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ABSTRACT 

As a result of its defeat in World War II, Japan was subject to Allied 

occupation from 1945 to 1952. The Occupation was carried out under the 

predominant influence of · the United States, and the ultimate objective of 

the Occupation was to "reorient" the Japanese. Under this circumstance, 

the defeated nation was told by the Americans, first, not to have armed 

forces and later to have them. American policy on Japan's maintenance of 

military forces changed diametrically from disarmament to rearmament. The 

purpose of this ~esis is to examine the change iil American policy toward 

Japanese military capability during the Occupation period. For this 

purpose, diplomatic documents published by the U.S. State Department are 

used as primary sources. 

To trace the change in American policy, I take note of three sets of 

legal documents although my argument is not strictly restricted to them. 

The documents are a war-renunciation clause in the Japanese Constitution, 

a Japanese disarmament treaty, and a Japanese peace treaty. The first was 

designed to institutionalize the disarmament of Japan domestically, and the 

other two internationally, at least at the beginning. As the American­

Soviet relationship deteriorated, American attitude toward the documents 

~hanged, and a Japanese disarmament treaty was dropped. Finally, a 

Japanese peace treaty did not impose any restrictions on the ex-enemy's 

armaments, and the U.S. -Japan Security Treaty urged Japan to rearm. I 

believe that those documents are useful clues in examining American atti­

tude toward Japan's military strength. 
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A few points are notable in the change in American policy on Japan's 

armaments. First, the United States changed its Japan po_licy from dis­

armament to rearmament as the cold war intensified. In the process, a 

relatively large shift occurred twice, that is, in early 1948 and in mid 

1950. Those shifts were brought about not simply by the mere intensi­

fication of the cold war, · but rather by a sort of II shock. 11 Second, ·while 

the problem of whether Japan should be disarmed or rearmed was 

determined in terms of America's own interests, U .S. policy-makers showed 

consideration for other Allied countries' fears of Japan in working out the 

way the ex-enemy should be disarmed or rearmed. Third, from the 

viewpoint of Wash;ington policy-makers, the war-renunciation clause was not 

so much right as acceptable in 1946. Given the circumstance in which the 

clause was adopted, to Washington, the incorporation of the no-war ,article 

in the Japanese Constitution was not a mistake but an accident. 

Examiners: 

Howard L. Biddulph, Ph.D. 

Wesley T. Wooley, Ph.D. 

Charlotte S .M. Girard, 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

In 1953, then Vice-President oC the United States Richard M. 

Nixon publicly said in Tokyo: 

There are those who say the United States is taking a 
very inconsistent position about the rearmament of Japan. 
They might say: In 1946 who was it that insisted that Japan 
disarm? It wasn't the Japanese , although they were willing to 
embark on that program, but it was at the insistence of the 
United States that Japan disarmed . 

Now if disarmament was right in 1946, why is it wrong 
in 1953? · And if it was right in 1946 and wrong in 1953, why 
doesn't Jhe United States admit for once that it made a 
mistake?' And I'm going to do something that I think perhaps 
ought to be done more by people in public life. I 1m going to 
admit1 right here that the United States did make a mistake in 
1946. 

As Nixon admitted, American policy toward Japanese military strength 

changed diametrically during the period. Under the Allied occupation 

from 1945 to 1952, in which the role of the United States was decisive, 

the Japanese were first told not to have armed forces and then to have 

them. 

When Nixon delivered the speech urging Japan's rearmament , what 

he had in mind must have been the amendment of Article 9 of the 

Japanese Constitution. The provision, which is called the war­

renunciation clause, was incorporated into the Constitution in 1946 by 

the specific instruction of Douglas MacArthur, then Supreme Commander 

for the Allied Powers, who concurrently occupied the position of the 

Commander in Chief of the United States Forces in the Far East. The 

provision reads: 
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Within several years, however, the American policy of disarmament was 

reversed. As the cold war intensified, the United States moved away _ 

from the idea of an unarmed Japan. In 1951, the U.S. -Japan Security -

Treaty went so far as to say, in the preamble , that the United States 

expected that "Japan will itself increasingly assume responsibility for its 

own defense against direct and indirect aggression .. . . 115 

In short, in the deterioration of the Soviet-American relationship, 

the United States changed its Japa~ p olicy from disarmament to rearma- -

ment. At the end of the war, the permanent or long-term disarmament -

of Japan was America's firm policy. Then, the United States proceeded 

to bring thi~:: about. Halfway toward this goal, it reversed the policy -

because of the intensifying cold war which reached a culmination of the _ 

Korean War. After that, the United States urged the rearmament of -

Japan. Thus, the Occupation period can be divided, though roughly, 

into four sub-periods: from February 1944 to October 1945--the formula­

tion of disarmament policy; from November 1945 to August 1947--the im­

plementation of disarmament policy; from September 1947 to Augus t 1950 

--the formulation of rearmament policy; and, from September 1950 on-­

the implementation of rearmament policy . 

Looking back at the Occupation period , it seems to me , the 

problem was not only whether Japan should be kept disarmed or per­

mitted to rearm, but also how either should be carried out ; fur ther , 

the problem of ".how 11 was more influenced by political considerations 

than that of 11 whether';- . . : . Political consideration was more important 

in the irnplemen tation ,~ i"Inament policy. It was generally considered 

in the initial period of the Occupation that Japan should be kept dis-
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armed in one way or another. There are, howeve r , several means of 

disarmament. There was no logical necessity that Japan should be dis­

armed in the way the United States tried. With regard to the long-term 

disarmament of Japan, a constitutional ban on military forces, a disarma­

ment treaty, and a peace treaty with military restriction.s were pro­

posed, and the first two were motivated not so much by disarmament 

itself, but rather by other considerations . MacArthur considered it 

necessary that the Japanese should sho,v their determination to discard 

militarism so that the retention of the emperor institution might be 

acceptable to the Allied countries; and James F. Byrnes, who as 

Secretary of ]State supported the disarmament treaty, thought that it 

was necessary to calm the Soviet fear of Japan. They must have thought 

that if Japan should be disarmed in one way or another, the way the 

country would be disarmed should serve other policy objectives. In this 

sense, the implementation of disarmament policy was greatly influenced 

by political consideration for American allies . 

In the first place, an Allied fear of Jap~n lay behind disarma­

ment. As the "United States Initial Post-Surrender Policy for Japan" put 

it, disarmament was a means to 11insure that Japan will not again become 

a menace to the United States or to the peace and security of the 

world. 116 Actual disarmament should insure the peace and security of 

the world. Whether a country constitutes a menace to another country 

depends on their relations, such as proximity, historical backgrounds, 

relative strength, etc. Some of the Allied countries were more con­

cerned about the resurgence of a militant Japan than the United States. 

Second, because immediately after the war Japan was considered as the 
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only menace to the peace of the Far East and the Pacific , the way 

Japan would be kept disarmed was of secondary impor tance to the United 

States as long as the ex-enemy was effectively kept disarmed. It was 

not necessary to impose American policy on its allies in this relation. 

Therefore, MacArthur and Byrnes tried to "implement" the disarmament 

policy in the way that would be favorable to their other political objec­

tives . Third, the two principals were highly independent in policy 

formulation in the American government. On th e on e h and, Byrnes did 

7 not rely on the formal organization of the State Department. On the 

other, though nominally not a policy-maker, MacArthur was in a highly 

. independent ~osition and influenced policy formulation and implementation 

8 in a large measure , as George F. Kennan says . As a result of the 

three factors, the implementation of disarmament policy was susceptible 

to the political consideration of American allies . 

From mid 1947 to mid 1950 American policy drifted from disarma­

ment to rearmament. In the process a relatively large shift occurred 

twice, that is, in early 1948 and in mid 1950 . As Blakeslee put it, to 

the United States and some of the Allies the Soviet Union replaced 

Japan as the greatest danger to the peace of the Far East. 9 In other 

words, the fear of the Soviet Union surpassed that of Japan , though 

the latter did not disappear completely even in the United States. As 

mentioned above, what constituted a menace was different from one 

country to another . Such countries as the Philippines , Australia and 

New Zealand still feared Japan considerably. Because the ultimate 

American objective was not to rearm Japan but to have stable, self­

sustaining, non-communist, pro-American governments in Asia and the 
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western Pacific area, · the United States needed to r earm Japan in the 

way that would not disturb the countries concerned ; · including Japan 

itself. For this purpose, the United States attempted to establish a 

Pacific pact, in . which framework Japan should be rearmed and super­

vised. However, since the attempt failed b ecaus e of disagreement on the 

membership of the pact, the United States had separate security pacts 

with the countries concerned in return for their acceptance of the 

American version of a Japanese peace settlement. In this sense, the 

implementation of rearmament policy was also influenced by American 

consideration for its allies. 

Whethet disarmament or r earmament, the main problem was a fear 

of Japan. According to the relative strength of its fear of Japan, the 

United States decided whether Japan should be disarmed or rearmed . 

When its fear of the Soviet Union surpassed that of Japan, the United 

States changed the Japan policy from disarmament to rearmament. I 

However, not only did a fear of Japan decide wh ether the country 

should be disarmed or rearmed , but it also influenced how Japan should 

be disarmed or rearmed. Some of the American allies feared Japan more 

than the United States did, and the latter tried to disarm or rearm 

Japan in a way which would satisfy its allies . In contrast to the 

problem of whether Japan should be disarmed or rearmed , the way 

Japan should be disarmed or rearmed was greatly influenced by political_ 

consideration for American allies , i.e. by consideration for those 

countries' fears of Japan. 

In the following pages, I will examine American policy with the 

foregoing in mind. For this purpose, I will mainly use diplomatic docu-
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men ts published by the U.S. State Department. It is the American view 

toward Japan's military capability, especially · that of the State 

Department, that will be discussed below. 
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II. PERMANENT DISARMAMENT 

The United States actually began · preparation for the postwar oc­

cupation of Japan in summer 1942. Although the Advisory Committee on 

Post-War Foreign Policy was set up in the State Department in December 

1941, little attention was paid to the Pacific area until the next summer. 

From summer to fall 1942, Japan specialists such as George H . Blakeslee 

and Hugh Borton joined the Division of Special Research, which served 

as secretaria( for the Advisory Committee. 1 

In understanding the American presurrender planning for postwar 

Japan, the importance of these Japan specialists cannot be overlooked. 

Looking back, Borton says that it is suprising that "the East Asia 

policy planners had so many of their recommendations accepted despite 

the continued shifts in policy-making groups. 11 He attributes this 

achievement to four factors. First, the Japan specialists made efforts 

to prepare policy recommendations in advance and, thus, they could 

take the initiative when a problem was raised. Second, they were cau-

tious to avoid interference from the outside. For example, in the 

spring of 1945 when "United States Initial Post-Def eat Policy Relating to 

Japan 11 was under consideration, they tried, with success, to evade 

Secretary of the '.Treasury Henry Morgenthau 1s intervention, as he had 

a different view toward Japan. Third, they had a reliable supporter in 

the highest echelons of the State Department. Former Ambassador to 

Japan Joseph C. Grew was assigned as Director of Far Eastern Affairs 

9 
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Mc;ty 1, 1944 and on December 20 of that year he ,·ms promoted to Under 

Secretary of State. During the year preceding Japan's surrender, 

Grew supported the Japan specialists 1 position in the formulation of 

policy toward postwar Japan. Fourth, their opinions were respected 

because of the scarcity of Japanese specialis ts in general. 2 

The Advisory Committee and its Subcommittees considered postwar 

policy separately from current policy; in other words, the Committee 

devoted itself strictly to postwar problems. 3 For this reason, this or­

ganization was becoming less functional as the actual victory of the 

Allied countries approached in 1943. The Advisory Committee was sus­

pended in Jti'ly 1943 and was not resumed thereafter. 4 In the middle of 

1943, " [ t] he urgency for joint consideration at the expert level by the 

postwar researC;h staff and by the 'desk officers' in the operating geo­

graphic and functional divisions" prompted the creation of the Inter­

divisional Country and Area Committees. 5 The Committee on the Far 

East was established in September 1943 and chaired by Blakeslee . The 

Committee met most frequently of all such committees , and worked out 

the · basis of postwar policies toward Japan. 6 

Through the reorganization of the State Department in January 

1944, the Post-War Program Committee was formed to give the Secretary 

of State "assistance in formulating postwar policies and in making the 

appropriate international arrangements for their execution. 117 Composed 

of ranking officials of the State Department, the Committee was chaired 

by the Secretary. It met sixty-six times until November 17, 1944. 8 In 

this Committee, postwar policies toward Japan began to take a concrete 

and authoritative form. 
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On February 18, 1944, the War and Navy Departments requested 

the recommendations and advice of the State Department for consider­

ation in connection with their future planning for the occupation of 

Japan proper and other areas. The paper which was sent to the State 

Department by the two Departments enumerated some of the fundamental 

questions which confronted the War and Navy Departments "in the plan­

ning, training and organization for civil affairs administration in Japan 

Proper, the Mandated Islands, and the countries occupied by Japan. 119 

In reply to this request for recommendations, on May 15, 1944, the 

State Department sent twenty-one papers as answers to most of those 

. questions. J:he papers were prepared by the Interdivisional Area Com­

mittee on the Far East and approved by the Post-War Program Commit­

tee. According to Borton, the papers which were already on hand in 

February 1944 were sent for deliberation to the Post-War Program Com-

'tt 10 m1 ee. 

One of these twenty-one papers, PWC-152b entitled "Japan: 

Abolition of Militarism and Strengthening Democratic Processes, 11 dealt 

with the future rearmament of Japan. In this paper, the abolition of 

militarism and enforcement of democratic tendencies in Japan were dis­

cussed in terms of the destruction of the military machine , steps to 

prevent the revival of militarism, the inauguration of basic governmental 

reforms, and supplementary factors. The paper referred to the des­

truction of the present military machine in Japan: all the Japanese 

armed forces would be disarmed, and the military installations through-

out Japan would be dismantled. In addition, the paper said with 

regard to basic governmental reforms: 
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If, notwithstanding the wide consensus which now 
exists that Japan should not be permitted in the post-war 
period to retain an army, navy, or air force, Japan should 
later be permitted to maintain some form of military establish­
ment, such permission should envisage as an essential con­
dition the elimination of existing statutes and ordin ances 
which stipulate that ministers of war and of the navy shall be 
high-ranking military and naval officers .... The elimination of 
these statutes and ordinances, and their replacement by a 
legal provision s_tipulating that the posts of minister of war 
and the minister of the navy shall be held only by civilians, 
would provide a substantial safeguard against complete 
domination of the armed forces by the military and contribute 
toward prev1f ting the military from usurping control over the 
government . 

. The paper went on to say, as a supplementary factor , that the abolition 

of militarism would be impossible unless "adequate security is provided 
·:'. 

in the Pacific' and eastern Asia, presumably by the establishment of an 

international security system and a world international organization. 11 12 

This paper was not directed toward any specific question raised 

by the War and Navy Departments. In the paper prepared by those 

two Departments, the issue of the future rearmament of Japan was not 

mentioned. According to Borton who drafted PWC-152b, it was pre-

. 13 
pared to placate several ranking officials in the State Department. 

As mentioned above, in response to the request of the War and Navy 

Departments , papers prepared by Asia specialists in the Far Eastern 

Area Committee were sent to the Post-War Program Committee for con­

sideration. Some of these papers caused the opposition of some of the 

members, who had been concentrating largely on European problems, in 

the Post-War Program Committee. The opposition was leveled against 

two proposals concerning the implementation of occupation: indirect 

occupation through the present government and the maintenance of the 

institution of the emperor. On the one hand, the Japanese specialists 
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considered that without these arrangements the orderly occupation of 

Japan would be almost impossible. On the other, it seemed to some 

members in the Program Committee that the abolition of militarism was 

impossible without overturning the present government and the insti­

tution of the emperor. 14 Therefore, the aim of PWC-152b must have 

been to prove that despite the continuation of the present government 

and of the institution of the emperor--though with necessary modifi­

cations--militarism could be eliminated and democratic tendencies 

strengthened. 

This position of the Japan specialists was strongly supported by 

Grew, 15 who \ vas appointed as Director of Far Eastern Affairs on May 1, 

1944. His thinking explains the logic of the Japan specialists. For 

example, Grew .5aid at the Senate Foreign Relations Committee's hearing 

on his appointment as Under Secretary of State in December 1944: 

It is argued [in the United States] that it is the existence of 
this institution [ of the emperor] that made possible J apanese 
militarism and aggression .. . . [However,] the Japanese do not 
need to have an emperor to be militaristic and aggressive, nor 
is it the existence of an emperor that makes them militaristic 
and aggressive. There are conditions more deeply rooted in 
their social structure and concepts growing out of that social 
structure which have to be exorcised in one way or another. 
It w~ be 1cgie of our fundamental objectives to remove those 
conditions. 

He also said elsewhere that "the institution of the Throne in Japan is a 
. 17 

cornerstone and a sheet anchor" ; "[i]f the Japanese themselves want 

to keep their emperorship we had better let them do it, while taking 

very good care that they never be allowed in future the paraphernalia 

for building the tools of war. 1118 This was the presumption which 
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PWC-152b took. Thus, the paper referred to the nullification of 

obnoxious laws, the elimination of ultra-nationalistic influences, the 

creation of internal conditions favorable to the growth of democracy, 

and the encouragement of liberal forces; some social structures should 

be exorcised and some should be enforced. As for governmental 

refonns, PWC-152b envisaged the strengthened power of parliament, 

disarmament, or rearmament under civilian control, the guarantee of in­

creased civil rights, and the reform of the present judiciary system. 

Although there were many ways to abolish militarism in Japan, it seemed 

to the specialists that one of the best ways was to prohibit Japan from 

. having military forces at all. The permanent disarmament of Japan con­

tinued to be preferred during the war. 

It is worthwhile to glance at what the State Department expected 

in the future of the Far' East during this period. The State Department 

view is shown in the following memorandum prepared by the Office of 

Far Eastern Affairs in April 1944: 

Military victory of the United Nations will not by itself 
eradicate the roots of future conflicts in the Far East, nor 
will any balance of power concept, which would inevitably of­
fer an opportunity for the resurgence to power of a militarist 
Japan, in application serve to maintain peace. Cooperation 
among the four great powers, all of which have an important 
stake in the peace and the stability of the Far Eas1'9 offers a 
promising approach to the problems of the Far East. 

It is hardly surprising that this future program for the Far East was 

pervaded with the optimism of cooperation among the great powers. 

Following the Moscow Declaration in October 1943, the Dumbarton Oaks 

Conversations were held from August to October 1944 for the establish­

ment of a general international organization. Jn the spring of 1944, the 
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State Department was working for the preparation of a "Possible Plan 

for the Establishment of an International Organization for the 

Maintenance of International Peace and Security. 1120 It seems that, 

within this framework, Japan was to be permanently disarmed and put 

under the supervision of the great powers. 

Consisting of the representatives of the Secretaries of State , War 

and the Navy, the State-War-Navy Coordinating Committee (SWNCC) was 

established in December 1944. Contacts with the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

were to be arranged as appropriate. While the Committee 1 s jurisdiction 

was international affairs in general, "it was agreed that for the present 

the Committee would confine itself to the consideration of questions 

having politico-military implications, and that it would advise and make 

recommendations for the approval of the Secretaries of State, War and 

Navy. u21 

The State-War-Navy Coordinating Committee established the Sub­

committee on the Far East on January 5, 1945. Blakeslee and Borton 

were members of the Subcommittee, 11 working on exactly the same prob­

lems as heretofore"; 11 [s]imilarly, the same policies which the PWC 

[Post-War Program Committee] had approved were presented, with ap­

propriate changes, to SWNCC for its consideration . 1122 

In spring 1945, the Subcommittee on the Far East began to work 

out "United States Initial Post-Defeat Policy Relating to Japan. 11 On 

April 6, 1945, the Civil Affairs Division of the War Deparlmen t asked 

for the recommendations of the State Department in relation to the 

future treatment of Japan, and as early as April 19, a draft of the 

Initial Post-Defeat Policy was completed . Commenting on that part of 
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the draft which dealt with the disarmament of Japan, the Office of 

Naval Operations proposed the following sentence as a modification: 

"Japan's military and naval forces are to be disarmed and disbanded in 

such a manner as permanently to prevent their revival or 

. t· 1123 reorgan12a 10n . As a reason for this change, the Naval Operations 

Office said, "something more than current or temporary disarmament 

and demobilization is emphasized. 1124 

The SWNCC Subcommittee on the Far East completed its drafting 

work on June 11, 1945. Document SWNCC 150, entitled "United States 

Initial Post-Defeat Policy Relating to Japan," was sent to SWNCC for its 

consideration :_: That part which referred to the disarmament of Japan 

was further revised, and a preference for permanent disarmament was 

shown as follows : 

Japan's ground, air and naval forces are to be disarmed 
and disbanded; military and naval materiel, vessels and instal­
lations are to be surrendered or destroyed; industries pri­
marily military in character are to be eliminated. All 
measures taken in this connection shall be designed to accom­
plish to the extent pos~le the permanent disarmament and 
demilitarization of Japan. 

Evidently, the Subcommittee wanted to keep Japan disarmed as long as 

possible. In a Staff meeting consisting of high-ranking officials under 

the Secretary's chairmanship, the State Department approved this 

position on June 26, 1945. The document, however, did not have the 

26 approval of the other Departments. 

In this period, a wish for the longtime. disannament of Japan was 

still based on the optimistic expectation of great power cooperation in 

the postwar world. The expectation, however, was not as optimistic as 
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in . 1944. Witnessing developments in areas liberated by the Red Army 

in Europe, the State Department could not help having a less optimistic 

view of the future Far East. On June 28, 1945, Grew sent then Sec­

retary of War Henry L. Stimson "a policy paper representing the con­

sidered views of the Department of State as a whole . 1127 Entitled "An 

Estimate of Conditions in Asia and the Pacific at the Close of the War in 

the Far Eas t and the Objectives and Policies of the United States," the 

paper revealed a gloomy aspect of the postwar period. While admitting 

the uncertainty of the occurrence of future American-Soviet conflicts in 

the region, it _pointed· out the following possibility: 

If the Soviet Union enters the war against Japan, it may co­
operate with the Chinese Communists in setting- up govern­
ments in Manchuria, north China and possibly Korea, under 
the influence if not complete control of the Soviet Union. 
Such a unilateral course would be in line with present Russian 
procedure in Europe .... 

In view of this possibility the most hopeful course for 
the United States Government would be to attempt to r each an 
agreement with the Soviets by which the Soviet Union would 
promise inter al:ia to respect the integrity and independence 
of China and f.i refrain from any intervention in China's in­
ternal affairs . 

The State Department realized the possibility that the Soviet sphere of 

influence might be extended to north China and Korea. This means that 

the power vacuum to be created by the defeat of Japan would be filled 

by the United States and the Soviet Union with Japan proper under the 

former's influence. The fear of Japan, however, seemed to take prece­

dence over that of the Soviet Union. During this period, the fear of 

Japan was real while future Soviet behavior was uncertain. Therefore, 

despite a relatively gloomy prediction, the longtime disarmament of Japan 

was pref erred. 
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In August, atomic bombs were dropped on Japan, and the Soviet 

Union declared war against Japan. On August 10 ; much earlier than 

expected, the Japanese government informed the United States that it 

was ready to accept the Potsdam Declaration, which had been published 

on July 26, 1945, and Japan surrendered on August 14. Because of 

the unexpectedly early surrender of Japan, it became necessary to make 

SWNCC 150 of June 11 harmonious with the Potsdam Declaration in 

haste; accordingly, SWNCC revised SWNCC 150 and prepared SWNCC 

29 150/2 on August 12. The Potsdam Declaration had a provision on dis-

armament: 11 T_he Japanese military forces, after being completely dis­

armed, shall oe permitted to return to their homes wHh the opportunity 

to lead peaceful and productive lives. 11 The Declaration also referred to 

economic disarmament: Japan shall not be permitted to maintain those 

industries 11 which would enable her to re-arm for war. 1130 

The paragraph which was devoted to the disarmament of Japan in 

SWNCC 150 remained almost the same. Never theless, a preference for 

the permanent disarmament of Japan became more clearly shown. While 

SWNCC 150 envisioned "to accomplish to th e extent possible the 

permanent disarmament and demilitarization of Japan, 11 SWNCC 150/2 in­

tended 11 to accomplish the permanent and complete disarmament and de­

militarization of Japan. 1131 The permanent disarmament of Japan, which 

was made explicit first in the Post-War Program Committee in the spring 

of 1944, continued to be preferred until this date . 

SWNCC 150/2 was subject to furthe r revision on August 22 and 

31, and the August 31 version, that is, SWNCC 150/4 was approved by 

President Truman on September 6, 1945. The revision was not so much 
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modification but rather rewriting, and was carried out in an unusual 

way. Unsatisfied with SWNCC 150/2, Assistant Secretary of War 

John J. McCloy, a SWNCC member, insisted on the overall rewriting of 

the document. Without the participation of the SWNCC Subcommittee on 

the Far East, he made a draft by himself and individually obtained the 

consent of the representatives of the State and Navy Departments. 

Thus, the McCloy draft was made SWNCC 150/3, and th e Subcommittee 

on the Far East could not but give its ex post facto consent to the new 

document. In accordance with the desires of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 

32 SWNCC 150/3 . was further revised as SWNCC 150/·1 on August 31. 

SWNCC 150/4 ,:prescribed: 

Japan is not to have an army, navy, air force, secret 
police organization, or any civil aviation. Japan:s ground, 
air and . nqval forces shall be disarmed and disbanded and the 
Japanese Imperial General Headquarters, the General Staff and 
all secret police organizations shall be dissolved. Military and 
naval materiel, military and naval vessels and military and 
naval installations, and military, naval and civilian aircraft 
shall be surrendered arn;3shall be disposed of as required by 
the Supreme Commander. 

SWNCC 150/4 was publicized in late September after slight revision as 

"United States Initial Post-Surrender Policy for Japan." 

There is a nuance between SWNCC 150/2 and SWNCC 150/4 in 

terms of attitude toward the disarmament of Japan. While SWNCC 150/2 

tried to emphasize something more than current or temporary disarma­

ment and demilitarization, SWNCC 150/4 did not stress the permanence 

of disarmament. Of course, the latter was also sensitive to the possible 

military resurgence of Japan. Since May 1944, it was a continued ob­

jective of · the United States "to insure that Japan will not again become 
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a menace to the United States or to the peace and security of the 

world. 1134 For the achievement of this objective, SWNCC 150/4 said that 

"Japan will be completely disarmed and demilitarized. 1135 In comparison 

to SWNCC 150/2, however, emphasis on the permanent disarmament of 

Japan was reduced in SWNCC 150/4. 

A possible reason for the "de-emphasis'' was a reshuffle of those 

officials who were charged with Far Eastern affairs in. the State Depart­

ment. Grew submitted his letter of resignation on August 15, and his 

closest subordinates resigned or were reposted thereafter. The press 

and public were critical of those people, who were described as follows: 

The Grew men--the "Japan crowd"--were obsessed with the 
idea that Japan would always be the strongest power in east 
Asia. They were not anti-Chinese, but they could not see in 
sprawling, floundering China ~y possible growth of power 
that would hold Japan in check. 

Among the "Japan crowd, 11 Grew and his right-hand man Eugene H. 

Dooman resigned, and Director of the Office of Far Eastern Affairs 

37 Joseph W. Ballantine was replaced. SWNCC 150/4 was drafted after 

Grew had resigned, and the SWNCC Subcommittee on the Far East was 

not consulted for the drafting. To the "Japan crowd" obsessed with 

the strength of Japan, it must have been imperative that the per­

manence of disarmament should be emphasized. 

The nuance may not have resulted only frorr different under­

standing toward Japan between the 11 Japan crowd" and McCloy . Accor­

ding to Etzold and Gaddis, in the fall of 1945, there was a small gap 

between the State Department and the Joint Chiefs of Staff in the 

recognition of the international situation. On September 26, the Joint 
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Chiefs of Staff submitted document SWNCC 282, entitled "Basis for the 

Formulation of a U.S. Military Policy , " to the State-War-Navy 

Coordinating Committee. The State Department responde d to the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff by document SC-169b of 16 November 1945, entitled 

"Action on Joint Chiefs of Staff Statement on Unite d States Military 

Policy . 11 The document criticized the Joint Chiefs of Staff as too p es­

simistic about the possibility of cooperation among the great power s and 

reminded them of the importance of enforcing peace t erms on Germany 

38 and Japan. 

In relation to Japan, SWNCC 282 was of course committed to pre­

vent the resurgence of an aggressive Japan. Howev er, the commitment 

did not seem to be given top priority . Meanwhile, Truman listed the 

four principal tasks of American foreign policy in his address in 

October 1945; the first task was to impose the terms of peace on the 

Axis countries. Therefore, SC-169b pointed out that 11 [i]n the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff statement the place assigned the task of enforcing the 

terms of peace upon Germany and Japan seems to the Department .of 

State to be less prominent than it should be. 1139 

The Initial Post-Surrender Policy was later supplemented and ela­

borated by JCS 1380/15 "Basic Initial Post-Surrender Direc tives to 

Supreme Commander for the Allied Po\·vers for the Occupation and 

Control of Japan," which was forwarded to the Supreme Commander on 

November 3, 1945, after approval by SWNCC. JCS 1380/15 seems to 

have returned to the previous position in relation to the disarmament of 

Japan although the reason why the document was closer to SWNCC 150/2 
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than to SWNCC 150/4 is not clear. It directed the Supreme Commander 

as follows: 

You will provide for the permanent dissolution of all military 
and para-military organizations, · including the Supreme Mili­
tary Council, the Board of Field Marshalls and Flee t Admirals, 
the Imp~rial General Headquarters, the Army and Navy 
General Staffs, the Army, Navy, Civilian Volunteer Corps and 
Gendarmerie, together with all reservists and other militaristic 
associations whi4t} might serve to keep alive the military tra­
dition in Japan. 

Thus, it seems clear that, despite some variations in attitude , the 

United States at this time continuously preferred the longtime or 

permanent disarmament of Japan. 

During ~this period, the long-term disarmament of Japan was the 

firm policy of the United States. There are, however, some means to 

keep a country_ disarmed for a long time. Economic control over war 

potential was considered41 and, given the precedent that the 1919 

Versailles Treaty put restrictions on German armament, policy-makers 

probably contemplated the disarmament of Japan through a peace treaty. 

It seems, however, that there had not been a e<::msensus on how to im­

plement the policy of Japanese disarmament. As for a means to keep 

Japan disarmed, there was room for "discretion. 11 
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III. WAR-RENUNCIATION ARTICLE 

In accordance with the agreement among the United States, China, -

the United Kingdom, and the Soviet Union, Douglas MacArthur, then · 

General of the Army, was designated as the Supreme Commander for the -

Allied Powers (SCAP) for the purpose of enforcing the surrender of -

Japan on August 12, 1945. Japan accepted the Potsdam Declaration on 

August 14. The surrender ceremony of Japan was held on the U.S. S. 

' Missouri in ~okyo Bay on September 2. The war ended thereby. After 

presiding over the ceremony, MacArthur broadcast a short address from 

the Missouri to the American people. He said in part: 

Men since the beginning of time have sought peace. 
Various methods through the ages have been attempted to 
devise an international process to prevent or settle disputes 
between nations Military alliances , balance of power , 
Leagues [sic] of Nations all in turn failed leaving the only 
path to beby way of the crucible of war. The . utter des­
tructiveness of war now blots out this alternative. We have 
had our last chance. If we do not devise some greater and 
more equitable system Armageddon will be at our door. The 
problem basically is theological and involves a spiritual re­
crudescence and improvement of human character that will 
synchronize with our almost matchless advance in science , 
art, literature, and all material and cultural developments of 
the past two thousanp years. It must be of the spirit if we 
are to save the flesh. 

Five months later, MacArthur would proceed along this line when he in- _ 

structed his staff · to incorporate the war-renunciation clau se into a draft · 

of a new Japanese constitution. 

In mid September 1945, MacArthur established his headquarters, 

usually known as the General Headquarters (GHQ), in downtown Tokyo. 

26 
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He . began to undertake the "rebuilding of Japan 11
• From the standpoint -

of the Allied countries, Japan needed drastic refotms. · "The basis for _ 

governmental reform--constitutional revision--in Japan by the Japanese -

people, was laid in the Potsdam Declaration, announced by the principal -

- 2 
Allied Powers at Potsdam, Germany, in July 1945. 11 The Declaration en-

visaged the establishment of a p eacefully inclined and responsible 

government in accordance with the freely expressed will of the Japanese 

people. "United States Initial Post-Surrender Policy for Japan II desired 

that a Japanese government "should conform as closely as may be to the 

principles of democratic self-government .... 113 The Constitution of the -

Empire of Jap:an, or knovm simply as the Meiji Constitution, was not -

considered by the Allied countries as satisfying these criteria. The _ 

revision of the Constitution was inevitable. 

Because the Initial Post-Surrender Policy preferred indirect 

government as the method of occupation, the constitutional reform was 

primarily a task of the Japanese government. In September, MacArthur 

instructed the Higashikuni cabinet "to draft a plan for revision of the 

constitution of Japan with the view of its democratization to permit 

development of the type of a government and society required by the 

Potsdam Declaration. ,A On October 4, the Minister-without-Portfolio 

Prince Fumimaro Konoye of the Higashikuni cabinet called on MacArthur 

and was told that the Constitution must be revised. 

This was followed by an informal meeting between Konoye and 

Professor Yasaka Takagi of Tokyo Imperial University, on the one hand, 

and George Atcheson, Jr., then United States Political Adviser to 

SCAP, on the other. In this meeting held on October 9, Kono ye asked 



28 

for advice and suggestions in relation to the revision of the 

Constitution. Though lacking a directive on this subject, Atcheson 

offered personal, unofficial comment on its general character. He pointed 

out weaknesses of the Meiji Constitution. One of them was related to the 

position of the War and Navy Ministers. 

There was no provision to regulate and control War, 
Navy Ministers (if there should be any in future), to make 
them responsible to the govt [sic] and thus deprive militarists 
of grip on govt [sic] through powers not acquired by con­
stitutional means such as direct access to throne and power to 
block formation of Cabinet by refusing to serve; degiocratic 
constitution · would require such officials to be civilian. 

As mentioned __ above, since Atcheson did not give the advice on the 

basis of directives approved by Washington, he requested instruction on 

this matter from the State Department. 

Giving general concurrence to Atcheson's views, the State 

Department sent a somewhat informal reply on October 16: it was called 

the summary of attitude of the Departmental officers who had been 

giving consideration to constitutional reforms in Japan. The summary 

distinguished between two possible cases according to whether the 

emperor system was retained. Such reforms as responsible government -­

and the enforced power of parliament were considered necessary, -. 

regardless of the retention of the emperor. Some additional measures 

would be required if the emperor system were maintr;ned. One of them 

was that 11 [a]ny ministers for armed forces which may be permitted in 

future should be civilians and all special privileges of direct access to 

throne by military should be elimina ted. 116 This was the first occasion 

on which the State Department revealed its stance on the revision of 

the Constitution. 
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The formal attitude of the United States toward the revision of 

the Meiji Constitution was clarified in January 1946. On J anuary 7, the 

State-War-Navy Coordinating Committee (SWNCC) approved SWNCC 228, 

entitled 11 Reform · of the Japanese Governmental System , 11 which listed 

prescriptions for constitutional reforms. This document was on the same 

line as instructions sent to Atcheson by the State Department on 

October 16, 1945. Regardless of the continuation of the emperor system, 

SWNCC 228 said, "the Ministers of State or the members of a Cabinet 

should in all cases be civilians 11
; in addition, if the ins ti tu tion of the 

emperor was retained, 11 [t]he Emperor shall be deprived of all military 

authority such as that provided in Articles XI, XII, XIII, and XIV of 

Chapter I of the Constitution. 117 In short, SWNCC 228 inten ded · the 

establishment of civilian control and the deprivation of the privileges of 

the military. Needless to say, these arrangements clearly contemplated 

the existence of provisions for military forces in a new constitut ion . 

Thus, from the time of Atcheson's advice of 9 October 1945 to 

SWNCC 228 of January, 1946, no one proposed a constitutional ban on 

the maintenance of military forces. Rather, constitutional check on the 

power of the military by a government was intended. In this context, 

McNelly concludes: 

It appears that SWNCC was not contemplating the perpetual 
disarmament of Jap ar, . Indeed , the refer ences to the military 
branch , the military services , and civilian ministers suggest 
that Japan w'!r expected sooner or later to have some kind of 
armed forces -. 

In the preceding ch apter, however, I argued that Washington in the 

initial period of the Occupation preferred the long-term disarmament of 
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Japan. Did SWNCC really contemplate the rearmament of Japan in the 

near future? Before answering the question, it is necessary to see 

development in Japan in 1945-1946. 

Meanwhile, MacArthur orally instructed the new Prime Minister, 

Kijuro Shidehara, on October 11 to prepare for the revision of the Con­

stitution. Two days later the Shidehara cabinet decided to establish 

the Constitution Problem Investigation Committee. Minister-without-

Portfolio Joji Matsumoto was appointed as chairman, and the Committee 

_began its work in late October. The Matsumoto Committee had finished 

its review of the Meiji Constitution by the end of January 1946 . 

From November 1945 to January 1946, MacArthur left preparation 

for constitutional reforms almost completely in the hands of the Japanese 

government . . On February 1, 1946, Mainichi Shim bun revealed the sub­

stance of the so-called Matsumoto draft of a new constitution, and the 

Japanese government informally submitted two documents to the Supreme 

Commander: "Gist of the Revision of the Constitution 11 and 11 General 

Explanation of the Constitutional Revision Drafted by the Government. 11 

The Matsumoto draft was given negative evaluation in the General 

Headquarters: 

The proposals for rev1s1on do not go 
moderate of modification in the language of 
tion. T~e basic nature of the Japanese 
changed. 

beyond the most 
the Meiji Constitu­
state is left un-

Having decided to reject the Matsumoto draft, MacArthur "finally came _ 

to the conclusion that the most effective method of instructing the -

Japanese Government on the nature and application of these principles -

he considered basic would be to prepare a draft constitution embodying -

th . . 1 ,,10 ose prmc1p es. 
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On February 3, MacArthur instructed Brigader General Courtney 

Whitney, then Chief of the Governmen t Section of the GHQ, to prepare 

a draft constitution with a specific instruction that three major points 

should be incorporated in the draft. They were the establishment of 

constitutional monarchy as a symbol, the renunciation · of war, and the 

abolition of all forms of feudalism. As for the renunciation of war, the 

so-called MacArthur notes said: 

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

Nq · Japanese Army, Navy, or Air force will ever be -
authorize.d and no rights of b1¥.igerency will ever be con­
ferred upon any Japanese force . 

The war-renunciation clause was subject to modification in the initial 

stage of drafting. Drafting members in the Government Section 

"believed that it was unrealistic for Japan to renounce war 'even for 

preserving its own security, 1 " 
12 and this phrase was omitted. The 

war-renunciation clause in the so-called MacArthur draft of a new con­

stitution read: 

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

No army, navy, air force, or other war potential will 
ever be authorized and 11:f:3 right of belligerency will ever be 
conferred upon the State. 

The draft of a new constitution was given MacArthur's approval on Feb­

ruary 12. On the n ext day, Whitney visited Shigeru Yoshida, then 

Foreign Minister of the Shidehara cabinet, and informed him that the 

Matsumoto draft was totally unacceptable . He advised the Japanese side 
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to give the MacArthur draft full consideration and "proposed that it be 

used as the guide in renewed efforts to prepare a revised con­

stitution. 1114 After some resistance, the Japanese government accepted 

this "proposal." · On March 4, the government submitted a new draft, 

prepared on the basis of the MacArthur draft, to the GHQ for review. 

After final adjustment, the draft of a new constitution was published as 

a Japanese government draft on March 6, 1946. Now, as Article 9 , the 

war-renunciation clause read: 

Article IX. War, as a sovereign right of the nation, 
and the threat or use of force, is forever renounced as a 
means of settling disputes with other nations. 

The maintenance of land, sea, and air forces, as well 
as other ·' war potential, will never be authorized. 15 The right 
of belligerency of the state will not be recognized. 

Qualification was attached to the abolition of war. War to be renounced 

was the one "as a means of settling disputes with other nations. 1116 

MacArthur's instruction on the renunciation of war is said to have 

originated in a meeting between MacArthur and Shidehara on 

January 24, 1946. In this meeting, according to MacArthur: 

He [Shidehara] then proposed that when the new con­
stitution became final that it include the so-called no-war 
clause. He also wanted it to prohibit any military establish­
ment for Japan--any military establishment whatsoever. Two 
things would thus be accomplished. The old military party 
would be deprived of any instrument through which they 
could someday seize power, and the rest of the world would 
know that Japan r. -;ver intended to wage war again. He 
added that Japan was a poor country and could not really 
afford to pour money into armaments anyway. Whatever 
resource5i. 7 the nation had left should go to bolstering the 
economy. 

MacArthur then agreed with Shidehara on the constitutional ban of war. 

Although Shidehara did not directly admit his "authorship" of the war-
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renunciation clause, he himself says that, as the prime minister, he de­

termined the complete democratization of the government, the renuncia­

tion of war and the complete abolition of arms. 18 Nevertheless, who 

first proposed the war-renunciation clause is an unresolved question. 

The "Shidehara theory" is questioned on two points. In the first 

place, Shidehara did not support actively the renunciation of war in the 

process of preparation for a new constitution. Those people who were 

engaged in negotiation with the GHQ , such as Yoshida and Matsumoto, 

were inclined to the view that MacArthur proposed the clause. Second, 

MacArthur rev.ealed this account in a Senate hearing in May 1951 imme­

diately after ,:he had been relieved by President Truman. Given the 

existing international situation, especially in the Far East, it was dif­

ficult for MacArthur to support the complete disarmament of Japan at 

that time, still more to say the truth even if he had proposed the war­

renunciation clause . 19 Thus, whether MacArthur or Shidehara was the 

actual 11 author11 of Article 9 is usually treated as an unresolved 

question, and it is emphasized that the "collaboration 11 of the two 

brought about the article. 20 In relation to the American attitude toward 

Japan 1s rearmament, it would be sufficient to reconfirm the fact that, 

while concurrently serving as Commander in Chief of the United States 

Forces in the Far East, MacArthur wanted the war-renunciation clause 

to be included in a new constitution. 

The next question is why MacArthur advocated the abolition of 

war. There are several reasons. First of all, the abolition of war and 

armed forces was closely related to the retention of the emperor system. 

MacArthur was personally impressed by the emperor, and moreover he 
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was well aware that, without the emperor, the Allied occupation would 

face great difficulty. Meanwhile, some of the Allied countries were op­

posed to the retention of the emperor institution; they feared the re­

surgence of a militant Japan under the emperor system. Therefore, to 

MacArthur as well as to the Japanese government, it was necessary to 

make the retention of the institution palatable to the opponent countries. 

It is said that the abolition of war was expected to have such an effect 

and that this was the main objective of Article 9. 21 

In this relation, McNelly says: 

Both Shidehara and MacArthur were evidently very con­
scious of the importance of renouncing war from the stand­
point of saving the Japanese Throne. A principal reason for 
urgency · in formula ting a pacifist and liberal Japanese 
Constitution was apparently to forestall attempts by some 
members of the Far Eastern Commission to abolish the Emperor 
system. 

In his meeting with Shidehara on February 21, 1946, MacArthur repor­

tedly said that if military provisions were preserved in a new constitu­

tion, other nations would probably suspect that Japan would try to re­

vive her armament; that "[t]he reactions of other nations must be first 

borne in mind"; that Japan should assume "moral leadership" by re­

nouncing war as an instrument of national policy; and that "Japan 

would not lose anything even if she did not find any followers [ to the 

leadership]. 1122 

MacArthur must have thought that, judging from the prevailing 

opinion among the Allied countries, Japan could not but be kept dis­

armed for a long time, and that if the course was inevitable, the way it 

would be kept disarmed should have favorable effects on other policy 

objectives, in this case, the retention of the emperor system. 
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In addition to this political expediency, MacArthur favored the 

disarmament of Japan for other reasons. In March 1948, MacArthur had 

a conversation with William H. Draper, then Under Secretary of the 

Army, and George F. Kennan, who was the Director of the Policy Plan­

ning Staff in the State Department. Kennan was engaged in the review 

of the American occupation and post-occupation policy toward Japan. 

In the meeting, MacArthur was "unalterably opposed to" organizing a 

Japanese Force to take over the Occupation forces after a peace treaty. 

He listed five reasons: first, the rearmament of Japan ran counter to 

many of America's most solemn international commitments, such as the 

Potsdam Declaration and some decisions made by the Far Eastern 

Commission, and would alienate Far Eastern countries; second , r earma­

ment was contrary to those principles which had guided the occupation 

heretofore and would injure the prestige of the occupation authority; 

third, if rearmed in the best way, Japan could be "no more than a 

fifth-rate military power"; fourth , rearmament was harmful to Japan's 

economic rehabilitation; fifth, the Japanese themselves were no longer 

willing to support armed forces. 23 Although this statement was made in 

1948, most of the reasons for disarmament were equally applicable in 

1946. It is likely that MacArthur had those considerations in mind when 

he endorsed or advocated the war-renunciation clause . 

In direct relation to Article 9, MacArthur said: 

Not only was I convinced that it was the most moral of 
ideas, but I knew that it was exactly what the Allies wanted 
at that time for Japan. They had said so at Potsdam and 
they had said so afterwards. Indeed my directive read, 
"Japan is not to have an Army, N~,fY, Air Force, Secret 
Police Organization, or civil aviation. 11 
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MacArthur's idealistic disposition is often pointed out. 25 As quoted 

above, MacArthur addressed the American people from the U.S. S. 

Missouri on September 2, 1945. He emphasized the uselessness of 

alliances, balance of power, and the League of Nations as instruments 

for settling international disputes, and thought a spiritual lead was 

needed. The underlying philosophy of Article 9 was on the same line: 

as the preamble of the Constitution says, "[w]e, the Japanese people, 

desire peace for all time and are deeply conscious of the high ideals 

controlling human relationship, and we have determined to preserve our 

security and existence, trusting in the justice and faith of the peace-

, 26 
loving peoplef; of the world." Thus, the concept of the renunciation 

of war was fitted to MacArthur's favorite line. 

As for the consistency between the no-war clause and the Allied, 

especially American, policy there is a difference of opinion. On the one 

hand, as mentioned above, MacArthur said that Article 9 was what the 

Allies wanted. Because the Supreme Commander was not in a position 

to formulate policies toward a postwar Japan, MacArthur's own account 

may be a pretext to justify his support of the article . The fact remains, 

however, that Washington desired a longtime disarmament of Japan in 

the initial period of occupation. In this sense, MacArthur's advocacy of 

the war-renunciation clause appeared to be in line with Washington's 

desire. Edwin M. Martin wrote to this effect in 1948: 

There seems to be agreement on the proposition that 
Japan should never be permitted to have an army, navy or 
air force. A fir s t step to this end has been taken by t~7 incorporation in the new Japanese Constitution of Article 9. 
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On · the other hand, when the substance of a new draft constitution was 

known to Washington on March 6, 1946, "the only significant sub­

stantive difference of views" between MacArthur and Washington 

concerned the war-renunciation clause; "[t]his concept did not originate 

in Washington and was not contained in the basic United States policy 

paper on constitutional reform (SWNCC 228). 1128 Actually, the State 

Department was not consulted so far; Robert E. Ward says that even if 

consulted, the State Department would not have assented to the 

permanent and constitutional disarmament of Japan. 29 Borton considers 

that MacArthur "had taken personal interest in " incorporating Article 9, 

"which incorp6rated his view," into the Constitution . 30 Given different 

accounts, it seems fair to say that, while Article 9 did not run counter 

to the American policy in 1946, the former was not the faithful imple-

mentation of the latter. It is necessary to carefully examine 

Washington's policy toward Japan's military strength. 

According to Borton, the instructions to Atcheson of 16 October 

1945 and SWNCC 228 were both "closely related and developed" from 

PWC-152b dated 9 May 1944, which was entitled "Japan: Abolition of 

Militarism and Strengthening Democratic Processes . 1131 While the in­

structions to Atcheson and SWNCC 228 presupposed that provisions con­

cerning armed forces would be placed in a new constitution, PWC-152b 

preferred, as mentioned in the preceding chapter, that Japan should 

not be allowed to have military forces in the postwar period. Did 

Washington change its mind in formulating SWN CC 228 or were the pro­

visions which allowed armed forces not contradictory to the long-term 

disarmament of Japan? 
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It seems to me that the latter interpretation is appropriate. 

Washington did not abandon its preference for a disanned Japan in late 

1945 and early 1946. "Initial Directives to Supreme Commander (JCS 

1380/15) 11 envisaged the longtime disarmament of Japan, and the Ameri­

can proposal of a twenty-five year disarmament treaty for Japan was in 

the same vein. Therefore, it should be considered that it was one thing 

to let Japan have a constitution which permitted armed forces and it was 

another to let Japa-n rearm upon the entry-into-force of the new consti-

tution. This is not as awkward an interpretation as it may seem. Even 

the Japanese government, whose initial draft of a new constitution had 

articles on ar,med forces, understood it this way. Intending that, with ,. . 

necessary modifications, provisions on armed forces should not be pre­

cluded in a new constitution, the government said in "General Explana­

tion of the Constitutional Revision Drafted by the Government" in Feb­

ruary 1946: "[e]ven if the time should arrive when, upon completion of 

allied occupation, Japan is permitted to rearm, the armed forces would 

be of a very limited scope such as are necessary for the maintenance . of 

peace and order in the country. 1132 In other words, the Japanese go­

vernment considered that a new constitution should allow armed forces 

in preparation for future rearmament, and that until then rearmament 

would be prohibited by an extra-constitutional means. The government 

also said that "it is thought if Japan be permitted to join the United 

Nations Organization, the need for rearmament might actually arise in 

order that she may fulfill her obligations under its charter. 1133 Either 

the completion of the Occupation or Japan's admission to the United 

Nations could serve as the occasion to begin rearmament. Thus, 
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the government itself did not expect that Japan would have armed 

forces before the end of occupation, and judging from the reference to 

Japan's admission to the United Nations, it may have thought that Japan 

would be kept disarmed after the end of occupation. By the same 

token, if the Allied powers wanted to keep J apan disarmed for a long 

period, the nation would be kept so while maintaining constitutional 

provisions for armed forces. 

Understanding it this way, I will return to the analysis of SWNCC 

228 and other documents. My foregoing argument seems applicable . 

SWNCC 228 provided that all ministers should be civilians and that the 

emperor's con},titutional authority to command armed forces should be 

removed. This simply means, however , that SWNCC 228 did not con­

template the co:r:istitutional ban of armed forces. It does not mean that 

the document expected that Japan would rearm in the n ear future . 

Moreover, Atcheson's advice to Konoye and State Department in­

structions to Atcheson referred not to War and Navy ministers , but to 

"War, Navy Ministers (if there should be any _in future)" or "[a]ny 

ministers for armed forces which may be permitted in future." This 

seems to suggest that provisions for armed forces in a nev,1 constitution 

do not necessarily mean actual maintenance of Japanese armed forces, 

and that a Japanese constitution might have such provisions just for the 

future. If these policy statements are considered in the context of 

Washington's preference for the longtime disarmament of Japan, it is 

more convincing to argue that Japan 's rearmament was a matter to be 

decided somewhere and somehow beyond its cons ti tu tion. Therefore, it 

should be understood that Washington intended that the provisions in a 
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Japanese constitution which permitted military forces would be frozen by 

international agreements. I think that SWNCC 228 and other documents 

do not preclude this interpretation. ~ather, given all the events con­

cerned, this seems to be the appropriate interpretation. 34 

I argue that SWNCC 228 and other documen ts did not expect an 

early rearmament of Japan. Why then was there disagreement on the 

war-renunciation clause between Washington and MacArthur? As I men­

tioned above, the effect of the clause was in line with American policy. 

_Some people, however, saw the seeds of future troubles in Article 9. 

For example , .journalist Mark Gayn said on March 6, 1946, when the 

·government draft was publicized: 

For no one who has r ead the morning papers or studied 
Japanese history can doubt that as soon as the occupation 
ends the Japanese under one pretext or another will re-create 
their army. That is as inevitable in Japan as earthquakes. 
By its very nature, the new constitution thus invites circum­
vent~on. 35No constitution in which fraud is inherent can 
survive. 

In Gayn's account, I think, the point is not in the first sentence but in 

the last sentence. It is true that the Japanese themselves can revise 

the Constitution and that the abolition of war in the Constitution is not 

a reliable guarantee to prevent the resurgence of a militant Japan. This 

point, however, must not have been as important as it appears because 

the United States intended to keep Japan disarmed ur. ier a disarmament 

treaty, whether a Japanese constitution permitted it or not. As long as 

the treaty was effective, whatever a constitution allowed would be use­

less. Indeed, Borton thought in this way as mentioned later. Further, 

SWNCC 228 approved of a constitutional provision which permitted the 

maintenance of armed forces. 
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Gayn's anxiety was shared by the American Embassy in China, 

which commented on the new Japanese Constitution · in August 1946: 

But by the same token, to embody in such a law [i.e. a con­
stitution fully expressive of the political aspirations and 
democratic beliefs of the people], for whatever reason, a 
principle which is alien to national traditions, repugnant to 
common sentiment and in the long run unenforciable , would be 
a great error. - In . course of time any such principle is 
certain to be repudiated an~~he law expressing th a t principle 
is certain to be discredited. 

The main . point was that the inclusion of the war-renunciation clause in 

the new Constitution would result in the rejection of the Constitution 

itself. The p_roblem was not so much the future revision of Article 9 as 

that of the whole Constitution, which might be seen as the symbol of 

unreality because of the incorporation of an unrealistic article. It · was 

absurd if the inclusion of the no-war clause, which was unrealistic and 

unenforciable, put at risk the new Constitution as a whole, which gave 

a basis to a new democratic Japan as the ultimate objective of the Occu­

pation. At the same time, it was implicitly assumed that a sovereign 

nation should have armed forces. Although there is no evidence, it is 

quite likely that, for this reason, Washington disagreed with 

MacArthur. 

Another possible deficiency in constitutional disarmament is that 

the disarmament does not have any international arrangements in which 

other countries are obliged to respect the security and neutrality of a 

disarmed country, It is very unlikely that Washington did not realize 

the danger of constitutional disarmament without necessary international 

agreements. During this period, however, the State Department was 

still committed to cooperation among the great powers. Proposed disar-
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mament treaties on Germany and Japan were the manifestation of this 

commitment. It seems that the Department expected that the necessary 

international arrangement would follow the no-war clause. Analysis by 

the Political Adviser's Office in SCAP was in line with the general ten­

dency. In this analysis made in April of 1946, the Office cautioned the 

future possibility of communist penetration into Japan and the alignment 

of Japan with the Soviet Union. To prevent such an eventuality, some 

measures were proposed. Among these was "the maintenance of Ameri­

can armed forces in the western Pacific and elsewhere of adequate 

strength ... to prevent the domination of Japan by another power. 1137 

Nevertheless,:: the analysis relied on continuing cooperation among the 

Allies. 

American foreign policy today wisely and fortunately is 
based u·pon the principles of continuing friendship among the 
Great Powers and the development of a system of collective 
security under the UNO. In no circumstances should our 
Japan p_olic1;rg be of a type to impair the success of these 
larger anns . 

Under this circumstance, constitutional disarm.arnent ahead of inter­

national arrangements was not considered dangerous. 

Although it was not known to what extent Washington disagreed , 

with MacArthur on Article 9, it seems that Washington approved of or 

at least "overlooked" the war-renunciation clause. In the process of 

deliberation in the Diet, Article 9 was not subject to the demand of re-

vision originating in Washington. First, the general direction of 

Article 9 was consistent with the Initial Post-Surrender Policy, that is, 

11 [t]o insure that Japan will not again become a menace to the United 

States or to the peace and security of the world, 1139 though the con-
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cept of constitutional disarmament had some problems as mentioned 

above. Second, even if Washington had wanted the article to be re­

vised, MacArthur would have ignored instructions to intervene in deli­

beration in the Japanese Diet, judging from his "independent" 

disposition. MacArthur himself instructed the inclusion of the no-war 

clause and he was too committed to this matter to back down. Third, 

once the United States or the Supreme Commander had made a prece­

dent of interference with the Diet deliberation of the ne\·\T Constitution, 

it evidently would have catalyzed demands for amendments from other 

member countries in · the Far Eastern Commission, which had various 

demands. 

Meanwhile, the draft of a new constitution was submitted to the 

Imperial Diet on June 20, 1946, by the Yoshida cabine t which succeeded 

the Shidehara cabinet as a result of a general election in April. On 

July 29, the so-called Ashida amendment was introduced in a special 

committee under Hitoshi Ashida's chairmanship in the House of 

Representatives. The amendment was adopted by the House on 

August 24. Article 9 now read: 

Article 9. Aspiring sincerely to an international peace 
based on justice and order, the Japanese p eople , forever, re­
nounce war as a sovereign right of the nation. or the threat 
or use of force, as a means of settling disputes with other 
nations. 

For the above purpose , land, sea, and air forces, as 
well as other war potential, will never be maintained. T~0 right of belligerency of the state will not be recognized. 

Ashida later revealed his original intent of the amendment, according to 

which the new phrase enabled Japan to have self-defense forces "legiti­

mately." The key phrase was "for the above purpose" in the second 
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paragraph. Ashida interpreted the first paragraph as prohibiting war 

and the threat or use of force only "as a means· of settling disputes 

with other nations." In other words, only aggressive war was prohi­

bited by the first paragraph. Following this interpretation, the second 

paragraph qualified with "for the above purpose" prohibited only the 

maintenance of military forces for aggression. It followed that Japan 

h d bl . . . lf d f f 41 a no pro em m organ1zmg se - e ense ·orces. 

The deliberation of the draft constitution in the Diet was moni-

tored by the Supreme Commander and the Far Eastern Commission 

(FEC). Established · in accordance with the agreement of the Moscow 

Conference ~f Foreign Ministers among the Soviet Union, the United 

States, and Great Britain on December 27, 1945, the Far Eastern 

Commission was responsible for, among other things, the formulation of 

"the policies, principles, and standards in conformity with which the 

fulfillment by Japan of its obligations under the terms of surrender may 

be accomplished. 1142 The Commission was composed of the Soviet Union, 

Great Britain, the United States , China--these four countries had a 

veto--France, the Netherlands, Canada, Australia , New Zealand, India, 

and the Philippines Commonwealth. The Commission sat in Washington 

and began its activities on February 26, 1946. The supervision of the 

revision of the Japanese Constitution was one of its first jobs. On 

July 2, the Commission adopted "Basic Principles for a New Japanese 

Constitution, 11 which was almost the same as SWNCC 228. 43 The Moscow 

Conference also created the Allied Council for Japan (ACJ). The 

Council operated in Tokyo under SCAP's chairmanship and consisted of 

members from the United States, the Soviet Union, China and Australia. 
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Because the Council's primary task was to consult and advise SCAP in 

regard to the implementation of occupation policies, 44 it did not play a 

part in the constitutional reform. 

As for the Ashida amendment, the Supreme Commander and the 

Far Eastern Commission responded differently. On the one hand, it is 

said that Whitney approved the amendment though h e realized Ashida's 

lt . t' 45 u enor mo 1ve. It is not known whether Whitney's approval was in 

accordance with MacArthur's instruction. MacArthur himself showed a 

somewhat evasive attitude later. In August, he conveyed to Yoshida 

the Far Eastern Commission's request that the new Constitution should 

provide that all cabinet ministers should be civilians. MacArthur with­

drew this request when Yoshida replied that the civilian clause was 

unnecessary .be~ause there would be no armed forces under the n ew 

Constitution. 46 It seems to me that MacArthur did not consider that 

the Ashida amendment was so important that it changed the meaning of 

Article 9. 

How MacArthur interpreted Article 9 is . another argumentative 

issue. MacArthur said in 1958: 

Nothing in Article 9 prevents any and all necessary steps for 
the preservation of the safety of the nation . I stated this at 
the time of the adoption of the Constitution and later recom­
mended a Defense Force be organized of ten divisions with 
corresponding elements of sea and air forces. The article was 
aimed at foreign aggression and was intencted to give spiritual 
leadership to the world. It will stand everlastingly as a 
monument to the foresight, .fpe statesmanship and the wisdom 
of Prime Minister Shidehara . 

From this statement, McNelly considers that "the Supreme Commander 

believed that self-defense forces and defensive war were possible under 
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Article 9, but this view was not conveyed to the Japanese 

Government. 1148 Despite MacArthur's own account, I doubt that he in­

terpreted the article as permitting the maintenance of military forces for 

self-defense. If MacArthur had so interpreted it, he would have 

insisted on the inclusion of the civilian · clause at the outset, or at least 

in August. Even the preceding quotation itself seems somewhat con­

tradictory. If, as MacArthur said, Article 9 prohibits only aggressive 

war, it will follow that the clause did what the Kellog -Briand pact had 

done in 1928; additionally, the 1791 Constitution of France and the 1931 

Constitution of Spain had a similar provision. 49 Understood this way, 

it is a surprJse to see MacArthur referring to an everlasting 11monument 

to the foresight, the statesmanship and the wisdom of Prime Minister 

Shidehara. 11 

Moreover, permanent demilitarization and neutralization were his 

favorite policies on the security of Japan until the beginning of the 

Korean War. Kennan says: 

in his [MacArthur] view [as late as 1948], the most suitable 
status for Japan would be one of permanent demilitarization 
and neutralization under such general protection as might be 
afforded by the United Nations and by the friendly interest 
of the United States. He appeared to believe, as did this 
writer, that if such a status could be arranged with the con­
currence of the Soviet Government, the likelihood of a Soviet 
attack on Japan would be minimal; and it was not easy to see 
from whafso other quarter Japan could be seriously 
threatened. 

MacArthur seemed to reject the necessity of self-defense forces in 

Japan. Of course, it is possible that, while he interpreted Article 9 as 

permitting self-defense forces, he did not admit the actual necessity of 

the forces. In November 1949, however, MacArthur was reported to be 
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opposed to the scheme of Japanese self-defense forces partly because of 

Article 9: in a meeting on a Japanese peace treaty, "General 

MacArthur's opposition to the establishment of Japanese defense forces 

is based not only on the above-mentioned Constitutional provision and 

on his belief that such forces would serve no useful military purpose, 

but also on the fact that Japan will for some time to come be unable to 

afford their cost. 1151 It is also noted that, despite the Ashida amend­

ment, Article 9 was used by MacArthur as a reason for opposition to 

the establishment of self-defense forces. 

In this relation, MacArthur said in 1950 that Article 9 did not 

deny Japan's':: right of self-defense and that the article authorized Japan 

to muster all of its available human and material resources, in 

emergency, in support of the security forces committed to its 

52 defense. Judging from the foregoing, I do not think that, before the 

outbreak of the Korean War, he thought Japan could have military 

forces under Article 9. I will return to this point later. 

Turning back to the Ashida amendment, the Far Eastern 

Commission was more sensitive to the change. Because of the fear of 

Japan's future rearmament, the Commission insisted on the inclusion of 

a provision for civilian control in the new Constitution. 53 According to 

a New Zealand member of the Commission, C. Berendsen: 

The Japanese text tof Article 9] was received by the 
Commission on the 19th September . . . . the Japanese Article 
was by no means clear, and could definitely be cons trued by 
Japanese scholars as authorizing the maintenance of armed 
forces for purposes other than those mentioned in the first 
part of Article 9. Consequently, the Committee [No. 3: 
Constitutional and Legal Reform], with United States and 
Dutch reservations, reported in favour of the Soviet con­
tention on this point and recommended that the Commission 
should insist upon the inclusion in the Co1s4titution of a 
provision that the Ministers should be civilians. 
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Although the Japanese government had once rejected the civilian clause 

in August, this time it agreed with its incorporation . Accordingly, on 

October 6, the House of Peers inserted in Article 66 a second para­

graph, which read 11 [t]he Prime Minister and other Ministers of State 

must be civilians. 1155 Occupying the position of the Acting Chief of the 

Division of Japanese Affairs in the State Department, Borton reported 

deliberation on this subject in the Far Eastern Commission under the 

heading of "Possible Maintenance of Japanese Land, Sea and Air Forces 

under Article IX of Japanese Draft Constitution": 

at the meeting · of the committee [No. 7: Disarmament of 
Japan] , on September 26, the Chinese and Australian 
represen-tatives both stated that, in view of the expected 
amendment to the Constitution to provide for civilian Cabinet 
ministers, further consideration of Article IX might be post­
poned . . . . It is not likely therefore that Article IX will be 
discussed ,again in the immediate future. It would seem that 
the attitude of the United States should be that the 
demilitarization and demobilization of Japan depend upon 
agreement among the Allied Powers rather than the Japanese 
Constitution, which may !:)e amended by the Japanese 
themselves. Regardless of the wording of Article IX, 
determination of Japan's military establishment must be left to 
the peace treaty and to such interna~gnal agreements as the 
proposed 25 year Disarmament Treaty. . 

It is noted that Borton considered that, regardless of the wording of 

Article IX, Japan's rearmament was to depend upon international agree­

ments; by logical extension, it would follow that, whether the Japanese 

Constitution permitted the maintenance of armed forces or not, the 

problem of rearmament or disarmament was to be decided by a peace 

treaty or other international agreements. I argued that the underlying 

assumption of SWNCC 228 was that constitutional permission to have 

armed forces was one thing and the actual rearmament was another. 

The above-quoted Borton report is in line with my interpretation of 

SWNCC 228, which was "largely prepared11 by Borton himself. 
57 
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It was natural that Borton preferred disarmament by international 

agreements rather than by the Constitution. On the one hand, after 

1909, Americans came to feel gradually that amendment of their 
. 58 

Constitution was not very hard. Following this American standard, 

people tended to consider that a constitution could be easily amended 

and it was not reliable to prevent the resurgence of a militant Japan. 

On the other hand, there is a precedent that the control of Japan by 

treaties worked very well. Around the Meiji Restoration in 1868, Japan 

concluded the so-called unequal treaties, which granted extra-

territoriality and beneficial tariff to several countries. The Meiji 

. government l\ad great difficulty in the revision of the treaties. It was 

1894 when Britain approved of the revision, and other powers followed 

suit. In this process, Japan was "induced" to undertake domestic 

reforms: for example, "[a]fter the British Minister reminded the 

Japanese government in 1884 that revision of the treaties was contingent 

upon the adoption by Japan of Western legal standards, the work of 

drafting new [ civil and criminal] codes by foreign legal experts . . . was 

59 accelerated. 11 Given this precedent, it is not surprising that in 1945 

Grew, Borton and other Japan specialists in the State Department had a 

scheme for the control of Japan, similar to the British one in which 

11 through exercizing 'the positive power of controlling trade and the 

negative power of withholding treaties, the Allies should be able . . . to 

induce Japan herself to introduce such reforms in her institutions and 

the working thereof as will justify confidence in her future good beha­

viour. 11160 
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While Borton considered that the maintenance of armed forces 

under the Ashida amendment was "possible, 11 it is- not certain to what 

extent it was possible. As mentioned above, MacArthur did not seem to 

consider the possibility seriously. By and large, Washington did not 

agree with Ashida's interpretation after- 1946. In 1948, the Department 

of the Army concluded: "the establishment of even limited Japanese 

armed forces, other than augmentation of the civilian police and the 

creation of a coastal police, is not practicable and advisable at this time 

because such action would require amendment by the Japanese of their 

new constitution and our abrogation of the Potsdam Declaration. 1161 The 

State Depart;nent had a similar opinion. 62 It may be said that the 

civilian clause was incorporated "just in case, 11 as far as the United 

States was concerned. 

Why did the Far Eastern Commission approve the Ashida amend­

ment? Hata suggests that the Commission thought tha t the four-power 

disarmament treaty was more reliable than Article 9, which could be 

easily amended by the Japanese themselves. 63 I agree with him. I 

think, however, that more explanation is necessary. Why then did the 

Commission accept the Ashida amendment in return for the insertion of 

the civilian clause? It seems more logical, regardless of the four-power 

pact, to veto the Ashida amendment than to juxtapose the no-war clause 

with the Ashida amendment and the civilian clause in the Constitution. 

If the war-renunciation clause could be easily modified, so could the 

civilian clause. 

The Soviet Union, Australia and China led the way in the 

criticism of the Ashida amendment. 64 According to Rosecrance: 
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The Australian representative argued . . . that the prov1s10n 
for the renunciation of war would not be taken seriously by 
the Japanese. Moreover, the prohibition on military activity 
seemed to prevent the inclusion of provisions stripping the 
Emperor of military 6~ower and specifying that all cabinet 
members be civilians. 

I think that the Ashida amendment confronted Australia , and probably 

other countries, with a dilemma. The Australian view seems to be sum­

marized as follows: first, the no-war clause was so unrealistic that it 

would never take root in Japan although Australia did not oppose the 

voluntary renunciation of war by the Japanese; second , some measures 

for the prevention of the resurgence of a militant Jap an , for example, 

civilian contr9l, would be really accepted by the Japanese themselves; 

third, the unrealistic provision blocked the inclusion of the realistic 

provisions; fourth, if the Far Eastern Commission had vetoed the 

Ashida amendment, it would have appeared as if the Allied countries 

had imposed an unrealistic constitution on the Japanese, and it would 

have had bad psychological effects on the defeated nation; fifth, it was 

better to insert the civilian clause while lea,ving alone the Ashida 

amendment, whose actual implications were not certain; and sixth, 

whether Japan would modify Article 9 to rearm or it would have military 

forces under the Ashida amendment--it would be inevitable after the ex­

piration of the four-power disarmament pact--the civilian clause, which 

was realistic and an accepted practice at least from the viewpoints of 

the Western democracies, was likely to remain intact and would check 

the resurgence of a militant Japan. 

The deliberation of the new Constitution in Japan was completed _ 

in October. On November 3, 1946, the Constitution was promulgated as 
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the amendment of the Meiji Constitution. Prior to the promulgation, on _ 

October 17, the Far Eastern Commission made a policy to review the new 

Constitution. The Commission decided that the new Constitution should 

be reviewed by the Diet not sooner than one year and not later than 

two years after its entry-into-force, that the Commis sion itself could 

review it within the same period, and that the Commission might require 

a referendum or some other measures to determine the free will of the 

66 Japanese people. On this condition, the Constitution became effective -

_on May 3, 1947. Although the Far Eastern Commission carried out the 

review in 1949, no measures for amendments were taken. 
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IV. DISARMAMENT TREATY 

The idea that Japan should be kept disarm ed under a treaty had 

been mooted in Washington since the beginning of 1945. Republican 

Senator Arthur H. Vandenberg delivered an important speech on Ameri­

can foreign policy in the Senate on January 10, 1945. Afraid of Allied 

behavior which seemingly deviated from the Atlantic Charter, 

Vandenberg u_rged the American government to play an active role in 

. contributing fo the establishment of international peace and order based 

on justice. He especially thought that the Soviet Union was making 

trouble; Soviet conduct in Eastern Europe appeared to be an ominous 

sign of the coming postwar world . To Vandenberg, "Russia's unilateral 

plan appears to contemplate the engulfment, directly or indirectly [ , ] of 

a surrounding circle of buffer states , contrary to our concep tion of 

what we thought we were fighting for in respect to the rights of small 

nations and a just peace." 1 At the same time, however , it was 

perfectly understandable to him that the Soviet Union feared the resur­

gence of German militarism and that it made every effor t to prepare for 

the possible recurrence of German invasion. 

In this context, Vandenberg proposed a treaty among the major 

Allies to disarm Germany and Japan permanently . Vandenberg thought 

that if the fear of German aggress ion were the cause of discord, it 

should be treated by the collective efforts of the Allied countries. He 

said: 

58 
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I propose that we meet this problem conclusively and at 
once. There is no reason to wait. 

America has this same self-interest in permanently and 
conclusively and effectively disarming Germany and Japan. It 
is simply unthinkable that America, or any other memb er of 
the United Nations, would allow · this Axis calamity to repro­
duce itself again . . . . I know of no reason why a hard-and­
fast treaty between the major · Allies should not be signed 
today to achieve this dependable end. We need 42ot await th e 
determination of our other post-war relationships. 

According to Arthur H. Vandenberg, Jr . , the Senator 1s speech was ttan 

attempt to establish whether the United Nations were acting in good 

faith. tt 3 As James F. Byrnes later pointed out, Vandenberg 1s proposal 

was in line with the Moscow Declaration; 4 issued by the foreign minis­

ters of the tJnited States, Great Britain, the Soviet Union, and China 

on November 1, 1943, the ttDeclaration of Four Nations on General 

Securitytt said that ttthose of them [ the four nations] at war with a 

common enemy will act together in all matters r elating to the surrender 

and disarmament of that enemy. 115 

The speech attracted public attention. Suggesting that President 

Roosevelt was surprised by the speech, Vandenberg, Jr. says that the 

White House's first reaction was a polite welcome; on the day after the 

speech, Roosevelt had a meeting with members of the Senate Foreign 

Relations Committee, including Vandenberg. 6 In a cabinet meeting later 

on that day, Director of War Mobilization and Reconversion James F. 

Byrnes, who later as Secretary of State proposed disarmament treaties 

to the great powers, took the occasion to say that he 11 felt that 

Vandenberg 1s speech in the Senate yesterday was a highly statesmanlike 

speech and a very hopeful sign of intelligent Republican cooperation on 

foreign affairs . 117 
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Meanwhile, the State Department had not decided its position on 

the subject. In a memorandum prepared on J anuary 12, the Department 

of State believed 11 that it would be premature at present to attempt to 

specify the nature of the long-term security controls to be established 

over Germany beyond the general principles of complete disarmament and 
- 8 

control of war potential. 11 However, the Department took note of the 

Vandenberg proposal in another memorandum written in J anuary. 9 

Progress was made in another branch of the government. In February, 

the Foreign Economic Administration (FEA), acting under :instructions 

from the President , had launched a series of studies on methods of con­

trolling the w..ar-making power of Germany. 10 Probably as a part of the 

task the FEA prepared for a German disarmament treaty. On 

February 17 , . D,eputy Foreign Administrator Oscar Cox sent the redraft 

of the t1Treaty on the Demilitarization of Germany'' to Leo Pasvolsky, 

Special Assistant to the Secretary of State, for information. 11 The first 

draft of the treaty seems to have been prepared at an earlier date. 

Although the connection between the draft treaty and the Vandenberg 

speech is not certain, judging from the timing of the drafting , it is 

likely that the draft treaty originated with the speech. There is no 

evidence that the draft of a similar treaty for Japan was prepared at 

the same time. 

Expecting to be concluded among the five great powers--the 

United States, Great Britain, the Soviet Union, China and France--and 

other members of the United Nations, the disarmamenl treaty aimed at 

the destruction of, and the prevention of the reestablishment of, 11 Ger­

many's will, power and capacity to make war or disturb the peace of 
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the world. 11 In addition to military matters, it prescribed the punish­

ment of war criminals and the elimination of the Nazi organizations and 

influence. For these purposes, the draft treaty intended "the 

stationing of troops and other representatives on German soil for such 

time and in such numbers as the United Nations, or any one or more of 

them, deem necessary or desirable , 11 and the use of the full military 

forces of the signatories "for a period of at least twenty years. 11 The 

draft treaty was similar to the Draft Treaty on the Disarmament and 

Demilitarization of Germany proposed by the United States later. It 

seems, however, that no progress was made on this matter for the next 
--. 12 

several months. 

On June 9 and 15, President Truman requested the State Depart­

ment views on a German disarmament treaty in preparation for the 

Potsdam Conference. 13 In a memorandum sent to Acting Secretary of 

State Grew on June 9, Truman said in part: 

I wish you would also let me have the Department's 
views as to the wisdom of attempting to secure agreement at 
the forthcoming conference on a 25 year Treaty between the 
three or four principal powers to demilitarize Germany, to 
keep her demilitarized by force if necessary, somewhat along 
the lines suggested b:sj_4Senator Vandenberg in his speech in 
the Senate last winter. 

Meanwhile, in expectation of becoming the Secretary of State shortly, 

Byrnes asked Truman on June 11 "to request the views of the State 

Department on a treaty 'somewhat along the lines suggested by Senator 

Vandenberg. 11115 Grew replied on June 30. He saw three advantages 

in the conclusion of a German disarmament treaty: first, it would calm 

the Soviet fear of Germany and induce the Soviet Union to adopt a more 

liberal policy in Eastern Europe; second, it would eliminate the justifica-
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tion, i.e. security against a resurgent Germany, under which Great 

Britain and the Soviet Union might establish spheres of influence on the 

continent of Europe; third, it would strengthen American influence in 

European affairs . 16 In addition: 

the United States fully expects to participate in the 
demilitarization of Germany in any event and to keep Germany 
demilitarized for an indefinite period in the future. If there 
is advantage to the United States in agreeing to do this in a 
formal treaty which would remove any Soviet fears that the 
Western countries might at some time wish to strengthen 
Germany against the Soviet Union, the treaty could secure 
this t71vantage in return for something we expect to do any­
way. 

It was neces~_ary to first determine whether the treaty would bear the 

expected fruits . Therefore, it was recommended "that this matter not 

be raised formally but that the opportunity be taken to sound out the 

[British] Prime Minister and Stalin on the matter. 1118 Truman and 

Byrnes, who took office as Secretary of State on July 3, went to the 

Potsdam Conference with the recommendation. It seems, however, that 

the issue was not raised at the Conference. 

On the basis of the Cox draft dated February 17, an analysis was 

made as to whether the conclusion of the treaty was desirable . 19 It 

was anticipated that the United States, Great Britain, the Soviet Union 

and France would be the signatories. Consideration was given to the 

inclusion of China in ex;'ectation of the conclusion of a similar treaty 

for Japan in future. · Attention was also paid to the relation between 

the treaty and the Security Council of the United Nations. 20 

As mentioned above, the State Department contemplated the con­

clusion of a Japanese disarmament treaty. Deputy Director of the Office 
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of European Affairs John Hickerson said that he saw "some merit in the 
. 

idea of proposing a similar treaty in regard to Japan. 1121 It is not 

certain, however, what the merit was and why a Japanese disarmament 

treaty should be concluded. There is no evidence that any in-depth 

analysis was made on the subject. If anything, the advocacy of a 

Japanese disarmament treaty seems to have been intuitive. The 

Japanese treaty might be expected as another symbol of cooperation 

among the great powers in the postwar period. At the same time, it 

would seem unnatural that, while the United States proposed a German 

disarmament treaty, it did not conclude the Japanese counterpart when 

the two couriJries were considered as the common enemy of the United 

Nations. The State Department itself said that "in the discussions it 

could be made clear that if we are expecting to sign a treaty to 

demilitarize Germany we would expect a similar treaty to be concluded 

. d t J t th · t t· 1122 m regar o a pan a e appropna e IIDe. From the American 

viewpoint, Japan should be and should remain disarmed in one way or 

another. As in the case of the German treaty, Washington was likely to 

think that even if a Japanese disarmament treaty were concluded, the 

United States would lose nothing. 

Byrnes suggested the idea of a German disarmament treaty in his 

meeting with French Foreign Minister Georges Bidault, who visited 

Washington in August 1945. 23 Byrnes continued the "reconnaissance 

work" in the first session of the Council of Foreign Ministers held in 

London in fall 1945. The matter \ ·as raised iil the con text of Soviet 

policy toward Eastern Europe when the conference was in stalemate 

partly because of problems concerning that area. It appeared to Byrnes 
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that the Soviet Union tried to maintain "puppet governments" in 

Roumania, Bulgaria and Hungary for the reason of Russian security. 

Therefore, he thought that "if we could give them assurance on this 

score perhaps the obstacle blocking the conference could be 

removed, 1124 and that a German disarmament treaty could be used for 

this purpose . In a Molotov-Byrnes meeting on September 20, Byrnes 

tried to sound out V .M. Molotov, Peoples' Commissar for Foreign Affairs 

of the Soviet Union, on a German disarmament treaty . Byrnes firs t re­

counted his conversation with Marshal Stalin at the Yalta Conference. 

He [Byrnes] had been particularly impressed with the 
Marshal's observations that twice in twenty-five years Poland 
had beeµ a corridor for German attack on Russia, and also 
his statement that there was always the danger that, as after 
the last war, the United States might return home and with­
draw from European affairs, at which time the danger of a 
recrudescence of German aggression might become real. He 
added that, as Mr. Molotov knew, historically the United 
States was reluctant to enter into political treaties with 
foreign governments, but he wished to ask Mr. Molotov 
whether the Soviet Government would consider a treaty 
between the Four Principal Powers for the demilitariza tion of 
Germany to 25un for twenty or twenty-five years, would be a 
good thing. 

Byrnes had already obtained Truman's concurrence with feeling out the 

Soviet view on this matter. For his part, Molotov avoided giving 

Byrnes the definitive view of the Soviet government while he said he 

personally thought that it was a very interesting idea. 26 

On September 22, Molotov asked for a meeting with Byrnes. This 

time the former proposed a Japanese disarmament treaty and the estab­

lishment of a Control Council for Japan. According to Byrnes: 

His [Molotov] government had informed him that it was timely 
to conclude a treaty directed againt [ sic] a revival of Japa­
nese aggression, particularly in view of the manner in which 
terms of surrend_er were being carried out .in Japan. 12'7 
urged the establishment of a Con t rol Council for Japan. 
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In. relation to the treaty, Byrnes replied that "he would return to 

Washington and talk the matter over with the President, and that he 

personally was favorably inclined to this idea. 11 Molotov said that the 

Soviet government did not expect a quick decision from the American 

government on this point. Rather, the immediate concern of the Soviet 

Union was the establishment of Allied control machinery for Japan, and 

Molotov pressed it on Byrnes for the next several days. 28 

Byrnes was not prepared to discuss a Japanese demilitarization 

treaty partly because he understood that "Japan was not on the agenda 

for the London meeting. 1129 Another probable reason \\TaS that it was 

premature to)hink of a long-term control machinery for Japan because 

Japan had formally surrendered only twenty days before . Moreover, a 

Japanese disarmament treaty did not have the merit that the German 

treaty had. The German treaty was proposed largely to induce the 

Soviet Union to change its East European policy . From the American 

viewpoint, a Japanese treaty did not have such immediate necessity and 

effects. At the same time, however, there was no reason why Byrnes 

should be opposed to a Japanese disarmament treaty when it was pro­

posed by the Soviet Union. Rather, American opposition to the treaty 

would have had bad effects on the Soviet Union , which was not satis­

fied with the occupation of Japan under the exclusive influence of the 

United States and which was suspicious of capitalist countries. The 

treaty went with the general direction of American policy and probably 

with public opinion. On October 6, John Foster Dulles, who had 

accompanied Byrnes to the London conference, said in an address that 

one of the basic principles of the American delegation had been that 
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11 [a]rmament of our ex-enemies should be limited and subjected to a sys­

tem of supervision which would prevent secret rearmament as occurred 

30 after the last war in the case of Germany. 11 The disarmament and 

supervision of Japan should be carried out in one way or another. If 

the conclusion of the disarmament treaty pleased the Soviet Union and 

there was the possibility that it would have favorable effects somewhere 

and somehow, the United States would have to conclude it. 

For its part, the Soviet Union was sensitive to developments in 

Japan. American Ambassador to Moscow W. Averell Harriman repeated 

the importance of the treatment of Japan to the Soviet Union. In 

relation to tpe Russian demand that a control commission for Japan 

should be established, he sent Byrnes a memorandum on September 24 . 

. . . we must not minimize the importance of doing every­
thing we · can to disarm [the Russians 1

] unwarranted sus­
p1c1ons. For example, you know how suspicious the Soviets 
were up to the very end that we were prepared to make a 
separate peace with the Germans. They are undoubte~~ 
fearful that we are now ready to use Japan against them. 

Three days later, Harriman sent a second note. . 

I am afraid we are arousing unnecessarily their suspicions, 
which will react ... in other Far Eastern matters, particularly 
the withdrawal of Soviet troops from Manchuria in favor of 
the Chinese. I believe that to satisfy them it will be neces­
sary to a~e to establish at once a control commission for 
Japan .... 

Finally, however, discussion about a control commission for Japan was 

33 not raised in the London conference because of Byrnes' reluctance. 

In October, Harriman reported that Stalin was irritated by the 

unilateral American occupation of Japan. 34 Byrnes himself realized the 

importance of Japanese issues; he said that 11 
[ t] he remarkable per-
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formance that had led to the breakdown of the London Conference had 

been stimulated by the Russians' belief that they wer e not b eing con-

sulted adequately by our officials in Japan. 1135 To Byrnes and 

Harriman as well as the Soviet Union, the main concern was with control 

machinery for the occupation of Japan, and this was discussed in the 

Moscow Conference of Foreign Ministers in December 1945 . Judgin g 

from the fact that Molotov proposed the es t ablishment of a control 

commission for Japan and the conclusion of a trea t y again s t J ap anese 

aggression at the same time, it was likely that, from the Soviet view, 

both of them were understood in the same context, i. e . what Harriman 

. called the f <'$ar of "Japan against Russia." It was also likely that 

Byrnes proposed a Japanese disarmament treaty in the Moscow 

Conference to allay the Soviet fear . 

In the Moscow Conference of Foreign Ministers held among t he 

foreign ministers of the United States, the Soviet Union and Great 

Britain, the Soviet insistence on the establishment of a Control Council 

for Japan bore fruits, however small they were; the Conference decided 

on the creation of the Far Eastern Commission and the Allied Coun cil 

for Japan. The disarmament treaties were not discussed on a formal 

occasion. Molotov had not responded to Byrnes' proposal for the 

German treaty since the London conference. 36 Instead, Byrnes 

approached Stalin at a Christmas Ev e dinner. According to Byrnes: 

I mentioned to Stalin my p r oposal for a twenty-year treaty 
among the four powers to keep Germany demilitarized. Re­
calling his statement both at Yalta and Potsdam that the Soviet 
attitude toward neighborin g countries was due to their 
determination to ensure Russian security, I suggested that 
such a plan should remove all fea r s .... After listening to my 
explanation, he said it seemed b y far the best proposal he 
had heard on the question, and I told him we W'3\}ld prepare 
a draft which could be circulated fo r suggestions . 
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Though it is not mentioned h ere , Byrnes referred also to a Japanese 

d . . h . 38 1sarmament treaty m t e conversation. 

Upon his return, Byrnes began detailed preparation for negotia­

tion on the treaties with the other great powers. Truman and leading 

Senators, including Vandenberg, gave · general concurrence to Byrnes' 

idea. Truman enthusiastically supported it and began referring to the 

treaty as the Byrnes treaty. 39 The Japanese section in the State 

Department does not seem to have been engaged in analys is and 

preparation in 1945. Borton says that the Japanese disarmament treaty 

was drafted at Byrnes ' personal request. 40 Thus, preparation for the 

treaties was '::attributable to Byrnes' personal diplomacy. It was not 

certain how much consideration was given to the conclusion of the 

Japanese treaty. 

German treaty . 

The main concern seems to h ave been with the 

The draft of the Japanese disarmament treaty was sent to the 

other expected signatories--the Soviet Union, Great Britain and 

China--on February 28, 1946, two weeks after the German draft had 

been distributed for consideration. The drafts of the two treaties had 

almost the same provisions. As for the Japanese treaty, the objective 

was "to ensure that the total disarmament and demilitarization of Japan 

will be enforced as long as the peace and security of the world may 

require. 11 Military machinery should be and should remain completely 

disarmed; the manufacture and importation of military equipment should 

be prevented; the establishment and utilization of military facilities and 

military-related factories and laboratories should be prevented; some 

exceptions for civil police were to be admitted. For this purpose, the 
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four countries "shall make provision for a system of quadripartite 

inspection, which shall become operative upon the termination of the 

Allied occupation of Japan"; the inspection should be carried out 

through a Commission of Control, in which a majority's opinion was to 

prevail. Japan's acceptance of the obligation to observe this treaty 

should be an essentiai condition to a peace treaty. The treaty should 

remain in force for twenty-five years with possible extension. 41 

In spring 1946, the Soviet Union had a keen interest in the dis ­

armament of Japan. On March 4, 1946, Soviet charge N. V. Novikov 

conveyed especially to Byrnes a Soviet government intention "to be 

represented }n Committee No. 4 [of the Far Eastern Commission], 

dealing with the demilitarization of Japan. 1142 On March 27 , moreover, 

a new committee responsible for disarmament and demilitarization was 

43 established in the Commission on the Russian proposal. However, a 

treaty to institute disarmament was another matte r to the Soviet Union. 

On April 28, a private meeting was held between Byrnes and Molotov, 

who were in Paris to attend the second session of the Council of 

Foreign Ministers. 

He [Byrnes] said that, frankly, there were many people in 
the United States who were unable to understand the exact 
aim of the Soviet Union--whether it was a search for security 
or expansionism. Such a treaty [for Germany] as had been 
proposed and also the similar treaty suggested for Japan he 
had felt would effectively take care of the question of 
security ... . 

Mr. Molotov said that their objection was that the pro­
posed treaty appeared to postpone the question of German 
disarmament until after the occupation w:;i s over whereas th er e 
already was in existence a joint agreement that Germany 
should be immediately disarmed He stated definitely, 
however, that the Soviet Union was in favor of a twenty-five 
year demilitarization treaty both for Germany and Japan, but 
emphasized that the most important matter was to carry out 
the pre}iipus agreement for immediate disarmament of 
Germany . 
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Next day, Byrnes proposed the twenty-five year disarmament treaty for 

Germany formally in the Council . Despite Byri1es' assurance that 

nothing in the treaty meant postponement or delay in the disarmament 

of Germany, Molotov showed reluctance to commit the Soviet government 

to the conclusion of the German treaty. 45 

On April 30, Byrnes made public his plan to keep Germany and 

Japan disarmed under treaties. He recognized that "Russia, which has 

twice during this century suffered invasions across Poland from 

Germany and twice been engaged in war with Japan--in addition to 

German and Japanese participation in foreign intervention during the 

. Bolshevik civil war--has good reason for complexes regarding those two 

countries. 1146 The New York Times listed three advantages of Byrnes' 

plan: the enhancement of Allied cooperation, th e solution of many basic 

problems of German and Japanese occupation, and th e acceleration of 

the termination of the occupation. 47 On May 16, Byrnes raised the 

issue again in the Council, but failed to persuade Molotov, who re­

iterated the importance of the immediate implementation of German 

disarmament in accordance with agreed plans and pointed out that 

Stalin's consent had been given not to the proposed drafts but to the 

. . l 48 prmc1p e. 

Meanwhile, Britain · and China informed the American government 

of their general concurrence with the proposed Japanese treaty through 

diplomatic channels in May. China seemed th e more interes ted in the 

treaty. 

marked: 

On May 17, Chinese Foreign Minis ter Wang Shie-chieh re-

The Chinese Government has given careful consideration to 
the draft and fully supports the policy embodied therein. It 
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is felt that only by the complete demilitarization of Japan and 
the setting up of a strict inspection system as envisaged jn 
the proposed treaty that the wssibility of revival of Japanese 
aggression may be eliminated. 

On June 21, the American government publicized the text of the "Draft 

Treaty on the Disarmament and Demilitarization of Japan, 11 with two 

modifications in comparison to the February 28 draft: first , the pro­

duction and importation of fissionable materials were specifically banned; 

and, second, the control machinery for Japan under the treaty was 

linked, though loosely, to the Security Council of the United Nations. 50 

By this time, the Soviet government had not formally responded to the 

A . , l 51 merican proposa . However, Molotov revealed the Soviet attitude in 

his statement, which was published in Moscow newspapers of May 27 in 

relation to the results of the Paris meeting of the Council of Foreign 

Ministers. 52 He said, in part, the "draft of the treaty later submitted 

by Mr. Byrnes does not include the question of mutual assistance 

against German and Japanese aggression, deals only with disarmament, 

and for some reason or other ignores the highly important decisions 

regarding Germany adopted by the Allies in Teheran, Yalta and Berlin, 

and may lead to a relaxation of inter-Allied control aimed at preventing 

a resurgence of German aggression .... 1153 This was the first and last 

time when Molotov explained the reasons why he was opposed to the 

proposed draft of a Japanese disarmament treaty. The reason for the 

Russian opposition was quite ambiguous , however. The meaning of "the 

question of mutual assistance against . . . Japanese aggression II was not 

clarified . 
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On July 9, Byrnes and Molotov exchanged views on the German 

disarmament treaty in a meeting of the Council of Foreign Ministers. 

Molotov argued that it was much more important to thoroughly implement 

decisions already reached on the disarmament and demilitarization of 

Germany; that the treaty should be effective for at least forty years; 

that the draft was unsatisfactory as a means of ensuring the complete 

military and economic disarmament of Germany; that the draft dis­

regarded the problem of securing the democratization of the regime in 

Germany; and that the draft envisaged the termination of occupation 

without ensuring the fulfilment of reparation deliveries. Accordingly, 

he concluded,-, the draft needed radical revision. 54 Although Byrnes 

agreed with the second point, he thought that most of Molotov's 

argument was off the point; the treaty did not intend to settle 

reparation and political matters from the outset. Finally Byrnes came to 

the conclusion that Molotov "had no idea of discussing the treaty in a 

serious manner but was simply looking for excuses for delay. 1155 

Why the Soviet Union was reluctant to _conclude the proposed 

German treaty is not known. Byrnes says that the elimination of veto 

power in the Commission of Control might be one reason. 56 Robert 

Murphy, then United States Political Adviser for Germany, thought that 

the proposed treaty was not satisfactory to the Russians because 

11 [t]hey sought not only to disarm Germany, but to render that country 

economically impotent. 1157 Some scholars consider the Russian objection 

as indicative of the deepening cleavage bet\veen the West and the East; 

in other words, the Soviet Union saw something ominous behind the 

Byrnes proposal. 58 Lucius D . Clay, then Deputy Military Governor for 
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Germany, thought the Russians were simply not ready for a full-scale 

G d
. . 59 erman 1scuss10n . 

The Soviet attitude toward a Japanese disarmament treaty was 

much more evasive. The conclusion of the treaty was first suggested 

by the Soviet Union. However, Molotov later opposed the Byrnes draft 

because it did not include the question of mutual assistance against 

Japanese aggression--though what "the question of mutual assistance 11 

meant was not clarifie d at all--and because the draft treaty dealt only 

with disarmament. From the American standpoint, the Japanese dis­

armament treaty seemed advantageous to the Soviet Union, for while the 

. Soviet Union :,was virtually excluded from the control of occupied Japan 

at that time, the Byrnes draft offered the Russians an opportunity to 

participate in the future control of Japan. The New York Times 

pointed out the generosity of the offer in an editorial: 11 The Russians 

have hesitated, perhaps because of the provision for action on a 

majority vote in the control commissions. But our willingness to give 

up our dominant role in Japan should at least convince them of our sin­

cerity. 1160 

The Japanese disarmament treaty was shelved before the United 

States and the Soviet Union exchanged views on it squarely. Borton 

says that "[a] s Soviet opposition to a disarmament treaty for Germany 

also meant that such a treaty would be impossible for Japan , the United 

States did not press further for the acceptance of her draft treaty 

If anything, it seems that the Japanese disarmament treaty was 

not concluded so much because it was disadvantageous to the Soviet 

Union, but rather because the Soviet Union was reluctant to conclude 
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the German treaty for some reason. Although it is not known whether 

the Soviet Union was really interested in the Japanese disarmament 

treaty, it would be impossible to negotiate only on the Japanese treaty 

even if the Soviet Union were interested in it. If, while rejecting the 

German treaty, the Soviet Union had concluded a disarmament treaty for 

Japan, it might have created suspicion about its behavior, and the 

Soviet government would have been under criticism from "capitalist 

countries" for inconsistency. 

Throughout the development, the two treaties had been linked. 

Vandenberg suggested the conclusion of the two treaties. When 

consultation qn a German disarmament treaty among the Big Three was 

considered in preparation for the Potsdam Conference, the State 

Department raised the possibility of the conclusion of a similar treaty 

for Japan. When Byrnes proposed a German treaty, Molotov suggested 

a Japanese treaty in London. Byrnes drafted the two treaties at the 

same time in the same way. Surprisingly, however, little consideration 

was given to the Japanese treaty in this process. The main concern 

was always with the German problem . There was much argument about 

the merits of a German disarmament treaty, but little about the 

Japanese counterpart. Finally, the virtual rejection of the German dis­

armament treaty by the Soviet Union shelved negotiation on the 

Japanese treaty before it was formally begun. 

Another cha_racteristic of the two disarmament treaties is that they 

were not a German problem and a Japanese problem, but rather a 

German-Soviet problem and a Japanese-Soviet problem. It may even 

have been a German-Soviet-Japanese problem. To the United States, of 
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course, the disarmament of Germany and Japan was important in its own 

right, but how to implement this policy was quite another matter. The 

United States advocated the disarmament treaties because it thought 

that the treaties had some advantages . Among them was to placate the 

Soviet fear of the resurgence of a militant Germany and Japan, as well 

as the Soviet suspicions about the so-called "capitalist encirclement"; 

through the psychological effect, the treaties were expected to induce 

the Russians to make their foreign policy less offensive to the United 

States. From the American view, the treaties were useful to the extent 

that they served the -objective, and it seems that Washington considered 

a German di~:armament treaty more advantageous. This un derstanding 

partly explains why more emphasis was placed on a German treaty than 

on a Japanese treaty . On the one hand, from the outset the German 

disarmament treaty was directed to a specific policy, i.e. to prompt the 

Soviet Union to change its East European policy, in addition to the 

promotion of American-Soviet cooperation. On the other hand, it seems 

that Washington did not see such a specific a0-vantage in a Japanese 

disarmament treaty although the treaty was expected to calm the Soviet 

fear of a revived Japan. There was little argument about what would 

or should be brought about by cahning down. Simply , the Japanese 

disarmament treaty was "attached 11 to the German treaty as a set. 

After the Paris meeting of the Council of Foreign Ministers, the United 

States continued to urge the Soviet Union to agree with the proposed 

German treaty for a while, but not with its Japanese counterpart. 62 

While the Japanese disarmament treaty was ignored, the United 

States did not abandon it completely. When Washington began to pre-
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pare for a Japanese peace treaty in late 1946, the disarmament treaty 

was related to the peace treaty as will be seen in the next chapter. 
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V. PUNITIVE PEACE 

In fall 1946, negotiation on the lapanese disarmament treaty was 

in suspension because of Soviet indifference, and the new Constitution 

with the war-renunciation clause was promulgated. The b as ic assump­

tion of the disarmament treaty continued to be embrace d by Washington 

while a different opinion was voiced from the outside. American embas­

sies in Moscow and · N anking became inclined toward the idea of the 

. alignment of ::Japan with the United States against the Soviet Union. 

The American Embassy in Moscow especially saw the international 

situation quite differently from Washington . In August 1946, John P . . 

-
Davies, Jr., then First Secretary of the American Embassy in Moscow, 

sent a recommendation that ran completely contrary to the philosophy of 

the Japanese disarmament treaty. 

In view of the exclusive philosophy of the U . S. S. R. in ' . 
international affairs--a philosophy which dictates that he that ) 
is not with me is against me--it is worse than idle, it is a 
delusion, to assume that Japan can be reconstructed as a 
neutral, self-sufficient nation, enjoying friendly relations with 
both the United States and Soviet Union . . . . If we withdraw 
from Japan without having assured ourselves of a favored 
position there, Japan may in all probability sooner or later be 
captured by the Soviet Union. The tables will have been 
turned and we shall be confronted with Jfpan as a "place 
d'armes" of the only other first-class power. 

Although the message did not specifically refer to the rearmament of­

Japan, it appeared to suggest that course, at least · to officials in -

Washington. John K. Emmerson, then Assistant Chief of the Division of 

Japanese Affairs, rebutted the Moscow memorandum in October. 

82 
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From the signing of the Potsdam Declaration to the 
issuance of the draft treaty for the disarmament and de­
militarization of Japan, the United States Government has 
been consistent in advocating the complete destruction of 
Japan's military potential . . . . Arming Japan as a security 
measure would not only be contradictory to our enunciated 
policy but . would be of dubious validity and effectiveness. 
Post-occupation military control in Japan, beyond that neces­
sary for insuring compliance with the terms of a disarmament 
treaty, would be. inconsistent with the prin cipal objectives of 
the occupation and would cteztroy all faith of the Japanese in 
the sincerity of our motives. 

Emmerson concluded the memorandum by saying that only through demo­

. cratization programs, "will Japan become neither a 'place d'armes ' for 

the Soviet U_riion nor a 'place d'armes' for the United States. !,
3 This 

.. 

position was 'approved by ranking officials of the Department, and the 

Davies memorandum was disregarded. 4 Interestingly enough, one year 

later, another memorandum by Davies triggered the review of American 

occupation policy toward Japan. 

Moscow was premature in 1946. 

But , Davies' recommendation from 

The State Department began to prepare for a . Japanese peace 

treaty in October 1946. A small working group was established for this 

purpose under the leadership of Hugh Borton, then Acting Chief of the 

Division of Japanese Affairs. 5 This group assumed that the treatment 

of Japan in the post-occupation period would be restrictive. The pur­

pose of the peace treaty was to ensure that "the J apanese Government 

and people do carry out and perform the provisions of the Potsdam 

Declaration, the fostrument of Surrender, " and the p eace treaty itself. 

Japan was supposed to be put under Allied control similar to the exist­

ing Occupation machinery. Under the peace treaty, a new Far Eastern 

Commission and an Allied Administrator for Japan should be ins ti tu ted. 
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Though he should be a civilian, the Allied Administrator would be 

assisted by military forces. The policy decisions of the old Far Eastern 

Commission and the directives of the Supreme Commander should remain 

effective, if appropriate, after the conclusion of the peace treaty. For 

some time, the American government should represent the interests of 

the Japanese government in international organizations. 6 

The working group thought that, to prevent Japan 1s rearmament, 

particular attention should be paid to the enforcement of disarmam ent, 

the regulation of research activities, and limitation on the importation of 

strategic materials and production capacity. 7 As for disarmament, the 

following was': generally agreed: 

To take Article I of the 25-year treaty as basis for pro­
v1s1ons in the draft treaty with alterations (1) to make 
provisions binding upon J apan and (2) to integrate control 
machiner~ · with other provisions of draft treaty relating to 
controls. 

Article I, which enumerated 11 dos 11 for the disarmament of Japan, was 

the nucleus of the 25-year treaty. Therefore, as far as the dis­

armament treaty was concerned, nothing changed in principle. The 

proposed alterations were technical · rather than fundamental. The 

original disarmament treaty was expected to be concluded among the 

great powers; because Japan was not envisaged as a signatory, the 

disarmament treaty provided that Japan 1s acceptance to observe its 

provisions should be prerequisite to a peace treaty. Now, since the 

disarmament treaty and a peace treaty were expected to be concluded at 

the same time, it became necessary that the peace treaty should bind 

Japan over disarmament provisions . Further, because the peace treaty 
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intended to control ,Japan also in non-military fields, it was convenient 

that the single control machinery was responsible for both military and 

non-military matters. Although the working group made preparations 

for a peace treaty on the basis of the disarmament treaty proposed by 

Secretary Byrnes, the effective period for disarmament had not been 

decided. The group asked: 

Should disarmament prov1s1ons be made binding upon 
Japan in perpetuity (duration of peace treaty) or be 
synchronized with duration of con9rol machinery, or be 
subject to modification by agreements? 

Judging from .the fact that, in July 1946, Byrnes agreed to extend the 

. effective period of the German disarmament treaty from twenty-five to 

forty years, it was unlikely that the effective period of the Japanese 

counterpart would be shortened considerably. lO 

By the spring of 1947, the actual demobilization of the Japanese 

armed forces had been completed, and the military phase of the 

Occupation had almost finished. The new Con s titution entered into 

force in May. Before that, thinking that the termination of the Occu­

pation might be near at hand, 11 the Department of State began early in 

1947 to compile a first draft of a peace treaty and to inform MacArthur 

of its contents. 11 With the first rough draft of the peace treaty, Borton 

was sent to Tokyo for consultatfon with MacArthur in late February. 11 

During this period, not all parts of the treaty had been drafted, and 

prepared drafts were tentative. MacArthur was shown, in addition to 

an outline, such parts of the treaty as the Preamble, Chapter I-­

Territorial Clauses, Chapter II--Clauses relating to Ceded Territories, 
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Chapter V--lnterim Controls, and Chapter VI--Disarmament and 

. · 12 Demilitarization, as well as the draft of the disarmament treaty. 

On March 21, MacArthur commented on Chapters V and VI, and 

the disarmament treaty. He thought that, in general, the draft con­

templated nothing more than the mere · extension, in modified form, of 

the military controls then existing. Though the details of the draft are 

not known, their concepts seem to have been similar to what the Borton 

group had in mind in October 1946, judging from MacArthur's comment. 

As for the idea of the four-power treaty, he said: 

the proposal for a later four power control , to the exclusion 
of other nations actively engaged in the war against Japan, 
would b-~ highly offensive to the latter n ations and most un­
warranted .... It is .. . incumbent that th e Allied Nations for 
their part, in the spirit of this constitutional provision [the 
war-renunciation clause], undertake to guarantee the 
neutrality of Japan, with the view to the transfer of such 
undertaking to the stewardship of the 1~nited Nations, where 
the responsibility properly should rest. 

On March 17, MacArthur held an exceptional, impromptu press con­

ference in which he urged the early conclusion of a . Japanese peace 

treaty. He further elaborated his desire for an early p eace treaty 

during an interview with Borton in April. "By the early summer of 

1947 the United States Government had agreed with MacArthur's view 

that the advantages of an early peace treaty outweighed the disadvan-

t f . d . ,)4 ages o a contmue occupat10n. On July 11, the United States 

officially proposed "to hold a Japanese peace conference as soon as 

practicable composed of representatives from the 11 states members of 

the Far Eastern Commission, 11 with a view to the preliminary draftin g of 

a Japanese peace treaty. It was also proposed that decisions should be 
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made by a simple two-thirds majority in the conference, in ·other words, 

15 no country should have veto power. 

Meanwhile, there was an "incident" originating in Tokyo. In 

April, a high-level Japanese diplomat called on W. Macmahon Ball, then 

Head of the Australian Mission in Japan, who also represented Great 

Britain, New Zealand and India in the Allied Council for Japan, and 

proposed that Japan should rearm itself with some 100,000-strong 

military forces after the withdrawal of the Allied forces from Japan. It 

is reported that he made a similar proposal to Canadian diplomat E. H. 

· 16 
Norman. Very sensitive to the rearmament of Japan, the Australian 

government tried to sound out the State Department on the issue in 

May. On June 23, the State Department formally replied to the Austra­

lian government: 

the Australian Government may be assured that the United 
States Government's position in the matter of Japanese disar­
mament and demilitarization remains as stated in Article I(a) 
of the Draft Treaty on the Disarmament and Demilitarization of 
Japan . . . . If, contrary to this provision [ Article 9] of the 
Japanese Constitution, Japanese officials are indeed preparing 
proposals for a Japanese army, navy and afr force for sub­
mission to the peace conference, the [Australian] Embassy may 
be assured that such proposals will in no1 ;yvay influence the 
position of the United States in the matter. ·-

For its part, the Far Eastern Commission adopted in June "Basic 

Post-Surrender Policy for Japan," which was almost the same as "United 

States Initial Post-Surrender Policy for Japan" dated September 6, 1945. 

In relation to provisions on disarmament, the following paragraph was 

added, needless to say, with American approval: 

The restoration, even in a disguised form, of any anti­
democratic and militaristic activity shall be prevented, 
particularly on the part of former Japanese career military and 
naval officers, gendarmerie , and former members of dissolved 
mili~ari~tic, 1!/ltra-nationalistic and other anti-democratic or-
gamzat10ns. _ 
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During this period, the American government was still committed to the 

long-term disarmament of Japan. 

Upon his return to Washington from Tokyo, Borton speeded up 

the drafting work of a Japanese peace treaty. On May 20, he sug­

gested the modification of the concept ot the four-power disarmament 

treaty for Japan: 11 It is recommended that, in view . . . of the sug­

gestions already made by General MacArthur in reference to United 

Nations control, a broader basis be adopted for the disarmament treaty 

and consideration be given to tieing [sic] the treaty with the Security 

Council. 1119 Thus, the basis of the disarmament treaty was broadened 

from four-po~er to eleven-power agreement. To enable consultation in 

and outside the State Department, Borton distributed on August 6 the 

draft of a Japanese peace treaty and related documents. He explained 

the basic assumption of the draft: Chapter IV--Interim Supervision and 

Assistance--and Chapter V--Disarmament and Demilitarization--were 

"based on a conception that continued control is necessary over the 

Japanese war potential and supervision must continue for the develop-

ment of democratic processes. 11 For this purpose, a Council of 

Ambassadors with two subordinate organs, i.e. an Executive Staff and a 

Commission of Inspection, should be established. ZO 

Most comments on the August 6 draft, including those from the 

War and Navy Departments, seem to have approved of the continued, if 

not permanent, di_sarmament of Japan as a matter of principle. Although 

the Navy Department wanted to "provide means of protecting Japanese 

territory by continuing the military occupation until such time as the 

United Nations has adequate forces for performing this function, 11 
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it did not make an objection to the disarmament of Japan itself. It 

suggested, however, that Japan should be able to have armed forces, 

through the revision of the disarmament treaty, before the country's 

dm. . t th U ·t d N t· 2i Th" t d th a 1ss10n o e n1 e a ·10ns. 1s was a new ren ; e 

shortening c,f the twenty-five year disarmament p eriod began to be 

considered. Until then, not contraction but extension of the dis-

armament period was envisaged; the original twenty-five year treaty did 

not have a provision for revision, though it was prescribed that the 

contracting parties should consult for extension six months before its 

expiration. For his part, MacArthur took an exception to the 

twenty-five Y,~ar disarmament treaty for a very different reason. He 

did not like the idea that contracting parties of the disarmament treaty 

should use their military forces, if necessary, to ensure that Japan 

would be kept disarmed. He said that 11 [a]part from the fact that, from 

a physical and material standpoint, Japan is utterly incapable of 

rearming herself for modern war within the 25-year period prescribed, 

any possible will or attempt toward such end, _in disregard of treaty 

commitments, can better be controlled by the power and prestige of the 

member governments [of the Council of Ambassadors] and the moral 

force of world opinion, than by the overhanging threat of Allied 

forces. 1122 

The Policy Planning Staff disagreed with the basic principles of 

the August 6 draft. Staff member John P. Davies, Jr. thought that 

the American objective in r~lation to Japan and the Pacific area--i. e. a 

stable, friendly, and dependable Japan--would not be assured by the 
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draft treaty. He criticized the preoccupation of the draft with drastic 

disarmament and democratization: 

demilitarization is no longer a serious problem in the case of 
Japan. Even if it so desired, · Japan could not in the fore­
seeable future resurrect itself as a first-class military power. 
It can only gravitate into the orbit of one or the other of the 
super powers . . . . The ease with which a coup could be 
engineered under the proposed treaty is manifest on cursory 
examination of Chapter V. Occupation forces having been 
withdrawn, the Japanese Government would have at its dis­
posal for the maintenance of security23and order only a civil 
police force equipped with small arms. · 

George F. Kennan, Director of the Policy Planning Staff, agreed with 

Davies' analysis. Therefore, on August 12, Kennan recommended that 

. negotiation op a Japanese peace treaty among the countries concerned 

should be delayed until the State Department had clarified American 

objectives with regard to Japan and the Pacific area. 24 His recom­

mendation prevailed and, accordingly, the Policy Planning Staff under­

took the study of the problems connected with a . Japanese peace treaty. 
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VI. TRANSITION 

Beginning with its proposal on July 11, 1947 , the United States 

undertook international negotiation on a Japanese peace treaty. The 

negotiations were, however, soon faced with difficulty because of dis-

ag-reement on procedural matters. While the United States and 

Commonwealth countries desired an eleven-country preliminary 

conference with the understanding that decisions should be made by a 

. simple two-thirds majority, the Soviet Union insisted that a Japanese 

peace treaty should be considered first at the Council of Foreign 

Ministers. Though not opposing the concept of an eleven-nation 

conference, China did not give up its veto power. Negotiations 

continued during the rest of 1947 and early 1948, but ended wjthou t 

success. 1 

The Policy Plannjng Staff finished the study of a Japanese peace 

treaty in mid October 1947. After consulting with the Far Eastern 

Office, the Army and Navy Departments , and leading outside experts, 

the Staff prepared PPS 10 "Results of Planning Staff Stucty of Questions 

Involved in the Japanese Peace Settlement." In relation to the military 

defense of Japan, PPS 10 said in part: 

We are already committed to the demilitarization of Japan. 
The Staff considers that the idea of a four-power ag-reement 
on Japanese demilitarization should be abandoned but that the 
Treaty should provide for complete J apan ese disarm ament, with 
the reservation that Japan should be permitted to maintain a 
civil police force, including a constabulary and coast guard, 
at a strength to be defined initially hy SCAP. A Council of 
Ambassadors should be charged with the continued super­
vision of demilitarization and disarmament. 

93 
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Admittedly, this leaves th e Japanese without means of 
self-defense against foreign aggression . The Staff sees no 
means of avoiding this. It feels that in the coming period 
Japanese military security must rest primarily on the prox­
imity (or in extreme event, the presence in Japan) of 
adequate U.S. forces, and that it should be accepted as a 
principle of American defen se policy to retain in th e Pacific 
areas sufficient armed strength to make plain our will and 
determination to prevent any other military2 power from estab­
lishing itself in the Japanese home is lands. 

It is noted that the Staff recommended the abandonmen t of the concep t 

of a Japanese disarmament treaty among the countries concerned. In 

my view, it had several implications . First, heretofore, the dis-

armament treaty was to be binding upon the great p owers or the eleven 

nations compr ising the Far Eastern Commission, and those countries 

were supposed to ensure that J apan would remain disarmed; demilitari­

zation provisions in the peace treaty were design ed to bind J apan to 

the four- or eleven-power agreement. As far as the disarmament of 

Japan was concerned, however, it was sufficient that the peace treaty 

provided that J ap an should remain disarmed. The separate provision 

was redundant . 

Second, the b asic concept of the disarmamen t treaty was that 

military matters could b e settled in advance of the entire peace settle­

ment. This notion differed with Kennan 1s. He saw th e close relahon­

ship between military and other aspects ; as shown below, Kennan said 

in March 1948 that the post-treaty arrangements for J apanese military 

security should be formulated "in th e light of the prevailing inter­

national situation and of the degree of internal stab ility achieved in 

Japan. 113 To Kennan, the settlement of military aspects should be con­

sidered in the context of the entire p eace settlement with Japan. Al-



95 

though negotiation on the disarmament treaty was in abeyance, the 

proposal had not been formally withdrawn. Therefore, it seemed 

necessary to decide on an American stance toward the treaty. 4 Third, 

while Byrnes tried to '1please 11 the Soviet Union by this treaty, the 

Planning Stai'f did not see the necessity. Kennan said in winter 1946 

that 11 [f]ew of us have any idea how much perplexity and suspicion has 

been caused in the Soviet mind by gestures and concessions granted by 

well-meaning Americans with a view to convincing the Russians of their 

friendly sentiments. 115 Fourth, as a result of the abandonment of the 

disarmament treaty, · the security of Japan was made dependent on 

United States forces. It is noted that PPS 10 did not recommend the 

rearmament of Japan. 

The essence of PPS 10 was the recommendation tha t the Japanese 

peace settlemer~t should be postponed. The Plannii-ig Staff saw ,Japan as 

unprepared for 11 rehabilitation. 11 According to Kennan, 11 [i)f one was to 

regard the protection of Japan against Communist pressures as a legiti­

mate concern of the United States government, it was simply madness to 

think of abandoning Japan to her own devices in the situation then 

prevailing. 116 At any rate, however, PPS 10 \Vas a tentative recommen­

dation. Because of the lack of information, the Planning Staff could 

not reach a definitive conclusion. Therefore, Kennan recommended that 

a ranking official should be sent to Japan to discuss with MacArthur all 

essential points of the problem at hand. There was a difficulty, 

however. Although the United ·states needed time to review the situation 

in and outside Japan and to work out firm judgement on certain basic 

problems, it was difficult to retreat outright from its proposal of an 
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Japan was one of th e five regions of the world which Kennan though t 

were vital to American security; the other four were the United States, 

Great Britain, the Rhine valley with adjacent industrial a r eas, and the 

Soviet Union. Only in these areas , "the sinews of modern military 

strength could be produced in quantity . •: Now, only one of them was 

under Ccrnmunist control. In this context , he con s idered that th e mai11 

task of "containment" was "seeing to it that none of the r emainin g ones 

fell under such control." Further , Japan, along with the Phi]ippines , 

"would eventually constitute the cornerstones of a Pacific s ecurity 

system adequate for · the protection of our interests, 1< he thought. 12 

Kennan,: stayed in Japan for th ree weeks. Upon his r e turn to 

Washington, he made a recommendation on new American occupation 

policy toward Japan. His recommendation met wide and almost complete 

acceptance, and brought about change in occupation policy. He regar­

ded this task as "the most significant constructive contributior.i. " in his 

career in the government, second only to his job on the Marsh all 

13 Plan. Kennan's diagnosis vvas that, given probable Communist pres-

sures, Japan had not been prepared for independence. Therefore, the 

American government should not press for a peace treaty at this time. 

"When the time came for its negotiation the tre:i.ty should be brief, 

general, and nonpunitive . " Those problems which would complicate a 

peace settlement with Japan, but could be solve d in advance, should be 

settled, as much . as possible, before peace negotiation; for example, 

resliiutiou and settlement of the property rights of Japanese external 

assets would fall into this category. At the same time, "[t]he J apanese 

should be encouraged to develop independent responsibili ty . " The em-
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phasis in occupation policy should shift from reform to economic re:.. 

covery. The present vulnerability to Communist pressures should be 

rectified . Accordingly, Kennan suggested change in Am erican occupa­

tion policy, especially in the fields of military defense, the maintenance 

of internal order, occupation cost, economic reforms, the relaxation of 

d 
. - 14 

purge, an reparat10ns. 

As for the defense of Japan, just before his departure for Tokyo, 

Kennan recommended that the American government should "devise 

policies toward Japan which would assure the security of that country 

from Communist penetration and domination as '.-veil as from military 

attack by th~ Soviet Union .... 1115 Accordingly, PPS 28 "Recommenda­

tion with Respect to U.S. Policy toward Japan," prepared by Kennan 

after his r etur_n, dealt with the two aspects - -inte1·nal and external--of 

security. In terms of the maintenance of inte1·nal security, Kennan 

recommended the reinforcement of the Japanese police establishment and 

the creation of a strong and effective coast guard, so that Japan could 

cope with organized violence and prevent infiltration from the Asian 

continent. With regard to the military security of Japan, h e said: 

The United States tactical forces should be retained in 
Japan until the entrance into effect cf a peace treaty. A 
final U.S. position concerning the post-t!"eaty arrangements 
for Japanese military security should not be formulated until 
the peace negotiations are upon us. It should then be 
formula ted in the light of the prevailing inter:r:.atio:r.al situation 
and of the degree of internal stability achieved in Japan. If 
Russia has not been extensively weakened and sobered by 
that ti111e or if Japanese society still seems excessively 
vulnerable in the political sense, we should either postpone 
the treaty or insist on a limited re-miJ1tarization of Japan, 
preferably under U.S. guidance ,md supervision. But if by 
that time the Russian situation should r eally have changed for 
the better and if ,ve are reasonably confident of the internal 
st.ability of J apan, we should aim at a complete demili­
tarization, guaranteed by an international treaty of the most 
expHcit i&d concrete nature, to rhich the Russians would be 
a party . 
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Taking a step forwa1·d from the position of PPS 10 and the January 8 

draft, PPS 28 made the disarmament of Japan conditional. 

Kennan's advocacy, though un<ler certain circumstances, of 

Japan's rearmament is notable in relation to "containment, 11 in terms of 

which he formulated the J apan policy. According to Kennan, the con­

tainment of Soviet power is "not the contai11ment by mrntary means of a 

military threat, but the political containment of a political threat" with 

the understanding- that "political threat" includes domestic violence. 17 

Therefore, he "did not suspect the Russians of any intention to launch 

an outeight military attack"; the biggest problem was to maintain inter­

nal order wi~h a view to fo1·estalling "intrigue, subversion, and seizure 

of power by the Japanese Communists"; only in the final stage of 

internal take-over by communists, "would there be any possibility that 

Russian forces might play some sort of a supplementary role . ,.13 As 

Gellman points out, however, this does not mean that a military means 

is unnecessary to Kennan, 19 and his advocacy of Japan's rearmament 

seems to be one example. As for the reasons why he considered the 

maintenance of armed forces as necessary, Kennan himself said that, 

under certain circumstances, Japan must be permitted "to re-arm to the 

extent that it would no longer constitute an open invitation to military 

aggression. 1120 In addition, armed forces could be used to back up the 

police establishment in the case of internal instability. 21 Furthermore, 

taking Japanese psychology into consideration, the only alternative to 

the rearmament of Japan, i.e. the stationing of American forces after a 

22 peace treaty, ,vould be harmful. 
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Kennan differed with MacArthur and the State Department on 

security arrangements for Japan . The State Department had so far 

considered the demilitarization of Japan essential; as mentioned above, 

the January 8 draft of a peace treaty still h ad disarmament provisions. 

For his par t, MacArthur thought that "the only acceptable permanent 

solution to the problem of Japanese secu rity is complete demilitarization 

under an effective international guarantee"; he was opposed to the 

rearmament of J apan, and he preferred the con tinued stationing of 

23 Allied forces after a peace treaty. Kennan disagreed with MacArthur 

on the following two issues: Russia's sincerity in keeping promises and 

Japan' s vuJn~r ability to communis t penetration. While MacArthur was 

optimistic about the two points, Kennan thought: 

I would not trust Russian good faith in the observance of an y 
treaty of demilitarization of Japan, unless Russia were con­
siderably weaker and more restrained in her immediate aims 
and p olicies than is the case today . . . . To the Communists, 
the problem of capturing Japan is not a problem of winning 
over the favor of the majority of the Japanese people. It is a 
problem of penetrating J apanese society and seizing its key 
positions. At present, it looks to me as th ou 12~ Japanese 
society were decidedly vulnerable to such attacks. 

To Kennan, the biggest problem was the r einforcement of Japan's r esis­

tance to communist infiltration, without which the demi.litarization treaty 

would be useless. Even if the treaty were concluded, the Soviet Union 

would feel free to engage in indirect agg-ression with the possibility that, 

in the final stage of subversion , it would interven e militarily; on the 

other h and, the United States would be prohibited, by the treaty, from 

assisting outright the Japanese government in subduing communist 

subversive activity as long as it was a domestic problem. Above all, 
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the treaty would deprive Japan of its capabnity to cop e with such 

activity. Therefore, the important thin g was the r einforcement of the 

police force. Then , Kennan reintroduced the concept of a disarmament 

treaty, which m October 1947 he had r ecommended abandoning. 

However, the nature of the treaty had changed considerably . The 

treaty originally envisaged the disarmament of Japan and was expected 

to calm the Soviet fear of "capitalist encirclement. 11 In PPS 28, Kennan 

used the treaty as the means of guaranteei...11.g Jap an ' s security and of 

forestalling Soviet interference with ,Japanese matters. Although he 

made a conceptual b reakthrough on the issue by abandoning th e un con­

ditional disarmament of Jap an, he did no more than raise the possibility . ;-

of Japan 's rearmament. He just recommended that the decision on the 

problem should be postponed. For h is part, Kennan seems to h ave pre-· 

ferred the demilitarization and n eutralization of ,Japan, but if and only 

if circums tances permitted. 25 

Charles E. Saltzman, then Assistant Secretary of State for 

Occupied Areas, agreed with Kennan: he furthe r said that "[j)n the 

event we are required to choose b etween postponing the treaty or per­

mitting Japan to r e-arm, the former seems the more prac tical 

alternative. 1126 While the State Dep artment had not been prepared for 

the rearmament of J apan, the Army h ad gon e a little farther . In March 

1948, Under Secretary of the Army William H. Draper said to MacArthur 

and Kennan that "there is a g eneral trend in r ecen t War Depa rtment 

thinking toward the early establishment of a small defen s ive forc e for 

Japan, to be ready at such time as U.S. occupation forces leave the 

country. 1127 In May, the Department of the Army prepared a memo-
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randum, w·hich said that tt[s)olely from the military vie,,vpoints, the 

establishment of Japanese armed fo rces is desirable as s uch forces 

would share the burden of the defense of Japan and thu s effect 

economies in utilization of our own limited man power 11
; while recog­

nizing the political and economic implications, th e memorandum said that 

11 [t)he question should be explored of obtaining an am endm ent to the 

Japanese Constitution with a view to permitting eventual Japanese 

military armaments for defense. 1128 It is noted that while Kennan 

advocated rearmament primarily for a poJitical r eason, i.e. the 

psychological effect on the J apanese of stationed forc es , the Army 

. favored it for: the reason of military efficiency. It seems that, following 

this line, the Department of the Army attempted to revise the Kennan 

report so as to include the reference to the amendment of the war­

renunciation clause even though the State Department did not agree with 

th 
. . 29 

e rev1s1on. Moreover, the Secretary of the Army h ad not made up 

his mind on the issue: commenting on the Arm y memorandum, h e s aid 

that 11it is doubtful that it will be advisable for a long time to come to 

permit the establishment of limited Japanese forces. 1130 

This was a large shift in Washington's attitude t owa rd Japanese 

armament. In January 1948, the problem wcis still how to keep ,Tap;m 

disarmed. From March to May, Washington b egan to consider the future 

rearmament of Japan. Without doubt , the shift was partly attributable 

to the Kennan recommendation. Another possible reason for the shift 

was the militarization of containment. According to Kennan, a 

communist coup in Czechoslovakia in February 1948 "had . . . an effect 

on the origins of the NATO pact and on that militarization of thinking 
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about the cold war generally that would overtake official Washington in 

the coming period. 1131 The beginning of the shift from disarmament to 

rearmament in the Japan policy coincided with the beginning of the 

milita rization of the cold war. 

After consultation and revision, PPS 28 was submitted as NSC 13 

to the National Security Council. NSC 13 nominally took the same 

position on security matters as PPS 28 did: the postpon ement of the 

d ecision . N'SC 13 said: 

United States tactical forces should be retained in Japan 
until the entrance into effect of a peace treaty. A filial U.S. 
position concerning the post-treaty arrangements for J apanese 
military security should not be formulated until the peace 
negotiations are upon us. It should then be formulated in 
the light of the prevailing international situ~~ion and of the 
degree of internal s tability achieved in J3µan. 

Now, the latter half of Kennan's original recommendation, the part 

dealing with disarmament, was omitted. Although the omission did not 

change the conclusion, American commitment to the disarmament of 

Japan seemed to be weakened; while PPS 28 stipulated · future alterna­

tives according to the prevailing international situation, NSC 13 made 

them an open question. In other words, NSC 13 no longer required 

that the United States should keep Japan demilitarized even ii the 

Soviet Union were weakened. This position remained intact in NSC 

13/2, which obtained Presidential approval en October 9, 1948. 

Further, NSC 13/3 of May 6, 1949, maintained the same policy. 33 The 

postponement of the decision on security matters continued to be the 

official American policy until September 1950. 
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As for the reinforcement of the police establishment, the Army 

Department related it to the future r earmament of J apan; an Army 

memorandum said in May 1948 that 11 [e]arly increase of the Japanese 

civilian and coastal police should be effected for local security purposes 

and to provide a vehicle for th(:: possible or ganization of Japanese arme d 

· 34 
forces at a later date. 11 For his part, MacArthur showed reluctance 

to strengthen the police establishment, in equipment and in size, fer 

th .,, · · 1 . 35 1 l h h d'd L b' t t e reasons 01 mternat10na repercussJOn a t ·10ug e 1 noL o Jee o 

36 the creation of a Japanese coast guard. It is not certain whether 

Kennan conceived of the rei:nfol·ced police as the nucleus of possible 

Japanese arm:ed forces. Judging from his belief that Soviet military 

aggression was unlikely as long as internal order was firmly maintained, 

it seems that, to Kennan, the reinforcement of the police was irrelevant 

to the rearmament of Japan. 

In October 1948, Nationalist China informalJy urged that 11 the 

United States should consider making a trea ty with China and some of 

the British Commonwealth states to guarantee for a long time the disar-­

mament of Japan. 1137 This was an attempt to revive the Japanese dis ­

armament treaty, which had been in virtual abeyance for tvw years. 

The State Department saw a Soviet shadow behind the Chinese propos 2.l 

although there was no direct evidence; it considered that " [ f) earful 

over evidences of US shift of emphasis from reform to stability and 

possible later intention to re-arm Japan in our service , they [the 

Russians] may be s eeking to bind us to our 1946 demilitarization pro­

posal before we can successfully withdraw from it. 1138 Moreover, NSC 

13/2 had recommended the postponement of the decision on long-term 
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security arrangements for Japan. Therefore, the State Department did 

not go along with the Chinese proposal. Evidently, the Soviet Union 

was sensitive to the possibility of Japan's rearmament. On December 30, 

the Soviet representative in the Far Eastern Commission requested the 

American government to clarify the p·ress report "to the effect that 

General MacArthur h·as sent to Washington a report in which it is 

suggested to re-establish the Japanese Anny. 1139 The allegation was 

dismissed as groundless by the American government. 

The year 1948 was the one of transition. Policy-makers in 

Washington began to -doubt the wisdom of keeping JapaE disarmed. The 

advocacy of ~ disarmed J·apan was not as strong· as it had been in pre­

ceding years. However, only three years had passed since the defeat 

of Japan. The fear of Japan was still hanging over people's minds. As 

the New York Times military correspondent put it in December 1948: 

Most observers now agree that the tenets of the 
Japanese Constitution which would keep ,Jap:-m an unarmed 
state in the midst of an armed world are distinctly unrealistic 
and will have to be modified. On the other hand, many agree 
that the rearmament of Japan, unless very carefully super­
vised and st~lftly curtailed, might be a menace to the peace 
of the world. 

In my view, Washington policy-makers confronted the dilemma between 

the necessity and the fear of Japan's rearmament until the outbreak of 

the Korean War. 

To MacArthur there was no dilemma. He continued to advocate 

the disarmament of Japan. In February 1949, he said to a State 

Department official that "it would be a great mistake -if we were to 

consider the re-arming of the Japanese as an ally. 1141 He took the same 

stance in an interview with a news correspondent in March: 
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In case of another war "we do not want Japan to 
fight, 11 he [MacArthur] said. 

"Japan's role i212 to be the Switzerland -of the Pacific," 
MacArthur explained. 

Of course, given the fact that Switzerland had armed forces, the re is 

some ambiguity over what MacArthur meant by "the Switzerland of th e 

Pacific" in the context of ,Tapan's self-defense. 43 However, because he 

said also in July 1949 that "he beHevcd it might be possjble to exact a 

pledge from all the nations concerned, includin g Soviet Russia, to r es ­

pect the neutrality of an unarmed Japan, 1144 it is probable tha t by the 

phrase he meant a neutral and un'.lrmed Japan. 

At thc·,-:same time, MacArthur continued to shov.r an unwillingn es s 

to strengthen the Japanese police e stablishmeat. The State and Army 

Departments considered that NSC 13/2 called for "(a) improvir1g police 

equipment and training, (b) creation of a mobile reserve for handling 

disasters and organized violence, (c) establishment of a nation:il inves ·­

tigation bureau, and ( d) greater degree of coordination a t all times for 

what we consider to be a currently over-decentralized p olice system . 11 

Despite repeated "directions" from Washington, as of May 1949, 

45 MacArthur had only taken unsatisfacto ry measures for (a) above. 

Meanwhile, the Joint Chiefs of St8ff urged that th e United States 

should make up its mind on the rearmament of J apan in the light of th e 

evident trend toward world unrest. In NSC 44 "Limited Military 

armament for Japan," circula ted on Harch 11, 1949, the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff recommended that NSC 13/2 should be r evised. The JCS were of 

the opinion that: 

a . Plans be made now for the eventual establishment of 
limited J apanese armed forces to maintain internal security and 
to assi~t in local defensive c1ction in event of an eme rgency; 
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c. The strengthening and equjpping of Japanese police 
and coastal patrols be undertaken with th e s ecre t ·ultimate ob­
jective in mind of the use of these forces as a basis for the 
establishment of 4gmited Japanese military forces for the 
defense of Japan. 

Max Bishop, then Chief of the · Northeast Asian Affairs Division, 

responded to NSC 44 -in April. While recognizing American cominitments 

to disarm and demilitarize Japan, he ag-reed tha t planning should be 

made secretly for the possible use of limited Japanese armed forc es for 

the defense of Japan. However, he did not see the necessity that, for 

· the planning, NSC 13/2 should be revised. In addition, he regarde d 

the rearmament as the decision the Japanese themselves should make. 

He said: 

my recommendation would be that the United States should 
allow the J·apanese themselv es to decide whether or not they 
will have military forces in the pos t-treaty period. I believe 
that it would be wise until we have e,1idence to the contrary 
to plan U.S. security in that part of the world on the 
assumption that Ja,ppn will r emain to all intents and purpose s 
a military vacuum. 

Thus, attitudes jn the government were gradually moving mvay from 

favoring an unarmed Japan while the official American policy remained 

unchanged. Revised on May 6, 1949, NSC 13/3 had the same recom­

mendation as NSC 13/2 in relation to the post-treaty security arrange­

ments and the reinforcement of the police establishment. 48 

Since early 1948, the United States had shelved the international 

negotiation of a Japanese peace treaty. It was the Soviet Union that 

shook the standstill. In May 1949, th e Soviet Union drove the United 

States into an awkward position b y suddenly proposing the negotiation 

of a Japanese settlement in the Council of Foreign Ministers. The United 



108 

States rejected the Soviet proposal because there were some problems to 

be solved in advance, such as the clarification of American security 

needs and the propriety of a multilateral peace treaty in terms of 

achieving the American needs. 49 After the incident, MacArthur 

50 fr1tensively urged the early conclusion of a Japanese peace treaty. In 

addition, according to a State Department analysis, mos t of the FEC 

membe~ countries favored an early settlement with 51 Japan . In 

September, fearing that the negotiation of the p eace settlement migh t 

proceed at the Rus s ian pace, British Foreign Mi.nj s ter Ernest Bevin and 

Secretary of State Dean Acheson agreed that the United States and the 

Commonwealth: countries would cooperate in preliminary preparation for a 

Japanese peace treaty. They further agreed that the United States 

would prepare a draft of the treaty in order that Great Britain · could 

use it, as the basis of consultation, at the Commonwealth Foreign 

Ministers Conference to be held in Ceylon in January 1951. 52 

Accordingly, the State Department undertook the preparation. 

In August 1949, Acting ~olitical Adviser in Japan, William J. 

Sebald, warned the Department against the militarization of containment: 

he said that 11 undue emphasis is in most cases placed upon the strategic 

importance of Japan in a military sense, with the result th ,:lt the 

political implications of Japan's importance in the anti-communist 'line of 

containment' are relegated to a minor position if not forgotten 

altogether. " From this position, he recommended the early conclusion of 

a peace treaty, which would create a friendly J~pan witl1 full 

. 53 sovere1gn ty. 

The militarization of containment was most evident in the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff's thinking. NSC 49 "Strategic Evaluation of Unit.P.d 
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States Security Needs in Japan, 11 prepared in June by the JCS, saw 

Japan as a keystone in the western Pacific because of its geographical 

location and its industrial potential. In terms of the Asian situation and 

the internal and external security of Japan, the JCS considered a 

Japanese peace settlement as premature . According to their analysis, if 

peace negotiations were to be undertaken in the Dear future, seve1·al 

arrangements for Japan would be required. One of them was: 

Since there can be no guarantee in the present world 
situation of the sovereignty of a defen seiess J apan, the re 
should be plans, as previously recomm ended by the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, for limited Japanese armed forces for self­
defense to be effectuated in war emergency, and, in an y 
case, unless the general situation makes it clearly un­
necessi~Y, prior to departure of occupation forces from 
Japan. 

The State Department commented on NSC 49 in October. Opposing the 

conclusion of NSC 49, the Department recommended the early conclusion 

of a peace treaty. While it implied that an imminent threat to Jap an was 

not so much external as internal in nature, the Department was 11 in 

accord with the JCS conviction . . that Japan's capacity for self-

55 defense mus t at the proper time be developed." 

The fundamental difference in relation to the pe::ice settlement 

between the State and Defense Departments r emained unsolved until the 

outbreak of the Korean War. The Defense Department and the JCS put 

two requirements on a Japanese peace treaty: fi r st, some military 

arrangements, Stich as American military bases in Japan and the 

American control of Okinawa, should be made ; and, second, the peace 

treaty should be signed by the Soviet Union and the de facto govern­

ment of China. 56 Although the State Department considered the two re-
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quirements as mutually exclusive, the Defense Department did not yield 

to the position of the State Department. As a r e sult, the United States 

failed to work out its position on a ,J2.panese p eace settlement in time 

for the Commonwealth Conference 
57 m Ceylon. With regard to the re-

armament of Japan, in a meeting with Acheson on December 24, 1949: 

General Bradley [then chairman of the JCS] referred in 
passing to the fact that it would be neces sar y at some time to 
let Japan have armed forces and that it did n ot rn.3.k e any 
sense for an independent nation of 80 million p eople not to 
have an army to d e fend itself. He indica te d agreement tha L g{J 
the present it was not feasible to permit J apan to r earm. 

It seems that, even · to the J·cs, the rearmainent of Japan was not a 

presssing matter. Of course, it was partly becae.se the Japanese peace 

settlement was not expected in the immediate future. 

MacArthur continued to prefer the neutraliza tion and disarmament 

of ,Tapan. Meanwhile, his trust in the Sovfot Union was waning. In 

September 1949, he was 11 incli....---ied to believe that if Sovie t Russia would 

join in an absolute guarantee of non-aggression and neutrality for 

Japan, such a guarantee would be sufficient. and all troops with­

drawn. 1159 In November, he fully recognized "that a Soviet guarantee of 

Japanese neutrality could not be relied upon, and that this will remain 

the case until the Soviets undergo R basic change of heart . " However, 

he still regarded the disarmed neutrality of Japan as "the optimum 

long-run solution when world conditions permit." As the second best 

alternative, he contemplated American naval and air bases to be 

retained in Japan after a peace treaty. He did not "believe it necessa1·y 

60 or advisable to supplement these bases with Japanese defense forces. ff 

As shown below, however, MacArthur's attitude toward American base 

rights in the post-treflty period was not fixed. 
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Because the United States failed to work out its policy on a 

Japanese peace treaty by the end of 1949, the Ceylon Conferenc e among 

the Commonwealth countries was held without information on a clarified 

American position. One of the conference results was the opinion that 

"[a] dequate provision should be made in the [peace) treaty to ensure 

that Japan does not revert to militarism or to a reactionary type of 

government. ,:61 During this period, it was reported elsewhere, "of the 

nations in Asia, only Malaya, Australia, New Zealand and the Philippines 

remained anti-Japanese. 1162 

During- the first half of 1950, the Sta te and Defense Departments 

could not formulate a policy on a Japanese settlement which was accept­

able to both of them. On the one hand, the State Department favored 

an early peace treaty for a political reason. The military occupation of 

Japan had reached its peak in effectiveness, and the Japanese seemed 

to wish to regain their freedom. If the occupation continued further , it 

might have a bad effect on pro-American sentiment of the Japanese 

which was created in the early period of the occupation . On the other 

hand, the Defense Department was opposed to an early peace treaty, 

which would require American forces to withdraw from Japan. From the 

military viewpoint, if the periphery of Pacific i~lands was to be held on 

the American side, bases in Japan would be necessary and, as a con-

63 sequence, Japan should be defended. 

To satisfy the two requiremen ts, three alternative arrangements 

were proposed for a Japanese settlement: first, a p eace treaty plus a 

collective security arrangement with American bases in Japan; second, 

the restoration of Japan's sovereignty in political and economic fields 



112 

with the authority of the present occupa tion machinery restricted to 

security matters; and, third, a peace treaty with American forces 

stationed in Japan on the basis of the Potsdam Declaration. 64 The three 

arrangemen ts were almost the same, at least in substance. The third 

arrangement was proposed by MacArthur. He di sliked the first choice 

because it would appear that th e American base rights ,,vere imposed on 

Japan. He also disliked the second one because it would scarcely alte r 

the existing situation. According to MacArthur's far-fetched interpreta ­

tion, the Potsdam Declaration provided that points in Japan shou)d be 

occupied '1untU irresponsible militarism is driven from the world"; on 

the one hand) because irresponsible militarism, now represented by the 

Communists, had not been driven from the world, the Allied forces 

could stay in Jap an; and, on the other, b ecause the Japanese were not 

responsible for the present irresponsible militarism, they deserved a 

peace treaty. However, none of the three alte rnatives could solve the 

problem during this period. 

The security problem for Japan had two aspects: defense­

against-Japan and defense-of-Japan, The position of the State 

Department, Acheson said iil April 1950, was that at the same time as 

the conclusion of a peace treaty "a security arrangement should be 

entered into with the FEC countries and Japan which would involve 

mutual commitments amoilg the FEC powers to defend one another 

against aggression by Japan and to defend Japan against from any 

source As implied in Acheson's statement, the State 

Department put more emphasis on the defense-against-Japan problem 

than on the defense-of-Japan problem. This tendency was more evident 
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in "Agreement on Security with Respect to Japan 11 drafted in the 

Department in April. The six-article agreement , which was expected to 

be concluded among nine Pacific pov:ers including the Un ited States and 

Japan, provid ed for the defense-against -·Japan in Article 2 and th e 

d f f J . \ t. 1 3 66 e ense-o - apan m f r 1c e . 

Because the defense-against-Japan was still a fearful matter, the 

rearmament of Japan was not a pressing concern to the State 

Department . The Department considered that while r earmament might be 

necessary, Japan should be kept disarmed for some time and that 

rearmament should be gradually implemented. In ~ memorandum prepared 

in March, the Special Assistant to the Secretary, John B. How ard, 

said: 

The peace treaty should not, for political r eason, authorize 
the reactivation of Japanese armed forces. Nevertheless, the 
peace treaty should not foreclose the possibility of Japanese 
rearmament at some future time if this course should appear 
to be in our best interes ts or in the event J ap an should be­
come involved in armed conflict. 

Howard listed four reasons against immediate rearmament: first, the 

American objective under the present conditions of the cold war was 

11 the prevention of the outbreak of war rather than measures of milita ry 

defense against actual armed attack by the USSR"; second, immediate 

rearmament would be harmful to the achievement of economic and social 

progress in Japan; third, rearmament without the expressed will of the 

Japanese--i.e. the voluntary amendment of the Constitution--would be 

detrimental to their continued orientation toward the United States; 

and, fourth, some Allied countries would be opposed to it. 67 



114 

In April, while questioning the possibility and desirability of ob­

taining American bases in a post-treaty Japan, Director of the Office of 

Northeast Asian Affairs John M. Allison thought: 

Japan shall remajn disarmed _for a substantial period of 
time at the expiration of which the Japanese Government and 
the Governments - signatory to a Peace Treaty with Japan shall 
determine whether and to what extent it may be advt.yi.ble for 
Japan to resume the burden of her own self-defense. 

Thus , the State Department did not consider the immediate r ea1'mamen t 

of Japan as necessary or desirable . 

The tendency was not changed by John Foster Dulles , at least 

until he went to Tokyo in June. Dulles, who v;as considered as a 

Republican spokesman for foreign affairs, was appointed as Consultant 

to the Secretary of State in April. In the next month, he was charg·ed 

with special responsibilities regarding the Japanese peace settlemen t. 

While he rejected the neutrality of Japan as meaningless for the 

Russians, Dulles was cautious about the resurgence of J apanese 

militarism : he said that in Japan "[t]here is a present emotional 

tendency to pacifism which, however, could easily shift to a r evival of 

ili
. . ,,69 m tansm. 

In a memorandum prepared on June 6, Dulles contemplated the 

stationing of the combined forces of the FEC countries as security 

arrangements for a post-treaty Japan. He r ecommended that the 

security agreement should "take note of, but not embody contractually. 

the military renunciations of the Japanese Constitution. 1170 Although the 

war-renunciation clause was used as '"scenery' in relation to the under­

taking to defend Japan against attack , 1171 the reference to Article 9 im-
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plied that the United States did not hav e urgent needs for the 

rearmament of Japan . Probably underlying this was hi s understanding, 

as shown in his memorandum of June 15, that "Russia h as n ever been 

restrained by agreements, from indirect aggression but probab]y would 

not engage in direct attempt to occupy Japan with milita l'y force unless 

'l2 and until general war should b e determined on Ly the Politbu ro. " 

Dulles visited Japan in late Jun e to con sult J\'IacArthur and 

Japanese leaders about a peace treaty. According to Yoshitsu, on June 

22, Dulles concluded that "Japanese r earmament was inevitable" although 

he ,:did not then envisage a specific level of Japanese buildup. 1173 

Thus, he demanded from Japanese Prime Mi n_is ter Shigeru Yoshida that 

Japan rearm . Although he could not get a satisfacto ry response, Dulles 

'74 did not further press Yoshida on the matter . It seems that Dulles 1 

position did not differ very much from the position of the State 

Department--·i.e. Japan should r earm, but not in the immediate fu ture . 

During this per iod, as mentioned above, MacArthu r p roposed the 

third alternative for Japanese security arrangements --i . e. a peace 

treaty with American forces stationed in accordance with the Potsdam 

Declaration . He cons idered in his June 14 memorandum that the 

arrangement would be "a secure basis upo!l \Vhich an unarmed '-Ta pan 's 

permanent neutrality ultimately might rest. 11 According to his an alysis, 

"such a destiny alone could fos ter the well-being of th e Japanese people 

and serve the essential interests of all th e other nations of the 

earth. 1175 

His attitude toward American bases in Japan was vacillating. In 

February 1950, he seemed to accept American bases of defensive char-
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76 acter in Japan. In April, he was reported to say that 11 [ v ]iewed in 

the proper perspective bases are unnecessary in ,Japan and 

American insistence that the right of bases be granted would only cause 

an eventual anti-American reaction on the part of the ,Japanese 

people. 1177 In relation to his third alternative arrang-emen ts for J apan 's 

security, he said in June: 

it is more essential that Japan be denied to the Soviet [sic] 
than that she be an active military ally of the Unite d St.ates. 
Such denial can best be assured through a firm political 
alignment resting upon the good will and faith of th e Japanese 
people, with our access to military and naval bas es and other 
available facilities adequate to meet the needs of our security 
operati~ns. T hi~

18
is in complete consonance with the status of 

neutrality ... 

Although his notion of neutrality is problematic, it seem s, at least, tha t 

MacArthur \Vas· opposed to outright American base rights in Japan, 

which would be interpreted as a military alliance. 

One more thing to be noted is MacArthur's notion of the right of 

self-defense. He said on June 23: 

In any study of the Japanese problem it must be under­
stood that despite Japan's constitutional renunciation of war 
its right to self defense in case of predatory attack is implicit 
and inalienable. In such a situation Japan would muster all of 
its available human and material resoun19s in support of the 
security forces committed to its defense. 

Although his explanation was ambiguous, it does not seem that he then 

supported the rearmament of Japan , judging from his previous in­

clination toward the unarmed neutrality of Japan. What he tried to say 

seems to be that if it were attacked, Japan could constitutionally defend 

itself by using the police force, merchant ships, civil aircrafts, etc. in 
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cooperaticn with international security forces organized preferably 

under the United Nations Charter. However, "to muster au of its 

available human and material resou rces" could include everything, if 

necessary. This was what happened after the eruption of the Korean 

War, as far as MacArthur was concerned. 
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VII. EXPECTED REARMAMENT 

On June 25, 1950, the Korean War began . Tb e outburst of a war 

in the vicinity of Japan affected American policy toward the Japanese 

peace sttlement and the rearmament of Japan . In r elation to a Japanese 

peace treaty, the war had an accelerating effect. On July 19, Dulles 

said to Acheson that "[m]y impression is that the Korean attack makes 

it more important, rather than les s important, to act"; he feared tha t if 

the United States missed the opportunity, the pro-Western orientation of 

Japan might disappear . 1 The Defense Department agreed with the under­

takin g of peace negotiations provided that ''the Japanese treaty is not 

ratified until after favorable resolution of the present military m­

volvement in Korea. 112 Finally, approved by the President on September 

8, NSC 60/1 said that "[t]he United States should now proceed with 

3 preliminary negotiations for a Japanese Peace Treaty. 11 

With regard to the rearmament of J·apan, as Kennan put it: 

The Korean War changed the entire aspect of the 
.Japanese security problem quite basically. Tbe dream of a 
demil_i141rized and militarily neutraJized J apan n ow faded from 
sight. 

As a result of his inspection of Korean battlefields on June 29, 

MacArthur considered the possibility to "improvise native forces in 

Japan sufficient to deter any abodive seizure of that country by an 

enemy . 115 On July 8, he "authorized" the expansion of the 

existing streng-th of the Maritime Safety Board and the establishment of 
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a . 75, 000-man National Police Reserve, whicb la te r dev eloped into th e 

Self-Defense Forces . Sebald said i I1 August that "[i] t is believed tha t 

the Japanese are fully aware of the military implica tion s already evident 

in the new Police Reserve. 116 

On September 15, it was reported that MacA r thur agreed with th e 

7 partial rearmament of Japan. As mention e d above , MacArthur ' s u r.der-

standing of the right of s elf-defense wa s flexible . By expanding t h e 

meaning of Japan's in alienable right to "mus te r all of its human and 

material resources ," he may have r econcile d the t en sion between partial 

rearmament and the · war- renuncia t ion clau se . In Oc tober , MacArthu r 

reported to the President that " [ u] n der the n ame of Police Reserve , we 

are org anizing four divisions of Jap an ese troops to s ecur e Japan . 118 As 

shown below, however, MacArthur's attitude toward r earmament was not 

straightforward . 

Meqnwhile, the eruption of the Kor ean War warned Du lle s about 

the dang-er of a g en eral war. He wrote on June 29 tha t "[p] r esumably 

t he Soviet policy r ep r esented by the attack has its or igin ir1 planning of 

a 9 global nature," and on July 20 that "[f] rom the s tandpoint of 

general war and who wins it , German y and Jap an are of prime im -

10 portan ce . " Beca use , 2s mentioned above , he under s tood th a t if t h e 

Soviet Union determined on gener al war, Jap an vw uld b e expose d to the 

danger of Sovie t military attack, th r ea ts to J apan h ad now been 

en hanced. Further, Dulle s said, " [a ]s reg ards J apan , fa r di s tan t from 

us an d close to th e Soviet Union, the United S ta tes would 3s s ume an 

almost impossible burden in attemptin g its defen se without any h elp 
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from the Japanese themselves . " Accordjn g ly, in July, he began to 

consider how to rearm Japan. The transformation of the police was one 

.bili't 11 poss1 y. 

Other policy-makers took a similar attitude to Dulles'. The Policy 

Planning Staff, then headed by Paul ff. Nitze, was of the opinion that 

"[t]he Korean conflict and the deep uncertafoties r egarding the future 

now make it imperative that we proceed forthv:jth to create 

Japanese forces designed to contribute to the defense of the islands . 1112 

The Defense Department considered that a J apanese peace treaty must 

provide that the United States ·would eventuaJJy withdravr its garrison 

forces as J aBan was able to assume the burden of defense against the 

external threat. 13 While agreeing with the 1·earmament of Japan, the 

State Department was opposed to "anything in the Treaty implying the 

recreation of Japanese military forces" because some friendly countries 

would resent it. 14 Finally, in NSC 60/1 of September 8, it was agreed 

that a peace treaty must not contain any prohibition on the rearmament 

of Japan, that the treaty must give the Unit_ed States the right to 

maintain armed forces in Japan, and that the two c,)untries should 

conclude a supplementary bilateral agreement for the garrison forces. 

Furthermore: 

The Departments of State and Defense agree that pro­
vision must be made at an early date for Japan to begin to 
assume some of the burden of its own d efense and in step 
with the Treaty negotiations the two Departments will consult 
and agree on measures to be taken to achieve the desire d 
ends in a manner co11~stent with the overall political interests 
of the United States. 

On the basis of NSC 60/1, Dulles began to undertake international 

negotiations on a Japanese peace settlement. In relation to security 
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arrangements for Japan, the United States informed the FEC countries 

as foJlows: 

The Treaty would contemplate that , pendin g satisfactory 
alternative security arrangements such as U. N. assu!Ilption of 
effective responsibility, there would be continuing cooperative 
responsibility between Japanes e . facilities an d U . S. and 
p e rhaps other forces for the main11p ance of inte rnation al 
peace and security in the Japan area. 

Although the American intention to permit J apanese r earmament was 

kept secret from negotiation partners , it was cunningly implied in the 

above statement; as a State Department memorandum put it, "the 'other 

forces' could _be Japanese, and . . . one of the 'satisfactory alte r n ative 

security ar:-angements' which would permit u s to withdraw our forces 

] 7 
could be the existence of adequate Japanese d efen se forces ." · 

After conducting preliminary negotiations, 

November 15 : 

Dulles said on 

Australia, New Zealand, the Philippines an d Burma h ave all 
raised objection to the absence of military r estrictions. 
However, I think that Australia and New Zealand will g ive 
way if we can find some formu118 for as suring them of U. S. 
protection in the event of attack. 

The view of those countries is summarized in the following thinking of 

Percy Spender, then Australian External Affai!·s Minis ter : h e said th at 

having experienced the nightmare that his country might suffer from 

Japanese invasion, ''Australia could not agree to a tr-:a ty which did not 

safeguard her against aggression from Japan." 19 Because Dulle s thoug ht 

that "if the industrial potential of Japan should fall into Communist 

hands it would gr8atly increase the worldwide Communi~t threa t," th e 

main purpose of a Japanese peace settlement was to get J apan's commit­

ment "to align itself with the nations of the free world against Commu-
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nist imperfalism. 112° For this purpose, it was n ecessary that the nations 

of the free world should accept Japan as a member by signing a peace 

treaty . Dulles must have thought that the United States could not 

ignore the complaint of the Pacific 
. 21 

countries . To satisfy those 

countries, the State Department envisaged the conclusion of a Pacific 

pact, in other words, a mutual defense plan among the Pacific countries 

(Australia , New Zealand, the Philippines, the United States and Japan). 

According to Spender, although the State Departmen t gave consideration 

to a Pacific pact since 1949, its attitude was h alfhearted until the end 

of September 1950; Spender's talk with Dulles and Dean Rusk, then 

Assistant Secretary of State , on October 30 11marked a definite turning 

. tll th . 22 porn on e IS sue. 

As Director of the Northeast Asian Affairs Office <Tohn M. Allison 

said, the Pacific pact was expected to 11 have the dual purpose of 

defending J apan from Communis t aggression and assuring our friends 

that Japan would be on their 
23 

side and not a menace to them." 

Further, according to Dulles, the pact "would provide a framework 

within which a Japanese force, if developed, could have an inte rnational 

status rather than a purely national status and this might ease r econ -

ili. t· ·th th J C t· . 1124 Th f th c a 10n w1 - e present apanese ons .1tut10n. _ us , rom .. e 

American viewpoint, the scheme of a Pacific pact had three objectives, 

though sli.ghtly contradictory to each other: first, the defense of 

Japan; second, the defense of the FEC countries and the s upervision of 

Japan; and, third, the pron,otion of J apanese rearmament. 

Allison showed consideration for those countries' fears of Japan in 

the planning- of Japanese rearinament. In December, he recommended that 
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in the post-treaty period Japan should furnis h ground forces and the 

United States should furnish air and naval forces. According to him, 

11 
[ t]he fact that J apan would not have air and naval forces would go far 

... toward reassuring our allies that Japan would not b e in a position 

to threaten their interests, and that the arrangement would be one 

'>5 
primarily for the defense of Japan and the Japanese aPea. 11

" 

For its part, however, the United States was not comple tely free 

from fear or precaution against the resurgence of a militant Japan. The 

early draft of a bilateral security agreement between the United States 

and J apan pr~:>Vided that the J apanese sh ould be fo rbidden to establish 

armed forces:: without the consent of the United Sta tes. According to 

Assistant Secretary of State Dean Rusk, an advantage of the provision 

was tha t "it . would enable the U.S. to ensure that r eactivated Japanese 

armed forces were well adapted to Japan's special defense p roblems but 

not for offensive purposes . . . . 11 Althoug h the provision v,ras omitted 

in the process of drafting, it was not so mu ch because the control of 

Japanese rearmament was unnecessary, but rather b ecause the provision 

was offensive to the Japanese and ineffec tive . Rusk said in December 

1950 that "[i]n view of Japan's straitene d economic positions and the 

influence which the United States may expect to cor..tinue to exert in 

Japan after the [peace] treaty, it s eems probable that th e desired 

supervision could be exercised without the right being stipula ted in the 

bilateral agreement. " 26 

Chinese interven tion rn the Korean War in late November 1950 

further accelerated progress toward a Japanese peace se ttlement. Dulles 

said in early December that "[d]elay and inaction may count heavily 
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against us. 1127 While the United States so far had not revealed outright 

its intention to permit Japan's rearmament, in early December it pro­

posed to Great Britain that the two countries should con sult immediately 

about "the strengthening of Japanese capacity for self-defen se. 1128 

Further, the Joint Chiefs of Staff hardened its attitude toward the 

rearmament of Jap an; in JCS 2180/2 "United States Policy toward Japan" 

of December 28, the ,JCS considered it essential that n o negotiation s for 

a peace trea ty with Japan should be un dertak en until th e war­

renunciation clause in the Constitution, which would b e an obstacle to 

29 Japan's increase d defense capability, had been changed. 

At the ·,: same time, the Pacific pact scheme was g·iven shape. On 

December 1, Acheson told Truman , for information, that the State 

Department was considering a Pacific pact. On December 13, the State 

Department asked for the comment of the Defense Department on the 

pact. Although the Defense Department once showed r eluctance toward 

the pact, it finaUy agreed with the plan in early January 1951 . 
30 

During this period, Washington envisaged "some sort of joint declaration 

by the respective members--Japan, the Philippines, New Zealand, 

Australia, the United States, and possibly Indonesia--that an armed 

attack on any of them would be a threat to the peace and security of 

each and they would then take such action as might be deemed 

in accordance with their constitutional 
31 

necessary processes . 11 

On January 10, 1951, Truman designated Dulle s as Special 

Representative of the President with the responsibili~y for conducting 

the further negotiations which were necessary to bring a Japanese 
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peace sett1ement to a satisfactory conclusion. The Presidential in·· 

struction said: 

it is the policy of the United States Government that th e 
United States will commit substantial armed force to the 
defense of the island chain of which ,Ta pan forms a part, that 
it desires that Japan should increasin~ly acquire tbe ability to 
defend itself, and that, in order furth e r to implem ent this 
policy, the United States Goverament is willing to make a 
mutual assistance arrangement among the Pacific island n a tions 
(Australia, New Zealand , the Philippines, Jap;:m, the Unite d 
States, and perhaps Indonesia) which would have th e d u al 
purpose of assuring combined action as bet\veen th e members 
to resist aggression from without and also to r esist attack by 
one of the memb~s, e.g. Japan, if Japan should again 
become aggressive. 

Following the · Presidential instruction, Dulles made his second visit to 

J . J ,. d F b J l 33 a pan m anuary an e ruary. a pan was now urgec to rearm. 

Dulles' proposal that Japan should rearm was first met by Premier 

Yoshida's objection. Yoshida's reluctance to rearm was mainly based on 

his distrus t of the military and on the pl'Obable adverse effect of 

rearmament on economic rehabilitation in the post-treaty period. 

However, because of American insistance on rearmament, the Japanese 

side yielded, but not completely. On February 3, th e Japanese 

government submitted "Initial Steps for Rearmament Planning," in which 

the establishment of a 50, 000-man national defense force was pro-

34 posed. On February 10, the two sides prepared the draft of a 

security agreem ent as 2 tentative output of their n egotiations. The 

draft agreement provided that, as a provisional arrangement, th e United 

States should main tain garrison forces in Japan for defensive purposes. 

At the san1e time, the draft took note of Japan 's "obligation II to build 

up its defense capability: it said in the Preamble that the United States 
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expected that "Japan will itself increasingly assume responsibility for 

the defense of its own homeland against direct and indirect agg ression, 

always avoiding any armament which could be an offensive threat or 

serve other than to promote peace and security 1135 The phrase 

remained the same in the U.S. -Japan Security Treaty signed in 

September 1951. 

Yoshid.a's offer to establish a 50,000-man forc e was not sufficient 

from the American view. They felt, however, that it was the last offer 

that Yoshida would make. 36 

In February 1951, Allison, Dulles, and others apparent­
ly decided to postpone pressure for greater buildup . In their 
view, t11£ conclusi°.37 of the peace and security treat ies would 
have to come first. 

MacArthur did not play a decisive part in the negotiation although he 

was inclined to Yoshida's view on rearmament . MacArthur had not ob­

jected to the partial rearmament of .Japan since September 1950. 

38 However, he still felt uneasy over Japanese rearmam ent. 

From Japan, Dulles visited the Philippin!3s, Australia and New 

Zealand on his way back to Washington. During this period, the 

Philippines were most concerned about reparations, and the other two 

countries with security. Dulles was well aware that "the willing-ness of 

Australia and New Zealand to accept the United States version of a 

Japanese Peace Treaty would be conditioned by the degree to which the 

United States would formalize its security relations to them. 1139 Further, 

Dulles assured the two countries of future safety, by saying that "if 

Japan is basically committed to the free world and accepts U.S. troops 

in and about its territories we will have complete control over any re-
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ai;-mament plans Japan may adopt. 1140 On the one hand, the two 

countries needed more. Because of their lingering· fear of Japan, 

Spender wanted a security pact with the United States and a unilateral 

or multilateral agl'eement with Japan on its annament . On the other 
-

haad, Dulles saw the problem in a different way. 

The thing I worry about in the short tenn, Ambassador 
Dulles continued, is that Japan will not recreate adequate 
armed forces. . . . It would be unwiseto take action of the 
type Mr. Spender p roposed which could be used as an excuse 
by the Japanese for not doing all they can for their own 
defense. . . . Their tendency is all too likely to be to stay 
neutral, to seek the continued presence of U.S. forces, and 
to concentrate on raising their standard of living . It must be 
a strange thought to you to consider that the problem for the 
next fiV:e to te:1 years wi¾,1 be to _g_e t Japan to create land 
forces b)lt that 1s the case. 

Meanwhile, the five··power Pacific pact scheme was deadlocked 

because of d1sagreement on membership. The United States did not want 

to be involved in the defense of countries in the Asian continent; 

Britain was opposed to a Pacific pact itself; Australia and New Zealand 

did not want to make an alliance with Japan, the ex-enemy, and 

preferred to exclude the Philippines. Given the situation, Dulles gave 

up the five-power pact in favor of separate security arrangements with 

the countries concerned and, in return for a tripartite security pact 

with the United States, Australia and New Zealand accepted the American 

version of the Japanese peace settlement which envisioned the future 

reannament of Japan . 42 Related to the abandonment of the five-power 

pact was the reevaluation of the inevitability of the pact in terms of 

Japanese rearmanent. First, Dulles said on February 14 that "Japan 

could probably get around its Constitution without the benefit of such a 
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Pact. ,A3 Second, Ah th l- t . A ·1 t · t as c eson oug.1 m pri , separa e arrangemen s 

with the Pacific countries would achieve the sa111e purpose as the 

five-power pact, i.e. the dual purpose of the defense-of-Japan and the 

defense-agains t-Japan . 44 The Joint Chiefs of Staff sho.ved reluctance to 

45 · 
the separate arrangements, but finally agreed. Date d 17 May 1951, 

NSC 48/5 11 United States Objectives, Policies and Courses of Action in 

Asia" decided that the United States should have three separate 

arrangement s for security: one with Japan, one with the Philippines and 

the other with Australia and New Zealand. 46 

Once the United States obtained Japan's "pledge" to rearm iJ1 the 

Preamble of _the security agreement, there was not much it could do 

under the occupation machinery. 47 NSC 48/5 recommended that, pending 

the conclusion of a peace settlement, the United States should continue 

to "[a] ssist Japan in organizing, training, and equipping the National 

Police Reserve and the Maritime Safety Patrol in order to facilitate the 

formation of an effective military establishment. 1148 

The United States had already begun to proceed along this line 

when NSC 48/5 was adopted in May. With a view to the increased 

defense capability of Japan, three problems were rais ed in 1951: first, 

the supply of heavy armaments to the National Police Reserve; second, 

the arming of the vessels of the Maritime Safety Board; and, third, the 

de-purging of former Japanese "career officers", who were barred from 

holding office, in order to provide an immediate source of competent 

officers for the Police Reserve. Although those matters were specifically 

regulated by FEC decisions, the military wan tcd to develop Japan's 

security potential even by "ignoring" the decision. 
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The Department of Defense considered that "the possible outbreak 

of a third world war and the natural limitations on the extent of United 

States power make it an urgent matter that steps be taken to develop 

the security potential of a future ally." For its part, the State 

Department was more concerned about rep ercussions to "the p eace 

settlement which provides the basic solution to the question of maximum 

contribution by Japan to its own defense . 

On the firs t two issues--i. e. the r einforcement of· th e National 

Police Reserve and the Maritime Safety Board--the t wo Department suc­

ceeded, by fall 1951, in working out a compromise which did not 

apparently vfolate the related FEC decisions. Agreeing with the com ­

promise, the State Department thought that although it did not involve 

a violation of the FEC decisions, "it must be discussed first with other 

governments most concerned, especially in view of the attitudes they 

have expressed with respect to the rearming of Japan . n50 Accordingly, 

the United States had discussions with certain friendly members of the 

Far Eastern Commission in November. While none of them raised any 

objections to the American proposal itself, Au stralia reiterated its view 

that "the rearming of Japan should not proceed rapidly particularly 

prior to the coming into effect of the Peace Treaty. ff In response, the 

United States assured that country that it was fully aware of the 

Australian view and that at present it had no intention of taking other 

action. 51 With regard to the de-purging, however, Supreme Commander 

Matthew B. Ridgway, who had replaced MacArthur, acted on his own 

authority . The State Department could not help giving its concurrence 

with the fait accompli. 52 



135 

DespHe the relief of MacArthur on April J 1, 1951, preparation for 

the Japanese peace settlement made progress. In the process of 

drafting, the United States proposed that Great Britain should be a co­

author of a Japanese peace treaty. Accordingly, the tv.ro governments 

were jointly engaged in drafting and taking account of comments from 

other countries . The two governments released the final text of a 

Japanese p eace treaty on August 15. The Peace Conference was 

convened at San Francisco on September 4. On September 8, 1951 , 

forty-eight countries and Japan signed the treaty. The Soviet Union 

declined to sign. The treaty did not prohibit nor encourage the re­

armament of Japan. Instead, Article 5 of the treaty said in part: 

The Allied Powers for their part recognize that Japan 
as a sovereign n ation possesses the :i!1herent right of 
individual or collective self-defense refe1Ted to in Article 51 
of the ·charter of the United Nations and that Japan mi~ 
voluntarily enter into collective security arrangements. 

On the same day, the United States concluded the Security Treaty with 

Japan. 

NSC 48/5 recommended that, following the conclusion of a peace 

settlement, the United States should "[a]ssist Japan in the development 

of appropriate military forces. 1154 Washington began to take a step in 

this direction in September 1951. In late September, the State 

Department considered the dispatch of a high-level Sta le-Defense 

55 
mis sion to discuss with Japanese officials their plans for rearmament. 

On the assumption that the Japanese Constitution would be modified, 
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the Joint Chiefs of Staff estimated the size of fu ture Japanese defense 

forces: 

The Japanese National Police Reserve will be expa n ded 
to a balanced ten-divis ion Japanese national ground force . 
Initially the United States will provide the n ecessary air and 
naval forces for the accomplishment of the miss ion of both the 
United States and Japanese forces in the area and will be 
assisted by the Japanese defense forces, subject to the 
J:imitation specified in the Japanese Security Treaty. It is 
assumed that the Japanese will accept an ever-increasing re­
sponsibility for 5ge defense of Japan, to inclu de d efensive air 
and naval arms. 

At the same time, the JCS recommended that Japanese military 

production should be made complementary to that of the United States; 

they thought that the arrangements would be u seful "to prevent 

Japanese military expansion from getting out 57 of hand. 11 In mid 

December, hov .. 1ever, the Defense Department concluded that because 

they needed more study to establish a firm position on Japanese 

rearmament, discussion with the Japanese on the matter was 

58 premature. 

According to Hata, in early 1952, SCAP tried to obtain a pledge 

from the Japanese government to increase defense force s . While SCAP's 

demand that Japan should have a 325,000-man or ten -division ground 

force was rejected by Yoshida, the both sides finally agreed that Japan 

would have a 110, 000-man force for a while and reinforce it to a 

130, 000-man force in the following year. 59 

On April 28, 1952, the peace treaty and the security treaty came -

into force. The Allied Occupation thereby ended, leavin g behind 

American forces and American d emand for the rearmament of Japan. -
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VIII. CONCLUSION 

The United States changed its Japan policy from disarmament to -

rearmanent as the cold war intensified. In the p rocess , a relatively -

large shift occurred twice, that is, in early 1948 and in mid 1950. As 

for the first shift, until January 1948 Washington policy-makers con­

sidered how to keep Japan disarmed, but from March to April they 

began to consider the future rearmament of Japan. In relation to the 

second case, just before the Korean War the State Department thought 

that Japan should be kept disarmed for a while, with the understanding 

that later the country would be permitted to rearm; in July 1950, th e 

Department began to consider how to rearm Japan. 

To put the foregoing another way, during the occupation period, _ 

the United States first thought that Japan should be kept disarmed for -

a long time; then thought that the long-term disarmament of Japan -

might not be a good idea or that Japan's rearmament might be necessary , 

in the future; and finally thought that Japan should rearm. Large -

shifts occurred in American policy when the United States changed its 

thinking from the first mode to the second and from the second to the 

third. Those changes were brought about not simply by th e mere in- ~ 

tensification of the cold war, but rather by a sort of "shock". The 

"shock" was the Kennan report coupled with some ominous events in 

Europe in the first shift, and the Korean War in the second shift. It 
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seems to me that the "shock" changed the basic assumptions of policy­

makers and resulted in a large policy shift. 

Thus, Amerkan policy changed drastically. While the problem of 

whether Japan should be disarmed or rearmed was considered almost 

exclusively in terms of American interes ts , the problem of how Japan 

should be disarmed or rearmed was shaped by political consideration for 

American allies. With regard to the disarmament of Japan, th e jnclusion 

of the no-war clause was partly designed to allay the FEC countries' 

fears of Japan; and the disarmament treaty was motivated by political 

consideration for the · Soviet fear of Japan. When the United States in­

tended to re;;irm Japan in 1950-51 , such coun t ries as Australia and New 

Zealand were opposed to the plan. Although they could not change the 

American policy to rearm Japan, they could influence the \·Vay the policy 

was implemented . As a result, the United States attempted to integrate 

a rearmed J apan into a Pacific pact, which was expected to assure the 

Pacific countries of their security and to help the Japanese to get 

around the no-war clause in the Cons ti tu tion. 

Finally, I want to consider the Nixon statement , which was quoted 

at the very beginning of this paper. He said in 1953 that the dis­

armament of Japan was right in 1946 and wrong in 1953 and th a~ the 

United States made a mistake in this r elation. The statement was 

especially important in the context of the no-war clau se, which was the 

biggest obs tacle to the rearmament of Jap an from the American view­

point. It seems to me, however, that it was not so much a mis take as 

an accident . On the one hand, Washington policy-makers contemplated 

in 1946 that a new Japanese constitution would have a provision on 
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armament. While J apan's voluntary renunciation of war was acceptab le to 

them, many people were dubious about its reliab ili ty and effects. It 

should be noted that at that time Washing-ton could n ot but accept the 

"desire" of the Japan ese. In th is sense, to Washington, Article 9 was 

acceptable in 1946 and wrong in 1953 . - On the other hand, MacArthur 

thought until the outbreak of the Korean War tha t th e clau se was right. 

Even after the outbreak of the Korean War , h e felt uneasy over 

Japanese r earmament and in 1955 he again praised the no-war cla use. 

To MacArthur, it seems, Article 9 was right in 1946 and in 1953 . 

Washington and MacArthur disagreed on the renunciation of war . 

An unfortuna_te thing for the United States vrns that the two different 

lines of thought crossed in 1946. In that year, the war-renun ciation 

chuse was acceptablP. to both MacArthur and Washington . I think that 

MacArthur might have proposed the same provision even in 1948 and 

1949, if necessary. Of course, it would n ot have been acceptable to 

Washington. In this sense, Article 9 was n ot a mistake but an accident 

from Washington's viewpoint. 

The deficiency of the war-renunciation clause was that it lacked 

the international guarantee of n eutrality. The renunciation was a uni­

lateral declaration based, as the Constitution says, on "the justice and 

faith of the peace-loving peoples of the world. 111 As a matter of fact, 

there were some occasions on which the necessary interna tional 

arrangements might have been made. The political climate of the Far 

East would have been very different if the Soviet Union had agreed to 

the conclusion of the Japanese disarmament treaty or if the country had 

agreed to a Japanese peace settlement in 1947. On the one hand , the 
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United States first sought the long·-term disarmament of Japan under 

the disarmament treaty, but ended up with the security treaty which 

urged Japan to rearm. On the other, while the Soviet Union must have 

wanted the disarmament and demilitarization of Japan, it virtually 

rejected the American proposals to this effect and finally found itself 

faced with Japan being rearmed under an alliance with the United 

States. 

If the deficiency of Article 9 was its being unilateral, its flex­

ibility made up for the shortcoming. Contrary to the expectation of 

Washington policy-makers, the Japanese Self-Defense Forces \Ver e 

established and have been maintained under the article. American 

policy-makers apprehended in 1946 that the clause would b e discarded 

soon after the end of the Occupation, and they thought in 1951 that it 

should be discarded soon after the Occupation. Despite the apprehen­

sions and expectations, Article 9 has remained intact while permitting 

the maintenance of military forces. 
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NOTES 

1Political Reorientation, vol. 2, p. 671. 
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though negotiation on the djsarmam ent. treaty was in abeyance, the 

proposal had not been formally withdrawn. Therefore, it seemed 

necessary to decide on an American stance toward the treaty. 4 Third, 

while Byrnes tried to "please" the Sovjet Unjon by this treaty, the 

Planning Stai'f did not see the necessity. Kennan said in winter 1946 

that "[f]ew of us have any idea how much perplexity and suspicion has 

been caused in the Soviet mind by gestures and concessions granted by 

well-meaning Americans with a view to convh1cfr1g the Russians of their 

friendly sentiments. 115 Fourth, as a result of the abandonment of th e 

disarmament treaty, · the security of Japan was made dependent on 

United States forces. It is noted that PPS 10 did not recommend the 

rearmament of Japan. 

The essence of PPS 10 was the recommendation that the Japanese 

peace settlemer~t should be postponed . The Planning Staff saw Japan as 

unprepared for "rehabilitation. 11 According to Kennan, 11 [i]f one was to 

regard the protection of Japan against Communist pressures as a legiti­

mate concern of the United States government, it was simply madness to 

think of abandoning Japan to her own devices in the sHuation then 

prevailing. 116 At any rate, however, PPS 10 was a tentative recommen ­

dation. Because of the lack of information, the Planning Staff could 

not reach a definitive conclusion. Therefore, Kennan recommended that 

a ranking official should be sent to Japan to discuss with MacArthur all 

essential points of the problem at hand. There was a difficulty, 

however. Although the United ·states needed time to review the situation 

in and outside Japan and to work out firm judgement on certain basic 

problems, it was difficult to retreat outright from its proposal of an 
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7 early peace treaty. Fortunately, negotiation on lhe peace treaty was 

in stalemate as mentioned above. Kenn an thought that " [i]n the r efu s al 

of the Russians an d Chinese to go along, we had b een luckier th an we 

deserved. 118 

In January 1948, the Borton group prepare d the third draft or' 

the peace t r eaty in general along the recommenda tion of t h e Policy 

Planning Staff. The January 8 draft no longe r envisag ed a sep ar a t e 

disarmament treaty . "By incorporating the dis armament provision s in 

the peace treaty, the obligation to carry out these provis ions is placed 

directly on Japan rathe r than on the fou1· pO\vers . " Allied control ov e r 

the disarmament provisions was limite d to twenty-five y ears . Borton 

emphasized that Allied control could be termin at e d, b efore the 

twenty-five year period , through the revision of the trea t y . Evidently , 

the American de termination on the long-term dis arm amen t of Japan was 

softening. 9 

In spring 1948, Kennan himself was s ent to J ap an fo r con s ultation 

with MacArthur . It is convenien t to glance at Kennan's views on J ap an 

and on America policy toward it. In PPS 13 11 Resume of World 

Situation, 11 dated 6 November 1947, Kennan thought that th e present 

occupation policy did not take into account the possibility of a hostile 

Russia and the techniques of communist political p en e tra tion . He 

diagnosed that if J apanese society was to withstand communis t pressure s 

after the withdrawal of the occupation force, it would r equire political 

and economic stability, v,rhich would not be produced by th e present 

occupation policy. According to Kennan: 

Our task now is to correct that deficiency. Until we do 
tha~, "'i_u cannot safely release J apan from the occupation al 
regl.ffie. 
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Article 9. Aspiring sincerely to an international peace 
based on jus tice and order, the Japanese people -forever re­
nounce war as a sovereign right of the nation and the threat 
or use of force as means of settling international disputes. 

In order to accomplish the aim of the preceding para­
graph, land, sea, and air forces, as well as other war 
potential, will never be maintained. 2 The right of belligerency 
of the state will not be recognized. 

At the time of adoptioi1, Article 9 was generally interpreted as prohibit­

ing Japan from having armed forces even for self-defense. When the 

draft of the new Constitution was made public by the Japanese govern­

ment in March 1946, MacArthur issued the statement which, in part 

praising the war-renunciation clause, said that 11 [b ]y this undertaking 

and commitment Japan surrenders rights inherent in her own 

sovereignty and renders her future security and very survival subject 

3 to the good faith and justice of peace loving peoples of the world. 11 

In 1946, the war-renunciation clause was con sis tent with the 

general direction of American policy. In addition to the clause , the 

United States proposed the Treaty on the Disarmament and Demilitariza­

tion of Japan, and the Far Eastern Commission, the policy-making organ 

for the Allied occupation of Japan, made policy decisions for dis­

armament. As George H. Blakeslee put it: 

To keep Japan permanently demilitarized was probably 
the most strongly held objective of the United States and its 
Allies at the close of the war . . . . The determination to 
disarm Japan and keep it disarmed was expressed in the 
Allied documents tenninating the war, in the eauy directives 
of the United States to the Supreme Commander, in the pro­
posed treaty to effect the total disarmament and demili­
tarization of Japan, in the new J apanese Cons ~ tution, and in 
policy decisions of the Far Eastern Commission. 
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