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From a U.S.-centered global perspective, the various alliances of the Asia-Pacific function as a parallel of sorts to the Atlantic alliance, even while falling short of it in power. After the 9.11, most member states of the alliances led by the US have inevitably been included in the global anti-terrorist coalition. This became evident during the 1970s, when U.S. influence was in relative decline, and even more so after the collapse of the Cold War setup. Nonetheless, one cannot make simplistic comparisons between the two sets of ties, which differ both historically and structurally. Most fundamentally, while NATO is a collective-security system and organization built on a multilateral treaty, the Asia-Pacific setup consists of a collection of bilateral treaties with the United States and does not function as a single, coherent organization or system.

In addition, even where the Atlantic and Pacific alliances seem to share a common orientation, they tend to be constrained by different circumstances and to move with different timing. As I discuss below, not long after the Cold War ended the United States and its NATO partners started to talk about how to reshape their alliance in keeping with the new era, but it was only several years later that Washington began to address this set of issues vis-à-vis its Asian allies.

Nonetheless, a comparative analysis of the two sets of security relationships is extremely useful in any consideration of the appropriate role and functions of alliances and other security arrangements within a global context, and it is vital for the improved stability of both the Atlantic and Pacific alliances. From the perspectives of global partnership and global security, it is essential that we reach a shared understanding of their differing principles and roles so that they can function together effectively and efficiently in a mutually complementary manner. This paper aims to analyze the structure and characteristics of the Euro-American alliance; to compare it, insofar as is possible, with the Japan-U.S. security relationship; and, through this comparison, to consider how we might build a more active and effective bilateral relationship in the context of global trends.

The central theme of this treatise is the classic dilemma of cooperation and autonomy within an alliance. Although the purpose of an alliance is obviously cooperation, there is also constant friction between the leading member and its less powerful partners. This friction is in fact an inevitable part of the learning process by which an alliance becomes a relationship of interdependence based on true mutual trust. A strong alliance sustained by genuine trust is possible only between countries with a certain degree of autonomous capability and independent-mindedness. The alternative—an unbalanced, basically unilateral alliance—is structurally weak and will eventually reveal itself as such.

In the thesis that follows, I wish to consider this paradox of cooperation and autonomy (independence) from two standpoints: that of creating and maintaining a security community with shared aims and values, and that of striking a balance between cost and functional effectiveness. I have chosen this approach because the issue is so seldom framed this way in Japan. Within an alliance, cooperation and independence are not conflicting or contradictory concepts. It is true that assertions of independent positions often give rise to disputes between allies, but this is simply part of the process by which the allies achieve a higher level of mutual understanding based on common values and aims. 

Traditionally those who have insisted that Japan assert its independence from the United States in foreign relations have been rejecting the alliance or at least reacting negatively to it. Recently, however, we have seen the emergence of a group of policy makers and pundits who call themselves “pro-American nationalists.” This school of thought embodies a new impulse to unite cooperation and autonomy—or, as it is sometimes put, to “cooperate on our own initiative.” In reality this school tended to be only pro-American on the debate of Iraq War last year.
That such language is even necessary points to a major peculiarity of the security debate in Japan—the absence of a strong general perception of the values and aims of the alliance. The Japanese have generally taken the purpose and principles of the Japan-U.S. alliance as givens, accepting them without question. For this reason, no one is sure exactly how Japan should behave as an independent and really reliable partner in its security relationship with the United States.

Needless to say, this is partly a product of Japan’s particular historical circumstances. The truth is that Japan’s foreign policy is not yet free of the constraints imposed on it after its defeat in World War II. As a “pagan” member of the Western alliance, Japan has not entirely broken free from the spell of its past, and its foreign policy often seems passive and hesitant as a result. In the Iraq war crisis in 2003, Japan strongly advocated the US more quickly than other allied nations, Whether or not Japan realized truly the context of International Society; why most allies hesitated to take a decision for the War.
There was a variety of debates on the War, but only asking if we should be pro-American or anti-American; such simple dichotomy. We are timid about examining the shared values of the alliance and our own independent will to uphold them. Yet unless we engage in an honest debate predicated on an objective perception of international affairs, we will not be seen as a reliable and trustworthy ally, nor will we be able to demonstrate to our partners an independent-mindedness worthy of respect.

The Maturation of an Alliance

The history of the U.S.-European alliance is fraught with friction and antagonism. This antagonism became especially pronounced after World War II, when the United States adopted a radically new European policy, abandoning its previous isolationism and leaping onto the international stage as the world’s policeman. Since then, Europe has clashed with Washington time and again as it struggled to preserve its own identity despite its dependence on the United States. In short, Europe has continuously striven for autonomy within a framework of “hegemonic cooperation” dominated by the United States.

Immediately after World War II, Washington abandoned its old European policy, which had focused on the threat of British and French hegemonies and of an entente between Germany and the Soviet Union. Even while building a relationship of hegemonic cooperation with Europe, it sought to foster European unification as a means of containing the Soviet threat on the one hand and the danger of German expansion on the other.

The first major period of conflict and adjustment came in the 1960s, as the nations of Western Europe recovered and regained confidence. In the economic arena, discord took the form of highly visible trade disputes, such as the “Chicken War.” In the area of security, the growing European desire for autonomy first manifested itself in the policies of French President Charles de Gaulle—specifically, the Fouchet Plan for a European confederation and the decision to withdraw France’s armed forces from NATO. France also refused to cooperate in NATO’s strategy of multilateral deterrence.

Subsequently, the quagmire of Vietnam and the dollar crises presented an image of American power in rapid decline. By the 1970s, Europe had clearly begun to insist on a greater degree of independence and autonomy, and when U.S. Secretary of State Henry Kissinger unveiled his Year of Europe initiative with its proposal for a new Atlantic Charter in April 1973, Europeans protested strenuously. The proposal sought to shift a greater share of the burden of global and regional security to Europe without compromising America’s overwhelming dominance in the global arena. To the countries of Europe, it appeared that Washington was unilaterally trying to assign economic and military responsibilities to them and incorporate them into its own national security system.

Europe rebelled against this initiative. Later in the same year the European Community came out with the Copenhagen Report concerning the development of a formal system of European Political Cooperation, or EPC; this was drafted in hopes of making Washington acknowledge the political parity of the EC. It stressed the importance of strengthening cooperation and maintaining constructive dialogue on a foundation of equality between the United States and Europe and called on the Uni​ted States to recognize the EC’s own global role. However, even when the Cold War subsequently reescalated, the United States continued to demand greater “burden sharing” without making concessions on “decision sharing.”

In the Asia-Pacific region as well, the mid-1970s marked the beginning of increasing discord between Japan and the United States regarding the burden of regional security. Americans bitterly criticized Japan for taking a “free ride” by relying on the United States for its defense and focusing its own resources on economic development. In response to such complaints, Japan began to play a more active role in defense cooperation. The Guidelines for Japan-U.S. Defense Cooperation agreed on in November 1978 stated that the United States would maintain a nuclear deterrent capability and that the two countries’ forces would coordinate with each other and provide mutual support in case of an armed attack against Japan. Thereafter, Japan began to participate more frequently and extensively in joint military exercises with the United States. In 1980, the Maritime Self-Defense Force took part in RIMPAC (Rim of the Pacific) exercises for the first time. Around the same time, Japan also agreed to shoulder a greater share of the operational costs for American forces stationed in Japan, something the United States had been urging for some time.

During the May 1981 summit meeting between Prime Minister Zenko Suzuki and President Ronald Reagan—when the word “alliance” was used for the first time to describe the bilateral security arrangements—there was extensive discussion on the subject of burden sharing. Prime Minister Yasuhiro Nakasone, who took office in 1982, made much of his close relationship with Reagan and worked hard domestically and abroad to convey the impression that Japan was now an influential member of the Western camp. The era of “Ron and Yasu” (as the two apparently called each other) saw a significant strengthening of bilateral ties. Japan agreed to take part in the Strategic Defense Initiative proposed by the Reagan administration, but it was also asked to expand its own independent efforts in the area of defense. In addition it elevated its Midterm Defense Program Estimate to the level of a bona fide government plan in 1985 and subsequently to the Midterm Defense Buildup Plan (1986–90), and in 1987 it removed the domestic guideline that limited defense spending to 1% of gross national product. 

This series of measures for increasing Japan’s share of the burden was a response to the widespread perception, in the United States and many other countries, that Japan should naturally shoulder international responsibilities commensurate with its status as an economic superpower.

EU-U.S. Relations After the Cold War

The key issue in relations between the United States and Western Europe after the end of the Cold War was Washington’s concern over the “decoupling” of European security from the NATO framework. President George Bush is said to have turned livid when West European leaders pushed for autonomy at the 1990 NATO summit. At every opportunity, Washington continued to express its displeasure with the idea of independence for Europe within the Atlantic security setup.

However, a decisive shift from this suspicious view of European independence was apparent at the November 1991 NATO summit in Rome and the meeting of the European Council in Maastricht the following month. At these meetings, it became clear that Washington believed it could best ensure that European interests continued to coincide with those of NATO (i.e., the United States) by recognizing an expanded role for the Western European Union and Europe’s growing independence with regard to security and its own defense.

At that time Secretary of Defense Richard Cheney outlined Washington’s position in five points: (1) The United States would support a common European defense policy, (2) NATO should remain as a vehicle for discussion and decision making on security issues, (3) NATO should maintain its own unified military organization, (4) the United States recognized the right of Europe to take military action outside of Europe, and (5) European members of NATO that were not members of the European Union should not be excluded from the process of building a common European defense policy. These five points have continued to characterize U.S. policy up to the present.

The Europeans had figured that the end of the Cold War would mean greater diplomatic autonomy for themselves. In fact, however, the framework of U.S.-controlled hegemonic cooperation remained intact. Moreover, the Gulf War and the series of conflicts in the former Yugoslavia forced the Europeans to acknowledge their dependence on NATO—meaning U.S. military power. Thus, contrary to expectations, Europe had even less room for policy maneuvering than before.

During the first half of 1992, relations between the United States and Europe hit a rough patch with the announcement of the formation of the new Franco-German “Eurocorps,” but by this time Americans were preoccupied with domestic economic issues, and the question of the U.S. role in international affairs did not play a major role in the 1992 presidential election. Under President Bill Clinton, Washington’s policy toward Europe was less clear-cut than it had been under his predecessor. Although tensions rose within NATO over the European Security and Defense Identity concept, the two sides agreed on a compromise solution in January 1994.

Generally speaking, the Clinton administration looked to Europe to assume a greater share of the Atlantic alliance’s costs and responsibilities. Accordingly, the January 1994 NATO summit in Brussels produced decisions on the following points: (1) the incorporation of greater flexibility into NATO’s military forces and command structure, including provisions for peacekeeping missions and endorsement of the combined joint task force concept, or CJTF; (2) the WEU’s use of NATO’s military forces and command structure; (3) the establishment of the European Security and Defense Identity as NATO’s “European pillar”; and (4) cooperation between NATO countries and the non-NATO countries of Central and Eastern Europe, referred to as the Partnership for Peace. In this way the United States and Europe were able to reach a compromise and confirm the specific orientation of defense cooperation in the post–Cold War era.

From this time through the end of 1999, Washington showed relatively little interest in the development of the common European defense policy it had anticipated. Of course, during that time it repeatedly expressed general reservations regarding European unity and autonomy in the area of defense, but these were generally framed in terms of avoiding the “three Ds”: duplication of efforts or capabilities resulting in wasted military expenditures, discrimination against non-European NATO members, and decoupling of European security from that of the United States. (In October 1999, Lord Robertson, the new NATO secretary general, also proposed “three Is” to guide the alliance in the new era: inclusiveness of all NATO allies, indivisibility of the transatlantic link, and improvement of capabilities.)

It would be a stretch, of course, to claim that the United States and its European allies eventually saw eye to eye on all the particulars of their new relationship. For one thing, there remains disagreement over the CJTF concept. There is also continuing discord between the United States on the one hand and France and Germany on the other over what is meant by military action “outside home territory” in the new Strategic Concept adopted at NATO’s fiftieth-anniversary Washington summit in April 1999; whereas the United States argues that it means anywhere outside the territory of the alliance, France and Germany would limit such action to other parts of Europe. In addition, while the United States believes NATO should be able to take military action without the approval of the United Nations Security Council, France and others believe such approval should be required.

Be that as it may, despite rapid developments in the formulation of a common European defense policy since the autumn of 1998, relations between the United States and Europe appear stable. After the inauguration of President George W. Bush, the issue momentarily flared up again, but the two sides do have an agreement (reached at the January 1994 Brussels summit) on principles for the respective roles of NATO and of the European Security and Defense Identity. Also, realistically speaking, Europe is still a long way from independence in terms of military hardware.After the Iraq War, the EU attempted to catch up the World trends led by the US. In last December, Solana, the High Representative of the EU Political Integration made a repport on the EY security strategy including such a new effort as Rapid Reaction Forces.

Indeed, it seems fair to say that the United States and Europe today share a belief in the necessity of a meeting of the minds and continued interdependence where European security is concerned. Both sides have already learned that, given the difference in actual military capability between Europe and the United States and the costs and risks borne by each, an ongoing struggle over autonomy benefits neither.

Toward the Defense of Common Values

When the Cold War ended, some people raised the simple question of whether NATO was in fact necessary any more. But the Gulf War confirmed the continued meaning of the alliance. With the Soviet threat gone, NATO transformed itself from an offensive and defensive alliance dedicated to countering the ideological threat of communism into an organization dedicated to stabilizing the Atlantic region and protecting its shared values of human rights and democracy. The new Strategic Concept adopted in April 1999 repeatedly stresses this role, declaring that “based on common values of democracy, human rights and the rule of law, the Alliance has striven since its inception to secure a just and lasting peaceful order in Europe.” It affirms “common commitment and mutual co-operation” as NATO’s guiding principles and refers continually to “solidarity and cohesion” within the alliance.

An alliance, as understood by the realist school of international affairs, is a group of nations bound by the purpose of collective defense against an enemy (or by a treaty of neutrality), and thus presupposes the existence of such an enemy, whether actual or potential. With the end of the Cold War, the Atlantic alliance no longer faced an outside enemy, and thus, in the realist view, lacked a theoretical basis for existence. However, if the meaning of an alliance lies instead in the convergence of values and interests among the allies, then an alliance can continue in the absence of an enemy by undergoing a qualitative change. Thus we have seen a shift in theoretical discourse on the purpose of alliances.

Our understanding of “interests” and “values” has changed as well. From the standpoint of today’s Atlantic alliance, “interests” are synonymous with the values of a civilization and culture, as epitomized by its notions of moral justice and human rights. Samuel Huntington has presented the now-famous thesis that the source of conflict in today’s world is no longer disagreements over ideologies and economic systems but a fundamental “clash of civilizations.” He points out that military alliances are kept going by a shared sense among countries that they must defend their part of a common civilization facing a critical threat. With this interpretation, we can find considerable overlap between the pragmatic, self-interested views of the realists and the morally and ethically oriented views of the liberalists.

The concerted response to the crisis in the Persian Gulf and the conflicts in the former Yugoslavia was the result of a shared perception of European security. A real alliance, however, is a framework of relationships, sustained by a sense of community, that has coalesced into wide-reaching systems and customs capable of guaranteeing peace and security to all those within a specified territory. It is a mutually beneficial setup that rests on a foundation of reciprocal respect and loyalty, a “we-feeling,” and a sense of shared interests, making the results of interaction highly predictable.

It seems to me that this is the key element missing from discussions of Japan’s security arrangements. In Japan, the security debate almost invariably focuses either on such technical matters as Japan’s crisis management in the event of a direct military threat from North Korea or elsewhere, or on such legal issues as the interpretation of the war-renouncing Article 9 of the Constitution. In other words, we continue to approach the issue as if security were still simply a matter of ensuring our own country’s safety within the Cold War setup.

Where once relations with our ally depended on the threat of a “latent enemy” arising from ideological conflict, today the emphasis is more on collective security. The Japanese are prone to forget that an alliance involves a conscious effort on the part of each member to reach a consensus. Unless we in Japan grasp the current global trend toward security “communities,” we are bound to find ourselves once again taken to task for failing to respond quickly and adequately to an international crisis, as happened with the Gulf War and East Timor.

Of course, the Atlantic alliance and America’s various alliances across the Pacific have very different historical backgrounds. There is a substantial history of institutionalized consensus building between the United States and Europe. From the viewpoint of institutional liberalism, the development of a “habit of consultation” within NATO is an example of communal norms. In 1951, NATO’s North Atlantic Community Committee called for “developing the habit of consultation” in order to reach as broad an agreement as possible on policy matters. Five years later, the NATO Council’s Committee on Non-Military Cooperation noted that “consultation within an alliance means more than exchange of information, though that is necessary. . . . It means the discussion of problems collectively, in the early stages of policy formation, and before national positions become fixed.” The report containing this definition was subsequently approved by the North Atlantic Council in December 1956. Through their involvement in consultation according to this norm, members of the alliance thus undertake to accept input from other members in the formation of their own foreign policies.

This concept of consultation is reflected in specific institutional mechanisms. The most important forum for policy coordination is the North Atlantic Council, which holds semiannual meetings of the member states’ foreign and defense ministers. In addition, meetings of the states’ ambassadors to NATO are held once a week. These are supplemented by various institutional mechanisms for bilateral consultation between member states. This in turn has laid the groundwork for a system of “cooperative security” incorporating mechanisms to promote dialogue, foster trust, and settle disputes between NATO and the countries of the former Soviet bloc. From its beginnings, then, NATO has developed in keeping with the norms of democratic policy making, wherein members of a nonhierarchical organization are given the opportunity to interact through a process of consultation oriented to collective decision making and consensus building.

In contrast, a mechanism for regular consultation in the Japan-U.S. security arrangements did not being to emerge until the 1970s. At a 1975 defense ministers’ meeting the two countries finally agreed to establish an organ for consultation on bilateral strategic cooperation. The following year, pursuant to this agreement, the Security Consultative Committee met and decided to set up the Subcommittee for Defense Cooperation. The Guidelines for Japan-U.S. Defense Cooperation adopted in 1978 were intended to further institutionalize this sort of cooperation, but because Japan lagged in taking the legislative and other actions required, further progress did not come until after the Cold War—more specifically, until the 1996 Japan-U.S. Joint Declaration on Security.

Functional Burden Sharing

Today, with the threats of Soviet aggression and nuclear war behind us, the value of a cooperative framework for security and defense lies in its ability to respond quickly and effectively to regional conflicts—that is, to effectively marshal rapid deployment forces and put them to work to deal with such conflicts as needed.

Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty sets forth the principle of collective self-defense. It obligates the NATO allies to treat a threat to any member state as a threat to themselves and to respond to that threat collectively. However, in the absence of the Soviet threat, NATO’s most important function has become its response to non–Article 5 crises—in other words, peacekeeping and conflict-prevention operations in non-NATO countries.

The new Strategic Concept adopted at the 1991 NATO summit in Rome called for several measures in response to the instability affecting such regions as Russia, Eastern Europe, and the Middle East following the end of the Cold War. These included the creation of immediate- and rapid-reaction forces designed to respond to and manage regional crises and, on the political front, the expansion of opportunities for dialogue—such as regular ministerial meetings—with Russia and the countries of Eastern and Central Europe. With this, NATO in effect turned away from its original function as a large-scale military organization prepared to engage in thermonuclear war with the Eastern bloc and embraced as its primary purpose the task of dealing with regional turmoil. At the June 1992 NATO ministerial meeting in Oslo, it was agreed that NATO forces could participate in peacekeeping operations outside the territory of the alliance.

The Petersberg Declaration, issued by the WEU Council of Ministers at a meeting outside Bonn in June 1992, represented an important agreement concerning Europe’s new duties. The declaration affirmed that military units of the WEU could be used for humanitarian and rescue tasks, peacekeeping tasks, and tasks of combat forces in crisis management, including peacemaking. (These have since become known as “Petersberg tasks.”) European countries’ dispatch of troops to the area of the Persian Gulf in August 1990 and the naval deployment in international waters in the Adriatic Sea in July 1992, both examples of Petersberg tasks, set the standard for security cooperation between the United States and Europe.

An important issue for the new NATO became how to equip its forces with the capabilities and technology needed to respond effectively to regional conflicts. The trend has been fairly obvious inasmuch as it involves a transformation from an alliance armed for thermonuclear war to one focused on rapid response. One outcome of this change is that the alliance is becoming increasingly “nonterritorial” in nature. There is less need to station forces overseas in peacetime than there was during the Cold War. As the United States closes its overseas bases one by one, it may devise partial substitutes when possible—as by using the uninhabited island Diego Garcia or building a floating heliport off of Okinawa—but fundamentally, the value of overseas territory as a base for military operations has plummeted. This stems also from the development of military technology and the advent of advanced weapons systems that dispense with the kinds of local military installations required in the past. Indeed, the precise geographical definition of “outside” in the context of “outside NATO territory”—the subject of heated debate during NATO’s fiftieth-anniversary summit—has ceased to be such a burning issue. Much the same can be said of the debate over the geographical ambiguity of the controversial phrase “cooperation in situations in areas surrounding Japan” in the 1997 Guidelines for Japan-U.S. Defense Cooperation.

In practice, the alliance is also channeling more effort into coordination in the procurement of arms and equipment. The issue of how to improve military capability most efficiently through complementary relationships among the members of the alliance has taken on increasing importance. What this involves is a rational division of labor (or functions) among the allies. To this end, a variety of complex frameworks must be created; balance and flexibility within the alliance are essential.

For example, in 1992 the NATO Defense Planning Committee adopted new Principles and Policies for Logistics in keeping with the new Strategic Concept adopted the previous year. The purpose was to hasten the formulation of more specialized principles and policies in such functional areas of logistics as medical support, host-nation support, and movement and transportation. This is part and parcel of the quest for greater flexibility, interoperability, and efficiency.

Balancing Independence and Complementarity

The development of a common European security and defense policy has proceeded at a rapid clip over the last few years. The turning point was the twenty-first British-French summit, held in the northern French port of Saint-Malo in December 1998. At this meeting Britain and France agreed that the EU should have its own independent defense policy and establish its own crisis-response and rapid-response forces. Such an agreement had become possible because Britain, confronted with Europe’s failure to respond effectively to the conflicts in Bosnia and Kosovo, decided it was time to revise its longstanding NATO-centered defense policy and work with other countries of Europe toward the goal of an independent European defense. Prime Minister Tony Blair pronounced the resulting agreement “historic.” 

The substance of the British-French accord was endorsed at talks between the French and German governments in May 1999, and it was fleshed out at the meeting of the European Council in Köln the following month and at the council’s December 1999 meeting in Helsinki. On the latter occasion, the council agreed on the “headline goal” that “cooperating voluntarily in EU-led operations, Member States must be able, by 2003(now 2007), to deploy within 60 days and sustain for at least 1 year military forces of up to 50,000–60,000 persons capable of the full range of Petersberg tasks.” In March 2000, the European Council set up three bodies to promote the development of a Common European Security and Defense Policy, or ESDP: this initiative was renewed in last April by France, Germany, Belgium and Luxembourg. an interim political and security committee, made up of ambassador-level representatives to the European Union; an interim body of delegates of member states’ chiefs of defense; and a core group of military experts seconded from member states. It also made rapid progress in developing mechanisms and procedures to promote consultation, cooperation, and transparency between the EU and NATO. The EU also established the post of high representative for the Common Foreign and Security Policy—the equivalent of EU foreign minister—and Javier Solana, former secretary general of NATO, was appointed to fill it. And a separate agreement was reached to incorporate the WEU, previously Europe’s sole military body, as a defense organ of the European Union.

As a concrete step toward the realization of a common European defense policy following the Helsinki agreement, the Presidency Report on the European Security and Defence Policy, adopted prior to the European Council’s December 2000 meeting in Nice, compiled a list of Europe’s current military capabilities and suggested next steps. The introduction to the report notes that the EU has been striving to develop “an autonomous capacity to take decisions and action in the security and defence field,” and that by doing so, it “will be able to carry out the full range of Petersberg tasks.” However, it also stresses that this common defense policy does not entail the establishment of a European army, and it declares that NATO will remain the basis of Europe’s collective defense and will continue to play a key role in crisis management. It further affirms that participation in operations undertaken under a common European defense policy will be based on each country’s sovereign decision, and that the EU and NATO need to respect each other’s decision-making autonomy.

In Europe, the common European defense policy has been interpreted in a number of different ways, including (1) as insurance in the event that the United States refuses to become militarily involved in a European emergency, (2) as backup in the event that the United States is unwilling to commit sufficient resources, (3) as a way for Europe to take on greater responsibility for decision-making within the Atlantic framework, and (4) as an attempt by the EU to provide some counterbalance to the overwhelming power of the United States. After the 9.11, ESDP has changed the priority of the purposes from the Defense or prevention of the regional conflicts to the anti-terrorism. Europe has been forced to accelerate the development of ESDP in such form of Altemis and Concordia operations. 

Needless to say, Washington welcomes Europe’s moves to strengthen its own security to the extent that it lightens the burden on the United States. But the United States does not wish to see the “decoupling” of European and U.S. security as a result of Europe’s demands for political parity (autonomy, independence) or of the gap in military spending and technology. Herein lies the essence of the U.S.-European conflict. The EU needs America’s cooperation, but it cannot tolerate being subordinated to Washington’s will. Washington, meanwhile, must accept some degree of European autonomy if it wants to share the burden of crisis management. The issue is one of degree. Of course, the EU, while orienting itself toward greater autonomy, recognizes America’s overwhelming military superiority. If it wishes to have some impact on U.S. strategy and policy, it must continue to value its partnership with the United States and remain within the framework of NATO. There is nothing to be gained from abandoning the alliance. Thus, while the countries of the EU may pretend to rebel against the United States, they could not really wish for decoupling.

Indeed, as the creation of a common European defense policy moves forward on various fronts, the EU’s efforts to demonstrate solidarity with NATO are apparent everywhere. For example, the Amsterdam Treaty of 1997 states, “The policy of the Union . . . shall . . . be compatible with the common security and defence policy established within [the NATO] framework.” The joint declaration issued at the British-French summit at Saint-Malo states, “while acting in conformity with our respective obligations in NATO, we are contributing to the vitality of a modernised Atlantic Alliance which is the foundation of the collective defence of its members.” And the late 1999 European Council meeting in Helsinki, which sanctioned the EU’s autonomous decision-making power and a European-led military strategy in areas where NATO was unable to in​tervene, also stressed that advancing the individual and collective military capacity of the EU’s member states to enable them to carry out the Petersberg tasks would simultaneously serve to strengthen NATO and improve the effectiveness of the Partnership for Peace.

In reality, however, Europe’s military capability has some serious deficiencies, as the list compiled for the European Council in Nice made clear. Moreover, Washington and the EU are not of one mind as to how to proceed. From the standpoint of the United States, Europe cannot evade the task of modernizing its military and incorporating new technology, and to this end Washington wants the EU to increase military spending, particularly in the area of research and development. It also sees a need to eliminate wasteful duplication of arms and capabilities from country to country. But while the United States stresses armaments, the EU seems to be channeling its efforts into the organizational aspect of defense policy.

A Post–Cold War Japan-U.S. Alliance

The kinds of changes that we have seen in the U.S.-European alliance have in fact appeared in the Japan-U.S. alliance as well, although several years later. The problem is that in Japan debate over the proper form and function of the bilateral alliance rarely acknowledges such global trends as premises. Most discussions of the subject look at the Japan-U.S. relationship in a vacuum and focus exclusively on domestic squabbles over constitutional matters and legal procedures. This focus has robbed Japan’s security debate of breadth and balance. The result is that while America’s “Japan hands” may appreciate our dilemma, most of the rest of the world neither understands nor supports Japan’s position and regards its international contribution as inadequate. This is particularly true of Western Europe, which plays such an important role in shaping world opinion.

The end of the Cold War brought about a new phase in the Japan-U.S. relationship as well, albeit more slowly. A major turning point came in 1994 under the coalition cabinet of Tomiichi Murayama when his party, the Social Democratic Party of Japan (the former Japan Socialist Party), decided to recognize the constitutionality of the Self-Defense Forces and support the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty, reversing its longstanding position of opposition to the SDF and the bilateral security arrangements. From the 1950s until that time, the fundamental battle lines in Japanese politics had been drawn between those who supported the security arrangements and affirmed the constitutionality of the SDF (namely, the conservatives led by the ruling Liberal Democratic Party) and those who took the opposite view on defense and security (the left wing, consisting primarily of the Socialists and the Japanese Communist Party). The end of the Cold War thus appeared to bring about a structural change in Japanese politics.

Another turning point for Japan-U.S. security relations came with the September 1995 incident in which a U.S. serviceman in Okinawa raped a Japanese girl, igniting fierce debate over U.S. bases in Japan and ultimately over the security setup as a whole. The April 1996 Japan-U.S. summit in Tokyo embraced the theme of “an alliance for the twenty-first century” with the goal of redefining the bilateral security relationship, and it resulted in an agreement to review the Guidelines for Japan-U.S. Defense Cooperation drawn up in 1978. This was a move consistent with other initiatives to strengthen the bilateral alliance, including that based on the recommendations of the East Asia Strategy Report published by the U.S. Department of Defense in February 1995 (the so-called Nye report) and the program laid out in the Defense Agency’s New National Defense Program Outline adopted in November the same year, which called for the enhancement of the abilities of the SDF to carry out its functions through a combination of quantitative reductions and qualitative improvements. In 1997 Tokyo and Washington agreed on a revised set of guidelines that expanded the range of bilateral defense cooperation from “situations in Japan” to include “situations in areas surrounding Japan.” In opening up the possibility of military cooperation outside of Japanese territory, the new guidelines marked a milestone in the evolving bilateral security relationship. In 1999 the Japanese Diet passed three pieces of legislation required for implementation of the new guidelines: (1) a law permitting the SDF to provide rear-area support to U.S. military forces and engage in search-and-rescue operations in areas surrounding Japan; (2) an amendment of the Acquisition and Cross-Servicing Agreement between Japan and the United States extending it to situations in the area around Japan; and (3) an amendment of the Self-Defense Forces Law permitting the deployment of SDF vessels for the purpose of evacuating Japanese from overseas trouble spots. In this way, Japan-U.S. cooperation is expanding its focus from Japan’s own security and evolving into a global partnership in which the partners’ duties are both broader and more closely coordinated.

To many Japanese, the planned return of the land currently occupied by Futenma Air Station is significant as a move toward the reversion of Okinawan territory to a state of normalcy. But in terms of the bilateral alliance, the closing down of the facility at Futenma is not to mean the loss of the functions and capabilities that it has been providing. As noted earlier, the point is the functions, not the territory, and the United States is looking for cost-effective ways to preserve those functions. The question is to what extent Japan is independently considering the functions and their use. This is also an issue relating to the projection of Japan-U.S. cooperation in the Asia-Pacific region. It is this kind of globally oriented discussion that is lacking in Japan. Without it, the Japan-U.S. security relationship cannot mature into a truly interdependent alliance of states whose capabilities complement one another.

Toward a Trusted Security Community

Relationships within an alliance are never totally fixed. Western Europe’s attitude toward the United States is an ambivalent one, based at times on the image of the United States as a generous friend, and other times on the perception of America as a bullying rival. It is for this reason that, depending on the circumstances, Europe’s views on the alliance may conflict with America’s. Kissinger has labeled it a “troubled partnership”; like any partnership, it is not a monolith, and it is bound to involve strains.

If Europe’s attitude toward the United States includes feelings of resentment and rebellion alongside those of friendship and respect, the same can naturally be said of Japan. However, the Atlantic alliance includes a set of processes whereby these ambivalent feelings and rivalries are acknowledged and overcome—that is, a system for building consensus on the basis of shared norms and accepted rules. In the U.S.-European alliance, regular consultations, norms of consensus building, and nonhierachical relationships have enabled the countries of Western Europe to cooperate with the United States while asserting their own independence. Such a process is predicated on a certain sense of community, born of shared values.

In both historical and geopolitical terms, the U.S.-Japan relationship of course differs considerably from the transatlantic relationship, but even allowing for this contrast, we can hardly deny that the efforts to overcome the gaps and to focus on shared values and principles have been insufficient. Washington’s impatience with the ongoing domestic controversy in Japan surrounding the relocation of the functions of Futenma Air Station (in 1997 the United States agreed to the reversion of Futenma in return for a Japanese commitment to find a replacement site) is a case in point. It naturally causes problems when Japan is unable to follow up on an official bilateral agreement for years at a time owing to the snail’s pace of the domestic consensus-building process. Allowing for domestic feedback on policy is doubtless the democratic thing to do, but as long as such democratic procedures have the potential to force prime ministers to renege on international commitments, the United States is unlikely to view Japan as a trustworthy partner that shares its values. The essential weakness of the Japan-U.S. alliance lies in this lack of maturity, which is also a major reason that it is hard to speak of Japanese autonomy within the bilateral alliance as one would speak of European autonomy within the context of NATO. While Europe and America have reached an understanding on the common European defense policy, Japanese discussions of the Japan-U.S. security relationship remain mired in such outdated concepts as the “cork in the bottle theory”—the notion that the U.S. military presence in Japan is protecting the rest of Asia by keeping the genie of Japanese militarism from getting out of the bottle.

In 2000, the U.S. National Defense University’s Institute for Strategic Studies published the report of a study group headed by Richard Armitage, titled “The United States and Japan: Advancing Toward a Mature Partnership.” The Armitage report argued that the Japan-U.S. relationship should model itself on the relationship between the United States and Britain. It is true that differences in historical and cultural conditions make such a goal an extremely difficult one. Nonetheless we must strive, as the Americans and Europeans have done, to use our conflicts as steppingstones to a more mature alliance characterized by independence and complementarity.

In his 1983 book Imagined Communities, Benedict Anderson argues that the introduction of movable type and the subsequent rapid growth of printing helped create a collective consciousness by propagating the vernacular language of each region and fostering the sense of a shared language. This, he asserts, helped lead to a consciousness of nation, which he describes as an “imagined community.” Today alliances have the potential to develop into the imagined communities of the twenty-first century, built on a consciousness of shared values and principles. It is thus all the more important that we work actively to build consensus within the uncertainties and instabilities that are an inevitable part of any alliance.

Neither the U.S.-European alliance nor the Japan-U.S. alliance is a balanced relationship. Both can be considered hegemonic networks formed around a single leader, the United States. In the relationship between the junior partners and the United States, functionality and efficiency are of great importance, and they have grown even more important since the end of the Cold War.

Japan must begin to discuss burden sharing within the bilateral alliance, and that discussion must be predicated on international norms and values. Only then can our quest to cooperate “on our own initiative” take on a positive meaning. We must not simplistically equate independent-mindedness with anti-Americanism or a rejection of the alliance itself, as some Japanese are inclined to do. With such an attitude a country can never grapple successfully with the dilemma of cooperation and autonomy, nor can it earn the trust of its allies.

By the same token, we must recognize that we will never win over the international community by continually harking back to the extenuating historical circumstances that supposedly make Japanese security issues unique in the world. This is not just a matter of how we approach security. In fact it raises deeper issues regarding the Japanese people’s maturity in their understanding of modern civil society—a problem not unrelated to Japan’s very social structure. This may be why the Armitage report voices the hope that structural change will come to Japan’s society and economy.

When the Japanese debate the right to collective self-defense, they should do so with an awareness of the norms of international society and within the context of the post–Cold War alliance’s functions and burden-sharing arrangements. Legal issues like the interpretation of Article 9 of the Constitution are mere technicalities. If Japanese democracy is threatened by such technical points of law, then our postwar society is fragile indeed. This calls into question the caliber of the Japanese nation. For example, when discussing an end to the freeze on Japanese participation in the core duties of U.N. peacekeeping forces it is necessary to think of the International Peace Cooperation Law, which governs the SDF’s participation in peacekeeping operations, as setting a standard for Japan much as the Petersberg tasks do for Europe. No one is convinced by arguments predicated on Japan’s “uniqueness.”

Japanese foreign policy has for years proclaimed Japan to be a member both of the Western camp and of the Asian community of nations. It seems to me that Tokyo should begin thinking about how its contribution to the development of internationally accepted systems of governance in East Asia can figure into the Japan-U.S. alliance. The EU’s drive for economic and political unification is an effort to approach international issues from a vantage point transcending national borders. In other words, the EU represents a system of joint rule on an international scale. With this example in mind, Japan should play a more active role within East Asia in advocating ways to link the operation of various rules and systems across the region. It is time for East Asia also to begin formulating the decision-making mechanisms needed to make binding regional decisions. Having done so, it will be in a position to offer its own opinion on the best way to cooperate in the U.S. security setup in the Asia-Pacific region.

While actively embracing common norms and perceptions, Japan must make its own standpoint clear and do what needs to be done. Only in this way will it transform itself from a “pagan ally” to a mature and sophisticated actor on the international stage, pursuing a diplomacy liberated from the shackles of the past. This is not too much to expect from a country with a half-century of history as a free economy and a democracy.
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