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Chapter 1

Introduction

Renouncing War; Struggling to Rearm,
Creating the Ground Self-Defense
Force, and Reimagining the Soldier

Japan has one of the most storied warrior traditions in the world, embodied
by such iconic figures as the samurai, the kamikaze pilot, and even the ninja.
Warriors ruled Japan for over 800 years and members of the warrior class made
up the national leadership, officially and later in an unofficial capacity, from
the Meiji era, in the late nineteenth century, into the beginning of the Taisho
era in the early twentieth century. During the Meiji Restoration these Japanese
elites placed the warrior tradition at the center of their nation-building efforts,
with its rallying cry “Rich Country, Strong Army.” Moving through and
beyond the Meiji era Japan’s soldiers remained powerful icons until the end
of what I will refer to as the Fifteen-Year War, or simply the war, from the so-
called Manchurian Incident in 1931 until Japan’s surrender in 1945.1

Through the Fifteen-Year War Japan’s governing elites often used a cre-
ated, carefully shaped version of the samurai ethos to instruct Japanese sub-
jects in their duties to country, empire, and emperor. Yet after the surrender
Japan’s leaders took the unprecedented step of both renouncing war and
renouncing arms, constitutionally (if the constitution is read literally) when
it adopted what is therefore called the Peace Constitution in 1947. Japan was
not sovereign at the time. The Allied Powers during the fierce “war without
mercy” in the Pacific had come to view Japan and the Japanese people as a
treacherous dragon, a danger to all those around her. Both the Potsdam Dec-
laration and the Initial Post-surrender Policy called for this dangerous dragon
to be defanged after Japan’s defeat, nor was a single dragon’s tooth to be left
to threaten others. Yet only five years after capitulation, while still under the
American Occupation, Japan began to rearm, establishing the National Police
Reserve in 1950.

The NPR from the first was a police force in name only. A nascent army,
the NPR was initially trained by U.S. Army officers in U.S. Army tactics and

1



2 Chapter 1

with U.S. Army weapons. Ambassador William Sebald, political advisor to
General MacArthur during the Occupation, writes “The new Japanese Army,
in fact, looked as though it had been made in the United States. On a visit to
one of its training camps, | thought at first | had stumbled into an American
base, for everything from guns to fatigues was Gl. Only when | saw the
Japanese soldiers eating with chopsticks did | fully realize that these were,
indeed, soldiers of another Japanese generation.”2

Eventually, with two name changes, domestic political wrangling and
prodding from the United States, this new postwar Japanese army became
the Japan Ground Self-Defense Force (Rikujo Jieitai or sometimes shortened
to Rikuji, in Japanese) in 1954. Establishing an army after renouncing war
and arms required heated debate across layers of two societies, Japanese and
American. Given this turbulent process, and the many negative factors the
GSDF has had to contend with, including questions concerning its constitu-
tionality and legality, its perceived relatively low social status and its inevi-
table ties to both the United States—who many Japanese came to perceive
in the postwar era as war loving—as well as the legacy of the defeated (and
some would say disgraced) Imperial Japanese Army, one might expect the
GSDF’s development to have been crippled. In fact, the GSDF has developed
into a professional force, respected internationally, and, despite the enumer-
ated challenges, supported domestically; it is indeed, as former Chairman
of the Japan Self-Defense Force Joint Staff Office General Fujinawa once
said, “a sword well made.”3This study is mainly concerned with answering
the questions: Why did Japan renounce war and even the arms to prosecute
war? How does a country that has renounced war and armaments create an
army? How did the Japanese, a society dealing dynamically, emotionally,
and sometimes violently with fundamental questions concerning war, peace,
and militarism (a militarism often most closely associated with the Imperial
Japanese Army) reimagine war and the warrior? And, given that these ques-
tions were central to Japan’s redefinition of its national identity after their
Fifteen-Year War, how does Japan’s postwar army, the Ground Self-Defense
Force, bom in and tempered by the heat of this discourse, ultimately form a
positive professional identity for itself? Answering these questions begins, as
answering many questions does, with a story.

DISCARDING A SWORD: RENOUNCING WAR

In 1946 Representative Yamazaki Iwao, during Diet interpolations on the
draft of Japan’s postwar constitution, told a story: “During the reign of
Emperor Temmu about 1300 years ago,” he began, the Sacred Sword, one
of the three imperial treasures, was stolen. The Imperial Court sent an
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expeditionary force to retrieve the Sword, and they recovered it once a storm
beached the thief’s boat. However once the Sword was in the emperor’s
possession, Temmu grew ill. Consulting a seer, the emperor was told the
Sacred Sword had been cursed. Once he returned it to the shrine where it was
normally safeguarded, the emperor “immediately recovered and achieved a
noteworthy administration that is shining in our history.” Yamazaki went on
to explain “The Manchurian Incident, the Shanghai incident, and the China
Incident were all caused by the curse of the sword,” but now that “[Japan] has
been wise enough to discard the sword and renounce war for good,” Japan can
build “a splendid state.”41n the conclusion of this chapter, focusing on the ori-
gin, development, and final defeat of the Imperial Japanese Army, this study
will address the aspects of the 1JA’s history which led to disaster. This was
a foundational factor as the Japanese people in the postwar came to regard
the Imperial Japanese Army, so recently conceived as embodying the Sacred
Sword of the empire, as instead embodying a sword accursed.

Japan in 1945 went further than Emperor Temmu. Temmu placed the
Imperial Treasure in a place where it could be safeguarded and preserved. In
contrast, after defeat Japan broke the 1JA, their apotheosized sword, and dis-
carded the shards. Japan is not the only country to constitutionally renounce
war—the Philippines, Brazil, and other countries also renounce war in their
constitutions—but Japan is unique in not only renouncing war, but the armed
forces to wage war. How and why was Article 9, Japan’s Renunciation of War
clause, developed and adopted into Japan’s postwar constitution? An impor-
tant part of the answer is that Japan alone did not make this choice, as the
choice was made while Japan was occupied, principally by the United States.
The factors behind this decision are addressed in chapter two, focusing on the
years leading up to Japan’s defeat and through 1946.

Carol Gluck tells us Japanese and American histories of the Occupation
involve “entangling illusions.”5Particularly in chapter two | will try to focus
on a skein of this tangle usually not addressed. While most studies of this
topic focus on the policy and process involved in disarming Japan, while
describing that process I will focus on those who advocated what was first a
minority view—that a “reformed” Japan should eventually rearm—nbut later
the majority view, at least in the United States. The thread in Japan is some-
what more sharled. Immediately after the war most Japanese did accept the
victors’ decree the country be disarmed, for their own reasons, but in Japan,
too, a minority of policymakers demurred, and in Japan too, within a few
years a majority of the public came to support a renewed military (though a
limited one and one not referred to as military). Following those strands of
this entwined history as well, the warp and woof of this yarn becomes visible
first by examining both America’s and Japan’s preparations for the end of
World War Il in the Pacific.
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In America, planning for the occupation of Japan began as early as 1942
in various Washington planning committees.6 From the point of view of
probably most Americans, the war in the Pacific was entirely Japan’s fault.
Japan, without warning or provocation, had attacked and killed Americans.
Moreover, Japan was inherently militaristic “because of the peculiarities of
its own history, culture, and collective psychology.”7 This message had been
reinforced for Americans, and indeed other Westerners, by what the Allies
had documented as Japanese atrocities during the war. It is no surprise,
then, after this enemy had provoked, in the words of the American popular
media “a holy war, a racial war of greater significance than any the world
has heretofore seen,”8and then proved so savage, there was little sentiment
among Americans for a merciful peace once the fighting stopped. As so well
captured in the Frank Capra film Know Your Enemy: Japan, to many in the
United States, Japan had been acting in accordance with what Americans
constituted as the samurai tradition, and thus represented the kind of threat
aptly summed up by author Mishima Yukio, “Once a Japanese sword is
drawn from its scabbard, it cannot return until it completes its mission of
cutting something or someone.”9 To Americans Japan and its people were
a dangerous weapon, a sword, and to ensure world peace that sword had to
be broken so that it could never be drawn again. Thus, for many Americans,
it seemed wisest that Japan never be allowed to rearm—the broken sword
was not to be reforged.

In Japan after the surrender many Japanese, war weary and shocked by
national defeat, came to hold similar views, albeit for different reasons. In the
first place, probably never had the attempt of Japan’s wartime regime to place
their soldiers, “the glory of the Empire,” at the center of its New Order in East
Asia or the later Greater East Asian Co-Prosperity, been fully embraced by
the public. Nor, given the evidence of steadily increasing privation and the
devastating Allied bombing raids,0did the Japanese people believe their gov-
ernment when they were told repeatedly of the Empire’s continuing victories.
This doubt, disillusionment and anger was no doubt magnified by the defeat
and the devastation.

Which is not to say the Japanese people had been against the Fifteen-Year
War from the beginning. The taking of Manchuria in 1931 was, for instance,
viewed by many as an opportunity for life in a frontier type of environment,
and the area itself was coveted for its economic potential and for the security
of a buffer zone it provided for Korea, annexed at the time to Japan.1l The
expansion of the war into wider China in 1937 was widely accepted as pro-
voked by China and thus justified, while the expansion into Southeast Asia
four years later was promoted as both necessary to achieve self-sufficiency
in resources and as a genuine mission to free Asian people’s from European
imperialism (though Japan’s own imperialism was rationalized by such
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concepts as the Co-Prosperity Sphere, and “new world order,” underlain by
such concepts as “proper place” and purity of motives).2

Arguably it was this support for war, tacit, active or just unrefiecdve, that
made explanations for the defeat all the more difficult. Adding to the diffi-
culty, as Haruko and Theodore Cook explain, “Japan was defeated, and there
is no well-established narrative form for telling the tale of the defeated. In
war histories and literature alike, the tale is often told most convincingly by
the victors, even when they shade the story in neutral tones.”3In the case of
Japan, the victor, in the form of the American Occupation, participated with
the vanquished (but not in neutral tones) almost immediately, constructing a
narrative which assigned blame for Japan’s disaster to Japanese militarists.
Concomitant with the identification of the perpetrators was the conclusion the
best defense against any recurrence of the calamity that war—shorn of even
the pretense of purity of effort or sincerity of intention—represented was to
dismantle militarist institutions and destroy all weapons.

This was only part of the story as Japan “embraced defeat” in John Dower’s
term.4 In order to produce a new national identity as a nation of peace, the
Japanese began a project that, as Igarashi Yoshikuni explains, continues even
today, in which the loss of the war “was transformed . . . into a sacrifice
needed for Japan’s betterment.” BEarly on in this particular process, in which
forgetting is as important as remembering and in which the Imperial Japanese
Army is a consensus choice as the villain—the worst of the militarists—disar-
mament was considered a relief before it was considered a necessity.

Disarmament, as well as democratization, was after all written into the
terms of surrender. And disarmament was in the air. At the same time as
many Americans were demanding a disarmed Japan, they looked forward to
disarmament in their own country as well. For a time, then, some hoped, the
Pacific Ocean would have a chance to finally attain to the idealistic aspira-
tion of its name. But the seeds of an existing conflict which, in a reversal of
botanical logic, had lain dormant during the heat of global conflict, began to
sprout in the cold that followed.

Standard histories of Japan’s post-defeat disarmament portray Article 9 of
Japan’s constitution, uniquely renouncing not only war but the arms to pros-
ecute war, as “idiosyncratic,” 6 or “revolutionary,” T but these characteriza-
tions were made during the Cold War or thereafter. As this study will argue,
during the period examined in the next chapter the need for a disarmed Japan
was the consensus position in the United States. After all, this was not the
first time nations of the world had tried to administratively banish war. Less
than 20 years earlier 65 nations, including the United States and Japan, had
signed the Kellogg-Briand Pact, also known as the General Treaty for the
Renunciation of War (which had been studied by and served as an inspira-
tion to the drafter of Japan’s constitutional Renunciation of War Article,
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Colonel Charles Kades).188Nor was Japan the only target of this disarmament.
The Atlantic Charter, announced in August 1941, “called for the disarmament
of aggressor nations ‘pending the establishment of a wider and permanent sys-
tem of general security,” though it did not call for permanent disarmament,®
and finally, disarmament was not the most extreme measure contemplated for
the Japanese people before the end of the war, as will be pointed out in chap-
ter two. Viewed through this prism, this history finds the idea of permanently
disarming Japan as the conventional, majority view among Americans at the
end of World War Il . In this as well as the focus on following the preserva-
tion of a minority view that allowed for or advocated a more nuanced policy
of an eventually rearmed Japan, this history departs from many other studies.

Chapter two is the only chapter to focus on the renunciation of war, but the
ramifications of this policy persist throughout the remaining chapters, and to
this day in Japan. In chapter two | trace the development of Article 9, Japan’s
the war-renunciation article in Japan’s postwar constitution, and in doing so
I challenge what has become the standard account of the article’s origin, by
scholar Koseki Shoichi. Chapter three begins this study’s discussion of the
struggle over rearmament, which also continues to this day in Japan.

Though I will highlight who disagreed, to most Americans at the end of
the war with Japan the consensus in 1945 was that the erstwhile enemy, a
fierce dragon, had to be completely defanged, not leaving a single tooth. The
extraction went unexpectedly well during the initial Occupation. Unexpected
as well, though, at least among those charged with sowing those dragon’s
teeth in order to reap new, democratic soldiers, once the consensus changed,
was the difficulty of the subsequent harvest.

DOES REARMAMENT REALLY MEAN
REMILITARIZATION? THE STRUGGLE TO REARM

Given the strength of the consensus among the Allies at the end of the war
about the threat to world peace posed by Japan one would have thought the
dragon would be kept stripped of its sharp teeth for 100 years. Instead within
a scant couple of years after the searing heat of global war, as America’s
relations cooled into a different kind of conflict with the Soviet Union, views
toward Japan’s military capabilities had begun to reverse, at least in the
United States. From the beginning of policy discussions those voicing dissent
toward a policy of hard peace had concurred with initial demobilization of
the defeated enemy, but had then envisioned, at some future date that differed
among advocates, rearming and remobilizing Japanese soldiers under a new,
democratic regime. For various reasons these individuals felt a perpetually
unarmed Japan, far from assuring peace, would instead steadily undermine
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international security. As the ice of the Cold War spread and thickened, more
voices joined this chorus, championing not only a rearmed Japan, but one
rearmed powerfully and soon, albeit one under firm civilian control.

In Japan, at least among policymakers, there was a concern that Japan
must achieve an equal and honorable position in the international system. For
some policymakers, though not all, an important prerequisite for achieving
this honorable position was to rearm. Once independence was restored, con-
cern about a hot war between the free nations and the communist bloc roiled
discussions on all sides. Thus, despite the aspirations for peace, soon after
the Fifteen-Year War, people on both sides of the world’s largest ocean, per-
haps mindful of the admonition of Ho Yen-hsi “When the world is at peace,
a gentleman keeps his sword by his side,”Dor its Western equivalent, Si vis
pacem, para bellum, began to think the Japanese sword should be reforged,
though then kept sheathed at Japan’s side, only to be drawn in times of need
and, best, for common cause.

Ironically, this view was gaining strength in the United States just as the
new constitution of Japan was being promulgated; the Peace Constitution,
attempting to codify with its Renunciation of War clause the previous consen-
sus that Japan must remain unarmed perpetually. Even before the Korean War
started in June 1950, many Americans, policymakers, and citizens, began to
favor establishing a rearmed Japan as a bulwark against what was viewed as a
monolithic communist threat during the Cold War. In Japan there was less of
a consensus. Some number of Japanese wanted to rearm, but others wanted to
focus on recovery and rebuilding; in this latter group, many felt Japan could
not afford to rearm while rebuilding. Yet others felt there was no room for a
military in this new country of peace and culture, they were building, a soci-
ety “cleaved by war” from the society it had been. | trace these developments
beginning with chapters two and three, though the examination continues
throughout the remaining chapters as well.

In chapter four the struggle centers on the peace treaty with Japan and the
first security treaty in the first two years of the 1950s. The negotiation of
both treaties centered around matters military and the talks include the first
evidence of Japan pursuing what came to be known as the Yoshida Doctrine,
which involves a conviction “that armaments should be curbed and military
spending suppressed while all efforts [are] concentrated on the economy.”2
As well the Yoshida Doctrine stresses allowing the stationing of U.S. forces
on Japanese soil and advocates depending on the security alliance with the
United States for Japan’s ultimate security.

In chapter five | will focus on probably the most dynamic period in Japan’s
struggle for rearmament, following both the policy discourse conducted
from 1952, when Japan regained independence, to the period in 1960 just
before Japan was convulsed by the most violent demonstrations it has yet
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experienced in the postwar era, when the struggle over rearmament turned
deadly in the Anpo, or Mutual Security Treaty, riots. Challenging the still-
common assertion that postwar Japan is a pacifist nation | will discuss how
two different ideas about how Japan should approach its national security
clashed before one, the aforementioned Yoshida Doctrine, became dominant
in the decades following the 1950s. The alternate model would have had
Japan amend its constitution to, at the least, recognize its right to establish
and maintain armed forces, and would have had Japan build up a more pow-
erful military, facilitating the departure of U.S. forces, and allowing Japan to
defend itself either alone or in a collective security arrangement.

This alternate identity had the strongest chance of becoming part of the
dominant national identity during the premierships of Hatoyama Ichiro and
Kishi Nobusuke, the powerful revisionist politicians who followed Yoshida
Shigeru as prime ministers in the 1950s. The exploration of Japan’s struggle
over rearmament in this treatise demonstrates Japan’s peculiar, by interna-
tional standards, defense institutions and practices were not the inevitable
result of the American Occupation; Japan wrestled with choices, especially
during the 1950s, and continues to wrestle with choices. Chapter five also
looks at how a specific term, saigunbi, or rearmament, came to take on a
negative connotation among the Japanese, probably because it became asso-
ciated by the Japanese with a return to the situation which obtained during
the war of a Japan run by undemocratic militarists, a development which has
seldom been acknowledged in previous studies, with the few exceptions noted
in the chapter. And the chapter demonstrates that the United States and the
security alliance with the United States, while accepted, if grudgingly, as the
ultimate guarantor of Japan’s security, also became associated with this pos-
sible return to militarism. These two developments, along with the trauma of
the Anpo Riots, were important in setting Japan on its unusual security path.

In the sixth chapter | will continue to examine the struggle over rearma-
ment as well as the other themes in the study from the Anpo Riots in 1960
up until increased tensions in the Cold War in the late 1970s. The reaction to
the tumult of the Anpo Riots, including Prime Minister Ikeda Hayato’s policy
of pursuing income doubling in Japan, was decisive in moving Japan toward
becoming a “Civilian Power.” In terms of defense policy, despite one-party
rule during most of the postwar period by the Liberal Democratic Party, a con-
servative party with the goal of revising the constitution a consistent platform
plank, the LDP was unable to achieve or even initiate constitutional reform.
Instead policymakers engaged in what Kent Calder called crisis and compen-
sation,2 or what Andrew Oros describes as the practice of “reach, reconcile,
reassure,” during which policymakers like Nakasone Yasuhiro and Ozawa
Ichiro pushed the limits of defense policy as far as they could—*reaching,”
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in Oros’ terminology, then reconciled with those who protested the policy, in
order to reassure both dissenting policymakers and the Japanese public that
Japan was not returning to its militarist past.

With the end of the Cold War Japan, like so many other countries began
to question just what sort of forces it should maintain. The first Gulf War
of 1990-1991 had a dramatic impact on these debates. Japan contributed
13 billion dollars to the war effort, but did not deploy any troops. After-
wards a grateful Kuwait took out a full-page ad in the New York Times
thanking all the states in the coalition which had freed their country from
Saddam Hussein’s occupation, with the single exception of Japan. The
policy debates that had raged in Japan during the build-up and execution
of Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm continued in Japan after the
end of hostilities, as Japan’s elites debated how Japan could best make
“international contributions.” The result was the passage of Japan’s Peace-
keeping Operations Law in 1992, and the subsequent dispatch (haken, or
dispatch, not hahei, or deployment, since that would be considered beyond
what is constitutionally permissible in Japan) of troops for the first time in
postwar Japanese history. The first dispatch was of GSDF troops to a UN
peacekeeping mission in Cambodia, followed by other PKO and humanitar-
ian dispatches which continue to this day, and these developments will be
covered in chapter seven.

In chapter eight I will examine the tumultuous changes of the 20 years from
1995. While transforming into what | call a proscribed postmodern army the
GSDF is challenged as it dispatches for the first time to a non-pacified area in
Irag. Unprecedented as this was, it did not act as a catalyst to transform the
Rikuji into a post-postmodem, expeditionary army—the model of an army
some others, like the U.S. Army, are actively converting into in the age of the
War on Terror. However the challenges Japan has faced for the last 10 years,
from an unstable North Korea and, especially, a resurgent China, are pro-
ducing defense policy changes, which may yet result in the GSDF’s fourth
transformation. It is in this chapter that I, as a career U.S. Army Foreign
Area Officer, focused on Japan, enter the history, at least at the staff or action
officer level. Carol Gluck, again, calls chronicles of the American Occupation
of Japan written by those who worked in the Occupation apparatus “history
written close to the bone.”24 | realize | open myself to the same danger of
insufficient emotional distance when discussing my staff actions. On the other
hand, the GSDF, by virtue of the history you are about to examine, is more
strongly intertwined with the policies of another nation, the United States,
than perhaps any other army in the world. | hope my small intrusions into
this story may shed some light on how that influence sometimes operated,
person-to-person and soldier-to-soldier.
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A WELL-MADE SWORD: RECREATING AN ARMY,
THE GROUND SELF-DEFENSE FORCE

Though, of necessity, this study focuses much attention on policy, it is
also an institutional history of the GSDF. After the Fifteen-Year War, its
country occupied for the first time in its recorded history by foreign troops,
Japan, a country that had placed its military at the pinnacle of its society
for centuries, renounced that military and “threw off’ war.5Having broken
completely the old sword, when occupied Japan was directed to rearm it
struggled over forming a new army. Regaining its independence Japan con-
tinued to struggle, while its society questioned received ideas and images
about war and warriors, reimagining both for the new Japan. The heat
surrounding the popular and policy debates was the furnace heat in which
old iron and new steel was shaped, while the defense policy delimited by
the debates and the reimagined images were the walls of the forge, but it
was the Defense Agency, later the Ministry of Defense and, ultimately, the
Ground Self-Defense Force itself, that decided the final shape of Japan’s
new sword, as the GSDF organized, reorganized, and formed its own pro-
fessional identity.

Though many of America’s policymakers had begun to prefer a rearmed
Japan by 1950, the activating event that solidified the new consensus in the
United States was the onset of the Korean War. When America’s Occupation
troops in Japan deployed to fight in Korea, General MacArthur, Supreme
Commander of the Allied Powers (the acronym SCAP is used to refer to
MacArthur, but also to refer to the entire apparatus of the military occupa-
tion), perceived a need for a constabulary force in Japan, and ordered the
formation of the National Police Reserve (NPR). In chapter four I will exam-
ine how this force was recruited, trained, and equipped. In doing so | will
draw heavily on Japanese memoirs from individuals who served in Japan’s
postwar army, and from a civilian official who, as the head of what became
the Defense Agency personnel bureau for the first 14 years of the SDF’s his-
tory, played a key a key role in that history. | will also draw on the papers
of Frank Kowalski, Jr., who, as a colonel serving in SCAP’s Civil Affairs
Section, acting as the Chief of Staff, further acted as a midwife for the birth
of Japan’s postwar army. Using his papers, and other archival material, to an
extent which has seldom, if ever, been done, | am able to correct a mistaken
claim concerning the initial manpower strength MacArthur directed for the
NPR. In his memoir written about the experience, only published in Japan
and, in Japanese until recently, Kowalski claims MacArthur directed an initial
strength of 75,000 because of the number of police forces the Potsdam Dec-
laration calls for, but the Potsdam Declaration does not address police forces.
In further departures from previous studies | will correct the misconception
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that most Japanese leaders were against allowing Imperial Japanese Army or
Navy veterans into the NPR, and I will begin the examination of how Japan’s
new army began to create its own identity, even while forming at the direction
and under the supervision of the occupying American military.

The focus on identity creation occurs throughout this study, with empha-
sis in chapters four, and six through nine. Despite the hadome or brakes,
placed on defense flexibility and actions, resulting from the defense policies
described, it was also during the period of this study that the GSDF went
through three phases, and has perhaps begun a fourth, as it has created and
recreated a professional identity for itself.

In chapter six | examine how the organization of Japan’s Ground Self-
Defense Force changed as it grew and took on new missions, and | will look
at how the GSDF was able to consolidate a positive identity for itself, as a
moderately armed, territorial army, stressing the development and dissemina-
tion of the Jieikan no Kokorogamae, or ethos of the SDF member. | will touch
on how the GSDF became accepted as the repository of many traditional cul-
ture values, and the practice of sending salarymen—the new samurai in some
ways—to learn warrior values by training with the SDF.

I will discuss in chapter seven the changes in the GSDF’s identity first pro-
duced by a colder Cold War, from the late 1970s to the late 1980s, and later
refined by the end of the Cold War and the GSDF’s first deployments overseas
beginning in 1992. In the approximately 10 years of the second phase of its
identity development, the GSDF shaped itself into a modem, heavy, high-
tech army, with broader international roles and awareness, but a still limited
scope. In the third phase, beginning in 1992 when the GSDF deploys overseas
for the first time, the GSDF became more international in its scope, and, in
some ways, moved toward the model of a postmodern army, though one still
hemmed in by restrictions not placed on most armies. Also in chapter six
I will discuss the GSDF as a disaster relief and public service organization,
roles the force has enthusiastically embraced since 1951.

In fact, when GSDF taiin, or unit members, are asked what sets the GSDF
apart from their counterparts in other countries, they will frequently cite their
roles in disaster relief and humanitarian missions. Indeed, if the GSDF is a
sword well made, it is also a ploughshare, as the Rikuji and its equipment have
much more often been used for peaceful purposes than any other. Japan has
always been wracked by natural disaster. Three tectonic plates meet in Tokyo
Bay and, on average, 10 percent of all the earthquakes that occur worldwide
every year occur in Japan. Thus Japan has always had need for emergency
services, and the GSDF has played an important role in responding to this
need. For a force often plagued by a history to which it is still not recon-
ciled, disaster relief and humanitarian operations have been a way for the
GSDF to gain the kind of positive status and regard all organizations desire.
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I discuss this important aspect of the GSDF’s professional identity in chapters
seven and eight.

GUARDIANS OF THE IMEJI NATION:
REIMAGINING THE SOLDIER

War stories are popular the world over, perhaps because they are so easily
the setting for what literary scholar Christopher Booker describes as the first
of seven “basic plots” for all stories, “overcoming the monster.”2% Some of
the earliest known literature, the Epic of Gilgamesh, Beowulf, and the Iliad,
for instance, center on the courage, strength and cleverness of their warrior
protagonists. Japan, too, has a rich tradition of warrior tales, from its earli-
est written works, the Kojiki and Nihon Shoki,Z to later, more purely war
tales, like the Shomonki, the Hogen Monogatari, the Heike Monogatari and
beyond.BWar stories are not only exciting, but have often been used to teach
morality and virtue.® Probably nowhere are these stories always wholly
devoted to praising warriors and their actions; quite the opposite can be true,
whether the purpose is to teach a lesson by emphasizing the consequences
for misbehavior, to criticize a policy or, again, to simply tell an entertaining
story.3)

Quite simply, human beings use stories to “make sense of the world,” and
to help us “recognize our own identity.”3 It is no wonder then, in the age of
nation-states and nationalism, stories are important not just for the formation
of individual identity, but for forging national identity. And a national iden-
tity, concerned with the nation’s “survival, security and dignity,” and consist-
ing of “reproduced memories and largely self-defined physical, cultural and
historical characterizations”3 will almost inevitably have war stories as an
important component of these characterizations. This is true, yet problematic,
for Japan in the post-Fifteen-Year War era when it engaged in a thorough-
going redefinition of its identity. The dynamic is made much more complex
in the case of Japan because, despite having constitutionally renounced war
and the bearing of arms, Japan did rearm.

Japan’s war stories in this period are further problematized because unlike
most other postwar major powers, Japan’s experience has been postwar (by
which | mean Japan as a nation has not officially engaged its armed forces in
a combat situation) as well. Given the concern about a nation’s survival in the
international system in the context of identity construction, a nation’s armed
forces tend to play a prominent role. Japan’s armed forces are at the center
of Japan’s postwar and postwar reconstruction of its identity, and the GSDF
has been more impacted by the contradictions fisted above than the other two
SDF services.
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For militaries another function of stories is to create the imaginative space
for serving in a force. This is accomplished in at least four ways: by instill-
ing an interest in the military, by modeling positive and heroic behavior,
by inspiring a potential recruit to join the service and by giving a person
in the service someone in story with whom they can identify. In 1961 fully
50 percent of enlistees said they had been inspired to join the U.S. Marine
Corps by watching The Sands of lwo Jima, but postwar aspirants to Japan’s
army have few domestic productions that might replicate such inspiration.
This study finds few soldier images in popular culture, while rare glimpses of
the image are presented in an almost entirely negative fashion.

Finally, the imagination also shapes expectations and limits. Commonly
in societies that experience prolonged periods of peace there is increasing
curiosity about, and often glorification of, war and warriors.3 This is not
always true, even in the case of victor nations, like France after World War
I, the country that between the two world wars “saw the publication of the
greatest number of anti-war novels.”3Japan, too, is somewhat of an excep-
tion. Japan’s popular media is suffused with military imagery, but, despite
not having had troops participate officially in a war zone since its defeat, the
anti-war genre in Japan’s popular media has remained strong. Yet Japan is not
and has not been wholly pacifist. Postwar Japanese society is replete with war
stories, and within those stories some images of warriors regained their pride
of place fairly quickly. But not ground troops, for the most part.

This dearth of positive soldier images in the popular media was not inevi-
table. Portrayals of modem soldiers as heroic had regained some viability by
the end of the 1950s, signified, for example, by the star and a small number
of other admirable characters in the three-film series The Human Condition.
But then, especially with regard to portrayals of Imperial Japanese Army
soldiers, the varied approach to the trope in the 1950s narrowed to a single,
negative depiction when represented at all. From the 1960s on it is difficult
to find a sympathetic portrayal in the Japanese popular media of IJA soldiers.
Other imperial military figures, such as kamikaze pilots and sailors of the
Imperial Japanese Navy, to a certain extent, regained some luster and were
favorably portrayed in manga or movies. The GSDF was favorably portrayed,
and increasingly central, though not always consequential, in kaiju eiga, or
giant monster movies, as time went on, but were otherwise largely absent
from the popular media. While there are some exceptions to this by the end
of the period, the overwhelmingly negative position of the 1JA soldier in the
public imagination is one of the factors that leave the GSDF largely cleaved,
in public, from their heritage (and heritage is necessarily taught and prized in
armies). The issues of popular culture are explored particularly in chapter nine.

In concluding remarks | will mention the GSDF’s problematic relation-
ship with history, and particularly the legacy of the Imperial Japanese Army.
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All GSDF units can trace their lineage back to UA units. Many units have
“Remembrance Rooms,” where artifacts, records, photos and other items
from these IJA units are displayed. Yet these rooms and this legacy is almost
completely hidden from anyone outside of the GSDF. The GSDF is thus
placed in a peculiar position, remembering the war and its warriors while
many of their countrymen, as Yoshikuni lgarashi explains, prefer to remember
“reinventing itself as a peaceful nation that attained economic prosperity.”3%

A SWORD ACCURSED

How did Japan’s first modem ground force, the Imperial Japanese Army,
come to be considered accursed, in Yamazaki’s metaphor? The GSDF’s
predecessors and Japan’s first modern army, the IJA fell victim to the twin
evils of ignorance regarding its true historical heritage and unquestioning
acceptance of self-serving myths created in place of that heritage. As well the
1JA had no effective civilian control from the beginning. It vied for power, as
did other institutions in an ill-conceived national structure; it did not develop
a culture of detached, professional national security analysis and advice,
instead prizing institutional and national prestige; it developed an operational
doctrine that treasured independent action at all echelons above any other
consideration; and it embraced the same expansionist and nationalistic fervor
that came to grip most of the nation, with the important distinction that the
1JA could and did act on this fervor.

Nation-states and their armies must first be imagined. In the case of Japan,
the Tokugawa era polity was cracking under various strains by the mid-
nineteenth century, just at the time when Western imperialism, particularly
in China, seemed most threatening to Japan’s continued independence and
dignity. What Richard Samuels terms the “Meiji Consensus,” was a convic-
tion, an imagining, that preserving Japan’s independence and dignity required
“catching up and surpassing’ the West.”3 The Imperial Japanese Army (1JA)
was central to this project from the first.

The Meiji consensus was forged by the leaders of the Meiji Restoration,
reformers who produced a revolution. They designed their new Japan as a
centralized Westphalian-style state under an oligarchy, but the state was never
completely centralized under the oligarchs alone; they had to contend with
sharing political power from the first, among themselves and increasingly
among other individuals and powerful groups as time went on.3 Among
themselves the struggle for power resulted in expulsion from the fold of those
oligarchs whose ideas threatened the overall pragmatic plans of the remain-
der. As time went on and the oligarchs competed with other power centers,
and in particular with the powerful force the public became, the oligarchs



Introduction 15

had to choose different strategies. Two of the best known of these oligarchs,
or genro (elder statesmen, as they came to be known) were Ito Hirobumi
who drafted the Meiji Constitution and founded one of Japan’s first political
parties and Yamagata Aritomo who is considered the father of the Imperial
Japanese Army. Ito’s and Yamagata’s ventures are best understood as means
they undertook to centralize the state, ensure loyalty and discipline among
Japanese subjects, and maintain the genro in power.

The oligarchs chose the emperor as a centralizing and legitimizing symbol
around which the Japanese nation-state could be built. With centralizing the
state, establishing security, perpetuating his own influence, and catching up to
and surpassing the West in mind, Yamagata, organized and trained the army.
He had not been the first of the oligarchs to organize Japan’s new army. That
had been Omura Tasujiro, a fellow clansman of Ito and Yamagata, who had
shown great skill at organizing and training mixed samurai and peasant units
who had become “the armed vanguard of reform,”38in Choshu, the most sig-
nificant of the anti-Tokugawa domains. Omura had cemented his dominance
over the army when he commanded the forces that secured Edo over troops
loyal to the Tokugawa regime during the short civil war in 1868. Edo was
renamed Tokyo as the young Meiji Emperor for whom the era is hamed had
his throne and the seat of the imperial government moved there. The follow-
ing year Omura was assassinated. His replacement soon quit the oligarchic
fold and after other candidates were either unavailable or unacceptable to
other objecting oligarchs, “In August 1870, the council of state appointed
Yamagata minister of the military department, a post that had been vacant for
almost one year.”®

Security for the throne, and new government, deemed most important,
Yamagata and others organized the Imperial Guard, with 6,200 samurai from
Choshu and two other key domains in March 1871. The following August
having “played on the foreign threat, especially Russia’s southward expan-
sion,”Mthe military department divided the country into four military districts,
with the Imperial Guard in Tokyo and garrisons of mostly infantry conscripts
in Osaka, Kumamoto and Sendai (these same cities, with the addition of
Sapporo in Hokkaido, host the GSDF’s five territorial Armies, corps-sized
units, today). The department went on to improve on standardized training
and equipment, open firing ranges, set up military prep schools, retool or
establish technical and other specialized schools, and establish academies for
noncommissioned officers and officers.4

Having tried conscription twice before with unsatisfactory results, the
government passed a new conscription law in 1873, requiring three years of
active service and four years in the reserves. Conscription, and the use of the
non-Samurai classes as soldiers, had been divisive among the oligarchs and
the country as a whole. Yamagata recognizing the samurai as a contending
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body of power, had pushed both abolition of the samurai as a class and a wider
conscription system. Former samurai still served, and thus, “To eliminate
preferential treatment for the warrior volunteers, Yamagata revived ancient
imperial myths and largely fanciful traditions of military service to the impe-
rial household to promote loyalty to the emperor while curtailing samurai
independence.”® He also realized “army indoctrination could translate the
conscripts’ regional loyalties into national allegiance and send them home as
veterans to proselytize army virtues, modernization and proto-nationalism to
their communities.”4 These were convictions he held for the rest of his life,
and passed on to his influential proteges. In 1910, for instance, at the inau-
guration ceremony for the Imperial Military Reserve Association Yamagata
enjoined, “We reservists . . . must carry out our organizations’ primary aims
and fulfill the ideal that all citizens are soldiers.”#4

The government had insured an imperial memorial was issued in February,
1870, that “proclaimed the emperor a living embodiment of godhood and his
throne a holy office established the Sun Goddess and handed down in unbro-
ken succession to the present.”4 In 1872 an imperial rescript propounded a
soldier’s duties were based upon “loyalty to the throne, obedience to orders,
courtesy and respect for superiors, and the prohibition of various types of
disruptive conduct.”46 The army, per Yamagata’s design, was the most power-
ful institution in promulgating these attitudes and social norms throughout
Japanese society through the end of 1945.

Despite talk of the foreign threat, of most concern to the early Meiji gov-
ernment was domestic unrest. Conscription, poor harvests and other social
stresses led to riots. Former samurai banded together in insurgencies. In
1874 responding to a samurai uprising in Kyushu, the government appointed
Okubo Toshimichi, at the time Home Minister and “one of the most power-
ful leaders of the new regime, [who had] wanted a samurai army,”47 to lead
the national army contingent to quell the uprising despite his civilian status.
Yamagata, at this point the Army Minister and imperial adviser to the army’s
Tokyo headquarters, “was so annoyed by civilian command he reorganized
the army ministry’s sixth bureau into a small prototype general staff to exer-
cise control over military operations.”4 Yamagata then resigned as minister,
and appointed himself director of this new operations staff as well as com-
mander of the Imperial Guard. He led the Guard to the uprising, and though
the fighting had already ended this established the precedent of the army
ignoring civilian authority, relying instead on the supreme command of the
emperor. It was also at this time that the government had deployed a puni-
tive expedition to Taiwan in response to Taiwanese islanders’ slaughter of
“Ryukyu Island sailors” three years earlier. As a result of the ensuing fight,
China “paid an indemnity and gave de facto recognition to Japanese claims
on the Ryukyu Islands, which became Okinawa Prefecture in 1879, and



Introduction 17

thus set another precedent, of successful army overseas operations resulting
in territorial expansion.

The largest of the samurai uprisings, the Satsuma Rebellion, was led by one
of the (still) most popular leaders of the Restoration, an oligarch until he left
the government in 1873, Saigo Takamori. The rebellion cost more lives than
the Restoration’s civil war.9 Metaphorically, and sometimes literally, just as
bruising was the popular rights movement, led by another former oligarch
who had left the inner circle at the same time as Saigo, Itagaki Taisuke. With
a group of like-minded activists Itagaki petitioned the government in 1874 to
establish a national assembly, elected by the people.5l Despite government
attempts to coopt or subvert the movement, as education and news about the
outside world spread in Meiji Japan, the people began to demand the kinds of
rights enjoyed by others in the world. The government established prefectural
assemblies in 1878, hoping to assuage the movement, but this only increased
calls for a national assembly, and a constitution. In 1881 the emperor prom-
ised a constitution and a national assembly by 1890. Also in 1881 Itagaki
formed Japan’s first political party, while another was formed the following
year.2

Ito was the primary author of the constitution, promulgated by the emperor
on February 11, 1889, giving the people a national representative assembly,
known as the Diet. Ito’s intent was the oligarchs remain the pre-eminent
power, and for this reason modeled Japan’s new constitution after the one
in Bismarck’s Germany. The genro saw a model they wished to emulate in
this late-organizing state that had become a Great Power, and which had an
emperor as a, nominal, head of state, while the real power remained in the
hands of a few capable men, with Bismarck the first among them.®

Though the Meiji Constitution confirmed the emperor as being invested
with all sovereignty, his power was not absolute: “The emperor could appoint
and remove ministers at will, but his decrees had to be countersigned by
them to take effect; the prime minister had no appointive control over his
ministers, but he could suspend or reprimand them; the cabinet was granted
considerable executive powers, but had to share them with the privy council,
the imperial household ministry and the military high command.”%4 In addi-
tion the Diet gave the political parties “a forum where politicians were able
to attack oligarchic leadership free from police harassment and unhindered by
press or libel laws,” while “the Diet’s right of appeal to the emperor” allowed
them, “to pass resolutions impeaching government ministers. Although these
had no legal standing, they were profoundly embarrassing.”%

Tradition, mounting precedents and a developing professional bureaucracy
added additional de facto limits on the emperor’s and thus the oligarchs’ pow-
ers. The control over budget approval gave the Diet, and thus the new political
parties more power than Ito had probably intended. He insisted, at first, on
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“transcendental cabinets,” ones above political parties, which were dominated
by the genro, but then, realizing a political party could serve to bolster his
own power, Ito formed one himself in 1900.%

Yamagata remained opposed to political parties. The Meiji Constitution
had codified both supreme command, conducted through the general staff
(which an army reorganization had provided), and “direct access” to the
emperor by “both the general staff and the service ministers.”5 Yamagata
further tilted the complicated influence structure in favor of the military by
passing an ordinance, as prime minister in 1899, requiring the service minis-
ters be active-duty “generals or admirals.”8BThis, paired with “the tradition of
cabinet unity,”®allowed the army to veto cabinet policy, while the resignation
of a service minister could bring a cabinet down.®

The oligarchs had intended to perpetuate their extra-constitutional rule but
were unable to leave behind a similarly influential coterie of proteges. In the
new century as the genro proved ultimately mortal, the political parties, both
genuinely desiring liberal democracy and an increase to their own power,
tried to fill the leadership void. But as Japan continued its quest to catch up to
and surpass the West it ultimately met with economic and security challenges
with which “The system of constitutional irresponsibility”6l could not cope.
Regarding checks and balances, as the Taisho era began, the Meiji system
gave the political parties, through the Diet, some room to cultivate political
power and democratization, especially because the Diet funded and wrote the
government’s checks; but as time went on and a stressed society grew radical-
ized, the army used its prerogatives to force the balance of power in its favor,
and ultimately assert control in the Showa era.

Japan sought to become a Great Power, for economic and security reasons,
as well as for nationalistic reasons of prestige. Korea had been one of the
first targets of this ambition, when Japan “opened” the country in 1876.&
The army had employed French advisers and translated French doctrine as
it tried to emulate perceived Western military success, but was dissatisfied
with French emphasis on small-unit tactics, which it felt had hampered army
performance in the Satsuma Rebellion. The army ended the French contract
in 1879. But the Prussian army’s victory in 1870 over France had made the
Prussian army the new model for a modern force, and in 1885, after a year-
long tour of European military developments, senior officers in the 1JA asked
Prussia to provide military advisers. Major Klemens Wilhelm Jakob Meckel
began to advise Japan’s army staff college. Meckel’s focus, like Prussia’s,
was continental, and he warned Japan’s army the Korean peninsula was
a dagger pointed at the heart of Japan. Subsequently, in 1890, in his first
speech to the Diet as prime minister, Yamagata outlined his view of Japan
as a continental power, one with the need to secure a “line of sovereignty”
which included all Japanese territory proper, and a “line of interests” which
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included Korea.8Japan fought its next two wars over control of the Korean
peninsula.

Victory in these wars granted Japan, after the First Sino-Japanese War in
1895, status as a regional power, and then, after the Russo-Japanese War,
in 1905, the status coveted since the beginning of the Meiji era, as a Great
Power. Nationalism grew apace. Economically Japan’s most successful war
was World War 1, because “The developed economies of the West were fully
occupied in mutual destruction, unable even to exploit the colonial markets
from which Japan had been excluded. Japan’s modern sector was prepared to
fill the gap.”&Japan transformed from a debtor to a creditor nation, its Gross
Domestic Product growing more than 40 percent during the war years.®%

But this high point was followed by a crash. Though Japan was one of the
five Great Powers accorded a seat on the Council of the League of Nations,
many of Japan’s leaders, both civilian and military, began to feel as Prince
Konoe Fumimaro, who accompanied Japan’s representative to the Versailles
Peace Conference, expressed, that the Great War had really been about “‘have’
and ‘have not’ powers,” expressing sympathy for Germany, a late-comer to the
game like Japan, and antipathy toward the Western allies who now wanted to
protect their already gained prerogatives.® This point of view became more
widespread as Japan plunged into its most severe depression since beginning
industrialization. National resentment grew as the United States insulted Japan
by outlawing immigration in 1924, and the Western allies undertook naval
arms limitation talks, known as the Washington Conference System, granting
Japan a smaller ratio of naval tonnage than either the United States or United
Kingdom and thus viewed by many Japanese as yet more discrimination.&/

Japanese society was stressed and began to fracture. Education and infor-
mation had spread as never before, bringing a new awareness not only of
“haves” and “have nots” internationally, but domestically. Zaibatsu, Japan’s
new conglomerates, and some industrialized sectors weathered the depression
or recovered relatively quickly, while the farming sector and those engaged
in traditional crafts—still the majority of the population—suffered. Without
the extra-constitutional guidance of the original genro, party governments
during this so-called Taisho Democracy period tried to seize the reins, but the
constitutional system and government institutions proved inadequate and the
resulting leadership ultimately feckless.® The army grew more concerned.

Soldiers of the IJA had taken two different lessons for World War I: one
segment believed the Great War demonstrated wars would be prolonged and
total, from this point, requiring the mobilization of all a nation’s people and
resources to prevail. Another segment believed Japan could not fight a pro-
longed war, and must instead aim for a short war, preferably against a single
opponent, the results safeguarded by diplomacy from a position of strength,
after victory. The proponents of a short war argued for a large standing army,
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ready to overwhelm violently any opponent. Realizing Japan’s deficiencies
in size and resources compared to likely opponents like America and Russia,
these short-war advocates, harkening back to the effectiveness of the samu-
rai in the Satsuma Rebellion and the IJA itself in the Russo-Japanese War,
believed that Japan’s unique family state, under the divine emperor, granted
its people and especially its soldiers a spiritual strength that could overcome
any merely material or numerical superiority of an enemy. The army, like
the rest of Japan’s political system, had been riven with factions from birth;
those soldiers who believed in Japan’s unique spiritual strength also stressed
the army’s role in particular as the direct extension of the emperor’s divine
will, and this group eventually coalesced into what was called the Koddha, or
Imperial Way Faction. The group that considered prolonged, total war inevi-
table was more concerned about gaining control of Japan’s economy in order
to grow its heavy industries, and desired control of society to enforce mobi-
lization of all Japan’s people when it became necessary. This group became
known as the Toseiha, or Control Faction, and was willing to sacrifice some
force structure—that is numbers of troops and amount of equipment—for
money to invest in industrial infrastructure.®

Both factions, for different reasons, were concerned about protecting the
Korean peninsula. Formal annexation in 1910 had extended Japanese territory
onto the continent, and thus the line of interests into Siberia to the north and
China proper to the west. Securing that line of sovereignty in Korea, as well
as the development of an operational doctrine that stressed the necessity of
independent, offensive-minded action by army units to gain ultimate victory,
and the total-war leanings of a key 1JA officer, led to the so-called Manchurian
Incident, in 1931, and the beginning of the Fifteen-Year War. The seizure
of Manchuria in 1931 had been independently planned and executed by the
Kantogun, usually romanized as the Kwantung Army in English, a constabu-
lary force already in the area to protect the South Manchurian Railway.®

Though the Taisho era produced many benefits, like expanding educational
opportunity and the franchise, many, both civilians and soldiers, perceived
increasing chaos. As the 1920s progressed right-leaning groups started call-
ing for a Sh5wa Restoration, believing, ahistorically, that Japan’s departure
from direct rule by a divine emperor had led to the present calamitous
situation. A segment of the 1JA’s soldiers agreed with this, while the larger
institution became more concerned with how to restore discipline to society
internally and defend society externally.

As the Taisho era gave way to the Showa era generals and admirals became
more powerful political actors. From 1885 until 1945 half of the 30 prime
ministers were active duty or retired military. Though this percentage had
dipped in the 1920s, it rose again in the 1930s as Japan reeled from crisis
to crisis, both domestic and international.71 Both short-war and total-war
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advocates ascended to leadership. Ugaki Kazushige, 1JA general and short-
war advocate, as the war minister in 1925 was able to push through a reduction
of force of about 40,000 soldiers, in order to fund modernization of equip-
ment for the remaining troops, but what he did with these displaced soldiers
was more significant in the long run: “He placed officers from inactivated
units into positions as military instructors in elementary and middle schools
as drill instructors, extending the army’s influence in the education system ...
[to] indoctrinate youth with accepted military values and patriotism,” and thus
address both the perceived need for more discipline in the civilian populace
and imperial subjects who were better prepared for soldiering if conscripted. 2
For the same reasons, in 1926 Ugaki furthered this influence by establishing
the Young Men’s Military Training Corps, “a voluntary organization that
offered civics education and military training under the auspices of members
of the Reservists Association to youths age 16 to 20 who had completed their
education,” with the incentive that those who completed the training and were
drafted could shorten their conscription period by six months.73 Yamagata’s
goal of all subjects as soldiers thus moved forward.

Within the 1JA the contest for influence by the Imperial Way and Control
Factions continued, but so did lawlessness and terror in the civilian popula-
tion, infecting the rank and file of the army as well. As Japan moved into the
1930s, “Between 1930 and 1935, there were twenty major domestic terrorist
incidents, four political assassinations, five planned assassinations and four
attempted coups.”# In the so-called 2.26 incident, on February 26, 1936, a
group of radicalized young army officers and civilian right-wing radicals
murdered the Lord Privy Seal (a retired admiral), the Inspector General of
Military education (an active-duty army general) and the Minister of Finance
(a civilian) while they slept in their bedrooms. Others were wounded and the
prime minister escaped the attempt on his life. The goal of the insurrectionists
was a Showa Restoration, and they wanted to name one prominent Imperial
Way general to be prime minister and another, Araki Sadao, to the post of
home minister to “carry out” the restoration. The terrorists were captured and
the influence of the Imperial Way Faction was curtailed, at least at the highest
levels. 5 The Control Faction came to the fore and focused on unification and
preparing to mobilize the entire country for total war.

As this drama and its consequences unfolded domestically, internation-
ally Japan took its next step in a long war, when on July 7, 1937, in fighting
between Japanese and Chinese forces at the Marco Polo Bridge, near Beijing,
was escalated by the action of a Japanese colonel, who kept the ideal of
offensive-minded initiative in mind. A familiar saga of hastily dispatched
reinforcements meeting continued resistance, leading to more reinforce-
ments, unfolded as Japan’s war extended into what would become the quag-
mire of China operations.?
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Domestically the army forced the selection a Control Faction general as
prime minister but he was quickly followed by a unification figure, Prince
Konoe. It was Konoe who brought Araki back into government, as the Minister
of Education, and it was in this post Araki was able to disseminate his ideas
about Japan’s Kokutai, the semi-mystical family state under the benevolent
and divine guidance of the emperor throughout the educational system.77

Konoe had been convinced of Western prejudice toward East Asians and
a coming “race war” since at least 19187 (though this did not prevent him
from reaching out to Germany, with whom he had expressed sympathy at
Versalilles, to try to end Japan’s international isolation). As prime minister he
bought into Japan’s mission to civilize and lead the rest of Asia, first announc-
ing a New Order in Asia when it looked like Japan might be able to establish
another puppet regime in the part of China pacified by 1938. After a brief
time out of office, Konoe returned and “once it seemed clear that Japan would
seize the low-hanging fruit of Southeast Asia, the predominantly continental
New Order was supplanted by the even grander fiction of the Greater East
Asian Co-Prosperity Sphere,” in August, 1940.®The following month Japan
occupied northern Indochina, despite Vichy protests. At the end of the month
Japan signed the Axis alliance with Germany and Italy in Berlin.&

This move brought sanctions from America and the West. Still the war
in China dragged on, while Japan’s need for resources grew more acute. In
July 1941, when Japan moved into southern Indochina, America “froze all of
Japan’s assets,” and embargoed oil.8 Coming as this did on top of previous
sanctions, Japan found itself with a deadline to either thrust even farther south
and west to secure the resources and territory necessary for autarky, or to give
in to Western demands.@ The army estimated Japan had enough fuel to fight
until October before having to go to war to secure more resources. Konoe
engaged in negotiations with America, but resigned in October, to be replaced
by his War Minister, Toseiha member Tojo Hideki. The deadline for acquies-
cence or attack was extended into November and then into December.8

For the half-year after December 8, 1941 (on Japan’s side of the Interna-
tional Dateline), it seemed the IJA might live up to its own created mythos.
But then the IJA and Japan had to wake from its dream, though plunged into
nightmare. The Japanese imperial military, both the army and the navy, had
taken from their victory in the Russo-Japanese War an unshakeable belief in
the efficacy of a decisive battle, like the Battle of Tsushima, in bringing war
with the Allies to an end favorable to Japan. It was this belief in a decisive
battle, as well as concerns for national and institutional prestige and the cher-
ished mystique of Japan’s invincible gunjin seishin, soldierly or martial spirit,
that kept the generals and admirals in the war years past a rational and honest
assessment of the situation. The emperor shared the faith in a decisive battle:
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“At the very least it’s fair to say that well into 1945 Hirohito held out hope a
military victory would enable Japan’s diplomats to negotiate a settlement to
the war.”& But, in the end it was “Japan’s generals and admirals who led the
nation into a defeat they were unwilling to accept.”&

And the Japanese people have not forgotten.

CREATING THE GSDF: A COMPLEX VICTORY

As a study with both thematic and chronological elements, the two categories
do not always perfectly overlap, nor are all themes, or topics within themes,
either covered or covered in as much depth in each of the chronological peri-
ods. Thus, for instance, though the focus of the study is the 70 years from
1945 to 2015, in order to discuss Japan’s renunciation of war, and of arms,
| investigate the history of the IJA from 1868 until 1945, and the planning that
began in 1942 in the United States. When discussing important aspects of the
consolidation of the GSDF’s positive military identity in chapter six, which
chronologically covers the 1960s and 1970s, | pull in information from the
1950s, and | do the same when discussing the disaster relief and community
support missions the GSDF has made an important part of their identity, in
chapter seven, though it is chronologically focused on the years from 1978
to 1995. In tracing the reimagining of warriors and an army, in chapter nine,
I cover the entire 70 years and, at times reach back to an earlier period than
the chronological setting of the particular section.

This work is the first of its kind to offer, in English, an institutional and
organizational history focused on the GSDF for the first 70 years of its exis-
tence. It takes on issues of policy and challenges the accepted history of the
origin of Article 9. It is the first study to focus on the GSDF’s creation of its
own professional identity, and the first history to trace depictions, and the
lack of depictions, of soldiers in Japan’s postwar popular culture. As well,
the history highlights understandings of and challenges to Japan’s defense
policy and defense identity in popular culture. The history of the creation
of the Ground Self-Defense Force is complex, involving policymakers from
two nations, a public that comes to desire a defense force that does not seem
military, and most, importantly, a military that wants to serve that public. The
story begins with defeat, but is ultimately a story of victory; the victory of a
dedicated group of soldiers and other public servants who, working through
the difficulties enumerated in this study, manage to craft a professional, well-
respected ground force that is committed to serving the nation of Japan and
contributing to international security abroad and still seeks a consistently
positive and active presence in their country’s imagination.
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Chapter 2

Disarmament and the
Voices of Dissent

Soldiers of the Imperial Japanese Army loomed like supermen during the first
six months after Pearl Harbor, “a solid wall of uniform strength that nothing
could wear down and in which every soldier was an ideal fighting machine.”1
Yet this wall began to crack by the spring of 1942 and by the time of the
Japanese surrender it had all but collapsed. The 1JA had suffered hard-fought
defeat after hard-fought defeat. From 1937 until 1945 2.3 million Japanese
had died “from combat, combat-related injuries and war-related fatal ill-
nesses.”2 A further 1.5 million were missing.3 Approximately 5.5 million 1JA
soldiers had survived, with 2.3 million on the home islands and 1.2 million
overseas.4Many of the survivors were starving or wounded. As the emperor’s
once-proud soldiers were repatriated and demobilized they began to bear
another burden—the blame for causing the suffering of their countrymen in
the Fifteen-Year War. Like many of their fellow subjects (still not yet citizens)
most of the humbled soldiers of the emperor probably wanted more than any-
thing else to put their wartime experiences behind them.

Americans, however, were in less of a mood to forget, or to forgive. Most
Americans viewed the Japanese Army as monstrous. And since many likely
agreed with a U.S. Navy officer who said at the time, “The Japanese Army
IS the people,”5it is no surprise that the American consensus seemed to be
this people had to be kept down; this army had to be broken. Considering the
moods in the United States and Japan at the time of surrender, both the Ameri-
can decision to enforce and Japan’s decision to embrace a renunciation of war
is not surprising. Less well known is the story of the few on both sides of the
Pacific, in and outside of their respective governments, who kept alive the
idea of an army in postwar Japan. Though a dissenting minority during and
immediately after the war, these dissenting voices, first murmuring, perhaps,
but then ever more strongly, declared Japan would need arms to effectively
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cope with the threats of the international system. These voices moved from a
dissenting minority to the majority, at least in the United States, early in the
Cold War. Yet the conception of, the attitudes toward, the images of—even the
shape and feel of—a new army in Japan had forever changed. Japan needed a
new ground force, a new army, but this was to be a new kind of sword.

PRE-SURRENDER: PLANNING FOR A HARD PEACE

Eugene H. Dooman, a counselor in the American Embassy in Tokyo while
Joseph Grew was the Ambassador, and arguably Grew’s closest associate in
the State Department, noted in his postwar talks and writings that the pre-
surrender American attitude toward the Japanese almost universally favored
a hard peace:

As one might have expected, the measures called for were of the most drastic
character and if carried out would have overturned Japan’s social order and
national polity and have condemned the Japanese people to the lowest level of
subsistence, if not actual starvation____In short, the demand for harsh treatment
was public opinion.6

Permanent disarmament was an integral part of this hard peace, and widely
considered the first priority. The following quote from a 1943 Newsweek
article is typical of the time: “In the first place, the aggressors in this war
must not only be disarmed, but must be kept disarmed.”7In some ways the
consensus for a peace without mercy for Japan had taken on some of the
trappings of an ideology. As Dooman, again, says, “the voices of a handful
of citizens who were shocked by this primitive hatred could not be heard
above the clamor.”8 The overwhelming public consensus in the United States
was that Japan was inherently militaristic; that a Japanese, as the narrator
in the Frank Capra-directed 1945 documentary Know Your Enemy: Japan
ominously intones, “has been trained to be a soldier almost from birth,” and
believes “treachery, brutality, rape and torture are all justified if used towards
non-Japanese.”9 The evidence seemed clear; not only had Japan attacked
America, but both its samurai traditions—at least Western constructions of
samurai traditions, so well crystallized then further propagated in the Capra
film—and the war atrocities committed by Japanese soldiers during the fierce
fighting in the Pacific appeared to confirm that Japan and the Japanese would
have to be firmly held down to enforce peace.

Under the resulting pressure those who favored an alternative, arguing for
a longer view concerning the treatment of Japan in general and the issue of
eventual rearmament in particular, tended to do so discreetly. Though seldom
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found in print this alternative view was sufficiently widespread in 1943 to
elicit this warning in the January issue of The Atlantic Monthly, in effect,
cautioning the faithful against backsliding: “Suspicions of China arise from
ignorance of the Far East and from fear that a strong China and a strong
Russia might develop aggressive tendencies. Hence the reluctance to crush
Japan. Hence the argument that the course of wisdom consists in maintaining
a strong Japan in order to block the ambitions of our present allies.” DFrom
the context it is clear the intent of the column from which this quote was taken
is to expose this argument as specious and dangerous, but the argument in
the quote itself closely hews to and neatly summarizes the rationale of many
who then and later advocated Japanese rearmament; to do so openly in 1943,
however, was to risk the almost certainty of being labeled an advocate of
appeasement or of soft peace, almost a form of heresy.

Policymaking, and perhaps particularly foreign policymaking, however, is
somewhat hermetic; though certainly drawing from and influenced by public
opinion, it also tends to move to its own rhythms and stores of knowledge.
From the beginning of the war there were those in the United States who
advocated a more measured policy toward Japan, once defeated, that would
allow for at least eventual rearmament. The first draft surrender terms, writ-
ten in 1942 by the President’s Advisory Committee on Postwar Foreign
Policy’s Subcommittee on Security Problems, did not envision permanent
disarmament, but only sought partial disarmament of Japan’s extant armed
forces, with “a highly limited occupation that would leave Japanese military
units intact and still armed in areas not occupied.”1l In the State Department
planners coming up with an agenda for a subsequent meeting of the Subcom-
mittee on Security Problems focused on Japan issues, in 1943, still suggested
discussing “such objectives as limitation of the power of the military,” 2 not
the permanent dissolution of the military.

It was particularly in the State Department that a group, variously called
“Japan Hands” or the “Japan Crowd,” academics and diplomats like Hugh
Borton, George Blakeslee, and Robert Fearey who were specialists on Japan,
would argue for less drastic measures in a postwar peace with Japan.1LOthers
like the so-called China Crowd, saw republican China as the champion and
hope for a stable Asia after the war, and these individuals argued Japan had to
be kept down, and disarmed, lest it disrupt a Pax Sinica firmly subordinated to
a Pax Americana. Still others in Washington argued for the most extreme of
measures, from Treasury Secretary Morgenthau’s idea to strip both Germany
and Japan of their industry and enforce on them status as permanent agrar-
ian economies, to ideas for the sterilization of all Japanese males held in the
United States at the time, to the outright extermination of all Japanese. ¥While
the harsher views drew strength from the general American public’s call for a
hard peace, the Japan Hands remained a moderating influence throughout the
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pre-surrender planning process. Their influence was more effective for being
almost entirely out of the public eye, as demonstrated by the derision heaped
on more moderate views once such views were made public.

Perhaps the best-known figure thus pilloried for supporting such a moder-
ate stance was Joseph C. Grew. Grew had been the U.S. ambassador to Japan
at the time of Pearl Harbor. After he and other embassy members returned to
the United States following a high-level prisoner exchange, the ambassador
traveled around the country exhorting his fellow citizens to take the Japanese
enemy seriously; to prepare for a long war; and to settle for no compromise
peace, which would entail another war one or two generations on.

By the end of 1943, however, a new note had entered Grew’s speeches. In
a talk before the Illinois Education Association, in December 1943, after his
usual blandishments about accepting no compromise in surrender, he took
issue with the “obscure thinking in our country arising from an inadequate
grasp of the facts, which has brought about a deep-rooted prejudice against
the Japanese people as a whole.” He also questioned the utility of “building
a fence” around postwar Japan, and he cautioned against imposing harsh sur-
render terms on Japan as a means of preventing Japan from regaining its pre-
war competitive position in the global marketplace, admonishing his audience
that using military means to achieve such ends was contrary to the Atlantic
Charter. Grew encouraged, instead, cooperation with elements in Japan ame-
nable to American aims. For these and similar statements, and probably espe-
cially for his view that American authorities should leave open the possibility
of retaining the Emperor in office after the war, Grew was accused in both the
media and in some government circles of being an exponent of soft peace.b

There is only indirect evidence Grew supported rearming Japan. After
the war Grew was named honorary co-chairman of the American Council
on Japan, a group which actively supported rearming Japan.® In the pre-
surrender period Grew’s use of the following quote, from eminent Japan his-
torian Sir George Sansom, may have indicated the ambassador’s support for
arearmed Japan: “An outlawed Japan, even weakened to the point of despair,
cannot be other than a danger, a kind of septic focus. | therefore see no escape
from the conclusion that, in their own interests, the United Nations must after
the war endeavor to enlist the collaboration of Japan in their projects for
the security and welfare in the Pacific area.” 7 While the term “security” as
used here does not refer explicitly to a role for recreated Japanese arms, in
the diplomatic lexicon the use of the word security often implies at least the
possibility of the exercise of armed force. Those closest to Grew explicitly
supported rearmament: his wifeBand his closest associate, Eugene Dooman.

As stated previously Grew and Dooman continued to work closely together
once they returned to Washington and the State Department. The near identity
of their views concerning Japan is best illustrated by the following example.
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In the years leading up to Pearl Harbor Grew became convinced his views
were being misrepresented in Washington, especially by Stanley Hombeck,
a China Hand, and “the State Department’s most outspoken critic of Japan’s
continental expansion.”9 For a time Hombeck was the head of the State
Department’s Far Eastern Division. In 1940, therefore, when Dooman
decided to take leave in the United States, Ambassador Grew urged his friend
and subordinate to contact President Roosevelt, Grew’s Harvard classmate.
The Ambassador provided Dooman with a letter of introduction (beginning,
“Dear Frank”) which read, in part:

When this letter is delivered to you, Eugene Dooman, our counselor of Embassy,
will be for a few days in Washington on leave of absence. During these difficult
years he has been my right-hand man and fidus achates, and since our views
coincide in practically every respect with regard to affairs in this part of the
world, | believe it would be worth your while if you would see him if only for a
few moments, for it would be very much like talking to you myself.2

Thus, at least in Grew’s opinion, his and Dooman’s views on Japan being
practically identical, support for Japanese rearmament on Dooman’s part may
indicate similar support for rearmament on Grew’s part.

Described by historian John Dower “as one of the core members of the
State Department’s ‘Japan Hands,”” and “one of the most effective advocates
of a strong, reconstructed Japan,”2l Dooman, in January 1945, was chosen to
chair the State, War, Navy Coordinating Committee (SWNCC) Subcommittee
on the Far East (SFE). The subcommittee was given the task of formulating
“for presentation to the parent committee, the policies to be carried out during
the occupation of Japan after its surrender.”2 The SFE was the first stop for
the coordination of the State Department’s views with the views of similar
bodies in the Navy and War Departments, before submitting those views to
the parent committee. Again and again, in this position and at other times, as
Under Secretary Grew’s Special Assistant, Dooman tried to soften the hard
peace positions of many other participants—both within the State Depart-
ment and elsewhere—in the policymaking process.Z His primary concern
was not Japanese rearmament; rather he shared the concerns of Grew that the
Emperor be retained in some capacity on his throne after Japanese surrender,
and that Japan be economically rehabilitated after the war. With regard to this
latter concern, he felt that Japan’s rearmament would be concomitant with the
revival of Japanese industry. In a speech he prepared for the Foreign Policy
Association in 1945 Dooman states: “No nation will ever reconcile itself to
a reduction of its standard of living, and if we are not prepared to keep down
the standard of living, by force if necessary, and for all time to come, we
need not delude ourselves into thinking the demilitarization of our enemies is
anything but temporary.”2
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Though Grew and Dooman were influential in keeping at least the possibil-
ity of an eventually rearmed Japan alive, they could not dictate such a policy.
The answer to the question of whether Japan was to be kept permanently dis-
armed or to be allowed to rearm eventually continued to see-saw in the plan-
ning process. Outside of the government as well, in spite of the increasingly
harsh tone of the general public’s discourse by 1944, individuals on occasion
urged restraint toward Japan. Stefan T. Possony, a conservative scholar and
realist, later to make a name for himself as “an influential academic strategist
of the cold war,”5was one such dissident voice.

In a 1944 article in the journal Review of Politics, entitled “No Peace with-
out Arms,” Possony is not opposed to disarmament absolutely, but to disarma-
ment carried on too long. He notes the difficulty of keeping a state disarmed,
even if the victor state is willing to occupy the vanquished state indefinitely,
and further notes the impossibility of universal disarmament. People will
inevitably protect themselves with some sort of weapons, he argues, even if
only with small arms. “The disarmed state,” he also writes, “is, of course, an
easy prey if the armed countries should turn to aggression.”2 Contrary to the
conventional wisdom of the time, he goes on to note, “there is no iron law that
a nation which was once aggressive will always remain so.” For these reasons,
he warns, “Unilateral disarmament is only a short-term solution. As such it is
effective; yet if a status of unilateral disarmament is perpetuated, in spite of
its raison d ’etre having vanished, it might become the germ of a new war.”Z
Possony notes the ineffectuality of past, even partial, disarmament regimes,
contending, as an example, the dissatisfaction Japan felt after the Washington
Treaty System of the 1920s directly contributed to Japan’s attack on Pearl
Harbor. Summing up his argument in the conclusion, Possony quotes George
Washington, “To be prepared for war is one of the most effectual means of
preserving the peace.”38

But to say that foreign policymaking takes place within a relatively her-
metic process is not to say it is wholly cut off from popular opinion, and by
1944, even in the only semi-permeable foreign policymaking circles those
urging a more moderate approach to Japan’s post-defeat occupation took on
an almost defensive tone. In a paper entitled “Steps to Prevent the Revival of
Militarism,” for instance, published by the Postwar Programs Committee, the
problem of eventual rearmament was approached tentatively:

If notwithstanding the wide consensus that Japan should not be permitted in the
postwar period to retain an army, navy, or air force, Japan should later be per-
mitted to maintain some form of military establishment, such permission should
envisage as an essential condition the elimination of existing statutes and ordi-
nances that stipulate that ministers of war and of the navy shall be high-ranking
military and naval officers.®
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The struggle continued into 1945. In December 1944 the aforementioned
SWNCC was established as the final arbiter of postwar planning and policy
recommendations to the President; and the SWNCC’s subcommittee, the
SFE, was established the following month. A draft document of the subcom-
mittee, entitled “United States Initial Post-Defeat Policy Relating to Japan,”
also known as SWNCC 150, called for “to the extent possible the permanent
disarmament and demilitarization of Japan.” This language was apparently
in response to a proposal from the Office of Naval Operations which had
opposed an earlier State draft calling for “current or temporary disarmament
and demobilization.”® In the second version of the document the position
hardened further. The phrase “to the extent possible” was dropped and instead
the policy became “to accomplish the permanent and complete disarmament
of Japan.”3l The document went through two more versions before being
approved by President Truman and transmitted to MacArthur on August 29,
1945, the day before he flew into Atsugi Air Station to begin his tour as the
Supreme Commander Allied Powers in Japan. This final document, “The Ini-
tial Postsurrender Policy for Japan,” directs “Disarmament and demilitariza-
tion are the primary tasks of the military occupation,”® but the language on
permanent disarmament and demilitarization has been dropped.

Just whose position carried the day on the advisability of at the least
keeping open the possibility of Japan rearming in the future is impossible
to say. The role of the Japan Hands has already been mentioned. Portions
of Possony’s article were excerpted in a well-balanced Library of Congress
study, “Armaments Policy in the Postwar World,” published in May 1945,3
and it is possible President Truman and some policymakers may have been
persuaded by his arguments. Other dissident voices included President
Herbert Hoover who, concerned about the possible Soviet domination of the
Pacific if Japan was kept down too long, sent a letter to President Truman sug-
gesting not permanent disarmament, but that Japan’s army and navy be dis-
solved “for a long enough period (probably a generation)” to break the power
of Japan’s military clique.34 Secretary of the Navy James Forrestal, who had
questioned “How far and how thoroughly do we want to beat Japan? In other
words, do we want to Morgenthau those islands -do we want to destroy the
whole industrial potential?” in May 1945,3% would later be a leading figure
in the Occupation’s reverse course® and even later as Secretary of Defense
would direct a “feasibility study on rearming Japan,”¥ and may also have
influenced Truman’s decisions.

In any case, as the Occupation began neither the Potsdam Declaration
issued in July 1945—which did make clear Allied demands Japan’s “war-
making power [was to be] destroyed,” and the Japanese military was to be
“completely disarmed”3—nor the Initial Post-surrender Policy, the two
primary policy documents, made explicit that disarmament and destruction
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of war-making potential were to be permanent. As the Occupation began the
issue of permanent disarmament still had not been resolved.

AND ON THE SEVENTH DAY THEY RESTEDJ®

Nor was the issue of constitutional revision settled. The Japan Hands in the
State Department, in particular, had discussed the probable need for revis-
ing Japan’s Meiji Constitution. In October 1943, for instance, Hugh Borton
authored a document stating “Constitutional change is desirable.”2 Though
there were other suggestions for constitutional revision, the idea did not
become embedded in the policies eventually published, and neither the Pots-
dam Declaration nor the Initial Post-Surrender Policy for Japan explicitly
called for revising the Meiji Constitution. Thus when General MacArthur
arrived to take on the duty of the Supreme Commander Allied Powers in
September 1945 it was not only individuals in Japan, but also members
of MacArthur’s General Headquarters staff who believed that, instead of
revision, creative interpretation could be applied to existing constitution.4l
MacArthur did not wait for a formal directive from Washington, however. In
quick succession he told the first two postwar cabinets revision of the consti-
tution would be required.2

If there was confusion over the necessity for constitutional revision on
the American side, the situation was equally confused on the Japanese side.
Not only was there disagreement concerning the need for revising the Meiji
Constitution at all,8but, soon after the Occupation authorities directed revi-
sion, just who was responsible for revising the constitution became tangled
between two bodies.

MacArthur met with Prince Konoe Fumimaro, first in September, in
Yokohama, and then on October 4, in Tokyo. Konoe had been prime min-
ister during the war three times, and was deputy prime minister in the post-
surrender cabinet of Prince Higashikuni. In the second meeting with SCAP,
on October 4, the Foreign Ministry interpreter who had accompanied Konoe
reported that MacArthur had said the Japanese constitution would have to
be revised.#4 The Higashikuni cabinet fell on the same day. Konoe was sub-
sequently appointed to the Privy Council as a special advisor, and, having
advised the Lord Privy Seal, Kido Koichi, and the emperor himself, Konoe
undertook to begin revising the Meiji Constitution.

The new cabinet, under veteran politician Shidehara Kijuro, however,
had other ideas. Forewarned that MacArthur might direct them to undertake
constitutional revision, Japanese officials had met with Brigadier General
Bonner Fellers, on MacArthur’s staff, and the Japanese side had agreed with
the American side that no explicit call for constitutional revision would be



Disarmament and the Voices ofDissent 37

made when Shidehara met MacArthur. Thus, when the SCAP first met Prime
Minister Shidehara, MacArthur called for the “liberalization of the constitu-
tion,” but not explicitly for revision. Shidehara, still hoping to either avoid
revising the Meiji Constitution or to revise it minimally, subsequently estab-
lished the Committee to Study Constitutional Problems. The PM appointed
minister without portfolio Matsumoto Joji, a conservative jurist who did not
allow his near-complete lack of expertise in constitutional matters to shake
his supreme self-confidence in his inerrant ability to drive such a study.%6

For a time both Konoe and his advisors, reporting to the Privy Council,
and the Matsumoto Committee, reporting to the cabinet, claimed responsibil-
ity for revising the constitution. The rivalry became public in an increasing
number of reports in the Japanese press, and many of these reports were criti-
cal of the Privy Council’s involvement in constitutional revision. At the same
time reports in the United States became critical of entrusting Konoe with the
responsibility to revise the Meiji constitution.4

Konoe had been prime minister in 1937, when Japan’s limited war in
Manchuria widened to China proper. A New York Herald Tribune editorial
declared “of all the absurd blunders made by America in the Far East, one
of the worst is the selection of Prince Fumimaro Konoe to draft Japan’s con-
stitution. It is equivalent to choosing a gunman to devise rules for a reform
school.”47 On November 1 SCAP issued a statement contending MacArthur
had not directed Konoe to undertake constitutional revision. The general
explained he had told Konoe revision would be necessary, but because the
Higashikuni cabinet had resigned the same day, MacArthur subsequently had
also told the Shidehara government revision would be necessary. The change
in the SCAP’s tone was due not only to the increasing criticism of Konoe in
the U.S. press, but to an internal SCAP investigation which indicated Konoe
should be considered a war criminal.8

Though Konoe did submit a draft constitution in November to the Emperor,
the draft went no further. Konoe committed suicide the following month, to
avoid prosecution as a war criminal.£Though Ambassador Grew considered
this an ignoble end for a man he had once described as the Japanese leader
who had “alone tried to reverse the engine,” of Japan’s drive to wider war,
Konoe’s ultimate legacy is more ambiguous. Though he did later join with
others to try to end the war earlier than it did end, it was Prime Minister
Konoe who had signed Japan’s Tripartite Pact with Germany and Italy, and
Konoe who had declared Japan’s mission to form the Great East Asia Co-
Prosperity Sphere, which had turned out to be neither particularly great nor
particularly prosperous for the countries occupied by Japan.

In the end, Konoe’s draft constitution had no impact on the drafting of
Japan’s postwar constitution, but is does reveal Konoe and those who worked
with him on the draft were among those who contributed to the Japanese
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voices of dissent regarding Japan’s armaments. The third of nine provisions
Konoe had listed as necessary in his draft revision of the Meiji Constitution
reads, “It shall be made especially clear that the command and organization
of the armed forces are affairs of State.”SLProvisions for the Japanese military
mirrored those in the Matsumoto draft. Neither Konoe’s nor Matsumoto’s
drafts had much influence on the content of the American draft, but American
interactions with Konoe did indicate that the idea of Japan rearming after the
conclusion of the Occupation was still being considered at least by some U.S.
officials.

Four days after Konoe’s fateful meeting with the SCAP in Tokyo he met
again with SCAP Political Advisor Atcheson, who had attended the initial
meeting. Atcheson outlined several revisions needed in the new constitution.
One suggestion included a revision to diminish the authority of the Emperor
over the army and navy, and no mention was made of abolishing those forces.
The suggestions from Atcheson were based on his own initiative, since he
had not yet received a reply to a query concerning constitutional revision
he had sent to the Secretary of State on October 4. After Atcheson’s office
had received a reply from State, Konoe met with two of Atcheson’s staff
members, John K. Emmerson and Robert T. Fearey, on October 25. In this
meeting Konoe was given the more explicit instructions for constitutional
revision which had arrived from State; included among these instructions was
an injunction for a revision stipulating that any ministers for armed forces be
civilians, in case Japan was to be allowed armed forces in the future.®

As the possibility of future rearmament was being discussed, lingering
doubts among a number of Japanese and Americans concerning the necessity
of revising the Meiji Constitution seemed to dissipate. Within two months
of the beginning of the Occupation revision seemed to be on everyone’s
mind, both on the SCAP staff and in the general Japanese public. In October
MacArthur directed his Government Section to conduct a thorough review of
the Meiji Constitution in order to determine which provisions were “contrary
to the requirements of the Potsdam Declaration.”33 In parallel in the Japanese
public the creation of postwar constitutional revisions became something of a
cottage industry and by December proposed drafts proliferated as, to rephrase
an old Chinese saying, one hundred constitutions bloomed.5

In Japanese government circles these blossoms had appeared even earlier,
and in discussing the probable need to revise the Meiji Constitution, the status
of the military and the emperor’s war-making functions were of particular
interest. In a memorandum dated September 18, 1945 Toshio Irie enumerated
articles in the Meiji Constitution that would have to be amended, given the
Potsdam Declaration. He listed all articles related to the military, including
those articles giving the Emperor the right to declare war (Article XII), declare
a state of siege (Article XIV), and exercise the “Emperor’s prerogative in case
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of emergency” (Article XXXI), recommending either removal of war or
military-related language or outright removal of the entire article. He finally
notes in his remarks that some might think the articles just listed need not be
amended, admitting some interpreted the Potsdam Declaration as allowing
the emperor and the Japanese state some war-related powers.%

Miyazawa Toshiyoshi, a constitutional scholar from Tokyo Imperial Uni-
versity, in a lecture to the Foreign Ministry on September 28, 1945, disagreed
with this more flexible view of the Potsdam Declaration, focusing on three key
points which would necessitate revising the Meiji Constitution and changing
laws, and include dissolving the military. First noting disbanding the military
would mean the end of the system “peculiar to the past government... of the
so-called ‘double government,’ including “the high command’s direct access
to the Throne.” He also notes the “state of siege,” article, which, when put
into effect, invoked military rule, was meaningless without armed forces, and
went on to stress the necessity that foreigners not mistake any changes Japan
made to the Meiji Constitution as indicating retention of armed force; indi-
cating for instance, that the “Emergency Power” provision could be retained
only “if this is understood not to be a part of military government.” He finally
felt, “Under the Potsdam Declaration constitutional revision must come,” but,
in response to a question, stated it would be possible to promulgate an interim
constitution,%thus presumably giving Japan more time later to come up with
their own solution, one not mandated by the victors.

In an interim report on constitution revision, dated October 5, 1945, Yabe
Teiji states retention of military clauses in a revised Meiji Constitution would
be “ideal” but immediately declares that objective “unrealistic.” He goes on
in his article-by-article notations to recommend elimination of all the military
clauses, but in each case adds, if the article is retained, a recommendation
to amend it, without any specificity regarding the form of the amendment.5

Finally, in this short survey of some of the official views in Japan regarding
revising the constitution and the possibility of postwar Japanese armament
immediately after the surrender, officials in Japan’s Legislation Bureau, in
a memo dated October 22, 1945, ask whether the Meiji Constitution’s con-
scription article should be eliminated, and go on to suggest the possibility
of substituting the phrase “have the honor of defending the homeland,” for
“obligation of military service” in the extant article.B

Thus there were a few dissident voices among Japanese officials regard-
ing disarmament from the beginning. Around the same time as the last of the
Japanese reviews mentioned above, the American Occupation officials con-
tinued to consider options. In addition to Government Section efforts, George
Atcheson, spurred on when SCAP directed him to cease communications
with Konoe in November, cabled the State Department for further instruc-
tions regarding constitutional revision. In December he received and briefed
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to MacArthur, the gist of “Reform of the Japanese Government,” the latest
paper produced by the SWNCC. SWNCC 228, as the final planning docu-
ment eventually became known, explicitly advocated constitutional revision,
but it was not a directive; instead it was for “information only.” MacArthur
received a written copy of SWNCC 228 in January, 1946.9

Though SWNCC 228 otherwise had a significant impact on the contents of
the eventual American draft of the postwar constitution, it did not advocate
the permanent disarmament of Japan. Instead, similar to the paper by the
Postwar Programs Committee already cited, SWNCC 228 recommended,
“action permanently subordinating the military services to the civil govern-
ment by requiring that ministers of state or members of the cabinet must, in
all cases, be civilians.”@ The contents of SWNCC 228 were not made avail-
able to the Japanese before they completed their own draft.

A Lost Clause and a Potential Problem

The Matsumoto Committee in the meantime, putting behind the initial confu-
sion, had worked steadily through the New Year. The committee submitted
its draft to SCAP’s Government Section in late January. An English-language
explanation Matsumoto sent along with his proposed revisions indicates how
the committee considered providing a post-Occupation military for Japan.
Matsumoto explained the new constitution would signify a break with Japan’s
militarist past by dropping the terms "army” (rikugun) and “navy” (kaigun)
and substituting the term “armed forces” (guntai). As is also typical of sub-
sequent arguments from pro-revisionists, Matsumoto stressed civilian control
would be maintained, and he stressed Japan would need some sort of military
once it joined the United Nations, in order to fulfill its obligations under the
charter which calls for collective defense.@

Matsumoto’s rationale for each of his other revisions was equally detailed,
but the Government Section was not swayed. Forewarned by press leaks they
had expected a draft too little changed from the Meiji document, and the
Matsumoto draft confirmed their fears. After a quick but thorough critique
they determined Matsumoto’s proposals to be “totally inadequate,” contribut-
ing to the chain of events which led to the Government Section drafting its
own version of an acceptable constitution.@

On February 4, 1946, Brigadier General Courtney Whitney, chief of the
Government Section, relayed MacArthur’s order to draft a constitution to a
select group of his subordinates at a closed, highly secretive meeting. The
drafting was to continue under the same veil of secrecy as this initial meet-
ing, and Whitney explained the drafting committee was to adhere to four
principles which MacArthur had given him (the so-called MacArthur Notes),
and to the provisions of SWNCC 228 as closely as possible. The committee
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was given a week to accomplish its task, in order to complete a draft in time
for a meeting already scheduled with Matsumoto and then-foreign minister
Yoshida Shigeru.6

Whether the idea for a war-renunciation clause originated with MacArthur
or Shidehara is a point of historical dispute.& The earliest written version
of what became Article 9, given below, is attributed to MacArthur, but
MacArthur later repeatedly and pointedly insisted the idea for a constitu-
tional renunciation of war and arms came from Shidehara; a claim which
Shidehara later confirmed. Takayanagi Kenzo, chair of the Commission on
the Constitution, which investigated the creation of the postwar constitution
through exhaustive hearing from 1957 to 1963, “was inclined to believe”®
the claim Shidehara authored the article, but many of the individuals closely
associated with Shidehara, including his son, as well as individuals asso-
ciated with actually drafting the constitution, like Matsumoto, rejected
the idea, insisting MacArthur was the actual author.6 The most thorough
investigation into the origins of war renunciation has been done by historian
Theodore McNelly.

Shidehara met with MacArthur on January 24, 1946, and it was during
this meeting he supposedly suggested Japan constitutionally renounce war
and arms, McNelly explains, an account later backed up by MacArthur in his
memoirs and Brigadier General Whitney, in his biography of MacArthur.6/
However, if Shidehara indeed suggested the article, some have suggested
Colonel Charles Kades, a lawyer in his civilian life, and a self-professed
admirer of the Kellogg-Briand Pact from his days in law school, who chaired
the Government Section’s constitutional drafting committee and drafted the
original wording of Article 9, may have originally been the source of the
prime minister’s inspiration.

In mid-January 1946, while being driven to a meeting with Shidehara
along with Whitney, Kades, having been impressed by the Emperor’s New
Year rescript, in which the Emperor had called for a “thoroughly . . . pacific”
Japan, wondered aloud “if the Emperor could be convinced to issue an impe-
rial rescript for renouncing war, which might also help remake the Japanese
international image and help carry out the Potsdam Declaration?”@ Whitney
then suggested such a rescript to Shidehara as the Americans were leaving
the meeting with the prime minister, to which suggestion the prime minister
made no reply.® The foregoing account was written by Kades in a letter to
McNelly in 1970.01f accurate it may be construed as indicating the emperor
may have inspired, and Kades and Whitney may have suggested, Article 9.
However, Kades later clarified he thought this meeting between Shidehara
and Whitney took place after the meeting between the prime minister and
MacArthur, and therefore would not have been the source of inspiration for
what became Avrticle 9.7
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Kades, though he later called the origin of Article 9 “the greatest mystery
of the constitution,”7 also reported his impression MacArthur himself had
dictated the so-called MacArthur Notes to Whitney on February 3,73 and
seemed to feel MacArthur, not Shidehara, was the originator of war renuncia-
tion. In a more lighthearted recollection, Kades at another point probably had
the best answer to this question when he related “this anecdote. Near the end
of the occupation a high-ranking Japanese official asked the same question
regarding the source of constitutional renunciation. A high-ranking American
official replied, ‘Before the Korean War the author was our old man. After the
Korean War the author was your old man.””#%

Mysterious provenance aside, what is not in dispute is the wording of the
second of the MacArthur Notes which formed the basis for Article 9:

War as a sovereign right of the nation is abolished. Japan renounces it as an
instrumentality for settling disputes and even for preserving its own security.
It relies upon the higher ideals now stirring the world for its defense and its
protection.

No Japanese Army, Navy or Air Force will ever be authorized and no rights
of belligerency will ever be conferred upon any Japanese force.?’ (emphasis
added)

But a funny thing happened on the way to the meeting with Foreign
Minister Yoshida and Committee Chair Matsumoto. The form of the war-
renunciation clause in the draft constitutions given by the Americans to the
Matsumoto Committee reads:

Article VIII. War as a sovereign right of the nation is abolished. The threat or
use of force is forever renounced as a means of settling disputes with any other
nation.

No army, navy, air force or any other war potential will ever be authorized
and no rights of belligerency will ever be conferred upon the State.® (emphasis
added)

Besides the earlier number for the article at this stage of the draft, the
phrase “and even for preserving its own security,” had been deleted. This lost
clause is significant because the Japanese are no longer explicitly forbidden
the right to self-defense. According to constitutional scholar Nishi Osamu,
that was precisely the intent. Years after the event, in an interview, Kades
told Nishi he had omitted the phrase, in his capacity as the chairman of the
drafting committee, because, “it seemed to me unrealistic to say if Japan were
attacked it could not defend itself.”7/

Yet, if Kades wanted to make clear Japan’s right to self-defense he only
partially succeeded. In the same interview with Nishi, Kades said he had
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added the phrase concerning “war potential” to prevent Japan from rearming
for militaristic purposes while calling its armed forces something other than
an army, navy, or air force. The result is not surprising: after promulgation
of the constitution, those in Japan arguing against rearmament consistently
insist not only that Article 9 does not explicitly recognize Japan’s right to
self-defense, but that any rearming, even for self-defense, is unconstitutional
as such rearming would permit Japan to have a capability which constitutes
war potential.

Brigadier General Whitney and his Government Section steering commit-
tee presented their proposed constitution to Matsumoto, Yoshida, and other
Japanese representatives February 13, 1946, at Foreign Minister Yoshida’s
official residence. The American effort had remained a secret, and the
Japanese greeted the Americans expecting to discuss the Matsumoto draft;
they were shocked to be presented with an entirely new document, entirely
in English. Having presented several copies of the draft, the Americans went
outside to the garden to allow the Japanese to peruse the new material.

Whitney had ended the meeting on February 4 saying that MacArthur
hoped the Japanese would voluntarily accept the American draft, but if they
did not the SCAP had authorized “not only the threat of force, but force
itself,”®Bto compel Japanese acceptance. If accurate, this threat of force was
not long in coming.

After some minutes Shirasu Jiro, Yoshida’s secretary, came out to inform
the Americans the Japanese were ready for discussion. Whitney said, “We are
out here enjoying the warmth of atomic energy,”®a threat no Japanese could
fail to recognize. Upon returning inside, Whitney intimated that MacArthur
was under increasing pressure to treat the emperor as a war criminal, but
that adoption of this draft constitution by the Japanese would make the
emperor’s position “practically unassailable.”8 After some further discussion
the Americans left, giving the Japanese 48 hours to decide whether or not to
accept the draft.

During the ensuing weeks the Japanese requested and were granted several
extensions of the original deadline (to, among other things, translate the draft
into Japanese). The Matsumoto Committee and the Government Section were
in frequent contact and several minor alterations to the American draft were
approved. The war-renunciation clause was a key concern.8

At one point Matsumoto asked if the war-renunciation clause could be
moved out of the body of the constitution and into the preamble. Whitney
asked if the purpose of the move would be to make war renunciation a prin-
ciple, rather than a constitutional stipulation, and Matsumoto replied that was
the intent. Whitney answered the Americans wanted war renunciation to have
the full power of a constitutional clause, and that he had personally wanted it
as the first clause in the constitution. Matsumoto did not press the request.®
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The Americans and the Japanese ironed out a final draft acceptable
to both sides during what became an all-night and often rancorous ses-
sion from March 4 through March 5. Some minor wording changes in the
war-renunciation clause had been made, and it had gone from Article 8 to
Avrticle 9, but it was otherwise unchanged from the SCAP draft. The Japanese
government released a summary of the draft constitution to the public on
March 6, and SCAP issued an accompanying statement expressing “a sense
of deep satisfaction” with the “new and enlightened constitution . . . drafted
after painstaking investigation and frequent conference between members of
the Japanese Government and this headquarters.”8Article 9 was immediately
both praised and questioned in the press.

Preaching and Childlike Faith, Utopia and Perdition

In the United States the New York Times, on March 6, characterized the draft
constitution as a “bloodless revolution,” but expressed doubt about Article 9:
“when the new Constitution goes on to abolish all land, sea, and air forces,
and to declare that Japan will henceforth rely for her ‘security and survival
upon the good faith of the peace-loving peoples of the world,” it strikes a
Utopian note which seems bound to weaken respect for it among realistic
Japanese.” A day later an editorial in the Philadelphia Record does not ques-
tion Article 9, but the intentions of the Japanese people. “We don’t know
whom Hirohito is trying to fool,” the editorial declares, “but we think we had
better stay around for a long, long while—to make sure that war has been
renounced and that Hirohito doesn’t try to build again a real Empire.”8

In Japan, too, Article 9 received attention. Among a series of man-on-the-
streets interviews Kyodo reporter Sato Junseki characterized the article as
laudable, but Sato goes on to wonder “whether such a time as is exempted
from war would really come in the future,” while Kudo Sumiko finds “‘expul-
sion of war’ difficult if not impossible.”&Newspaper editorials in Japan were
positive, for the most part, but a few were cautious. On March 9 an edito-
rial in the Tokyo Shimbun warns “even a nation with guaranteed neutrality
should be allowed sufficient armed force to repel aggression.”& The Yomiuri
Shimbun on March 10 cautions “Without a healthy development of the UNO,
the existence of a peaceful Japan . . . despite the ‘no war’ clause of the new
constitution ... will be impossible,” but the same paper strikes a more hopeful
note the next day, “Japan is going out unarmed and preaching world peace. In
this we are setting a pattern for the world to follow.”&

MacArthur seems to reply to many of these stated and implied criticisms
in a memo, dated April 5, 1946, welcoming the members of the Allied Coun-
cil on Japan8 to the country. In typical MacArthurian bombast, the SCAP
describes Article 9’s renunciation of war as a natural and necessary part of
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human social evolution. Just as nations had been formed, the general explains,
by individuals surrendering “certain rights” to the state, now Japan was lead-
ing the way, “for mutual protection against war,” toward “a yet higher law
of international, social, and political morality.” Whether consciously or not,
he echoes Hirohito’s surrender rescript when he stresses movement toward
this higher law is not merely wishful thinking but a necessity upon which
“both progress and [the] survival of civilization is dependent,” because, he
warns, “another war may blast mankind to perdition.” Though, he observes,
many seem to think Article 9 is naive, reflecting on the part of the Japanese
people a “childlike faith in the future,” the article is neither naive nor fool-
ish, he assures. Article 9 is instead necessary to “consolidate and strengthen
the peace won at the staggering cost of war.” He concludes by stating Article
9’s ultimate purpose is global in scope, to “further universal adherence to
the higher law of the preservation of peace which finds full and unqualified
approval in the enlightened conscience of all the peoples of the earth.”®

While the SCAP was expressing concern for the survival and progress of
global civilization, a memo from Japan’s Foreign Ministry, dated the same
day, expresses trepidations more prosaic. Diplomat Hagiwara Toru, who
later served as Japan’s ambassador to Canada, writes “what requires careful
examination is the new provision unprecedented in any country’s Constitution
which explicitly denies the right to wage war.” He warns that just because
Japan renounces war does not mean that other nations will not wage war
against Japan, and further points out, if Japan is to join the United Nations,
the country would assume “obligations to take cooperative action with other
nations in applying collective sanctions, and would assume in that case
the obligation to engage in war.” Hagiwara concludes warning, aside from
the fact that “in international law the constitutional provisions which deny the
right of war are meaningless,” if Japan tries to both join the UN and enforce
Avrticle 9’s provisions, the country “would escape obligations based on war
and would produce a variety of inconveniences internationally.”® Many of
the doubts, hopes, questions and resolutions swirling in the press and official
documents after the draft constitution was made public surfaced again dur-
ing following reviews and deliberations over the document, as the draft was
passed from the cabinet to other parts of the Japanese government.

As the next stop for the draft constitution on the way to promulgation
Prime Minister Shidehara presented the draft to the Privy Council on April
17, 1946. After eleven meetings of the Council’s Examination Committee on
the Subject of Referring the Draft Revision of the Imperial Constitution to
the Imperial Diet the Privy Council approved the draft on June 3, with only
Minobe Tatsukichi opposed.9 Minobe was an eminent constitutional scholar
who felt the Meiji Constitution should be reinterpreted to fit Japan’s new situ-
ation, rather than revised. He had recommended this kind of reinterpretation
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with changing circumstances for more than 30 years, at this point in time.
For instance, specifically with regard to the military, he wrote in 1912 “the
only exception to the prime minister’s control over the affairs of state,” was
the right of the army and navy ministers to appeal directly to the Emperor.
He reversed this opinion in 1930, writing “Apart from the cabinet, there is no
other institution with responsibilities toward the parliament. . . According to
this principle, both the army and the navy must be placed under the cabinet,
and the cabinet must take responsibility for military actions.”®

Virtually the last act of the Privy Council before the new constitution
dissolved the body, the answers to members’ questions during this review
revealed the lineaments of the Japanese government’s consistent policy toward
Acrticle 9 during the constitutional debates. In the second meeting of the com-
mittee, held on April 24, Privy Council member Hayashi Kiroku, “delegate to
the Versailles peace conference and Washington conference on arms control,
1919-1921"Bobserved, “the right of self-defense seems to exist according to
paragraph 1,”94but then noted this right would not be recognized by the word-
ing in the second paragraph. Nomura Kichisaburo, retired admiral and former
ambassador to the United States in the run up to Pearl Harbor, a champion of
Japan’s rearmament, seemed to agree, but requested clarification, “Is not war
for self-defense comprehended in the right of belligerency?”% Matsumoto
Joji replied no, the right of belligerency referred to a declared war, and not to
self-defense. He went on to explain though for Japan, abiding by the second
paragraph, would make it “virtually impossible to wage war,” self-defense
was permissible. Endo Genroku, Privy Council member, lawyer and author,
asked if it would not be better to delete the terms “right of belligerency,” to
make clear defensive war was permitted. Otherwise, Endo felt, should Japan
be involved defending itself in a war, citizens of the country might be consid-
ered guilty of murder and other crimes. Matsumoto dismissed his concerns
as “contrary to reason.”% Again on May 6, a member asked if Japan would,
when joining the UN, ask for an exemption to the use of arms.

This time Irie Toshio, head of Legislative Bureau (later reconstituted as
the Cabinet Legislative Affairs Bureau, or CLB), answered, in perhaps the
earliest formulation of an interpretive tool that has remained consistent in the
CLB’s rhetorical arsenal down to the present day, that while Japan may have
the inherent right to self-defense, the country cannot constitutionally exercise
that right “in the form of war.” Irie pointed to paragraph two of the draft
article, emphasizing “war potential is not to be maintained as the fundamental
idea of the new Japan.”%

On the final day of deliberations, with Emperor Hirohito in attendance,
the vice-chairman of the Privy Council, and reporter for the committee’s
deliberations, Ushio Shigenosuke, had clearly accepted the government’s
stated position. A significant portion of his report had to do with renouncing
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war and arms. Ushio voiced the fears and hopes of many when he said “the
remarkable progress of science foretells the invention of arms that have
dreadful power of destruction, in the event of such arms being completed, the
world will be awakened, we take it, to think seriously about the renunciation
of war.” Article 9 was designed, he explained, “with the aim of totally elimi-
nating the opportunity of using arms rather than with the aim of inventing
or equipping arms in the future. Against a domestic emergency, the power-
ful exercise of police power shall be resorted to, and against invasion from
abroad, there shall be no choice but to rely on the good faith of peace-loving
nations.” Hayashi and Nomura again related their concerns from the earlier
meeting, with Nomura asserting police may be inadequate to some domestic
contingencies.

The questioning ended when Prince Takahito, the emperor’s younger
brother, who had served in the Imperial Japanese Army, spoke, support-
ing Article 9 and recommending neutrality, because, “Japan having been a
menace to all the world since the Manchurian Incident. . . must make a new
start for peace at the junction of defeat... to expel military power from the
Japanese people may serve the development of a sense of justice; nor can
military or political forces alone secure order and peace.” The Council recom-
mended the draft move forward with one vote opposed.

An Awkward Dilemma and Progressive Party Participles

The next stop for the draft constitution was the House of Representatives, pre-
sented there on June 26, 1946. It was in the House of Representatives—more
specifically in the subcommittee of a special committee set up to revise the
government’s draft—that Article 9 took on its final form, and it was in this
subcommittee that a government representative admitted the government had
designed into their draft of the article wording and an ordering of paragraphs
to permit flexibility in Japan’s eventual rearmament, though this admission
was vaguely worded and the transcript containing the admission was closed
to the Japanese public until 1995.

As had already been the case, questions concerning “the intent of the
renunciation-of-war clause (had Japan renounced even the right of armament
for ‘self-defense?’)”® were again a primary focus of discussion. Yoshida
Shigeru, as a result of Japan’s first post-defeat elections, was now the prime
minister. He stressed in the plenary sessions and afterwards the most sig-
nificant chapters in the draft were chapter one, concerning the Emperor, and
chapter two, the Renunciation of War; there were several questions about both
chapters.

Kita Reikichi of the Liberal Party claimed Article 9 made the draft consti-
tution “far more radical” than any other publicly available draft, whether from
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the political parties or other organizations, and he wondered if the Japanese
government would pursue neutrality in light of Japan’s defenselessness.®
Representative Hara Fujiro, active in the Minseito Party during the war,
expressed concern about renouncing even the right of self-defense in the case
of invasion by another country, describing such a possible future scenario as
“an awkward dilemma confronting us.” Suzuki Yoshio of the Socialist Party
recommended changing “War, as a sovereign right of the nation” to “War, as
a national policy of the nation,” as a way of strengthening the provision, but
also urged the government to pursue a positive peace policy, and member-
ship in the UN, describing Kita’s earlier recommended policy of neutrality as
an “anachronism.” Tokuda Kyuichi of the communist party downplayed the
symbolic significance of Japan renouncing war, explaining, “for a country
which has been defeated and disarmed to say that it will never go to war is
just the same as for a poor man who has been reduced to dire poverty to say
that he will henceforth be thrifty,” and went on to ask rhetorically was not
Japan’s exercise of its right to self-defense, “the very fundamental right of
the state?” 1D

Yoshida replied to both Hara’s and Tokuda’s concerns with the official
position of his government for the next three and one-half years, and it is
worth quoting at some length:

The provisions concerning the renunciation of war in the draft Constitution do
not directly deny the right of self-defense. But because the second Paragraph
of Article 9 does not recognize all war potential and the country’s belligerency,
both war as a manifestation of the right of self-defense and the right of belliger-
ency are renounced. Of late years, most wars have been waged in the name of
self-defense. This is the case with the Manchurian Incident, and so is the War
of Greater East Asia. The suspicion concerning Japan today is that she is a war-
like nation, and that there is no knowing when she may re-arm herself, wage
a war of reprisal and threaten the peace of the world. This is the most serious
suspicion and misunderstanding respecting Japan. | think that the first thing
we should do today is to set right this misunderstanding. The suspicion | have
spoken of is a misunderstanding, it is true, but there are not a few instances in
the past history, in the light of which it cannot be said that there is no founda-
tion for that suspicion. Therefore, we should like to demonstrate in the proposed
Constitution our determination, first of all, to renounce voluntarily the right of
belligerency in whatever case it may be, to make that renunciation the basis of
establishing the peace of the whole world, to march forward in the vanguard
of the world’s peace-loving nations, and thus to contribute to the establishment
of world peace.ll

There were other questions and comments centered on Article 9 during
the plenary session, but in his memoirs Yoshida recalls one questioner in
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particular—from Nozaka Sanzo, head of the Japanese Communist Party—
who “asked whether Japan should not rather limit the kind of war to be
renounced . . . since wars of self-defence obviously could not be classi-
fied, ipso facto, as evil.” Yoshida goes on to note, with no little irony, “in
those days Japanese communists supported war, even if limited to wars of
self-defence.” 1

The draft constitution was next referred to a House of Representatives
Special Committee on the Revision of the Imperial Constitution, and then to
a subcommittee, it was during the deliberations of this subcommittee, which
were closed to the Japanese public until 1995, that Article 9 underwent its
most controversial changes, and gained its final form:

Aspiring to an international peace based on justice and order, the Japanese
people forever renounce war as a sovereign right of the nation and the threat or
use of force as means of settling international disputes.

In order to accomplish the aims of the preceding paragraph, land, sea and
air forces, as well as other war potential, will never be maintained. The right of
belligerency of the state will not be recognized.1B (emphasis added)

Ashida Hitoshi, a future prime minister and, like Yoshida, a former dip-
lomat, was the chair of both the special committee and this subcommittee,
and he later claimed credit for the addition of the italicized phrases at the
beginning of each of Article 9’s paragraphs above, which hence are known as
the Ashida Amendments. In what has become the standard account, scholar
Koseki Shoichi disputes Ashida’s claim to authorship. After an examination
of the minutes of the subcommittee’s meetings, as well as other pertinent
documents, Koseki reasons Kanamori Tokujiro, who had replaced Matsumoto
as the Minister of State for the Constitution, “may well have been” 13 the
actual author, and this conclusion has been considered definitive, but prob-
ably goes too far. While it is true Ashida later misrepresents and enlarges his
role in fashioning the amendments, a careful reading of the subcommittee’s
transcripts calls for a more capacious understanding of the origin of the
amendments than the overly simple representation of a clueless Ashida being
manipulated by a wily Kanamori.

Kanamori did play a key role in the process. A former head of the Legisla-
tive Bureau (as Matsumoto had also been),1b Kanamori had come afoul the
military authorities during the war, like Yoshida, and had been appointed to
the cabinet by the prime minister specifically for shepherding the constitu-
tion through the Diet: “He spoke more than anyone else during the debates
on the constitution, responding to questions and comments 1,365 times.” 16
Described as “articulate” and “eloquent,” Kanamori often turned aside ques-
tions and verbal jabs with folksy sayings or adages. When asked if Article 9
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did not endanger Japan’s security, he replied “A hard tooth breaks, but the soft
tongue does not.” X7 Summing up the Yoshida administration’s attitude toward
what many still call the MacArthur Constitution, he said “the water flows but
the river stays. In this point lies our basic conception of the constitution.” 18
What Kanamori had to say about Article 9 and rearmament is covered below;
and while Kanamori’s contribution is important, it is overstated in the stan-
dard account, while Ashida’s role, in the same account, is understated.

Ashida had keyed in, at least, on the War Renunciation clause almost
from the beginning of his involvement with the draft constitution. When
Matsumoto first presented the American draft to Shidehara and his cabinet on
Tuesday, February 19, the prime minister and several of his cabinet members
stated the draft was unacceptable, but Ashida, Shidehara’s Welfare Minister,
cautioned that if a copy of the draft leaked to the media, the people would
seize on it and demand it be enacted and the cabinet would have to resign
en masse. The mass resignation under such circumstances, would, in turn,
imperil conservative chances for success in the upcoming elections. Two
other ministers agreed and Ashida suggested Shidehara see MacArthur and,
while acknowledging both the Matsumoto draft and the SCAP draft were
similar, ask for more time to study the SCAP draft.1®

Shidehara met with MacArthur on February 21. During their meeting the
SCAP emphasized to the prime minister the importance in the American draft
of chapter one, concerning the Emperor, and chapter two, the Renunciation
of War. On the latter chapter MacArthur emphasized Japan’s war renuncia-
tion was the only way to convince other countries Japan had peaceful inten-
tions, and thus the adoption of Article 9 was “in Japan’s own best national
interest.” 10 When Shidehara spoke to the cabinet the following day, Ashida
pointed out the similarity between Article 9 and the Kellogg-Briand Pact. It
was at this meeting the cabinet decided to accept the SCAP draft as the basis
for their new constitution. 111

In his role as the chairman of the Lower House’s special committee on
revising the constitution, inaugurated on June 29, Ashida makes clear his
misgivings about Article 9. Both Kanamori and Yoshida had indicated, when
replying to repeated questions in both the plenary sessions and the committee
meetings, Japan had indeed given up all arms, even for self-defense. In the
ninth meeting of the committee, after another such answer from Kanamori,
to wit, “we are going to renounce the right of belligerency and join the
peace-loving nations of the world at the risk of our national existence,” 12
Ashida took issue. Declaring, “Article 9 of the revised Constitution has been
discussed enthusiastically at these committee meetings, and | do not think
that the explanations given by the Government were wholly responsive to the
questions,” the chairman went on to state he did not doubt his fellow country-
men’s desire for peace, nor did he question the need for Japan to amend its
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Meiji-era constitution in order to reconstruct itself, regain independence, join
the UN “and hold an honored position in international society.” But he still
had concerns. His concerns, he explained, boiled down to “three questions:”

First, is Japan to give up even the right of self-defense under Article 9? This is
a point which has been discussed again and again by members at the committee
meetings. Secondly, in consequence, will Japan not be able to defend herself
successfully, unless her security is ensured by international guarantee? Is there
no fear that Japan is likely to become a battle-field in the event of war between
other countries? Thirdly, as a result of her renunciation of war, Japan will not
be able to shoulder the obligation to provide an armed force as a member state
of the UNO. For this reason, will she not be denied admission to the UNO?113

Ashida admitted these questions had been asked already, but he said he found
the government’s explanations unsatisfactory. For one thing, once Japan
joined the UN, he pointed out, her inherent right to self-defense would be
recognized under chapter fifty one of the UN charter. Kanamori blandished,
“this Constitution has been drawn up in ink, but from our stand-point, it has
been written in letters with our whole soul in them,” ¥ rather than answering,
again, questions he must have felt he had already answered.

What became known as the Ashida Amendments were added during the
closed sessions of the subcommittee meetings. The subcommittee first dis-
cussed Article 9 during their third meeting on Saturday, July 27. Most of the
discussion centered first on whether or not to replace hoki in senso no hoki
(literally the “throwing away of war”) with hinin, a more exact translation
of “renounce,” and later focused on whether or not to use the words sengen,
declare or seimei, announce to introduce Japan’s decision to renounce war.
In the midst of these discussions Inukai Takeru of the Progressive Party said
his biggest problem with the article was its weak and “whimpering” tone,
and that it seemed clear Japan was being forced to take this measure. He
suggested placing a positive statement before renouncing war, such as “Japan
declares abandonment of war as a permanent national principle,” others
chimed in liking the suggestion of a more positive declaration on Japan’s part.

The discussion then moved to an article supporting pacifism suggested
by the Social Democrats that began, “Japan makes it a national principle to
love peace and value international faith.” Following this Yoshida An, another
member of the Progressive Party, offered, “Japan loves peace and values
international faith’, may be followed by Mr. Inukai’s words, ‘declares aban-
donment of war as a permanent national principle.”” All of these suggested
phrases were meant to precede the rest of Article 9 as it was then worded. As
various proposals were made suggesting Japan declare “permanently” either
a love for peace or the renunciation of war, the use of the word “permanent”
became an issue, and counter suggestions were made to drop the term from
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the draft article. Toward the end of the session Takahashi Yasuo, Liberal
Party, asked if the word permanent was to be struck from Article 9 altogether.
Ashida decided to close the meeting, and asked each party to think about that
question for the next meeting.15

At the fourth meeting of the subcommittee, on July 29, Ashida explained
that, after he had discussed Article 9 with various “members who came early
this morning,” the group had come up with a proposal for amendment, which
he then read aloud:

Paragraph One. The Japanese people, aspiring to an international peace based on
justice and order, pledge not to maintain land, sea and air forces, as well as other
war potential, and renounce war as a sovereign right of the nation.

Paragraph Two. In order to achieve the purpose of the preceding paragraph,
forever renounce war as a sovereign right of the nation, or the threat or use of
force as a means of settling international disputes.116

This proposal adds the phrases that became known as the Ashida Amend-
ments, but reverses the order of the paragraphs in the government draft.

There followed a spirited discussion mostly concerning whether or not it
was proper in this article for Japan to “declare” (sengen suru) or “announce”
(seimei suru) its intentions. Though some thought it necessary to use one
of these or a similar phrase in order to stress the unique importance of the
clause, others, including Suzuki Yoshio of the Socialist Party, were adamantly
opposed, on the grounds that such phraseology was inappropriate in the body
of a constitution, and that it made the clause sound more like a provision in
a treaty or a diplomatic document than basic law. Suzuki said, in fact, the
original government draft of Article 9 was preferable. To this Ashida replied
the paragraphs had been amended as he had read aloud because “the wording
in the original draft, reading, ‘The maintenance of land, sea, and air forces,
as well as other war potential, will never be authorized . . .", [was] rather
awkward as a Japanese sentence.” With the addition of the two participial
phrases before the original paragraphs (though the order of the paragraphs
was reversed in Ashida’s proposal), the chairman averred, “the entire Article
sounds quite natural.”

The discussion continued, including questions about and opposition to the
fact the original order of the paragraphs had been reversed in Ashida’s pro-
posal. Suzuki in particular questioned the switched order, though he finally
conceded switching the two paragraphs, placing the relinquishing of the right
of belligerency before the renunciation of war, might be worth consider-
ing. Ashida at this point explained the change had been suggested because
renouncing the right of belligerency first, as a “premise” for renouncing war,
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seemed a more natural order. Kanamori and others did not agree, as became
clear the following day.

At the fifth meeting of the subcommittee, on July 30, Ashida again read
out the amended version of Article 9 in essentially the same language he
had used the previous day, but inserting the word sengen or “declare.”
Mr. Kanamori, who was attending this particular meeting, now interjected.
Though he was “not inclined to give [his] opinion on any amendment pro-
posed by the members of the Diet,” he explained, when the government
(meaning the Legislative Bureau) had drafted the constitution it had done
so with the understanding “the words to be used in the provisions of each
Avrticle should be modest and not pompous, but substantial enough to express
their meaning,” gently indicating that sengen or similar wording should not
be used. Ashida thanked him and asked if there were other questions for
Mr. Kanamori.

Suzuki Yoshio, still pondering the reversed order of the paragraphs, asked,
“from the perspective of legislative technique,” whether the minister thought
it would be better to place kosenken, the right of belligerency (or, more liter-
ally, the right to wage war) in the first paragraph and senso hoki, the renun-
ciation of war, in the second paragraph, as was the order in the amendment
discussed since the day before. In his reply, redacted from the original steno-
graphic minutes and not published until 1995, Kanamori was typically careful
in his choice of words, but he expresses dissatisfaction with the change, and
hints perhaps more explicitly than at any other point in the Diet discussions
that the Japanese government had modified the received wording of what
became Article 9 with an interpretation in mind that would allow Japan more
flexibility in eventually rearming. In describing the article before the order of
the paragraphs was reversed he says:

[This is indeed a very delicate issue and it should be mentioned very care-
fully. The first clause uses words such as “renounces forever”, and says it very
strongly. However, the second clause does not use the word “forever”. This may
be merely my intuition, but I think that there still remains an area to be consid-
ered in Japan’s relations with the United Nations, in the future, in the second
clause with regard to the right to maintain war potential. Therefore, we redrafted
Avrticle 9 into two clauses, moving that part which very clearly mentioned “per-
manence” or “forever” to the first clause. This is what we were thinking. | am
not sure whether this has anything directly to do with your question, but we
made this draft with such a consideration in mind.] (brackets were used in this
source for all originally redacted material)1l7

The word “forever” is, in fact, the phrase towa ni, which, in the above
discussions, had been translated as “permanent.”118 Thus Kanamori was



54 Chapter 2

explaining, albeit elliptically, that the Japanese government had taken pains
to insure that while it “permanently” renounces war and the threat or use of
force to settle international disputes in the first paragraph of the government’s
draft—what can be interpreted as aggressive war—there was no reference to
permanence in the second paragraph which renounces maintaining armed
forces (the English version has the word “never” in the second paragraph, the
Japanese version does not).119 Kanamori further hinted the government had
done this with UN membership in mind; most likely the idea of the necessity
to maintaining armed forces as a member of the UN in order to participate
in collective self-defense. This session of the subcommittee ended soon after
Kanamori’s telling explanation. Suzuki persisted, making his concern plainer
in the seventh meeting of the subcommittee, two days later, perhaps correctly
thinking Kanamori had agreed the original order of the paragraphs should not
be reversed, but, if so, mistaking the minister’s reasons for agreement.

Ashida began the discussion of Article 9 on August 1asking the members
of the subcommittee what they would think if he simply removed sengen
from his proposed amendment. Suzuki, who had strongly held out against
the use of sengen or any similar expression now ignored the chairman’s ques-
tion, but said he was “seriously concerned” and again asked if the order of
the clauses in the amendment could be reversed, back to the original. Ashida
replied the order of the paragraphs was simply “a matter of individual taste,”
indicating, perhaps, he misunderstood Kanamori’s and the government’s
position. Suzuki continued, perhaps mistrusting Ashida’s motives in chang-
ing the order of the paragraphs, “I remember the observation of a certain
international jurist to the effect that the right of belligerency should be better
placed before the renunciation of war, for this implies the maintenance of
the right of self-defense.” Suzuki’s statement seems to indicate he believed
the reversed order of the paragraphs, introduced by Ashida, might be used to
claim Japan still had the right of self-defense. If that was his belief he seems
to have missed that Kanamori had hinted just the opposite, that the original
order of the paragraphs offered Japan more interpretive flexibility concern-
ing rearming.1D Seeking reassurance, perhaps, Suzuki closes his statement
with an admonition, “Mr. Kanamori, State Minister, sometime ago said that
war is to be renounced forever.” On this final point Ashida simply replied he
disagreed with Kanamori (and thus with Yoshida, who had repeatedly made
the same point).

Inukai Takeru of the Progressive Party at this stage seems to have taken
notice, and asked Sato Tatsuo, the Deputy Director General of the Legislative
Bureau, if the order of the paragraphs of the amended articles indeed had sig-
nificance as Kanamori had seemed to indicate in the previous meeting. Sato,
while demurring that he could not answer for Kanamori directly, avowed the
minister had made “his intentions easily understandable.” Inukai concluded,
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“Therefore, this order is not meaningless, but has considerable significance,”
and finished with a statement, also redacted until 1995, simply stating the
order of the paragraphs “could be a subject to discuss.”?L A Mr. Eto also
indicated the original order of the paragraphs was preferable.

Then Yoshida An of the Progressive Party, in another previously redacted
portion of the transcript, asked, given what Kanamori had indicated about the
implications of the order of the clauses in the amendment, would it not be bet-
ter to maintain Article 9 in its original form? Ashida answered that changing
the order as he had suggested, with the introductory phrases, would be easier
to translate into English, and thus easier to negotiate with the Americans.
Now it was Inukai’s turn to persevere.

Inukai explained the government’s draft of Article 9, in its original
order, read as if its provisions were commands from outside the country the
Japanese were forced to obey, but if the subcommittee retained the original
wording and order of paragraphs yet added a phrase like “Aspiring sincerely
to an international peace based on justice and order, the Japanese people
hereby declare . . .,” the phrase Ashida had introduced two days earlier, the
article would be placed in a more positive, proactive light.

Ashida in reply explained he was most concerned with the portion of the
article concerning the denial of war potential (which came in the second para-
graph in the government draft), and that if the subcommittee accepted his pro-
posal, that paragraph would come first and be used “adjectively” to describe
the renunciation of war, which, he explains, will be easier to negotiate with
the Americans (though why he thinks so, despite the fact the Americans had
already agreed to the original order of the paragraphs, he does not explain).
Yoshida An speaks up again, to say he had favored Ashida’s proposal from
the beginning, but then adds, in a redacted portion, he still did not understand
what Kanamori had meant about order of the paragraphs in the original draft,
and [“. ..lam afraid that nothing much will happen in the second clause in
the future.”] Ashida’s reply was also redacted. [“However, that will not be
decided by the way the Constitution is written, but will be determined by the
extent of Japan’s democratization and the international situation. Therefore,
having the word “forever” in the clause might be very important as a formal
issue, but as a practical issue | don’t think it makes very much difference.”]
Other suggestions followed, with most committee members favoring Inukai’s
position of retaining the original order of the paragraphs but adding the parti-
cipial phrases suggested by Ashida during the previous meetings, and Ashida
fretting about the second paragraph and the English translation of the article.

At one point Ashida says he cannot find a consensus and wants to drop
the discussion to return to it later. Suzuki protests and urges the chairman
to seek a decision, because he thinks Article 9 “may be the most important
one, from the standpoint of the authorities concerned.” Ashida relents, and
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Inukai speaks up again, “I think that the composition of the first and second
paragraphs should be kept as they are, only with an amendment that the words
“in order to accomplish the aim of the preceding paragraph” be inserted, as
the Chairman has said. | wish that the words “aspiring to . . . justice, etc., the
Japanese people, etc... .” will be put in at the beginning of the provision. Are
there any objections to it?” There were a few other minor points discussed,
and some desultory word changes made, but Ashida finally agreed calling
the suggestions the “Progressive Party’s draft” and Article 9 took on the final
wording it retains to this day.12

The subcommittee finished its deliberations the next day, but had to return to
make changes mandated by SCAP over the next few weeks (SCAP suggested
no changes for the amended Article 9 and Ashida was surprised.)23The House
Special Committee approved the subcommittee’s amendments on August 21,
and the amended draft was again considered by the Lower House as a whole.
The draft was approved on August 24 and sent to the House of Peers.124

Thus it is still unclear who exactly proposed the Ashida Amendments.
Ashida is the first person on record to read the phrases aloud, his only expla-
nation that he had discussed the amendments with some others, without
specifying whom, earlier in the morning of the day he first introduced the
proposal. It is clear from the record that the idea of an introductory phrase,
couching the renunciation of war in a positive declaration by the Japanese
people, had its genesis in the discussions of July 27. It also seems clear, as
Koseki states, Kanamori had been thinking about Article 9 for some time, but
it is not at all clear, as Koseki seems to think, that the amendments should
rather be called the “Kanamori Amendments.” 15

Kanamori’s redacted speech has everything to do with the wording and
order of the paragraphs in the original government draft of Article 9, but
nothing to do with the introductory statements introduced by Ashida on
August 29. And to say Kanamori knew inserting the phrase “‘in order to
accomplish the aim of the previous paragraph,” would be sanctioning war
in self-defense or sanctioning the maintenance of war potential for the pur-
pose of self-defense,” 16 is not supported by the available documentation.
Kanamori never mentions either of the participial phrases. Nor is it as clear as
Koseki seems to indicate that Ashida did not know the intent of these phrases.

Ashida said from the time he read aloud the amendments on August 29 that
he was most concerned about the second paragraph, the one that renounces
armed forces, war potential, and the right of belligerency. His idea was to
move this to the first position because he explained, variously, that it flowed
more logically, that treating the subjects of that paragraph “adjectivally” to
modify the renunciation of war would make the amendment easier to sell to
SCAP, or that the order did not particularly matter, so why not use the new
order he had suggested. Having insisted more than once over the nearly two
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days of debate that he was most concerned with changing the second para-
graph, when Ashida explained he wanted to use that entire set of conditions,
dealing with maintaining armed force and war potential, as well as the right
of belligerency, “adjectivally” to modify the renunciation of war he may
have had in mind an interpretation that the limits imposed, worded that way,
would only apply to aggressive war. It is also possible once he realized he
would get the same effect by keeping the original order—which a majority of
the committee favored—but interpreting the second introductory phrase, “in
order to accomplish the aim of the preceding paragraph,” as referring only to
aggressive war in the first paragraph (as the Japanese government had) would
gain the same result.

It is impossible to know for certain. Understanding the origin of Article 9’s
wording from the sterile stenographic record is complicated by the implicit
communication and distancing behavior linguist Haru Yamada has identi-
fied as characteristic Japanese “rules” of discussions,27 as well as by the
fact that at least some of the participants were trying to keep things from the
Americans and from one another.

On July 30, toward the end of the day’s discussions, Chairman Ashida called
what essentially became the present wording of Article 9 the Progressive
Party draft. In fact almost all of the parties represented had contributed to
the discussion, and Suzuki of the Social Democrats to a significant degree,
but Inukai, Yoshida and Ashida, all of the Progressive Party probably had
the most input on the final wording, at least according to written records. So
the amendments could be called the Progressive Party Participles, but given
the fact Ashida did introduce the amendments, did preside over the debates,
and did, to a degree that cannot be ascertained from the written record, con-
tribute to the wording of the amendments, to continue to refer to them as the
Ashida Amendments is best. And while it seems clear Kanamori favored an
interpretive approach that would allow Japan to rearm for self-defense from
the first, his interpretation was dependent upon the wording and order of the
original government draft, not on the amendments introduced in the subcom-
mittee, and it is therefore inappropriate to refer to these introductory phrases
as the Kanamori Amendments, as Koseki suggests.1B

In an interview done in in 1957 Kanamori explicitly stated the new con-
stitution “was forced prematurely on Japan and Article 9 was absurd. We
accepted it because, though MacArthur insisted Japan should abandon war
absolutely we believed self-defense was inviolable.” I9This is just how propo-
nents of rearmament have interpreted Article 9 as amended, butjust as Kades’
lost clause did not end the controversy, neither did the Ashida Amendments;
reactions were mixed from the beginning.

In an article in Political Science Quarterly, “The American Role in Revis-
ing Japan’s Imperial Constitution,” published more than 40 years after
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MacArthur’s week-long constitutional assembly, Kades notes that during
negotiations several members of the Japanese government had expressed
concern that Japan’s renunciation of war would not allow Japan to contrib-
ute forces to UN-sponsored collective defense actions, and thus would pre-
vent Japan from eventually joining the United Nations. Since “The Ashida
Amendment appeared intended to alleviate those concerns,” 1 because “the
rather vague terms of the amendment would permit Japan to have forces,
such as a home guard and a coast guard, sufficient to repel any invasion as
well as to contribute an armed contingent to a United Nations International
force,” B Kades had no problem with the proposed changes, asserting it was
not Occupation authority to block Japan’s eventual entry into the UN. Others
who viewed the amendments were less sanguine.

Copies of the subcommittee’s draft, with all changes highlighted (though
some dialogue had been elided this was unknown to the SCAP authorities at
the time), had been sent to the Far East Commission as well as SCAP. The
FEC, in Washington, D.C., as well as the Allied Council for Japan, in Tokyo,
had been set up to give the Allies at least a nominal say in the occupation of
Japan. After seeing the Ashida Amendments, the FEC’s China representative.
Dr. S. H. Tan made the following statement:

The Chinese delegation notes that that Article has been so revised by the House
of Representatives of Japan as to permit of an interpretation which might in
effect permit the maintenance by Japan of land, sea, and air forces for purposes

other than those specified in the first paragraph of Article IX . . . that means
there is [a] possibility for Japan to employ such armed forces under certain pre-
texts, such as, for instance, self-defense . . . ,1®

The FEC thus urged MacArthur to press for a constitutional guarantee that
the prime minister and all the ministers of states would be civilians. This had
been a provision recommended by SWNCC 228, but with the original war-
renunciation clause it had been thought redundant. The civilian clause was
subsequently incorporated into Article 66.13

The House of Peers, another body abolished by the new constitution, was
the final stop of the Diet’s delicate dalliance with defense discourse. Here
again Kanamori was repeatedly asked what Japan would do if invaded.
Kanamori admits the government’s position would be Japan’s “right of self-
defense under an emergency situation will be taken as the basis of interpre-
tation.” 31 When asked if Japan renouncing both self-defense and collective
defense, which are sanctioned by the UN charter, would not be an issue,
Kanamori again hints at the government’s design, admitting the same thing
had been asked in the House of Representatives, and adding, “there is room
enough for study.”1bTakagi Yasaka, who had been an adviser to Konoe dur-
ing his constitutional drafting efforts, when discussing the implications of
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Avrticle 66, muses: “Perhaps it is the intention of the other side to have a civil
official be the minister of military affairs when we can create an army in the
future.”1%

Promulgated on the Meiji Emperor’s birthday, November 3, 1946, Japan’s
Peace Constitution was introduced to the Japanese public as it remains
today. Kades writes of the process: “exactly nine months to the Sunday that
MacArthur had conceived the idea of writing a model for a constitution, Japan
gave birth to a new constitution embodying principles that Matsumoto had con-
sidered ‘revolutionary.”” 1 However, regarding desires by both American and
Japanese officials involved that the constitution should be presented as Japan’s
own progeny, the conception was, if not abortive, troubled from the start. That
the SCAP had actually drafted the constitution “was apparent from the outset
to almost everyone,” to the extent that, soon after it was made public, when a
Japanese was asked what he thought of the nation’s new basic law he report-
edly replied, “Oh, has it been translated into Japanese already?” 18

Also on November 3, 1946, Ashida Hitoshi published a tract entitled
Interpreting the New Constitution, in which he writes concerning Article 9:
“In reality it is meant to apply to wars of aggression. Therefore, its provi-
sions do not renounce war and the threat or use of force for purposes of self-
defense.” 1 Ashida was thus the first Japanese official to publicly articulate
this position, but he certainly was not the last.

PEACE BLOOMS, BUT FROST IS ON THE GROUND

Not declining to praise their own handiwork, nor lacking in hyperbole, the
Government Section, in explanatory notes accompanying the accepted draft,
note Article 9 is “so inspired a position with such far reaching implications
that uncounted future generations may well come to look upon it with the
same reference as the Magna Carta.” @ To some Americans the promulga-
tion of Article 9 must have felt like a victory over the perceived militarism
of Japan’s culture. Nor were such Americans alone in considering Article 9 a
signal achievement; many Japanese, anxious for a new, peaceful life, praised
the article as well, some in nearly identical terms.

During the House of Peers review of the draft Kinoshita Kenjiro, though
he first admitted “I have also gained the impression [of] something like a for-
eign smell,” associated with Article 9, later in the same session declared “it
may be considered that the present Constitution constitutes not only a Magna
Carta for administration of this nation, but a precious canon teaching the very
essence of the life of man as well. | even imagine that no written constitu-
tion in this world is so perfect and substantial as this Constitution of ours.” 4
Many other Japanese, as well, during the debates had effusively embraced
Article 9 declaring the article a reflection of the inherent peacefulness of
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Japan’s culture. Matsumoto Gaku of the House of Peers initially took a
more questioning approach. He had in an early session pointedly stated “The
renunciation of war declared in Article 9, cannot, in my opinion, mean the
relinquishment of defense.” 2 Yet by the end of deliberations, Matsumoto too,
had come to accept Article 9, though rather than rejecting Japan’s military
past, he reconciles Article 9 with Japan’s gunji seishin, or military spirit,
which he felt was all important.

In one of the final deliberative sessions of the House of Peers, Matsumoto
lectured to the assembled. Citing “one of the old military books said to have
been written by Oe no Masafusa,” the Peer explains Japan’s military spirit
is its generative force, “the source of creation and the origin of everything.”
Matsumoto further explains Oe had metaphorically compared gunji seishin to
the beak of a chick that breaks the shell to bring the chick into the world. This,
Matsumoto maintains, is the key to understanding Japan’s military spirit: “not
to use power indiscriminately, but [as] the source of power. Think of the small
chicken just about to come out from the shell. That power, that feeling, that
power of will.” He finishes declaring "that the provision of Article 9 . . . fully
represents Japan’s inherent characteristics and Japanese-like character.” 13

The consensus in America in 1946 was, arguably, Japan must be kept per-
manently disarmed. In Japan at the same time many accepted this as inevi-
table, and some as a relief. Those on both sides of the issue probably fell into
the trap of thinking of a country’s culture as unchanging, failing to recognize
that all cultures evolve in response to changing circumstances, and failing to
recognize that the hybrid blossom that was Article 9 had bloomed in the midst
of a spreading frost. Indeed, when Japan’s military spirit was again given
flesh in the form of a new army, it did not break through the shell of an egg,
but through the ice of the Cold War. The years 1946 through 1950 were years
of conflict around the world, as proxy local wars proliferated in the Cold War
context. In the United States this spurred a reversal of the previous consensus,
and the at-first dissident voices calling for a rearmed Japan became the major-
ity. In Japan, a society that had wanted to forget war instead debated it and
reimagined it in its public discourse. Initially limited by Occupation policies
and censorship, this discourse became more wide-ranging as policies changed
and censorship relaxed. These competing policies and visions became the
mortar and brick of a forge for a new sword, and it is this forge, these compet-
ing ideas that will be examined in the next chapter.
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Chapter 3

Hot- and Cold-Running Wars and a
Changing Consensus, 1946-1950

Ashida was the first Japanese governmental official to articulate publicly an
interpretation of war-renouncing Article 9 that allowed Japan to rearm for
self-defense. Ashida was not as singular in his conception of the need for
Japan to be able to defend itself as it might seem at first, either in Japan or
the United States.

Ward, in Democratizing Japan, having examined numerous instances in the
pre-surrender planning during which Japan’s complete and permanent disar-
mament was contemplated, concludes that MacArthur’s Note 1l to Whitney,
““No Japanese Army, Navy or Air Force will ever be authorized’—may be
less idiosyncratic than has often been thought.”1In fact MacArthur’s direction
only seems idiosyncratic from the perspective of the Cold War, and particu-
larly the Cold War period after the Korean War. During the World War 11 the
need to permanently disarm Japan had become conventional wisdom in the
United States. The voices of dissent, who wanted Japan to retain a military
capability, first did so with a general view that Japan should be prepared to
defend itself, if necessary, from future though unspecified threats. Almost
immediately with the end of the war this vague future threat became concrete,
embodied by the Soviet Union, before 1949, and by both the USSR and Com-
munist China after 1949. What was viewed as a monolithic communist threat,
as well as the collective security clause in the UN charter, and the generalized
need for the United States to seek security allies in the Cold War, was deemed
sufficient cause to require Japan to rebuild an army by an increasing number
of both Americans and Japanese as the chill of the Cold War deepened. This
new thinking was shaped by both Japanese and Americans.
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TEMPERING THE AMERICAN HARD PEACE

As early as 1943, Ambassador Grew had warned about a defenseless Japan
becoming the seed of a new war. In 1945, in the same meeting during which
Secretary of the Navy Forrestal had wondered how badly the United States
wanted to “beat Japan,” he made explicit the possible power vacuum that con-
cerned him: “What is our policy on Russian influence in the Far East? Do we
desire a counterweight to that influence? And should it be China or Japan?”2
While still somewhat unusual in 1945, the sentiment became more common
as the decade wore on, though signals from Washington remained mixed.

In January, 1946, Political Advisor George Atcheson, who had earlier
sought and received guidance from the State Department which envisioned a
potentially rearmed Japan, reported, disapprovingly, “there is an expectation
(or hope) in many Japanese quarters that the United States and Russia will
eventually fight each other . . . some actually believe we will be forced to
develop and re-arm Japan for this purpose.”3

In August of the same year, W. Walton Butterworth, counselor in the
American Embassy in Nanking, sent a wide-ranging telegram to his superiors
in Washington that would have been startling a year earlier. He questioned
whether the United States had planned adequately for the power vacuum in
Asia and the Pacific after Japan’s defeat, and he cautioned China would not be
able to fill the vacuum as previously hoped. He provides insight into chang-
ing opinions among the U.S. military, noting “our armed forces in Asia, only
too openly, talk of Japan as our future bulwark against Russia.”4He added he
disagreed with such a prospect, but he did urge the economic rehabilitation of
Japan to increase stability in the area.

In the media, too, the tide was turning. In the same in Atlantic Monthly
column that, as previously quoted, three years earlier had warned against
heeding the call of soft peace advocates appeared the following:

Aspirin in Japan is one cure that has been proposed for the United States head-
ache in China. According to this theory, the Kuomintang is past saving and
should be abandoned; but Japan has a fine military tradition, a fine anti-Russian
tradition, and industrial and managerial know-how as a bonus. Japan should
therefore be salvaged as an American Gibraltar off the mainland of Asia.5

The column goes on to caution this theory may not work because too many
rightists had been allowed back into the Japanese government in the latest
elections, but the almost-complete reversal in attitude toward a rearmed Japan
is clear. Harry Kern, Foreign Editor of Newsweek continued along this theme
when he wrote in 1947, “It might not be beyond the realm of possibility that
the United States would . . . revive Japan not only as an industrial but as a
military power as well.”6
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If the increasing chill of the Cold War with the Soviet Union was the
proximate cause of America’s changing policy toward Japanese rearma-
ment, the embryonic policy of containment in the late 1940s helped give
the policy more shape. George Kennan had outlined the basis for the policy
in 1946 in his long telegram to Washington, and his “X” article in Foreign
Affairs the following year introduced the term “containment” to the world.7
The evolving strategy called for reviving both Japan and Western Europe
as industrially strong, democratic bulwarks against the Soviet Union.
Regarding Japan Kennan thought economic revival was the key, but he
was concerned with security as well. In 1948, as the director of the State
Department’s Policy Planning Staff, during a meeting with MacArthur in
Tokyo to discuss a peace treaty, Kennan urged “The Japanese government
should assume more and more authority from SCAP and establish a central-
ized police force or even a small army to resist Communist subversion.”8
MacArthur remained against any Japanese rearmament, because he thought
Japan was not economically ready, but Kennan insisted, “Either we must
not have the treaty at all and retain allied troops in Japan, or we must permit
Japan to re-arm to the extent that it would no longer present an open invita-
tion to military aggression.”9

Kennan was apparently influenced by the activities of the American Coun-
cil on Japan. The ACJ first became active in 1947.0Harry Kern, author of
the Newsweek piece above, was a founding member of the ACJ. The ACJ
published several position papers, including one which urged “Permit[ting]
Japan to have a well-armed constabulary of 150,000 men,”1l but according
to Dooman, another of the charter members of the council, the ACJ mainly
employed one-on-one, behind-the-scenes advocacy with such policy lumi-
naries as Secretary of Defense Forrestal, Secretary of the Army Kenneth C.
Royall, and Secretary of Commerce W. Averell Harriman. The approach may
have worked, as these individuals became public champions for many of the
ACJ’s positions, including Japanese rearmament.??

While Kern’s and Forrestal’s support for rearmament have already been
mentioned, some consider ACJ confidante Secretary of the Army Kenneth
Royall’s speech in San Francisco, in January, 1948, to be the real turning
point in US policy concerning Japanese rearmament. He said, in part: “We
hold to an equally definite purpose of building in Japan a self-sufficient
democracy, strong enough and stable enough to support itself, and at the
same time to serve as a deterrent against any other totalitarian threats which
might hereafter arise in the Far East.”1 While the idea of rearmament had
been circulating in policy circles since the beginning of pre-surrender plan-
ning, Royall’s speech may well have indicated a tipping point, signaling that
voices advocating Japanese rearmament, previously the voices of dissent,
had now become the voices of the majority among US policymakers. It was
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one month after Royall’s speech that Forrestal ordered the remilitarization of
Japan feasibility study mentioned earlier.

The shift in attitudes is clear with regard to the Defense Department. Pre-
viously, in its pre-1947 incarnations as separate War and Navy Departments,
this part of the U.S. executive branch had strongly urged a permanently dis-
armed Japan. In 1947 the departments urged the opposite. The Joint Chiefs of
Staff, as well, who as late as November 1945 had directed SCAP to “prepare
for the permanent dissolution of all military and paramilitary organizations” 4
in Japan, in April 1947 issued a study declaring “Japan deserves primary
consideration for current United States assistance designed to restore her eco-
nomic and military potential.” BWhile Royall, Forrestal and the Joint Chiefs
may have both reflected and been key in consolidating official Washington’s
move toward a policy of rearming Japan, one of MacArthur’s subordinate
generals, also an ACJ associate, Lieutenant General Robert L. Eichelberger,
may have been the most important advocate of a rearmed Japan to America’s
general public.

Eichelberger had fought in the Pacific during the war, and had gained a
professional soldier’s respect for the enemy; he was quoted in Newsweek
praising the toughness of the Japanese soldier.®6 After the war he was the
commanding general of the Eighth Army, headquartered in Yokohama, Japan,
where he quietly became a link between Americans and Japanese who sup-
ported a strong, rearmed Japan. On the Japanese side he was on good terms
with individuals like Yoshida, Ashida, and Nomura Kichisaburo, a postwar
advocate of Japanese rearmament.”/

Because of the relations of trust Eichelberger had built with such high-
ranking Japanese officials it was perhaps natural he should be asked to act as
an intermediary with Washington. In 1947 it became clear to Japanese offi-
cials associated with the foreign office that, “The atmosphere was now favor-
able for the opening of private and unofficial talks between the United States
and Japan concerning a peace treaty and the related question of Japanese
security.” BAshida Hitoshi, then Foreign Minister, worked with other Foreign
Ministry officials to draw up a memorandum explaining Japanese goals for
both peace and security treaties.

The memo suggested the United States and Japan enter into a pact to guard
against aggression from a third country, while Japan would agree to strengthen
her land and sea police forces. The memo was given to Eichelberger to carry
back to the United States when he went on leave in September.9During his
time in Washington Eichelberger spoke with the Secretary of State and rec-
ommended Japan rearm with an army of about 200,000 men, among other
forces (echoing an April War Department report that recommended an army
of 200,000 to 300,000 men for Japan).2 Though the September visit pro-
duced no immediate affirmation from Washington, the contents of the memo
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presaged accurately the terms of the eventual peace and security treaties,
while the numbers Eichelberger and others recommended soon became the
approximate targets urged by the United States when its policy became to
actively encourage a level of Japanese rearmament.

Eichelberger’s activism did not end with his service in Japan. As is often
the case with professional soldiers who hold strong views on politically sensi-
tive subjects, Eichelberger waited until his retirement to become more vocal
in his opinions; but once he retired in 1948 he returned to the United States
“to become the first and foremost public proponent of Japanese rearma-
ment.”2L At a luncheon for businessmen, sponsored by the ACJ, Eichelberger
proclaimed a renewed Japanese army would force the Soviets to consider a
two-front war, and thus, “A rearmed Japan would doubtless act as a powerful
deterrent to Soviet expansion in the West. . . and Far East.”2

The incipient Cold War clearly drove this reverse in US policymaking
regarding Japanese armaments. President Truman was at odds with the
Soviets over their policies almost from the time he took office. Concerns
over Soviet intentions in Eastern Europe and elsewhere continued through
1946. In 1947 concern about communist insurgency in Greece and Turkey
prompted a global response in the form of the Truman Doctrine, but in
1948, not only were there the invasions of Czechoslovakia and the Berlin
Blockade, but communist uprisings continued elsewhere, spreading through
much of Asia. It is no wonder, then, by 1948 the army,2the Joint Chiefs
of Staff,24 the Department of Defenseb and others either recommended
or were studying various levels of Japanese rearmament. The urgency
only increased with the Communist victory in China in 1949. In Japan
“obsessed with international communism and the threat of revolution-from-
the-outside, ever since the Bolshevik Revolution,”Zthese developments, as
well, prompted often-parallel debates about the need for armaments. As an
occupied nation, though, Japan’s fate had been subordinated to American
policy, and within Japan these debates were tempered by, among other fac-
tors, the war weariness of a defeated and destitute people and the need to
regain independence.

A BEATEN NATION, WITHOUT A SINGLE
SOLDIER,ZCONSIDERS REARMING

Though his relationship with the military was ambivalent, and his policies
stressed minimalist rearmament once he felt pushed toward it, in Japan
Yoshida Shigeru was the primary architect and chief mason for the forge in
which a new sword, the Ground Self-Defense Force, was formed. Already
having figured so prominently in this history, he was “the pre-eminent



74 Chapter 3

politician of Japan’s first postwar decade.”2BHe served as prime minister for
a total of 86 months, second in the postwar era only to Sato Eisaku.®

Yoshida is perhaps best known to those who study Japan as the originator
of the so-called Yoshida Doctrine. At its most basic, the Yoshida Doctrine
was “an exclusive focus of Japan’s national energies on economic rehabili-
tation,”3 with a concomitant minimalist defense posture. Yet it is also true
“Yoshida ... set the pattern for Japan’s course of slow but creeping rearma-
ment.”3l Indeed, it was under Yoshida’s administrations that the government
of Japan began its postwar practice of enabling creeping rearmament by
revising, not the constitution itself, but the Japanese government’s interpre-
tation of the constitution. No politician was better placed to do so. Foreign
Minister Yoshida had hosted that first fateful meeting between the Americans
and Matsumoto, while, as prime minister, Yoshida shepherded the constitu-
tion through the Diet, presided over the signing of the peace and security
treaties with the United States that ended the Occupation, and defended the
three incarnations of what became the Self-Defense Forces. Though key in
effecting Japan’s policy of creeping rearmament, Yoshida was not the only
Japanese concerned about the status of Japan’s postwar military. Most such
concerns seemed to center on a fear of leftist insurgency at home, or the com-
munist threat abroad, and were expressed even before the war ended.

In addition to the efforts of the Japanese government after defeat, outlined
in the previous chapter, some Japanese worried about Japan’s military even
before the surrender. In early 1945, Prince Konoe Fumimaru, perceiving the
inevitability of defeat, presented to the emperor what became known as the
“Konoe Memorial” urging surrender to the Allied Powers. In the memorial,
among other things, Konoe worried that leftist elements had penetrated the
IJA, and suggested if those elements were purged Japan’s army would be less
of a danger to the national polity, and more acceptable on the international
stage after surrender.2

Rear Admiral Yamamoto Yoshio, in charge of the Imperial Japanese
Navy’s Military Affairs Section, in informal and secret talks before the war’s
end, went further when he recommended to his Navy superiors that Japan
disarm after surrender in order to stamp out militarism. He suggested a new
army and navy could be formed after about 10 years to serve “a more modem
Japan,” though he thought a small naval force should be maintained because
of the power vacuum that would be otherwise created in Japan’s vicinity after
its defeat.3

That power vacuum was also on the minds of other Japanese officials. In
May 1945, Inoue Masutaro, counselor of the Japanese legation in Lisbon,
contacted the local OSS official (undercover at the time) with the following
message:
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We are prepared to give up all conquests in this war but would like to keep what
we had before. We think we have a rather good point for argument: China and
Russia. The United States no doubt knows that Russia will try to drive them out
of the Far East and that the United States may lose the great China market. . .
So instead of waging a very long war against Japan in China and finally losing
the China market to Russia the western powers should come to some sort of
arrangement [with Japan].3%

The message was dismissed at the time by American officials as not repre-
senting Japan’s official view.

Efforts from within Japan aimed at insuring the continuity of Japan’s
armed forces did not end with surrender. Though not well-remembered now,
some groups of Army officers tried to prevent Japan from surrendering at all.
Three different groups from the Imperial Guards Division tried to prevent
surrender: the first group tried on the August 14, 1945, “to seize the record-
ing of the emperor’s surrender broadcast,” before it went out over the air the
next day, while the next group, on August 15, tried to institute a coup, and
a final group, tried again on the same day to prevent the broadcast itself of
the emperor’s recorded message. Other scattered attempts were made in the
army, sometimes teamed with rightist student groups, to attack political lead-
ers or to circulate pamphlets that either claimed the surrender rescript was a
fake, or that, even if the rescript was genuine, true patriots would not obey it.
The attempts lacked any support from either higher in the chain of command
or the general public and so came to nothing.® Short of attempted coups or
otherwise ignoring orders to surrender, other military members as well tried
to give Japan at least the option of keeping a sword by its side, some of the
most notorious with the aid of American officials.

Major General Charles Willoughby, MacArthur’s G-2, that is, the head of
his intelligence section, was arguably both the highest placed official in SCAP
and the most assiduous in his efforts to help former members of the 1JA keep
alive the idea of and prepare for an eventual rearmament. Born in Germany,
conservative, vehemently anti-communist, and proud of his Prussian military
heritage, Willoughby was known by MacArthur as his “lovable fascist.”®%The
G-2 gathered many former military officers together in organizations like
the First and Second Demobilization Ministries—formed from the former
Japanese Army and Navy Ministries respectively, and responsible for, just as
their titles state, the post-surrender demobilization of the millions of Japanese
soldiers and sailors, both domestically and abroad37—as well as more covert
organizations charged with both domestic and international espionage and
counterespionage.

One of Willoughby’s first recruits was General Arisue Seizo, the former
head of Japanese Military Intelligence. Soon after their initial meeting Arisue
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requested through Willoughby that SCAP allow Japan to retain one divi-
sion of the Imperial Guards on active duty after the surrender, ostensibly to
protect the Emperor. He later admitted he “naturally” and “secretly” hoped
retention of such a force would prove to be “the basis for rearmament.”3
Another Willoughby recruit was former Deputy Chief of Staff of the Imperial
Japanese Army Lieutenant General Kawabe Torashiro, who, recent research
has uncovered in previously classified documents, actively, though secretly,
planned for the creation of a new army after the war.® Perhaps the most
notorious of former imperial military officers urging postwar rearmament was
Colonel Hattori Takushiro.

Hattori had a storied, or notorious, career in the Imperial Japanese
Army, graduating with distinction from the Army Academy, serving in the
Kwantung Army as the chief of the General Staff Office Operations Section,
and as Tojo’s private secretary, among other positions.4) After the surrender
he served first in the First Demobilization Ministry, as well as its later mani-
festations (First Demobilization Bureau and, finally, Repatriation Bureau) and
he was later placed in a historical section set up by Willoughby, ostensibly, to
write a history of the Pacific conflict.4L At some point Willoughby apparently
came to consider the former IJA officers in this latter group as the nucleus
of a new Japanese army, with Hattori as its chief of staff.£2 With access to
all the records of demobilizing soldiers, Hattori was ideally placed to plan
for the rebirth of Japan’s army. He and a small coterie of like-minded col-
leagues soon formed an informal organization which came to be known as the
Hattori Kikan, or the Hattori Group. An ardent anti-communist, Hattori was
convinced the United States and Russia would fight soon, and that the United
States would want a rearmed Japan as an ally.43 He and his group came up
with detailed plans for an army of 15 divisions with 260,000 soldiers, which
could be expanded to 45 divisions in wartime.44 Hattori’s rearmament plans
were perhaps the most ambitious and best known during the Occupation,
though other Japanese also discussed Japan’s future arms.

Yoshida, for instance, discussing his role with SCAP from the time he
was the foreign minister, notes “our daily negotiations with GHQ were so
many negotiations for peace,”%b and concern about security were central to
such “daily negotiations” from the first. As early as January 1946 members
of the Foreign Ministry, then under Yoshida, argued Japan must build up a
small security force for self-defense, and in 1947 Foreign Ministry officials
approached W. MacMahon Ball, the Commonwealth representative to the
Allied Council on Japan, about Japan building up armed forces numbering
100,000.46 But others in the ministry thought the provisions of the Potsdam
Declaration would prevent any Japanese rearmament, and recommended
Japan adopt permanent neutrality, with its security guaranteed by the UN or
some other international grouping.47



Hot- and Cold-Running Wars and a Changing Consensus, 1946-1950 77

Yoshida’s personal opinions on rearmament can be difficult to decipher at
any particular moment. He felt a perhaps natural antipathy toward Japan’s
military, having been imprisoned himself during the war by militarists, yet
he felt neutrality was “a cowardly attitude, the opportunism of the weak.” In
his memoirs he states “the idea of rearmament has always seemed to be one
verging on idiocy.”8

Yet one of Yoshida’s closest confidantes, Shirasu Jiro, reportedly told the
U.S. State Department Article 9 should be changed to allow Japan to rearm,®
something he would have been unlikely to do without Yoshida’s knowl-
edge. Other officials as well reported Yoshida being in favor of rearmament,
though, they explained, he refused to say so publicly in order to avoid offend-
ing foreign countries.5)

Years after the Occupation Yoshida wrote to Tatsumi Eiichi, a former lieu-
tenant general in the IJA, “The renewal of national strength and development
of political independence require that Japan possesses a military force as a
matter of national honor.”8LThus it seems clear that Yoshida’s initial stance on
rearmament was both politically motivated—a stance he took to maintain the
widest possible public support both at home and abroad—and temporary, due
to his concerns about Japan’s fiscal health; he was against large-scale rearma-
ment during the Occupation because he did not think Japan could afford it.

The first official interpretation of Article 9 by Yoshida and his cabinets,
repeatedly defended during the constitutional ratification process and after-
wards, was that “Japan . .. could not either wage or maintain an armed force—
even for the purpose of national self-defense,”®and thus no different from the
second MacArthur note. As contrasted with the militarism of its immediate
past, Yoshida said he and his countrymen would focus on “the building of
Japan as a new nation of culture and a new democratic state.”3 In a speech
given on the first anniversary of Japan’s surrender, Yoshida said, “Now that we
have been beaten, and we haven’t got a single soldier on our hands, it is a fine
opportunity of renouncing war for all time.”54Y oshida maintained this interpre-
tation throughout the 1940s, despite increasing pressure from the United States,
where the chill of the Cold War, as has been noted, and, in 1949, the shock of
the so-called loss of China were prompting increasing calls for a rearmed Japan
to be America’s bulwark against communist expansion in the western Pacific.

One of the last key American figures to take up this call was MacArthur.
After having originally directed a policy of permanently disarming Japan
the general had continued to laud Japan’s new constitution, “Foremost of its
provisions is that which, abolishing war as a sovereign right of the nation
... forbids in future the authorization of any army, navy, air force or other
war potential ... By this undertaking and commitment Japan surrenders
rights inherent in her own sovereignty and renders her future security and
very survival subject to the good faith and justice of the peace loving people
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of the world.”% Yet, having argued with all comers that Japan should remain
unarmed, protected by American or UN arms, by 1950 the Cold War had
cooled the idealistic flame of MacArthur’s previous convictions. Six months
before the North Korean invasion tensions were such that MacArthur felt
compelled to retreat from his earlier stance. In his 1950 New Year’s address
to the Japanese people, MacArthur intoned, “by no sophistry of reasoning
can [Article 9] be interpreted as complete negation of the inalienable right of
self-defense against unprovoked attack.”% And six months later he seemed
even more convinced: “Despite Japan’s constitutional renunciation of war its
right to self defense in case of predatory attack is implicit and inalienable.”%

The reason for MacArthur’s change of heart is perhaps best summed up by
Omar Bradley, in the general’s autobiography. Visiting MacArthur soon after
assuming the chairmanship of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Bradley reflected on
the then-extant war plans for a “global war” with the Soviet Union, known as
“Offtackle.” Offtackle placed emphasis on a “strategic offensive” in Europe
and, “strategic defensive” in East Asia, with Japan and Okinawa as both the
base for and the most important objects of that defense. Bradley writes he sus-
pected that though MacArthur did not say so out loud, the SCAP “privately
. . . disagreed. To MacArthur, Asia—the Far East—was the crucial battle-
ground in the war against communism. Vast China, swallowed up by com-
munism was close at hand, threatening the fragile balance of power in the Far
East... From Tokyo, Europe seemed quiescent, while the Far East flamed.”3B

In January 1950 Yoshida, too, retreated from his previous position when
he stated “the renunciation of war did not mean the renunciation of the right
of self-defense.”® But he still insisted, “There can be the right of self-defense
without there being arms. | can conceive of unarmed defense.”@ Soon there-
after, evoking an image that would resonate with all Japanese, he explained
“I mean by the right of self-defense without the force of arms the right of self-
defense which does not employ even two swords.”6l This conception, how-
ever, became just one of many victims that failed to survive when the North
Koreans poured across the 38th parallel on June 25, 1950. Soon after the
invasion MacArthur directed the establishment of the 75,000 man National
Police Reserve, to replace the American soldiers who would be deploying
to Korea.® Yoshida complied, but, despite the fact that the NPR was soon
equipped with tanks, mortar and artillery, the prime minister adamantly main-
tained “the NPR was simply a police force.”&

PURSUING PEACE AMIDST INCREASING CONFLICTS

The policies and narratives outlined above shaped both the forge and the steel
of Japan’s new sword. What was viewed as a monolithic communist threat, as
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well as the collective security clause in the UN charter, and the generalized
need for the United States to seek security allies in the Cold War, was deemed
sufficient cause to require Japan to rebuild an army by an increasing number
of both Americans and Japanese as the chill of the Cold War deepened. Thus,
in the United States urging Japan to rearm, concomitant with a restoration of
Japan’s independence through a peace treaty, would become policy.

The United States had considered a peace accord with Japan since the
beginning of the Occupation, announcing in 1946 the U.S. government was
considering a peace treaty with Japan which would have, among other provi-
sions, stripped Japan of all armaments for 25 years.64With no progress on this
initial proposal, MacArthur had urged and the U.S. government had consid-
ered an early peace treaty again the following year, but disagreements, both
international, particularly with the Soviet Union,® and domestic, particularly
between the State Department and the War and Navy Departments (the Depart-
ment of Defense from 1948) had stymied any progress. The War and Navy
Departments had worried in 1947 that a peace treaty might compromise the
disposition of U.S. forces in Japan and Okinawa (almost universally viewed
through separate lenses by the United States—and, to a certain extent, by some
“main-island” Japanese—at the time), and further, the American military was
concerned a peace treaty which entailed the removal of U.S. forces from Japan
would in turn invite a Soviet invasion of the islands.& The communist victory
in China’s civil war in 1949 perhaps had intensified these worries and the
Defense Department’s discontent with a peace treaty had continued into 1950.

In Japan as well, though not as quickly nor as completely as in the United
States, opinions had been changing amidst the increasingly number of hot
conflicts in the Cold War. As early as 1947 there had been war scares in
Japan, including rumors, “Former Kamikaze pilots were ... being conscripted
for service in the United States Air Force.” And—almost like an Arthurian-
style myth of a hero not dead, but merely sleeping, who will awaken to defend
his country at its time of greatest need—the fantastic story began to spread at
about the same time that Lieutenant General Yamashita Tomoyuki, the Tiger
of Malaysia, “had not been executed,” but had been spirited secretly to the
United States in order that he might advise the American military on how to
deal with a Russian thrust through Manchuria.6/

This war scare faded but communist forces made gains or started violent rev-
olutions throughout Europe and Asia in the following years, until, in 1949 there
sprang up other “factors which helped stimulate Japanese thinking on national
security.”@These factors included widely reported remarks by Secretary of the
Army Kenneth Royall in February 1949 which questioned whether the United
States should keep troops in Japan,® the communist victory in China’s civil
war, in October 1949, and the Sino-Russian accord announced in February
1950, specifically naming Japan “or any state allied with her” as a threat.
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Amidst this changing international situation Yoshida continued trying to
keep his options open. His two primary goals were to regain Japanese inde-
pendence and to rebuild Japan’s economy. He had begun, as foreign minister
in 1945, to study a strategy for achieving a peace accord with the United
States.7L The fruits of this research had first been passed to the Americans
via Eichelberger, in 1948, under Ashida as foreign minister. Though he had
at first embraced, or at least publicly and repeatedly advocated, a belief that
“Japan will fight no wars of any kind. But to recognize defensive war would
be to invite war. Therefore limiting war renunciation specifically to aggres-
sion could do more harm than good,”22by 1949 Yoshida had declared Japan
had the right to self-defense “by diplomatic and other means.”73 By January
1950, just as with MacArthur, he had become an even more straightforward
advocate of Japan’s right to self-defense.

FIVE YEARS LATER

Five years after defeat and the first and only occupation of its territory by
a foreign power; five years after the Emperor, then a military monarch and
deity, now a very human civilian symbol, called for the Japanese to endure the
unendurable in order to reap the rewards of “eternal peace”; five years after
suffering through fire bombings, atomic bombings, widespread destruction
and famine, the Japanese had a very different view of their military past than
the narrative which had been promulgated during the war. Many Japanese had
turned away from war and wanted to stay turned away, but war came to them,
or at least to an area that had been considered vital to Japanese security since
before the turn of the century.

The North Koreans crossed the 38th parallel plunging the Korean penin-
sula into war and once again Japan was asked to form an army. Once again
young Japanese men answered the call to defend the peace of their country.
They did so while still occupied by foreign powers and while contending with
official and public views of the army and of soldiers very different from those
of just a few years before. The North Korean invasion of June 25, 1950 did
not produce, a volte-face on Japan rearmament policy, but it was the sudden
flame into which both old iron and new steel was thrown, as Japan began to
forge a new sword.
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Chapter 4

Old Iron and New Steel, 1950-1952

The Japanese sword is made with a core of iron, to give it strength, and a shell
of steel, which can be sharpened into its cutting edge.1Similarly an army is
formed from old iron and new steel, with a strong core of experienced veter-
ans, old iron, when available, but an outer shell of younger recruits, new steel,
who become the cutting edge in any ground force.

Kashiwagi Yasutake, then, was steel; his first memory of the National
Police Reserve (NPR) was seeing the recruiting posters that began to sprout
inside trains, train stations, and public bulletin boards in August 1950. With
the dove of peace superimposed over the rising-sun symbol of the Japanese
police, the posters proclaimed things like “Peaceful Japan is asking for you,”
and “Come young men, protect peace, the National Police Reserve is recruit-
ing.”2 As a child during the war years Kashiwagi had dreamed of taking the
entrance exam for Japan’s naval academy, only to see that dream evaporate
in 1945 when he was just 15. At 20 he felt enlisting in the NPR was a chance
to rekindle this hope from his childhood, albeit in a different form. Neither
his father nor his uncle wanted him to join; they remembered the beatings
and abuse suffered by new recruits in the Imperial Army, but Kashiwagi had
reached his age of majority, at 20, and decided to take the entrance exami-
nation despite their objections. Having succeeded in entering the NPR, the
20-year-old’s initial impression was the “training was American.” Yet, during
breaks in the day’s training and at night in the barracks, he relates the recruits
“leaned forward eagerly and just listened” to the stories from imperial mili-
tary veterans about their battlefield experiences and their former schools and
training.

Thus these former soldiers and sailors, veterans of Japan’s Fifteen-Year
War, who Kashiwagi remembers as making up the “great number of recruits”
had an impact on the shaping of the NPR, and the Ground Self-Defense Force
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it developed into.3 To Kashiwagi the NPR was “a Japanese army, with the
name of police reserves” and the initial training he went through in the NPR
was both “heaven and hell,”4but to Hiruma Hiroshi, 10 years older when he
entered the NPR, old iron as a veteran of the Imperial Japanese Army, the
NPR was simply “a copy of the U.S. Army.” Hiruma was bothered by things
as inconsequential as American-style military drill commands being used in
training, rather than IJA commands, and as potentially consequential as the
American doctrinal training on how to attack an enemy position the NPR
recruits received. Hirumajudged the doctrine less effective and more danger-
ous than IJA doctrine. And it was certainly less Japanese.5

Both Kashiwagi and Hiruma agreed the food they were able to eat at the
formerly American military facilities the NPR had taken over was plentiful
and wonderful, especially at a time when many Japanese still struggled to
get enough to eat. Their memoirs well illustrate the many conflicting cur-
rents in the birth of the Ground Self-Defense Force: a national army not
called an army, trained by and under the control of an occupying authority,
which was another nation’s army; a force having to live down the ignominy
of the defeat of the Imperial Japanese Army, while incorporating into its
ranks many veterans of the same army, veterans who, to some number of
Japanese, not only symbolized defeat, but also embodied the institution
widely considered responsible for leading Japan into the suffering of the
wartime years. All of these currents, moreover, ran through a force whose
own existence was constitutionally and legally questionable and subject to
public opprobrium.

A JAPANESE ARMY NAMED NATIONAL POLICE
RESERVE OR A COPY OF THE U.S. ARMY?

In the opening sentence of his memoir about his experiences as a member of
the first cohort of recruits to join Japan’s National Police Reserve, Kashiwagi
Yasutake states, “What decided my destiny was the Korean War.”6 This hot
conflict in the midst of the Cold War shaped (some would say warped) many
destinies, not only in Japan, but in East Asia, the United States and much of
the rest of the world.

As Japan was still occupied, for the Japanese as well as Americans, the
response of the U.S. government was particularly fateful, and what that
response would be was unclear on June 25. The United States had, after all,
removed its military forces from South Korea the previous year, and Secretary
of State Dean Acheson, in a now-famous omission during a speech in Janu-
ary, 1950, had not included South Korea as part of the “defensive perimeter”
the United States intended to maintain in the western Pacific.
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After the North’s invasion the United States did take action, sending aircraft
to support South Korean forces almost immediately, and, with the helpful
legitimization of the UN Security Council, beginning an infusion of ground
forces into the peninsula within days. The nearest American ground forces
were the four U.S. Army divisions on occupation duty in Japan, and these
forces were quickly ordered to Korea. MacArthur and others in the United
States were concerned about Japan’s safety—many policymakers suspected
Japan might be the real target of what they viewed as a monolithic commu-
nist threat (and indeed Stalin, who gave Kim 1I-Sung permission to invade
the south after Kim had badgered the Soviet dictator for several months, did
so partially because Stalin wanted to have a communized Korean peninsula
to off-set what he feared would be the soon be a newly rearmed Japan allied
to the United States).7On July 8th MacArthur, in a letter to Prime Minister
Yoshida, directed the Japanese government “to establish a national police
reserve of 75,000 men.”8This was the beginning of Japan’s postwar army.

The Japanese government, for their part, concerned about what was going
on in Korea but lacking many options as an occupied state, scrambled to make
sense of MacArthur’s directive, and quickly put together a group of people
to tackle the problem. MacArthur’s letter had been received by the Foreign
Ministry’s Kimura Shirokazu, from Frank Rizzo, who had replaced Colonel
Charles Kades as the deputy of SCAP’s Government Section.

Kimura had delivered the letter directly to Chief Cabinet Secretary Okazaki
Katsuo. Okazaki, seeing “national police” referred to in the letter called in
Ohashi Takeo, Home Minister and Attorney General for Japan, the cabinet
minister in charge of police at the national level for Japan. In the same build-
ing with the Chief Cabinet Secretary, Ohashi arrived quickly, and almost
immediately the two men decided, since the letter seemed to refer to a force
that would back up Japan’s National Rural Police, that Ohashi would be in
charge of setting up the new force.9

Okazaki and Ohashi quickly settled on another member of the group,
Kato Yozo, who was then in charge of administration for the National Rural
Police.0 (Kato, described by a knowledgeable observer as “the one who
shines head and shoulders above” the other civilian bureau chiefs,ILremained
with the Japanese forces, the civilian in charge of the personnel bureau, for
14 years.)2 Ohashi and Okazaki, having translated the directive’s term of
National Police Reserve directly into its Japanese equivalent, Kokka Keisatsu
Yobitai, first delivered the letter to Prime Minister Yoshida. Yoshida was
delighted, as his government had already asked GHQ three times for permis-
sion to increase Japan’s police strength, but had been rebuffed each time. The
premier was concerned however, that the formation of this force would natu-
rally come up for intense discussion in the then-ongoing extraordinary Diet,
so he directed the two ministers to find out the intent behind GHQ’s order.13
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Okazaki and Ohashi wasted no time in returning to SCAP headquarters
the afternoon of the 8th. This time meeting with Brigadier General Whitney
and, again, Frank Rizzo, the ministers went into the meeting having taken
the NPR’s designation at face value. They thought this new force would be
a supplement to the existing municipal and rural police forces. In talking to
Whitney and Rizzo, though, “it gradually became clear, though this was an
organization to support order, it was to be completely separate and indepen-
dent from the police, and thought to be rather a military-like organization by
the American side.” 4 If the Japanese government was initially unsure about
the intent behind establishing this force, on the American side the intent was
made explicit, though secretly, from the beginning.

Colonel Frank Kowalski Jr. had been stationed in Japan for about two
and one-half years, working in military government positions as the chief
of military government in Kyoto and Osaka in 1948, and then as the chief
of the wider civil affairs region of Chugoku from 1949-1950,% before he
moved to Tokyo with his wife and two children to become the chief of staff
for Major General Winfield P. Shepard, the head of GHQ’s Civil Affairs Sec-
tion, two months before the Korean War started. He enjoyed living by the
park surrounding the Meiji Shrine, only a 15-minute drive to work in SCAP
headquarters, in the Dai Ichi Building. But with the start of the war, work
had reached “a fevered pitch,” seven days a week, 16 hours a day. He reports
his normally open boss, General Shepard, had become increasingly secretive
from the beginning of the war.

On July 9 the GHQ G-I (personnel bureau) called for General Shepard,
and Colonel Kowalski stayed on the line, as he usually did, in case his boss
needed him to take action. Kowalski overheard the G-I (the designation
applies to the office as well as the head of the office) tell General Shepard
Kowalski had been selected to command aregiment in Korea. Shepard replied
to the G-I after “a long silence ... ‘I’ll be over to talk to you in a little while.””
Kowalski hung up the phone and waited; he wanted to go to Korea and com-
mand a regiment. When Shepard did not stir for several minutes Kowalski
walked into his boss’s office and told the general he wanted to go to Korea.
Shepard said no, that Kowalski was needed in Japan. Kowalski tried to argue
his case, but Shepard got up, told his chief of staff he would speak with him
after returning from the G-I, and left. %

When Shepard returned about an hour later he called Kowalski into his
office and had him close the door. After the two were seated, Shepard said:

“Frank, | know how much you want to command a regiment, but you are not
going to Korea. | cannot let you go because you and | have a big job to do here
in Japan. | have been designated by General MacArthur to organize a National
Police Reserve, a Japanese security force of 75,000 men with four divisions.
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This is the beginning of the Japanese Army. You are going to be the Chief of
Staff, so forget Korea.” I/

Kowalski says his “head whirled” at what he had just been told. Shepard then
handed him a document marked Top Secret, told him it was the “Basic Plan,”
and explained more explicitly, “our four divisions now on these islands are all
going to Korea. We have the job to organize and train four Japanese divisions
to take the place of the Americans.” B

This Basic Plan, which Kowalski described as “the Bible for the new
Japanese Army,” Bwas actually entitled “Increase in Japanese Security Agen-
cies,” abroad plan including timelines, equipment, types and locations of units,
and costs, that had been put together by an ad hoc committee of the SCAP
staff.20 As for the number of troops specified for the NPR, Kowalski writes
“At Potsdam, fortunately, it had been agreed that Japan would be permitted to
maintain a police force of 200,000 men.”2LWhile it was true that the municipal
police at the time numbered 35,000 and the National Rural Police numbered
90,000, a total of 125,000 which would have thus permitted the increase of
75,000 to meet what Kowalski claimed is enumerated in the Potsdam Declara-
tion, in fact the Declaration says nothing about police strength in Japan.

Instead this number came from a study done by the U.S. Army in 1948.
Already concerned about security in Japan due to the Cold War, an Army
report recommends, if small-scale military rearmament cannot be undertaken
because of Japan’s constitutional restrictions or the objections of neighbor-
ing countries, Japan increase its police forces from the then-extant 125,000
to 200,000. The report goes on to say the force might form the basis for
Japanese military rearmament in the future, if the restrictions on rearmament
are lifted.2NSC 13/3, adopted in May 1949 continued the call for strengthen-
ing Japan’s police forces and various U.S. government officials as well had
continued to sound the call for expanding the police force, or establishing a
constabulary force, throughout 1950.23Clearly as SCAP and the U.S. govern-
ment tried to decide how best to provide for Japan’s security once American
forces left, they were aware of these proposals.

Exactly when MacArthur had decided to form the NPR is unclear. SCAP
sent a cable to the Department of the Army declaring “expansion of the Rural
Police by 75,000 and of the Maritime Safety Police by 8,000 is in process,”24
on July 3, 1950. This was five days before MacArthur directed Yoshida and
the Japanese government to undertake the expansion, and six days before the
date Kowalski received a copy of “Increase of Japanese Security Agencies.”
The date on an extant copy of the plan is July 10; apparently the plan was not
finalized until a day after Kowalski received it.5

Having taken on board the Army’s recommendation for a force of 75,000,
and since the NPR was intended to replace the four divisions of U.S. Army
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troops soon to be leaving Japan, for the GHQ planners, further organization
of the force became, essentially, a math problem. As the NPR volunteers
passed through recruiting centers they were to be organized into groups of
1000 each because, “The standard United States battalion is slightly less
than 1000; the Japanese battalion [of the demobilized 1JA] is slightly greater.
From this it is determined that the basic units should be formed in groups of
1,000 men.”2 From these 1000-man battalions “four regions or divisions,”
were to be formed with approximately 15,000 men each. Sub-regional orga-
nizations, or regiments, were to serve between the battalions and the regions,
and, “a national headquarters, two corps or intermediate headquarters, [and]
a Service Force”Zwould function above the regions or divisions.

The planners envisaged the “regions” as pared down American infantry
divisions, stationed in locations which were to “conform roughly to the
regional locations of the four U.S. divisions of Japan prior to the present
emergency,” whose locations, in turn, “In many instances coincide with the
previous Japanese empire division areas.”Z Each man was to be initially
armed with a carbine rifle. What Kowalski describes in his memoir as the
beginning of “a calculated creeping rearmament tuned to the will of the Japa-
nese public and Allied reaction,”@the SCAP planners had in mind from the
beginning. The Americans envisioned “progressively equipping” the NPR,
eventually ensuring the regions, or infantry divisions, would have, in addition
to the individual carbines, higher-caliber rifles, light and heavy machine guns,
mortars, tanks and artillery, among other items.31In another characterization,
Kowalski summed this process up as equipping the NPR “as rapidly as pos-
sible (the Japanese public and Allied opinion permitting).”3

Inevitably, for a brand new force, issues of pay, uniforms, and facilities
took up much time, and all of these issues were complicated by the tortu-
ous process involved; a Japanese administration, working with a certain
amount of misdirection aimed toward its own Diet, negotiated with SCAP
General Headquarters (GHQ) planners from different sections of the
headquarters who not only lacked a unified position, but were frequently
trying to undermine one another’s bureaucratic standing and prerogatives
within GHQ. Due to delays caused by these byzantine procedures, the new
recruits of the NPR were not paid until November,2 but perhaps no issue
better illustrates this collision of collusion and competition than the issue
of leadership.

A G-2 memo dated August 10, 1950 finds “the line of demarcation
between purged and non-purged former Army officers indicates that the
Japanese Government purged every grade above that of Captain, [and] one-
half the Captains, while leaving First and Second Lieutenants comparatively
untouched.”38 There had been some exceptions. Prime Minister Yoshida
reportedly offered the top uniformed job in the new force to Tatsumi Eiichi,
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aretired 1JA lieutenant general. 34 Tatsumi was one of the few former military
men close to the prime minister, having served with Yoshida in London from
1936-1938 as army attache when Yoshida was Japan’s ambassador.3 One
account characterized Tatsumi as Yoshida’s “military brain,”3 but though
Tatsumi continued to advise Yoshida, he declined to return to uniform.3

Yoshida then, apparently at the suggestion of Ohashi and Okazaki, selected
Masuhara Keiichi, as the first civilian head, or director general of the new
force, and Eguchi Mitoru as his deputy.38 Masuhara and Eguchi then, again
working with Okazaki and Ohashi, selected Hayashi Keizo, a career Home
Ministry official with police experience but no military experience, for the
top uniformed job.®

Masuhara Keikichi was 46 years old when selected for the position of the
Director General of the National Police Reserves. The governor of Kagawa
Prefecture when selected, Masuhara was a graduate of the Law Department,
Tokyo Imperial University and had long experience in Japanese police
forces, even serving “a few years in Peking as an attache for the National
Police Bureau in the Home Ministry” at the Japanese Embassy,4 before
first being appointed governor in Kagawa Prefecture, and then winning
election to governor, in 1946 and 1947 respectively.4 Reportedly Masuhara
had been visiting Tokyo in July when petitioners from Kagawa approached
him about requesting NPR units be stationed in Zentsuji, a former 1JA camp
in the prefecture. Masuhara took the petition to a classmate of his from
Tokyo University, Ohashi Takeo. A few days later, on the day Masuhara
was scheduled to depart Tokyo, Ohashi called and asked him “to serve as
the NPR Chief.”2

Aside from this school connection to one of the members of the Japanese
government’s NPR committee, it is difficult to say why Masuhara was cho-
sen. He was formally appointed Director General of the NPR on August 11,
though he had already been active in the role for almost a month.43 Eguchi
Mitoru, a graduate of Kyoto Imperial University, also had a police back-
ground, and had been the Vice Minister of Labor when he was selected to
be Masuhara’s deputy.44Eguchi handled much of the day-to-day negotiations
with the Americans, and often spoke before the Diet, but his role is otherwise
not prominent in existing documents. Hayashi Keizo’s role, on the other hand
is prominent. His selection as the head of the uniformed force was controver-
sial because it was tangled in SCAP bureaucratic rivalries.%6

Hayashi had no formal military experience prior to becoming, in effect,
the commanding general of Japan’s new army. Hayashi’s father, Hayashi
Yasakichi, had been a lieutenant general in the IJA. Hayashi the son had grad-
uated from the Law Department, Tokyo Imperial University, like Masuhara,
and had climbed steadily through the ranks of the Japanese bureaucracy,
mostly in positions connected with the Home Ministry.46 After the war
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Hayashi was appointed governor of Tottori Prefecture, at age 39, “probably
the youngest governor ever appointed or elected in Japan.”47 In August 1948
he was appointed the Assistant Director of the Imperial Household.8Accord-
ing to rumor Hayashi had been considered for the post of the “first director of
the National Police Reserve,” but did not accept the position over an issue of
“integrity.”® Hayashi’s name was put forward for the position of uniformed
head of the NPR by the Japanese government in September. Masuhara or
his deputy, Eguchi, checked with American officials almost daily from mid-
September until early October on the status of Hayashi.

By September 28 Masuhara was told the “G-2 did not approve Mr. Hayashi.
It seems the G-2 has a certain person in mind that they want to recommend
as Chief of the NPR Uniform Headquarters.” Masuhara decided to go to
Okazaki and Yoshida over the matter. On October 6 General Whitney, still
the head of the Government Section, called General Shepard and asked
Shepard if the Japanese “still wanted Mr. Hayashi.” Shepard answered affir-
matively. Shepard later told Masuhara the matter was “in the hands of General
Whitney,” and Hayashi was likely to be appointed.® Hayashi was appointed
a few days later and would remain the top uniformed officer in Japan’s new
forces, through its three incarnations, for 14 years.5

Masuhara and the other Japanese officials well knew the “certain person”
G-2 had in mind for the chief of the uniformed forces. They knew on the
U.S. side the question of who would lead Japan’s new army had immediately
become mired in a bureaucratic rivalry over which part of MacArthur’s staff
would oversee Japan’s rearmament. They may not have known MacArthur’s
top intelligence officer Major General Charles Willoughby, had been plan-
ning for Japanese rearmament from the beginning of the Occupation.

Willoughby had handpicked several senior IJA officers to man the First
Demobilization Bureau with the intent that, once a new Japanese Army was
authorized, these officers would become the nucleus of a new Japanese Gen-
eral Staff, and thus was poised perhaps better than any other staff head to
seize the initiative. Once the order to form the NPR was given Willoughby
pushed forward his candidate for the top uniformed officer, former 1JA
Colonel Hattori Takushiro.®2 Hattori and his staff had come up with detailed
plans for Japan’s new army, featuring Hattori as the new chief of staff, and
400 other former officers populating the rest of the General Staff.33 Hattori
and company had been in an ideal position for this task; having managed
the demobilization of the IJA they had records detailing names and current
locations of all surviving former IJA officers (Kowalski noted in his Daily
Report on August 8, 1950, that many “of those [on] the list submitted by
Mr. Hattori’s office ... are at present still connected with the Demobiliza-
tion Bureau of G-2").54 All of this had been kept secret from the Japanese
government.
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Reminiscing in an account published a little more than 10 years after the
fact, Mr. Masuhara recalls how he had learned of the Willoughby/Hattori
plan: “Hattori burst into the room with about seven or eight others.”% He
then recalls that Hattori had copies of a detailed plan for rearmament, and
that Hattori told Masuhara and others present that Willoughby had told the
former colonel he was to be the chief of staff for Japan’s new army, but that
Hattori was not to tell the Japanese government yet. Hattori continued he had
decided to tell Masuhara “since we are both Japanese.”% Masuhara remem-
bers being flabbergasted. However, this attempt by Willoughby to control
Japan’s rearmament failed. Masuhara passed his concerns, unspecified in his
reminiscence, upward to PM Yoshida, who, in turn spoke to MacArthur.

Kowalski had in the meantime, been to see MacArthur’s aide, a Colonel
Bunker, and expressed concerns about the G-2°s moves.5 Kowalski records
in his Daily Record of that date meeting Hattori on August 9, and informing
Tojo’s former secretary that no purged officers would be allowed into the
NPR, and thus neither he nor the six men Hattori had appointed as liaison
officers to the six National Rural Police Reception Centers would be admit-
ted to the new force.8B This spelled the end of Hattori’s ambition to be chief
of staff of the new Japanese army, but it did not prevent the former colonel
from continuing to plan Japan’s rearmament. Nor, apparently, did it prevent
Hattori from becoming an adviser to Masuhara later, though he and his group
initially disparaged the NPR.®

The G-2 tried to strike back immediately. The same day Kowalski informed
Hattori and company their services were no longer required, a member of
Willoughby’s staff submitted a memorandum to Willoughby, subject: Person-
nel for National Police Reserve Forces. In the memo, which included six tabs
and several annexes, the staffer points out all purged officers were “graduates
of the Military Academy,” while those not purged were “formerly special
reserve officer candidates, warrant officers and noncommissioned officers.”
The analyst goes on to point out the relative dearth of training and education
non-Military Academy graduates received, many receiving only six months
or a year of training, as opposed to the “four years and ten months” of Acad-
emy graduates.®

But the problem was not only the level of education and amount of
training. The memo further warns that the Japanese Communist Party
had decided on a policy to “devise any means possible to infiltrate into
the [National Police] Reserves.” Having defined the threat, the memo
emphasizes, “It has been a definite fact in the annals of the Japanese Army
for the past several decades that the regular army officer graduates of the
Military Academy (now purged), always constituted, without exception, the
strongest bulwark against Communism in Japan.” To bolster his position,
the analyst points out Japanese officials, at this point in time, are willing
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to consider including IJA veterans in the nascent ground force, noting
Attorney General Ohashi, at a meeting of the Liberal Party on August 2,
had stated “ex-servicemen might be recruited” for the NPR. The analyst
underlines his point highlighting Japanese public opinion, by mentioning
“comments in the Japanese newspapers” that purgees should be released
to serve in the new force. In closing the memo the writer comments, at the
time the memo was being written, Russia was making use of former 1JA
soldiers “and there is no good reason why we should not do likewise.” The
writer saved what he likely felt was his most compelling point, however, for
Annex D. After recommending all Academy graduates from 1922 onwards
be depurged and allowed to serve in the NPR, the analyst stresses the NPR
must be built into a strong force immediately because “the Communist
Army [is] on the verge of overrunning Korea and [this indicates] the immi-
nent approach of World War 111.”8

Willoughby sent a single-page memo to the Chief of Staff and MacArthur
the following day, summarizing the findings of the memo he had received
and recommending “Appropriate steps be taken to release from the purge the
necessary qualified officers to fill the urgent need for trained personnel from
company grade to division staffs.”& There is no reply in the records from
Willoughby’s seniors.

The question of leadership was not confined to the top echelons, but was
an issue at every level of the new organization and though some may assume
Masuhara and the others, themselves lacking a military background, did not
want former 1JA officers in leadership positions, that is not correct. Though
Kato writes in his memoir that the policy to exclude purged military officers
from NPR leadership positions was the Japanese government’s policy from
the beginning,& in an interview taken almost a decade and one half before
Kato’s memoir came out, published in the official history of the first 10 years
of Japan’s defense forces, Kato is quoted stating the small coterie of Japanese
officials involved in standing up the NPR initially assumed the top leadership
positions would be filled by 1JA veterans.6t

Again and again Masuhara and others pushed for former soldiers to be
admitted to this new force, as part of a list of alImost 1000 special appointees
the Americans had allowed in order to fill senior leadership positions, but
most such attempts failed, usually due to objections from GHQ’s Govern-
ment Section.® Thus, when Masuhara’s recommendations for the special
appointees, after a tortuous process, were finally approved, many of the most
senior appointees did have police backgrounds like himself.6 Beginning in
October 1950 there was a depurge of 10,000 former officers,67 and eventually
300 of these were allowed to join the NPR.@8In order to fill other leadership
positions Masuhara instituted examinations for the NPR recruits, and chose
officer candidates from among those who scored the highest.®Once Ridgway
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replaced MacArthur as SCAP, in April, 1951, the new SCAP pressed to have
many more officers depurged.

Ironically, at least from the point of view of those who put together the
August 9 memo for Willoughby, all 1JA officers with the rank of colonel and
below were eventually allowed to join the NPR, just as the memo’s authors
had recommended. @D To give just one example of what this meant to officers
serving in the force, one officer in the NPR was demoted three times, as suc-
cessive groups of depurgees allowed those with higher ranks than his into the
force. .

Willoughby’s bid to manage Japan’s rearmament had been mainly opposed
by Brigadier General Whitney.72 After much wrangling within the head-
quarters between his head of the Government Section and his G-2, General
MacArthur designated a third flag officer, Major General Shepard, as the
general officer in charge of the “development and control of the National
Police Reserve” in a memo dated 14 July 1950. Shepard was further directed
to establish a Military Advisory Group to advise the Japanese government
on all aspects of the NPR’s “organization, equipment, training and control,” 73
but since the fact that the NPR was military or at least paramilitary in nature
was supposed to be kept secret, the military advisory group was not called a
military advisory group, but instead, as cover, called the Civil Affairs Section
Annex (CASA). Shepard’s chief of staff. Colonel Frank Kowalski, was given
charge of CASA.

Though difficult, because Korea had priority for personnel, Kowalski
immediately gathered around himself some capable individuals.Z For office
space CASA took over, on July 21, what had been the Japanese Higher Nauti-
cal Training School, on what the Americans called Camp Hogan, and what
the Japanese called Echujima, just after the 7th Cavalry Regiment of the U.S.
1st Cavalry Division left the camp for Korea.s The national headquarters of
the NPR was soon co-located with CASA.

The NPR was to report directly to the prime minister. The prime minister
brought up the National Police Reserve in an address before the Diet on
July 14. After noting North Korea’s invasion south, the PM declared, “To us
the battle of Korea is not a “fire across the river.” It demonstrates how real
and imminent is the menace of Communism . . . Our country itself is by no
means free from danger . . . Japan, though not in a position to play a positive
role, will cooperate within the limits of her ability.”7 After disparaging those
whom he said unrealistically proposed “neutrality” or “non-involvement” he
goes on to note, “The government has long been making studies concerning
our police system. On July 8 General MacArthur authorized the augmenta-
tion of our police strength to a level similar to that of other democratic states
... We propose to establish a national police reserve of 75,000 men,” and he
further notes the increase in the Maritime Safety Agency.7/
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This public announcement was as far as the PM was willing to go, at this
point. Four days later, when Shepard and other members from SCAP met
with Chief Cabinet Secretary Okazaki and Attorney General Ohashi, to dis-
cuss forming the NPR, the topic of a “Potsdam Ordinance” (that is an ordi-
nance directed by SCAP, as the occupying authority) legalizing the creation
of the NPR came up. Okazaki said the Japanese government preferred to wait
until after the Diet adjourned to issue the ordinance, for “political reasons.” B
Though the Americans wanted the ordinance issued immediately, the Japa-
nese government did wait, in order to avoid loud protests from the opposition
in the Diet. The order was issued on August 10, “Cabinet Order No. 260,
establishing the National Police Reserve.”®

In the same memo naming Shepard the lead for forming the NPR, the G-3,
or operations officer, is directed to provide guidance on organization and
initial deployment and the G-2 is directed to coordinate “General recruit-
ing.” The memo also notes “initial organization into 1,000 man units is to
be accomplished by the National Rural Police utilizing the existing six (6)
National Rural Police Regional Training Schools as reception centers.”8The
G-2’s Public Safety Division (PSD), under Colonel H. E. Pulliam, already
managed the National Rural Police (NRP) and the municipal police, and the
plan was to use the NRP’s “existing recruiting machinery.”8 Perhaps because
of the PSD’s experience Willoughby was given charge of recruiting, while
he shared the responsibility for selecting the “top leaders for the force” with
General Courtney Whitney of the Government Section.®

Each prefectural NRP headquarters and every local police station became
a recruiting office, and prospective recruits could also pick up forms at any
local government office. The PSD made extensive use of existing police-
recruiting practices, advertising in newspapers, and on radio broadcasts, as
well as with posters (like the one Kashiwagi remembers seeing on a train)
and pamphlets.8 Recruits were given physicals, as well as general knowl-
edge examinations and were interviewed to determine whether or not they
possessed “moderation of thought and action,” as well as “moral character.”8
Recruiting began on August 13 and lasted through September 2, with an
extension on Hokkaido until September 10; 382,003 applied for the 75,000
positions.& Recruits were then shipped to the six regional NRP schools,
where they received their initial training.®

CARBINES ON TRAINS: INITIAL TRAINING
On the same day as the first cohort of NPR recruits entered service, August

23, 1950, the NPR headquarters and the U.S. Advisory Group established
schools, at both Eta Jima, on the grounds of the former Imperial Japanese
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Naval Academy, and on the grounds of the former Camp Hogan, using the
facilities of the former Higher Nautical School. This latter school was thus
co-located with CASA and the NPR headquarters. At Eta Jima courses teach-
ing recruits to become kanbu or “staff ” (as officers in the SDF to this day
are called, eschewing the literal term for commissioned officers, shoko, used
by the IJA and still used by the SDF to refer to officers in other militaries),
were offered, as well as classes on fire arms and other weapons, and com-
munications. At the former Camp Hogan courses on personnel, supply and
management issues were taught. All courses were set up through CASA, with
American instructors using interpreters. In September 1951 a commander’s
course and a bakuryou or primary staff officer course were established, each
five weeks long.&/

Though there was some initial confusion about the role of the National
Rural Police officers on loan at the reception centers—who were to help
train the recruits but who did not understand that role initially@—the
training got underway quickly. At the reception centers the new recruits
received training on “basic riot control,” as well as training on forma-
tions for squad, platoon and company drills.& Moving on to their assigned
camps, the recruits underwent a thirteen-week basic training program
devised by CASA, based on U.S. Army basic training. Training was to be
eight hours a day, six days a week,®and included “Riot and Field Forma-
tions,” “Guard Duty,” “Dismounted Drill,” and “Physical Training and
Strength Test,” among other subjects.5. For dismounted drill the recruits
were trained to conduct “squad, platoon and company drill for foot troops;
[and] ceremonies,” in order to be able “to execute movements . . . with
precision and sharpness.”® Physical training included a “strength course,
combatives, log exercises, 5-mile walk-run, athletics and swimming when
facilities and weather permit.” The objective for physical training was to
“Pass the prescribed physical fitness test,” and sometime between the 8th
and 13th week of training, to be capable “of executing the 5 mile walk and
run in 50 minutes maximum.”3

The most hours in the basic training program were devoted to “Riot and
Field Formations (129 hours),” the scope of which involved “Basic forma-
tions to include movement, control, signals, security, and fire and maneuver
for both Riot Control[,] Domestic Disturbances and Field Combat Forma-
tions.”9% The first week of basic training was to be devoted exclusively to
marksmanship with and the “Knowledge of [the] mechanical operation and
functioning o f’ 30-caliber carbine rifles.% This carbine training was consid-
ered even more imperative for one group of recruits.

Kowalski recounts in Saigunbi that he and CASA were informed in
August the final American division in Japan would be departing from Japan’s
northern-most main island, Hokkaido, in September. The Americans were
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concerned any gap in defensive forces in Hokkaido could invite an invasion
by Soviet troops, perhaps even including Soviet-trained Japanese troops in
their numbers.%

The Far East Command had been concerned about Hokkaido, as a “stra-
tegically vital outpost,” at least since November 1948, when the command
sent a message to Department of the Army requesting reinforcements for
Hokkaido, estimating “an adequate defense force on Hokkaido” at two divi-
sions. I If Soviet-trained Japanese troops seems far-fetched, it was a genuine
concern at the time, based on reports of the USSR positioning former 1JA
troops in “Manchuria or Sakhalin,” for use in an invasion of Japan.®8

It should also be remembered, as of November 1949 the Soviet Union, last
of the Allies to do so, had returned all the Japanese POWs it had admitted to
holding, but this had left, by Japanese records, “which had proved remark-
ably accurate for all other areas,” 315,000 Japanese unaccounted for.® Many
of the former Soviet POWs who had returned had been indoctrinated by the
USSR, and there was precedent for former IJA troops fighting for a commu-
nist cause, as many former Japanese troops had fought on both sides of the
Chinese civil war.1D

Kowalski was ordered to transport 10,000 NPR troops to Hokkaido as
quickly as possible. CASA coordinated private rail cars for the recruits. There
was no time to train these recruits at their induction centers prior to board-
ing the rail cars, so the recruits were instructed on the trains how to care for,
load and aim their carbine rifles, though without ammunition. Kowalski and
other Americans were afraid they might have to use these spare new skills,
with actual ammunition and in actual combat, upon arriving in Hokkaido.1l
Despite the time constraints and many other challenges of making this move
while trying to establish a brand new 75,000-man force, the rail cars holding
the NPR recruits rolled up to their new camps just as the American troops
were departing, with no Soviet threat materializing. 12

Once the individual training for the new recruits had been completed,
by January 1951, the new force moved on to an eighteen-week course of
additional training. The focus of basic training had been individual recruits,
while this follow-on training focused on small units, up to battalion level.
The new training schedule reduced the training week by four hours, but
emphasized night training, mandating “at least” one-third of the training
occur at night (though this night training was not to add to the 44-hour train-
ing week, eight hours a day five days a week and four hours on Saturday).1B
Operations to be taught included “Offensive 