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Ambassador Kitaoka Shinichi

Ambassador Kitaoka: Thank you for
your very kind introduction. I’m particu-
larly happy to hear your remarks about
what kind of time in history we are
living in. The fact that you drew our
attention to that point is particularly
what | like. At this time, the world is
changing quite a lot.

Let me say a few words about my app-
ointment. | have been a scholar in politi-
cal and diplomatic history of modern
Japan up until the end of the Cold War.
At that time, | began to think and write
about contemporary changes in history,
because so many things have taken place
since then: the end of the Cold War itself,
the unification of Germany, the collapse
of Soviet Russia, in Asia the democrati-
zation of Taiwan and Korea—very dra-
matic changes in history. In order to ana-
lyze those changes, people thought that
those who have a historical prospective
could provide better explanations than
contemporary observers. That’s why |
began to receive many requests to write
about those things.

I have so far published fourteen books,
half on history and half on contemporary
topics. While writing on contemporary
issues, | began to have more interaction
with the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and
also with prime ministers, such as a bi-
lateral dialogue among public intellectu-
als, and an advisory board to the foreign
ministers and prime ministers. And then
a request came: “How about becoming
an ambassador?” And at the beginning, |
declined a couple of requests. Minister

Heizo Takenaka, who has been a very
good friend of mine, called me and said
“Kitaoka-san, would you make a phone
call to this number?” | called that num-
ber, and Tanaka Makiko-san answered,
who was then foreign minister. And she
said very politely, “Do you have any in-
terest in becoming ambassador to some
country?” | just wondered whether or not
I could contribute to our diplomacy.

If I had been a specialist, for example, of
the politics of Italy, then | would have
accepted it with pleasure. But | have
been a specialist of Japan, so it’s very
difficult for me to find any place where |
can contribute. The proposals were at
European countries, where life might
have been very pleasant and enjoyable,
but would be of no use to my academic
career. So | declined them. Within a few
years, a request came, this time about the
DPR, second ambassador of the Japan-
ese Permanent Mission to the United Na-
tions, and | thought it would be very
interesting—also because | like New
York City. | also thought it would be
good for my future academic studies.

Let me go back to the topic I’m going to
talk about. The topic is very vague,
“Japan and the United Nations, Past and
Present.” I will begin with Japan’s entry
into the United Nations; it was in De-
cember, 1956. At that time, Foreign Mi-
nister Shigemitsu Mamoru came to New
York City and made his first speech to
the United Nations, where he said Japan
would be willing to be the bridge be-
tween East and West. | don’t know what



he meant by East and West, because East
may mean Asia, or East may mean so-
cialism. He said it with much excitement
and pleasure, because Japan had to wait
almost five years to be allowed to get in-
to the United Nations, since Soviet
Russia vetoed Japan’s participation.

Japan’s Three Doctrines of Diplomacy

There was a conflict between Japan and
Soviet Russia. Japan concluded a peace
treaty in San Francisco in 1951, and it
became effective in 1952. Soviet Russia
did not sign the peace treaty and blocked
Japan’s participation. Eventually, Japan
normalized its relationship with Soviet
Russia, though it is not a perfect one.
The Soviet Union then decided not to
veto, and Japan was allowed to get into
the United Nations. There was such ex-
citement about Japan’s entry. In the first
diplomatic bluebook, which was pub-
lished in 1957, it was written that Japan
should follow three doctrines of diplo-
macy. One was a United Nations-cen-
tered diplomacy, the second a diplomacy
as an Asian country, and the third was
cooperation with free countries. This is
evidence of how Japanese people were
excited about the entry into the United
Nations at that time.

The United Nations was established in
1945, and it was the United Nations
against its enemies. We were one of the
enemies at that time; it still remains in
the UN Charter, to some extent. It was
the year of Japan’s surrender, and in
February of 1946, Japan’s constitution
was written by the general headquarters
of the Allied Powers; Article 9 was in-
corporated at that time. The second part
of Article 9 is very famous, or infamous:
that Japan shall not have any army, navy,
air force, or any war potential.

Reasons for Article 9

It was just within half a year from Ja-
pan’s surrender. The main objective was
not to allow Japan military forces, to
prevent Japan from becoming a military
power again. At that time, the United
Nations and the so-called Peace Consti-
tution was a similar kind of thing. But
the constitution was very well-received
by the Japanese people, who were ex-
hausted after a long war. “No more war”
fit very well with Japanese people’s feel-
ings. That’s why people accepted the
constitution rather enthusiastically.

There were difficult issues. Within a few
years, the Cold War expanded into Asia,
and Japan had to choose to go together
with the United States—that was a cle-
ver choice. Then Japan pursued a pro-
western diplomacy. In that sense, though,
Japan was not divided into two countries
like Germany, yet Japan was internally
divided into two countries. One was a
pro-western, capitalistic country. The
other was a pacifist, pro-socialist country.
This sentiment was relatively strong, and
though Japan as a whole followed the
pro-western course, the pro-socialist and
capitalist sentiments remained very
strong and tried to get one third of the
votes or one third of the seats of the par-
liament, which was enough to block con-
stitutional revision.

In 1957 there was a publication of a
bluebook, and there were three prince-
ples. Japan pursued doctrine number
three; cooperation with the West became
the most important one. Just look at
Japan’s diplomacy after the war. After
1957, Japan revised the security treaty
with the United States. Okinawa return-
ed to Japan. These are the most impor-
tant issues to Japan’s diplomacy.



A UN-centered diplomacy was not pur-
sued very much, but, that didn’t create
many problems, because the United Na-
tions was not working very effectively,
because of the veto from the U.S. and
Soviet Russia. Japan was progressing to
a high level of economic development in
the 1960’s. The first remarks made by a
Japanese leader was a speech made by
Foreign Minister Aichi in 1968, where
he first said Japan was ready to be a per-
manent member of the Security Council.
It was the first occasion, but still Japan’s
major focus was on cooperation with
western powers. In the 1970’s, Japan
paid more attention and more effort to
the cooperation with the G7 summit,
which was considered to be more impor-
tant than the United Nations.

In the 1980°s, there was a time when for-
mer Prime Minister Nakasone had a very
good relationship with the late President
Ronald Reagan. At that time, it was said
that security ties between Japan and the
United States became very deep. But co-
operation was confined within Japan’s
border; Japan didn’t have to do anything
beyond its border. Once, Mr. Nakasone
wanted to send some mine sweepers to
the Indian Ocean when the Iran-Iraqi
conflict was going on, but it was stopped
by then Chief Speaker of the Cabinet
Gotoda Masaharu. That was why the
Gulf Crisis or Gulf War was such a big
shock to Japan. The Cold War itself was
a kind of world order, where the two su-
perpowers had control over their subord-
inates or their colleagues. That prevented
regional conflicts from happening. But
the control is gone, so more regional
conflicts have occurred. On the other
hand, Soviet Russia stopped using vetoes
in the Security Council, which made the
revival of the Security Council possible.

That’s why the Security Council began
to be active in the 1990’s.

Japan’s Increasing Interest in the
Security Council

It is at the same time in Japan’s interest
that the Security Council began to revive.
It is very easy to explain—it is along the
line of the change of history that Japan’s
interest in the United Nations went up,
then went down, and is again going up.
But at that time it was very difficult for
Japan to go beyond its border for any
military role. It was the first time in May
1991 that Japan sent some mine sweep-
ers in the Gulf area, after the end of the
war there. And in 1992, Japan partici-
pated in peacekeeping activities in Cam-
bodia. That was our first experience with
any military activity after World War 11
beyond our borders. There was strong
resistance to that in parliament. 1 was
then a professor at Rikkyo University, a
private university in Tokyo, and there
were some demonstrations there.

There was some resistance psychologi-
cally because the Socialist Party, which
was reminiscent of the pacifist camp,
had resisted with a famous car walk, or
snail walk, whatever you may call it.
They could not accept the idea that mili-
tary force is sometimes important and
useful overseas. After their resistance
failed, they were beaten terribly in the
upper house election. And that was the
beginning of a sharp decline in the So-
cialist Party. Now the major opposition
parties are Democrats, which is quite
different from the Socialist Party. There
also was a threat from North Korea, and
also tension between China and Taiwan.
Japanese people began to recognize that
there were dangers, threats around Japan,
all over the world, which should be met



by military force. That’s when Japan be-
gan to accept its military role, though not
very much compared to other major po-
wers.

Japan Becoming More Accepting
toward Security Role

But when Japan decided to send Self
Defense Forces to the Indian Ocean after
9/11, there was almost no resistance at
that time. Japan was becoming more
positive toward being a major player in
world security issues. This coincided
with Japan’s rise of interest in the Sec-
urity Council. Japan is a major donor to
the United Nations; it bears roughly 20%
of the budget of the United Nations. The
total amount is not that surprisingly big,
but while Japan is paying approximately
20%, and the United States is paying
22%, Japan’s contribution is more than
that from Britain, France, Russia, and
China combined. China is paying just
2%, while Russia is paying 1.2%. The
French and British, respectively, are
paying 5 or 6%. And whatever is deci-
ded about Japan’s missions, Japan is
automatically expected to pay 20% of
the burden. In most cases, except for
Haiti or more recent cases, peacekeeping
operations are in Africa, mostly the for-
mal colonies of the British or French. Is
it fair to bear that kind of burden? While
Japanese people are beginning to accept
a more military role in world affairs,
they are becoming more interested in the
United Nations, and they are becoming
more and more impatient about Japan
being unable to be a permanent member
of the Security Council.

My idea for UN reform is not exactly the
same as the Japanese government. |
think the UN Security Council’s role
will increase because there are many

crises all over the world, and people are
paying a lot of attention to those crises.
But there is a limit of resources, such as
money. Next year, the peacekeeping op-
eration budget will be 4.6 billion dollars.
That means Japan is going to pay 0.9
billion dollars, mostly on missions to
Africa. It is a huge amount of money—
0.9 billion dollars is roughly the tanta-
mount of Japan’s official development
aid to Africa as a whole. That means if
this expands more, then we have to make
some cuts in official development aid.
This is a very difficult point for Japan’s
diplomacy.

Japan’s Difficult Path to the
Security Council

In America, no taxation, no represent-
ation; no representation, no taxation. |
don’t know whether or not there is going
to be a Boston Tea Party anytime in the
near future. But certainly the govern-
ment will find it more and more difficult
to persuade the people to bear this kind
of burden without a voice. My idea is
that in order to strengthen the role of the
United Nations, we should collect the
best resources in the Security Council,
such as money, soldiers, wisdom, and
experience. From that viewpoint, cer-
tainly Germany and Japan should be
member countries. But another difficulty
is that in order to change a charter with
the United Nations, we have to have a
two-thirds majority of the 191 member
countries, plus the unanimous support of
the P5.

If the new entries are only Japan and
Germany, then that will not have a very
good impression on developing countries,
which are the majority of the 191. They
need more regional representation, such
as from Latin America, Brazil, from



South Asia, and India. These two can be
very important candidates. But how
about from Africa? There are big coun-
tries, like Nigeria—in terms of popu-
lation—Egypt, and South Africa are also
candidates for a permanent seat. But can
they bring enough resources to the Sec-
urity Council? Or can they become lia-
bilities, possibly, with their internal
conflict or lack of democracy? It’s very
difficult to persuade two-thirds of the
Security member countries, and at the
same time increase the effectiveness of
the Security Council. That’s why reform
is so difficult. Very few countries are
opposed to the entry of Japan into the
Security Council. Maybe now only one
country opposes its entry very openly,
and that’s North Korea.

Last year, Secretary General Koffi An-
nan appointed fifteen members to a high
level panel to think about new threats,
challenges and changes—how the UN
should cope with new threats, and whe-
ther or not it should change organiza-
tionally. The report is expected to come
at the end of this year. That would be the
beginning of a real discussion about how
to change the United Nations, or not.
Next year will be a crucial year, and
that’s one of my responsibilities, and I’'m
planning to do my best on this issue.

Reform of Security Council
Not Likely to Happen Soon

The reform of the Security Council was
not considered likely early this year.
There was a very cool sentiment against
that. Since then, within a half year, there
have been more and more reports about
Security Council reform. | can say it is
not totally impossible. I cannot say I’'m
optimistic, but I don’t think 1 am totally
pessimistic. As in the cases of important

democratic cases in the past, say, the in-
dependence of Japan in 1951, the revi-
sion of the security treaty in 1960, the
return of Okinawa in 1972—all these are
made possible by the strong will and de-
termination of the prime minister. With-
out that it’s totally impossible. With it,
still it is difficult. What’s important is
how to persuade the top leader—I really
do not know what the prime minister is
thinking about that, but if he is deter-
mined, and if he does his best to per-
suade most of all the United States to
support Japan, we will have a chance.

Among P5 countries, England and
France have said openly that they sup-
port the entry of Japan and Germany, but
they are not ready to give their hand to
that. The United States is somewhat
similar to that; Russia is not very differ-
ent; China may be opposed to the entry
of Japan and Germany, but they haven’t
said that very clearly. If all other condi-
tions are met—a two-thirds majority of
the General Assembly and the agreement
or consent of the poor countries—at that
time, China will not block it alone.

Rust Deming: Thank you very much
Ambassador Kitaoka. That was a very
useful and interesting review of where
Japan stands on the UN. | would like to
mention a couple of things. First, just for
the record, the United States has supp-
orted Japan becoming a permanent
member since 1972, | think when Nixon
met with Sato for the first time. And
every American president since then has
at one time or another voiced support for
Japan becoming a permanent member.
And during the Clinton administration,
where | was in the East Asian bureau
and in Tokyo, we were working quite
actively with the Japanese to come up
with some kind of formula that would,



indeed, provide the way for Japan to be-
come a permanent member.

Ambassador Kitaoka has outlined many
of the problems, and one of the funda-
mental problems is the European Union,
which now has, of course, France and
the UK as permanent members. The idea
of Germany joining that group is ana-
thema to countries like Italy and Spain,
who don’t want to be left out of the big
boys’ club. And as the European Union
becomes more and more of a foreign
policy actor, the question arises: should-
n’t it have a single EU seat? But, of
course, neither France nor the UK are
ready to surrender their seats, but I think
it’s going to have to head in that direc-
tion eventually. Hopefully things will
move in that direction rather rapidly, be-

cause | think the time has certainly come.

Japan Is Ready for Responsibilities of
Permanent Membership

Based on my experience in Japan, for a
long time | had the impression that Ja-
pan’s interest in a permanent seat on the
Security Council was primarily moti-
vated by the desire to get the recognition
and the prestige it deserved. But | ques-
tioned whether Japan was really ready to
step up to the responsibilities of being a
permanent member, with all of the hard
choices that are involved, and all of the
tough diplomacy. And, indeed, the ques-
tion of whether Japan should be a per-
manent member if it could not even send
its own forces for UN peacekeeping op-
erations was another issue that was
raised. | think that Japan has demon-
strated clearly that it is ready to step up
to these responsibilities, based on the
performance of Japan since 9/11 in parti-
cular. The decision by Prime Minister
Koizumi and the Japanese government

to send naval units to the Indian Ocean
to support the coalition in Afghanistan,
and the decision to send Self Defense
Forces to Irag under very difficult condi-
tions—in the face of domestic oppo-
sition and in the face of strong interna-
tional doubts about the wisdom of that
venture—shows, | think, that Japan is
ready to do hard things and make hard
decisions, even decisions that are unpop-
ular. Therefore, if there were any doubts
about Japan’s willingness to step up to
its responsibilities, | think those doubts
have been answered. | agree completely
with Ambassador Kitaoka that the time
has come.

But | still do sense in Japan—and |
would be interested in Ambassador Kita-
oka’s observations—a certain ambiva-
lence. Some people in Japan seem to be
concerned that if Japan does become a
permanent member, then that will put
more and more pressure on Japan to par-
ticipate in peacekeeping and other mili-
tary operations. This could be something
that begins to compromise Japan’s spe-
cial status of being a non-military major
power.

In my own view, | think it’s essential to
have among the permanent members a
country that is not a nuclear power. All
the permanent members right now are
nuclear powers; having Japan there
would demonstrate that a country can
attain full great power status without
having to acquire nuclear weapons,
which would be an object lesson for the
international community, and an ex-
tremely important one.

What | do sense in Japan is that there
still is a certain ambivalence, and if you
look at public opinion polls, having a
permanent seat in the UN is not very



high up on the list of things the Japanese
are worried about. As Ambassador Kita-
oka said, a lot of this probably has to do
with the prime minister’s lack of empha-
sis on this issue. | agree completely that
for this to be done, the Japanese prime
minister, whoever he may be or she may
be, needs to make this the highest pri-
ority and needs to use all of Japan’s tools
of influence to achieve this objective.
Thus far, as Ambassador Kitaoka said,
Prime Minister Koizumi has not shown
that this is a particularly high priority for
him, so that certainly is a condition that
has to be met before Japan can move for-
ward.

Resurrection of Ideological Debate
between LDP and Socialists

I have one other point, more broadly, on
the whole balance in Japanese politics of
cooperation with the UN versus the U.S.
alliance. As Ambassador Kitaoka said,
for a long time during the Cold War
there was an ideological split between
the LDP and the Socialists, with the LDP
siding with the West and the U.S. alli-
ance, and the Socialists advocating un-
armed neutrality. That ideological divide
has collapsed within the last ten years,
with the end of the Cold War and all the
subsequent developments. But I noticed
when | was in Tokyo in April for a week
that this debate is resurrecting itself in a
different form now.

In the context of the upper house elec-
tion, Mr. Okada, who is the new head of
the Democratic Party, is saying that
Japan really needs to focus its military
efforts much more under the UN um-
brella—not end the alliance with the
U.S., but balance it with much more em-
phasis on the UN. Whereas, in the
LDP—there are differing views in the

LDP, but certainly Prime Minister Koi-
zumi and the LDP leadership are still
putting the greatest emphasis on the alli-
ance. And I can see this coming in the
context of a debate about Article 9, and
debate about defense policy. There are
many different views in Japan about the
relative weight Japan should put on the
U.S.-Japan alliance, but there are those
that urge that Japan act more indepen-
dently under a UN umbrella, rather than
in conjunction with the U.S., particularly
in areas away from Japan.

I had discussions with many politicians
across the political spectrum, and this
was a real issue of debate and division.
And it seems Mr. Okada is trying to
make this a point in the Upper House
election. Whether this will attract the in-
terest of the Japanese voters at this stage,
I don’t know, but it’s clear that the de-
cision by Prime Minister Koizumi to put
the Self Defense Forces under the coali-
tion is not a very popular one in Japan. |
noticed an Asahi Shimbun poll that had
70% against, 30% for putting the SDF
units in Iraq under the coalition.

In Japanese politics, once again, this
whole division between the UN on the
one hand and the U.S.-Japan alliance on
the other seems to be resurrecting itself
in a different form, and 1’d be very inter-
ested in your observations on that and
where that is likely to lead.

Those are the main points | wanted to
make. Let’s stop there and open it up to
discussion.

John Ikenberry: Thank you very much.
I think we will open it up to discussion.
But first, Ambassador Kitaoka, why
don’t you say a couple of words of re-



action, and then we’ll open it up to dis-
cussion.

Kitaoka: There are many things that I
should have talked about, I’ll just make a
very short report to you. The opinion
poll in Japan, roughly speaking, 60% of
the people are supportive of Japan get-
ting a permanent seat, and 10% oppose it.
Compared to the mid-90’s, when you
were in Japan, for example, there was a
politician named Takemura who said
Japan should become a small but mili-
tary country. First of all, it’s wrong.
Japan is not a small country. At that time,
the reason why | said that the deter-
mination of the prime minister is nec-
essary—Prime Minister Koizumi was
too close to Mr. Takemura at that time.
That’s why | say this, but as a member
of the task force for the prime minister
on foreign relations—I have been there
for two and half years—I can witness
that his interest in United Nations reform
is on the rise. When he met with Mr.
Bush in the first year, he didn’t say
much about the UN, but recently, he has
continuously referred to UN reform.

Q&A

Questioner: There are some critics who
argue that giving a permanent seat to
Japan at the Security Council means
giving them an automatic “yes” to vote
to the U.S. positions. | do not necessarily
agree with this argument, but in order to
challenge those critics, let me bring up
one example. Last month, Israel launch-
ed what they called Operation Rainbow:
they destroyed many Palestinian houses
in the Gaza strip, along the borders of
Egypt. And their argument was that
those houses had hidden secret tunnels
which were used to smuggle weapons
and terrorists from Egypt into the Gaza

strip. The Security Council approved a
resolution which criticized this operation,
and called for immediate halt of the de-
struction of those Palestinian houses by
the Israeli Armed Forces.

Fourteen countries supported that resolu-
tion, no country objected, and one coun-
try abstained: the United States. My
question is, had Japan been a permanent
member of the Security Council last
month, how would Japan have voted on
this resolution—either a yes or no or ab-
stention—and why?

Kitaoka: This is a question of whether
or not Japan will always follow the
American attitude. This is not a very
good example, because there can be
many different cases where Japan may
differ from the United States. But very
simply stated, when it comes to the real,
core interest of the United States, it’s
very hard for Japan to differ from it. If
the UK differs from the United States,
then it’s not difficult for Japan to be on
the side of the UK. There are some other
conditions for Japan, like the fact that we
cannot do the same things as European
countries with our surrounding condi-
tions, such as the situation with North
Korea and China. The most difficult
cases are the issues that hit the vital in-
terests of the countries—in that case, we
have to be very, very careful about that.
I’m not in a position to say yes or no
about this, but I can say that there can be
many cases where Japan can differ from
the United States and Japan can have in-
fluence over the United States. Also,
being in the Security Council, you can
have influence over phrasing; that’s a
very important factor.

Deming: Can | just add that we don’t
like being isolated in the Security Coun-



cil. Our objective is to try to get fifteen
votes on our side, or at least a majority
without a veto. So having a country like
Japan in the Security Council gives it a
chance to make its points, force us to
compromise, and change the flavor.
There’s a tremendous amount of lever-
age being a permanent member of the
Security Council, because the United
States wants to avoid negative votes, or
even avoid abstentions on issues that we
support, or the other way around, that we
don’t support. | agree completely that
just being in that room, in that group,
can have a tremendous impact on our
policy, as well as the broader policy of
the Security Council.

Questioner: 1’d like to ask the panelists
to clarify for me, if possible, the percep-
tion of differences existing, if any, be-
tween the Asian neighbor countries, and
the United Nations at large, concerning
the rearming of Japan as a military po-
wer. It probably relates to the consti-
tutional amendment in Japan, and the
people’s reaction, but I’m interested in
neighboring countries’ reaction to that
particular perception, and the United
Nations at large, to see how they look at
that particular aspect of military power.

East Asia Is Awakening to
Necessity of Military Operations

Kitaoka: Do you remember what Mr.
Lee Kwang-yu said around 1990, when
Japan was preparing for participation in
peacekeeping operations? He said it was
as if giving wine or liquor to an alcohol-
lic, but he changed his mind soon. When
I met with him in 1992, | remember that
he said it’s okay to become part of PKO,
but do not become a tooth or a nail. At
that time, not only in Japan, but in many
Asian countries, the necessity of the

military, in order to preserve peace and
security in the world, was not very well
understood. That’s why no countries east
of Bangladesh participated in the Gulf
Crisis. But now many countries have
sent soldiers, doctors, people, NGOs, go-
ing to dangerous places to contribute to
peace and security in the world. In that
sense, East Asia as a whole is awakening
to the necessity of military things for
world security.

That’s why when Japan sent SDF ships
to the Indian Ocean in 2001, there was
no criticism, essentially, from neighbor-
ing countries. | think they are more and
more accepting of Japan’s expansion of
its military role. Related to this, if Japan
changes its constitution, Japan’s policy
shall not change completely, but will re-
main roughly on the same track. Japan
will remain as a peace-loving country,
because Japan’s prosperity is based on
the international order. If Japan becomes
a very independent and dangerous mili-
tarized country, then that will be the end
of Japan’s prosperity. It is guaranteed by
the structure of Japan’s prosperity,
which is why | am very much optimistic
about the result of the constitutional
change; Japan will not return to a pre-
war period policy.

Japan’s expansion of a military role is
not particularly welcoming to neighbor-
ing countries. | think a kind of expansion
of Japan’s military role is inevitable, so
what we have to do is build more confi-
dence in each other, and between sur-
rounding countries.

Deming: In 1997, when | was in Tokyo,
our ambassador in Beijing asked me to
come over to China, to spend a week
talking to Chinese think tanks, bureau-
crats and military personnel about the



U.S.-Japan alliance. The 1996 U.S.-
Japan Security Declaration and the 1997
revision of the Guidelines created a very
strong perception in China that the U.S.
and Japan were ganging up to contain
China and that this threatened to stimu-
late the revival of Japanese militarism. |
spent a very difficult week, both in
Beijing and Shanghai, dealing with lots
of suspicion, lots of accusations that the
U.S. and Japan were plotting to contain
China. I tried to do my best to explain
that the U.S.-Japan alliance was not di-
rected at China and was important for
the security of the region.

Asian Attitude toward U.S.-Japan
Alliance Changing

I went back last November to a confer-
ence in Shanghai, and indeed some of
the people | talked to six years earlier
were there, and Japan didn’t come up at
all in that context. One of the PLA mem-
bers there said, “I remember when you
were here six years ago. | didn’t believe
then that the U.S.-Japan alliance had a
beneficial effect for the region, but I be-
lieve that now, at least for the mid-term.
And we now understand that Japan is a
much different society than it was be-
fore.” That’s not universal in China—
there’s still a lot of complaints about his-
tory and other things, but I found a tre-
mendous change of attitude. | think that
applies to Southeast Asia as well, for
Lee Kwang-yu and others, and to South
Korea as well. It’s a very different envi-
ronment than it was as recently as six or
seven years ago.

Questioner: Mr. Ambassador, Japan
was one of the countries that was sub-
jected to the War Crimes Tribunals after
the war, and there’s now a very intense
debate at the UN about the U.S. request
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to be granted immunity from war crimes
questions. And | understand Koffi An-
nan is strongly opposing the continua-
tion of that immunity, in light of Abu
Grahib and the indications that the White
House itself and the justice department
directly called for suspending Geneva
Conventions. So, | think your views on
this would be of great interest, given
your own history.

Kitaoka: Generally speaking, the trials
are a very difficult thing. We are still
suffering from the results of the Tokyo
Military Tribunal, so the victor should
be very, very careful about that. In order
to realize real peace, punishment should
be confined to the really guilty people;
the reconciliation process is also very
important. Judgment should be rooted to
the people over there. | was very much
concerned about bringing people from
Afghanistan to Guantanamo. They are
saying that they are not protected under
the Geneva Convention, they are not
given the rights of the suspects of ordi-
nary cases. No guarantee was given to
them, and that’s not what a civilized
country should do. As a great country, |
hope the United States will learn to act
in a more civilized way.

Questioner: If there are two powers,
namely hard power and soft power, since
Japan is a loser of the Second World
War and also the second largest contri-
butor to the United Nations, Japan is in
the position to be the champion of soft
power. That Japan is the second largest
contributor 1 already mentioned, but at
the moment, Japan is not a member of
the UN Security Council, consisting of
fifteen nations. | don’t understand why
Japan is not a member of the UN Sec-
urity Council.



Concerning the North Korean issue,
China is playing a very important role
through the six-party talks. If North
Korea continues using brinkmanship, do
you think the North Korean issue will be
discussed at the United Nations?

Kitaoka: This is not important, but first
of all, economic power should belong to
hard power. The reason why Japan is not
in the Security Council is very simple:
vested interest of the victors in the war.
In the UN Charter it is written that five
countries are given a permanent seat,
and others are elected. There was one
change of the Charter regarding the Sec-
urity Council in the 1960’s. In that case,
only non-permanent seats were expan-
ded. There was no expansion of the per-
manent seats. As far as the non-perma-
nent seats are concerned, they are elect-
ed, and re-election is prohibited. You
have to make a full effort to be elected,
many, many times. That means there is a
kind of attraction to very small coun-
tries: they can get something from the
competition of the middle powers. That
is one of the reasons why change is
difficult.

If some countries are promoted to the
permanent seat countries, that may
weaken the power of the already perma-
nent seat countries.

Deming: | might just add that Japan has
been elected to a non-permanent seat ten
times, | think, since it entered the UN in
1956, which is remarkable. | think Japan
has been the country that has been elec-
ted the most times as a non-permanent
member of the Security Council, which
represents the broad recognition that
Japan belongs there, permanently.
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Questioner: | have a technical question.
What about the option of a seat on the
permanent Council without the veto? Is
that acceptable to Japan? One would ar-
gue that it’s rather inconceivable to see
Japan singularly veto a UN resolution—
a Security Council resolution.

And second, you brought up the example
of UN peacekeeping missions to Africa,
the fact that Japan does not have a, shall
we say, colonial legacy there. But, on the
other hand, if Japan indeed influenced
UN peacekeeping missions, would that
mean that peacekeeping missions to
Africa would be reduced?

Japan Could Enter UN without
Veto Power

Kitaoka: It’s possible. On the first point,
as ambassador, | cannot say yes. But
theoretically, | think the veto is not a
very good thing. We should think more
about restricting the use of veto; it
should be used only in the case when a
country’s vital interests are at stake.
Otherwise, for example, China once
used the veto toward Guatemala, or
something like that, because of the rea-
son that it has ties with Taiwan. In the
reality of today’s power politics, if we
give a veto to the United States and to no
other countries, that is just responding to
the reality of the world.

Another idea is that of the double veto or
half-veto: if two or more countries op-
pose an issue, then that can work as a
veto. One country’s opposition alone
doesn’t constitute a veto, but it’s still
difficult. Theoretically, it’s okay, but no
country is likely to release its veto. As a
result, there is some possibility that new
members are allowed to come in without
a veto. That could be a final compromise.



Ikenberry: So if the offer were: “Japan,
you can come in as a permanent member,
without a veto, Tokyo would say...”

Kitaoka: As an observer from the out-
side, | think if the choice is no partici-
pation, or participation without veto,
then Japan would choose the latter.

The second point is very important.
Whenever we discuss the role of PKO or
what kind of missions the United States
should play, | always say that there are
many cases where countries are failed or
failing; there are many countries which
need help from the outside. Let’s look at
the cases where failing countries didn’t
take place. In East Asia, the economic
level was not very different in 1945 be-
tween Africa and East Asia, but now
there’s a big difference. They are used to
authoritarian regimes in East Asia, but
through economic cooperation, econo-
mic development, through the rise of the
middle class, there was democratization
in many countries. We could go this way,
and Japan played some important role in
helping economic development; we
could bring this kind of experience to the
Security Council.

Giving too much aid may spoil the own-
ership of the people in the case of
conflict resolution. The major players
should be the people who live there, not
the people outside. This is an important
point: how to mobilize their willingness
to grow is more important.

Questioner: Everybody understands the
Japanese argument is that it wants a Sec-
urity Council seat. Everybody is sympa-
thetic, but 1 don’t know anybody who
believes that the Security Council will
let Japan in as a veto-wielding member.
It’s an important issue, and 1’ve written
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about it many times, but | think the truth
is that this is not going to happen. | think
most people think that; I think the U.S.
lends support for Japan’s argument pre-
cisely because they know that it’s not
going to happen.

And you talked about criteria for being a
Security Council member—there is no
criteria, as Ambassador Kitaoka said.
The criteria is that they were the winners
in World War 11. Japan has sent military
forces to the Afghanistan and Irag con-
flicts—China hasn’t. China hasn’t sent
anything to a peacekeeping operation.

Deming: No, they did.

Questioner: They have? Well, I’'m sorry.
But, you know, not all the Security
Council members send military support
to all important issues. There is no cri-
teria, in truth, and so the criteria can go
up higher and higher, to keep Japan, or
Germany, or whoever—the truth is that
world politics will not allow this to
happen. That’s been argued many times.
So why don’t we just admit that it’s not
going to happen, and wouldn’t it be
better for Japan and Japanese diplo-
matic forces to expend its energy in
other ways of realizing Japan’s goals?

Kitaoka: For example?

Questioner: | don’t think that Japan’s
lack of a Security Council seat has lead
to any adverse decision by the Security
Council that directly effected Japan. And,
as Rust said, Japan has been a non-per-
manent member many times, and it has a
great influence in East Asia and East
Asian politics and it can wield influence
through ASEAN, APEC, and various
organizations. Or, on its own it is the se-
cond largest economic power in the



world. So why would it need a Security
Council seat that’s not going to happen?

Permanent Seat Would Increase
Efficiency of Japanese Diplomacy

Kitaoka: With a permanent seat or with-
out a seat, there is a big difference in the
efficiency of Japan’s diplomacy. It takes
up several times more energy in order to
put Japan’s point into the world comm-
unity, in some cases. | think the United
Nations should play an important role in
maintaining international peace and or-
der. And in order to do that, important
countries should be the active members
of the United Nations. For example, if
you think that way, the United States
would not need the United Nations.

Japan has never put its full effort into
this. Japan should do more, and Japan
should be on the side of strengthening
the UN’s role in the world. And in order
to do that, such countries as Japan and
Germany should put energy into this
issue. If you give up, then that will never
happen; that’s not very good for inter-
national peace and security, as well as
Japan’s national interest.

Deming: 1 think it has less to do with
Japan’s interest than is has to do with the
viability of the United Nations. At this
stage, fifty-nine years after the end of
World War 11, the five permanent mem-
bers are still the countries that won the
war. They are not representative of the
power structure in the current world—
not just Japan, but Germany, India, and
others. Unless the UN can be reformed
to reflect the new realities, it’s going to
become irrelevant. And that’s the key:
Japan has to be in the UN Security
Council to help save the UN, not simply
because it will protect Japan’s interests.

I think that’s the most important element.
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Ikenberry: | would just like to add my
two cents on that. I think there is a grow-
ing sense that the post-World War 1l in-
stitutions have outgrown or been over-
taken, really, by the evolution of the
international system. One speaker in this
series who spoke eloguently about this
was Ambassador Kishore Mahbubani, a
Singaporean permanent representative,
now going back to Singapore, who fo-
cused not just on the United Nations, but
on the whole set of multilateral institu-
tions. He has made a very strong case
that representation isn’t quite congruent
with underlying capacities and interests.
And he was thinking of some of the
multilateral economic institutions, like
China and India—not so much Japan—
but to the Security Council, it’s clearly
Japan, Germany and maybe India, and
maybe Brazil. So, I think | would agree
with Ambassador Deming that there is a
kind of dysfunctional quality to an insti-
tution that clearly looks like it’s not rep-
resenting the underlying reality. It’s go-
ing to take a package and a trick, I think,
to make it happen, because there are all
these blocking logics, particularly in
Europe.

I wanted to make one other point which
the ambassador may or may not want to
respond to, and that is that in some ways,
the other issue that Japan should be
involved in is the other substantive issue
about how questions about the use of
force are going to be talked about and
legitimated in the 21% century. There
might be a case where Japan eventually
gets through the Security Council, and
nothing important is happening at the
Security Council. Because the most im-
portant questions of international rela-
tions are the use of force, how to re-
spond to threats, particularly these new
threats that may require preemption, that
may require new types of interventions,



new compromises to sovereignty, and
new thinking about Article 51.

I would be very interested in hearing
Japan’s thinking about how to make the
Security Council relevant, because a lot
of people are talking—at least in this
town, and elsewhere—about creating, if
not a new institution, creating formal
mechanisms to try to “multilateralize”
and thereby legitimate the use of force:
Democracy Coalition, Democratic War
Council, etc.—because the UN is just
too big and sprawling. And even more so,
if your dreams are to be realized and
there were to be an expanded Security
Council, it would be even less of a ve-
hicle for mandating the use of force.

So, as we’re wrapping up here, can you
just say something about what Japan
might bring to the table in terms of how
to make the UN relevant on the use of
force?

Use of Force Is Complicated
Issue for UN

Kitaoka: When and how the use of
force can be justified is the biggest and
most difficult issue of the high level
panel committee. However many con-
straints we may put, when it comes to
the real interest of the country, they may
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not respect it. Before Iraq, there was a
case in Kosovo. Intervention in Kosovo
by NATO was not justified by conven-
tional international law, but still they did
it because there was clear misery over
there, and it was widely publicized to the
world.

But on the other hand, after this Iraq
case, there is a possibility that the world
will suffer from the under-supply of in-
tervention. The United States will not
intervene easily because of this difficulty.
There is a possibility that a great sacri-
fice is taking place, but no one would
like to intervene. Making the criteria
about intervention is very difficult. The
Charter level should be changed a little
bit, because to have no intervention doc-
trine is a little bit out of date, consider-
ing today’s more developed perception
of human rights. They are just attacking
a very delicate issue, so as of now, |
have no clear idea about this point which
would be effective.

Ikenberry: Well, on that note, we have
much more to discuss, and | apologize
for not getting to all of your questions.
But | want you to join with me in thank-
ing our speakers for the very stimulating
discussion today. Thank you very much.
(End)
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