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For nearly half a century Germany and Japan have pursued remarkably consistent national security
policies that deemphasize military instruments as a means of achieving national objectives. They have
continued to adhere to these policies despite dramatic changes in their security environments and steady
growth in their relative power. Since the 1950s many outside analysts have predicted that these two
nations will inevitably assume alarger defense and national security role. Y et, contrary to these
predictions, not only have Germany and Japan failed to assume a more independent defense posture, but
they have also been slow to assume alarger security role within the context of multilateral institutions,
such as the un, nato, or the more limited bilateral context of the U.S.-Japanese Security Treaty.

This behavior is anomal ous from the perspective of neorealism and neoliberalism, which see state
behavior as being driven by the rational responses of state actors to pressures emanating from their
international environments. While these two schools differ in the way they specify international

structure, both perspectives would predict greater German and Japanese responsiveness to the changesin
the international system than hasin fact occurred. Instead of increasing their political-military power, as
neorealist perspectives suggest they would, Germany and Japan have done precisely the opposite.
Although it may be argued that the two nations have developed formidable military establishments, their
ability to act independently of their allies has been sharply circumscribed by the types of weapon systems
that they have acquired, by the kinds of missions that their forces train for, and by various institutional
limitations placed on their armed forces. Despite demands periodically placed upon them by the United
States and other alies, Germany and Japan have resisted pressures to expand their global military roles.
This aversion to acting more independently might at first seem to be consistent with the predictions of
neoliberalism. But Germany's and Japan's timidity in assuming greater military responsibilities within the
framework of international institutions opens them up to the charge of free riding and threatensto
undermine the very security regimes upon which they have come to depend.

This essay will argue that an adequate explanation of German and Japanese antimilitarism requires us to
look beyond international structures and examine the domestic cultural-institutional context in which
defense policy is made. The central thesisis that Germany and Japan, as aresult of their historical
experiences and the way in which those experiences were interpreted by domestic political actors, have
developed beliefs and values that make them peculiarly reluctant to resort to the use of military force.
During the immediate postwar period of 1945 to 1960, these beliefs and values became institutionalized
in the German and Japanese political systemsin various ways, both formal and informal, and are now
integral parts of their countries' post-1945 national identities. Together they constitute unique
political-military cultures that lead Germany and Japan to choose certain responses to their respective
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international environments, responses that might differ from those of other statesin identical situations.
Although the end of the Cold War has fundamentally transformed the two nations' security environments,
their approaches to national security have changed only minimally. While some further evolution is
likely, the pace of change is glacial and the direction in which they are likely to evolve cannot be
deduced from objective, external factors alone. Rapid changesin Germany's and Japan's cultures of
antimilitarism are likely only if they are challenged by a major external shock--for instance, adirect
military attack on German or Japanese population centers or a collapse of their alliances with the United
States and the West combined with the emergence of new security threats.

The argument will be structured as follows. After examining the shortcomings of purely structural
approaches to explaining German and Japanese antimilitarism, | shall briefly explicate my use of the
concept of political-military culture. | shall then examine first the development of these two culturesin
the immediate postwar period and subsequently during the Cold War. Finally, | will examine the
persistence of these two cultures of antimilitarism since 1989.

The purpose of this exercise is not to "disprove" structural approaches to analyzing state behavior. Unlike
much of the literature on strategic culture, this essay will underline how noncultural factors can, under
certain circumstances, shape the evolution of culture. At the same time, however, cultural forces have a
significant impact on how states respond to the structural conditions (the distribution of economic and
military power, the density of international institutions) under which they operate. While the relationship
between culture and structure may be dialectical, without factoring in cultural and ideological variables
we cannot achieve an adequate understanding of foreign outcomes or even make the most guarded
predictions about future state behavior.

Deficiencies of Structural Accounts

The development of postwar German and Japanese national security policies, particularly since the end
of the Cold War, poses a number of thorny problems for both neorealist and neoliberal theories of state
behavior. The two nations' profound reluctance to assume larger military roles, either independently or in
amultilateral setting, raises questions about the domestic origins of state preferences and their
perceptions of the international system that cannot be answered by perspectives that focus solely on a
state's position in the international system.

Realism offers a convincing explanation of the origins of German and Japanese defense and national
security policiesin the post-1945 period and provides important insights on the structural forces that

hel ped shape German and Japanese security policy during the Cold War. Defeated in World War 11 and
occupied by the United States, Germany and Japan found that their policy makers had little room to
maneuver during the early postwar years. Since the two nations were dependent on the United States for
both their security and their prosperity, the costs of not joining the Western alliance system would have
been prohibitive and would have posed unacceptabl e risks from the perspective of the leaders of the time.

Differences in the two nations' geopolitical positions also help explain why they adopted very different
approaches to their alliances. Faced with aformidable Soviet military threat on its borders and fearful
that the United States might abandon Western Europe, Germany sought to extract from its allies as clear
acommitment to its security as it could. In return for such guarantees, German leaders were willing to
pay aconsiderable price in national autonomy. In contrast, Japan, as an island nation relatively insulated
from immediate military threat, was primarily concerned that too close an alliance with the United States
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might entangle it in bloody regional conflictslike Koreaand Vietnam. Consequently Japan preferred to
maintain a high degree of military autonomy within the context of its purely bilateral security
arrangement with the United States.; Finaly, arealist analysis of German and Japanese foreign policies

would emphasize the two nations' security relationship with the United States to explain their relatively
low military expenditures during the Cold War. In effect, the United States provided them with afree
ride on security, allowing them to concentrate their national energies on increasing their economic
strength. From the perspective of 1990, this strategy seems to have proved itself a brilliant success, as
Germany and Japan emerged from the Cold War with arguably the world's strongest economies, while
the United States and the Soviet Union appeared exhausted after forty years of political-military
competition.

The shortcomings of a purely realist analysis, however, become more apparent when we try to examine
the foreign policies of the two countries after they reemerged as major powersin the 1960s and 1970s.
Contrary to so-called aggressive variants of neorealism, which see states as power maximizers, Germany
and Japan did not seek to develop military capabilities commensurate with their burgeoning economic
power., On the contrary, they were profoundly ambivalent about any increase in military power, even

when the opportunity was thrust upon them--for example, during the debate over the creation of a
multilateral nuclear force (mlf) as part of nato in the 1960s.3 Likewise, many Japanese leadersin the

fifties and sixties, including Prime Ministers Kishi Nobusuke and Sato Eisaku, supported American
requests for Japan's assumption of a greater regional role in containing Communism and would gladly
have increased Japanese military capabilities, but they were sharply constrained by domestic political
pressures.

Even from a more moderate realist point of view that sees states as security optimizers that balance
against potential threats rather than as power maximizers, it would have appeared perfectly rational for
Germany and Japan to have sought to acquire greater independent military capabilities, including, if not
their own nuclear force de frappe, at least joint control over allied nuclear forces stationed in their own
territory., German and U.S. interests had diverged sharply over such issues as Berlin and detente, while

in Asia new security threats, including a highly ideological, nuclear-armed People's Republic of China,
had emerged in Asia. Moreover, with the Soviet acquisition of the capability to reach targetsin the
United States, the doctrine of extended deterrence had become highly problematic.g

That such aforce de frappe was areal possibility from the perspective of the timeis reflected by U.S.
willingness to supply Germany with theater nuclear weapons in the late 1950s and American fears in the
1960s that without something like mif Germany was very likely to develop its own nuclear

forces.s Similarly, in the late 1960s Japanese policy makers privately reviewed the possibility of

developing a nuclear capability, while in public afierce debate broke out over whether Japan should shift
to an "autonomous defense” (jishuboei) stance.; Ultimately, German and Japanese decision makers

chose not to acquire such capabilities for a variety of reasons, including fears of triggering regional arms
races. Y et there were good, realist reasons for them to have gone in the other direction as well. Tipping
the balance in both cases--but especially in Japan--were the domestic political costs that would have been
associated with taking such measures,

Realist difficulties in accounting for German and Japanese behavior have increased since the end of the
Cold War. The end of the East-West confrontation has considerably enlarged the two nations room for
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maneuver and heightened their relative stature in the international system. Nonetheless, neither Germany
nor Japan has sought to take advantage of the new opportunities by increasing military capabilities. On
the contrary, both nations have reduced their armed forces in the wake of the Cold War--significantly so
in the German case--and have deliberately eschewed new military responsibilities even when they were
thrust upon them, as during the Gulf war.

At the start of the Gulf crisis, German and Japanese |eaders and security policy experts believed that it
was vital that their forces participate directly in the alied war effort in the Gulf. They feared that in the
event of heavy U.S. casualties, Germany and Japan would run the risk of triggering an isolationist
backlash in the United States, undermining the international security order on which both countries have
come to depend. In other words, the rational free rider would have found the dispatch of a small number
of forces of the Gulf--if not on the scale of Britain or France, then at least on a par with Italy or
Belgium--a worthwhile investment to ensure that the free ride would continue. The force of domestic
antimilitary sentiments, however, ruled out taking even minimal military measures.g

In certain respects, recent German and Japanese behavior poses less of a problem for neoliberals, who
maintain that avariety of international structural changes are diminishing the pressures toward military
competition--notably the spread of liberal democracy, growing economic interdependence, the
proliferation of international institutions, and social and technological developments that greatly increase
the costs of war while reducing the benefits. Neoliberal scholars such as Richard Rosecrance, John
Goodman, and Jeffrey Anderson have viewed German and Japanese national security policiesasa
confirmation of their positions. Even some former traditional realists, such as Edward Luttwak, seein
Germany and Japan evidence that the world is moving from an era of geopoliticsto a new age of
geoeconomics. German and Japanese antimilitarism, from this perspective, is not an aberration of the
international norm but rather a harbinger of things to come; in the future, adherents of this view argue,
other nations are likely to behave more like Germany and Japan in security matters.q

In contrast to the realist perspective, however, neoliberals have difficulty accounting for the origins of
German and Japanese antimilitarism, important elements of which had clearly devel oped before causal
factors stressed by liberals had an opportunity to have much of an effect. Moreover, neoliberals find it
difficult to explain the depth of German and Japanese antimilitarism compared to that of other countries
that find themselves in similar structural positions. War is unpopular in liberal democracies the world
over, and there are many other advanced industrial societies similarly embedded in the global network of
international institutions and dependent on access to foreign markets and resources. Y et no other nations
display as intense a sense of antimilitarism as do Germany and Japan.

Here again, the Gulf war provides us with the best recent example. German and Japanese interests in the
Gulf war were certainly no less than those of other American allies; in fact, given the dependence of
these countries on the United States for security, their interests were arguably much greater. Y et not only
were the Germans and Japanese far |ess active than the British and French--who, one could plausibly
maintain, as members of the Security Council have reputations as great military powers to uphold--but
they seemed timid compared to even the Italians, Dutch, and Belgians, al of whom dispatched to the
Gulf precisely the kind of symbolic military forces that pragmatists in the German and Japanese defense
and foreign ministries were urging their governments to send.

Finally, neither the neorealist nor the neoliberal perspective addresses the issue of national identity and
the way in which the definition of national identity in turn shapes the national interest. The importance of
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national identity is particularly apparent in the case of Germany during the Cold War because of its
peculiar status as a divided nation. For nearly half a century, German policy makers on both the L eft and
the Right pursued the dream of national reunification, even though the economic and diplomatic costs of
pursuing relations with Eastern Europe were considerable and international realities made their quest
seem increasingly quixotic. Nonetheless, even in the 1970s and 1980s, after the Germans reconciled
themselves with their fate as a divided nation, the dream of national unity lived on, and no German
politician could afford to abandon a definition of national identity that committed the nation to pursuing
that dream. That identity, and the definition of national interest that it produced, cannot be understood
using systemic approaches that simply treat states as unitary, independent actors.q

National identity, however, is a static variable. For while German national identity survived the nation's
half-century-long partition, it underwent at the same time a profound transformation. Whereas in the
pre-1945 era German statesmen and intellectual s had emphasized Germany's unique path of
development, Der deutsche Sonderweg between East and West, during the 1950s and 1960s Germany
redefined itself as part of alarger, nascent European community of nations bound together by common
values and interests. This commitment to integration with the rest of Western Europe fundamentally
altered the way in which national interest was calculated. As aresult, once reunification was achieved,
Germany further reduced its national sovereignty by accelerating the European integration process
through the treaty of Maastricht. To achieve this objective, Germany agreed to sacrifice the German
mark and support the creation of a European central bank, even though it thereby relinquished a major
source of power and influence in away that neither neorealism nor neoliberalism can easily account for.

In short, both neorealism and neoliberalism identify important systemic factors that sharply constrained
German and Japanese policy makers during the early Cold War period and provided incentives for
pursuing more moderate policies thereafter. By themselves, however, international structures are
underdetermining. While pressures from the international system may influence state actors like
Germany and Japan, the signals that it sends are ambiguous, even contradictory, and a multiplicity of
plausible solutions is available. Under such circumstances states are likely to be guided in their decision
making by their own internal sets of preferences and beliefs about the international system.,; To argue

that ssmply because German and Japanese policy proved successful in the end meant that this was the
only rational course of action open to those nations is to commit the same sort of post hoc fallacy that
cultural explanations are often accused of. What is needed at this point isamodel of how these beliefs
and values may have come into existence and why they continue to persist across generational
boundaries.

The Concept of Political-Military Culture

Common to all theories of culture is the notion that human behavior is guided by socially shared and
transmitted ideas and beliefs.;, Cultures as such comprise beliefs about the way the world is--including

at the most basic level beliefs that define the individual's and the group's identities--and ideas about the
way the world ought to be.;3 Political culture refersto those cultura beliefs and values that shape a

given society's orientations toward politics.;, Political-military culturein turn refers to the subset of the

larger political culture that influences how members of a given society view national security, the
military as an institution, and the use of force in international relations.
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Although influenced by the real world, cultures (including political-military cultures) are not merely
subjective reflections of objective reality. Two individuals or groups with different cultural backgrounds
are likely to behave differently even when confronted with identical situations. For example, if French or
American policy makers found themselves in geostrategic positions similar to Japan's or Germany's, they
might be expected to behave in a very different way than their German and Japanese counterparts do
because they come from cultural backgrounds with very different norms and values regarding the
military and the use of force.

Cultures--and by extension political-military cultures--are not static entities hovering above society,
directing behavior while they themselves remain immune to social, economic, and political forces. They
are transmitted through the often imperfect mechanisms of primary and secondary socialization and are
under constant pressure from both external developments and internal contradictions.;s Cognitive beliefs

about the world are constantly tested by actual events. While failures and surprises can be reinterpreted
so that they do not contradict existing norms and beliefs, they aso create pressures that can lead to a
reevaluation and modification of the culture. In extreme cases, if a culture totally fails to meet the
expectations of its members, large-scale defections to other cultural systems are likely to result.; The

collapse of Communism may serve as acase in point.

Such adaptation, however, is neither quick nor easy. Simple, instrumental beliefs can be discarded easily.
More-abstract or emotionally laden beliefs and values that make up the core of a culture (such asa
preference for democracy or belief in monotheism) are more resistant to change.;; Ordinarily such

change takes place slowly and incrementally. Occasionally more rapid change in core beliefs and values
occurs, but only after they have been thoroughly discredited and the society is under great strain.
Individuals and groups are then forced to reexamine their old beliefs and seek new ways of making sense
of the world and new solutions to the problems confronting them. Such rapid and fundamental change
tends to be accompanied by psychological distress and is broadly similar to Thomas Kuhn's description
of paradigm shiftsin the natural sciences.qg

The reexamination of the core beliefs and values of a particular nation is a complicated affair. At any one
time there exists amultiplicity of political actors--motivated by their own distinctive experiences and
Interests--who seek to establish their understandings as binding for the rest of the society. In pluralistic
political systems, however, usually no one group is able to impose its views on the rest. In order to
pursue their agenda, political actors are compelled to enter into debates and negotiations with other
groups, making compromises and concessions along the way. These compromises, however, have to be
legitimated, both internally within the group and externally in the rest of society. Such legitimations
often involve areinterpretation of past events, current conditions, and future goals. In thisway, politicsis
aquestion not only of who gets what but of who persuades whom in an ongoing negotiation of reality.

At first such compromises are precarious. Political actors are keenly aware of their arbitrary and artificial
nature, and many may hope to reverse the agreed-upon compromises at the earliest possible opportunity.
Once agreed upon, however, these negotiated realities are typically institutionalized in the political
system and cannot be easily changed even if there is a shift in the balance of power among the different
political actors. Decision-making rules, such as the requirement of atwo-thirds majority to revisea
constitution, may create high barriers to the reversal of agreed-upon policies, while the credibility of
|leaders may be damaged by a constant shifting of positions. Moreover, over time the legitimations
offered on behalf of these compromises--particularly if they are perceived as successful--are reified and
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become what Emile Durkheim called "social facts.” 19 Subsequent generations of decision makers come

to take for granted these legitimations and the beliefs and values on which they are based. What may
have been an ad hoc response to historical necessities at one time becomes hallowed social truth at
another. These legitimations thus become part of the political culture of the nation and can have alasting
impact on state behavior long after the circumstances that gave birth to them have passed.

The study of the political-military culture of an entire nation requires a detailed, multilayered research
strategy, involving three central empirical tasks. First, it is necessary to investigate the original set of
historical experiences that define how a given society views the military, national security, and the use of
force, paying careful attention to the interpretation of these events among different groups in the society.
Second, one needs to examine the political process through which actual security policy was made and
how particular decisions were subsequently legitimated. In this context it is important to define the
essential features of both the political-military culture and the security policy associated with it at a
particular point in time. Third, it is necessary to examine the evolution of both the political-military
culture and defense policies over time, monitoring how they evolved in response to historical events.

Such alongitudinal analysis allows us to escape the trap of deriving culture from behavior, which leads
to the kind of tautological, ad hoc reasoning of which cultural analysisis often accused.,o Whilein

practice it is nearly impossible to separate culture from behavior, for analytical purposesit is possible to
disaggregate policy behavior and the meanings that political actors and the general public attach to those
policies, as reflected in public opinion polls, parliamentary debates, books and articles written by opinion
leaders, newspaper editorials, and so forth. This procedure allows us to judge the degree of consistency
between behavior and expressed beliefs and values over time. If culture (in this case, political-military
culture) changes without any corresponding shift in behavior, there are grounds to question the posited
relationship between the two. Likewise, if behavior changes without any change in the expressed beliefs
and values that have been associated with earlier policies, then again we have reason to doubt that the
two factors influence one another. In other words, expressed cultural beliefs and values should develop in
tandem with behavior--in this case defense and national security policy. When there is adiguncture
between the two, an appropriate degree of tension should be observable in the political system.

According to the model of cultural change explicated above, under normal circumstances culture should
change only incrementally in response to ordinary historical events such as shifts in the balance of power
or the formation of international institutions. WWhen major new policy initiatives violating existing norms
and values are proposed, resistance in the form of demonstrations, political confrontations, and changes
in government should be observable. If major changes occur without generating such resistance, then the
presumed relationship between political-military culture and defense policy can be considered to have
been falsified.

In this sense, political-military culture often acts as a source of inertiain policy making, at least in the
short run. At the same time, how nations choose to behave can have significant, system-level effectsin
the long run aswell, especialy if they are important actors like Germany and Japan. For example,
isolationism in the United States before 1941 significantly delayed the American entry into World War

I1, creating awindow of opportunity in which the Axis powers could have achieved military victory.
While from a structural realist point of view the only significant difference would have been that Western
Europe would have been organized under the aegis of a Nazi German rather than a democratic American
hegemon, the character of the international system would have been profoundly different.,;
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The Origins of the New Political-Military Cultures

To aremarkable degree, the political-military cultures of Germany and Japan continue to be shaped and
guided by the ideological and political battles of the late forties and fifties. During this critical formative
period the foundations of the postwar German and Japanese approaches to security were put in place.
The creation of the new German and Japanese defense establishments was not merely atechnocratic
exercise in obtaining maximum security at minimal price, nor were they merely the products of a
pluralistic bargaining process between interest groups concerned with maximizing their share of societal
resources. Rather, the German and Japanese defense debates of the 1950s revolved around much more
fundamental questions of national identity, the definition of the national interest and of the kind of
political, economic, and social systems that the two nations should adopt. In the course of these debates,
basic decisions regarding defense and national security became inextricably intertwined with the new
national identities of postwar Germany and Japan.

Perhaps the most important fact to be noted in any analysis of postwar German and Japanese thinking
about defense and national security is the degree to which it represented aradical departure from the
dominant historical patterns. Prewar Germany and Japan had been quintessential militarist
societies.,, The armed forces had played a pivotal role in the formation of the modern German and

Japanese states, and their status as great military powers was central to their national self-understandings.
In Germany, it was the Prussian army that had fulfilled the nineteenth-century nationalist dream of
unifying the German nation. In Japan, governments since the Meiji restoration of 1868 legitimated their
rule by depicting themselves as the defenders of the nation and the sacred Imperial institution from
predatory Western powers. As aresult, the German and Japanese military establishments wielded
tremendous political influence and enjoyed high social prestige in the prewar period.,3

The disastrous defeat in World War 11 dealt alethal blow, both materially and spiritually, to these highly
militaristic political-military cultures. Both nations suffered enormous physical 1osses. More than six
million Germans and three million Japanese perished between 1939 and 1945. By the time the fighting
ended, their cities had been reduced to rubble, their economies had collapsed, and their populations were
saved from starvation only by the massive infusion of Western aid. Perhaps more important than the
material losses were the psychological ones. The German and Japanese armies had failed to fulfill the
missions that had been their principle sources of legitimacy. In Germany, instead of unifying all
German-speakers, the war ended in national partition and dismemberment. In Japan, the military was
blamed for having recklessly dragged the country into a disastrous war that ended in the first occupation
of Japan in recorded history and left the emperor at the mercy of foreign conquerors.

In the wake of these disasters the popular mood was one of disillusionment with nationalist ambitions
and argjection of the prewar military ethos. These sentiments by themselves, however, were insufficient
to effect alasting transformation of German and Japanese political-military cultures. In the past, other
countries--including post-World War | Germany--had suffered defeats of comparable magnitude and
exhibited similarly powerful moods of war weariness without devel oping lasting antimilitary cultures.
Alongside the natural pacifism of two defeated peoples there also lurked feelings of fear and resentment
of the victorious Allied powers. There remained as well a host of issues--including most important
questions of territory--that potentially could have become catalysts for new aggressively irredentist
movements.
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The dimensions of the defeat, however, did create windows of opportunity after 1945 during which
genera societal attitudes toward the military and the use of force became unusually malleable. Two sets
of actors--the American occupation authorities and the new German and Japanese democratic
elites--played key rolesin reinforcing and institutionalizing the antimilitary sentiments that appeared in
the wake of the war.

For the American occupation authorities, demilitarization was both a physical and a psychological
project. Not only did the occupation forces demobilize and dismantle the vast German and Japanese war
machines, but they also worked hard to impress upon the German and Japanese people that theirs had
been amoral aswell asamilitary defeat. The political and military leaders of the wartime regimes were
put on trial for war crimes; books and passages in school texts deemed to be militaristic were expunged
from the curriculum; and the German and Japanese populations were bombarded with antimilitary
propaganda that was almost as fierce as the wartime propaganda that preceded it.,,4

At least as critical to the ultimate demilitarization of Germany and Japan were the efforts of their own
political elites, on both the Left and the Right. The left-wing labor unions and socialist/social-democratic
movements, the traditional enemies of the military in the prewar period, were naturally opposed to seeing
their old political rivals reestablished. The main centrist and right-of-center political formations,
organized under the Christian Democrats led by Konrad Adenauer in Germany and the Liberals under

Y oshida Shigeru in Japan, were deeply suspicious of the armed forces and blamed them for the failure of
party democracy in the 1930s. Although less critical of the military than the Left, men like Adenauer and
Y oshida were determined to prevent the armed forces from playing the kind of political role that they had
before 1945. Even archconservatives, such as later defense minister Franz Josef Strauss, declared
themselves vehemently opposed to the military and militarism. s

When the basic ingtitutions of the postwar German and Japanese democratic systems were put into place
in the late 1940s, the dominant political forces were committed to the eradication of the old military
ethos. At the same time, democratization took place in an international environment in which pressures
for German and Japanese rearmament remained muted and the international community was primarily
concerned with preventing the reemergence of a German or Japanese military threat. German and
Japanese |eaders emphasized the degree to which the new political systems differed from the old and
antimilitarist values were institutionally anchored in the new democratic political systems. The most
prominent of these new institutions were to be found in the new constitutions of the two countries;
Japan's article 9, which forbade the maintenance of military forces or war-fighting material, and article
87a of the German Basic Law, which prohibits waging wars of aggression.

The emergence of the Cold War, and especially the outbreak of the Korean War, soon compelled
Germany and Japan to reconsider their antimilitary postures. Under pressure from the United States and
worried by the threat of Communism, German and Japanese |eaders felt they had no choice but to
reverse, at least partially, the antimilitary policies that had been implemented over the past five years.

This change in direction, however, clashed with the powerful popular mood of antimilitarism, and
throughout the 1950s West German and Japanese politics were dominated by fierce domestic struggles
over the defense issue. In both nations this debate was in good measure also a debate over the future of
the German and Japanese economic and social systems. The Left--backed by the trade unions and large
segments of the intelligentsia--feared that joining the American-led alliance would lock them into the
Western capitalist system and hamper their efforts to achieve more far-reaching, socialist reform in their
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respective societies. The Right--supported by business interests and traditionally conservative sectors of
society such as the church and agriculture--hoped for precisely the opposite.

Ultimately pro-Western, right-of-center coalitions won the day in both countries, aided by improving
economic conditions and the considerable benefits afforded by U.S. patronage.pg Their left-wing rivals,

hampered by inept Soviet diplomacy, were unable to translate popular sympathy for neutrality into
victories at the ballot box. More-conservative forces, which favored large-scale, unrestricted rearmament
and amore independent policy stance, enjoyed little popular support. Even in Japan, where conservative,
prodefense leaders like Hatoyama | chiro and Kishi Nobosuke came into power, the far Right's influence
on policy and the popular debate on defense remained relatively marginal.

Although the supporters of aliance and rearmament achieved their chief objectives, they were compelled
to make a number of important concessions in order to reassure the public and the opposition forces--as
well as neighboring countries--that there would be no reversion to militarism. Consequently, rearmament
took place on alimited scale and at arelatively cautious pace. The new German Bundeswehr and
Japanese Self Defense Forces (sdf) were placed under strict regimes of civilian control, and great care
was taken to underline their purely defensive nature. Both countries forswore the acquisition of certain
categories of weapons systems--most notably weapons of mass destruction--and both the Federal
Republic and Japan passed |egidlation prohibiting the dispatch of their forces beyond their own territory,
or--in the German case--outside of the area covered by nato.,;

During this formative period, when German and Japanese attitudes toward their military werein flux and
their room for maneuvering decidedly limited, geopolitical forces had a powerful influence on the
development of the two countries defense policies. In particular, contrasting German fears of
abandonment and Japanese fears of entanglement led to very different, almost inverse patterns of alliance
relations. Faced with a clear and present danger in the Soviet Union, Germany chose to integrate itself as
tightly as possible with its allies through an impressive array of overlapping multilateral institutions,
including nato, the European Community, and the West European Union. In contrast, Japan, confronted
with amuch lower level of external threat and fearful that it might be dragged into destructive regional
conflictslike Korea and Vietnam, declined various American proposals for regional security
arrangements and remained relatively isolated from its neighbors.

Y et even in this period, domestic political and historical factors played an important rolein certain
aspects of the two nations' defense policies, most notably in the area of civil-military relations. In the
modern era both nations have had their share of problems with maintaining control over the armed
forces. The German Reichswehr under General Kurt von Schleicher played a key role in bringing Adolf
Hitler to power, while the Japanese militarists had progressively taken control of the Japanese
government through a decade-long series of coups, assassinations, and engineered military emergencies.
This historical background served to greatly sharpen the dilemma of how to reconcile democratic
institutions with the military establishment. Although Germany and Japan faced problems that were
structurally almost identical, they adopted virtually the opposite strategies for maintaining control over
their armed forces.

In the German case memories were still fresh of how the Reichswehr--a small, highly professional force
of military men with political views far to the right of those of German society as a whole--had been
instrumental in the demise of the Weimar Republic. From the point of view of many German political
and military leaders, the key issue was how to integrate the new armed forces into society and ensure that

http://www.ciaonet.org/book/katzenstein/katz09.html (10 of 31) [8/9/2002 1:58:18 PM]



The Culture of National Security

they not become a collecting point for extreme Right views. The solution that they found relied
principally on two mechanisms: the reintroduction of universal military service and the
institutionalization of the doctrine of innere Fuhrung (internal leadership), designed to infuse the armed
forces with a democratic ethos and to protect the civil rights of recruits.,g

In Japan, on the other hand, the Imperial Army had been a mass-based organization with powerful social
and political foundations. The militarists had used its informal network of contacts to bolster the
extensive formal privileges granted to the armed forces under the Meiji constitution. As aresult, it was
not altogether surprising that the last thing that Japan's postwar political |eaders wanted to do wasto
create a military establishment that was thoroughly integrated into society. While some efforts were
made to indoctrinate the military with a democratic ethos, the basic postwar Japanese strategy for
controlling the military wasto isolate it politically and socially. The armed forces were placed under a
tight system of both internal and external bureaucratic controls, and their uniformed personnel were
carefully monitored by the civilian overseers in charge of the Japanese Defense Agency. The agency
itself occupied a very subordinate position within the Japanese bureaucratic hierarchy, and many of its
key departments, including finance and procurements, were effectively under the control of other
ministries, The idea of military conscription, although favored by some military men, never even reached
the political agendain Japan.og

The highly polarized character of the Japanese political system in the 1950s and 1960s further reinforced
the isolation of the armed forces. The presence of extremely conservative figuresin the ruling coalition
(Prime Minister Kishi had been munitions minister under General Tojo Hideki and was a signatory of the
declaration of war on the United States) and the readiness of much of the Japanese L eft to accept Soviet
propaganda at face value created an ideological gulf between the government and the opposition that was
far wider than in West Germany. Cooperation between government and opposition was almost
unknown.zo Without even aminimal consensus on defense, and faced with deep public antipathy toward

the armed forces, the Japanese government was compelled to place the armed forces under an evolving
system of legidative constraintsin order to reassure the public (and indeed, many members of the
government itself) that the military establishment was not becoming too powerful to control.

In the Federal Republic, despite the bitter polemical battles between the Christian Democrats and the
Socialists, the opposition was willing to cooperate with the government on key defense legidation in
order to help shape national policy.3; Asaresult, the Bundeswehr enjoyed far greater political

legitimacy than did the Self Defense Forces, and the German military, while far from popular and much
criticized, was not regarded with nearly the same degree of suspicion.

During the 1950s German and Japanese security policy makers were unusually sensitive to the various
forces--both domestic and international--present in the policy-making environment. In the course of the
policy-making process, however, new institutional structures were created that insulated defense policy
from the domestic and international pressures. Some of these structures were legal in nature, such as the
restrictions placed on the German and Japanese armed forces by their interpretations of the constitutions.
Others were more bureaucratic-organizational, such as the office of the Wehrbeauftragte (a special
independent commissioner charged with overseeing innere Fuhrung in the Bundeswehr). Once installed,
these formal institutions could not easily be discarded, and therefore they locked the further evolution of
policy into fixed paths of development.s,
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Other structures were ideological in character, including the beliefs and values used to legitimate the new
national security policies and institutions. Central to these legitimations were new definitions of the
German and Japanese national identities. In West Germany, Adenauer and other proponents of the
Western alliance argued that for a hundred years democracy in Germany had been crippled by the
cross-pressures generated by its geographical and cultural location between East and West. This
ambivalence, they maintained, had spawned the aggressive hypernationalism of the prewar period that
had proved so destructive. To contain the demons of nationalism, Adenauer and others argued, Germany
had to bind itself into a network of transatlantic and Western European institutions. Economic and
military alignment with the West was thus not merely a strategy for maximizing the national interest; it
was a decision to resolve a centuries-old identity crisis and to anchor the nation firmly in Western
civilization and thus support the values of liberal democracy.33

In asimilar way Prime Minister Y oshida Shigeru provided his countrymen with avision of Japan asa
"merchant nation" (shonin kokka), a country that concentrated on economic development while
eschewing the pursuit of military power. With this slogan Y oshida subverted the L eft's own vision of
Japan as a "peace nation," a nation dedicated to the pacifist ideals of the Japanese constitution, by linking
antimilitarism to the decidedly nonleftist desire for commercia gain. Also unlike the Left, Y oshidaand
other centrists looked to the capitalist West rather than the socialist East for the model of development
that Japan should emulate. They argued that alliance with the United States was the price that Japan had
to pay for entering the global community of prosperous modern powers. The military side of the
relationship, as opposed to the commercial one, was carefully deemphasized.3,

Potentially, these legitimations could have been used to support very different policies. There is nothing
about the notion of Germany as a part of the West that intrinsically required it to indoctrinate its armed
forces with democratic values (no other member of nato has a comparable policy). Nor does Japan's
collective identity as a merchant nation a priori bar it from dispatching forces overseas. Innere
Fuhrung and the highly restrictive ban on the overseas dispatch of forces were the products of the
constellations of political forces dominant in Germany and Japan in the 1950s. Likewise, Germany's
decision to integrate itself into the West, and Japan's determination to stay aloof from regional security
affairs were logical responses to the particular external pressures that the two countries experienced.
Once made, however, these decisions were tied to the new national identities by the German and
Japanese governments, which had to justify their policiesto their highly critical public. In this way
policies were invested with a symbolic value that linked them to the core values of the new German
political-military culture and made them quite resistant to change.

Over the course of the next thirty years, these cultures and patterns of behavior would be frequently
challenged. Domestically, there existed powerful rival visions of national identity and policy agendas
that were promoted by parties on both the Left and the Right. Internationally, the evolving East-West
relationship and shiftsin the balance of power were to generate pressures for change as well.
Nonetheless, a basic set of beliefs and values, along with associated patterns of defense behavior, can be
identified as existing around 1960 and can be summarized briefly as follows.
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In the following sections we will trace the subsequent evolution of German and Japanese defense and
national security policies and the debates surrounding them. In the process we will analyze the extent to
which Germany and Japan deviated from the norms, values, and patterns of behavior established during
the critical early years after the war.

The Evolution of the Two Political-Military Cultures

Public opinion surveys from the sixties and seventies reveal a marked increase in West German and
Japanese popular support for the institutional pillars of the new approaches to defense and national
security, including their alliances with the United States, political and economic integration with the
West, and the new armed forces. Whereas in 1960 a substantial minority of the population in Japan (32
percent) supported neutrality over alignment with the United States (44 percent), by 1978 backing for the
West had increased to 49 percent, while support for neutrality declined to 25 percent.zs 1n West

Germany popular support for the military alliance with the United States rose as well, albeit not quite as
dramatically asin Japan. In 1961, for example, 42 percent were still for neutrality, against 40 percent for
aliance with the West, by 1975 proalliance attitudes had risen to 48 percent versus 38

percent.3g Support for integration with Western Europe increased similarly during this period. Although

in 1965 a large majority of West Germans (69 percent) still said that given a choice they would prefer
reunification over integration with Europe, by 1973 the balance had shifted dramatically, with 65 percent

http://www.ciaonet.org/book/katzenstein/katz09.html (13 of 31) [8/9/2002 1:58:18 PM]



The Culture of National Security

preferring European integration over German reunification.s;

In both countries external factors may have contributed to this shift in attitudes. The end of the Vietnam
War and detente reduced Japanese fears of entanglement, and Ostpolitik removed some of the chief
obstacles to a solution--albeit a far from satisfactory one--for the problem of national partition. While
these external events may have facilitated the consolidation process, once the consensus was in place,
further changes did not lead to areversal. Even after the Cold War reintensified in the late 1970s and the
first half of the 1980s, support for the basic security institutions remained high in both countries.sg

Support for nonmilitary means of ensuring national security also grew steadily. In Germany after 1973
public support for Ostpolitik continued to increase even as superpower relations deteriorated. In 1973, 49
percent of those surveyed felt that Ostpolitik had been worthwhile, and 29 percent did not. By January
1980, the level of support had increased to 51 percent versus 28 percent, and the vast majority of West
Germans supported the further promotion of detente--74 percent versus 17 percent.ag Although there

was far less emphasis on dialogue with the Soviet Union or other potential enemies in Japan, there was
evidence of strong popular preferences for relying on nonmilitary instruments for national security. A
1972 Yomiuri newspaper survey revealed that only 6 percent of the respondents thought military power
was a very effective means of defending the nation, while 32 percent thought it was somewhat effective
and 14 percent thought it was totally ineffective. In contrast, 32 percent thought that economic
instruments (foreign aid, trade, and so forth) were very effective ways of maintaining national security,
and 43 percent thought that they were somewhat effective. Respondents rated diplomatic negotiations,
maintaining a high standard of living and international exchanges all as more effective than military
power as ways of ensuring national security. g

Expressions of elite opinion as well gravitated toward greater support of the existing approach to defense
and national security, especially in Japan. Whereas in the 1950s Japanese intellectuals and the media
overwhelmingly backed the Left's proposals for unarmed neutrality, during the 1960s and 1970s
increasing numbers of intellectuals came out in favor of the government's policy of alignment with the
West and maintenance of aminimal defense establishment. At the forefront of this movement was a new
generation of scholars such as Kosaka Masataka and Nagai Y onosuke, who provided new, more
sophisticated rationales for Japan's postwar approach to national security and were increasingly enlisted
by the Japanese government to serve on panels to study defense and foreign policy issues.,; During the

early 1980s this trend accel erated, as reflected by Yomiuri's shift to a prodefense editorial line and the
increased willingness of Japanese companies to produce weapons. At the same time, the public defense
debate went from being a battle between the pacifist Left and the proalliance Center to a struggle
between centrists and a resurgent, nationalist anti-American Right that favored a major military buildup
and a more independent approach to foreign policy.,»

Whereas in Japan the shift in the overall spectrum of political opinion among elites was toward the Right
and Center, in West Germany €elite opinion shifted in the opposite direction, toward the Left. In the late
1960s support for detente grew dramatically in the face of stubborn resistance by the cdu (Christian
Democratic Union) government to closer ties with Eastern Europe. The student movement and the issue
of coming to terms with the atrocities of the Nazi era added a powerful emotional dimension to the new
policy of Ostpolitik announced by Chancellor Willy Brandt in 1969, making the new diplomatic policy
as much a matter of strengthening democracy and atoning for the past as of pursuing German national
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interests. These moves reinforced and further institutionalized the antimilitary character of West German
political-military culture. Consequently, massive demonstrations broke out in Germany when in the late
1970s and 1980s nato governments, including German chancellors Helmut Schmidt and Helmut Kohl,
sought to counter growing Soviet military strength by deploying a new generation of theater nuclear
forces.,3

The positions of political parties mirrored shiftsin popular and €elite attitudes. In West Germany during
the late 1950s the Social Democrats (spd) shifted decisively toward accepting nato and integration with
the West.,4 Eveninthe late 1980s, after the spd partially reversed itself on national security in response

to the emergence of the far left-wing Green Party and a new, more radical generation within the party,
the Social Democrats refrained from calling for withdrawal from nato. Indeed, whereas in the 1950s the
spd had bitterly opposed nato and integration with Western Europe, in the 1980s it came out in favor of
greater European integration in the hope that a united Europe could provide a counterweight to the
United States and preserve detente.,5 For its part, the cdu came to accept Ostpolitik and detente in the

1980s, conducting its own mini-detente with the German Democratic Republic even at the height of the
U.S.-Soviet confrontation of the early to mid-1980s.4¢ Despite the enormous controversy surrounding

defense issuesin West Germany during the 1980s, on a deeper level consensus on national security
actually grew.

On the whole, shifts in Japan tended to be less dramatic than in West Germany. Nonetheless, over the
course of the 1970s and 1980s the Socialist opposition to the government's national security policies
became less virulent than it had been in the 1950s. An important factor in this trend was the Socialists
efforts to court the so-called middle-of-the-road parties (the Democratic Socialist Party and the Clean
Government Party), which were more supportive of the Self Defense Forces and the alliance with the
United States and which were prepared to compromise with the government in order to pass new defense
legidation.,7 Although there remained right-wingers in the Idp (Liberal Democratic Party) who wanted

to see Japan become a "normal nation" by assuming a larger and more independent military role, they
were held in check by the party’s centrist mainstream. 45

Asin Germany, the defense debate of the 1980s revealed that the growing consensus was no longer
confined to a shift toward the center in the distribution among the different subcultures; a deeper
transformation was taking place in the contents of the beliefs that they proposed. Whereas in the past,
Japanese rightists had hoped to use the defense issue to spark a new debate on national identity and
Japan's global mission, during the 1980s right-wing ideol ogues like Ishihara Shintaro and Eto Jun
increasingly chose to focus on trade issues instead in order to inflame nationalist passions.,g 1n effect,

the Right accepted the centrist position that Japan's strength lay in its role as a merchant nation.

Behind this shift in the terms of the political debate was a broader intellectual transformation of the ways
in which Japan's new national identity was related to its past. Borrowing ideas from the popular analysis
of Japanese culture known as nihonjinron (the theory of Japanese-ness), more and more influential
Japanese came to accept the argument that because Japan had never been subjected to successive waves
of foreign invasion as had Europe and mainland Asia, conflict had always tended to be of a more limited
nature than elsewhere in the world. This historical insularity is alleged to have made the Japanese people
inherently inept at power politics, while at the same time strengthening their inclination toward harmony
and cooperation.sy The conclusions that centrists--and, increasingly, right-wing figures as well--draw
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from this analysis jibes well with Japan's overall strategy as a"merchant nation"--namely, to recognize
its relative weakness as a military power, rely on "warrior nations' like the United Statesto cometo its
aid, and concentrate its energies on the areas in which it enjoys a comparative advantage: trade,
technology, and economic growth.

In sum, thereislittle doubt that the political-military cultures of Germany and Japan shifted in significant
ways during the course of the Cold War in response to international events and domestic political
developments. These shifts, however, on the whole led to a greater consensus in favor of the antimilitary
policies that had been established in the 1950s. Efforts to move in the opposite direction triggered
considerable domestic political turmoil. In West Germany the development of Ostpolitik was
accompanied by intense infighting within the cdu and the coming to power of the spd. Likewise, the
decision to deploy new intermediate-range nuclear weapons in the early 1980s triggered mass
demonstrations and another change in government. In a similar fashion, the Japanese student movement
and the debates over the return of Okinawa (then still occupied by the United States) fueled intense
political controversy in Japan. Various conservative defense initiatives, such as Prime Minister Fukuda
Takeo's effortsin 1978 to pass new legislation enabling the Self Defense Forces to respond to a military
emergency, generated so much political resistance that they had to be greatly modified or abandoned.s;

The end of the Cold War has sparked new controversy over national security in Germany and Japan, and
there are clear signs that popular and elite attitudes toward defense are continuing to evolve. The main
focal point of the new defense debate of the 1990s is whether and in what form Germany and Japan
should participate in international peacekeeping missions. During the Gulf war German and Japanese
public opinion, despite negative views of Saddam Hussein, showed overwhelming opposition to direct
involvement in the war., German and Japanese elite views were similarly divided over how to respond

to the crisis, with the Left generally opposed to involvement, the Right supporting alimited show of
force, and the Center waffling somewhere in between.s3 Since the Gulf war public opinion has slowly

coalesced in favor of some degree of limited military participation in international affairs, accompanied
by perhaps the most intensive debate of national security issues in these two countries since the 1950s.
Public opinion polls show cautious popular approval of the limited forays into peacekeeping in
Cambodia and Somalia. Media treatment of these operations has been largely favorable. The trend
toward increased consensus received a boost in Japan when Socialist Matsuyma Tomiichi became prime
minister in coalition with the conservative Liberal Democrats and announced that his party would
partialy reverse itslong-standing policy of opposition to the Self Defense Forces and the alliance with
the United States.s, In Germany the Federal Constitutional Court ruled in favor of the government,

decreeing that the Bundeswehr could indeed participate in military operations, including combat
missions, outside of the nato area, providing it received parliamentary approva and these operations
were conducted in amultilateral framework.ss

These developments, while significant, do not represent fundamental deviations from the
political-military cultures of the Cold War. Despite its enhanced position of power in the center of
Europe, and despite various, often serious disagreements with its European allies over such issues as
Bosnia, the Uruguay round, or the expansion of nato into central Europe, Germany remains committed to
deepening its integration with the West and pursuing a policy of reassurance vis-&visits neighbors to the
East. Japan for its part, prefersto overlook ssmmering regional threatsin North Korea and China and
continuesto insist that it will make only nonmilitary contributions to the international order. While there
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Is slow evolution--as there has been during much of the Cold War--there is no fundamental shift in
direction, either toward greater defense autonomy or toward the assumption of aleadership role on
security issuesin amultilateral context.

The Evolution of German and Japanese Security Policies

Accompanying the changes in German and Japanese political-military cultures there were also shiftsin
their national security policies, as one would expect if thereis a causal relationship between the two.
Moreover, when those shifts ran against the established antimilitary cultures, they were accompanied--as
predicted earlier--by intense domestic political debate and controversy. For analytical purposesit is
useful to distinguish three different aspects of national security policy: alliance politics, force structure
and mission, and civil-military relations.

Alliance Politics

German and Japanese alliance policies changed in two major ways during the Cold War: U.S.-Japanese
military tieswere intensified in the late 1970s and 1980s, and West Germany tried to achieve closer
relations with the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, beginning in the late 1960s. In West Germany the
primary impulse for Ostpolitik came from a deep-rooted desire to hammer out a modus vivendi with the
Soviet Union that would decrease the threat of war and increase contact with the East German
population. Such geostrategic considerations and nationalist aspirations alone need not have led to a
far-reaching series of agreements on trade and security.sg The Republic of South Korea, for instance, has

endured national partition and the threat of war for an even longer period than West Germany did,
without engaging in a comparable diplomatic campaign. In addition, the student movement of the late
1960s and the desire to atone for Germany's crimes during the Nazi period made a moral imperative out
of adiplomatic initiative and lent the Ostpolitik policies of Willy Brandt and Egon Bahr a dynamic that
went well beyond the satisfaction of immediate German national interests.

After immensely difficult negotiations and fierce parliamentary battles (the Brandt government survived
a no-confidence measure by a mere two votes), in 1971 the West German government signed a series of
agreements with its Eastern neighbors, including the Soviet Union and the East German regime. These
agreements covered a wide range of issues, the most important of which were increased economic and
diplomatic ties, the status of Berlin, and humanitarian contacts between the two German

states.s; Thereafter, the West German government continued to pursue closer ties with the East,

becoming the primary sponsor of the csce (Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe), which
led to the signing of the Helsinki Accordsin 1975.55 Even during the bitterest period of U.S.-Soviet

confrontation in the early 1980s, the Federal Republic continued to pursue relations with the East despite
widespread American and Western apprehensions that Germany was heading down the path toward
neutralism.sg

In the case of Japan, the initial impetus toward greater military cooperation with the United States came
in the mid-1970s, as American power in the Pacific appeared to decline after Vietnam while that of the
Soviet Union increased. These developments led to a stormy debate within the Idp over whether Japan
should assume a more active, independent stance on defense even while retaining its security links with
the United States, a position known as jishuboei.g, After much deliberation and internal squabbling, the
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ruling party leaders and bureaucrats, alarmed by the nationalist rhetoric of the jishuboei camp and signs
of growing anxiety abroad, chose to strengthen Japan's alliance with the United States instead. Over the
next few years, the government laid the groundwork for closer cooperation between the two nations
armed forces, culminating in the 1978 Guidelines on U.S.-Japanese Defense Cooperation. Thereafter
contacts between the Self Defense Forces and the U.S. military increased sharply. Japanese naval forces
were dispatched abroad on training missions, and American and Japanese military planners began formal
discussions on how they might react to a military crisisin the Far East. These trends accel erated further
in the early 1980s, especially under the conservative Nakasone administration, which opened the door for
joint weapons research and development and increased Japan's commitment to containing the Soviet
Union.g;

In short, the changes in German and Japanese elite and public attitudes toward defense mirrored actual
shiftsin policy. In West Germany the Left's objective of establishing at least alimited security
partnership with Eastern Europe was realized, while in Japan the Right's long-sought-after goal of
strengthening the armed forces through closer ties to the United States was finally achieved. These were
important shiftsin policy that had been encouraged--though not dictated--by changes in the international
environment, but whose implementation was delayed for years until the requisite domestic political
support could be mustered. In West Germany the cdu was able to resist the trend toward detente for
nearly a decade. In Japan it took more than five years after the end of the Vietnam War before an internal
consensus in favor of closer tiesto the United States could be formed.

These changesin policy did not imply, however, that the basic German and Japanese alliance strategies
had been abandoned. Both countries remained dependent on the United States for military security, and
efforts either to establish an independent defense posture (as called for by Nakasone and the advocates of
jishuboei) or to abandon nato (as demanded by the Greens and the left wing of the spd) had been
emphatically denied. Germany remained tightly integrated into the nato command structure and
continued to seek to reach its foreign policy objectives primarily through multilateral institutions.
Germany also continued to be one of the prime proponents of deepening the European Community--if
anything, German unification even accelerated this trend--while at the same time integrating itself even
more thoroughly into new nato institutions such as the Nuclear Planning Group.g,

Japan, on the other hand, maintained relatively looser ties with the United States. Even after 1978 there
was no joint command structure, only a coordinating office to be set up in the event of an emergency.
Despite Nakasone's sometimes belligerent rhetoric (he once described Japan as an "unsinkable aircraft
carrier" ready to repel Soviet aggression), it remained uncertain whether Japanese forces would assist the
United States except in the event of a direct Soviet attack.

Since the end of the Cold War there has been some shift toward increased regionalism in both countries,
but the basic patterns of behavior remain consistent with the core values established in the 1950s. In
Europe, in keeping with its traditional strategy of integrating itself, Germany has deepened both its
European and its Atlantic multilateral military commitment, turning the French-German brigade into a
corps and promoting the creation of multinational forcesinside nato to which the aliance's most
combat-ready forces will be allocated.q; Germany has also been the chief promoter of expanding the

alliance eastward while offering the Soviet Union various forms of reassurance that such moves are not
directed against it, but rather are designed to gradually pull the entire region into a peaceful,
multinational security order.
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Japan, like Germany, remains wedded to its close military relationship with the United States. At the
same time, it also has begun to foster a security dialogue with neighboring countriesin East Asia.
Nonetheless, Japan's efforts in this direction remain tentative. Although with the end of the Cold War the
strategic positions that Germany and Japan now occupy have become quite similar with respect to the
risks of entanglement versus the dangers of abandonment, the Japanese political-military culture still has
not adjusted to its changed external environment. The fear of entanglement continues to loom large in
Japanese politics. Perhaps more important, whereas German leaders are able to justify their policies
through reference to Germany's membership in alarger community of Western values, similar arguments
with respect to the commonalities between Japan and the United States or Japan and the rest of Asiafail
to have similar domestic resonance.

Force Sructure and Mission

During the Cold War, West Germany's and Japan's decisions to continue to rely on the United States for
external security implied that, at least to alimited extent, they had to follow the U.S. lead on security
issues. Asthe United States redoubled its efforts to contain growing Soviet military strength in the late
1970s and 1980s, Germany and Japan were compelled to follow suit, expanding and modernizing their
armed forces and adopting military missions and force postures that in certain respects appeared to signal
adeparture from their earlier policies. To many West German critics, the deployment of a new
generation of intermediate nuclear forces (inf) and the Kohl government's willingness to support
President Ronald Reagan's Strategic Defense Initiative (sdi) signified German acceptance of new, highly
belligerent nuclear doctrines.q, Fears that German foreign policy was being remilitarized were further

reinforced by the Bundeswehr's adoption of the American doctrine of Follow-on Forward Attack (fofa),
which foresaw deep strikes into Eastern Europe in order to disrupt a Soviet assault.

Likewise, in Japan, Prime Minister Suzuki Zentaro's pledge to defend his nation's sea lanes of
communication for up to a thousand nautical miles from the Japanese mainland appeared to mark a
dramatic expansion of the sdf's traditional territorial defense role. Similarly, the overturning of the
one-percent-of-gnp limit on defense spending was interpreted by many as a sign that the Japanese
government was moving beyond its minimalist approach to spending and preparing to embark on a major
arms buildup.gs

Y et on closer ingpection, many of these apparent departures prove far less significant that they were
made out to be. The primary purpose of deploying the inf missiles was not to develop the ability to
launch a decapitating first strike but rather to reinforce the credibility of the American nuclear guarantee
in an eraof increasing Soviet power.gg Moreover, consistent with the pattern of behavior that had

aready been established in the 1950s, Germany continued to seek accommodation even asiit
strengthened deterrence by linking the inf deployments to new arms control initiatives.q7

Similarly, Kohl's endorsement of sdi was motivated more by the desire to demonstrate solidarity with the
United States than to help establish military dominance over the Soviet Union. Within the German
government even prodefense conservatives, such as Manfred Wsrner, were uneasy about sdi, fearing that
if it were realized it might prove destabilizing. Consequently, Chancellor Kohl made his support of sdi
even as aresearch program contingent on further progressin the area of arms control.gg German support

for American plans for a conventional defense of Europe was similarly lukewarm, and for the most part
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Germany paid only lip service to these new doctrines and did not actually implement them. The concrete
impact of these policies on actual German force structures and defense planning was on the whole rather
minimal.gg

The Japanese commitment to defending its sealanes was also a highly political statement with little
concrete military impact. The Japanese Self Defense Forces had long planned to patrol Japan's sealanes
of communication in order to assure the continued flow of oil and other vital raw materials. Y et the
Maritime Self Defense Forces had little hope of accomplishing this mission on their own, and Suzuki's
announcement did little to change that state of affairs. Indeed, it seems that the policy owed more to
domestic political intrigues than to geostrategic exigencies. There is considerable evidence that Suzuki
never intended to expand Japan's military obligationsin the first place but enemies inside the government
had tricked him into making the statement in order to embarrass him.;; Other defense initiatives also

increased Japan's dependence on the United States. In the event of a Soviet attack, Japanese defense
planners envisioned, Japanese forces would serve as the conventional "shield,” protecting the American
forces, which would act as amilitary "spear," launching attacks on Soviet forces in the Far East.
Conseguently there was a heavy emphasis on acquiring basically defensive weapons systems, such as
improved antisubmarine warfare capabilities and air defense systems. Little effort was made to acquire
greater force projection capabilities, and Japan eschewed obtaining weapons systems that might be
construed as being offensive in character, such as aerial refueling capacity or helicopter carriers.
Japanese forces also continued to adhere to aterritorial defense role. During the first Gulf crisis, in 1987,
many Japanese foreign policy experts thought that it would be in Japan's interests to dispatch at least
minesweepers to the region to demonstrate support for the United States and to nudge public opinion
toward acceptance of abroader role for the sdf. Once again, however, pressures from within the ruling
party vetoed such amove.z;

TABLE 9.2

Defense Spending as a percentage of GNE 1975-1986

1975 1980 1986
United Srates 6.0 5.1 6.7
Germany 3.7 3.3 3.1
Japan 0.9 0.9 1.0

Seurce; Simen Duke, The Bundensbaaring Debate
{Mew York: S0 Martins, 1993), p. 116.

West German defense spending patterns from the mid-1970s to the mid-1980s reflected this relatively
low level of interest in expanding military capabilities. While the defense budgets of both countries
continued to grow and their capabilities increased as aresult of force modernization, defense spending as
a percentage of gnp grew only marginally in Japan and actually declined in Germany. And this at atime
when East-West tensions were at their highest since the Cuban missile crisis and conservative,
prodefense governments were in office in both countries.

With the decline of the Soviet threat after the Cold War, both Germany and Japan have significantly
reduced their armed forces and their defense budgets. Thisis particularly true of Germany, which has
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reduced its army to 370,000 and greatly slowed the pace of force modernization.7, Since Japanese forces

started from amuch lower baseline, pressures for force reduction have not been as great. Nonethel ess,
there, too, defense spending has decreased, reaching its lowest level of increase--0.7 percent--in more
than thirty years.

Both armed forces continue to modernize, albeit slowly. The only significant change has been in the
definition of their mission, which since the Gulf war has been expanded to include participation in
peacekeeping operations. The sdf and the Bundeswehr are undergoing some reorganization in
preparation for carrying out such missions, The pace of these changes, however, remains very slow, the
great majority of German and Japanese forces remain earmarked for territorial defense, and neither
nation has made any deliberate effort to increase its power projection capabilities.z3

Civil-Military Relations

Even greater immobility may be observed in the area of civil-military relations. Thisis not to say that
there was a compl ete absence of debate on this topic. On the contrary, throughout the Cold War
civil-military relations remained one of the most sensitive issues on the political agenda. Nonetheless, the
pressures for change were the weakest in this area of policy, and the domestic political resistanceto
change was the strongest.

In West Germany the chief point of contestation was over the political symbolism and how the
Bundeswehr should portray its predecessors--the Reichswehr and the Wehrmacht--in the construction of
an institutional personathat its members could use as arole model. Conservative politicians and officers
periodically sought to strengthen unit cohesion through the cultivation of a sense of military tradition. In
anumber of respects, these traditions--especially their emphasis on discipline, obedience, and a martial
ethos oriented toward killing--clashed with the principles of innere Fuhrung.,,

During the 1980s the Kohl government, concerned that German society needed a healthy sense of
patriotism in order to counter the neutralist tendencies of the peace movement, raised similar issues
concerning the place of the armed forcesin Germany identity on the national level through a series of
symbolic gestures. The most controversial of these was Kohl's 1986 visit with President Ronald Reagan
to the Bittburg military cemetery, where former members of Hitler's Waffen ss, among other, ssare
buried. The Kohl administration continued to attach great importance to this kind of political symbolism
even after the Cold War ended, as reflected by the reinterment of the Prussian Soldier King, Friedrich I,
in 1993 and the participation of German troops in the July 14, 1994, parade of the Eurocorps down the
Champs d'Elysees. /5

Innere Fuhrung, although challenged, proved too deeply rooted to be discarded, and efforts to re-create a
martia ethos within the Bundeswehr were unsuccessful. Although compromises were worked out on
such peripheral issues as the names of ships or barracks, the doctrine of democratizing internal military
life was retained. Likewise, even after the end of the Cold War made the military rationale for the

mai ntenance of a mass army less credible, support for the retention of military conscription crossed party
lines and was legitimated as an important means of integrating the armed forces into society.g

In Japan the debate centered on retaining airtight control over the activities of military men and the ways
in which the government portrayed the martial aspects of Japan's past.;; The continued modernization of
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the Japanese military and its assumption of somewhat broader military rolesinevitably led to
modification of the many |legidative safeguards that had been placed on the armed forces. So, for
example, in 1986 the one-percent-of-gnp limit on defense spending was abrogated. Every time a
safeguard has been dropped, however, it has been replaced by new constraints. In the case of the
one-percent barrier, afive-year rolling budget was introduced that made sure expansion took place at a
controlled pace. Other measures were implemented as well, increasing the ability of politicians and
nonmilitary bureaucrats to intervene in the military budget process..g

Asin Germany, conservative leaders in Japan believed that the nation lacked a proper sense of
patriotism. As aresult, throughout the Cold War there were repeated efforts to rekindle a sense of
national consciousness. And asin Germany, these concerns motivated conservative leaders to make a
number of symbolic gestures designed to reconcile postwar Japanese society with the armed forces; the
most famous such overture was Nakasone's 1986 visit to the Y asukuni shrine dedicated to the Japanese
war dead. Unlike the situation in Germany, however, these efforts have had more far-reaching, concrete
policy implications revolving primarily around the issue of how to treat the war in Japanese
textbooks.z9 In the late 1980s and early 1990s the Japanese government succeeded in revising Japanese

textbooks, including making a discussion of Japan'sright to self-defense part of the curriculum and
adding Admiral Togo Heihachiro, a hero of the Russo-Japanese war, to the list of historical role models
for Japanese children.g

Asin Germany, however, these symbolic gestures were highly controversial and have never been fully
institutionalized. Nakasone's trip to the Y asukuni shrine attracted widespread criticism, as did other
measures that appeared to link the military with religious or nationalist themes. Moreover, at the same
time that Japanese textbooks began to deal more openly with military issues, the Japanese government
began to allow more discussion of Japanese wartime atrocities in school texts. Parallel to these efforts
was a diplomatic campaign, spearheaded by the new Japanese emperor, to apologize to other Asian
nations for Japan's past misconduct in the region.g;

In short, the core features of the German and Japanese approaches to maintaining control over the armed
forces--tight bureaucratic controls in the Japanese case and integration of the armed forces into society in
the German case--remained intact into the 1990s. While in both countries conservative governments
sought to cast the armed forces in amore positive light, their efforts to do so met with limited success
and were offset by countervailing pressures to acknowledge the terrible crimes to which Bundeswehr's
and sdf's predecessors had been party. More than fifty years after the end of World War |1 the past
continues to cast alarge, inescapable shadow over the official discourse on the relationship between the
armed forces and society.

Asthe foregoing analysis of German and Japanese security policy has demonstrated, cultural norms and
values have evolved in tandem with shiftsin behavior, precisely as our model predicts. Over the past
fifty years, external events such asthe end of the East-West conflict, the Gulf war, or shiftsin the balance
of power have periodically triggered domestic political debates over national security. At issue in these
debates has been not only the question of how beset to realize German and Japanese interests but also the
highly emotional areas of national identity and the definition of national interests. Different political
actors in the German and Japanese contexts have held strong and widely divergent views on these
subjects, leading to intense controversies over how to interpret external developments and how to
respond to them. The extreme sensitivity of military security issues in the German and Japanese contexts
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has placed significant constraints on policy making in the area of security. German and Japanese political
leaders are naturally reluctant to deal with such a highly sensitive issue, especialy since the domestic
political gains from taking a strong stance on defense are perceived by most politicians as minimal.g,

Moreover, the overall direction of the shifts both in German and Japanese behavior and in attitudes
indicates a consolidation of, rather than a departure from, the antimilitarism approaches to national
security that originally came together in the 1950s. Despite profound changesin their external security
environments, German and Japanese policy makers have acted in a manner consistent with the core
principles of the political-military cultures established by their nations in the 1950s and 1960s. In turn,
German and Japanese behavior has had an increasingly significant impact on the security environments
In those countries. Germany's commitment to political and economic integration has permitted the
formation of a European security community, while Japan's eschewal of military power has greatly
reduced tensions in the potentially volatile Asia-Pacific region.

To be sure, there have been incremental shifts all along in German and Japanese defense and national
security, and such shifts are likely to continue as the two countries adjust to changes in the international
system. A dramatic shift from the core principles of their political-military cultureis, however, likely
only if thereisamajor shock to the system that persuades the countries' |eaders that their approach to
defense and national security has been afailure. In the Japanese case, such an event would require a
collapse of the U.S.-Japan alliance, combined with the emergence of amajor new security threat. In the
German case, even if the alliance with the United States came apart, there would remain the option of
trying to find a purely European solution to the problem of nuclear deterrence. Alternatively, afailure of
extended deterrence resulting in an attack on a German or Japanese population center might constitute a
similar shock. Even under such extreme circumstances, however, German and Japanese behavior would
not likely change overnight. Instead, there would be intense domestic political debate between different
political actors about how to interpret these events and how to respond to them. The outcome of such
debate would be, at least in part, strongly shaped by domestic political forces, and the kind of policies
that would then be adopted are not predictable by considering external factors alone.
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