviet cities) 
but will continue to rely on ‘peoples’ war’ and attempts to create a 
‘world-wide anti-imperialist front’ in order to deter attack from her two 
rivals.

Toga sees little danger for Japan so long as the Security Treaty system 
remains. Indeed he seems to consider that China’s nuclear weapons 
have actually increased the prospects for peace and stability in the Far 
East. A China under the protection of the Soviet Union’s invincible 
nuclear power, charged with local responsibility for advancing the cause 
of world communism, is seen as a far greater threat to peace than an 
independent China pursuing nationalist goals and striving to build up 
a limited offensive nuclear capability against the two super powers. 81

However, in view of the fact that Japan’s considerable industrial 
strength and great scientific and technological resources would enable 
her to become a nuclear power very rapidly should she decide to do so, 
it would be surprising if there were no advocates of an independent

81 Toga Hiroshi ‘Chükyö no Kaku Busö to Nihon’ (Communist China’s Nuclear 
Weapons and Japan), in Kaku Jidai to Nihon no Kaku Seisaku, (Japan’s Nuclear 
Policy and the Nuclear Age) (Nihon no Anzenhoshö, 5) Genshöbö, Tokyo, 1968.
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Japanese nuclear force. Proponents of an independent deterrent do 
exist but they seem to be few in number. Nor do they always link their 
arguments (which at the present time are not particularly sophisticated) 
to China’s emergence as a nuclear power.

Sugita Ichiji, chief of the Ground Staff from 1960-2, appears to 
believe that Japan should develop her own nuclear weapons (although 
he does not say so explicitly). The colourful dust jacket of his memoirs, 
featuring a red and black nuclear cloud suspended above the western 
borderlands of a bright green China (no such sinister omens are discern
ible above the United States or the Soviet Union, maps of which also 
appear on the cover) would give the impression that the former Chief of 
Staff is thinking principally of the Chinese threat. Yet a close study of 
the book itself suggests that this is not the case. Sugita, like the diehards 
of the Security Problems Research Committee, is preoccupied with the 
various internal threats to Japan’s security (the Communist Party, the 
Socialists, the Japan Teachers’ Federation, materialism, moral decline 
and so on) and the 506 closely printed pages of his book have much 
more to say about educational reform than about China. The single 
page devoted to the nuclear question leaves one with the impression that 
Sugita merely fears that Japan will be left behind unless she becomes a 
nuclear power.S2

Muramatsu Takeshi, for some time a prominent advocate of the 
independent deterrent, also has little to say about China. Basing his 
argument on the belief that nuclear weapons ‘have a symbolic importance 
in international politics, a powerful spiritual effectiveness’ he asserts that 
an independent deterrent would liberate Japan from psychological depen
dence on the United States. On a less elevated plane he is interested in 
the effects that a nuclear weapons program might have on the Japanese 
economy and the progress of science and technology. He warns that 
Japan ‘is in danger of falling behind in nuclear technology’ and that 
concentration on peaceful development of nuclear energy alone will 
not close the gap between Japan and her industrial rivals.83

This latter argument has appealed strongly to other advocates of an 
independent nuclear force. Kuramae Yoshio, whose articles opposing 
the Non-proliferation Treaty began to appear as early as 1967, sees 
nuclear energy as the key to the future and the treaty as a Soviet-

82 Sugita Ichiji, Wasurarete iru Anzenhoshö, (Forgotten Security), Jiji Tsu- 
shinsha, Tokyo, 1967, p. 172.

83 Muramatsu Takeshi in Kaku naki Nihon no Anzenhoshö, (Japan’s Security 
without Nuclear Weapons), Jiji Mondai Kenkyüjö Hen, Tokyo, 1965.
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American plot to monopolise the world’s nuclear resources. He tirelessly 
points to the dangers of becoming a ‘nuclear satrapy’ of the two super
powers and sees a nuclear weapons program as the only means to 
promote rapid and effective development of Japan’s nuclear industries.84

For some time conservative writers have lamented the existence of a 
‘nuclear allergy’ in Japan and their attempts to demolish this supposed 
obstacle to progress occasionally give the impression that their ultimate 
objective is Japan’s emergence as a great nuclear power.85 The usual 
argument is that the shock of Hiroshima and Nagasaki has blinded the 
Japanese to the importance of nuclear power, that Japan’s intellectuals 
have fallen victims to an effete and sentimental humanitarianism, the 
country’s political leaders are weak and indecisive and that all these 
factors are exploited by the Communists (generously defined to incor
porate a wide range of unpopular individuals and organisations, both 
native and foreign) for their own nefarious purposes. The Japanese 
people are thus rendered incapable of understanding the realities of 
world politics. What these realities are is seldom explained but it is 
interesting to note that China is usually given no more than a passing 
mention. Writings of this sort must nevertheless be seen as attempts 
(on the part of their authors, not the government) to prepare the public 
for acceptance of Japan's own nuclear weapons. Hayashi Shüzö and 
Nakamura Kikuo have even managed to square the circle and reconcile 
the possession of certain types of nuclear weapons with Article 9 of 
the Constitution.80

It must be stressed, however, that advocates of an independent nuclear 
force are a very rare phenomenon. The intensity of public opinion 
probably restrains officials and researchers in government and semi- 
government institutions from being too candid about their views 
(although neither Saeki nor Toga nor Sugita appear to have had any 
difficulty in unburdening themselves). Yet nuclear weapons are still a 
very sensitive subject in Japan. At the time of the Pueblo crisis in 1968

84 See, for example, his articles in Jiyü (July 1967) and in the February 1968 
edition of Gaikö Jihö.

85 Examples of this sort of writing are Irie Michimasa ‘Kaku Jidai no Kokusai 
Seiji Jökyö to Anzenhoshö’ (Security and the International Political Situation in 
the Nuclear Age) in Kaku Jidai to Nihon no Kaku Seisaku (Nihon no Anzen 
Hoshö, 5) Genshöbö, Tokyo 1968; Kasugai Kunio ‘Kaku Arerugi’ (Nuclear 
Allergy) (in the same volume); Somura Yasunobu ‘Kaku Jidai to Nihon no Hökö’ 
(Japan’s Orientation in the Nuclear Age), (in the same series).

8® See the reference to a book entitled Jieitai to Kenpö no Kaishaku (The Self 
Defence Forces and Interpretation of the Constitution) in Nakamura’s article in 
Kaku Jidai to Nihon no Kaku Seisaku, p. 60 ff.
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a few unguarded words on the matter cost the Minister for Agriculture 
Kuraishi his cabinet post. 87

The rarity of academic proponents of an independent deterrent is not 
really surprising in a nation where, for the past twenty years, pacifism, 
opposition to nuclear weapons, fear of a militarist revival and some kind 
of vague belief in socialism have been not merely the sincerely held 
views of the majority of intellectuals but the very hallmark of academic 
orthodoxy. It is not Nakamura Kikuo and Hayashi Shüzö who represent 
the views of the intellectual mainstream, but men like Royama Michio, 
Sakamoto Yoshikazu and Seki Hiroharu . 88 When discussing defence 
questions the natural tendency of the Japanese intellectual is to argue 
against the deterrence theory or the balance of power, to condemn 
Japan’s alleged part in the Vietnam war, to make his reader aware of 
the horrors of nuclear weapons, of the manifold economic and strategic 
difficulties that their possession entails, of the moral depravity that 
befalls their users. His ideal is still an unarmed and neutral, not a 
nuclear Japan.

An indication of the scarcity of prominent advocates of an indepen
dent nuclear force is the fact that left-wing writers like Koyama Koken89 

and Yoshihara Köichirö, 90 both supporters of the Socialist Party’s 
unarmed neutrality platform, do not, in their attacks on the government 
and its intellectual supporters, accuse anyone of plotting Japan’s own 
nuclearisation. Their worst accusation is that the government and its 
supporters plan to strengthen the Security Treaty system and are plotting 
not to build Japan’s own nuclear strike force, but to allow United States’ 
nuclear weapons into the country and to turn Japan into a giant

87 The Kuraishi affair received much attention in the press. It appears that 
Kuraishi, at a press conference on 6 February 1968, declared that ‘cannons and 
battleships’ would be needed to ensure the safety of Japanese fishing boats in 
the Sea of Japan as a result of intensified American and Soviet naval activity in 
the area. He apparently spoke against the ‘peace constitution’ and talked of 
nuclear weapons and a 300,000 man army. Subsequent apologies to the House 
were of no avail and he was obliged to resign his post. He is now back in the 
cabinet but the lesson was clear.

88 Sakamoto Yoshikazu, Kakujidai no Kokusai Seiji (International Politics in 
the Nuclear Era), Iwanami Shöten, Tokyo, 1968. Seki Hiroharu, Kiki no 
Ninshiki (The Recognition of Danger), Fukumura Shuppan, Tokyo, 1969. 
Royama’s views will be referred to later in this article.

89 Koyama Koken, Ampojöyaku Ronsöshi (A  History of the Security Treaty 
Controversy), Shakai Shinpö, Tokyo, 1968.

"Yoshihara Köichirö, Nanjünen Ampö to Nihon no Gunji Ryoku  (Japanese 
Military Strength and the 1970 Security Treaty), Nihon Hyöronsha, 1969.
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American nuclear base, after the model of Okinawa.
Yet it is surely not only public opinion and the post-war intellectual 

tradition that dissuades people from advocating Japan’s own nuclear 
program. The arguments that are usually marshalled against that pro
gram have compelling reasonableness about them.91 Numerous writers 
have pointed out that since no ABM system can be 100 per cent effec
tive, and since Japan’s great population is concentrated in a few small 
centres, any nuclear attack would be disastrous. Moreover, a Japanese 
deterrent would pale into insignificance beside that of the United States 
and might well be ineffective against China, whose great size and 
enormous population perhaps give her, unlike Japan, a certain capacity 
to absorb nuclear attack. Moreover, it is argued that Japan’s going 
nuclear would increase the tendency towards proliferation and thus 
decrease the general level of world security. The great cost of a nuclear 
weapons system is also noted, and the very real probability of economic 
burdens increasing internal unrest.

If an independent deterrent finds few advocates, the idea of increasing 
Japan’s security by borrowing nuclear weapons from the United States 
in times of emergency has found favour in a few scattered comers of the 
academic world. The military critic Makoto Katsumaro, in an article in 
the spring 1966 edition of the magazine Ushio,92 claimed that the 
Chinese deterrent, however primitive, is, in fact, credible and that in 
certain circumstances Washington could and would abandon Japan. Not 
only that, but a Chinese nuclear attack, or threat of attack, was by no 
means inconceivable. The Chinese would, Makoto considers, have much 
to gain and a good chance of gaining it. Japan could be forced into 
neutrality and this is important for China.

‘However favourable an American President may be towards Japan’, 
writes Makoto, echoing the words of General Gallois,

it is unthinkable that he should defend us to the point of risking 
A.merican cities and sacrificing the lives of the American people. Even 
if he did take that risk and unleash America’s strategic deterrent 
power, . . he would do so after Japan had been attacked, and this 
would not help us at all.93

51 Royama Michio, ‘Nihon no Anzenhoshö to Chükoku no Imi’ (Japanese 
Security and the Significance of China), Ushio, spring 1966, gives a good summary 
of the arguments against an independent deterrent. See also Saeki, op. cit., and 
various articles by writers such as Kis'nida Junnotsuke.

02 Makoto Katsumaro, ‘Hikakuchökyükokka no Böeiseisaku’ (The Defence 
Policy of non-Nuclear Middle Powers), Ushio, spring 1966.

98 Ibid., p. 120.
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China’s nuclear weapons have thus caused the American deterrent to 
lose its credibility. To remedy the situation, Japan could become a 
nuclear power herself, increase enormously her dependence on and 
value to the United States, or implement a policy of ‘non-nuclear in 
peace, nuclear in war’, the so-called Gradual Emergency Nuclear Avail
ability Plan.

Makoto discusses these three courses in considerable detail. Japan’s 
own deterrent is rejected outright, not because Makoto thinks it a 
militarily unsound proposition, but because he claims that, in view of 
the pacifist mood of the Japanese scientific world, it would be impossible 
to enlist the co-operation of the four or five hundred scientists necessary 
for its implementation. 04

The second course, closer co-operation with the United States, could 
mean active Japanese participation in the containment of China, and 
the dispatch of Japanese troops to Vietnam-type conflicts. This Makoto 
seems to regard as dangerous and distasteful, and he rejects it also.

The last alternative, Gradual Emergency Nuclear Availability, is, 
according to Makoto, the only feasible policy. Japan would, in peace
time, remain non-nuclear and unprovocative. She would, however, build 
up a delivery system capable of catering for both nuclear and non
nuclear arms and make it clear that she intends to use nuclear weapons, 
borrowed from the United States, in time of emergency. The United 
States is apparently supposed to hand these weapons over to Japan 
after a Chinese attack has occurred, and Japan is to retaliate using her 
own delivery system. This option of using nuclear weapons in an 
emergency, Makoto hopes, becomes itself part of the deterrent yet 
effectively limits the use of the warheads to self defence. Makoto’s 
scheme seems to have found few supporters. Its lack of appeal must be, 
in part, attributed to its lack of logic, which presupposes that an 
America unwilling to use its own nuclear weapons directly in the defence 
of Japan would be prepared to hand them over to the Japanese after a 
Chinese attack; that there would be any Japanese left to receive them 
after such an attack had occurred; and that the Chinese would politely 
regard American missiles fired from a Japan in ashes as Japanese, not 
American, and would therefore make no move against America herself.

The idea that China’s emergence as a nuclear power makes it 
imperative that Japan direct her efforts towards reducing tension in the 
Far East and improving her relations with Peking has found perhaps the 
widest degree of acceptance in the Japanese intellectual world. The

84 Ibid., p. 121.
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idea that peace and stability in the Far East cannot be assured until 
Sino-Japanese relations are restored and mutually beneficial economic 
and cultural ties cemented is not a new one and is not itself part of the 
intellectual fallout from the Chinese tests. Yet China’s nuclear develop
ment has inspired its advocates with a new sense of urgency. It also 
seeems to have cured them of a certain romanticism and made them 
more aware of the realities of international politics. It would be an 
over-simplification to say that before 1964 the advocates of rapproche
ment with China emphasised historical, moral, and sentimental factors, 
whereas now they stress the strategic and economic necessity of the 
course they advocate.05 Yet there is something in this. Typical of the 
newer generation of those advocating Sino-Japanese detente is Kishida 
Junnotsuke, who was responsible for two full volumes and several 
articles of the Asahi Shimbun's fifteen volume defence series and who 
has written widely on security and defence problems.96

Kishida, like Saeki, considers that China’s nuclear weapons are 
primarily defensive. Like Gallois he feels that once the Chinese have 
reached a point where they have a credible, second strike capacity 
against the United States and the Soviet Union, tension in the Far East 
will begin to ease. Yet unlike Saeki, he places greater emphasis on 
economic and diplomatic efforts to reduce tension than on military efforts 
designed to preserve peace through upholding the balance of power. 
Further, unlike Gallois, he sees no necessity for an independent Japanese 
deterrent, even if Japan moves away from the United States.

His idea appears to be not that military power is unimportant—he 
stresses again and again the efficacy of the Russo-American nuclear

"■'Sakamoto Yoshikazu’s famous ‘Kakujidai no NitchO Kankei’ (Sino-Japanese 
Relations in the Nuclear Age), Sekai, June 1963, is a good example of a tran
sitional article.

*® Kishida was responsible for the volume on China’s nuclear development, and 
the volume analysing American strategy in the Far East. As well as these two 
major works, the following articles have been most useful:

Kishida Junnotsuke, ‘Anzenhoshö no Gensoku wa Nanika’ (What are the 
Principles of Security?), Tenbö, August 1966; ‘Wareware no Torimaku Kaku’ 
(The Nuclear Weapons Around U s), Kagaku Asahi, August 1965; ‘Asia ni okeru 
Kaku no Kasa Kösö’ (The Idea of an Asian Nuclear Umbrella), Sekai, January 
1966; ‘Hikakuchükyükokka no Gunshukuseisaku, Sueden no Kakujikkentanchi 
Gurupu Teian’ (Disarmament Policy of non-Nuclear Middle Powers— Sweden’s 
Proposal for a Nuclear Test Detection Group), Misuzu, June 1966; ‘Kakudaikoku 
o Meguru Chukoku’ (China as a Nuclear Super Power), Asahi Journal, 
11 November 1966; ‘Nihon no Kakuseisaku to Hikakusengen no Imi’ (Japan’s 
Nuclear Policy and the Significance of a non-Nuclear Declaration), Ushio, spring 
1968.
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balance in preserving world peace, and argues that there will be greater 
stability once the Chinese are part of the central balance—but that 
the role of a nation varies with the position it occupies in the world 
hierarchy. The great powers are the United States, the Soviet Union and, 
in the future, China. Japan is not a great power. She is a middle power 
on the fringe of the capitalist world. She can best contribute to her 
security by building up her economic strength and cultivating good 
relations with her neighbours. Particularly as far as China is concerned 
‘Japan is very much closer to China than America is and must . . . 
[much] more than America place emphasis on the relaxation of tension’.

While not apparently envisaging the complete disappearance of the 
American alliance, Kishida foresees the gradual erosion of its military 
aspects. He is opposed to United States forces being stationed in 
Japanese territory, and sees technological advances bringing an end to 
the necessity for most types of overseas bases. In recent years he has 
stressed the fading credibility of the American deterrent, but does not 
think that because of this Japan should adopt a Gaullist solution and 
build up her own nuclear force. His alternative is a ‘multinational nuclear 
umbrella’ hung over Japan by the United States, the Soviet Union, and 
China. His idea seems to be that the mutual deterrent exercised by the 
United States, Russia, and China will make it unnecessary for Japan 
to depend upon any particular nation, and that this happy state of affairs 
will enable her to sell transistors to America, chemical fertilisers to 
China, and trucks to the Soviet Union, reducing tensions all round by 
the profitable expedient of economic diplomacy.

Connected genetically, perhaps, to this idea is the notion that Japan, 
even in the face of Chinese nuclear weapons, need have no fear so long 
as she is not associated with the United States. This idea has a long 
history and many batallions of intellectual heavyweights and notable 
figures among its supporters. It has been advocated by left-wing stal
warts like Yoshikazu Sakamoto97 and Tsuru Shigeto, 98 who have, with 
reservations, endorsed the Socialist Party’s scheme for unarmed neutrality 
and dissolution of the Security Treaty and by such right-wing zealots 
as the late Tsuji Masanobu, the conqueror of Singapore, who spent the

97 Sakamoto Yoshikazu, Kakujidai no Kokusai Seiji (International Politics in 
the Nuclear Age), Iwanami Shöten, 1968 (3rd reprinting).

"Tsuru Shigeto, ‘Koizumi Hakushi no Heiwaron ni Tsuite’ (On Doctor 
Koizumi’s Theory of Peace), Sekai, March 1952; ‘Heiwaron no Zenshin no tame 
ni’ (For the Progress of the Peace Debate), Sekai, June 1952; ‘MSA to Nihon’ 
(Japan and M SA), Sekai, August 1953; ‘Reisen no Atarashii Dankai’ (A New  
Stage in the Cold War), Sekai, October 1953.
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last years of his life as an advocate of Swedish-style neutrality and closer 
ties with China and the emerging nations of the Afro-Asian world."

The tenets of this belief are straightforward. It is traditionally argued 
that in the case of a Sino-American conflict (the Americans are usually, 
though not always, cast in the role of aggressors) China will strike at 
American bases in Japan and Japan will be reduced to a radioactive 
rubble heap. Yet China will only do this because Japan is America’s 
ally. The obvious solution is to abandon the Security Treaty and retreat 
into some kind of neutrality.

This argument has probably gathered more supporters since the out
break of the Vietnam war. One of its more interesting versions appears 
in an article by the China specialist Okabe Tatsumi in the magazine 
Ushio.1 According to Okabe, China’s principal aim in building up her 
nuclear force is to regain control of Taiwan. Once she has a credible 
second strike capacity against the United States, she will launch con
ventional operations in the Taiwan Straits and confront America directly. 
Okabe considers that it would be best if Japan had abandoned the 
American alliance before this occurs. He sees no cause for conflict be
tween a neutral Japan and a China intent only on regaining Taiwan.

It would be difficult to say which of these various lines of thought 
has had the widest appeal among defence specialists and in the academic 
world, but certainly among the books and articles that have been pub
lished, arguments advocating a low military posture, reconciliation with 
China or neutralism of some kind seem to be the most numerous.

P u b lic  O p in io n

T he major Tokyo newspapers, the Prime Minister’s Office, and several 
private organisations have, for a number of years, taken extensive public 
opinion surveys in Tokyo and in some of the rural prefectures, on major 
defence and foreign policy issues. Although curious discrepancies are 
numerous and quite contradictory results are sometimes obtained, there 
seems to be enough correspondence between the results of various polls 
to suggest a certain degree of reliability.

On the basis of these polls it would not seem possible to claim that 
China’s emergence as a nuclear power is itself regarded as a threat by 
a majority of Japanese. The appearance of the Chinese bomb has not

“ Tsuji Masanobu, Jieichüritsu (Self Defence and Neutrality), Atöshöbö, 1952. 
1 Okabe Tatsumi, ‘Hatashite Chukoku no Kyöi wa aru ka’ (Is China Really a 

Threat?), Ushio, spring 1968.



36

altered the view that American bases in Japan are the chief threat to 
Japan’s security. It would seem that a majority of Japanese desire good 
relations with both the United States and the People’s Republic. A 
majority still see the solution to Japan’s security dilemma in neutralism. 
At the same time the Chinese bomb has not increased popular defence 
consciousness in Japan. The Self Defence Forces are still not popular 
with a majority of Japanese, support for the pacifist Constitution is still 
strong. Military power itself is not highly evaluated and only a minority 
of the public advocates increased defence expenditure and autonomous 
nuclear weapons.

It is certainly true that in most recent surveys a majority of those 
interviewed (usually about 70 per cent) has declared that China’s 
nuclear development is a danger to Japan. In the Yomiuri Shimbun 
survey conducted in April 1968, for example, 35 per cent of those inter
viewed said that they felt the danger ‘strongly’, 37 per cent said that 
they felt it ‘a little’, 17 per cent declared that they felt no danger.2

Yet direct attack or indirect military pressure from any foreign nation 
does not seem to be regarded as imminent, although there are indications 
that anxiety has been increasing in recent years. The 1968 Shükan Asahi 
poll asked respondents whether they thought there was any danger that 
another nation might invade Japan in the near future. In Tokyo, 18 8 
per cent of those interviewed said that they feared the possibility, but 
66-8 per cent did not. Similar results were obtained in Kagawa-ken, a 
politically conservative rural district in Shikoku.3 The Mainichi Shimbun 
poll of July 1968 produced an even more decisive result, with only 
3 per cent of those interviewed replying that they thought invasion was 
likely.4 The nation-wide Asahi Shimbun poll published in January 1969, 
however, showed a marked rise in the number fearing outside military 
threats or foreign invasion. In this poll, while 52 per cent of those inter
viewed declared that there was no danger of invasion, 32 per cent 
thought that there was such a danger. Perhaps the most interesting 
feature of this poll was what it revealed about the sources of popular 
anxiety: of the 32 per cent who expressed a fear of invasion, 15 per 
cent thought the Soviet Union was the principal danger, 2 per cent

2 Yomiuri Shimbun, 22 April 1968.
3 Details of this poll are included in Kawaguchi Kunihiko, Saikin no Kokumin 

Ishiki no Dökö (Recent Trends in Public Opinion), an extremely useful pamphlet 
prepared by the Asahi Shimbun’s Shakai-Anzenhoshö Mondai Chösakai in 
August 1968.

* Mainichi Shimbun, 1 July 1968.
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mentioned ‘Communist countries’, 6 per cent named the United States 
and only 5 per cent referred to China.5

If the Chinese bomb is nevertheless regarded with apprehension by 
large sections of the public, the reason would appear to be that American 
bases in Japan are thought to offer attractive targets to America’s 
enemies, foremost among whom are now the Chinese. Yet this anxiety 
about American bases is not new. It was also very strong when Russo- 
American tension appeared to be the main factor in world affairs.

A sizeable minority does, it is true, seem to regard the presence of 
American bases in Japan as a real contribution to Japan’s own defence, 
but this does not appear to be the majority view. The 1968 Shükan 
Asahi poll found 26 per cent of those Tokyo residents interviewed 
declaring that the presence of American bases was necessary for Japan’s 
security and 60 per cent maintaining that they were not necessary. In 
Kagawa-ken the figures were 25 per cent and 50-6 per cent respec
tively.6 The January 1969 Asahi Shimbun poll, taken throughout the 
nation, found 28 per cent supporting the presence of American bases 
and 56 per cent asserting that they were unnecessary.7

If the American bases are thought by many to be unnecessary, their 
presence is also undoubtedly a source of anxiety. The Mainichi Shimbun 
poll of July 1968 found that while only 18 per cent held that the 
Security Treaty protected Japan from the danger of attack, 33 per cent 
considered that its existence actually increased the risk of Japan’s being 
involved in a conflict. The other 49 per cent were uncertain.8 A private 
survey conducted in 1968 revealed that 11 6 per cent of those inter
viewed thought there was imminent danger of Japan’s being drawn into 
a war, 37-7 per cent thought there was a fair danger, 39-9 per cent con
sidered there was little danger, and 4-2 per cent no danger at all. Of 
those who thought a danger did exist, only 3 per cent were willing to 
believe that it arose because of a direct Communist threat. The greatest 
proportion, 25-6 per cent, believed the danger lay in being involved 
in a war as a result of supporting American policies in Asia.9

I am not aware of any poll in which respondents have been asked 
specifically whether they fear Chinese nuclear weapons because of the

0 Asahi Shimbun, 5 January 1969. This poll is discussed by Kawaguchi Kunihiko 
in Nanajünen Ampo no Shintenkai (New Developments in the 1970 Security 
Treaty Problem), Asahi Shimbun Anzenhoshö Mondai Chösakai, Tokyo, 1969.

6 Kawaguchi Kunihiko, op. cit.
7 Asahi Shimbun, 5 January 1969.
8 Mainichi Shimbun, 1 July 1968.
* Kawaguchi Kunihiko, op. cit. See his discussion of the Watanuki poll.
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presence of American bases in Japan and Okinawa. In a nation, how
ever, where the majority of people do not appear to take ‘the Chinese 
menace’ very seriously and express, indeed, a positive desire for closer 
relations with the People’s Republic, it would be strange if the two were 
not connected.

The fear, not so much of the policies and nuclear arsenals of the 
Communist powers per se, but of the possible implications of the 
American alliance for Japan in a world where America and the Com
munist powers, particularly China, are at loggerheads, is probably the 
reason for the strong current of opinion in favour of neutrality. The 
tendency of the Japanese public to seek a solution to the nation’s 
foreign policy and defence problems in neutralism has traditionally been 
strong, and has not been caused by China’s emergence as a nuclear 
power. The 1968 Shükan Asahi poll showed only 19-6 per cent of those 
Tokyo residents interviewed holding that reliance on America was the 
best means of preserving Japan’s security, and 66 per cent declaring 
themselves in favour of neutralism. Similar results were obtained in 
politically conservative Kagawa-ken, where 65 per cent of those inter
viewed declared for neutrality and 16-1 per cent for the American 
alliance.10 The Mainichi Shimbun poll of July 1968 found 21 per cent in 
favour of security through alliance with America, 38 per cent in favour 
of ‘armed neutrality’, 28 per cent advocating ‘unarmed neutrality’, and 
2 per cent declaring themselves for alignment with the Socialist camp.11 
The January 1969 Asahi Shimbun poll showed 24 per cent in favour of 
the Security Treaty system and 58 per cent (lower than the 66 per 
cent of 1968, but still a substantial majority) advocating neutrality. This 
poll also revealed that even among conservative voters, the appeal of 
neutralism is strong. Of Liberal Democratic Party supporters inter
viewed, 31 per cent said they favoured security through alliance with 
the United States, 53 per cent advocated neutrality.12

Feeling against the American bases, anxiety about the Security 
Treaty system, and widespread support for neutrality should not lead 
one to conclude that the Japanese are pro-Chinese and anti-American 
and that public opinion moving towards that ‘neutrality dependent on 
China’ Gallois thought would be inevitable if Japan did not develop 
her own deterrent. Certainly the public opinion polls show a majority 
in favour of closer ties with China. In the June 1968 Mainichi Shimbun

10 Kawaguchi Kunihiko, op. cit.
11 Mainichi Shimbun, 1 July 1968.
12 Asahi Shimbun, 5 January 1969.
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poll, only 5 per cent of those interviewed expressed support for the 
Government’s policy of separating trade and politics in relations with 
Peking. Only 2 per cent declared themselves sympathetic to the Taiwan 
government. On the other hand, 42 per cent thought that relations 
with Peking should be restored as soon as possible and another 37 per 
cent said that friendship with China should be deepened even if relations 
could not be restored.13 Comparisons are difficult, but it could perhaps 
be said that support for the normalisation of Sino-Japanese relations has 
grown since 1964 and will probably continue to grow.14 There is some 
evidence that support for closer ties with Peking is strongest among 
people in their twenties and thirties15 and may, perhaps, become a force 
of some importance as these people gradually replace their elders in 
positions of power and influence.

Yet the desire for closer ties with China does not mean that the 
Japanese would countenance a break in their close economic and cultural 
ties with the United States. An NHK survey carried out in 1968 showed 
that as far as relations with America were concerned, 16 per cent of 
those interviewed thought they should be strengthened, 46 per cent 
wanted them maintained ‘at the present level’, 24 per cent wanted to 
‘tone them down’, and 6 per cent opposed any relations with America 
at all. The same survey showed that 19 per cent of those interviewed 
advocated close co-operation with the Communist block, 52 per cent 
co-operation to a certain level, 16 per cent stressed normalisation only, 
and 4 per cent said that relations were not necessary.16 It would seem, 
then, that the idea of a neutral Japan occupying the morally satisfying 
and highly profitable position of the ‘bridge between East and West’ 
might have many supporters in the public at large.

If neutralist sentiment is strong, how does the public feel that the 
kind of neutralism towards which it aspires should be maintained and 
protected? In view of the fact that France’s assertion of independence 
within the Western community and China’s break with its traditional

13 Mainichi Shimbun, 21 June 1968. Polls conducted by the Yomiuri Shimbun 
show a similar pattern. See Kokkai Amporonsö, Vol. 2, p. 187.

14 It is interesting to compare the results of the Kyödö News Agency survey 
conducted on 5-6 December 1964 (just after the first Chinese test) with the 
Mainichi poll mentioned earlier. In the Kyödö poll, 38 per cent expressed hope 
for better relations with China and admission of the Peking government to the 
United Nations; 10-1 per cent expressed opposition.

15 This tendency was observed in the Kyödö poll referred to above. The writer 
has private information to the effect that the same tendency is evident in 
unpublished details of the Asahi Shimbun surveys.

J* Kawaguchi Kunihiko, op. cit.
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alliances have both taken place against a background of nuclear develop
ment, have the Japanese come to feel that Japan’s neutrality could only 
be preserved by powerful military forces, reinforced, if necessary, by 
autonomous nuclear strength?

This question can only be considered in the context of popular 
attitudes to the Self Defence Forces and to military power in general. 
Hostility towards the Self Defence Forces has been both widespread 
and deep-rooted in post-war Japan. The memories of military rule before 
the war are not pleasant ones. Article 9 of the Constitution forbids the 
maintenance of military forces. Public opinion polls invariably show 
strong opposition to plans to revise this Constitution. A policy of 
unarmed neutrality, under which the existing Self Defence Forces would 
be disbanded and converted into a national work force, is the official 
policy of the Japan Socialist Party, the nation’s major opposition party. 
It has always been difficult to obtain recruits for Self Defence Forces 
and there are no signs that their unattractiveness to the young man 
seeking a respectable career has declined in recent years. Apart from 
the fact that a booming economy and unprecedented prosperity offer 
plenty of opportunities more interesting than the routine of barrack life 
and exhausting exercises in remote and uncongenial parts of the country, 
the idea that the Self Defence Forces are potentially dangerous, oppres
sive and perhaps, in some vague way, not exactly Japanese, seems to 
persist. The present writer can furnish no statistics to demonstrate this, 
but no one can live in Japan for any length of time without becoming 
acutely aware of it.

Yet it would not be true to claim that a majority of the public is 
opposed to the existence of the Defence Forces. On the contrary, all 
recent opinion polls show a majority maintaining that military force is 
necessary17— an attitude which is not inconsistent with the view that 
economic power and diplomatic adroitness are more important elements 
of national security. The January 1969 Asahi Shimbun poll had 64 per 
cent of those interviewed asserting that some military force like the

17 But how is one to interpret the November 1965 poll taken by the Prime 
Minister’s Office, in which 75 per cent of those asked replied that the Defence 
Forces were ‘most useful’ in dispatch to disaster areas (floods, typhoons and so 
on) and only 4 per cent mentioned their role as defenders of the nation? Or the 
Yomiuri Shimbun poll of 22 April 1968, in which, despite the fact that 64 per 
cent recognised the fact that the function of the Self Defence Forces was to 
‘protect the nation’ and ‘preserve internal order’, only 43 per cent felt that these 
were the tasks that needed to be carried out ‘most energetically’ by the forces. 
Another 47 per cent thought that public relief and welfare work ought to be the 
main concern of the forces.
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Self Defence Force was necessary to protect the nation. Only 26 per 
cent declared military forces to be unnecessary.18 In the 1968 Shükan 
Asahi poll, which gave a detailed breakdown of the results obtained, 
51 per cent of those interviewed in Tokyo maintained that the forces 
were necessary, 32-4 per cent held that they were conditionally necessary 
(i.e. depending on size and character), and 13-8 per cent asserted that 
they were unnecessary. The figures for rural Kagawa-ken were 56 1 per 
cent, 28-9 per cent, and 7-8 per cent respectively.19

Two polls taken by the Prime Minister’s Office— one in March 1966 
and the other in February 1968—might indicate that belief in the neces
sity of the Self Defence Forces is declining, if their results actually reflect 
public opinion.20 The first showed 82 per cent in favour of the Self 
Defence Forces, and only 5 per cent declaring that they were unneces
sary. The February 1968 poll, however, showed 49 per cent in favour 
of maintaining armed forces, while 35-8 per cent asserted that Japan 
would be better off without armaments at all. This poll revealed con
siderable diversity of views according to age and sex. For example, 
among males in the 50-59 age group, 68-4 per cent supported the 
existence of the forces and only 21-7 per cent expressed opposition. 
In the 20-29 age group, 49 8 per cent of those males interviewed sup
ported the forces and 41-2 per cent declared themselves opposed. 
Women tended to be more or less equally divided on the question regard
less of age, although in the 20-29 age group there was a clear majority 
(49-2 per cent compared with 36-7 per cent) opposed to the maintain- 
ance of armed forces.

The existence of a generation gap was also revealed by the 1968 
Shükan Asahi poll but, as noted earlier, the Asahi survey had a far 
greater percentage of people (83-4 per cent, if those holding that forces 
were conditionally necessary are included) declaring themselves in 
favour of the maintenance of armed forces. It is difficult to know which 
of these polls represents the most accurate reflection of popular 
attitudes.

Whatever the attitude to the actual existence of the Self Defence 
Forces may be, there is undoubtedly a majority of the public opposed 
to any increase in their strength. This has been the case for some years, 
and China’s nuclear development has not affected the situation in any 
way. The Asahi Shimbun’s nationwide poll of January 1969 showed

18 Asahi Shimbun, 5 January 1969.
19 Kawaguchi Kunihiko, op. cit.
20 The results of these polls are reproduced in Kawaguchi Kunihiko, op. cit.
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19 per cent favouring a stronger Self Defence Force, 55 per cent main
taining that the forces should be kept at their present level, 4 per cent 
saying they should be reduced and 9 per cent asserting they were 
unnecessary and, presumably, ought to be disbanded.21. Government- 
sponsored opinion polls conducted over the period 1956-66 consistently 
show only 17-20 per cent in favour of strengthening the existing 
forces.22 In the Mainichi Shimbun survey of July 1968, 18 per cent of 
those interviewed advocated that the forces should be strengthened, 
12 per cent held that they should be reduced, 5 per cent maintained that 
they ought to be abolished, and 58 per cent declared that they were 
satisfactory at their present level.23 The percentage maintaining that the 
forces should be reduced or abolished (17 per cent) is practically the 
same as the percentage advocating expansion (18 per cent). The 
Mainichi poll also asked respondents what they would like to see done 
about the Self Defence Forces in the future. Only 7 per cent wanted them 
established as a formal military force; 58 per cent hoped they would be 
‘kept as they are’, 20 per cent wanted them transformed into a work 
force for disaster relief and national development. Another 6 per cent 
wanted to revert to the police reserve force arrangement.

The polls also show a majority opposed to revision of the so-called 
‘pacifist clause’ (article 9(2)) in the Constitution. The Asahi Shimbun 
poll of August 1962 asked respondents whether Article 9 should be 
revised so that Japan could have a formally established military force: 
61 per cent opposed revision, 26 per cent supported it.24 The January 
1969 Asahi poll asked respondents the same question and found 19 per 
cent in support of the revision and 64 per cent opposing it.25 If these 
figures reflect the state of public opinion, support for constitutional 
revision has waned a little in recent years. This may well be the case: 
as noted earlier, the polls conducted by the Prime Minister’s Office 
appear to show an increase in feeling against the Self Defence Forces 
in the period 1966-8. Yet polls can be misleading. What can be said 
with a reasonable degree of confidence is that support for constitutional 
revision does not seem to have increased.

In these circumstances, the trend of public opinion is, as one would 
expect, decisively against Japanese possession of an independent nuclear 
deterrent. In Tokyo the 1968 Shükan Asahi poll showed 68 9 per cent

11 Asahi Shimbun, 5 January 1969.
22 Nanajünen Ampo no Shintenkai, p. 325.
23 Mainichi Shimbun, 1 July 1968.
24Asahi Shimbun, 17 August 1962.
25 Ibid., 5 January 1969.
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opposed to an independent nuclear deterrent and 21-2 per cent in 
favour of the idea. In conservative Kagawa-ken 55-7 per cent were 
against the deterrent, 26-5 per cent supported it.26 The January 1969 
Asahi Shimbun nationwide survey revealed 66 per cent against Japan’s 
possession of nuclear weapons and 21 per cent in favour of an indepen
dent deterrent.27

The percentage of those favouring the idea of Japan’s own nuclear 
weapons is about the same as that habitually maintaining that the Self 
Defence Forces should be strengthened and the Constitution revised. 
It would naturally be interesting to analyse the composition and 
character of this 20 per cent of hard liners but the available statistics 
are not sufficiently detailed. The 1968 Shükan Asahi survey would 
seem to show that in the lower educational brackets there is greater sup
port for Japan’s own nuclear force than there is opposition to it, and 
that opposition to nuclear weapons tends to rise as the educational level 
increases. Much more research will have to be done before definite 
conclusions can be reached.

If the desire for a neutral Japan is very strong among the public at 
large, so too, it appears, is the idea that great military forces and 
nuclear weapons would not be needed to protect Japan’s neutrality. It 
may be that it is the connection of the Self Defence Forces with the 
United States, not their role as a Japanese defence force, that is the 
cause of public suspicion, and that were Japan to cut herself loose from 
the United States and chart her own course through the stormy waters 
of international politics, people would flock to the colours and the 
demand for nuclear weapons would grow.

Yet there is some evidence that a majority of Japanese at the present 
time believe that, as a means guaranteeing national security, military 
power has only limited effectiveness. Great economic strength and 
diplomatic finesse are thought to be of paramount importance. It is 
perhaps natural for a proud and self-confident people, who suffered 
such a decisive defeat in a war on which they had staked so much, to 
feel that military power is, after all, vanity and a striving after wind. 
All the more so since they have been so successful economically in the 
post-war era. A recent NHK survey asked respondents what was the 
most important element of national strength. Economic power was 
stressed by 40 per cent, standard of living by 22 per cent, intellectual 
ability and ‘energy of the people’ by 17 per cent, cultural level by 7 per

28 Kawaguchi Kunihiko, op. cit.
27 Asahi Shimbun, 5 January 1969.
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cent. Only 6 per cent mentioned military strength.28 The 1968 Shükan 
Asahi poll asked whether Japan’s security could best be protected by 
military means or by diplomacy and economic strength. In Tokyo, 
76 7 per cent declared diplomacy and economics to be paramount. Only 
6 per cent mentioned military efforts. What is more surprising, only 
9-5 per cent were willing to concede that military effort, economic 
strength, and diplomatic virtuosity were of equal importance. Even 
in rural Kagawa-ken, 61*3 per cent thought diplomacy and economic 
power were the way to national security and only 7-6 per cent mentioned 
military strength.29 General MacArthur was perhaps more successful 
in turning the samurai’s sword into filing cabinets than many would 
care to admit. Yet however this may be, it would not seem possible to 
claim that China’s emergence as a nuclear power has increased the 
defence consciousness of the Japanese people or given rise to any wide
spread demand for an independent Japanese nuclear force.

CONCLUSIONS

I n his interview with the Japanese correspondent mentioned earlier, 
General Gallois asserted that China’s emergence as a nuclear power left 
Japan with only three choices—to become absolutely dependent on the 
United States, to adopt a position of neutrality dependent on China, or 
to follow the example of France and maintain her independence by 
developing her own nuclear weapons.

There is little indication that Gallois’s Cartesian logic has yet made 
much impact in Japanese Government circles. Mr Satö and those around 
him appear quite convinced that the Security Treaty system, as it stands 
at present, provides adequate guarantees of Japan’s security against 
all probable threats. There is little evidence that the Prime Minister 
intends to strengthen Japan’s defence ties with the United States, and 
certainly no indication that he would countenance any slackening of 
these ties. The very favourable conditions under which the recent 
Okinawa agreement was made show clearly that Japan has not moved 
into that degree of absolute dependence on the United States that 
Gallois thought would be inevitable if she did not become neutral and 
develop her own nuclear weapons.

The reason for the apparent complacency of the Japanese leadership 
in the face of China’s nuclear development would seem to have more

28 Kawaguchi Kunihiko, op. cit.
29 Ibid.
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to it than the mere fact that America is powerful and Washington’s 
word is trusted. China, viewed from Japan, seems to present a less 
terrifying aspect than it does viewed from Washington. Although Satö 
has referred to the Chinese threat from time to time, his words have 
lacked the ringing conviction of the statements that have traditionally 
echoed across Capitol Hill. The published views of the Security Problems 
Research Committee and of former Defence Agency officials such as 
Saeki Kiichi would seem to suggest that Sato’s defence and foreign policy 
advisers include men who hold that China’s weapons are essentially 
defensive, that her military machine is backward and that Peking, 
despite her peculiar sweet-and-sour foreign policy, is little interested 
in areas beyond her immediate borders.

The right wing of the Liberal Democratic Party, centering around 
the Security Problems Research Committee, while speaking loudly of 
the Chinese menace, appears to see China as an internal, not an external 
threat, her example as a catalyst producing subversion and revolution 
rather than her military power as an instrument of invasion. The left 
wing of the ruling party appears even less convinced of the existence of 
an external Chinese threat. While anxious to preserve amicable tics 
with the United States, these people are hopeful of moving closer 
economically, politically, and culturally, to Peking. There appears to 
have been as yet little feeling in these circles that a Japan midway 
between Washington and Peking, forming, as it were, an arch linking 
East and West, would need a nuclear keystone.

If advocates of rapprochement with China are a minority and pro
ponents of neutrality do not seem to exist within the government and the 
Liberal Democratic Party, the situation appears to be quite different in 
the academic world and among defence and foreign policy specialists. 
Here, despite the fact that there are many writers who, while reluctant 
to overemphasise the Chinese menace, do advocate continued military 
alliance with the United States and even a few who advocate a Japanese 
nuclear program, the main current appears to be in favour of some sort 
of neutrality. The prevailing idea seems to be that a neutral Japan could 
live, as it were, by trade alone, and support for an independent nuclear 
deterrent, or even for large military forces, appears to be minimal.

The same seems to be true of public opinion at large. On the one 
hand there is a widespread fear of China’s nuclear potential, but the 
cause of the fear is apparently not China itself, for which country there 
is probably as great a reserve of sympathy and affection as there is for 
the United States, but rather the presence of American bases on Japanese



46

soil. There is no doubt that a majority of the general public— Liberal 
Democratic voters and Socialist voters alike—would prefer to see a 
non-aligned Japan maintaining close economic and cultural ties with 
both North America and the Chinese continent and, indeed, any other 
area offering good prospects as a market. Yet it would appear that for 
a variety of reasons— among which are probably fears of a militarist 
revival, disillusion with the efficacy of military power in general, and 
continued abhorrence of nuclear weapons—the public as a whole does 
not feel that large armed forces, far less an independent nuclear deter
rent, are a necessary condition of neutrality.

The widespread public interest in the possibilities of a lightly armed 
neutralism is not a by-product of the growth of Chinese nuclear power. 
Its emergence predates the first Chinese tests by well over a decade 
and its mood is quite different from that of the neutrality that Gallois 
appears to envisage for a non-nuclear Japan.

Thus, while both the government and the general public seem con
vinced that China is not particularly menacing, there is a vast gulf 
between the security structure, with its cornerstone in the United States 
alliance, that the government intends to maintain, and that which the 
public appears to desire. Since elections in Japan are decided largely 
on internal issues, it would appear reasonable to assume that provided 
the government embarks on no really radical policy, such as the intro
duction of conscription, it will be able to have its way with foreign 
policy matters, at least if prices are kept down and the economy con
tinues to prosper. The January 1969 Asahi Shimbun poll showed that 
a majority of Liberal Democratic supporters disagree fundamentally 
with the security policy of the government, but that this docs not seem 
to affect their voting habits.

The future course of Japan’s defence and foreign policy is, therefore, 
more likely to depend on the state of the balance of power among the 
various factions of the Liberal Democratic Party, and on how Washing
ton and Peking sort out their relations, than on the trend of public 
opinion. At the present time, despite Gallois, few people in the govern
ment see China as threatening, so the question of strengthening the 
American alliance or building up an independent deterrent does not 
arise. Moreover, those elements in the Liberal Democratic Party 
advocating closer ties with Peking and the ‘bridge between East and 
West’ policy are a minority, so the possibility of some sort of neutralism, 
however watered down, can be disregarded.
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