
faces, I felt like running away.  First of all, I’m
sure those friends of mine who are here would
know beforehand what I’m going to talk
about, which would make my presentation
very dull.  But also these are very sharp minds,
and they would know exactly how to attack
me.  But here I am, and there is nothing that I
can do at this moment.

The Whole of Japan Is Confused

Now, the subject matter of my talk today is
Japan in the post-Cold War world.  I remember
the discussion that I had quite recently with a
number of Americans and some Europeans,
who looked all puzzled and asked me what was
going on in Japan.  They all say that what they
see in Japan from outside is very confusing.  I
understand that.  But the fact of the matter is
that it is not only confusing to outsiders, but it’s
also confusing to us in Japan.  To my mind, the
answer to that question is that the whole of
Japan, the Japanese people as a whole, are con-
fused.  That is why it is so confusing when you
look at Japan from outside.

Why is that so?  My basic thesis is that what
has triggered this confusing situation in Japan,
and of which Japan is so confused, is primarily
the demise of the Cold War.  At least it is a
trigger—I don’t mean to say that is the cause,
but certainly it has been a trigger.

The demise of the Cold War has brought about
many things in the whole world. It has changed
the framework of the basic relations between
states. More than that, the whole global situa-
tion has changed, to many countries in the
world or to many peoples in the world.  

The disappearance of the bipolar confronta-
tion has led many people in the United States
and Europe and elsewhere to believe that we
are no longer going to have the stability of the
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Hisashi Owada:  Thank you, John, for your
kind introduction.  Ladies and gentlemen, I am
so happy to be here to share with you my per-
sonal view about the situation of Japan in the
present-day world, in particular, in the context
of the demise of the Cold War.  The time I
have is about thirty to forty minutes. Of 
course it’s not easy; it’s not possible, in fact, to
cover this vast subject in thirty or forty min-
utes.  Therefore, I’m going to be very sketchy
in my presentation, but I’m sure that in the
question and answer period, which constitutes
the substance of the session other than my pre-
liminary introduction, I’m sure you’re going
to ask many questions.

I must disappoint you first of all, by saying that
I’m not going to touch, in my presentation any-
way, upon concrete issues surrounding Japan
that you are most interested in, such as Japan’s
new initiative vis-à-vis the DPRK, or a position
that Japan is going to take or not to take on the
issue of a possible military attack by the United
States on Iraq.  I’m sure you all have come here
with the expectation that those are the kind of
issues that I’m going to talk about.  That’s why
I have to disappoint you beforehand rather than
disappoint you after my presentation is over. As
I said, on the other hand, you are of course free
to ask any question when it comes to the ques-
tion and answer period.

My presentation is going to be a somewhat
sketchy description about what kind of a world
we live in and about what the role of Japan
should be in that world. My presentation
therefore could be somewhat abstract and con-
ceptual rather than concrete.  But I’d like to 
do it in a context which will be as concrete 
as possible.

Before getting into the substance, another
point that I have to make is that I see so many
familiar faces.  When I came in and saw these



bipolar world, the kind of stability which you
may regard as immoral.  Nevertheless, it was
the factor which ensured the stability of the
world.  Yes, the stability was maintained on a
very precarious basis, but it was nonetheless a
kind of stability that came to exist because the
two superpowers knew each other well enough
that they could not really risk a major war.

Now that this situation has disappeared, some
people say that there’s going to be a unipolar
order because one of the two superpowers 
has disappeared and there is only one super-
power.  They argue, therefore, that it is only
logical that there’s going to be a unipolar world.
I don’t believe in that. I think it’s a non sequitur.  

On the other hand, there are other people who
feel, particularly in Europe, that we are getting
back to the old order, the world of a multipo-
lar order.  Of course, they say this with certain
degree of wishful thinking, like the Chinese
for instance.  I don’t believe in that either,
because the world has changed to such an
extent that a multipolar order, in the sense of
an order maintained on the basis of a balance
of power, is no longer feasible.  

A common point, however, is that whether you
believe in a unipolar order or in a multipolar
order, both of the protagonists of the two
extreme views are inclined to think that we are
getting back to the past, because the period of
the Cold War, where a bipolar confrontation
prevailed, was an interregnum and that when
that is over, we will get back to the old frame-
work of things.  To my mind, both are wrong.
The world has changed too much for us to go
back to the world of the old order.

U.S. Tendency Towards 
Isolationist Unilateralism

In the case of the United States, the tendency
is more towards unilateralist rather than
unipolar.  This unilateralism moreover tends to
be more isolationist unilateralism than inter-
ventionist unilateralism.  In this sense my pre-
diction is that this unilateralist approach is

going not so much in the direction of estab-
lishing unilateralist hegemony, as in the direc-
tion of establishing unilateralist isolationism to
issues.  This in fact is in line with the whole tra-
dition of the United States in the foreign policy
arena, where the general trend has always been
isolationist unilateralism in that sense.  That is
to say, the unilateralist trend of the Bush admin-
istration is not to force its own perception of
order upon others in the sense of an interven-
tionist approach, but “to go it alone, as I please”
in the tradition of an isolationist approach.  On
the European side, on the other hand, many of
the European countries, because of their histor-
ical experiences, feel that we are back to an
order based on the balance of power as the only
stable order that can work even today.  

In the past, a basic framework of multipolarity
worked, though in a very precarious way,
because there was a power balance.  In the old
world, there was a degree of homogeneity in
the group of major powers in such a way that
even when they are behaving primarily in pur-
suit of their own national interests their rela-
tively comparable strength cancelled out with
each other and a degree of stability prevailed
as the result.  Eventually, however, such pre-
carious equilibrium could break down. That
was how the First World War started. That 
was how the Second World War started.  There
is an intrinsic danger, therefore, in such a sys-
tem based on a balance of power.  

My own view is that these people on both
sides of the Atlantic forget about the changes
that have come about in the whole world,
namely the process of globalization, as well as
the tremendous imbalance in power possessed
by the United States.  The result is that even
when the Americans insist on their unilateral-
ist approach in an isolationist mode and say “I
will do it, alone, if others are not joining
forces,” this tends to become an intervention-
ist, rule-ignoring unilateralism.  

The difference between the two approaches
comes to very little in a world where the
United States is the only superpower.  What it
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does by way of unilateralist approach in the
present setting, even when it is carried out in an
isolationist mode, would inevitably become
what I would call “global unilateralism,” going
beyond isolationist unilateralism that she intends
to practice.  This situation makes a striking con-
trast to the situation of the immediate postwar
period after the Second World War, where the
United States was inevitably involved in an
exercise of leadership, more in a benign inter -
ventionist mode.  But that was a very different
phenomenon in the sense that it was what I
would describe as “unilateral globalism,” as dis-
tinct from the “global unilateralism” of today.  

Unilateral Globalism vs.
Global Unilateralism

There’s a basic difference between “unilateral
globalism” and “global unilateralism” though
perhaps you might think that this is a pun or a
play on words; in a sense it is a play on words.
But there is an essential difference as concepts
between the two. “Unilateral globalism” is
essentially a globalist approach to issues based
on a global meeting of minds but carried out in
a unilateral way because of the overwhelming
power of the United States to implement such
consensus. Thus her leadership role is accepted
by everyone.  The manner in which the policy
is exercised may appear to be unilateral, but the
substance of the policy is globalism.

By contrast, “global unilateralism” is essen-
tially a unilateralist approach to issues where
there is no meeting of minds on a global basis.
The danger of such global unilateralism is
that, in substance it is unilateralism.  It is an
approach to pursue a value as determined by
the United States, which may not be shared by
other countries. Nevertheless it is applied
globally because the United States has the
power to do that.  This, to my mind, is a very
basic difference between the two concepts.

Global Unilateralism 
No Longer Feasible for U.S.

The present-day reality, however, is that as

you witnessed in the Gulf crisis and as you are
witnessing now in the Iraqi crisis, “global uni-
lateralism” is in fact no longer feasible even
with the unsurpassed might of the United
States.  You might think that these two exam-
ples prove the contrary.  They might appear as
the evidence that the United States has the
power to exercise global unilateralism.  I don’t
think so. The Gulf War was fought with
remarkable financial support of Japan, Saudi
Arabia and other coalition partners.  

Again in the present crisis, the Bush adminis-
tration, in spite of its rhetoric, seems to be try-
ing to avoid a unilateral action, shifting more
towards the policy of cooperation within the
United Nations, as long as the United Nations
can function properly.  It suggests that the
present U.S. administration is conscious of the
fact that the United States has to exercise her
power, however mighty she may be, in such a
way that this exercise of power can be
accepted as an exercise in unilateral globalism
rather than in global unilateralism.

On the other hand, the problem with the pres-
ent situation is that because one of the poles in
the bipolar confrontation, the Soviet Union,
has disappeared, some of the major players are
tempted to feel that they are now free to pur-
sue their own power game, in very much the
same way that they were doing so in the 19th
century Europe or in the first half of the 20th
century in the world of a multipolar order.
Paradoxically, in this new post-Cold War
order, many major powers may feel that such
danger as existed in the balance of power sys-
tem no longer exists, because there is the
United States who, at the end of the day when
worse comes to the worst, will take the whole
situation in her hands to settle the matter.  In
the meanwhile, they can afford to pursue their
own parochial interest, while leaving the final
responsibility of maintaining the world order
upon the shoulder of the only superpower.  

I feel that this is exactly what is happening in
the present Iraqi crisis.  I was at the United
Nations until several years ago. When, in
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1998, the first major crisis surrounding 
the issue of Iraqi non-compliance with the
Security Council resolutions imposed upon
Iraq at the conclusion of the Gulf War came to
the focus of attention in the Security Council,
I was witness to the behavior of some of the
major powers in the Security Council who
were acting in such a way as if there were
nothing wrong or dangerous about the behav-
ior of Saddam Hussein when he was evidently
trying everything to evade compliance with
the relevant Security Council resolutions.  

At the same time, these major powers were in
effect counting on an eventual intervention by
the United States to redress the situation, if
worse should come to the worst.  I believe that
this is the kind of temptation which can come
into play also nowadays in relation to the
behavior of some of the principal members of
the Security Council.  That is the kind of dan-
ger that the present international system has to
face, as long as it has to work on the basis of
an imperfect system of pax consortis, which
can stand only on the premise—not always
guaranteed—that every major player will
cooperate in unity.

Where is Japan in this whole picture, espe-
cially against the background of such a world
situation and in the present state of interna-
tional order?  The demise of the Cold War has
brought about a new situation also to Japan.  It
has offered an opportunity to Japan as a candi-
date for this pax consortis to act more proac-
tively in the field of foreign affairs.  When I
was Vice Minister for Foreign Affairs in
Tokyo and later Permanent Representative of
Japan to the United Nations, I personally tried
to move Japan in this direction, so that Japan
could be a useful partner in our joint efforts for
constructing and consolidating a new order
based on what I have described as pax consor-
tis, i.e. the coalition of the major countries
which are willing and capable to work for
maintaining international order in this new sit-
uation.  I felt in those days that it was the only
viable way of maintaining the precarious order
of the post-Cold War situation.

Japan’s Unique Challenge

Unfortunately for Japan, however, the period
of the Cold War has left a special legacy to
Japan, which presents a challenge when Japan
tries to carry out this task in being proactive in
the field of foreign affairs—a challenge
unique to Japan which no other country in
Europe or the United States had to face at the
demise of the Cold War.  This is the main
theme I would like now to turn to.

What is this unique challenge?  For many
countries in Europe or for the United States,
the period of the Cold War was a period of
transition, which came in by way of ”an aber-
ration,” to interrupt the main current of history
running through the periods before the Cold
War and after the Cold War.  By contrast, how-
ever, for the postwar Japan, the Cold War
period provided an essential framework in
which a new Japan of the post-World War II
was forged and in which the basic stance of
her foreign policy was shaped. With the
demise of the Cold War, Japan has come to
cope with this legacy of the past.  

Let me try to depict three salient points.  The
first is that the Cold War came about as the
framework that forged the basic posture of the
postwar Japan in the world, coming as it did
immediately after the shattering defeat of Japan
in the Second World War.  The impact of the
defeat of Japan in the Second World War is
something which has not been fully appreciated
in the outside world.  In fact, the end of the war
created a situation in which the whole nation
had to suffer from a psychological trauma.  It
was not only a political trauma, but also a psy-
chological trauma of the first degree.  The
defeat meant a total collapse of the whole sys-
tem of governance, together with all the values
that had supported this system of governance in
which people had laid their total faith and devo-
tion, which came to be shattered to pieces.  Out
of the blue, the whole nation was told that the
entire value system that they had believed in as
the spiritual pillar of the nation had been false
and that they should now disown it.  
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It would not be difficult to understand that
under such circumstances, the whole genera-
tion that formed the nucleus of Japanese soci-
ety in those days became nihilist in a basic
sense.  They could not believe in any value
system anymore.  As a result of this nihilistic
outlook, some became cynics, while others
became opportunists.  Even now, you could
point to some older politicians belonging to
this generation who typically exemplify this
legacy of the past.  Thus the period of the Cold
War, which coincided with this shattering
experience of Japan, left an indelible imprint
upon the national psyche of Japan, from which
the present-day Japan cannot as yet be com-
pletely free.

“Mini-Cold War” Within Japan

Secondly, the arrival of the Cold War in the
world arena produced in the Japan of that
period, which was still suffering from a spiri-
tual vacuum that I have just described what I
would describe as a “mini-Cold War” within
Japan.  The fact that the conclusion of the San
Francisco Peace Treaty of 1951 coincided
with the outbreak of the Cold War was deci-
sive in this respect. The peace of San
Francisco—in itself a very wise decision from
an overall point of view—was a very contro-
versial decision in the societal context of
Japan of the day, in the sense that it had the
effect of throwing Japan into the camp of the
free world.  

Against the background of the prevailing
national psyche as described above, the con-
clusion of the San Francisco Peace Treaty,
which brought Japan into the alliance relation-
ship with the United States, inevitably led
Japan into a state of confusion, dividing the
whole country into mutually hostile camps.
Thus the Cold War came to be “internalized”
in the form of a “mini-Cold War” within Japan.

As an integral part of this whole picture, it was
inevitable that the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty
should become a highly controversial issue.
While the conclusion of the U.S.-Japan

Security Treaty at that juncture must have
been a very wise decision from an objective
point of view, it was seen by some in Japan as
a tool for the United States to force her will
upon an unprepared Japan.  The government
did not really try hard to achieve a degree of
national consensus.  This probably would have
been difficult in any case, but this absence of
national consensus at the starting point had its
after-effects for a number of years.  You will
recall that the occasion of the revision of the
Security Treaty in 1960, which in effect was a
great improvement over the original treaty,
developed into a riot, resulting in the downfall
of the Kishi government which forced the rat-
ification of the revised treaty.

This mini-Cold War, or the ideological strug-
gle between the East and the West, went on
within Japan throughout the Cold War period.
Uncompromising confrontation in the Diet
between the LDP, which always managed to
remain in power and came growingly to get
degenerated by savoring power, and the JSP,
which never came to power and thus never
grew up to a responsible opposition, did not
provide a fertile ground for the political matu-
rity which was badly needed in this nascent
nation.  In this situation, there was little room
for a genuine policy debate. The Socialists
were constantly raising objections to all the
things that the government was doing, while
praising all the things that the Soviet Union
was professing.  

At the same time, the Liberal Democrats were
defending all the things that the United States
was doing, including the Vietnam War. In this
situation of the mini-Cold War fought on the
domestic front, one would expect that the
political debate in the Diet, where confronta-
tion and unilateral action was the rule of the
game, was completely futile. 

It would be easy to see in this situation that
when the Cold War framework disappeared in
the world, the framework for the mini-Cold
War in Japan had also to go.  But more impor-
tantly, together with it, the whole political
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structure had to undergo a radical change.
That was the basis on which the 1993 political
upheaval came, when the LDP rule fell for the
first time in the postwar history of Japan,
being replaced by the new Hosokawa govern-
ment, putting an end to the “1955 Regime.”  It
was very much the same kind of development
as the one that the demise of the Cold War
brought about in Europe.  In effect, the change
in the world situation brought about the
demise of the mini-Cold War within Japan.  

However, this change in the world political
scene not only destroyed the Socialist Party,
which had to disintegrate itself in very much
the same way as the Soviet Union disinte-
grated, but also shook the LDP, which had
been relying heavily upon the traditional strata
of society and taking for granted the political
framework of the Cold War.  Through the long
years of staying in power on a continuing
basis, a triangular coalition among the politi-
cal circle in power, the bureaucracy and the
big business is said to have taken firm roots as
the hotbed for the monopoly of power.  All this
has had to change in the course of the process
for societal transformation taking place in
Japan under the impact of the demise of the
Cold War.  

Japanese Were Living in a Dream World

The third point is that during the Cold War
period, the Japanese got accustomed to live in
a dream world—or if you like, in a world of
virtual reality.  Through the combination of a
number of factors, the Japanese people had
succeeded in creating for themselves what I
would describe as a psychological cocoon,
secluding themselves from the realities of the
outside world.  It was a very snug, comfortable
environment to be in, because the people of
Japan did not have to think about the external
threats to Japan as real threats.  

The typical mantra went like this: we the
Japanese are a peace-loving people; we are
praying for peace; we are resolved not to dis-
turb peace of other people; thus, “all is right

with the world.” On the basis of this litany,
cynicism and opportunism born out of the
postwar nihilism that I was talking about
became very strongly rooted in the minds of
the people throughout this postwar period of
Cold War confrontation.

In this situation, quite inevitably as its result, a
new cult came to develop in the postwar
Japan—it is interesting to see that something
similar also happened in Germany to a certain
extent—the cult that the only thing you can
keep, in your nihilism born out the total col-
lapse of your own value system, is the belief in
what you can lay your hands on, i.e. a belief in
material prosperity. It was natural for the
Japan of those days to believe in material
prosperity, if only because it was necessary for
recovering from the devastation of the war and
for reconstructing a new Japan.  However, it
was much more than that; it was the only thing
that you with all your nihilism could believe in
as something tangible: tango ergo est.

Pursuit of Economic Prosperity

Thus the pursuit of economic prosperity
became the only clearly identifiable value for
Japan to pursue on which a national consensus
came to be forged.  I still remember vividly the
time when I was a junior member of the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, my colleagues in
the ministry—and these were not people in the
media who could be much more affected by
that mood—used to claim that the whole of
diplomacy in the postwar Japan could be char-
acterized in one word, i.e. “economic diplo-
macy”—the pursuit of economic wealth.  There
was nothing else in the minds of these young
elites of the foreign service establishment of
Japan as the goal of diplomacy of Japan.

This psychological cocoon in which the Japan
of the Cold War period smugly secluded her-
self from the outside realities of the world,
came abruptly to an end with the demise of the
Cold War.  It would be easy to see that this
new situation came as a shock on the minds of
many Japanese.  In a sense, the Japanese were
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thrown out into the harsh environment of the
real world, with no clear sense of orientation.
I am obviously exaggerating in saying this, but
figuratively speaking this was more or less
what people felt when the Cold War came to
an end.  People have since been confused as to
what exactly to do.

Perhaps a word of caution is needed here.  To
be more precise, it may not be quite accurate
to say that all of this did come about all of a
sudden with the demise of the Cold War. I
talked about the mini-Cold War that had been
going on in Japan for many years.  However,
it was also like the East-West confrontation in
the real world, where the West gradually came
to overwhelm the East. The Cold War in 
Japan was also somewhat like that. In the
immediate postwar period, the whole country
was totally polarized, in the societal sense and
especially in the intellectual domain.  In the
field of education, for instance, the whole edu-
cational system of Japan was dominated by the
influence of the Japan Federation of the
Teachers Union (Nikkyoso) which was prima-
rily controlled by Communists and their affil-
iates, who were the outgrowth of the postwar
nihilism that I mentioned earlier.

Negation of Past Values

The so-called “pacifist education” was prac-
ticed everywhere all over the country, and the
government could not do much about it.  The
whole thrust of this education consisted in the
rejection of the past in its entirety. In fact,
somewhat paradoxically, this new ideology of
total negation of all past value system came to
gain the place of orthodoxy as the only valid
system of the postwar Japan.

However, in due course, as Japan restored her
sense of balance, such a total negation of the
past of Japan could not but create a counter
reaction to it. Gradually people began to 
wonder whether the teaching of history that
consisted in the total rejection of everything of
the past of Japan was truly the right approach
to history.  It was a reaction to this excessively

revisionist postwar education that led to an
emotional outburst of the “neo-revisionists”
who started to raise their voices against 
the so-called “masochistic historiography”
(Jigyaku shikan) that we now witness in the
post-Cold War Japan. I believe it is this
“resentiment” to the postwar revision of his-
tory that lies behind the phenomenon of what
appears to be rising tide of neonationalism in
Japan as we witness in the textbook issue.

This neonationalism which is rising in Japan is
thus essentially an emotional reaction to the
tendentious approach to the history of Japan
that had been going on in the postwar period,
and as such basically defensive in nature.  It
can be described as “wounded nationalism” as
some would put it. It may not be a healthy 
type of nationalism which should reflect a
newly found national pride in what Japan has
achieved. Nevertheless, it is nothing more
than a reaction against what has been distorted
in the postwar Japan through the postwar revi-
sionist approach to the past.

As I stated, the textbook issue is a typical
manifestation of this emotional reaction.  Let
me make it clear that I am not a protagonist of
this neo-revisionist school of history which
tries to engage in the praise of the past of
Japan.  While I am in principle against this
attempt to rewrite history, which could fall
into the same pitfalls that the postwar revi-
sionist school of history had fallen to the detri-
ment of postwar Japan’s credibility in the
world, I can understand why this new wave
has had to come about and why this can get
such a strong support among a broad segment
of the public in Japan now.  

It is not that people are embracing in toto what
some of the authors of these neo-revisionist
textbooks are trying to advocate; it is primarily
a normal reaction to the distortion of the past
that had gone into the works of the postwar
revisionists in the form of a total negation of
what had been the orthodoxy, a total rejection
of everything that Japan has done in the past.
People justifiably question that such approach
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has indeed been one true to history.  In their
search for a new national identity of Japan,
people in Japan feel that certain legitimate
aspects of the past have to be restored back in
a more balanced way.

The problem here is that a very interesting
alliance has developed as a result between
those who have a legitimate claim to restore a
balance by trying to be objective without
intending to revive the old prewar ultranation-
alistic values, and some of those neo-national-
ists who try to revive the old prewar values in
toto. They have come to form a common
alliance, to the extent that the postwar revi-
sionists who were engaged in the total rejection
of all the past values have been wrong.  That is
the background against which this textbook
issue has come to be entangled with politics.

If you understand all these complexities cre-
ated in the aftermath of the war, you will bet-
ter appreciate that Japan at this moment is in a
very difficult situation, as far as the national
psyche is concerned.  Of course, the economic
difficulties that Japan is experiencing is no
help either; it is in fact an added aggravating
factor to this confusion, in the sense that if the
economy were going well, people could feel a
little more confident about themselves and
their own future.  As long as you can have
faith in your future, all these difficulties—
societal, political and psychological—that I
have talked about may be something that can
be easily overcome or at least set aside.  But
when the economy is going down, it aggra-
vates the psychic situation of the people.

Looking at the present situation of Japan in
this overall context, I believe that there are
three factors that have been critical in creating
the present confusion of Japan at this moment.
One is the demise of the Cold War and its
impact.  On this I have already described in
some detail.

Arrival of the Age of Globalization

Another is the arrival of the age of globaliza-

tion.  It is not sufficiently well appreciated to
my mind that this factor is affecting the eco-
nomic scene of Japan in a much more funda-
mental way than the impact of recession in the
business cycle.  In fact, I would submit that
this problem is much more fundamental and
difficult to deal with, as it is inseparably
linked with the way in which Japan has been
carrying out her process of modernization in a
much broader context of history. What I 
mean to say is that the whole process of mod-
ernization of Japan, starting with the Meiji
Restoration and the period which followed
since that time, may have been “a miracle”
only in a mundane sense.  

It is true that the process of modernization of
Japan since the Meiji period has succeeded in
making Japan a modern state.  All this process
of modernization since the late 19th century,
however, has been taking place in the context
of a constantly growing Japan in a benign
environment, except perhaps for the period
between 1930s and 1940s, when the world
depression of the 1930s involved the nascent
economy of Japan in the whirlwind. It is
well-known that the economic havoc which
hit Japan was at least one of the major factors
which brought Japan under the influence of
reactionary fundamentalism and led her to the
sway of totalitarianism and eventually to the
Second World War.  

Except for this brief period, however, the
whole process of modernization of Japan,
including the process of its postwar recon-
struction, has been achieved smoothly in the
context of an uninterrupted linear growth of
Japan in economic terms.  This, however, may
have been a “blessing in disguise” in the
reverse sense.  It could be argued that because
of this benign environment, many of the fun-
damental characteristics of the pre-modern
Japan, which Japan would have had to tackle
as unfit remnants of its pre-modern society in
the process of modernization, have not been
seriously addressed and have been left essen-
tially as they had been in the pre-moderniza-
tion Japan.  
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The essence of this pre-modern Japan as soci-
ety consists in the fact that it is a society built
and brought to its perfection on an entirely
closed circuit system.  The process of modern-
ization of Japan since the Meiji period was no
more than an attempt to graft a new olive
branch of modern technological civilization on
to the traditional pine tree firmly rooted in this
closed circuit system, rather than an attempt to
replace the old pine by a new olive tree.

Perhaps this statement is a little too abstract.
Let me give you some example.  There is a
famous Japanese traditional institution called
dango widely practiced in the area of eco-
nomic activities. Dango is a conspiracy in 
economic activities in the anti-trust sense,
where the parties who are involved in a com-
petitive situation conspire with each other to
work out a common understanding in which
all of them share some profit, to the exclusion
of those who are not included in that conspir-
acy.  This clearly is against the basic concept
of fair competition.  But this conventional
practice had been going on for many years in
traditional Japan, in a closed circuit system
that had been Japanese society.

Closed Circuit Society

The basic premise for such an institution to
work is that the society in question forms a
closed circuit—closed circuit as the term is
used in electrical physics.  In physics, a system
which operates on 100 voltage can constitute a
self-contained system that can function per-
fectly well, as long as it is not connected with
other systems which operate on a different
voltage. As long as it forms a separate
self-contained circuit, operating independ-
ently with other circuits, it can coexist side by
side with other systems without causing any
problem.  In fact, it is difficult to say that a
system operating on 200 voltage is a better
system than a system operating on 100 volt-
age.  However, the moment you try to connect
this system operating on a closed circuit sys-
tem of 100 voltage with another system oper-
ating on a different principle, say 200 voltage,

the problem arises. Unless you take care, 
there will be a shortening of the circuit, result-
ing in the explosion of the system.

Japan for many years has been a secluded
island country, not just during the 200-odd
year period when Japan literally closed herself
to the outside world through the official policy
of sakoku.  Even before that, Japan had long
been a society having a harmonious life of its
own as a self-contained unit, more or less
secluded from other neighboring societies.  In
that sense it formed a closed circuit.  As a
closed circuit, Japan had succeeded in creating
a remarkably equitable society, putting socie-
tal priority to the maintenance of “harmony”
(wa) of society as a whole.  When you have
society of this kind, it is natural for each con-
stituent member to live together as society on
the basis of harmony, trying to adjust his/her
respective interests subject to the general wel-
fare of that society.

The institution of dango comes right into this
picture.  It is a device to achieve “harmony” in
the process of deciding on the question of who
gets a contract among the competing bidders
by making a prior informal arrangement
among the participants in the tender, so that
they may have a lion’s share in the profit
through the mechanism of dango among all
the participants.  To the extent that you could
work out a solution which would satisfy
everyone’s desire by half, so the argument
goes, it could be a better system than a system
where a certain member of the group would
get a full satisfaction, while other members
would get nothing.  As long as everyone gets a
certain share on an equitable basis, everyone 
is happy.

“Harmonious Society” 
Before Modernization

To sum up, this is the essence of “harmonious
society” that used to prevail in Japan before its
modernization. The modernization process
based on its belief in rationalism would have
dealt a fatal blow to this institution, because it
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would go against the rule of rationalism in the
western sense, in as much as it would kill the
spirit of free competition.  In Japan through
the process of modernization it has not,
because the economy has constantly been
growing.  While the pie is growing, there is no
urge for dealing with that problem.  It is only
now, that all of a sudden you are faced with a
totally novel situation.  It is the reality of glob-
alization, in which the pie may still be grow-
ing, but in which you have to compete in the
open, on a level playing field, in the presence
of outsiders in a global market. 

The Americans used to criticize Japan for
keeping the market closed to the Americans or
to the foreigners, in order to favor the
Japanese.  That was not quite accurate.  Yes,
Japan may have been closed to those
Americans who asked for equal opportunity
for competition, but they were shut out not
because they were Americans, not because
they were foreigners, but because they were
outsiders. Japanese outsiders in Japan were
also excluded in this kind of a system.

It is clear that globalization forces Japan to
face this new situation squarely and engage in
her structural reform as society, in order to
survive and prosper in this new environment.
The challenge of the structural reform in the
economic area to my mind lies precisely in
this point.  I do not share the conventional
view held by many in Japan that the economic
reform that Japan has now to tackle concerns
the technical question of how to overcome the
impact of cyclical economic recession that is
currently hitting Japan, through such measures
as the rationalization of the production lines,
the revision of the salary scale, the introduc-
tion of the lay-off system, or the abolition 
of the life employment system, although this
last point may be very much a part of the 
problems that come with the closed-circuit
system.  

While all these issues clearly have to be
addressed by the Japanese business as short
term measures to be taken in the context of 

the recession now hitting Japan in business
cycle, it is my view that there is a much more
fundamental problem that we have to face in
the context of globalization. It is that we can 
no longer maintain the remnants of a closed
circuit in Japan with all that it implies.
Otherwise you cannot compete on the global
market.

This is an extremely difficult task.  You cannot
expect the change to happen in a day or even
in one year.  It may take years, because it has
to involve the fundamental mindset of people
and society. I’m sure that eventually the
Japanese will succeed in overcoming this fun-
damental problem as well, but it will take time.
The critical question is whether they can com-
pete with the speed of the changes which are
taking place so rapidly in the global market.

Japanese Are Prepared to Adapt
Themselves to a New Situation

When you look at all these things, inevitably
you may become pessimistic about your
future.  That, to my mind, is the source of the
present confused state in which the Japanese
find themselves.  Maybe I have been sounding
more pessimistic than I should be, because I
have been focusing on pointing to the problem
areas.  Naturally, there are certain bright areas
also.  For instance, the demise of the Cold War
has brought about a new situation where the
Japanese have finally been exposed to the out-
side world in the true sense of the word.  They
have become keenly conscious of the prob-
lems they have.  They are no longer secluded
in the psychological cocoon.  With the ability
of the Japanese, as it has been demonstrated in
the past, they will be prepared to adapt them-
selves to the new situation. The basic problem,
however, is whether there is time enough for
the necessary changes and whether there is 
a political will to go through with them 
with resolve.

Let me state by way of a conclusion that this
last point is the most difficult problem that
Japan faces at present.  The political system,
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or to put it more precisely, the political culture
that we have in Japan is the most problematic
part of the whole picture.  And the mindset of
many of the people in the political world of
Japan is so hopelessly outdated, being tied
with the vested interests of the past and insen-
sitive to the new problems that globalization is
posing by way of a gigantic challenge.  I am
convinced that it is this political factor that
forms the critical factor on which the future of
Japan will hinge.

Q&A

John Ikenberry:  We have a little less than an
hour for discussion.  If I may take the first
question, you’re clearly worried about Japan
and sketched a picture of a kind of national
identity crisis.  The shock of the end of the
Cold War, the cocoon that Japan was in is no
longer a way of existing without the Cold War,
globalization, economic malaise. Your very
interesting discussion of kind of neonational-
ism.  You see a kind of national psychological
kind of process that’s going on in Japan,
searching for a new identity.

My question is, can that new post-Cold War
Japanese identity be discovered and fashioned
in a way that does not entail a rupture of rela-
tions with the United States?  Or to put it dif-
ferently, does in fact Japan need to radically
reshift its relationship with the United States,
to assert its independence, to carve out a
national identity and a foreign policy without
playing this junior role with the United States,
to succeed in discovering that new post-Cold
War national identity?

Secondly, can that new national identity be
what I think you would want it to be—can it
be a kind of liberal internationalist, a nontradi-
tional nationalist identity? Can it involve
attaching notions of human security and a
multilateral international role for Japan?  Or
does that new national identity need to be
more traditional?

Owada: Thank you, John, for your very

incisive questions.  Both are extremely impor-
tant questions, and difficult ones to answer,
because they relate to the future and I cannot
predict what’s going to happen to Japan with
any degree of certainty.

The first point I would like to make on your
first question, though, is that as President
Reagan said, it takes two to tango.  I think that
the point you make is a function not only of
what Japan is going to evolve into, but also a
function of how the outside world, including
the United States, is going to behave vis-à-vis
Japan.

I think it’s very important, from that point of
view, for the United States to take two
approaches.  One is to take an enlightened out-
look towards the world, especially toward the
problem of the management of the world, in a
way which would be in consonance with what
I described as pax consortis rather than the
world of global unilateralism.  If the United
States were to go in a direction of global uni-
lateralism, she will antagonize the whole
world including Western Europe, although I
have my own reservations about the somewhat
irresponsible way that some Western European
countries are playing their own games on their
own narrow national interests.  Thus, I think
it’s going to be counterproductive for the inter-
ests of the United States for her to go in that
direction.  But it is more than that.  To limit the
discussion to our bilateral relations, if the
United States behaves in an unfortunate way,
and if that kind of global unilateralism is going
to be applied to Japan, I think the Japanese
reaction to it is going to have negative impacts
upon our bilateral relations.  

On the other hand, there is a problem on the
Japanese side also. I think that it’s very 
important for the people in Japan to be made
more aware of the realities of the international
environment in which they live, that is to say,
the environment in which not just the pursuit
of your national interest is going to be the 
rule of the game, but in which the very con-
cept of national interest should include a much
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wider area of cooperation with the outside
world.  That is going to be very important 
to Japan.  

Young Turks Support Recognition of Japan
in Return for ODA

If you look, for example, at the problem of
ODA (official development assistance), there’s
a growing outcry against it in Japan, particu-
larly among the young Turks in the political
circle.  And this is very worrying, because they
claim that Japan is spending a lot of money,
more than any other country—although quite
recently the United States has overtaken
Japan—in the official development assistance
area, without getting any quid pro quo. By
quid pro quo, they mean something in return
for the money.  They claim that ODA should
serve the enhancement in the national power
and prestige of Japan in the political area, like
the United Nations Security Council, and that
a greater degree of appreciation should be
forthcoming from the recipient community for
what Japan is doing.

I think this is a dangerous trend, although I am
certainly a protagonist for the view—and not
only a protagonist, I have been campaigning
for it—that Japan should get into the Security
Council on a permanent basis.  Nevertheless,
my point is that getting into the Security
Council on a permanent basis is important for
Japan not as a goal in itself, but because it will
give Japan a forum in which Japan can do
things that Japan would like to do in the area
of maintenance of world order.  The seat is not
to be sought for the purpose of satisfying her
vanity to be recognized as one of the great
powers in the world and of demonstrating
Japan’s prestige in the world.  Unfortunately,
there is a lot of that element in the argument of
opinion leaders in Japan, including some
young political leaders.

In the official development assistance area, 
the tendency in Japan is twofold.  One is the
argument that we in Japan have been paying
too much, where others are not doing enough.

When Japan herself is in a very difficult eco-
nomic situation, why should we spend our
own money to help others?  After all, we the
Japanese ourselves are suffering from eco-
nomic difficulties.

The other argument is that if we offer assis-
tance, it should be made more visible.
Figuratively, they claim that the Japanese flag
should be more visible.  Again, this is a very
short-sighted argument, because what you are
doing should not be for the purpose of demon-
strating that this is done by Japan, and that the
flag is there.  I think we should do it because
Japan believes it is a good thing.  The reward
that you will be getting in terms of the grati-
tude expressed to Japan is a vicarious product
of that process.  I believe the present thought
process in Japan is upside-down.

Need for Further Reflection and Education
on Part of Japanese People

So on Japan’s side, quite clearly there is a need
for much further reflection and education on
the part of the people.  But what I worry about
is not so much the people in general.  I’m very
much heartened by my experience in teaching
at Waseda University, where young students I
am exposed to are much more idealistic than
their older generations.  The people who now
dominate Japan in their fifties and forties and
even sixties, on the other hand, are more
affected by the postwar education that I talked
about.  By comparison, the younger genera-
tion, the students that I meet at the universi-
ties, are the kind of people who have some
ambivalence and even skepticism about the
way of life that they have been brought up
with during the period of high affluence.  I
think this is an encouraging sign.

I’m not too much worried about people in gen-
eral, but I’m more worried about some vocal
politicians.  I take exception to some in the
United States who say that young politicians
in Japan are more vocal and more articulate
and more proactive and that therefore they are
more to be relied upon.  I don’t dispute that.
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But being vocal, being articulate and being
proactive do not necessarily mean that they are
moving in the right direction.  I have my wor-
ries that some of these young politicians are
getting more nationalistic in the narrow sense
of the word.

Questioner: Thank you very much, Ambas-
sador Owada.  It’s good to see you again.  I
have a question about how you’re going to
view the world if the United States attacks
Iraq.  The reason is simply that many people,
including Henry Kissinger, pointed out that
changing the notion of the principle since
Westphalia.  You are an international legalist
and how the probable U.S. attack on Iraq and
the Bush administration’s new doctrine, pre-
emptive strike, the reason for the regime
change or proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction, would affect.  It’s a very difficult
question, and I’m very wondering and puz-
zled, I appreciate if you could share some
insight with us.

Owada:  Thank you for your admitting that it
is a difficult question.  I don’t have to say that
since you have said it.  

It’s not a difficult question politically, but it’s
a complicated issue from a legal point of view.
First of all, let me say that the simplistic
understanding that the use of force is prohib-
ited by Article 2, paragraph 4, of the Charter
with the exception of Article 51 of the Charter,
could be quite misleading if it were applied in
a very literal, static way.

The whole question of the relationship of
Article 2, paragraph 4, and Article 51, has
evolved in the context of a long history of the
development concerning the doctrine of the
use of force. Up until 1928, when the
Kellogg-Briand Pact was concluded, the use of
force had not been illegal.  It had been accepted
as the last resort for settling international dis-
putes.  As Clausewitz said, war was an exten-
sion of diplomacy through different means.

That situation changed with the growth of the

consciousness of mankind that war is immoral
and, that—and this is an important point—it
should be replaced by an effective system of
collective security.  In other words, this devel-
opment is based on the notion that interna-
tional society should be organized more like
domestic society, where the central authority
takes the power to employ force into its own
hands and monopolizes the use of force in
order to maintain social order. Within this
framework of such institutionalization of
power by the central authority, private revenge
and the individual use of force have come to
be prohibited in domestic society.

The development of the international commu-
nity also has been going on in that direction.
The prohibition of the use of force except in
self-defense has been promoted in the same
context of the growth in an effective system 
of collective security, as exemplified in
Chapter VII of the Charter.  During the Cold
War, however, this system of collective secu-
rity did not work, because of the existence of
confrontation between the two camps.

Essential for Major Powers to Cooperate
to Maintain International Peace

Now, that situation is over.  The new situation
brings us back to the point I made earlier, that
in order for this system to work, it is
absolutely essential for the major powers,
especially the permanent members of the
Security Council, to cooperate with each other
for the maintenance of international peace and
security, in the context of the maintenance of
international order. That is the basis of
pax consortis that I talked about.

However, when some of the members do not
try to cooperate on this basis and use their veto
power for reasons which are totally alien to the
need for the maintenance of international
order, like the pursuit of their parochial,
national interest, then the whole system col-
lapses.  Therefore one has to keep in mind the
point that the degree to which the effectiveness
of the non-use of force is to be implemented is
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functional upon the effective functioning of the
system of collective security.

Of course when the Bush administration
people say that they are not going to the
United Nations, and that they are going to do
the work by themselves because it is a case of
self-defense, it is difficult to accept this in the
sense that they are not really trying to make use
of the collective security system which could
work, or at least might work.  To say that this
is not going to work without first testing is not
appropriate.  This is my basic criticism about
the Kosovo intervention by NATO in 1999.
NATO said as the justification of its unilateral
use of force that there was going to be a
Russian veto in any case and that therefore
they were not going to the United Nations.

But how do you know without trying?  If they
went to the Security Council and Russia did
exercise the veto, then they might be more jus-
tified in going to strike Kosovo by themselves.
But they did not even try.  My guess is that if
they tried hard, they may well have succeeded
in carrying the Security Council.  I have some
good reasons for saying that. But setting
Kosovo aside, I am glad to see that in this
present situation the Bush administration
appears, as of now, to go in the direction of
using the Security Council.  If they did not
succeed in the Security Council, then the
rationale of Article 51 of the Charter could be
more persuasively pursued.

Legality of Pre-emptive Attack

It has been declared that a pre-emptive attack
is illegal under the doctrine of self-defense.
However, what constitutes a pre-emptive
attack in this sense is something much more
complicated than its simplistic formulation
suggests.  Each case has to be judged in its
context. For example, in the League of
Nations Japan tried to justify her intervention
and invasion into Manchuria in 1931 on the
basis of the doctrine of self-defense, but this
was not accepted by the League of Nations—I
believe quite justifiably.  It is in principle true

that a pre-emptive attack, when it does not
involve an imminent danger that leaves 
no choice of means to avert it, cannot be 
justified.  

But what is an imminent danger in this sense
is something you have to judge in a concrete
context, in a concrete situation, keeping all the
factors in view.  After all, the classic doctrine
of self-defense developed from what came to
be known as the “Caroline incident.”  This was
a dispute in 1837 between the United States
and Great Britain involving a vessel called the
“Caroline,” moored on the U.S. side of the
river on the U.S.-Canadian border, on which
rebels were getting together to attack the
Canadian territory on the other side of the
river. The British forces embarked on an
attack on them to destroy the rebels on the 
vessel in the American territory. The U.S. 
government protested to this as an incursion
on its territorial sovereignty.

The then Secretary of State Webster defined
the justifiability of self-defense on the basis
that the coming attack is so imminent as not to
leave any choice of means.  He did not use the
word “pre-emptive,” but in this case an attack
before the other side actually initiated the
process of launching its attack was thought to
be justified.  We have to judge the application
of the doctrine of self-defense under Article 51
of the Charter in its proper context of the
“Caroline” case, particularly taking in view the
degree of development of modern weapons.

Role of Self-Defense Forces 
in Post-Cold War

Questioner:  I have a question for you about
the role of the self-defense forces in the
post-Cold War context. After all, the Cold 
War is over.  It is often said that the intensity
of regional threats to the Japanese has intensi-
fied, coming from the Korean Peninsula in the
form of WMD as well as missile threats, and
also from uncertainty and instabilities in the
Taiwan Straits. With the self-defense forces
being a military tool for self-defense for
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Japan, I would like to hear your opinion about
the role of self-defense forces for the future.

Owada: I think there are two different 
questions to answer, or two different areas to
deal with in answering that one question.  One
is the policy question of what role or what
possible role of the Self-Defense Force of
Japan (JSDF) should be in the maintenance of
stability in East Asia in general.  The other is
the legal question of what is the permissible
role assignable to the JSDF, not from a mili-
tary point of view, but from a legal point of
view, i.e. the question of what the JSDF can do
within the domestic legal framework of Japan
as the Constitution stands now.

The answer to this first question is obvious.
There is a very important potential role that
the JSDF could play, in particular in the area
of participating in U.N. peacekeeping opera-
tions especially in East Asia, or of cooperating
in the situation of an international coalition for
action authorized by the United Nations to
maintain international peace and security.
This would be the case, for example, with the
situation in East Timor or in Afghanistan, etc.
Incidentally, I believe that the activities of the
JSDF in the recent Afghan crisis have been a
laudable undertaking, but they should be dis-
tinguished from the roles that the JSDF play 
in the implementation of the U.S.-Japan
Security Treaty.

The U.S.-Japan Security Treaty has its own
limited scope of application in that it is an
arrangement for the defense of Japan and the
maintenance of security in the surrounding
area, namely the Far East.  It cannot extend
beyond that, however desirable that may be.
So what has happened in the Afghan situation
is something different from the implementa-
tion of the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty.  This
should not be confused with the activities
under the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty.

Coming back to your question, I think the
activities of the JSDF in the Afghan situation
have been legitimate activities on the part of

Japan, in the sense that Japan has been coop-
erating with the decision of the Security
Council of the United Nations for the mainte-
nance of peace and security in that part of the
world against international terrorism.  That is
my first point.

The second question is a more delicate one
touching on the limit of constitutionality of the
JSDF.  Some opposition parties and particu-
larly the Socialists have long questioned such
activities of the JSDF on the ground that they
were contrary to Article 9 of the Constitution.
This is an argument that is separate from the
argument de lege ferenda, namely the question
as to whether it is desirable or undesirable to
enable them to engage in such activities by
revising the Constitution.  On the other hand,
the present question is one which belongs to
the area de lege lata, i.e. the question of inter-
pretation of the existing law.

The government has taken the position,
endorsed by the Supreme Court in the
Sunakawa case, that the existence of the JSDF
cannot be said to be a violation of Article 9 of
the Constitution. But on what ground the
Court based its judgment is not quite clear,
inasmuch as the Supreme Court simply stated
that the issue of constitutionality of the JSDF
was a political question to be left to the realm
of the political branch of the government.  The
argument was that since the Diet approved the
creation of the JSDF, it would be inappropriate
for the Supreme Court to get into the constitu-
tionality of that question.

On this logic, if the legal basis of the role of
the JSDF is strictly confined to the defense of
Japan when Japan is attacked, then there is
very limited room for the JSDF to play an
international role which would go beyond the
one that is strictly confined to the mission of
the defense of Japan as such.

On the other hand, if on this logic another pos-
sible interpretation is accepted that the ration-
ale of the restriction on the use of force under
Article 9 of the Constitution is the use of force
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by Japan for pursuing her own national policy,
as it was prescribed in the Kellogg-Briand
Pact of 1928, or as it is the case with the
Charter of the United Nations, then the 
JSDF can legally operate in a much wider
field, particularly in the field of cooperating
with the United Nations acting for the mainte-
nance of international peace and security.  If
such interpretation were accepted, wider activ-
ities of the JSDF could be envisaged without
requiring the revision of Article 9 of the
Constitution. Naturally, this point could be
made clearer by revising Article 9, provided
that there was consensus or a necessary major-
ity to do that.

Questioner:  I’d like to ask about Japan’s rela-
tions with other countries in East Asia.  You
didn’t mention it in your opening remarks, but
that’s another effect of the end of the Cold War
is there’s a new opportunity for Japan to have
different relationships with countries in its
neighboring region.  Do you feel that relation-
ships such as the ASEAN Plus Three is per-
haps a new international or regional context in
which Japan could play a greater role and
there could be some sort of greater involve-
ment of Japan in developing a sense of
regional community in East Asia?

It seems like if that type of direction were to
develop in the region, and with participation
by both Japan and China, the U.S. might not
find that to be a particularly—would not find
that direction to be something that they would
oppose.  I wonder if you would like to com-
ment about that sort of general trend.

Owada:  I said at the beginning that today in
my initial remarks I was not going to talk
about concrete situations.  That’s why I did not
touch upon such aspects of the topic that you
have raised.  Having said that, of course I have
no disagreement to what you have said, i.e.
that the demise of the Cold War has affected
the East Asian region politically and econom-
ically.  Your point is legitimate in the sense
that there are areas where Japan’s new roles
are going to be extremely relevant.  

In my discussion of what I regard to be the
challenges that Japan faces—and I have listed
here three areas—I did not go into the problem
of overcoming the past because of the time
factor.  Overcoming the past may sound like a
hyperbolic expression, but I think that it is the
basic premise for enabling Japan to play a con-
structive role in this part of the world—
East Asia.

I raised the issue of the textbooks, and I tried
to explain the background of it.  Although peo-
ple in this country, as well as in Japan tend to
mix the two issues of the textbooks and of the
Yasukuni Shrine, the question of the textbooks
and the question of the Yasukuni Shrine are
two altogether different issues.

While I’m not at all a protagonist for the revi-
sion of the textbooks, nevertheless I had to
point out that the textbook issue has its own
very complicated background to it.  The issue
is becoming a national issue at this juncture in
history, more as an emotional reaction on the
part of many people in Japan against the ten-
dentious revisionist history that they have
been taught through the postwar period.  As I
said, there is an understandable reaction to the
fact that everything in the past history of Japan
was rejected and denounced.  By contrast, the
Yasukuni Shrine issue is a very different issue
in the sense that it is linked with the problem
of what kind of soul-searching exercise the
Japanese people have gone through on the
issue of the last war.  I am talking about the
Japanese people as individuals, rather than the
government of Japan.

Unfortunately, because of the circumstances
of the postwar period that I tried to sketch
briefly in my earlier presentation, the Japanese
did not really get into this process of genuine
soul-searching on the nature of the last war.  I
must caution my audience by a caveat that
what I’m saying is not to echo some people in
this country who claim that while Germany
has done everything necessary on that score,
Japan has done nothing.  I reject this claim as
totally misguided.
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Japan’s Postwar Reconciliation Efforts

The case of Germany and the case of Japan are
two very different cases, where comparison is
not always easy.  For instance, some people
claim that Germany has offered compensation
to the victims on an individual basis, while
Japan has not.  On the surface, that is true, but
the basic difference is that Japan concluded
the Peace Treaty in which all the war claims
were settled, in a final and definitive manner,
while Germany did not conclude a peace
treaty.  The fact is that Germany did not have
the opportunity to conclude a peace treaty,
because of the postwar division.  In any case
there was thus no settlement of the war claims
in the case of Germany.  

By contrast, Japan concluded the San
Francisco Peace Treaty as well as some bilat-
eral peace treaties with her former enemies, by
which Japan offered a considerable amount of
reparations, one way or another to settle all the
war claims.  These reparations were meant to
be used for the benefit of those victims which
had suffered from the war.  Hence the differ-
ence between the two cases.

I’m not suggesting that in the case of Japan
that has been enough.  I am keenly aware that
there is a moral dimension to this question of
responsibility, which should be the real issue
here.  As far as the legal side of the problem is
concerned, however, one has to make a clear
distinction between the case of Germany and
the case of Japan, and to try to avoid getting
into the pitfall of saying that while Germany
has carried out all that was required in full
conscience, Japan has not done anything.

Having made this point clear, however, I have
to be critical of the mindset of many in Japan,
as far as the moral side of the problem is con-
cerned.  I do not think the Japanese have really
done enough in this respect. This was of
course partly due to the immediate arrival of
the Cold War situation, where Japan was
involved in an environment of confrontation
between the East and the West. Thus the

Japanese people lost the chance of going
through the process of genuine soul-searching
reflection on the past.  One might say that, in
this respect, the situation must have been not
so different with Germany either.  One differ-
ence to my mind is that in the case of
Germany, people could find their salvation in
the unique situation of the division of
Germany in the postwar period, which
allowed people in West Germany to engage in
a thorough soul-cleansing process without the
fear of being involved in the internalized
mini-Cold War within Japan.

Also it is often said that there was another
point that may have made a difference
between the two cases.  The thesis roughly
goes as follows: in the case of Germany the
German people in general were innocent; it
was the Nazis who drove them into such an
atrocious action as holocaust and the aggres-
sive war; in the case of Japan, people could
not identify the equivalent of the Nazis in
Japan.  I personally believe that the situation
could not have been very different in both
cases, in that the whole nation was carried
away in their madness which was promoted by
the propaganda of the government, amplified
by mass media which fanned this emotional
outburst and exploited by those who used this
situation for the pursuit of their goals.  The
process must have been essentially the same
both in Germany and Japan.

But the point I’m trying to make here is 
different. The point I’m making is that
throughout the postwar period, whatever the
background, the people in Japan have not been
engaged in serious reflection upon the last war
and their own behavior in that war as a prob-
lem that engages them on their own existential
level as human beings. The claim that the
Yasukuni Shrine is a place where your fathers
and brothers who have given their lives for the
sake of the country and for the defense of their
families are enshrined, and that therefore there
should be nothing wrong for us to go and con-
sole their souls is an entirely valid argument as
far as it goes.  But it may not be a valid enough
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argument erga omnes, that is to say, for exam-
ple, as against the victims of this war and of
the atrocities committed in the name of the
state of Japan.  

As long as people in Japan do not squarely
face this problem, I don’t think we can really
play a truly constructive role in this area of
East Asia and in the world on the basis of the
full confidence from the peoples surround-
ing Japan.

Japanese Should Consider Wartime
Actions by Themselves

There are two other points that I have to add.
One is that this aspect of the problem is prima-
rily one that is incumbent upon us as Japanese.
It is primarily the Japanese problem in the
sense that we the Japanese have to think about
this problem very seriously by ourselves.
From this angle, it is not appropriate that we
should allow this aspect of the problem to
develop into a case on which others outside
Japan point to us with accusing fingers.  The
external side of the problem has been dealt
with, even if it was ineffective from the emo-
tional point of view, by the Treaty of Peace.
On the other hand, the internal side of the prob-
lem has to be squarely dealt with by us in Japan
as the problem of our own, without inviting
others outside to intervene.  If this internal
problem for own soul-searching should be
exposed to external elements, it could become
counterproductive, through nullifying the for-
mally established process of reconciliation,
which the Peace Treaty is meant to be.

The second related point is that there could be
a temptation on the past of some countries to
use this issue as a wedge to constrain Japan
from acting more proactively in the interna-
tional arena.  I look with serious concern at
this danger, since such temptation, if put into
practice, could be extremely counterproduc-
tive to our efforts for reconciliation, to the
extent that it would invite an emotional coun-
terreaction which could nullify the genuine
efforts for the internalization of serious reflec-

tion and contrition over the past on the part of
the Japanese.

With the exception of one or two countries, I
think the majority of the countries in East Asia
have come to terms with the past as far as they
are concerned, while my own reservation about
the Japanese side still remains.  I feel that many
of the countries in Southeast Asia have
achieved reconciliation with the past as some-
thing that by now belongs to the past.  The
miraculous economic development which has
come about in the demise of the Cold War has
also helped in moving them in this direction.

Japan’s Proactive Role in Diplomacy

In the new environment, Japan has been trying
to move to act more proactively in the diplo-
matic field. Take for example the case of
Cambodia.  Japan’s contribution to the peace
process in Cambodia in fact was the decisive
factor in bringing about peace in Cambodia.
There are naturally many countries who claim
their own share of contribution to this process
for peace in Cambodia; I don’t dispute that
many of them contributed much to that
process.  But my own conviction as someone
who has been personally involved in the
process is that the role played by Japan was
clearly decisive.

Also, Japan has been promoting the ASEAN
Regional Forum, which had its origin in a
Japanese initiative to engage countries like
China and North Korea into a common
regional forum for dialogue.  Japan has been
playing a major role to promote the APEC
process, as well, not just as a process for eco-
nomic cooperation but also as a process for
creating a community of nations in this Asia
Pacific region sharing common interests.
What is significant in all these cases is that
Japan is trying to bring countries like China
and North Korea into an arena where they
could be made aware of their roles and respon-
sibilities as important members of this
regional community.  I believe China is mov-
ing in that direction, slowly but nevertheless
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steadily.  The case of North Korea is still an
open question.

The new initiative by Prime Minister Koizumi
to start a direct dialogue with DPRK has been
a laudable one in this respect, although I’m
totally agnostic as to whether this initiative is
going to grow into a successful process or not,
since the process is not going to depend exclu-
sively upon Japan.  The significant point about
this new initiative with North Korea is that it
is different from similar past attempts of
Japan.  In the past similar Japanese initiatives
for starting the negotiations for normalization
of relations between Japan and North Korea
have been tried, but they have been tried by
politicians often with some ulterior motives,
or without clear strategy.  Many of them were
acting with naiveté by going to North Korea
with a one-sided request to DPRK to open a
dialogue with Japan, thus putting themselves
in the position of a demandeur. I don’t 
think that’s the way things would work with
North Korea.  

What is critical is to have a clear strategy for
engaging North Korea and to seize the oppor-
tunity for bringing North Korea into this
framework of strategy.  It is crucial not to put
yourself in the position of a demandeur, as it
would result in a situation where the other side
will manipulate the situation on their terms,
and to have a strategy and wait for the oppor-
tunity to arise for putting that strategy into
operation.  

The opportunity has arisen this time, thanks
paradoxically to the very firm position taken
by the Bush administration vis-à-vis DPRK.
The North Koreans may have come to feel that
they also have an opportunity to put their strat-
egy to the test, with Japan for economic assis-
tance, and with the United States for political
recognition and finally with South Korea for
consolidation of their position on the penin-
sula for the survival of the regime.  This is the
critical phase.  To put it bluntly, for the first
time, the North Koreans are prepared to put
themselves in the position of a demandeur.

While I’m not at all optimistic about the out-
come of this process which is starting, I am
comforted by the thought that so far as the ini-
tiative taken by Prime Minister Koizumi is
concerned, it has been a good one.

Questioner:  Over the last several years in
Japanese society there’s been a growing ques-
tioning of the role of the United States forces
in Japan.  For the impact, as you say, of the
demise of the Cold War as well as some unfor-
tunate incidents that have occurred in Japan.
How do you see the development vis-à-vis
Iraq as well as the new national security strat-
egy announced by the administration affecting
that consideration, that debate, internal in
Japan?  What do you see the role of the gov-
ernment being in affecting or influencing that
societal discussion?

U.S.-Japan Security Treaty 
in the Post-Cold War Era

Owada:  In general, I’m not too much con-
cerned about the impact of those new develop-
ments that you describe upon the status of U.S.
forces in Japan.  Having said that, I think there
are a couple of points about the U.S. forces
stationing in Japan that one should be suffi-
ciently sensitive to.  First, the government of
Japan has to engage in a much more vigorous
effort to try to define and elucidate to the pub-
lic the significance and the role of the
U.S.-Japan Security Treaty in the post-Cold
war era in a language that is more understand-
able to the general public.

At this moment, there is a misperception pre-
vailing in Japan—presumably in this country
also—that the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty is
very much the product of the Cold War,
designed to cope with the situation of con-
frontation with the Soviet Union and the Far
East, just as NATO was created to cope with
the Cold War confrontation in Europe in the
post-WWII era.  Thus if NATO has lost much
of its original significance with the demise of
the Cold War and is now in the process of
changing its philosophy with more emphasis to
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outside-the-area missions, by the same token,
so the analogy goes, the U.S.-Japan Security
Treaty must have lost much of its mission.  

It is important to recognize here that the back-
ground of the two institutions are quite 
different. Yes, chronologically the U.S.-Japan
Security Treaty was created at the initial
period of the Cold War.  I do not deny that this
fact had its marks on the operation of this
treaty.  In a more basic sense, however, the
treaty was primarily an answer to the dual
requirement of the Allied Powers to create a
Japan which was peace-loving and which was
no longer a threat to the surrounding nations,
while ensuring the security of the disarmed
Japan against an armed attack from outside,
wherever that might come from. In this
respect, it was a very different kind of arrange-
ment from NATO.  The validity of this basic
philosophy of the treaty still remains very
much as valid.  

An alternative to this arrangement for ensur-
ing the security of Japan against an unspeci-
fied threat from outside, in the absence of an
environment as it exists in Europe, where the
European Union as a political community can
internalize this problem as the problem of the
community, would be for Japan to be equipped
with her own defense capability that would be
sufficient to defend herself against any attack,
including even an attack by nuclear weapons.

I believe that there should be a much more
serious debate to elucidate this essential nature
of the problem, from the viewpoint of what
would be the best alternative.  If the govern-
ment engages the people in this debate, they
would better understand the essential virtue of
the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty.

Another important point to keep in mind in
evaluating the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty is
that the presence of the United States in East
Asia under the treaty is an essential stabilizing
factor for the area in general.  I think that point
is much better understood now by the people
in Japan, but there should be more elucidation

of this point as a reinforcing argument for the
U.S.-Japan Security Treaty.

The third point is the one to which we all have
to be more sensitive.  It is that much more
attention has to be paid to the issues relating to
the implementation of the U.S.-Japan Security
Treaty, in particular in relation to the station-
ing of U.S. forces in Japan under the treaty.  In
this connection, it must be admitted that quite
clearly there is a too high concentration of
U.S. bases on Okinawa.  This is not desirable.
Not only is it militarily unnecessary after the
demise of the Vietnam War, but politically
dangerous, since Okinawa with its tragic his-
tory is a very sensitive area.  

It’s not just the excessive concentration of
U.S. bases in Okinawa that makes the case of
Okinawa so vulnerable. Okinawa and the
Okinawans have had a very unhappy history
of mistreatment by mainland Japanese.  First it
was virtually colonized by the Satsuma Clan
of Kyushu in the Tokugawa period, then it was
incorporated into Japan proper after the Meiji
Restoration but treated as a second-class citi-
zen for many years in Japan, as it were, some-
what like Puerto Rico in this country.  Finally
with the Second World War, it became the
only battleground in Japan during the bloody
battle of Okinawa.  Throughout the occupation
period after the war, Okinawa was administra-
tively separated from the mainland Japan and
treated, at least in the perception of the
Okinawans, like a virtual colony of the United
States and served for many years as “an
unsinkable aircraft carrier” of the United
States, to use the famous expression of a 
former prime minister.  

The reversion of Okinawa to Japan in 1972
finally should have wiped out all those lega-
cies of the past, as the islands were restored 
as an integral part of Japan. Instead, the
Okinawans feel that little has changed in this
respect, as people on the mainland have been
closing their eyes to the hardships that the
Okinawans have been suffering, because a
fully-fledged review of the whole situation of
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Okinawa in relation to the U.S. bases would
mean that the mainland would have to share
part of the burden that the Okinawans have
been bearing singlehandedly.  In that eventual-
ity, people on the mainland would have to
accept some of the U.S. bases to be moved
from Okinawa.  They just don’t want that.
Therefore they have continued to keep the
whole burden on Okinawa, continued to leave
the situation as it had been since the occupa-
tion period.  It is understandable that this situ-
ation should be resented by the Okinawans.  It
is not simply a U.S. problem.  Indeed it is pri-
marily a Japanese problem.

Questioner: I hesitate to ask my question,
because it’s rather amorphous.  At the outset,
speaking of the United States, you mentioned
a reversion to norms of inward-looking isola-
tionism, which is not necessarily incompatible
with unilateral actions abroad, at least in the
minds of the administration. Speaking of
Japan, you talked about attitudes toward ODA
as representing a kind of nationalist trend.

The question I have to ask is, in a very broad
general way, do you see in Japan in the
post-Cold War era increasing or decreasing
interest in being internationalist?  That goes
beyond government actions, I’m speaking of a
mood of a country.

Greater Inward-Lookingness in Japan

Owada:  My answer is very simple. Quite
clearly, the answer is yes.  There is a much
greater degree of inward-lookingness and a
tendency away from an internationalist mode
is visible.  In fact, it was in order to avoid

sounding too pessimistic that I tried to qualify
my conclusion by saying that one hope is that
there is a new trend emerging in the younger
generation.  By this I do not necessarily mean
the younger politicians.  

As I stated, I hold much greater skepticism
about the behavior of some of the younger
politicians—though not all—than many for -
eign observers of Japan, including some
American political scientists, who seem to see
much bright hope in the articulate posture of
many young Japanese politicians. To me, 
most of them are much more aggressive nation-
alists, but not necessarily internationalists.  By
contrast, when you go to universities and talk to
young students, they are different.  Many of
them are idealistic and much more internation-
alist in outlook.  They are much more serious
about the issues like the future of Japan and the
possible role that Japan should be playing as a
member of the international community.

The general mood of the country as a whole,
however, is that clearly exacerbated by the
economic situation, the whole country is
totally inward-looking, including, to my
regret, the mass media which seems to be
amplifying this trend.  This is my major con-
cern about Japan at present.

Ikenberry:  On that note, I think we will end
the formal part of the proceedings.  If some of
you would like to talk informally for a few
minutes afterwards, that would be fine.  But I
would hope that you would join me in 
thanking Ambassador Owada for a very
delightful and insightful seminar.  Thank you
very much.  (End)
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