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Abstract

Recent discourse in international politics has sseeamarkable increase in the use of
the word ‘civilisation’. This phenomenon has stiateld research that seeks to
investigate the concept of the ‘standard of ciatiien’ in the historical development of
international politics, and the implications thaisthas had and may continue to have on
the regional and global level. In this contextstthiesis examines the evolving idea of
the standard of civilisation as it relates to JapBmroughout this investigation, the
thesis sheds light on a nexus between the discofigeilisation and militarisation.

The linkage between civilisation and militarisatisrmost evident in the debate
over Japan’s remilitarisation in the post-Secondl@/@/ar era. In analysing this case,
the thesis also points out the potential ramifaadi of the discourse of civilisation in
international politics, including issues surrourgdihe promotion of liberal democracy
and the military alliance relationship between thdted States and Japan. The thesis
concludes by stating the importance of an awarepéstangers that may manifest

themselves as a consequence of the linkage bewisgbksation and militarisation.



Chapter 1

Introduction

The term ‘civilisation’ has increasingly been udadnternational political discourse.
Nine days after September 11, 2001, the UnitedeStRresident, George W. Bush,
claimed that the response to the attacks shouldnberstood as “civilisation’s fight”
(Bush 2001a). Bush also stressed that terrorismawasw’ threat that America would
now face (Bush 2001b), with the consequence tleftherican military would have a
‘new’ mission for the twenty-first century (Bush @n). A close friend of Bush,
Japanese former Prime Minister, Junichiro Koizuhms used similar language to
describe contemporary world politics, arguing ttiet attacks were a “grave challenge
against civilised society” (Koizumi 2002). In thisgard, ‘civilisation’ has become a
key word in justifying war in contemporary interiwgttal politics. This raises several
questions: What is ‘civilisation’ in the context ioternational politics? What or who is
‘civilised’? Is it a ‘new’ phenomenon, as Bush hagued? What are the potential
implications of adopting the discourse of ‘civilim'? These are some of the key
questions that this thesis seeks to address. 8@dlgif rather than uncritically accepting
what civilisation means in international politicdkjs thesis attempts to reveal implicit
and explicit issues surrounding political discourdecivilisation in the context of

Japanese remilitarisation.

Discourses Analysis and Civilisation
The French linguist Emile Benveniste has argued ‘{ilae whole history of modern
thought and the principal intellectual achievemeantshe western world” are closely

linked with “the creation and handling of a few dazessential words which are all the



common possession of the western European languéigesveniste 1971, p. 289).
The term ‘civilisation’ can and should be underst@s being one of these ‘essential
words’ (Bowden 2004a, p. 26). Indeed, ‘civilisatidvas been used in French, English
and German language from the thirteenth centuryaotsv(Bowden 2004a), and has
been recognised as playing a crucial role in thgaesionist era of the Western-centric
international society in the nineteenth centuryl(BuWatson 1984a, p. 427; Gong
1984, pp. 3-4; Watson 1984, p. 138).

The French historian, Frangois Guizot, claimed tfdivilisation is a fact like
any other — as a fact susceptible, like any otherbeing studied, described,
narrated...civilisation is the fagiar excellence(Guizot 1856, pp. 4-5). From Guizot’s
perspective, civilisation could be said to exisaimeutral and objective sense as a fact
to be discovered, studied and utilised. Yet Gugabtstorical claim does not seem to fit
with the use of the term civilisation which is,political practice, far more complex and
subjective. As Anthony Pagden argues, “[civilisalidescribes a state, social, political,
cultural aesthetic — even moral and physical — twhig held to be the optimum
condition for all mankind, and this involves thepinit claims that only the civilized
can know what it is to be civilized” (Pagden 198833). In terms of this tautological
assumption, the French linguist, Jean Starobipsknts out that the “historical moment
in which the word civilization appears marks the advent of self-reflection, the
emergence of consciousness that thinks it undelstdre nature of its own activity”.
Consequently, “as a value, civilization constitutaspolitical and moral norm”
(Starobinski 1989, p. 32). In this light, civiliga is neither discovered nor defined as a

fact in philosophical, intellectual, scientific awltural arenas; but rather that, in



emphasising the political, normative and value disi@ns, civilisation is subjectively
constructed.

In generating a critique of civilisation as a faittis thesis employs discourse
analysis to reveal how, why, and for whom the disse of civilisation has been
constructed in international sociétyln general, it may be said that discourse anglysi
is:

fundamentally concerned with analysing opaque dsasdransparent structural
relationships of dominance, discrimination, powed &ontrol as manifested in
language. In other words, CDA [Critical Discourseadysis] aims to investigate
critically social [and political] inequality as i expressed, signalled, constituted,
legitimized and so on by language use” (Wodak 2902).

Put simply, those adopting this approach study ey the connections between
discourse and social life, but also the power gedr between them and its
consequences. It is ‘critical’ to the extent thagitempts to expose unequal power
relations between different groups of people (Jusga & Phillips 2002, pp. 63-4). In
this regard, it seeks to reveal “hidden and ‘ousight™ perspectives (Paltridge 2006, p.
178).

More specifically, there are several key elemeritgliscourse analysis that
need to be understood in detail. Initially, disg®ianalysis is important because it
denaturalises ideas and terms that might othertveséaken for granted (Macdonell
1986, p. 6), and exposes the value-laden foundatddmmeaning (van Dijk 2001, p.
352). As prominent discourse theorists such as dfwnkaclau and Chantal Mouffe

claim, discourse “constructs the social world inameag, and that, owing to the

! Discourse analysis has been developed from Mi€loeicault’s philosophical works on the relation
between discourse, power and knowledge. Whilst knawledge the importance of Foucault’'s
foundational work, a question of how his work hastdbuted to the development of the framework of
discourse analysis is beyond the focus of thisish@here are, however, a number of excellent works
from critical discourse analysts to comprehend thisstion (see Fairclough 1992, p. 38; Fairclough &
Wodak 1997, pp. 258-68; Riggins 1997, p. 2). Sailtss 003, pp. 53-79) also gives us a good ovavvie
of Foucault's discourse, power and knowledge.



fundamental instability of language, meaning carvenebe permanently fixed”
(Jorgensen & Phillips 2002, p. 6). Because it igendixed, discourse “opens up the
way for constant social struggles about definitiohsociety and identity, with resulting
social effects” (Jorgensen & Phillips 2002, p. 28jitical discourse analysts such as
Diane Macdonell, Norman Fairclough and Ruth WoddetLaclau and Mouffe’s point
in the sense that discourse, or the usage of lgegimaspeech and writing, is “social”
(Macdonell 1986, p. 1) and “a form of ‘social piieet’ (Fairclough & Wodak 1997, p.
258). Teun van Dijk reinforces this point by addthgt it is also part of the system of
politics, including political decision making andet establishment of legislation (van
Dijk 1997, p. 40). Discourse is, therefore, sogialhd politically constitutive. That is, it
constitutes social and political life, identitiemnd relationships amongst people in a
society. Given this perspective, it is argued tihat meaning of civilisation is neither
naturally found nor neutrally determined.

Another key element of discourse analysis is thsumption that discourse
generates ideological power effects through thdogepent of discursive practices in
the social and political world (Fairclough & WodaRk97, p. 258). Since discourse is
socially and politically constitutive, discoursenstructed by a group of people often
produces and reproduces unequal power, and redadifotlomination and subordination.
Such unequal power relations are often seen indiisions between social classes,
gender categories, and ethnic or religious magsftnhinorities (Fairclough & Wodak
1997, p. 258; Jorgensen & Phillips 2002, p. 63rlelge 2006, p. 182). Putting this
perspective in the context of civilisation, peopddo consider themselves to be
‘civilised’, therefore, generate power over othtrgustify the legitimacy of their own

ideology (or their understanding of what ‘civilisat’ is and should be) by deploying



language. Consequently, an asymmetrical relatipnshbuilt up between the creators
of discourse and others who are usually forceccteat their subordinate status within
the dominant discourse. These asymmetrical powéatiors are produced and
reproduced by the ‘civilised’ in relation to othesho fall outside of the category of
‘civilisation’.

Jacob Torfing argues that dominant or asymmetiitadlogical power can also
be understood as ‘hegemony’, which is defined hs &xpansion of a discourse, or set
of discourses, into a dominant horizon of sociaémation and action by means of
articulating unfixed elements into partially fixedoments in a context crisscrossed by
antagonistic forces” (Torfing 1999, p. 101). Diss®i and hegemony, according to
Torfing, are ‘mutually conditionedn the sense that hegemonic practice shapes and
reshapes discourse, which in turn provides the iiond of possibility for hegemonic
articulation” (Torfing 1999, p. 43; emphasis origin The idea of power, dominance or
hegemony is also important since discourse anaamsigo reveal the construction and
reconstruction of power relationships between thenfinators’ and the ‘dominated’
through discursive practices.

Identity formation is also a key for understandthg significance of discourse
analysis. As mentioned above, where there is diseguhere is one who constructs it
and another who faces the constructed discoursdingddentifies this division as a
‘social antagonism’, which “help[s] to establishketboundaries of discourse and also
serve to distinguish hegemonic articulations fraimeo types of articulations” (Torfing
1999, p. 43).

A social antagonism can also be interchangeabla Biephen Riggings’s

‘discourse of difference’, which establishes thentity of ‘Self’ and ‘Other’ (Riggins



1997, p. 4). This means that, through the usengjuage, the ‘Self’ must always find an
‘Other’ in order to identify itself as it is, and order to exercise power over the ‘Other’.
Additionally, what makes these identities compellia “the persuasive construction of
athreat, a threat posed by the ‘Other’ to norms, valugsial, economic and political
systems, and the way of life of the ‘Self’ (van ID11997, p. 61). It is asserted that
discourse deployed by the ‘Self’ through hegem@uwer, sets a ‘bar’ for the purpose
of excluding the ‘Other’, which has little or natigi in common with the ‘Self’. Such
practices are essential to the constitution oidkatity of the ‘Self’, which must always
defend itself from the threat posed by the ‘Oth&orfing (1999, p. 124) refers to this
threatening ‘Other’ as “@onstitutive outsidewithout which the ‘Self’ could not be
distinguished’, nor be able to excise its hegemgower over the ‘Other’. David

Campbell makes a similar point, arguing that:

Identity is an inescapable dimension of being. Malybcould be without it.
Inescapable as it is, identity — whether persomaiatiective — is not fixed by
nature, given by God, or planned by intentional dvébr. Rather identity is
constituted in relation to difference. But neitherdifference fixed by nature,
given by God, or planned by intentional behavioiffddence is constituted in
relation to identity... the constitution of identitig achieved through the
inscription of boundaries which serve to demareaténside’ from an ‘outside,’
a ‘self’ from an ‘other,” a ‘domestic’ from a ‘foign’ (David Campbell 1992, p.
8).

Applying these analytical insights to the discoun$eivilisation, Starobinski
claims that “[civilisation] is the criterion againghich barbarity, or non-civilization, is
judged and condemned” (Starobinski 1989, p. 32)Rihard Jackson also points out,
it is impossible to speak about civilisation withaaising the spectre of ‘barbarism’
(Jackson 2005, p. 21). This understanding of dismis also evident in the work of
Edward Said, who focused attention upon the aniagorof identity between the
‘Orient’ and the ‘Occident’. In explaining Orienisin as a product of the West, Said

stresses that, without an examination of how thstdeminated, restructured and had



power over ‘the Orient’, “one cannot possibly ursdend the enormously systematic
discipline by which European cultures were ablentmage — and even produce — the
Orient politically, sociologically, militarily, idelogically, scientifically and
imaginatively” (Said 1978, p. 3). Likewise, Torfisgggests that:

The limit of discourse of ‘western civilization’ established by the exclusion of
countries, habits and people that are all somehmwgidered to be ‘barbaric’.
However, as the chain of equivalence is expandéuttode still more elements,
it becomes clear that what all these elements laveommon is only the
negation of western civilization. Thus, as Afritraglia, Asia and South America
are caught up in the chain of equivalence, the ggincf ‘barbaric’ is gradually
emptied to the point where it can only be definsdiacivilized, i.e. as threat of
civilization (Torfing 1999, p. 125).

Viewed in this light, it is crucial to understaritht discourse is not only a form
of social practice, but, at the same time, is aer@ge of dominant and hegemonic
power that generates ideological effects. It i® atgportant to be aware that discourse
analysis is closely related to issues of identitjitigs. In the context of this thesis,
discourse analysis is appropriate as it aims teakthe way in which the discourse of
civilisation has constructed contemporary Japaraldb seeks to shed light on the
consequences and dangers of the exercise of unequiinant or hegemonic power in

relation to issues surrounding Japan.

The ‘Standard of Civilisation’ in Academic Literature

In order to more fully understand the discourseiwafisation, it is necessary to confront

the idea of the ‘standard of civilisation’ in Westéheory and practice. In one of the
first explorations of this concept, Georg Schwabezger (1955) identified a close

coalescence between the standard of civilisati@hiaternational law. This assessment
was based upon his investigation of the historipedcess of transformation in

international law from natural law to positive law the late eighteenth and the early



twentieth centuries. Reflecting on this period, \Batzenberger argued that “the
generation of pre-1914 international lawyers wadly fyustified in regarding
international law as a powerful civilisation ageh¢$chwarzenberger 1955, p. 222),
but concluded that the idea of the standard ofigsation vanished with the end of the
two world wars (Schwarzenberger 1955, p. 227). Adiog him, therefore, the idea of
the standard of civilisation is no longer validerplaining contemporary international
politics.

Another approach to this subject has been provige@errit Gong, in his book
The Standard of ‘Civilization’ and International Sety (1984). Here, Gong argues that
the idea of the standard of civilisation was “apression of the assumptions, tacit and
explicit, used to distinguish those that belon@ tparticular society from those that do
not” (Gong 1984, p. 3). It was conceived and cddstéd in Western states in the
nineteenth century, and was applied to non-Westations through the imposition of
five requirements for the title of civilisation (B9 1984, p. 4%. His study emphasises
that the standard of civilisation can be understoodonly as the foundation stone of
international law, but also of a dominant Westetobgl culture. In the culturally
diverse world of today, according to Gong, the iaddathe standard of civilisation
remains “a determining factor in the processes lhychv the modern international
society continues to evolve” (Gong 1984, p. 4). Gsnwork is significant, therefore, in
not only recognising the nexus between the ideghefstandard of civilisation and
international law, but also the cultural implicatsoof the concept.

In one of the most influential recent works onil@ation(s), Samuel Huntington

argues — departing from the analyses of Schwarzgeband Gong — that the concept

2 This point will be discussed in chapter two, page



of civilisation is now generally understood in tpkiral. According to Huntington,
during the nineteenth century the concept of daiion was established on the
foundation of the dominant Western internationastesn to judge the degree of
civilisation in non-Western countries. Huntingtohpwever, claims that in the
contemporary international system, “people increglgi [speak] of civilizations in the
plural”. Taking Gong’s (1984) and Fernand Braudél880) works on the history of
civilisation, this phenomenon, according to Huntomg signifies that the world has
rejected the idea of civilisation in the singulartbe only ideal, shifting away from “the
assumption that there was a single standard fot wha civilized” (Huntington 1996,
pp. 40-1). Instead, he claims that since thereatrieast seven civilisations in the
contemporary world (Huntington 1996, pp. 45-7), aimte a world order based upon
distinguished realms of civilisations has emergée danger of “fault line wars”
between different civilisations has become mordeafiduntington 1996, p. 20).

More recently, taking Gong's framework, Brett Bowd@2002a; 2002b; 2004b;
2007) and Christopher Hobson (2006; 2008) havestny&ted the importance of the
idea of the standard of civilisation and its couiityg relevance in contemporary
international politics. According to Bowden, humaghts principles, democracy, and
means to peace such as anti-terrorism measurdsiratamental to the contemporary
concept of the standard of civilisation. Anti-terson campaigns, in particular, are a
crucial and controversial tenet for that idea ia flost-September 11, 2001 era. As will
be studied in further detail below, one of the prathant discourse of the war on
terrorism, portrays the war as being between autandcivilisation’, and its contrast
‘barbarism’ (Bowden 2002b, p. 37). Hobson, on thieep hand, focuses more upon a

claim of ‘democratic entitlement’ and suggests tte&xhocratic governance “has become
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the benchmark for full international legitimacy” the post-Cold War world (Hobson
2008, pp. 83; 85). The consequence of this, for 9dab is the creation of a
contemporary version of the standard of civilisatio

Other scholars have also examined human rightsciptes and liberal
democracy in accordance with the idea of the stahalecivilisation. In terms of human
rights principles, Jack Donnelly (1998) suggest the respect of human rights is a
requirement to be considered a civilised stateytottathe extent that these universal
values are normatively and legally protected on ititernational stage. As Thomas
Franck (1992; 1995) also argues, democracy is nikety to be recognised as a
legitimate form of governance system, and therefigranother criterion for civilisation.
Michel Doyle (1983a; 1983b), and Francis Fukuyari89), also reinforce this
assertion. They reason that liberal democracy ustlpacifist nature contributes to not
only the protection of human rights, but also mooenprehensively, the expansion of
what Doyle calls the “liberal zone of peace” (Doyl@83a, p. 213). These democratic
peace theorists mentioned above argue that judgihegher a state is ‘civilised’ or not
depends upon the degree of the commitment to tiiese dimensions, the respect of
human rights, democracy and the means to peacdd883a, b; Franck 1992, 1995;
Rawls 1999; Russett 1993; Slaughter 1995).

Although the idea of the standard of civilisatiwas been explored by the above-
mentioned scholars, it is important to examine lhmdwidual states have dealt with this
notion, and how they have transformed their saesetince the nineteenth century. The
investigation of these aspects will shed furthgintlion the continuation and evolution of
the idea of the standard of civilisation at a mpractical level. Gong examines the

states of Russia, China, Japan and Siam, yet tuss fis only on their transformations in
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the nineteenth century. The case of Japan, incpéati is reviewed by Shogo Suzuki
(2003; 2005). His research explains Japan’s matinab enter the portals of Western-
founded civilisation, but again, his scope is timeteenth century. Moreover, although
Gong concludes his book by noting that the standdrdivilisation is crucial for
understanding contemporary and future world pdljtiittle subsequent research has
focused on individual states. This is a gap in emorary scholarship that this thesis
aims to address. Hence, this thesis will show tr@ugion of the idea of civilisation
with particular reference to Japan, within two spedimeframes: from the mid-
nineteenth to the early twentieth century as théogeof Japan’s first encounter with
civilisation, and from the end of the Second WaoNar to today as the ‘second wave’

of civilisation.

Structure of the Thesis
This thesis first studies the evolution of the idéahe standard of civilisation. Through
the lens of this idea debates over Japan’s remmlgton, particularly in the post-
Second World War era, are investigated. It alsengpts to point out several
implications of the discourse of civilisation, ioding the linkages with liberal
democracy and issues surrounding the military radkarelationship between the United
States and Japan. The thesis concludes by stéEngrportance of an awareness of
dangers that may be seen within this link.

The thesis consists of five chapters. Following ititroductory chapter, chapter
two outlines the two concepts of the ‘standard ofilisation’ in two different
timeframes. The first half of chapter two focuses the ‘classical standard of

civilisation’ that played an important role in retms between the Western states and
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non-Western countries, including Japan, in the tegh century, whilst the second
part of the chapter examines the so-called ‘conteary standard of civilisation’ in the
post-Second World War era. The transformation e@sé¢htwo concepts in different
periods is studied.

Chapter three examines the application of the episcof both the classical and
contemporary standard of civilisation to Japan. fite¢ part of the chapter investigates
the ways in which Japan ‘failed’ the test of thassical standard of civilisation, and
sought to gain the title of a ‘civilised state’.aliso focuses on the outcomes of Japan’s
commitment to the achievement of a higher degreeiafisation with particular
reference to military aggression within Asia. lethlooks at the complexity of the
discourse of civilisation in the context of Japarthe early twentieth century. In doing
so, it examines the debates surrounding Japartisssé& a ‘second-class’ nation. The
second half of chapter three focuses on how tha adehe contemporary standard of
civilisation played a significant role in the p&&&cond World War reconstruction of
Japan. This section provides a clear example ofrehevigoration of the idea of the
standard of civilisation in the second half of teentieth century.

Extending from the discussions undertaken in araptwo and three, chapter
four first discusses the way in which the remilgation of Japan was justified within
the political discourse of civilisation during tlearly Cold War period. Following this
investigation, chapter four then goes on to exandisgourses premised upon the
distinction between civilisation and barbarism nder to continue the reinforcement of
Japan’s military roles with the re-energising oé thecurity alliance system with the

United States in the post-Cold War and war on tesmo eras. This discourse analysis
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indicates the continued relevance of the standdraiwlisation in contemporary
international politics.

Finally, the concluding chapter explores the ramatfons of the analysis
undertaken in the previous chapters. Highlightimg hierarchy of international politics,
it underlines the potential dangers for regional global instability generated from this
hierarchy, and the nexus between Japan’s rensigton and the political discourse of

civilisation.
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Chapter 2

The ‘Standard of Civilisation’

The mid-nineteenth century saw some of the mostesgead and influential
articulations of the discourse of civilisation imethistory of international politics. The
prevalence of these debates is evident in the wbrbkohn Stuart Mill. In his essay
Civilisation (1836), for example, Mill attempted to clarify theeaning of civilisation as
an analogue of the Western societies and partlgutagir common norms and practices
(Mill 1836, pp. 46-7) This definition of civilisation, and its oppositi to an external
barbarism, inaugurated the conceptualisation ofdtendard of civilisation’ as a tool
for shaping a divided world (Bowden 2007, p. 5).sTformulation also led to the
argument that a hierarchical relationships betwtbese two worlds was necessary and
desirable (Jahn 2005, p. 196). Considering thistpdhis chapter examines two
formulations of the ‘standard of civilisation’, tffiest of which — the ‘classical’ standard
— emerged in the mid-nineteenth century, and therct the ‘contemporary’ standard —
in the post-Second World War era. After investiggtihe incarnation of these two
separate dimensions of the standard, the focusthapter turns to the transformation
from the classical to the contemporary standarde €Ramination of this change
underlines the ongoing relevance of the concephefstandard of civilisation in the

history of international politics.

® In his early essayCivilisation (1836), Mill suggested that civilisation was theiréct converse or
contrary of rudeness or barbarism” (Mill 1836, f).4~or Mill, there was civilisation where humansres
densely gathered and dwelled “in fixed habitatiarg] largely collected together in towns and viisgy

in which commerce, trade, agriculture and manufaagucould flourish (1836, p. 46). In such socsfi
people cooperated to achieve “common purposesge laodies” for “social intercourse” (1836, p. 46).
On the other hand, Mill described that barbarisiiste’ where there were only “a handful of indivibya
wandering or thinly scattered over a vast tractcofintry” and where there was “no commerce, no
manufactures, no agriculture, or next to none” @.88. 46). From Mill's perspective, ‘uncivilised’
individuals neither enjoyed the pleasures of hatimgr own society, nor those of interactions vather
societies. Mill concluded that the elements oflgation existed “in modern Europe, and especiatly,
Great Britain, in a more eminent degree, and itate f more rapid progression, than at any otkegep
or time” (Mill 1836, p. 46-7).
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The ‘Classical’ Standard of Civilisation

Reflecting on the important characteristics of Igation, exemplified in Mill's essays
in the nineteenth century, Gerrit Gong elucidatesx®plicit set of criteria for drawing
the line between civilisation and barbarism. The cfecriteria for civilisation in the
nineteenth and the early twentieth centuries wer@liows:

1. A ‘civilized’ state guarantees basic rights, ilde, dignity, and property;
freedom of travel, commerce, and religion, espbcitidat of foreign
nationals.

2. A ‘civilized’ state exists as an organized politibaireaucracy with some
efficiency in running the state machinery, and wsttme capacity to
organize for self-defence;

3. A ‘civilized’ state adheres to generally acceptedeinational law,
including the laws of war; it also maintains a detiesystem of courts,
codes, and published laws which guarantee legatguior all within its
jurisdiction, foreigners and native citizens alike;

4. A ‘civilized’ state fulfils the obligations of thenternational systems by
maintaining adequate and permanent avenues farmgiic interchange
and communication.

5. A ‘civilized’ state by and large conforms to thecepted norms and
practices of the ‘civilized’ international societ®,g., suttee, polygamy,
and slavery were considered ‘uncivilized’ and tfame unacceptable
(Gong 1984, pp. 14-5).

According to the first criterion, because civilisafestern states automatically
guaranteed basic rights to foreign nationals inirtlevn countries, non-Western
societies also had to protect those rights for Afedioreigners in their territories (Gong
1984, p. 16). Once basic rights of Western foreigmeere successfully protected, then
non-Western societies could step up a ladder tawtrd title of civilised states. In
contrast, if non-Western nations failed to guarariasic rights, the West would label
them uncivilised (Gong 1984, pp. 15-6). It signdltkat they fell into the trap of the
hierarchical system in which state sovereignty wasied, and the imposition of

extraterritorial jurisdiction was justifietl.

* As will be discussed in chapter three, Japan Wss @meated very differently from major Western
powers with the forcible establishment of unequedties after having failed the test of ‘civiligati. It is
also important to point out that there was convanikexibility as to what constituted the basichtg of
Western nationals. Although several rights, suclire@sdom of travel, commerce and religion may be
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The second criterion, the establishment of an sfflegovernment, was related
to the acceptance of the Westphalian state-sysiemntry into the circle of civilisation.
For non-Western countries to be regarded as avdlishey had to have an effective
political institution (Gong 1984, p. 16; Keene 20Q%. 6-7). John Westlake, an
influential international lawyer in the nineteentbBntury, for instance, argued that a
civilised state had to possess not only “an old atable order of its own, with
organised force at the back of it”, but also hablédounded upon “the principle that the
institution, whether of government or of justicehieh the inhabitants of a state find
suitable to themselves, must normally be accepsedu#ficient for the protection of
foreigners among them” (Westlake 1914, p. 103). tiéflks contended that “[w]hen
people of European race come into contact with Acaarand African [and also Asian]
tribes, the prime necessity is a government undategtion of which the former may
carry on the complex life to which they have beeamuatomed in their homes”
(Westlake 1914, p. 143). Therefore, in relationtiie protection of basic rights, the
standardisation of the political organisation artdtes sovereignty rooted in the
Westphalian political system was crucial for a Mgastern nation to join civilised
international society.

In addition, a civilised state had to be capablereelling any external
aggression from barbarians (Gong 1984, p. 17). taa, however, was easily turned
from defensive behaviour to more offensive and eggjve behaviour in the name of
civilisation. It was evident from Mill's argumenhdt a civilised government “cannot
help having barbarous neighbors: when it has, ninoaalways content itself with a

defensive position, one of mere resistance to aggre” (Mill 1859, p. 378). Military

included, as Gong assesses, “the [Western] foresgseemed to benefit from any ‘right’ gained in any
sphere” (1984, p. 16). There was a high chance wihat they wanted as basic rights could later be
constituted as their ‘basic rights’ in the namécofilised’ rules.
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interventions against those who were considerexdgeeous’ barbarians were, therefore,
often justified as ‘civilising missions’, a term wh was often invoked in support of
military imperialism and colonialism.

Following the commitment to the protection of bagights and the
establishment of a central sovereign governmemthan necessary requirement for the
title of civilisation on the international stage svthe observance of international law
(Gong 1984, p.17; Schwarzenberger 1955). Intermatiawyers such as John Westlake
argued that international law was the very fourtdabf civilisation. For this reason,
once non-Western countries were able to commit seéras to the observance of
international law, civilised states would welcorherh joining the circle of civilisation.

In addition to the observance of international lahe creation of certain consistent
domestic laws was expected in non-Western sociédigsessibility of written civil and

criminal laws, independence of court systems, atatceptable jurisprudential

underpinnings for their domestic legal systems’enessential conditions for them to be
considered civilised (Gong 1984, p. 18). In shtrg observance of international law
and the reform of domestic laws compatible with ¢éissence of Western international
law became both compulsory requirements and ingesifior non-Western societies to

gain the title of civilisation.

® As Henry Wheaton argued, however, international eas always limited to the civilised peoples of
Europe (Wheaton 1866, p. 15). According to Wheatotgrnational law was not ‘international’, rather
the law amongst Western states. It was, therefooee accurately seen as ‘Western’ international asv
Antony Anghie points out, active international laxy in the nineteenth century such as Westlake and
Wheaton believed that the imposition of Westerernmational law over the uncivilized non-Westerns
states was essential to bring them up to the hiiglaliof civilisation (Anghie 2005, p. 54). Indeed,
uncivilised people in Asia, Africa and many otharts of the world had to observe this Western-gentr
law of nations, which inevitably undermined the ornjance of their own legal systems. The observance
of Western-based international law was seen as rtaumoin wartime particularly when considering the
extent to which non-Western states were able talwcnwar in a ‘civilised’ manner. The importance of
the observance of the laws of war was quickly usided by Japan when it waged the war against China
in 1894, which will be addressed in further deltiér.
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Fourth, the establishment of an effective diplomammunication path was
vital to be considered civilised. Diplomatic comnzation was understood as a catalyst
for the export of social, political and legal kn@dfje to non-Western societies. In turn,
this idea would reinforce “dialogue and consentpnewn rules and institutions” (Bull
& Watson 1984c, p. 1) and “[rleciprocal interes{&ong 1984, p. 18), which were
considered to be the basis of civilised internalicommunity. Furthermore, since the
principle of non-intervention under the supreme il state sovereignty was the crucial
rule in Western international relations, unwanteastons within civilisation were to be
addressed through effective diplomatic dialoguelusT as proper tools for their
international interactions, diplomacy became onthefkey criteria for civilisatiofi.

The final requirement for civilisation was to bebaaccording to the accepted
norms and practices of civilised states, which w@sveniently flexible, and as Gong
argues, “most subjective” (Gong 1984, p. 19). Aliplo non-Western societies may
have met the first four criteria for civilisatiothe fifth requirement that non-Western
nations had to conform to accepted norms and pexctepresented “an intuitive effort
to guarantee the general acceptability of its [West's] cultural practice before
declaring it ‘civilized” (Gong 1984, p. 19). Inithregard, as Anghie puts it, “[a]ll non-
European societiesggardless of whether they were regarded as comlglgirimitive
or relatively advancedwere outside the sphere of law, and Europearegoprovided
the model which all societies had to follow if theyre to progress” (Anghie 2005, p.
62, emphasis added). Hence, no matter how muchNestern societies attempted, the

bestowing of the civilised status was in the hawfd&/estern states, indicating that there

® As will be examined in further detail in chapthree, the Japanese policy of self-imposed isolistion
was seen as unacceptable behaviour by the majaeYiiggowers, and it led them to label the Japaasse
barbarians (Neumann 1963, pp. 30-1).
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was little or no space for non-Western nationsémanstrate their social, political and
cultural or even legal legitimacy.

The classical standard of civilisation explaindab\ae, therefore, seemed to
designate a set of social, political, legal, andwative criteria that non-Western states
had to adopt in order to gain full recognition loéir own sovereignty. Due to the nature
of imperialist expansionism in the nineteenth centihowever, the standard of
civilisation served as a clear borderline betwagiligation and barbarism, establishing
the hierarchical relationships between them. Hisabrexperience also provides many
examples of aggressive imperialism and colonialgntivilised states in the name of
civilising missions in barbaric societies (Anghie@0%; Bowden 2002a; 2004b; 2007;
Fidler 2001, p. 142; Gong 1984; Mozaffari 2001,2p1; Schwarzenberger 1955, p.
220). By means of civilising missions, complex teigues such as colonisation,
assimilation and protectorates were imposed by ®vespowers upon its outside
(Anghie 2005, pp. 67-90). In this regard, there wa®nnection between the concept of
the standard of civilisation and some degree diffjed violence conducted by Western
states in the name of the “promotion @tilization” in order to expand ‘peaceful’

international society in the nineteenth centurydife 2002, p. 98).

" The hierarchical relation between the West and rtbe-West in accordance with the standard of
civilisation was also comprehended and replicated powerful non-Western state such as Japan,ibnce
attempted to gain the title of civilisation. As Wile discussed in chapter three, the Japaneseamtpto
gaining the title of civilisation in Asia, was sileai to the way in which the Western powers had heta
towards Japan. Having being recognised as a @tlilistate in Asia by international lawyers such as
Westlake, Japan began utilising Mill's logic of fdifentiation and hierarchisation between Japan and
other Asian countries, in order to justify its oaggressive military colonialism and expansionisrthie
guise of the promation of civilisation. Japan reated the behaviour of the West and justified fitaglthe
only civilised state in Asia, just as the Westdiates had maintained the same logic previously.l&Vhi
this complexity will be investigated in chaptereatr questions as to how the idea has evolved ipdke
Second World War era are addressed in the follow@ugion.



20

The Emergence of the ‘Contemporary’ Standard of Ciulisation

With the end of the Second World War and the rushdéecolonisation, some

international lawyers and scholars rejected thevesice of the classical standard of
civilisation. Hersch Lauterpacht (1947), for exaempargued that the concept faded
from international law to the extent that, in hisrds, “international law knows of no

distinction, for the purpose of recognition, betwegvilized and uncivilized states

within and outside the international community ofilized States” (Lauterpacht 1947,

p. 31n). Schwarzenberger also argued during thel @dar era that the imposed

judgement of civilisation vanished from practicésnbernational law (Schwarzenberger
1955, p. 227). From this perspective, it appearst tthe demarcation between
superior/civilised states and inferior/barbaric minies is no longer relevant for

understanding the contemporary world.

Nevertheless, it is likely that the standard oflig&tion that was recognised in
the nineteenth century have faded in post-Secondd/Wdar international law, but this
did not necessarily signal that the concept haol &ished from international politics
(Bowden 2004b, p. 52). Instead, some elementsctraprised the classical standard of
civilisation may have persisted in the new inteoral order. Christopher Hobson
(2008, p. 83), for example, argues that the clatstandard of civilisation may have
become formally extinct, yet traces of the congeptained in the pluralist order of the
post-Second World War period, grounded on sovergigependence and equality. It
may be more accurate to argue that the standactvibation has evolved into what
can be called the ‘contemporary’ standard of @eatlion. The important requirements
for civilised states are not based primarily upoa five standards seen in the nineteenth

century. Rather, a more ideological and value-ladéstinction is crucial for the
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contemporary standard of civilisation. Specificatlye three dimensions of adherence to
human rights principles, democracy, and the meameace have constituted the basic
norms for the identification of legitimate theretiyilised states.

In terms of human rights principles, Jack Donneltgues that internationally
recognised human rights have become a pillar obthedard of civilisation (Donnelly
1998, p. 1). He goes to claim that human rightpresent a progressive late twentieth-
century expression of the important idea that md#gonal legitimacy and full
membership in international society must rest irt pa standards of just, humane or
civilized behaviour” (Donnelly 1998, p. 21). In shiight, commitment to the sufficient
protection of human rights principles is a clearasmwement for judging international
legitimacy of statehood and therefore civilisation.

Donnelly’'s argument is based upon international madive and legal
frameworks. TheUniversal Declaration of Human Rightand the International
Covenant orCivil and Political Rights(ICCPR have created the foundation for this
proposition. The second paragraph of the PreanmueAaticle 1 of the United Nations
Charter also contributed to it as it acknowleddeat tall individuals determine “to
reaffirm faith in fundamental human rightsCliarter of the United Nation4945).
Hence, according to Donnelly, this contemporarysiger of the standard of civilisation
founded by these texts, protects “us from the brésvaof a pristine sovereignty that
would consign countless millions of individuals aredtire peoples to international
neglect” in contemporary international politics (elly 1998, pp. 15-6). For this
reason, the idea of universally recognised humgintsiprinciples constitutes a pillar of

the contemporary standard of civilisation.
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Closely related to human rights principles as tlvst fmeasure of the
contemporary standard of civilisation, liberal demazy is another requirement needed
for states to be considered civilised today (Hob206@8), although the principles of
democracy has remained controversial (Anghie 2p0285). Regarding the concept of

the standard of civilisation, Schwarzenberger aldgoethe efficacy of democracy:

This criterion [of civilisation] gives the key tonderstanding whether, and to
what extent, democratic States may claim to be miefksed than totalitarian or

authoritarian systems; why it is useful to distiisubetween groups which are
called savage, because they have not yet reacheda@preciable stage of
civilisation, and groups which may be termed bddmaiecause they have
forsaken civilisation (Schwarzenberger 1955, pi8-2)L

More recently, the most well-known thesis on toigit is Francis Fukuyama®he End
of History? (1989). Fukuyama argues that liberal democraapasfinal stage of the
intellectual evolution in the form of governancelkByama 19895.

Following Fukuyama’s argument, the ‘universalityf bberal democratic
principles has particularly become an essentiah e the contemporary standard of
civilisation in the post-Cold War era. In relatitmthe universal human rights principles,
Franck argues that the international political eien has shifted towards “a clearly
defined democratic entitlement, with national gonerce validated by international
standards” (Franck 1995, p. 139). Thus, with thd ehthe Cold War, the central
guestion regarding government is no longer whetleenocracy is the best governance
system, but rather “whether global society is retyan era in which only democracy
and the rule of law will be capable of validatingvgrnance” (Franck 1992, p. 49).
Furthermore, the representation of a state on ftiternational stage “should be

dependent upon its government satisfying the systestandard for democratic

8 Although the promotion of liberal democracy asthro standard of civilisation was particularly esid
after the collapse of the Soviet Union, Americascupation for Japan’'s post-Second World War
reconstruction was also clearly driven by this dfelirhis point will be investigated in further diétia
chapter four.
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validation” (Franck 1995, p. 139). In contrast, #iesence of democracy could generate
the violation of basic human rights thereby thregieace (Franck 1995, p. 134). In this
regard, democracy is the only choice for all staiesgovern themselves as it is
considered another key dimension of the contempatandard of civilisation.

This point is also evident from some internationafmative and legal texts.
Article 21 of theUniversal Declaration of Human Rightecognises a right of every
citizen to participate in “public affairs, directlyor through freely chosen
representatives” Universal Declaration of Human Right$948). Article 25 of the
ICCPRalso emphasises the importance of representatigov@rnment lfiternational
Covenant on Civil and Political Righi®966).

The argument in favour of ‘democratic validatiorashalso gradually been
reinforced by international organisations (Bowd@02a; Franck 1995; Hobson 2008, p.
86; Stivachtis 2008, p. 76). The United Nations, ifsstance, did not tend to use the
term ‘democracy’ during the Cold War, but it hasdewtly revealed its own preference
in the rise of the democratic norm as a legitimagstem of governance. Taking a
statement of the United Nations Security Councilohetion 253 in 1968, Franck
argues the absence of democracy could pose a tioreaternational peace, because
“‘compliance with the norms prohibiting war-making inextricably linked to
observance of human rights and democratic entit@m@ranck 1995, pp. 136-7).
Bowden (2002a, p. 11) gives us a more recent exgngiing the United Nations
General Assembly Resolutions of 1997. The Generssefbly encouraged the
Secretary-General to pursue an active role in deamtisation in many parts of the

world:

® This resolution was terminated under resolutio® 46 1979. The whole texts are available from
http://www.un.org/documents/scres.hRetrieved: 27 October, 2007.
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As a universal concept, democracy has retainedagfseal throughout the
centuries. It has more practical relevance to dniations activities now than
ever before. In the late 1990s, the internatior@hrunity witnessesoup
d’états threats of rebellions, corruption of officialsdaproblems in elections,
governance and transitions to market-economies ahaily basis. All these
difficulties are related to questions of democrasythe world approaches the
twenty-first century. As the international commuyndeals less with interstate
wars and more with internal conflicts, democrat@atas gained an immediate
relevance for millions who aspire to achieve itplementation. The United
Nations has an obligation to these peoples acrbesworld to devise a
revitalized programme of work with greater unitypmfrpose and coherence of
action. The system-wide process of reform on whilsh Organization is
embarked provides a timely moment for it to doBoeg(United Nations General
Assembiy1997).

This resolution implies that democracy is an acgptand civilised governance system
and thereby a legitimate “political conditionalityfStivachtis 2008, p. 76), as it is
integrated with the protection of human rights piptes and the maintenance of peace.
Overall, as Hobson argues, “[d]emocracy has takethe conceptual characteristics of
‘civilisation’, associated with notions of progresievelopment, modernisation and a
host of other laudable traits” (Hobson 2008, p. 85)

In the post-Second World War era, a well-knownagkr from the United
Nations Charter — a “threat to the peace” —, has become an integral dimension in
the emergence of the contemporary standard ofisatibn. Despite the fact that there
may be a potential danger of overuse of the phtasegarly period of the post-Second
War era showed a relatively positive start. Theas an emphasis on the absence of war,
or the outlawing of war, under the United Natiortsa@er. In particular, aggressive war
was outlawed in Article 2.4 with the declarationtioé illegitimacy of the threat or use
of force against territorial integrity, politicahdependence or for other any reason
incompatible with the purpose of the United Natig@harter of the United Nations
1945).

In the post-Cold War period, ‘active’ contributions address a threat to

international peace and security have become timapy focus on the international
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stage. Authorised United Nations members are fegitly able to take necessary
actions (inevitably including the use of force) farthreat to international peace and
security. Under the auspices of Chapter VII, a wiglege of peace operations such as
nation-building and election monitoring for pronastiof democracy, and humanitarian
military interventions for the protection of humaights principles, have often been
validated through the initiatives of internationalganisations such as the United
Nations (Annan 1997; Boutros-Ghali 1992). Donnefigt example, argues for the
moral legitimacy of humanitarian military intervenis in situations where genocide
and humanitarian emergencies break out (DonnelB2R0OMoreover, because of the
‘universal’ norm of the protection of human righigrnando Teson suggests from a
legal perspective that the people who are at ridedous human rights violations have
the right to seek help from outside. In his wortlsJumanitarian intervention can be
defended as a corollary to the right to revolutieictims of serious human rights
deprivations, who have rationally decided to reagjainst their oppressors, have a right
to receive proportionate transboundary assistanckiding forcible assistance” (Teson
1992, p. 68). He goes on to argue that humanitanerventions on the grounds of
protecting universal human rights principles arppt@priate cases” (Teso6n 1992, p.
93f).

A recent case of humanitarian intervention has draattention to the
legitimacy of the use of force for humanitarian gase without the authorisation of the
United Nations Security Council. North Atlantic &tg Organisation (NATO)
intervention in Kosovo, 1999, in particular, wasdarstood as necessary for civilised
member states of NATO to deal with barbaric humghts abusers such as Slobodan

Milosevic. Mehdi Mozaffari argues that measuredliy standard of civilisation, the air
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strike conducted by NATO represents “the most irtgrdrintervention, an intervention
as usual”, because the prevention of ethnic cleagnand genocide “aBumanitarian
belongs to the new standard of civilization” (Mdazaif 2001, p. 262). In this regard,
effective contributions to address threats to ma&onal peace and security are
expected of civilised states, on the grounds tiey have a ‘responsibility’ for playing
a role as members of the family of nations.

In the wake of the war on terrorism in the posti€eyber 11, 2001 world, anti-
terrorism issues have become more acute for thatem@nce of peace and security in
international society, showing a more obvious cweraspect. The United Nations has
passed a large number of related resolutions, ecioves and statements. Amongst
them, Security Council resolution 1373 has demanidadunder Chapter VII, all states
should take the necessary means to maintain iriiena& peace and security against
terrorism The United Nations Security Coun@001). Furthermore, at the individual
state level, Japan amongst other countries questigblished anti-terrorism legislation.

In addition to the legal framework for the war enrbrism at both the state and
international level, a large number of statemensnfworld leaders have invoked an
image of antagonism between civilisation and basbar United States President
George W. Bush announced that “[c]ivilization aretrdrism cannot coexist. By
defeating terror, we will defend the peace of tlwele/ (Bush 2002c). This discourse of
the war on terrorism in the world, as Bowden arguetineates the clear cleavage of
two dimensions between “the civilized defenders edkerything that Civilization
represents and the barbarous terrorists who oppasd want to tear it down” (Bowden
2007, p. 4). As Richard Jackson also argues, tme@wéerrorism is constructed through

the political discourse exemplified in Bush’s staénts that depict a clear dichotomy
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between good and evil, superiority and inferioribnd civilisation and barbarism
(Jackson 2005). In this view, the means to maintaiernational peace and security
becomes inevitably connected to military practiegminst ‘barbaric’ terrorists. The
outbreak of the Afghanistan War in 2001 and the Ivdar in 2003 are two major
examples of this war on ‘barbaric’ terrorism.

The three particular dimensions mentioned aboveurman rights principles,
democratic norms, and anti-terrorism measures -e len closely linked with one
another in the post-September 11 period. Larry Dian(1992), for instance, claims
that terrorism tends to prevail in states where a@w=atic norms are lacking, and
conversely a democratic state does not “sponsmrigm against other democracies”.
For Diamond, the terrorist attacks were a convig@rample of his belief that not only
are military and operational components esseitidlalso a long-term political strategy
is vital for winning the war on terrorism (Diamor2D02, p. 2). To this end, the
expansion of democracy is the most important fabewause bad governance and the
lack of democratic principles generate fertile sddr terrorism (Diamond 2002, p. 2).
From this perspective, the promotion of democragyan effective way to defeat
terrorism, thereby bringing a lasting peace ondaba@l scale. Here, the protection and
the promotion of liberal democracy has become émdral responsibility for all states to
deal with ongoing terrorism issues, consolidatihg tdea of the ‘contemporary’
standard of civilisation. As Hobson demonstratéeg, peaceful nature of democratic
states “helps to represent and inform [its] ‘viffughile non-democracies increasingly
are targeted as obstacles on the road to ‘perpetaale™ (Hobson 2008, p. 88). For this
point, Bush emphasises this deeper distinction &etwour’ democratic defenders and

‘their’ terrorism after the outbreak of the Iraq WWa
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In the long run, the only way to defeat the testsris by offering an alternative
to their ideology of hatred and fear. So a key congmt of our strategy is to
spread freedom. History has proven that free nstame peaceful nations, that
democracies do not fight their neighbors. And sp,allvancing the cause of
liberty and freedom in the Middle East, we're biigghope to millions, and

security to our own citizens (Bush 2005a).

It is now evident that through three phases — thiel @/ar, post-Cold War and the post-
September 11 eras — three synchronised dimensiongprise the idea of the
contemporary standard of civilisation: the protaetiof human rights principles,
democracy, and contributions to peace. These taotitons include the illegitimacy of
aggressive wars, participation in peacekeeping iamss and more recently,

participating in anti-terrorism campaigns.

The Evolution of the Idea of the Standard of Civilsation

As has been outlined in this chapter, the classi@aidard of civilisation was conceived
from the Western states’ encounters with non-Westeuntries. The Western powers
attempted to establish hierarchical relations witin-Western states. Shaping five
standards of civilisation, the Western states irmddlem on non-Western countries on
the grounds of creating and expanding ‘proper’ amdre ‘peaceful’ international
relations. With the gradual consolidation of thestéen-style social, political, and legal
systems in the non-Western states, the standarvib$ation itself appeared to vanish
from international stage through the end of theo8dcWorld War and the era of
decolonisation. Crucial parts of this idea, suchpasple’s basic rights, a ‘proper’
centralised governance system, and the means totaimaiinternational peace and
security, however, remained as the accepted measoradentification of legitimate

states in the post-Second World War era. Frompéispective, this chapter has argued
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that the idea seen in the nineteenth century halseVinto a contemporary standard of
civilisation.

There are several remarks on the transformatiom ftbe classical to the
contemporary standard of civilisation. Firstly,haltigh it did require the non-Western
societies to respect basic rights of foreign natisnthe guarantee of the same rights to
non-Western peoples was not necessarily includedtha classical standard of
civilisation. That is, the idea of guaranteeingibaights was appliegartially, but not
universally(Donnelly 1998, p. 11, 15). Secondly, the formaafeffective government
was not precisely identified under the classicalcept. Rather, it only required non-
Western states to establish a central politicaboigation with their state sovereignty.
As Donnelly depicts, the concept of the classitahdard only outlined “a path for non-
Western states to become recognized as sovereigiiséDonnelly 1998, p. 8). Fidler
concurs:

The [classical] standard did not require that noas¥rn countries have specific
forms of government or treat their own nationalthe same way that Western
nationals had to be treated. The standard didewptire non-Western countries
to be fully Western; it merely required them toWestphalian in their ability to

interact in the international system and intermaticociety (Fidler 2001, p. 146).

In the contemporary standard of civilisation, néveless, these two elements have
evolved into moreinclusive universal and moreconcreteforms. The protection of
human rights principles amongall peoples under international norms has become a
new benchmark of civilisation (Fidler 2001, p. 148h ‘effective form’ of government

in international society in the classical idea basn considered to be liberal democracy,
which is also based heavily upon international regive and legal force. In regard to
the third dimension, the classical standard oflisafion neither clearly created a
criterion for peace nor denied the right to wage Wahe purpose was to ‘civilise

barbarians’. Rather, conquests of barbaric pedpteugh civilising missions were



30

encouraged for the purpose of the constructionexpdnsion of peaceful international
society. However, after the Second World War, dbatrons to the promotion of peace
have been brought to the forefront of internatiomdtions, thereby shaping another
element of the contemporary standard of civilisatid\ggressive wars have been
outlawed under the United Nations Charter in thety8econd World War era whilst
participation in peacekeeping missions and humaaitamilitary interventions are
recognised as responsible actions amongst legaintatilised states in the post-Cold
War era. Even more recently, taking necessary metgainst terrorism is requisite for
all states to gain the title of civilisation. Hencine concept of the standard of
civilisation has evolved from more exclusive to monclusive, and from vague to
concrete.

In the following chapter, this concept of the stamd of civilisation will be
applied to Japan. Key questions are: how and why Jegpan considered uncivilised?
What processes did Japan undertake to achieveitkheot civilisation? What were
outcomes of civilising processes in Japan? Howamaksed Japan considered by other

civilised Western states?
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Chapter 3
‘Civilising’ and ‘Recivilising’ Japan
Major attempts to bring Japan into line with the 3féen standard of civilisation have
occurred twice in history. The first began with thgival of Commodore Perry in
Tokyo Bay in the mid-nineteenth century, and theose started under the command of
General MacArthur in the years following Japan’$edé in the Second World War.
This chapter examines the discourses of civiligativat were prevalent in these two
periods in the case of Japan in order to sheddulight on the finding in the previous
chapter that the idea of the standard of civil@atias continued to evolve. In addition
to this, it reveals the complex and often hypocaitinature of the standard through

attention to what may be called the ‘double-stadiadrcivilisation’.

The First Encounter with Civilisation

Japan had had irregular contacts with Westernsstatd nationals as early as the mid-
sixteenth century, but closer interactions did develop until the nineteenth century.
As a consequence of the development of industighriologies in Western states, in
particular maritime technologies and powerful raiyt equipment (Anand 2003, p. 5),

the expansion of trade and commerce relationshgyorid the West was actively

sought, leading to the rapid conquest and colanisatf many parts of Asia, Africa and

Latin America. During this period, Japan was atnitified as a useful archipelago for
whaling vessels, and a convenient port for merckaigs sailing between the United

States and China (Neumann 1963, p. 23). It was alsource for supplies of natural

resources such as coal and water, and as a plaestdr crews (Anand 2003, p. 9;

Gong 1984, p. 167).



32

Despite these attractions for Western travelles seamen, Japanese attitudes
towards the outside world during the mid-nineteecghtury also generated negative
sentiment among Western states. In particular, ndJapengstanding self-imposed
isolationism under the Tokugawa Shogunate frusirabe United States President
Millard Fillmore, whilst the inhumane treatment me@tout to shipwrecked crews by
Japanese authorities was seen as unacceptabladi€ll1852).Two major incidents
contributed to these sentiments. The first occummb@n the American whaling ship
Lawrencewas wrecked in northern Japan in 1846, after wtiehstranded sailors were
arrested and imprisoned by the Japanese autholitids8852, ill treatment during their
imprisonment caused the deaths of some crewmenpamidconditions came to light
when theNew York Daily Time#terviewed a surviving sailor, Murphy Wellsléw
York Daily Timesl852). In 1848, a similar incident occurred. Aresthvhaling ship
Lagodawas wrecked and 15 crew members managed to lantieodapanese coast
where they were imprisoned. Again, they felt theg tondition of their imprisonment
was ‘substandard’, causing the deaths of two sai@filey & Ichiro 1990, pp. 22-9).
The negative response to this perceived ill treatroéforeign seamen, and also Japan’s
longstanding policy of isolationism was also evidienan article inThe Timeson 26"
March 1852, which clearly showed the mind-set thegian needed to be brought into
line with the accepted standard of civilisation:

Now, we deny the right of any nation situated upsmg occupying a portion of
the sea-coast of the world, to refuse all commerncigercourse with other
nations. Such a course may be tolerated by cidilizations so long as it does
not interfere with their commerce and the welfafgh® human race; but we
insist that it is the right of civilized and Chi&t nations to compel barbarians
thus situated to submit to the general law of ma&tiand to a certain degree of
intercourse and especially is it the right of &k thations of the world to have
free access to every port and every part of thetcofithe world in times of
distress and dangeftie Timed852).
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The negative sentiment towards Japan, and emefgelgngs of America’s
responsibility to bring Japan up to a higher lexfativilisation were also supported by a
navy commander, Matthew Perry, who was appointeéilbyore. Perry believed that
because Japan and its people were “weak and sebdrbas” and “deceitful”,
“extraordinary diplomacy” would be necessary foening it up for further interaction
and development (Neumann 1963, pp. 24; 30-1).indénse, the absence of both free
access to the Japanese ports and the basic rifjtiie &Western nationals served as
justification for the West to label Japan as ‘baidawhich raised the possibility of a
military-cum-civilising mission as “equivalent toqgress of mankind” (Neumann 1963,
p. 30).

Japan’s failure to live up to the required standafdcivilisation led to
extraordinary diplomacy, which resulted in the signof unequal treaties with the
United States when Perry arrived in Tokyo Bay i®3.8Perry primarily demanded the
opening of Japanese ports for the provision of keppor American ships and shelter
for their crews (Suzuki 2003, p. 14). In early 18®4rry successfully concluded the
Treaty of Kanagawavith the Japanese Emperor, which gave the UnitateStmost
favoured nation’ status prior to any other Westeowers (Anand 2003, p. 11; Gong
1984, p. 167). The treaty did not only allow theitdd States to freely use ports in
Shimoda and Hakodat®, but also permitted it to establish a Consul @ffic Shimoda
(The Treaty of Kanagawa854, Article 2; 11). Under this treaty, furthegr@ements
were made in the following years. THearris Treatyof 1858 led to the opening of the
ports at Nagasaki, Niigata and Hyd§ofor the United States, whilst losing Japan’s

autonomous power over trade and commercial tafTife Harris Treatyl858, Article

1% Shimoda and Hakodate are located in 140km soutty@@km north from Tokyo, respectively.
! Nagasaki, Niigata and Hyogo are found 960km w2&ikm north-west and 400km west of Tokyo.
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3-4). Perhaps most importantly, the extraterritguasdiction for the trial of criminal
offences committed by U.S. citizens in Japan was atknowledged in the same treaty
(Article 6). Other Western states, including thetidelands, Britain, Russia, France,
Portugal, Prussia, Sweden, Norway, Spain, and fdisiungary followed the initiative
of the United States and made similar treatiesagndements with Japan (Anand 2003,
pp. 11-2; Gong 1984, pp. 168-9). Consequently yAaaised the establishment of these
treaties as follows:

Japan has been opened to the nations of the Wedielohgs to these nations to
show Japan that her interests will be promoted doyrounication with them;
and, as prejudice gradually vanishes, we may ho@ee the future negotiation
of commercial treaties, more and more liberal, thee advancement of Japan,
and for the upward progress of our common humdBigasley 1988, p. 270).

The loss of Japan’s autonomy over tariff contraodl éime imposition of extraterritorial
jurisdiction by the Western states signified thapahese state sovereignty was now
conditional, indicating that it was considered stmnmg less than civilised and not
worthy of equal status.

In response to the sense of injustice generatatldoynequal treaties, Japanese
authorities accelerated the transformation of tbein society by attempting to fulfil the
requirements of the classical standard of civilsat Japan’s first attempt to meet these
standards was through a guarantee of the basitsraghforeign nationals. Although
there were some restrictions placed upon the montrot foreigners due to the
possibility of attacks conducted by robbers andopdiobes, Japan tried to protect
foreign nationals’ rights of freedom and propernyand around opened port cities such
as Shimoda and Nagasaki. Meanwhile, by 1870, tlssgssion of samurai swords was
also banned in order to help prevent violent ataagainst foreign nationals (Gong
1984, p. 175). Furthermore, although there wasxaedhiesponse from Japanese society

in the early stage of the Meiji Restoration (183860s), a variety of Western norms
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and practices permeated into Japanese societyeberttd of the nineteenth century.
Traditional territorial clan systems, for instaneesre replaced by new prefecture-ruled
systems. Modern education and school curricula tar reforms, new postal schemes
and railway transportation infrastructure were atgmduced, whilst Western literature,
painting, music, philosophy, architecture, religiand fashion became more popular
(Gong 1984, pp. 186-7).

In a further attempt to satisfy the classical staddf civilisation, the Japanese
government deployed its own diplomatic envoy taredestern social, political and
legal principles. The first major diplomatic missito the Western states was led by the
Minister of Foreign Affairs, Tomomi Iwakura, follaxd by Hirobumi Ito and forty-eight
ministers and officials in 1871 in order to renégiet the unequal treaties (Anand 2003,
p. 17; Gong 1984, p. 177-9). In the course of thomatic mission, the lwakura
mission observed and subsequently sought to impiem@&umber of ‘ideal’ Western
models for Japanese development in areas suchliisspdaw, education, military,
industry and agriculture (Hirakawa 1989, pp. 464-B) particular, what Iwakura
brought back from the mission was a strong sereteJémpan had to ‘catch up and even
overtake’ the West to the extent that Japan caelde the unequal treaties and play a
major role in global politics (Henshall 2004, p.).7%his aspiration assisted Japanese
domestic proponents of Western systems, and helpesblidate the restoration goal of
‘Civilisation and Enlightenment’ (Gong 1984, p. 180rurthermore, through their
experience of diplomatic travel, the Japanese semptatives learnt the importance of
diplomatic skills as a step towards gaining rectignias a civilised state.

Following Iwakura’s diplomatic experience, Japanekts undertook radical

reforms of Japan’s traditional feudal governingteys transforming it into a more
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Westphalian political system, despite the occumeat widespread internal conflicts
between traditional clans and proponents of weist@tion and modernisation (Gong
1984, p. 176). They also hastened to draft a ‘mddeonstitution and to set up a
bicameral government with the establishment oiHHbase of Representatives and Peers.
Hirobumi Ito, a leading member of the lwakura nussiinitiated the writing of a
Western-style constitution, before himself becontimg first Prime Minister under the
Japanese Imperial Constitution in 188Bespite the fact that the constitutional
representative government at the time was not trapyresentative’, due to the very low
proportion of eligible voters (approximately sixrgent of 450,000 males, who paid
sufficient taxes), the government attempted to icapg Western-style political
organisations, in order to demonstrate Japan’s datoment to the process of civilisation.
In fact, although Japanese comprehension of theameamgements was minimal, it led
to the creation of new words for ‘political partygonstitution’, ‘sovereignty’, and
‘national’ in the Japanese language (Gong 19827p).

Japan also modified its own domestic legal syst®hm¢ch was maintained by
Tokugawa’s rule-by-status, implanting the fundarakessence of the Western-based
rule-by-law jurisprudential principles (Gong 1984, 181-2). Whilst maintaining a
monarchical authority of the Emperor as the holofestate sovereignty, the Japanese
new Imperial constitution attempted to protect aiety of citizens’ rights The
Constitution of the Empire of JapalB89, Article 24). Although there were some
conditions governed by expressions such as ‘uressrding to law’, the constitution
promised the public conduct of trials and judgme(asticle 59). Moreover, the

Japanese had the right to freedom from arbitralgsgrdetainment, unfair trial or unjust
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punishment (Article 23). The adoption of a Weststyle constitutional monarchy was
another visible demonstration of Japan’s engagemightthe standard of civilisation.
Moreover, the observance of international law wks amportant for the
Japanese authorities in order to remove the impdséelling of ‘conditional
sovereignty’ and equalise its status under int@nat law. Japanese intellectuals such
as Yukichi Fukuzawa and Tomomi lwakura thought thatobservance of international
law would help Japan to achieve this goal (Anan@32@. 23). In particular, the laws of
war posed another challenge as well as a chancéafman to gain recognition as a
civilised state in non-Western regions (Gong 1984180). In short, Japan tried to pass
the test of civilisation by meeting the five critethat Gong has specified and this
marked the beginning of Japanese attempts to $teethlbel of ‘barbarism’ that many

early Western observers had applied to it.

‘Civilised’ Japan?

It is interesting to note how Japan started belgavimiernationally once it began
transforming itself to ‘catch up’ with the West. trying to live up to the classical

standard of civilisation, Japanese leaders quickbognised the utility of diplomacy

and international law for the pursuit of their figre policy goals. There were two
concrete outcomes from this recognition. Firstlye diplomatic skills that Japanese
leaders had learnt from early encounters with thestéfn powers eventually led to the
revision of the unequal treaties. Secondly, Japatésm that it had an ability to

sufficiently observe international law, particularthe laws of war, became a
‘convenient’ justification for its own military aggssion as it sought to build its own

empire in Asia in the name of civilisation (Suz@kio5, p. 139).
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With regard to the first point, after failing to igaany concessions on the

treaties at a variety of multilateral conferenahse to the Western states’ “united front”
policy for sustaining individual and collective aohtage (Gong 1984, p. 188), Japanese
elites determined that like Perry’s negotiationtloé Treaty of Kanagawan 1853,
bilateral diplomacy would help Japan to renegotate after another (Gong 1984, pp.
193-4). Japan initially succeeded in the signinghefTreaty of Amity, Commerce and
Navigation with Mexicoin 1888. Following this success, and in the shadwdw
increasing tensions with China, Britain and Japgan testablished th&nglo-Japanese
Treaty of Commerce and Navigatienalso known as thAoki-Kimberley Treaty- in
1894. Under the terms of this treaty, Britain preed to abolish its extraterritorial
privileges in Japan as soon as Japanese judidakdoecame operational. By mid-1899,
the adoption of Western-style diplomacy had seen pgtogressive outcomes of the
renegotiation of the unequal treaties with otheisWin states, such as the United States,
Germany, Russia and France. Within a decade, Japsralso able to gradually reduce
tariff restrictions with the United States and Bt (Gong 1984, pp. 191-5).
Accordingly, unlike the two and half century isabetist policy, the conduct of
sufficient diplomatic negotiations played an impatttrole in allowing Japan to join the
circle of the family of ‘civilised’ nations.

The second point of concern relates to Japan’sradbe to international law,
particularly the laws of war. The commitment amdnigpanese elites to this standard
of civilisation took a central place in supportafjust cause’ argument for the Sino-
Japanese War in 1894. Yukichi Fukuzawa, for exanpggplied the logic of civilisation:

Admittedly this was a war between Japan and Chuuagin reality [it was] a war
between civilization and barbarism. Its result vabudecide the future of
civilization. Accordingly the Japanese who recogdizhemselves as the most
progressive people of the East must be ready kd figt only for their country
but also civilization in the world. Japan shoulthek and defeat China definitely.
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It is necessary for the Japanese to fight agaihstaQuntil she surrenders herself
to civilization (Yamauchi 1996, p. 8).

Reinforcing this point, Fukuzawa went on to arghat tthe basic rights of Chinese

civilians in Japan would be protected in lightloé tstandard of civilisation:

According to the custom of civilized nations itdaly navies and armies who
fight against each other. It is usual that no hatthbe inflicted on any civilians

by enemy soldiers unless they fight against theomtsmeously. The supposition
that only soldiers fight in wars and civilians netake part in this fighting itself
is the good custom of civilization. We must realizis custom (Yamauchi 1996,

p. 9).

Following the outbreak of the Sino-Japanese Warl884, Japanese elites openly
adhered to Fukuzawa's plea for civilised behaviouwar. For instance, a Cambridge
educated international law adviser for Japan, Sakalkahashi, insisted that it was
necessary for Japan to observe international ldwsao, including the prohibition of
the employment of volunteers, the use of privateergprisals and plunders, as well as
the provision of sufficient treatment for woundegtgonnel during the war (Gong 1984,
p. 185).

Japan’s adoption of the civilised manner in wartlo@ basis of laws of war
convinced a number of Western international lawgeish as Thomas Holland and John
Westlake that Japan was indeed now a respectabtéeneof international society. In
his book published soon after the w&tudies in International Law1898), Holland
argued that Japan “conformed to the laws of wath o her treatment of the enemy
and in her relations to neutrals, in a manner wodhthe most civilized nations of
Western Europe”, whereas China gave “no indicabioner acceptance of the usages of
civilized warfare” (Holland 1898, p. 288). More dixjily, Westlake accepted that
Japan represented “a rare and interesting exanipleegpassage of a state from the

oriental to the European class” (Gong 1984, p. 185)
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Hence, claiming to be a civilised state due to sbhecessful revision of the
unequal treaties and its conformity to the lawsmaf, Japan used the same logic as
Western states in identifying China as ‘barbariic’order to justify the Sino-Japanese
War. From this perspective, Fukuzawa and othergnstobd the Sino-Japanese war as
one between civilisation and barbarism, but alsthasbest stage for Japan to show its
capability of being a civilised state (Suzuki 2003,36; Yamauchi 1996, p. 9). This
logic was also evident in the deployment of Japaregeditionary forces to Taiwan,
with the Japanese Imperial government emphasibm¢pck of effective governance by
China even prior to the war. Consequently, as smothe Sino-Japanese war was over,
the occupation of Taiwan and the subsequent aninexait Korea were also justified by
the Japanese leadership as an exercise in spreaniigation’ around Asia (Suzuki
2005, p. 138). In this light, the Sino-Japanese aval colonisation of Taiwan as well as
Korea followed “exactly the same logic used by Wiest to interfere or colonize those
‘uncivilised’ states” (Suzuki 2005, p. 156). Anasuhilarly claims that Japan “started
following ‘European’ policies of expansion in thealations with the other ‘uncivilized’
peoples of East Asia and its own neighbours” apaddelieved that the Sino-Japanese
War was “the sacred mission of the progressivdization” in Asia (Anand 2003, p.
24; 27). It seems beyond doubt that Japan’s aggyeessts emerged from the same
superior attitudes from which Western powers hadiega‘lectured’ Japan. After
making concerted and deliberate efforts to becowiksed, Japan utilised this logic to
differentiate itself from other Asian states, t@ate the hierarchical superior/inferior
relationship between them, and eventually to justs own aggressive behaviour in the
guise of the need for civilising missions. Simuéausly, in conducting their wars in

accordance with the laws of war, Japan reinfor¢eeaivilised status. Suzuki (2005, p.
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139) reveals the utility of diplomacy and interoatkl law in two respects: firstly, for
the achievement of the title of civilisation; anetendly, for a justification of Japan’s
aggressive military actions towards ‘uncivilisedsiA. It is here that the problematic
relationship between civilisation and militarisatitéecomes evident. This, as | will

argue later, remains a challenging issue in conteanp international relations.

Japan as not Fully Civilised’

Another interesting dimension in the context of ghandard of civilisation applied to
Japan at the end of the nineteenth and twentigttuges is the Janus-faced nature of
civilisation. A number of historical examples cam ¢iven to show that Japan was not
consideredully civilised in international society, despite itsgoing efforts to live up to
the standard of civilisation. The way in which fheple Intervention was conducted by
France, Germany and Russia in the year followieg3mo-Japanese War illustrates the
‘second-class’ status of Japan at this time. Adtghieving victory in the Sino-Japanese
War in 1895, Japan expanded its territory to inelpdrts of China. Yet, despite Japan’s
commitment to civilised reform and a commitment rton-intervention in the war
between China and Japan made by the Western sthéeshree Western countries
intervened to overturn the China-Japan compensatbeme in order to protect their
own interests in the Liadong Peninsula. This incided Japanese leaders to believe
that their efforts to adhere to international lawdadiplomacy in order to gain
recognition as a civilised state were meaninglesficating that only military power
mattered in the conduct of international affairméAd 2003, p. 36; Gong 1984, p. 196).
The Triple Intervention, therefore, is a key featur understanding the development of

aggressive Japanese imperialism and militarismS#sry asserts, “the psychological
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effect of the Triple Intervention lasted for decadeNow [Western states] were

distrusted, despised even, as hypocrites” (Stod801p. 127). The overturning of the
compensation scheme led Japan to conclude thatublelstandard of civilisation” was

applied to Japan. This meant that Japan was uonddrby the Western powers as a
civilised, but not fully civilised state.

This double standard of civilisation was also ewidin the context of the Paris
Peace Conference in 1919, after the First World .WAr the conference, Japan
attempted to insert a racial equality clause in@owenant of the League of Nations.
This clause aimed at formalising the equal standingapan with other Western states,
but did not give the same equality to other Asianintries (Shimazu 1989, p. 94).
Despite the apparent inconsistency, the Japanésgatien persisted in the inclusion of

the clause in their preferred draft the Covenant:

The equality of nationals being a basic principldhe League of Nations, the
High Contracting Powers agree to accord,sasn as possible, to all alien
nationals of states, members of the League equdljuest treatment in every
respect, making no distinction either in law ofant, on account of their race or
nationality (Shimazu 1989, p. 95).

Although the clause was not included in the finafl a further attempt was made by
Japan to insert the phrase “by the endorsemertteoptinciple of equality of nations
and just treatment of their nationals” (Shimazu 9,98. 96). Although eleven out of
seventeen participant states in the conferencedviotfavour of the clause, United
States President Woodrow Wilson denied its plac¢éhénfinal document due to his
insistence on unanimity in the conference as esdeatthe subsequent enforcement of
the Charter (Miller 2002, p. 392).

One factor behind Wilson’s denial of the racial &gy clause was his belief
that the insertion of the clause would allow untedi Japanese migration to the United

States. Wilson, furthermore, believed that a raequality clause would generate
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domestic problems in the United States and elseayhasofar as it might provide
oxygen for autonomy movements amongst African-Aocars or other immigrant
groups, as well as complicating the British decidation of India (Shimazu 1989, p.
99). In this regard, Western states were not oalyctant to accept a new and non-
Western power, but also they were not preparedidoess any unwanted consequences
generated by the racial equality clause (Shima839,19. 99). This experience indicated
the difficulty of Japan’s quest for equal statusgsrewhen Japan adopted Western norms
and practices to adhere to the standard of cititisa

A further example of the double-standard of cialisn against Japan was the
prevention of Japanese immigrants to the UnitedeStkom purchasing and leasing
farm land, and also owning companies with agricaltuand holdings under the
California Alien Land Actin 1913 (Higgs 1978, p. 218). At the time of naation,
State Attorney General Ulysses S. Webb explicithtesl that the objective of this act
was “to limit [the Japanese immigrants’] presengecbrtailing their privileges which
they may enjoy here; for they will not come in kangumbers and long abide with us if
they may not acquire land” (Higgs 1978, p. 215)adtdition to this provision of the
California Alien Land Actthe right of naturalisation for Japanese migraotshe
United States was also denied whilst some immigraugre forcibly moved from their
homes to concentration camps with the coming ofS&eond World War (Higgs 1978,
p. 205). From this perspective, as both Suzuki %2@0 139) and Gong (1984, p. 199)
argue, Japan was not understood as being on thelsaet as civilised Western states.

In the context of the classical standard of cigtiisn in the late nineteenth and
the early twentieth centuries, therefore, Japamaited to become a civilised state, and

on the surface, its entitlement was given by séwAf@stern international lawyers such



44

as Holland and Westlake. Replicating Western behayilapanese leaders emphasised
their own full commitment and adherence to bringanglisation to Asia, and used a
similar argument for justifying the war against rbaric’ China. On a deeper level,
however, Japan was understood to be a civilisad #tat had not reached a degree of
civilisation equivalent to major Western powers. #s been seen from three historical
experiences — the Triple Intervention, the failofehe insertion of the racial equality
clause in the Covenant of the League of Nationd, dacriminatory acts against the
Japanese in the United States —, Japan was fatedwvat might be better termed the
‘double-standard of civilisation.” From this perspee, the example of Japan helps
illustrate the complexity of the classical standafdcivilisation and simultaneously
reveals the inconsistencies and injustices that bmycarried out in the name of

civilisation.

MacArthur and the Contemporary Standard of Civilisation

The reactions to Japanese aggression in the Sedtttd War give the clearest
indication that it failed to fully reach the standi@f civilisation. The colonial invasions
within Asia and the Pacific, and the attack on Pé#arbour were, according to
President Roosevelt, “ample evidence of the flagdapanese disregard of American
rights and civilized standards” (Roosevelt 1941)isd¥sippi Representative John
Rankin, furthermore, explicitly showed his intemtito label Japan as barbaric: “the
white man’s civilization has come into conflict Wwilapanese barbarism... | say it is of
vital importance that we get rid of every Japang&ehith 2000). This tone was also
taken up by Roosevelt’s son, Elliott Roosevelt thatUnited States should bomb Japan

“until we have destroyed about half the JapaneaBari population” (Smith 2000). As
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an influential historian, John Dower noted, thesealurses among American officials
at that time were also taken up by major newspajés Hearst newspapers wrote that
the war between the United States and Japan waspéipetual war between Oriental
ideals and Occidental” (Dower 1986, p. 7). Thixdigse elucidated barbaric Japan in
the logic of the classical standard of civilisation

The Second World War, however, ended with the e&pees of atrocities
being committed on both sides. With the droppingimimic bombs in Hiroshima and
Nagasaki, and Japan's subsequent defeat Br\t§ust, 1945, an American occupation
for the purpose of post-war reconstruction begameaiately. Statements made at that
time clearly indicate that this occupation was éniby the concept of the contemporary
standard of civilisation, with particular emphaplaced upon the protection of human
rights, liberal democracy and demilitarisation. mrdhis perspective, this section
examines the process of Japan’s adoption of theseigles through three key
elements: America’s initial occupation policy, tvating of a new constitution, and the
establishment and conduct of the Tokyo Tribunal.

The contemporary standard of civilisation can bensm several important
guidelines for the American occupation of Japanyal as in the statements made by
General Headquarters or the Supreme Commanderddkltied Powers (GHQ/SCAP),
Douglas MacArthur. With respect to the guidelingsere were three important
documents relevant to the ‘recivilising’ of Japarstly, the Potsdam Declaration
prepared by the United States, Britain and Chin2@hJuly, 1945, outlined the Allied
Powers’ plans for Japanese reconstruction. It lgleeted the following:

The Japanese military forces, after being complewisarmed, shall be
permitted to return to their homes with the oppuoitiuto lead peaceful and
productive lives Potsdam Declaratiod945, Article 9).
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We do not intend that the Japanese shall be enkks/@ race or destroyed as a
nation, but stern justice shall be meted out tawalt criminals, including those
who have visited cruelties upon our prisoners. Jaganese Government shall
remove all obstacles to the revival and strengtigeif democratic tendencies
among the Japanese people. Freedom of speecHigidmeand of thought, as
well as respect for the fundamental human rightdl $fe establishedPptsdam
Declaration1945, Article 10).

ThePotsdam Declaratioset out the need for the complete demilitarisatibdapan for
future peace, whilst establishing democracy forgharantee of human rights principles.
It is interesting to note that prior to the defehtlapan, and even prior to the victory of
the democratic bloc in the post-Cold War era, thpdrtance of democracy as part of
the contemporary standard of civilisation was ayegecognised as an essential aim of
Japanese reconstruction.

The second relevant document, theited States Initial Post-Surrender Policy
for Japan(U.S. Initial Policy, laid down the guidelines for the American ocdigraof
Japan. Reflecting on the basis of the objectiveth@Potsdam Declarationthe U.S.
Initial Policy repeatedly underscored that democracy, humansrighhciples, and
peace were the three ultimate objectives for tlwdnstruction of Japan, whilst the
punishment of war criminals was also essentigbalticularly emphasised the United
States’ desire that Japan would have to confordetnocratic principles to respect “the
freely expressed will of the peoplePdtsdam Declaratioril945; U.S. Initial Policy
1945). Furthermore, individual liberties and theuguntee of fundamental human rights
would need to be respected. These included thedreeof religion, speech, assembly
and pressy.S. Initial Policy 1945). Importantly, the policy indicated that tbeited
States intended to have a ‘hands-off’ policy fopalds democratisation. If this was a
genuine commitment, it would mean that democracylivdnave to be established by

the Japanese citizens via democratic processes.
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MacArthur’s personal plans, which he summarisedrgo his arrival in Tokyo
in August 1945 and revealed in his memoir latesp dhighlighted the aims of the
American occupation of Japan. The priorities MabArtmade were consistent with the
Potsdam Declarationand the U.S. Initial Policy in terms of three points:
democratisation, the complete elimination of Japamilitary power, and the
punishment of war criminals. In order to constracpeaceful and democratic Japan,
MacArthur then determined to “[m]odernize the cansibn” (MacArthur 1964, p, 282).
Hence, the common aims in thiotsdam Declarationthe U.S. Initial policy and
Macarthur’'s own thought were to create the guidsliior the process of restoring
democracy, human rights principles, and peace, oéllwhich constituted the
contemporary standard of civilisation in concerthwvery liberal norms. It is also
important to note in terms of commonality that theecuments acknowledged that the
punishment of war criminals had to be conductedugh trials, whilst reconstructing a
responsible society amongst the Japanese people.

In addition to these guidelines, the importancehef contemporary standard of
civilisation was also illustrated in MacArthur'sagtments. Immediately prior to his
arrival in Tokyo in August 1945, MacArthur stressbd victory of the West in the war
against ‘barbaric’ Japan:

The struggle is now over — the cause of right amstige has prevailed.
Christianity, democracy, and the essence of Westdtare have survived — and
the East is about to be opened to an enlightened vdterein its peoples
progressively may attain that higher degree of hudignity which the war has
been fought to preserve (Whan 1965, p. 146).

In MacArthur's eyes, Western culture would now ghten Asia which had been
subjugated by Japan, and would provide the frditswlisation that had been enjoyed
by Western states for centuries. This idea thatthited States was a great ‘civiliser’

for the re-enlightenment of Japan became more ob\io MacArthur’s first speech in
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Japan in September, 1945. Undoubtedly, MacArthlie\eed that he was the second

greatest leader of American civilisation in Asie¢end only to Commodore Perry:

We stand in Tokyo today reminiscent of our counpmCommodore Perry,

ninety-two years ago. His purpose was to bringafmad an era of enlightenment
and progress by lifting the evil of isolation toetHriendship, trade, and
commerce of the world. But alas the knowledge thergained of Western

science was forged into an instrument of oppresai@mhenslavement. Freedom
of expression, freedom of action, even freedonmhotight were denied through
suppression of liberal education, through appealuerstition and through the
application of force (Whan 1965, pp. 151-2).

For MacArthur, despite Perry’s effort to civiliseaphn in the 1850s, Japanese leaders
had taken advantage of civilisation and used #dbieve ‘evil’ ends. With the victory
of Western civilisation against barbarism, howeWacArthur believed that it was high
time for America to educate Japan about ‘the psxyoé humankind’ again. In this light,
MacArthur came to conclude: “To the Pacific basis lcome the vista of a new
emancipated world. Today, freedom is on the offesdemocracy is on the march.
Today, in Asia as well as in Europe, unshacklegfe=oare tasting the full sweetness of
liberty, the relief from fear” (Whan 1965, p. 15R)acArthur determined that, as Perry
had done in the 1850s, he could ‘recivilise’ Japaaccordance with his liberal thought
and the contemporary standard of civilisation hyiating the drafting of a proper and
acceptable new constitution, which he understoati@®enchmark of Japan’s post-war
reconstruction guidelines (MacArthur 1964, p. 302).

In the immediate post-war situation in Japan whie memory of atrocities
was clear, it is easy to understand why MacArthtongly supported the importance of
a pacifist constitution. MacArthur's infamous naicidated the importance of the
demilitarisation of Japan. It was the only option for the new Japamrder to be
considered a legitimate and civilised state. Acocwly:

War as a sovereign right of the nation is abolishlppan renounces it as an
instrumentality for settling its disputes and e¥enpreserving its own security.
It relies upon the higher ideals which are nowrisiyy the world for its defense
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and its protection. No Japanese Army, Navy, or Barce will ever be
authorized and no rights of belligerency will evee conferred upon any
Japanese force (MacArthur 1946).

MacArthur, furthermore, emphasised the importanc@arifist principles as Japan’s
moral responsibility:

What will foreign countries say if a provision istained that Japan will keep
armed forces? They will obviously think that Japsrplanning to rebuild its
armed forces. Therefore, if you think about whathis good thing to do, Japan
should take moral leadership by stating clearly itheenounces war (Finn 1992,
p. 99).

This argument was also taken up by MacArthur’s eiss®, Head of the Government
Section, CourtneWhitney. He felt that the renunciation of war ire thew constitution
would “[afford] Japan the opportunity to assume theral leadership of the world in
the movement towards lasting peace” (Whitney 194@jeed, this process of drafting
the new constitution was led by MacArthur's desitestransplant the principles of
democracy, human rights, and pacifism into Japamthascontemporary standard of
civilisation. These efforts by MacArthur and hisasiates will become more apparent

when examining the fruit of their labours, f@enstitution of Japan

Civilisation and Pacifism in the Constitution of Jgan
Emphasising primarily a cosmopolitan-pacifist viewhe Constitution of Japan

acknowledged that all human beings had the righv¢oin peace. It read as follows:

We desire to occupy an honored place in an intiematsociety striving for the
preservation of peace, and the banishment of tyramd slavery, oppression
and intolerance for all time from the earth. Weoggize that all peoples of the
world have the right to live in peace, free fromarffand wantThe Constitution

of Japanl946, Preamble).

As a pathway towards peace, the constitution pioeld that not only Japanese citizens,

but all people of the world had the right to livea peaceful environment, announcing
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that “never again shall we be visited with the bmrof war through the action of
government” The Constitution of Japat®46, Preamble).

In order to put this aim of lasting peace into pica; Japan constitutionally
renounced any war for the resolution of internaloconflicts. The constitution also
affirmed that Japan should not possess any miltapability. The most crucial part of

this practical pacifism was illustrated in Artide

Aspiring sincerely to an international peace baeadjustice and order, the
Japanese people forever renounce war as a soveighgrof the nation and the
threat or use of force as means of settling inteynal disputes.

In order to accomplish the aim of the precedingageaph, land, sea, and air
forces, as well as other war potential, will neber maintained. The right of
belligerency of the state will not be recogniz&tié Constitution of Japat946,
Article 9).

Reflecting on MacArthur’s liberal views and his el@hination during the drafting of
the constitution that a democratised and demiiéati Japan would assume moral
leadership in the world, this clause proposed Japgaactical contribution to a peaceful
futurewithoutany military mean$?

In addition to the renunciation of war, the demtisedion of Japan was also
guaranteed in the constitution. The Preamble sthisicthe Japanese people should not
only maintain liberal democracy by “acting througir duly elected representatives in
the National Diet”, but also secure “the blessing$iberty throughout this landThe
Constitution of Japari946, Preamble). It also proclaimed the paraméeatures for

democracy:

12 This point is similar to what Immanuel Kant arguiedoward Perpetual Peadd 795). Based upon his
belief that “[w]ar is bad in that it makes morelgueople than it takes away” (Kant 1795, p. 334anK
claims that “standing armiesn{les perpetuysshall in time be abolished altogether” (1795,38).
Hence, the establishment of the new constitutioa avaealisation of a Kantian liberal vision, whése
Japan, at least, standing armies were legally sidi. Interestingly, as Kant considers the podsikuf
voluntary and periodic military exercises for dafempurposes, interpretations of Article 9 have hiben
most controversial issues since its establishmenhis sense (Southgate 2003). It means that ajthou
Article 9 demonstrates the illegitimacy of aggressiwar and possession of military capability fa it
purpose, the question of whether it denies selfuied measures and possession of its capability timele
article still remains unanswered.
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Government is a sacred trust of the people, thboaity for which is derived
from the people, the powers of which are exercisechbyrépresentativesf the
people, and the benefits of which are enjoggdhe peopleThis is a universal
principle of mankind upon which this Constitutioa founded(Preamble;
emphasis added).

It is important to note that the tone of this stad@t was similar to the famous speech in
support of American liberal democracy made by AbrmahLincoln at Gettysburg in
1863, to the effect that government should be he&f people, by the people, for the
people” (Lincoln 1863). What is equally importantthis statement was the declaration
of the universal value of democracy for all humawkiThis indicates that the spread of
these principles as a high ideal was manifest e garly stages of the post-Second
World War era. This view becomes more obvious whensee the involvement of
Japan in the Cold War, which is examined in thiofaihg chapter.

The status of the Japanese Emperor was anothertanpessue in the process
of establishing liberal democratic principles ipdaese society. To this end, the role of
the Emperor was strictly restricted in three relateys under the new constitution: The
Emperor’s status was acknowledged as a symbokxbessive and concentrated power
system that the Emperor held in the previous ctutgth was terminated; and the
Emperor was practically divorced from any politipalwer. Article 1 acknowledged the
position and role of the Emperor by defining hintlas symbol of the state and its unity
“deriving his position from the will of the peoplath whom resides sovereign power”
(The Constitution of Japah946, Article 1). Furthermore, Articles 3 and pamted
the Emperor from actual political activities. Thengeror required the advice and
approval of Parliament for all his acts in mattefsthe state and he was entirely
responsible for his acts (Article 3). In order ttholly clarify his position as only a
symbol, Article 4 declared that the Emperor undectmerely “acts in matters of state”,

but did not possess any authority related to gawent (Article 4). The Emperor was
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only able to appoint the Prime Minister with thepegval of Parliament and posts the
Chief Judge of the Supreme Court after the desigmaif the Government (Article 6).
In this regard, the new constitution separatedpibstion of the Emperor from direct
political practices in order to ensure represevgatiemocracy.

In order to meet the idea of the contemporary stethaf civilisation, the
principles of fundamental human rights took a anplace in the new Japanese

constitution. Article 11 is the most comprehensine explicit on this issue:

The people shall not be prevented from enjoying afrthe fundamental human
rights. These fundamental human rights guaranteedhé people by this

Constitution shall be conferred upon the peopléhisf and future generations as
eternal and inviolate right3 fie Constitution of Japat946, Article 11).

This notion was reconfirmed in Article 97 wherenids stated that fundamental human
rights are “conferred upon this and future generetiin trust, to be held for all time
inviolate”. Articles 12 to 40 precisely stipulatdte respect for the principles of human
rights including, for example, “fundamental perdonghts”, which were directly
applied to the entity of the people and embodycthrecept of freedom (Herzog 1951, p.
7). These included the freedom of thought and dense (Article 19), and the freedom
of religion (Article 20). Furthermore, the constitin secured fundamental social, civil,
and political rights (Herzog 1951, p. 7), non-disgnation by race, creed, sex, social
status and family origin (Article 14), the equaldf/the vote (Article 15) and access to
all public organisations (Article 16; 17). Japanegzens were also given the right to
maintain the minimum living standards, to receigeial welfare, security, public health
(Article 25) and educational opportunity (Articlé)2 and to work for proper wages
with proper hours, breaks and conditions (Articl®).2There are also “institutional
guarantees”, which serve to protect society, soggltutions and their actions (Herzog

1951, p. 7).
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The contents of Japan’s new constitution primadilgfted by MacArthur and
his associates are, therefore, parallel with thecept of the contemporary standard of
civilisation. The long standing idea of the stamaf civilisation, whilst evolving over
time, took a central place in support of demilgarg and democratising Japan, as well

as transplanting human rights principles into @siaty, thereby ‘recivilising’ Japan.

The Judgement of Civilisation

In parallel with the writing of the new constitutiothe establishment and judgments of
the International Military Tribunal for the Far Ea@okyo Tribunal) are crucial in
illustrating the centrality of the contemporary retard of civilisation in the
reconstruction of Japan in the post-Second World #va. As has been touched upon
earlier in this chapter, the establishment of tlieubal to punish Japanese military
leaders was also a primary aim of th@sdam DeclarationtheU.S. Initial Policy and
MacArthur’'s occupation policy. In other words, wsdeJapanese war criminals were
brought to justice, the reconstruction of Japariccaot be completed. In this context, in
1946, Joseph Keenan, Chief Prosecutor, openeditidar Japanese defendants for
war crimes such as Hideki Tojo by announcing thavas not an ordinary trial: “for
here we are waging a part of the determined batttvilization to preserve the entire
world from destruction” (Ushimura 2003, p. 3). Fatmore, Keenan argued that
Imperial Japan had not only brought about extrenm@lymane acts and atrocities on
soldiers and prisoners of war, but also had irgtictbarbaric cruelties” against civilians
(Brackman 1987, p. 84). Indeed, “[the Japanese ndef#s] declared war upon
civilization” in order to destroy “democracy and iessential basis — freedom and

respect of human personality; they were determthatl the system of government of
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and by and for the people should be eradicatedvamat they called a New Order
established instead” (Brackman 1987, pp. 106; 109).

In this light, the Tokyo Tribunal was justified ithe name of progression
towards civilisation (Minear 1971, p. 45). Consaujle the general rule of the
immunity of individuals in international law (notilistanding exceptions like spy
activities and piracy) was set aside. Instead,eanpost factojustice system was
employed towards crimes against peace and humaaityed out by barbaric Japan
(Minear 1971, p. 45). The Tokyo Tribunal, as Ushianargues, was “a [framework] in
which the ‘civilized’ Allied Powers would pass juglgent on an ‘uncivilized’ and
‘barbaric’ Japan” (Ushimura 2003, p. 4).

This argument was also evident within the Stat@itthe International Court of
Justice. It proclaimed that international justicethe post-Second World War period
was not only embodied by elected members of thertGeio were representative of
“the main forms of civilization and of the principiegal systems of the worldThe
Statute of the International Court of Justit845, Article 9), but also that judgement
could be based upon “the general principles of tasognized by civilized nations”
(Article 38).1t may be said that these principles ensured thatindiscriminate fire
bombing of Tokyo, and the atomic bombings of Hiioslnand Nagasaki by the United
States were not considered crimes against humasgn though the outcomes were
extremely inhumane. In this sense, the United Staedieved that those acts were the
product of the civilised acts against barbarianse Justice meted out by the Tokyo
Tribunal was, therefore, based heavily upon theuesl encapsulated by the

contemporary standard of civilisation. A victor'sncept of the standard of civilisation
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was brought into the centre of the judgement agdimgan, and eventually the ‘victor's
justice’ became inevitable during the tribunal e (Minear 1971).

This review of the reconstruction of Japan shaafter the Second World War
has signified that America’s occupational planshsas the drafting of the ‘proper’
constitution for the Japanese people and the Japawar crime tribunal were all
justified in accordance with the contemporary staddf civilisation. MacArthur gave
a speech reinforcing this assertion after he eagtde duty in his position as a General,

claiming that:

If the Anglo-Saxon was say forty-five years of dgehis development in the
sciences, the arts, divinity, culture, the Germamse quite as mature. The
Japanese, however, in spite of their antiquity meskby time, were in a very
tuitionary condition.Measured by the standards of modern civilizatitrey
would be like a boy of twelve as compared with davelopment of forty-five
years. Like any tuitionary period, they were susibépto following new models,
new ideas. You can implant basic concepts thersh{Ni982, p. 46; emphasis
added).

Many Japanese were uncomfortable and even angrut abeing identified by
MacArthur as an ‘immature’ state. However, whatdse® be stressed is MacArthur’s
insistence on the importance of the standard alisation as the aim of the occupation
of Japan. When the United States measured Japaitsbgtandards of modern
civilisation, Japan was still immature and, therefdarbaric, which indicated a parallel
viewpoint with Perry’s opening mission in the 185Bence, from the time MacArthur
came to Tokyo in August 1945 to the time he wentkbtp the United States, the
consistent aim of the occupation was to recivillapan. Like Perry and his European
followers, who had tested Japan against the clsstiandard of civilisation, MacArthur
later set the three standards of civilisation (demaoy, human rights and peace) as a

requirement for entry into international society thee post-Second World War era.
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Japan eventually passed the test of civilisatioadnepting these liberal principles in its
democratic constitution.

Two important questions arise through studying phecess of ‘civilising’ and
‘recivilising’ Japan: what are the ramifications wdcivilising Japan led by liberal
democratic America in the post-Second World War? e¥dhat is the nature of the
relationship between the standard of civilisatiord gahe Japanese military? These
questions have become more urgent in the post-S8edforld War era as Japan has
gradually rebuilt its military power. As the nextapter demonstrates, Japan, with a
substantial assistance from the United States,irhdact succeeded in remilitarising
itself for peace Further analysis of this issue may give us a edeapderstanding of the
dangerous nexus between the discourses of ciudisand military strategy on a global

scale.
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Chapter 4

‘Civilised’ Japan in the Post-Second World War Perod

With the implanting of liberal democratic principlen Japanese society, it appeared that
Japan was now expected to assume moral leademshigrds the realisation of world
peace. The reality of post-Second World War Japanyever, was quite different.
Despite the fact that Japan had declared a papiistion in its new constitution, the
outbreak of the Cold War soon led to what is ref@érto as the ‘reverse course’; a
radical shift in Japanese and American policiesnfpacifism to remilitarisation (Finn
1992, p. 142). In this chapter, focusing upon tdyeCold War, the post-Gulf War, and
the present ‘war on terrorism’, the linkages betwedbe political discourse of
civilisation and Japanese military reinforcemergxamined. This discussion highlights
how the rearmament of Japan has been justifiedugifrothe articulation of an
antagonistic division between ‘civilised’ liberalemhocracies, and their ‘barbaric’

adversaries — communist regimes, dictatorshipsamumnghts abusers and terrorists.

The Involvement of ‘Civilised’ Japan in the Early Cold War Era

In concert with the urgent tensions of the Cold Whe strategic importance of Japan
was repeatedly emphasised in the political diseaftshe U.S. administration, dividing
the world between civilisation and barbarism. Uditetates President Harry Truman
announced in Congress in 1947 that the United Statauld now help Greece and
Turkey economically and militarily to protect fremd, and defeat communism (Truman
1947). This came to be known as the Truman Doctiinégman sought to gain support
not only from friendly states such as Britain, astler Western European states, but

also from its former enemies. Japan, in particulould become a key state in Asia
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(Nester 1996, p. 226). The significance of a nepadaas a shield of liberal democracy

in Asia, was emphasised by Secretary of State Behrson:

To me, one conclusion seemed plain beyond doubstékfe Europe and the
United States could not contain the Soviet Uniod anppress Germany and
Japan at the same time. Our best hope was to heke former enemies willing
and strong supporters of a free-world structurar(Ri992, p. 246).

To this end, America primarily put great importang®n Japan’s economic recovery as
essential to the success of the containment syratgginst communism in East Asia
(Schaller 1985, p. 77). The former President Herbkrover warned Truman at that
time that the United States would need to accegt tthe failure of Japan’s economic
recovery would lead to the “disintegration of Westecivilization everywhere”
(Schaller 1985, p. 93). George Kennan supportedvelt® observation by suggesting
that it would need to stabilise the Japanese ecgmather than punish it “if [the United
States was] going to retain any hope of healthylization in Japan in the coming
period” (Schaller 1985, p. 179). This, Kennan hedty was because Japan “would
eventually constitute the [cornerstone] of a Pac#ecurity system adequate for the
protection of our interests” (Welfield 1988, p. 2Burther statement on the importance
of democratic Japan’s economic recovery was madedogy Kern, one of the members
of the American Council for Japan, who warned Jodepdge, an economic adviser for
Washington that if the Japanese economy did nat graough, Japan might “turn to the
only alternative to Western Democracy in the wddday — communism” (Schaller
1985, p. 139).

Alongside the importance of economic recovery ipai an argument for
Japan’s remilitarisation was also put forward byekitan officials. Robert A. Fearey, a
conservative officer of the State Department, fameple, advised the U.S. Secretary of

State that the best option for the United Statesldvbe the reestablishment of Japan’s
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defensive forces, rather than pursuing its demigiggion and neutralisation (Nishi 1982,
p. 266). This view had been contradictory and ueptable during the process of the
drafting of the pacifist constitution under MacAutts supervision in 1945-6, but as
soon as the tensions of the Cold War increasedhen Korean Peninsula, the
reorganisation of the Japanese military becametédsx. By the time the Korean War
erupted in 1950, MacArthur agreed that Japan weh#pe the “western outpost of our
defense” by making Japan an ally of the United eStdSchaller 1985, p. 69). It is,
therefore, evident that through the constant ddimn of the Japanese role as ‘the
shield of civilisation’, the United States’ leadensd officials justified the necessity of
Japan’s economic recovery and remilitarisation.

Once the Korean War had broken out, the antagonistision between the
‘civilised’ liberal democratic bloc and the ‘barib@rcommunist bloc was sharpened,
whilst Japan began getting more support for itsilf@amsation efforts. Truman was
determined that the outbreak of genuine war pralidhe justification for any actions
for the survival of freedom:

No matter how the immediate situation may develepmust remember that the
fighting in Korea is but one part of the tremendstrsiggle of our time — the
struggle between freedom and Communist slaverys $tnuggle engages all our
national life, all our institutions, and all oursmaurces. For the effort of the evil
forces of communism to reach out and dominate thedwconfronts our Nation

and our civilization with the greatest challeng®ur history (Truman 1950).

Truman told Japanese officials and American ocaupyiorces more directly that
communism, aided by the Soviet Union, was “a powednd ruthless enemy”,
manifesting “the danger that arises from the plahghe Kremlin to conquer the
civilized world” (Truman 1951). If the United Statevas not prepared enough, and if
Japan was not strong enough, then communist ceartwould strike at Japan”, and

consequently it would fall into their hands (TrumE®61). Hence, through the lens of
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the standard of civilisation, Truman created aorale for Japanese remilitarisation in
order to defend ‘civilisation’ in Asia against ttieeat of ‘uncivilised’ communism.

Following this logic, Truman advised MacArthur taepare for Japan’s
rearmament. In June 1950, with the approval of BrnMacArthur ordered Japanese
Prime Minister Shigeru Yoshida to organise the dfal Police Reserve following the
deployment of 80,000 American forces from JapatiéoKorean Peninsula (MacArthur
1950). Following MacArthur's command, Yoshida autbed 75,000 new police
reserve personnel, and added an extra 8,000 coasil gersonnel onto the existing
Maritime Safety Force, for the purpose of maintagnidomestic order’ alongside
existing ordinary police (Finn 1992, p. 263). Déspghe fact that the purpose of the
establishment of this organisation was for the memance of domestic order,
minesweepers were secretly deployed in Korean watera contribution to the wider
war effort (Finn 1992, p. 266; Southgate 2003, @0QF). The establishment of the
National Police Reserve and the deployment of tlagitWhe Safety Force followed by
limited participation in the Korean War was thesffistep of Japanese remilitarisation.
As Frank Kowalski, the United States Army Colonehserved, the police reserve
became “the disguise of a new Japanese army” (E@892, p. 266). In this respect,
Hitoshi Ashida, who was actively involved in Maclhut’s drafting of the constitution,
concurred that the National Police Reserve woultbbe a tle factomilitary” (Ashida
1951).

Ironically, further remilitarisation of Japan pmted throughout the negotiations
toward a permanent peace settlement between tled Aflowers and Japan that took
place in 1951. The peace consultation incorpordtddre plans for the end of

America’s occupation, the independence of Japard #re settlement of the
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compensation scheme for prisoners of war. Top Ataarpfficials, Dean Acheson and
George Marshall, however, told Truman that the primobjective in the peace
settlement amongst the former Allied states anéddayas “to secure the adherence of
the Japanese nation to the free nations of thedveortl to assure that it [would] play its
full part in resisting the further expansion of aoomist imperialism” (Finn 1992, p.
272; Nishi 1982, pp. 275-6). The peace negotiatiehd by John Foster Dulles,
MacArthur and Yoshida generated further contradigito the pacifist norm contained
in the Japanese constitution. The outcome of theieting was the establishment of a
secret agreement for the possession of futureamylitapabilities in thénitial Steps for
Rearmament Prograri? It acknowledged that “it [would] be necessary f@pan to
embark upon a program of rearmament” if Japan wasathieve sovereign
independence. The proposal foresaw the reinforceofethe National Police Reserve,
stating that “the 50,000 men [would] mark the stdrlapan’s new democratic armed
forces” (Finn 1992, p. 279; See also Igarashi 198331; Schaller 1997, pp. 35-6). The
issues surrounding the peace negotiation indicatesl importance of Japan’s
remilitarisation as an outpost of the liberal dematic bloc against communist
expansion.

The so-called ‘democratic armed forces’ were esthbd immediately after
Japan signed the peace treaty with the former d\Bigates, and the security treaty with
the United States on September 8, 1951 in San iB@ncAs Yoshida predicted, the
existing police reserve would evolve to become “stiimg along the line of a Self

Defence Force” (Welfield 1988, p. 79), while thetidaal Police Reserve became the

3 This agreement was written after their meeting, teither the United States nor Japan officially
admitted to preparing this unnamed and unsigneeeagent in full. However, according to several
scholars, it was likely that Yoshida wrote it ($8en 1992, p. 280; Herzog 1993, p. 224; IgarasBic] 9.
331; Nester 1996, p. 253).
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National Security Agency containing some 118,008s@enel, and receiving heavy
military equipment from the United States (Maki 59%. 549). Furthermore, its
strategic aim in opposition to the Soviet Union wasparent. On the surface, the
Japanese government claimed that the main actiwityre National Security Agency
was the maintenance of Japan’s domestic peacerded ©n a deeper level, however,
the most heavily equipped units were concentratethe northern part of Japan, as it
prepared for the possible invasion of the ‘hypata¢tenemy’, the Soviet Union
(Welfield 1988, p. 80). In 1952, the Mutual Securtssistance pact from the United
States was also prepared, allowing for the intemgraif Japan into America’s Cold War
military strategy through the supply of militarycflities and training programmes
(Welfield 1988, pp. 97-8).

In order to generate domestic legitimacy for retaiisation, the Defence
Agency Establishment Bill and the Self Defence Eer@ill were submitted to the
Japanese Parliament in 1954. This eventually aig#brJapan to possess three Self
Defence Forces (Air, Ground and Maritime). Consiterthe number of authorised
personnel, about 164,500, and their equipmentaatitne (Maki 1955, p. 552; Welfield
1988, p. 82), the establishment of the Self Defdfarees can clearly be understood as
an early stage in the development of ordinary amjiforce.

The initial policy of reconstruction for a ‘neutisdd and demilitarised’ Japan
that MacArthur had repeatedly insisted upon, almosmpletely vanished from
America’s occupation scheme once the tensionseo€thld War emerged (Gaddis 1982,
p. 78; Igarashi 1985, p. 324; Schaller 1985, p.1&®)nversely, the establishment of
sufficient military power to ‘normalise’ Japan bemaan urgent goal of America’s post-

war reconstruction. It was a turning point in Angafs occupation policies, signalling
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the beginning of the end of strictly interpretedpal@ese pacifism. With the
announcement of the Truman Doctrine, the UnitedeStdetermined not to ensure the
former enemy’s totatlemilitarisation but to create a new ally througbmilitarisation

to be the ‘bastion’ of civilised states againseavrbarbaric enemy in Asia. Furthermore,
by inserting the idea of the standard of civilisatithe image of the Cold War became
parallel with the picture of the war between cgaliion and barbarism. In this light, the
antagonistic distinction between civilised liberdemocratic states and barbaric
communist states became a powerful driving forgettie remilitarisation of Japan in

the name of the protection of civilisation.

Not Fully Civilised Japan, Redux

As has been investigated in the sections aboveretinditarisation of Japan occurred
through the articulation of an antagonistic disseudividing liberal democracies and
communist states. It was ironic that the UnitedeStand Japan reversed their course in
such a short period of time, from the declaratibpacifism in the liberal democratic
constitution immediately after the Second World Warthe remilitarisation of Japan
with the rise of Cold War tensions. This is, hoeewnot the only way of demonstrating
the complex dimensions of Japan’s ‘normalisatianthe post-Second World War in
relation to the discourse of civilisation. JustJapan had been faced with the double-
edged sword of the classical standard of civil@ats discussed in chapter three, so it
came again to be considered a somewhat ‘seconsl-giede in accordance with the
contemporarydouble-standard of civilisation in the Cold Waa.gbeorge Kennan, for
instance, argued that it would be crucial for thetéd States to “bring back the strength

and the will of [the Japanese] peoples to a poimere they could play their part in the
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Eurasian balance of power, and yet a point noas@advanced as to permit them again
to threaten the interests of the maritime worldhef West” (Gaddis 1982, pp. 38-9). His
argument was taken up by President Dwight Eisenhowbo argued that although
Japan could be a member of civilisation, the Uniéates should be very careful not to
press “too high standards of military readiness” Japan (Brands 1986, p. 395).
Tellingly, Dulles also revealed his vision that 8ezurity treaty arrangement “amounted
to a voluntary continuation of the Occupation” (Bley 1985, p. 313; 1992, p. 78;
LaFeber 1998, p. 297).

This assumption of a ‘second-class’ Japan was aisdent in the issues
surrounding the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty of 19%tticle 1 of the security treaty
stated that Japan would accept the establishmemilibhry base camps for the United
States military which would be used:

to contribute to the maintenance of internatioredqe and security in the Far
East and to the security of Japan against armadkaftom without, including
assistance given at the express request of thedsp&overnmerid put down
large-scale internal riots and disturbances in Japeaused through instigation
or intervention by an outside power or powers @etil; emphasis added).

Although it required a Japanese request, the Un8&des was, therefore, legally
allowed to militarily intervene in Japanese donwestiatters ‘in order to maintain
internal order’. The American personnel were alesoptted to use force to put down
Japanese riots and disturbances, which were, $dange, assisted by communist states
outside Japan. Considering the fact that thereneasiutual agreement between them,
this security alliance was not equal in nature.hBgtas some American officials
admitted, the security treaty can be understoaa @mntinuation of the occupation after
Japan’s independence. In this regard, the UnitateStconsidered Japan as something
of an immature and potentially unstable state (HggR004a, p. 97; lkenberry 2004;

Kingston 2007; Welfield 1988, p. 25).



65

Subsequent attempts were made to abolish thisecldusang the process of
revising the security treaty in 1960. Yet, thisvpege for American occupying forces
was repeated as a more ambiguous legal statemeaht irevised treaty, which still
exists today. In Article 6 of the revised secutitgaty (J.S. Japan Revised Security
Treaty 1960), the United States’ military forces werengea the use of facilities and
areas in Japan for the purpose of contributing ttee “security of Japan and the
maintenance of international peace and securitthénFar East” (Article 6). On the
surface, the United States appeared no longeni®e tie right to intervene militarily in
Japanese internal matters. There was, nonethelesgjarantee that the United States
would not identify Japan’s domestic disturbancea Hweat to the security of Japan and
the maintenance of international peace and seduaritye Far East. Indeed, there was an
undeniable possibility that the United States caantdrvene in Japan, by arguing that
domestic conflicts represented a threat to Japaeturity (LaFeber 1998, p. 320;
Welfield 1988, pp. 143-4). Whilst perhaps more aubus than in the unequal treaties
of the nineteenth century, it may be argued thatdibuble-standard of civilisation was
again embedded into the security alliance systetwdamn the United States and Japan
in the Cold War era.

Another example that highlighted the notion of Japaubordinate status was
the establishment of th8tatus of Forces Agreement between the United sStatd
Japan(Status of Forces Agreemel®60). The following statement restricted Japanese
criminal jurisdiction in some situations surrourgliéimerican personnel:

The custody of an accused member of the UniteceStatmed forces or the
civilian component over whom Japan is to exeraisisgliction shall, if he is in
the hands of the United States, remain with thdaddnStates until he is charged
by Japan (Article 17.5 (c)).
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That is to say, until the time Japanese prosecunalisted the suspects in court, the
Japanese authorities would not legally be allowedhave access to and examine
American personnel who were suspected of commitiegme in Japan and who were
secured by the United States military prior to geamnrested by the Japanese authorities.
This would mean that an investigation by Japane$iegowould potentially be delayed
due to the lack of accessibility to the suspechatTs, prosecutors would be unwilling
to make a formal indictment due to the lack of ewice caused by the delay of police
investigation (Johnson 2004). If the American railjt forces managed to secure an
American military suspect within their bases beftire Japanese police did so, then
they would legally be immune from criminal justicey matter how serious the crime
committed was alleged to be.

According to Chalmers Johnson, an implicit reasehiid the creation of this
agreement was that Japanese police investigatiocegures were different from the
American ones. Japanese criminal law allows twémtge days to pursue questions
without consultation with an attorney, release ail br habeas corpusearings. The
United States claims that those processes couldt iedalse confessions and violations
of human rights of the personnel (Johnson 20049mFthis perspective, Japanese
criminal jurisdiction did not meet the ‘Americanastlards’ so that privileges over
American personnel became essential. Inevitablthi;yargument, there was a force of
political language that was animated by Kennangertiswer and Dulles. Different
treatment between the Japanese people and Amamdaary personnel under the
Status of Forces Agreememtas perhaps the clearest example of the Janud-face

standard of civilisation. In parallel with Japae’periences in the nineteenth century in
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accordance with the classical standard of civiligatit can be understood as the

contemporary “extraterritorial” agreement with tbeited States (Johnson 2004).

Japan as a Promoter of Civilisation in the Post-Cal War Era

Francis Fukuyama (1989) has argued that the cellapshe Soviet Union has meant
the end of the divided structure between the Wedtsc and the Eastern bloc. It did
not, however, account for the end of the antagoristween civilisation and barbarism
per se It is more accurate to argue that dictatorshypartny, human rights violators
failed (or failing) states or terrorism were idéetl as ‘new’ enemies for liberal
democracies in the post-Cold War era. In this sitna Japan and the United States,
under their close military alliance, continued &nforce Japan’s military roles on the
grounds of the maintenance of peace and secunti, ib the Asian region and in the
Middle East.

When the Saddam Hussein regime invaded Kuwait iguati 1990, President
George H. W. Bush announced that this crisis wasrénthan a military attack on tiny
Kuwait; it was a ruthless assault on the very essef international order and civilized
ideals”, and emphasised that this was an actioh“th@ must do together to defend
civilized values around the world” (Bush 1990a, Begenerating the discourse of
civilisation and barbarism that was also seen duthe early Cold War period, the
United States began pressing Japan to activelyibatd to its war efforts. For instance,
the United States Ambassador to Japan, Michael Mmagost called for the
deployment of Japanese personnel to provide medindl logistical supply, and
transportation support. He also asked for minesimgemissions operated by the

Maritime Self Defence Force in the Persian Gulfig8da 2004, p. 46). In response to
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this demand from the United States, Japan provid&] $13 billion toward the war
effort and deployed minesweepers for post-conflectonstruction missions (Cooney
2007, p. 39).

These contributions, however, led to a domestipules over whether the
deployment was beyond the ‘Ban on Overseas Despgiolicy, which was a
fundamental principle of the Self Defence Forcegssiits establishment and over the
constitutionality of Japan’s activities (Keddell9® p. 32-35; Southgate 2003). For
many Japanese citizens at that time, the deployofeminesweepers — even after the
war — was understood as an unconstitutional actomn was considered a radical
change in Japanese foreign policy. In responsene’rMinister Toshiki Kaifu
announced that Japan did “as much as possible m&lygwas possible” without
completely undermining the constitutional committienpacifism (Reid 1991).

In contrast to the Japanese government’s hopen3afinancial contribution
created a wave of further criticism from the Unitetates. It was not only labelled as
“too little, too late” (Calder 1992, p. 36; Neila®91; Reid 1991), but also as one
Democrat argued in th@/all Street Journal Europelapan’s ‘passive’ contributions
would become a “major irritant in the relationshipith the United States (Mossberg,
Kempe & Lehner 1991). The U.S. Secretary of Stieajes Baker, also criticised Japan
by saying that “[y]Jou are beginning to fully appise your national capabilities - and
your responsibilities”, but that “[yJour ‘checkbooKliplomacy, like our ‘dollar
diplomacy’ of an earlier era, is clearly too narfofFriedman 1991; George 1993, p.
564f). The common criticism amongst those statemevds a reflection of a high
expectation from the United States that Japan bddkie a responsibility in playing a

sufficient role in their military-cum-security aince system, as America’s ally. In other
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words, as a responsible liberal democratic staigad had to appreciate its own military
power and roles, in order to contribute to the agref the civilised world through the
deployment of Japanese troops. The effective usis ofvn military would be the only
way Japan could take a moral leadership positiotinénpursuit of international peace
and security.

America’s criticism of Japan’s ‘passive’ role in mve led Japan to rethink
how it could take American pressure off (Yamagut@92, pp. 169-70). It also led
Japanese politicians to consider how the governmeamtd manage domestic pressures
over issues surrounding the principle of pacifissntained in Article 9. The balance of
these two difficult assignments was the key forahese diplomacy in the post-Gulf
War era. A solution was found in Baker’s suggestlaat if a similar conflict happened
in the future, Japan could not repeat the sameak@stRather it would have to take a
more active role on the international stage, suslparticipation in United Nations
authorised peacekeeping missions (Friedman 1991).

Taking America’s advice seriously, Japanese pdite sought a way for Japan
to take American pressure off, and show its pasitittitude as a responsible state. For
instance, Ichiro Ozawawas actively bargaining with other leaders duriing process
of making the bill for peacekeeping missions. Hision was illustrated in a report
written by a study group on peacekeeping orgariyedzawa:

Peaceful means alone will not always be sufficifemt achieving the eternal
human goal of ‘the banishment of tyranny and shkavesppression and
intolerance’. In the course of the endeavor to gmes ‘an international peace
based on justice and order,” there may be timesnwtie international
community must band together to fight tyranny (@eot993, pp. 572-3).

* 0Ozawa was Secretary-General of the Liberal DentiocRarty at the time of the establishment of the
PKO Lawin 1992, and currently the President of the DemticiParty of Japan.
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Ozawa'’s belief was based upon the words in thenflseof the Japanese constitution
that in order to achieve an honored place in iatéonal society striving for the
maintenance of peacé&l{e Constitution of Japah946, Preamble), Japan would need
to be more actively involved in United Nations damwed full-combat peace
enforcement operations (George 1993, p. 752; Hugk@®4a, p. 50). Ozawa,
furthermore, suggested the need for Japan’s madneeand inevitably military roles in

peacekeeping. He argued that:

There is an idea of ‘noblesse oblige’ amongst peopthe Western countries. It
means that people who possess wealth and powerahaweial responsibility.

Today, Japan has become an economic superpowean Japs become

successful in achieving wealth through world tradag to the peace and
stability of the world. [In the post-Cold War erdgpan has a responsibility to
contribute to the maintenance of peace (Ozawa 1293.4).

With its foundation in this argument, tHeaw concerning Cooperation for United
Nations Peace-Keeping Operations and Other Openat{B.K.O. Law was eventually
established in 1992.

It is important to assess Ozawa’s argument of tdmgernporarynoblesse oblige
for peacekeeping in relation to the distinctionwsan civilisation and barbarism. As far
as Ozawa’'s argument goes, liberal democratic Japarsocial and moral responsibility
on the international stage and it should, thereftwe more responsible in fighting
against tyrannical or illegitimate states. Rolamdi$argues that peacekeeping missions
in the post-Cold War era, which include peace-bogdand to a larger extent, nation-
building,*® have attempted “to ‘transplant’ the values andititsons of the liberal
democratic core into the domestic affairs of pegihhost states” (Paris 2002, p. 638).

Given this argument, the primary aim of Japanesgeaparticipation in peacekeeping

> Amongst Japanese officials, the word ‘peacekeéfsneften defined in a broader sense. It rangemfr
peace making, peace support, peace reinforcemdrpeace building operations to state/nation-bugdin
operations. Due to the common usage of ‘peacekgepinthe Japanese government and international
community, the term is used in this broad sensautiirout this thesis.
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missions can also be seen as an effective trartafilam of civilised liberal democratic
values and institutions into barbaric rogue statedictatorships.

The superior/inferior “ideological assumption” (Ra2002, p. 637) in relation to
liberal democracy was also very evident in Japadgdematic policy at that time. In

its Diplomatic Bluebook 1992Japan stated that:

[pleace, in a true sense, should not simply meaabaence of conflicts. It must
guarantee such values as freedom, democracy andnhuights. From this
viewpoint, Japan attaches importance to supporgéfigFms toward democracy
and market-oriented economi@iglomatic Bluebook 992).

Peacekeeping missions that Japan has conductdx ipost-Gulf War era, therefore,
vary as “some operations of new type are emergwmth complex activities for
assisting in the post-conflict nation building, lunting conducting of elections and the
monitoring of administrations during a transitiopariod” Diplomatic Bluebookl992).

In this regard, it may be more appropriate to athat by establishing the.K.O.
Law with Ozawa’s argument afoblesse obligeJapan attempted to “project an image
that it was willing to play a part in thenission civilisatric&, in order to respond to
international criticism and domestic pressure (Eu2008, p. 58). Furthermore, it also
intended to promote liberal democracy as “the phexg'standard of civilization™ that
unstable states would have an obligation to aciceptder to gain full recognition of
statehood in this post-Cold War world (Paris 2002,650). For this reason, Japan
understood that participation in peacekeeping dp&® was the responsibility for
liberal democratic Japan. This mind-set, howeves still very much within the notion
of the standard of civilisation and civilising m®s in ‘barbaric’ or war-torn regions:
that civilised states had a responsibility to cealbarbarians (Abe 2008; Paris 2002, p.

651).
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The Re-energised U.S.-Japan Security Alliance at ¢hend of the 1990s

As the 1990s progressed, the discourses of wareleetwivilised liberal democracies
and their enemies contributed to the further reogdment of Japan’s military power.
Determined to play their part in the defence oéfil@m and promotion of international
peace and security, Japan participated in peaceigespssions in many places, such as
Cambodia in 1992, Mozambique in 1993, Rwanda i418® Golan Heights in 1996
and East Timor in 1999rbe Ministry of Foreign Affair2005). At this time, terrorists,
human rights abusers, anti-democratic forces arahty were categorised as the ‘new
enemies’ of civilisation. Bill Clinton, for examplergued that international terrorist
attacks such as the bombing of the World Trade €2ent1993, the sarin gas attacks in
the Tokyo subway and the Oklahoma City bombing985Lhad to be understood as

“guerrilla wars against humanity” (Clinton 1995)eite:

Like communism and fascism, they spread darkness l@ght, barbarism over
civilization. And like communism and fascism, theyll be defeated only
because free nations join against them in commasecaVe will prevail again if,
and only if, our people support the mission. We afeer all, democracies. And
they are the ultimate bosses of our fate (Clint@®5).

From this perspective, Clinton attempted to coms$taunew’ form of enemy in order to
maintain the clear structure of the discursive aBvibetween ‘civilisation’ and
‘barbarism’ under the ‘new world order’. He did by overlapping images of these
‘new’ enemies with those that had existed in th&,puch as communism and fascism.
Within these discourses of war between civilisedral states and terrorists or
human rights abusers, a re-energised securityae#tip between the United States and
Japan was seen as crucial for both countries. if$tenfajor shift came in 1996 with the
Japan-U.S. Joint Declaration on Security — Allianfe the 2f' Century —(Joint
Declaration, which emphasised “the profound common value$ivben both countries.

Clinton and Japanese Prime Minister Ryutaro Hastomationalised the continuation
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of the security treaty for “the maintenance of meathe pursuit of democracy and
respect of human rightsJ¢int Declaration1996).0n a more practical level, a major
shift in the meaning of the security treaty can deen in the expansion of its
geographical scope through the declaration. Asptiegious security treaty explicitly
noted {U.S. Japan Revised Security Trea®60), American and Japanese responsibility
was limited to the ‘Far East’, which only includét region of the northern Philippines
as well as Japan and its surrounding area, sut¢heaKorean Peninsula and Taiwan
(Katzenstein 2003, p. 171). Yet, by using ambigutarsninology in the newloint
Declaration the geographical scope of the same treaty wasnd&t to the ‘Asia-
Pacific’, which ultimately would include other pamf Asia and Oceania, such as China,
Indonesia, Australia and New Zealand as well asfiPdsland states (Hughes 2004a,
pp. 13; 101).

Further revision of Japan’s security cooperatidthwhe United States came
about with the agreement on tlg&uidelines for the United States-Japan Defence
Cooperation(Revised Guidelingsn 19972 In theRevised Guidelinedoth the United
States and Japan agreed to take defensive coaepgerattions when emergency
situations arose in the areas surrounding Japangtildelines declared that the actions
Japan could take included not only facility suppbtit also the logistical support for the
United States within Japanese territories, or ewgarnational sea and air space
(Revised Guidelines997). Importantly, th&evised Guidelineslso set practical targets

for the integration of military roles between tinotstates.

' The original guidelines, called tt@uidelines for the United States-Japan Defense €tion, were
prepared by the Carter and Miki administrationd 78 with three objectives: 1) Posture for Deterin
Aggression, 2) Actions in Response to an Armeddkttdgainst Japan, and 3) Japan-U.S. cooperation in
the case of situations in the Far East outsideapfd which will have an important influence on the
security of Japan.S. Japan Guidelinek978).
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In order to complement this military collaboratiorore effectively, changes in
Japanese domestic legislation had to be dealt Wdtien unstable situations in the East
Asian region arose in 1999, Japan achieved thegislddve changes with the
establishment of theaw on Emergencies in Surrounding Arégmergency Lavi999).
After witnessing the North Korean crises over nacléhreats, the test-launching of
missiles, and the encroachment upon the Japanes®ries by spy boats, Japan
legalised logistical support undertaken by the Belfence Forces. Under the new laws,
the Self Defence Forces could take part in oparatiocluding refuelling, transportation,
repairs and medical assistance, in support of thiget) States military exercises in ‘the
areas surrounding Japan’. In line with leent Declarationand theRevised Guidelings
the geographical boundary for Japan’s actions misluded the China-Taiwan Strait
and the Korean Peninsula, although the Middle EhstJndian Ocean and beyond was
outside this scope (Katzenstein 2003, p. 171; Maf003, p. 332). What is important
in this context is that this process of reenergighre security treaty was made possible
within the discourses of war between civilised ldedemocracy and barbaric
dictatorship, rogue states, and terrorism, as tiegbicy the former presidents George H.
W. Bush and Bill Clinton. Through this prism, thetarnational security framework
with the United States, which included th@nt Declarationand theRevised Guidelines,
was institutionalised in Japan’s domestic law.

At the turn of the millennium, further enhancemehtlapan’s military power
was encouraged by the United States senior olfi@ad academics. This attitude was
apparent in the reporfThe United States and Japan: Advancing Toward Matur
Partnership(the 2000 Armitage Reportprepared by Richard Armitage, Joseph Nye,

Kurt Campbell, Paul Wolfowitz, and James Przystoqagst others. Most importantly,
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this report criticised the heavily restricted udsenalitary force under the pacifist

constitution, although it did state that the refarhthe constitution is a domestic matter:

Japan’s prohibition against collective self-defelisea constraint on alliance
cooperation. Lifting this prohibition would allovoif closer and more efficient
security cooperation. This is a decision that dhly Japanese people can make.
The United States has respected the domestic desigiat form the character of
Japanese security policies and should continuetsod But Washington must
make clear that it welcomes a Japan that is wilinhake a greater contribution
and to become a more equal alliance partner (Agaitd al. 2000).

This statement reflected the concern of eherciseof the right to collective self-
defence — an issue that has been unresolved sapem $ained independence in 1951.
The Japanese government has argued that Japan, exideng international law,
possesses thigght to collective self-defence, but that the pacifishstitution restricts
the exercisingof this right (Hughes 2004a, p. 34). As tB600 Armitage Report
demonstrated , however, such an awkward self-céistn had to be removed to allow
for the flourishing of a “visible and ‘real’ U.Sapan defense relationship” for future
peace purposes (Armitage et al. 2000). This ulttgaimplied that the pacifist
constitution would have to be reinterpreted, and tegislation enacted, which would
allow the exercise of the right to collective sedffence under the United Nations
Charter and the existing security treaty. Heregs lthe central point of th2000
Armitage Report despite stated support for the primacy of theadape people in
making these decisions, the report was implicithbut deliberately — deploying a
political discourse that would make Japanese aficseriously reconsider the need for
further military involvement with the United Statethrough the dilution or even
removal of the existing restrictions imposed urttierpacifist clause of the constitution.
The report went on to state that Japan would havggliten its security linkage
with the United States in order to mirror the spkanilitary relationship between the

United States and Britain. It noted that “[w]e gbe special relationship between the
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United States and Great Britain as a model forathance” (Armitage et al. 2000). For
one of the authors of t000 Armitage ReparKurt Campbell, this meant that a larger
role for the Self Defence Forces would be not dphecisely what is needed to help
ensure future collaboration and reduce wastefulnddncies”, but also would be
“absolutely critical to a smooth functioning andsteffective alliance” between the
United States and Japan (Kurt M. Campbell 200Q@3ft). The report also supported the
establishment of a U.S.-Japan military-industriaimplex by collaborating advanced
technology of both nations. In this vein, it argukdt Japan should broaden cooperation
on the missile defence program to enhance the inadity of the alliance system
(Armitage et al. 2000). Emphasising the common esloef democracy, the report

concluded:

In this promising but also potentially dangeroutisg [which induces military
conflicts “on the Korean peninsula and in the Taivw&trait’], the U.S.-Japan
bilateral relationship is more important than ewafith the world’s second-
largest economy and a well-equipped and competdlitany, and as our
democratic ally, Japan remains the keystone ofult® involvement in Asia.
The U.S.-Japan alliance is central to America'sbglosecurity strategy
(Armitage et al. 2000).

Hence, it is important to understand that the wicsibn between the civilised liberal
democratic states and the barbaric others remaahdte foundation of the security
alliance system between the United States and Jdpaarder to build upon this
foundation, the report insisted on the need fohlthé amendment of the pacifist clause

and Japanese military reinforcement in order toeggse the security relationship.

Joining Civilisation’s War on Barbaric Terrorism
September 11, 2001 is understood as a turning faithe U.S. global security strategy.
American President George W. Bush, in particulegued that the war on terrorism in

the post-September 11 era was a war unlike any athein history (Bowden 2007, p.
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3; Bush 2001b, 2002a). It is fair to say that thtacks on the Twin Towers and the
Pentagon had a great impact on the security adiaystem between the United States
and Japan, even though the right to collectivedefiénce was not invokéd. In terms

of the dichotomy between civilisation and barbaribmwever, it can be seen as another
restatement and reinvigoration of the politicatdisgrse on civilisation.

It is evident in Bush’'s speeches that the terrcaisacks were perceived as
“barbaric acts” because, according to him, “a grotiparbarians” declared war on the
civilised side (Bush 2001c). From this viewpoirhite tcurrent war on terrorism is “not,
however, just America’s fight, and what is at stékeot just America’s freedom. This
is the world’s fight. This is civilization’s fightThis is the fight of all who believe in
progress and pluralism, tolerance and freedom” iE2@01a). In this era of the war on
terrorism, according to Bush, the world has nownbdwided into two spheres: the
world has to choose “[e]ither you are with us, ouyare with the terrorists” (Bush
2001a).

In parallel, this emotive language was also use&titysh Prime Minister Tony
Blair shortly after the attacks. For him, the war t@rrorism was “a struggle that
concerns us all, the whole of the democratic andize#d and free world”. Thus, in
order to protect ‘our’ civilisation from “the appdus of terror [and] the evil of mass
terrorism in our world”, the United States, Britand their allies, such as Japan, must
take cooperative actions (Blair 2001, cited in Ba€l91d). Blair also gave a moral

dimension for the cause of war:

Their barbarism will stand as their shame for &rmity... This mass terrorism
is the new evil in our world. The people who pergtet it have no regard
whatsoever for the sanctity or value of humandifel we the democracies of the

In contrast to Japan, Australian Prime Ministenléloward invoked the Australia, New Zealand and
the United States (ANZUS) Treaty established in118% exercise the right to collective self-defence
between Australia and the United States for thet fime in its history (Garran 2001).
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world, must come together to defeat it and eradidat This is not a battle
between the United States of America and terrorism, between the free and
democratic world and terrorism. (Blair 2001).

The imagery of the ideological war between demaocea terrorism was also taken up
by some Japanese politicians and academics. Quieklyonding to Bush and Blair,
Japanese Prime Minster Junichiro Koizumi argued tha terrorist attacks were
“barbaric acts” (Koizumi 2001). Kazuya Sakam8torought Ozawa’s view of civilised

states’noblesse obligéo the forefront of his argument:

Japan has to be responsible as a civilised stateat. Wi are witnessing isthe
war against barbarism, which takes advantage otwiisation. Therefore, as a
civilised state, Japan must cooperate with othatestin order to protect our
civilised society (Sakamoto 2001).

Major Japanese newspapers from across the polsigattrum also supported this
simplistic distinction, writing that Al Qaeda ands@&@na Bin Laden were “abnormal”,
“anti-human”, “barbarous”, and “devils” (Saft & Oftea 2006, p. 88). What became
obvious in these discourses of terrorism was tlatdideaders such as Bush, Blair and
Koizumi amongst others attempted to ‘barbariseséheho are considered terrorists. In
doing so, they consolidated the image of the wawéen the civilised ‘good’ and the
barbaric ‘evil’, and brought this picture into tbentre of the global military strategy on
the war on terrorism. This discourse, then, congegethe world, and in particular to
those in the civilised liberal democratic statebowhe enemy was, and how such an
immoral enemy should be dealt with.

From this perspective, America pressured Japdaki further cooperative and
responsible actions against terrorism. Deputy $agreof State Richard Armitage, for

instance, warned that the United States did not Wapan to make “the same kind of

18 Sakamoto is a Political Science professor of Oddkiversity and a member of the former Prime
Minister Abe’s advisory panel, the Meeting of Ségu€Council. This group has sought the possibitify
exercising the right to collective self-defencetdils are available in Japanese from Cabinet Saiagt
Cabinet Public Relations Officehttp://www.kantei.go.jp/ip/singi/anzenhosyou/ind&xl Retrieved:
November 15, 2007.
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controversy” that it had made during the Gulf WarlB90-1. Alluding to the eruption
of negative sentiments over Japan’s ‘checkbookodipky’, also known as Japan’s
“Gulf War Syndrome” (Hughes 2004a, p. 46), Armitagrged that “[y]Jou’ve got to
show the flag and show the flag in far-flung looas from Japan...as a good ally and
as a good citizen of the worldBBC Radio 42002). By deploying such rhetorical
language, Armitage emphasised the importance adnlamleeper involvement in the
military exercises in support of Operation Endurifgeedom, in particular the
deployment of Japanese troops to Afghanistan.

The terrorist attacks and subsequent pressurerajedeby the United States
contributed to the establishment of tAati-Terrorism Special Measures Lafinti-
Terrorism Law2001). Under this legislation, the deploymentajjahese personnel was
legalised for the purpose of logistical support Aonerica in the war on terrorism. The
key point of this legislation was the further widen of the geographical scope for
Japanese military involvement, and the expansiolegdl legitimacy of the activities
conducted by the Self Defence Forces on foreigris.sd?reviously, under the
Emergency Lawn 1999, Japan had set a narrower geographicalfarehe legitimate
logistical support for the United States. This natlincluded the Indian Ocean or other
territorial areas such as the Persian Gulf. UnideAnti-Terrorism Law however, there
was no longer a geographical boundary for Japantigitees. Instead, it acknowledged
that Japan was now allowed to conduct its own djp&® on the high seas and in
foreign territories, with the consent of courgrighere actual combat was not present
(Anti-Terrorism Law2001, Article 2.3). This meant that as long asgbgose of the
deployment of Japanese Self Defence Forces waedatical support for America’s

anti-terrorism operations within non-combat zoreas] so long as consent was given
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when they were deployed, then Japan was legitimatble to send its own troops
anywhere in the world.

In addition, the operational scope for the Selfddeke Forces was also enlarged
by theAnti-Terrorism Law Simultaneously revising tHe.K.O. Law theAnti-Terrorism
Law allowed Japanese forces to conduct search anderesativities, surveillance and
intelligence missions as well as to use weaporetend not only themselves, but also
those who were under their protection, which ireMy generated a greater degree of
definitional ambiguity (Katzenstein 2003, p. 753%i@ 2002, p. 69; Sawano 2002, p.
74). In other words, thanti-Terrorism Lawabsorbed existing pieces of legislation such
as theP.K.O. Lawin 1992 and th&mergency Lawn 1999, and authorised Japan to
take a greater military role in many parts of therla in the name of the civilisation’s
war on ‘barbaric’ terrorism.

Thus, Japan’s participation in Operation Enduringeom in the Indian Ocean
and subsequent support for the 2003 invasion andpation of Iraq highlighted yet
another step towards Japan’s military reinforcemémticulating a pointed political
discourse, which was along the same lines as thHathwwas used during the
Afghanistan war, Armitage repeated that it wouldchecial for Japan to put “boots on
the ground” in order to achieve the status of atally’ to America Jiji Press2003).
Armitage’s argument that the good and responsibllg was equivalent to the
contribution of troops became evident in a stateam@nDonald Rumsfeld, U.S.
Secretary of Defence:

What's important, it seems to me, is making théntrigecisions and the right
judgments, and I've found over the years that whencountry does make the
right judgments, the right decisions, that othemrddes do cooperate and they
do participate; and that leadership in the rightdation finds followers and
supporters, just as the leadership of the UnitaedeStin the global war on terror
has found some 90 nations to assist and to coepgraimsfeld 2002).
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This statement indicated the continuing procesdraifving a very firm line to enhance
the dichotomy between good and evil. In this seassiributing to the democratisation
of Iraq, although this was not the primary ratiena wage war against Saddam
Hussein’s regime, was what civilised liberal denaticrJapan had to do in order to be a
responsible ally to the United States. Furthermitre Japanese commitment could be a
historical example of Japan’s role as a ‘good im@éonal citizen’ and successful liberal
democratic state. In line with the democratic pgarmposition (Doyle 1983a, b), Bush
argued that “[h]istory has proven that free natiarespeaceful nations, that democracies
do not fight their neighbors” (Bush 2005a), sugmestthat “the choice in Iraq is
between democracy and terrorism, and there is ddlenground” (Bush 2006).

Japan’s firm determination to take a greater mmifitamle became more obvious
when the Iraq War broke out. Another law, tteav concerning Special Measures for
Humanitarian and Reconstruction Assistance in Ifiggq Humanitarian Lawy, enabled
more than 600 Japanese ground forces to providstilce support to participant states
within ‘non-combat zones’ in Iraq (Hughes 2004b,428). Legally speaking, non-
combat zones were identified as the areas wherdaiomas not being carried out at
present and where it was recognised that combatidwoat occur whilst troops
conducted logistical suppottéq Humanitarian Law2003, Article 2.3). In this light, as
Armitage suggested, the Japanese Self Defence Eomes eventually did put ‘their
boots’ on Iraq’s soil and began participating ine@gtion Iragi Freedom. Japan
previously hadde facto participations in peacekeeping missions in sonaeqd, and
provided logistical support within the Indian Ocganor to the Iraq War, yet this was
the first time that Japan had participated in vmasupport of its ally, the United States,

since the establishment of the security treatydf11l AsThe New York Timesrote, it
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is likely that this participation in the Iraq wander thelragi Humanitarian Lawset a
precedent for further military missions for Japansupport of democracy promotion
and peace (Schmitt 2003).

More recently, following the same line as the pwas 2000 Armitage Report
The U.S.-Japan Alliance: Getting Asia Right thro@&§l20(the 2007 Armitage Report
indicated the need for the continuation of Japaniktary reinforcement. The report
suggested the need for tightening the cooperagéilations among democratic states. In
particular, democratic states in the Asia-Paciigion, such as Australia, were seen as
major players in this regard (Armitage & Nye 20@7,14). A cooperative path with
Australia has already been paved through Xhpan-Australia Joint Declaration on
Security Cooperation(2007), which emphasised their common liberal denadac
values. In June 2008, the Japanese, and Austfatiare Ministers Yasuo Fukuda, and
Kevin Rudd reaffirmed their commitment to the deypshent of bilateral security
cooperation through practical air and naval forgehanges, amongst other methods
(Japan-Australia Comprehensive PartnersBj08).

In addition to Australia, the strategic significanof India has been gradually
recognised in the context of the United States+Ja#asstralia security relationship. The
2007 Armitage Repodtressed that India made “the right choices im$eof democracy
and openness, thereby providing greater domesthalisy”, and “India’s successes in
democratic practices add buoyancy to Japan’s owtomiatic weight founded on
common values” (Armitage & Nye 2007, p. 6). It saggd that because India was now
with ‘us’, it would be a responsible and trustwgrtbtate as long as it maintained
democracy in the future. The first joint naval maity exercise between Japan, India and

the United States was conducted off the Japanesst ao April, 2007 Ifiternational
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Herald Tribune2007). On 2% October, 2008, India and Japan agreed to releatbe b
the Joint Statement on the Advancement of the Stratage Global Partnership
between Japan and Indiand theJoint Declaration on Security Cooperation between
Japan and India Recognising their common commitment to democréibgrty, and
human rights, both countries have affirmed to g#ghtheir security relationship for a
regional and global security strategy. They hawe alcknowledged the importance of
cooperative actions between the Indian Navy andlépanese Maritime Self Defence
Force in order to address ongoing anti-terrorisnasuees in the Indian Ocean. Sharing
the experiences in peacekeeping and peace-buitghatations was also understood as
an important issue for their security linkage. Theeent issues surrounding Japan and
India indicated that this idea of ‘trusting demayrawhich was found in the rationale
of the American, Japanese and Australian triangsgaurity linkage, was also seen in
the security relationship between Japan and India.

In contrast to the military linkages between therfdemocratic states in the
region (the United States, Japan Australia anda)pndhe2007 Armitage Repordlso
highlighted the importance of the security alliasgstem between Japan and the United
States in dealing with future relationships withir@2h The report warned that, unlike
democratic states, including Singapore and New afehthat shared common values
(Armitage & Nye 2007, p. 14), China could createpaential for a “values gap”
amongst Asia-Pacific states. According to the repitis gap “matters in the most
consequential form because it can rise to a ‘ole§itit” (Armitage & Nye 2007, p. 4).

In this regard, th007 Armitage Reporuggested that the United States and Japan had
to “seek to illuminate a path for China to becomesponsible stakeholder” (Armitage

& Nye 2007, p. 4), which conversely implied Chinalsrrent irresponsible statehood.
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Ultimately, this mind-set could result in the agggi®e promotion of democratisation in
China for the purpose of ‘Getting China Right’,tjas the subtitle of the report implied.

The sentiments affirming the rightness of demacraalues and the potential
coerciveness for the promotion of such values aége apparent in th2007 Armitage
Report Whilst the report suggested that stabilising Athnot mean the imposition of
their profound common values of liberalism and deraoy, it urged that democratic
states including the United States and Japan haghtato militarily intervene in the
domestic problems of the regions if necessary. Moegisely, it signalled the potential
military involvement of the democratic states tHptould] choose to address the
internal and external problems arising from trodbgates, like Burma, rather than
turning a blind eye based upon an outdated congkeffnoninterference in internal
affairs™ (Armitage & Nye 2007, p. 1). In other was, implicitly arguing the distinction
between civilisation and barbarism, the report eyed that liberal democratic
countries may have a right to conduct ‘civilisingissions (or promote democracy) in
troubled regions like Burma, or even potentiallyGhina where a ‘trust deficit’ has
remained.

In order to deal with global as well as regionauiss surrounding the war on
terrorism and China, th2007 Armitage Repontecommended a number of domestic
reforms that Japan should undertake at operatiaratkrial and legal levels. The report
suggested that in addition to the further involvamea peacekeeping missions, Japan
should prepare for hostage rescue missions andlogevbe necessary expertise.
Moreover, welcoming Japan’s recent amendment ofsarantrol principles that has
given the Japanese government an official gredn tmjointly develop missile defence

programmes with the United Statés/0do New=005), the report emphasised the need
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for the removal of all remaining arms restricti@mgl controls (Armitage & Nye 2007, p.
27)* The report encouraged the further developmerat wiilitary-industrial complex
based upon advanced technologies that Japan hatopled. It also suggested that
“Japan should consider developing a special budgetballistic missile defense”
(Armitage & Nye 2007, p. 27). All of these suggess repeated the projects that the
previous 2000 Armitage Reporhad emphasised for further development towards a
‘healthy’ and ‘normal’ security alliance systemeen the United States and Japan.
Aiming to encourage the reinforcement of Japan’stamy power in support of
the U.S. regional and global military strategy, @07 Armitage Reportirged the
passing of permanent legislation that would enalalpanese troops to be deployed
overseas. This recommendation was based upon Aareediscomfort with Japanad
hoclaws such as thEmergency Lavin 1999, theAnti-Terrorism Lawin 2001 and the
Irag Humanitarian Lawin 2003, which legalised the deployment of Selffdbee
Forces in surrounding Japanese waters in the Ind@gan in support of the war in
Afghanistan, and in Iraq, respectively (ArmitageN§e 2007, p. 22). A fundamental
criticism of this report was that the process okimgad hoclegislation was unreliable,
time-consuming and, therefore, inappropriate foealthy’ trans-Pacific military
relationships in times of international crises. Elgnin order to become an appropriate
and normal ally of the United States, Japan woakkho reform the pacifist clause in

the constitution, which continued to constrain thercise of collective self defence

91n 1967, Japan created the Three Principles orsAErport, announcing that arms and military related
equipment are not permitted to be exported to In@anist states; 2) states subject to ‘arms’ exports
embargo under the United Nations Security Counoi&lutions; and 3) states involved in or likedybe
involved in international conflicts. Whilst in 1988he Japanese government made an exception for the
provision of the advanced technologies to the Uhitgtates that were transferable to military
development, some restriction still remains suchoasfirearms, ammunitions, explosives, military
vehicles, and related equipment. See, JapRaliies on the Control of Arms Expariand its annex,
Arms and Arms Production-related Equipment Listedteam 1 of the Annexed List 1 of the Export Trade
Control Order available from http://www.mofa.go.jp/policy/un/disarmament/polimdex.html
Retrieved: May 26, 2008.
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under the security treaty. Although the reportohieally argued that “the United States,
as an alliance partner with high expectations fdg.tJapan partnership, has a strong
interest in how Japan approaches such matters” ifAgen & Nye 2007, p. 21), the
removal of the pacifist clause would still be calcfor further Japanese military

reinforcement.

Japan as a Responsible Civiliser?

America’s continuing pressure, as seen in the Aageitreports and other key statements
and documents, has eventually helped to play amp#éne ongoing debates within Japan
over constitutional reform. The question of comsittnal amendment seems no longer
taboo in Japanese politics as far as the majorepafgroposals are concerned. The
coalition led by the Liberal Democratic Party, meposed that although the principle
of the renunciation of war should be retainededognises the Self Defence Forces as
the official military forces. The proposal has aldlmwed the established military force
to participate in two kinds of actions carried 6iatr the maintenance of international
peace and security with international cooperati@mil “for the maintenance of public
order as well as the protection of life and libesfythe Japanese in times of emergency
situations” (Liberal Democratic Party 2005).

On the other hand, the opposition party, the DeataciParty of Japan, has
argued that a threat to peace in internationalespatan be dealt with via United
Nations initiatives. By eliminating ambiguous andbiiary interpretations of the
constitution, it has noted that Japan can partieipacollective security actions led by

the United Nations based upon the right of collecself-defence in the Charter. The
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proposal also claims that Japan can take part iitetdriNations-authorised multi-
national peacekeeping operations (Democratic PaiftyJapan 2005)However,
considering America’s pressure for military reimdement to ‘normalise’ the half-
century old security alliance system, and relatsdadirses discussed in this chapter,
there seems no doubt that Japan can become ohe ofdst militarily powerful states
that willingly conducts civilising missions as apensible ‘civiliser’, once the existing
constraint of the pacifist clause is removed.

The ‘normalisation’ of Japan with more powerfuldamore effective military
power may be reaching a critical juncture. In ugdgrg the Defence Department from
an agency to a Ministry to enlarge its roles andgetl The New York Time2&007), as
the 2007 Armitage Reporadvised, the ruling party is now seeking the pmoksi of
exercisingthe collective self-defence right under the curgatifist constitution, whilst
finding an opportunity to get major public suppfant a reform of the constitution in the
near future. Referring to this possibility, and igading his ambition in relation to a
healthy alliance system with the United Statesm@Minister Shinzo Abe argued that
“[w]e will have to study if we can shoot down missi that could be heading toward the
United States”Kyodo New=006). Furthermore, Abe’s advisory panel on iraéonal
security, the Meeting of Security Council, soughtlier expansion of the interpretation
of the constitutionBBC Monitoring Asia Pacific/Kyodo Nev#§07). Most recently, the
current Prime Minister Taro Aso, who was appointe&eptember, 2008, called for a
change in the government’s interpretation of theif{g constitution to participate in

collective self defence operation$he Mainichi Daily News2008)% In addition,

20 Prime Minister Aso, however, spoke dfMovember, 2008 that he would not change the ing¢afion

of Article 9 that restricts the exercise of thehtigo collective self-defenceTlie Japan Time&008).
Aso’s retraction was generated throughout dispotess the prize-wining short essay (rather than an
academic article), ‘Was Japan an Aggressor Natjomften by Chief of Staff of the Japanese AirfSel
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following on from one of the key issues betweenlUiméited States and Japan in the two
Armitage reports, both countries succeeded in di@lmissile defence testing in late-
2007, launching a missile from the Japanese Maitigelf Defence Force Aegis
destroyer (Katsumata 2007). In the same year, meredapan joined an air force
exercise with the United States in Guam, with Japanet fighters flying directly from
a Japanese base camp and dropping the first livitions in a foreign land in the post-
Second World War period. It may be correct to s#s/,0ne reporter comments, that
“Japan’s military has been rapidly crossing outngefrom its list of can’t-dos” (Onishi
2007). Indeed, it appears the time has almost doroeoss out the limitation restricting
the exercise of the right to collective self-defeno order to become a responsible,

normal and thereby ‘civilised’ state.

Defence Force, Toshio Tamogami. In his essay, Tamogrgues that the United States tricked Japan
into attacking Pearl Harbour, and denied Japanggeession in Asia and Pacific in the 1930-40s. He
concludes that “[i]t is certainly a false accusatim say that our country was an aggressor nation.”
Tamogami was dismissed soon after the publicatiohio paper. The English version of his essay is
available fromhttp://www.apa.co.jp/book_report/images/2008jyusygaiyuusyu_english.pdretrieved:
November 6, 2008.
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Chapter 5

Conclusion

The preceding chapters have examined the standaiilisation, and its continuity
over the last two centuries in the context of JapHmey have suggested that the
articulation of political discourses of civilisatipwhich have been used to distinguish
between civilisation and barbarism, is related he temilitarisation of Japan and
ongoing processes of its reinforcement. From tkeEssgective, this chapter examines
implications of the nexus between civilisation aramilitarisation in international

politics, particularly in relation to issues of i@gal and global peace and security.

The Civilised Hierarchy of International Politics

The investigation into the reinforcement of Japamniktary power and its relation to the
distinction between civilisation and barbarism international politics can be
understood as a conceptual hierarchy made up afeotmc circles that are composed
of the superior ‘civilised’ core circle and theenibr ‘barbaric’ peripheral sphere. The
line drawn between these circles is the standadivdisation, which has been playing a
part in international politics since the nineteenémtury. As some scholars, such as
Hedley Bull and Adam Watson (1984b), Gerrit Gon§84), Brett Bowden (2002a),
Edward Keene (2002), and Shogo Suzuki (2005) hageed, encounters with non-
Western societies before the early twentieth cgnti@monstrated that Western states
considered themselves as representatives of thecivilisation and this belief worked
to justify the expansion of their own social, pchi, legal and cultural norms and

practices beyond their borders. This problem iglest throughout the preceding
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Figure 1: The Concentric Circles of Civilisation ard Barbarism
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review of Japanese historical development and tieysis of the relevant debates
surrounding the discursive construction of an amt&jic division between civilisation
and barbarism.

This hierarchical division between civilised andtzaic states that was central

to the classical standard of civilisation was alterbut did not disappear, with the
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establishment of the United Nations and the onsé¢he Cold War in the end of the
1940s. Indeed, these developments heralded thalaofi acontemporarystandard of
civilisation, in which the key antagonism was dralb&tween the civilised, Western,
liberal democratic nations and the barbaric, comstufastern Bloc. With the dawn of
the Cold War era, distinguished political ideol@gyerose as a more prominent source
for drawing a line from the inside ‘core’ to thetside ‘periphery’ (Goldgeier & McFaul
1992). During the Cold War, the clash of two poétiideologies, liberal democracy
and communism, was a significant factor in the timeaof the image of the conflict
between civilisation and barbarism, to the extéat,tas George Kennan puts it in the
(in)famous report,The Long Telegram “[w]orld communism is like a malignant
parasite which feeds only on diseased tissue. i§hise point at which domestic and
foreign policies meet” (Kennan 1946). Campbellsthates his point by reference to
Kennan that “enmity towards communism and the Sdvidon functioned as a code
for the inscription of the multiple boundaries beém the ‘civilized’ and the ‘barbaric’,
‘normal’ and the ‘pathological™ (David Campbell 29, p. 195). From this basis, liberal
democracies succeeded in portraying communism @ danger to the peaceful
development of international society.

In the post-Cold War era, the ideological antagonsgen during the Cold War
has all but disappeared, but ‘other’ enemies aile cginstructed as undemocratic
dictatorships, human rights abusers, rogue states,more recently, terrorists. Max
Singer and Aaron Wildavsky (1993) assert that ihe has been drawn between zones
of peace and of turmoil on the basis of the supemmrm and ideology of liberal
democracy. A prominent goal of liberal democratiates in the zones of peace is,

therefore, “to make the international order somdwimre civilized” (Singer &
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Wildavsky 1993, p. 139). This assumption that Ebetemocratic principles play a key
role in constructing zones of peace was also taigehy the influential liberal political
philosopher, John Rawls. Lmw of PeoplesRawls drew a distinction between “well-
ordered people” and disorderly people. The formeopte are reasonably liberal,
whereas the latter people are merely outlaw stgaserating global instability (Rawls
1999, p. 5). Drawing a similar dichotomy, Goldgeasd McFaul divide the world into
the liberal core and the realist periphery (Goldg& McFaul 1992, p. 469-70). Robert
Cooper makes a similar argument to that of Rawmtdd@eier and McFaul. According to
Cooper, the post-modern world amongst liberal deatac states comprises the
civilised core as the “zone of safety”, whereaseotfmon-democratic forms such as the
modern and pre-modern worlds make up the “fragaled “primitive... zone of danger
[and] chaos”. Somalia, Afghanistan, and Iraq amedhexamples of states that exist
within this “pre-modern world” (Cooper 2000).

Hence, we might say that the end of the Cold Wanvigorated the sense of
superiority felt by the Western powers but agaiw sashift in the antagonisms that
marked the division between civilised and barbatates. Saddam Hussein’s invasion
of Kuwait, for example, was identified as nothirggd than a war against civilisation
(Bush 19904, b). In a different vein, Somalia wgzresented as a ‘failed state’ in order
to justify military intervention, peacekeeping andtion-building operations between
1992 and 1995 (Clarke & Herbst 1996). NATO’s huntemmn intervention in Kosovo,
designed to protect the Kosovar Albanians agalmsttyrannical policies of Slobodan
Milosevic, resulted in the highly controversial angent that it might be illegal, but it
was morally legitimate (Orford 2003, p. 169; SIm&®99, p. 12). These examples all

illustrated the emergence of a new discourse alisation in international politics that



93

opposed dictators, failed states, and human rigihisers to the virtue of liberal

democratic Western powers. Importantly, it was alswing this period that Japan
became firmly recognised as a representative afisation and this coincided with

increasing demands that Japan should become mibve acmilitary operations aimed

at spreading or upholding civilised values. What ttapanese example illuminates,
therefore, is that the promotion of liberal demdicrarinciples on a global scale can be
seen to lead to militarisation (and possibly viglenrather than to lasting peace.

The discourses of civilisation and barbarism hdtierefore, fed in to claims
about ‘justifiable intervention’ or ‘legitimate usd force’ in contemporary international
politics® Since the collapse of the Soviet Union, in pattc, this notion has become
the central driving force for the foreign policiesliberal democratic states. The former
British Prime Minister Tony Blair, for example, hasgued that “[lJooking around the
world there are many regimes that are undemocaaticengaged in barbarous acts...,
armed force is sometimes the only means of dealitig[these] dictators” (Blair 1999).
Furthermore, President George W. Bush has alsedrgusupport of pro-democratic
intervention as the primary objective of Americandaother liberal democracies,
claiming that:

We are led, by events and common sense, to ondusat The survival of
liberty in our land increasingly depends on thecess of liberty in other lands.
The best hope for peace in our world is the expansit freedom in all the
world... So it is the policy of the United Statesstek and support the growth of
democratic movements and institutions in everyamatnd culture, with the
ultimate goal of ending tyranny in our world. Thésnot primarily the task of

2L John Rawls, for example, argues that democratitestmust take firm action, including military
intervention, when outlaw states violate univergainciples of human rights, as such states are
“aggressive and dangerous; all peoples are sateneme secure if such states change, or are fdoced
change, their ways” (Rawls 1999, p. 81). Hencelhgtlong-term goal of (relatively) well-ordered
societies should be to bring burdened societié®, tiutlaw states, into the Society of well-ordered
Peoples. Well-ordered peoples halgty to assist burdened societies (Rawls 1999, p. &@tphasis
original). This argument is repeated by the Intdomal Commission on Intervention and State
Sovereignty, in th&kesponsibility to Proteakeport, published in late 2001 (International Casgion on
Intervention and State Sovereignty 2001).
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arms, though we will defend ourselves and our é&ehy force of arms when
necessary (Bush 2005b).

In line with this argument, th2007 Armitage Repomotes that Japan could become
involved in military actions to “address the intakiand external problems arising from
troubled states” in the region (Armitage & Nye 2007 1). It is precisely on this basis
that the reinforcement of Japan’s military rolgustified becauselapan has achieved
liberal democratic values equivalent to a high degof civilisation. Having achieved
this superior status, it now has to take a morgpoesible’ role in protecting civilisation

and countering any potential ‘barbaric’ attacks.

Liberal Militarisation and Security in the Asia-Pacific Region

The question that must be considered in this coniexDoes the protection and
promotion of liberal democracy as a superior vdahen contribute to the achievement
of lasting peace as liberal internationalists havgued? A possible answer to this
guestion may be found in the less positive dimensid the democratic peace
proposition that “liberal states have become ingdlin numerous wars with nonliberal
states” (Doyle 1983a, p. 213). Whilst many thesristew this hostility to non-
democratic states as unproblemafid, would argue that it represents a serious hazard
to the idea that liberal democracy is a superiditipal system, and that it has to be
spread in order to create a peaceful internationaglobal order. It is important to
emphasise here, as this thesis has illustratetiddmocratic states do justify their own

violence in the name of the expansion of liberainderacy as superior norms and

2 This hierarchical division between the differemtrris of civilisation and barbarism has found
theoretical support in the democratic peace litgeathat emerged in the 1980s and 1990s. Publnsat
in support of the democratic peace thesis from ribso such as Michael Doyle (1983), Francis
Fukuyama(1989), Thomas Franck (1995), and Jack &n(i1998), have put forward the view that
“constitutionally secure liberal states have yetmgage in war with one another” (Doyle 1983, [8)21
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values. The logic of this brand of liberal inteinaalism seems to be, therefore, that in
order to achieve peace through the expansion efdibdemocracy, the violence that
may occur in its process is inevitable and evetifjalsle. This kind of Orwellian logic

can lead to a more dangerous and slippery arguraadtconsequently to violence in
reality. Dividing the world into the civilised poestodern core and the barbaric

periphery, Cooper offers advice to so-called ‘postdern states’:

those who have friendly, law-abiding neighboursuttianot forget that in other
parts of the world the law of the jungle reigns. éug ourselves, we keep the
law but when we are operating in the jungle, we amist use the laws of the
jungle (Cooper 2000, p. 38).

This kind of argument has been implicated in theifio practices that have taken place
in Guantanamo Bay, Abu Ghraib, and other Americatertion camps in the context of
the war on terror (Butler 2004, p. 65). It has bekimed by those responsible that this
‘detention and torture’ wasnevitable and justifiableto counter terrorism. Sontag
writes: “Endless war [on terrorism] is taken totiiysendless incarcerations. Those held
in the extralegal American penal empire are ‘det@s’ ‘prisoners’, a newly obsolete
word, might suggest that they have the rights atsbby international law and the laws
of all civilized countries” (Sontag 2004). Thisuditrates the justification for torture not
against prisoners of war, but against terrorispsats or detainees, who are considered
somewhat ‘sub-humans’ and ‘barbarians’ by ‘cividispeople.

Turning to the regional perspective in relationJapan’s security alliance with
the United States, the understanding of China as$rrasponsible staté® could have

major ramifications in terms of regional and glolpglace and security. As has been

% Yongin Zhang, for example, argues that China a@tabelled as irresponsible in international pcditi
debates since there are ongoing issues in the Jilvgan Strait, as well as exports of arms and earcl
technology to ‘rogue’ states like Iran and Iragd aecently to Sudan where mass killing, and pogsibl
genocide, has been occurring in Darfur (Zhang 2@0241). From this perspective, Zhang asserts that
“China’s human rights record falls far short of rieg the new ‘standard of civilisation™ (Zhang 2D(p.
241).
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briefly assessed in the previous chapter, the keyes in the debates over China’s
‘responsibility’ revolve around the protection ofirhan rights principles and the
adherence to liberal democratic values, which laeédwo major standards of civilisation
in contemporary international politics. It can als®argued that without commitment to
these two factors, China’s position “continues ¢écalm ambiguous one” (Suzuki 2007, p.
33), and that China, consequently, remains “undmdliptin the outer ring of the
concentric circles of international society” (Zhahg98, p. 251). This notion is also
taken up by Rosemary Foot, leading to her conatuiat unless China commits itself
to these international standards, it will “remaintside global society” (Foot 2001, p.
19). Thus, if China is understood as an irrespdasénd therefore, uncivilised state,
there may be potential for Japan and the UnitedeStander their security alliance
system to take some form of ‘legitimate’ joint rtally action against China in the future.
As the2007 Armitage Repodomments, Japan, the United States, and otheratatito
states are watching Chinese foreign and domesticigm very carefully. Whilst the
report advises Japan to pave a path for China @ inere responsible state (Armitage
& Nye 2007, p. 23), Japan, as we have seen, caditw build its military alliances
with the United States, Australia, and India, anstrighers. Whilst many good reasons
remain to avoid serious conflict with China and lsuan outcome appears highly
unlikely at this stage, the articulation of the adigrses of democracy and
‘responsibility’ in relation to Japan are concemin this context.

The seriousness of this issue becomes evident wbesidering the work of
Ichiro Ozawa, who has suggested the possibilitthefpossession of Japanese nuclear
missile capabilities in order to deal with ‘irregsible’ China. Ozawa argued that “If

(China) gets too inflated, Japanese people willhgsterical. It would be so easy for us
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to produce nuclear warheads - we have plutoniumuatear power plants in Japan,
enough to make several thousand such warhedtgddp News2002; brackets in
original). Despite the fact that Ozawa had to wtiasis view due to criticism, his
intention was apparent. Japan and the United Stabesd need to ‘remedy’ China’s
irresponsible behaviour if necessary. This doesnsmessarily mean that Japan will
become equipped with nuclear missiles soon, bugpitesents the inflammatory nature
of the discourses of civilisation through whichatedns between Japan and China are
now articulated and understood.

North Korea has also been firmly located within treabaric periphery after
Bush’s explicit statement that North Korean despotis “a regime that has something
to hide from the civilised world. States like theard their terrorist allies, constitute an
axis of evil, arming to threaten the peace of tlwldV (Bush 2002b). Following this
line, Takashi Inoguchi argues that it is Japan'spoasibility to “stop what many
consider uncivilised actions” in North Korea bynfercing the security link with the
United States. Japan, Inoguchi claims, “cannop Heit rely on the United States to
coercively negotiate with Pyongyang to stop thesauilised actions” (Inoguchi 2004,
p. 46). His support for ‘coercive negotiation’ cha related to the suggestion in the
2007 Armitage Repothat Japan would have a right to intervene in dgimeaffairs in
troubled states of the region, particularly Nortbr&a (Armitage & Nye 2007, p. 1).
Kenzo Takemi, who served as a Member of Parliametit 2007, also takes it for
granted that Japan may have to take pre-emptivenacagainst North Korean missile
sites in serious security emergencies (Kliman 2@0645). In this vein, it is apparent
why some key American and Japanese officials amdleanics argue that Japan has

recently removed a restriction on the export of ammants and established ballistic
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missile defence systems with the United States.dEk side of liberal internationalism,
in which liberal democracies justify aggressive dabur towards non-democracies,
becomes apparent in this context. What we seethier avords, is the legitimation of

war in support of democratisation in line with ttiscourses of civilisation.

Conclusion

This thesis has sought to investigate the ideauifsation via a case study of Japan’s
transformation since the mid-nineteenth centuryaér two has examined the
Western-centred ‘standard of civilisation’, indiogt that Western states always
maintained the title of civilisation, whereas mosh-Western countries were trapped in
the discursive distinction between civilisation datbarism. This distinction seemed to
be seen up to the end of the Second World War, ungterwent a significant
transformation with the establishment of the Unilations. The end of the Second
World War and the rise of the Cold War structurerked the emergence of the
contemporary standard of civilisation, founded upbe respect of human rights
principles, the establishment of liberal democraryd a commitment to peace.

Chapter three has investigated the transformatiche idea of the standard of
civilisation with reference to the case study qdalathrough two phases; firstly, Japan’s
initial encounter with Western powers (and thesslaal’ standard of civilisation) in the
mid-nineteenth century when Commodore Perry arrived okyo; and secondly, its
confrontation with the ‘contemporary’ standard ofilcsation shortly after its defeat in
the Second World War. The key point in the firsagh was that after Japan failed the
test of civilisation put by Perry, it took radicsteps to transform Japanese society in

order to adhere to the requirements of civilisationdoing so, it then began behaving
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more aggressively towards other parts of Asia dmel Pacific, which resulted in
Japanese colonialism and imperialism. That is, dapan showed its own commitment
to the classical standard of civilisation, and wamsidered a relatively highly
developed civilised state by Western internatidaalyers, it then undertook foreign
policy similar to that of Western powers, dupliogtithe way of Western imperialism.
There was also a more complex aspect. This wasJtygadn was still considered a
‘second-class’ civilised state despite its efforfchis was highlighted in a few
humiliating experiences, such as the Triple Intetiam in the post-Sino-Japanese war
scheme in 1895, the failure of the installationtleé racial equality clause in the
Covenant of the League of Nations, and the ongainfair treatment of Japanese
immigrants to the United States until the end of thecond World War. These
humiliating experiences for Japan played a panti@ in the escalating of its aggressive
military behaviour and contributed to the outbredithe war in Asia and the Pacific in
the 1930-40s.

In the second half of the chapter three, the armof General MacArthur after
the Second World War signalled the beginning oeeosd phase. Japan now faced a
new articulation of the standard of civilisations Aas been assessed in this thesis,
whilst the ideological cleavage between the Westerd the Eastern bloc deepened,
liberal democratic norms and practices were intceduby MacArthur in Japanese
society through the drafting of the constitutiomniBhing war criminals in the name of
civilisation, MacArthur also successfully instilldiberal and pacifist norms in the
Japanese constitution.

As has been studied in the chapter four, Japanewenysoon took a ‘reverse

course’ with extensive support from the United &aincluding MacArthur. It began
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rebuilding the defence-cum-military capability, whiwas justified in the name of
protection against communist aggression. This ssverourse was justified by the
discourse of a war between the civilised democtatc and the uncivilised communist
bloc. Operating within this discourse, it quicklgdame possible to justify Japan’s
position within the Western bloc. In terms of naity affairs, this occurred through the
conclusion of the security treaty with the Unitetat8s, and the establishment of an
almost full military organisation, the Self Deferfeerces, in 1954.

The reinforcement and expansion of Japan’s mylitates, which was justified
as a response to the demands of civilised liberalatracies to share responsibilities as
an American ally, continued in the post-Cold Waa. érhis period also marked a rise in
the United States’ pressure on Japan to be mortany active, and Japan’s failure to
respond to this pressure. This experience, howeusisequently led Japan to begin a
more active role in peacekeeping missions. It wasied that peacekeeping missions
could be understood as contemporary civilising mrssinsofar as they aim to promote,
or even force, non-democratic or illiberal statesatcept liberal democratic values.
Furthermore, regional instability at the end of th®90s contributed to Japan’s
motivation to re-energise its security allianceteys with the United States. It is
important to note again that the justifications femforcing the alliance in the post-
Cold War era were founded upon the antagonism legtviberal democracies on the
one side, and dictatorships, human rights abuseggie states, and terrorists on the
other.

The image of the war between civilised liberal deracy and barbaric terrorism
in the post-September 11, 2001 era has been cdasadi and Japan has broadened the

parameters of acceptable military activity in tlemtext of the war on terrorism. Japan
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has modified its domestic legal framework in order participate in the wars in
Afghanistan and Irag. Additionally, debates oves fhture of the pacifist clause have
gained in intensity. Major Japanese political gartppear keen to move toward to the
amendment (or reinterpretation) of the pacifist stitation, whilst participating in
increased joint operations with the U.S. militafjre continuation of these debates and
the ongoing expansion of Japan’s global militarie rare being watched with some
alarm by other regional powers, including China.

The political discourse of civilisation, with itsotion of superior norms and
liberal democratic values, may generate more desteiconsequences, contrary to the
promised peace that is central to liberal inteomatiist thought. As Benedict Kingsbury

claims:

It is not clear... why human flourishing is betteomoted by the construction of
identifiable ‘other’, and ‘us’ and ‘them’ from amgst the myriad ways of
understanding and classifying the world... The outesnof [this construction]
seems likely to be the maintenance of a classifigagystem which is itself both
an explanation and a justification for those at tiergins remaining there for
generations (Kingsbury 1999, p. 91).

Likewise, Buchan argues that: “it is hard to séw wivilisation should now be seen as
an acceptable standard of good product, much kss agent of peace” and nor is it
clear “why a peace built on the superiority of tirlized over the uncivilized should
be thought at all worthy of the name” (Buchan 2002422). Unless we undertake a
serious reconsideration of the consequences of tiadopor maintaining the

contemporary standard of civilisation, we may sseBowden warns, the use of “more
brutal’ means of warfare...in the name of Civilizatiand battle of good over evil” in
the years to come (Bowden 2007, p. 16). Hence, wdwetsidering Japan’s future,

Kingsbury’s Buchan’s and Bowden’s warnings are wdréeding. The idea of benign

or legitimate Japanese military force acting fag gromotion of universal values may
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be appealing for some, but we should be awareeotitmgers that such a development

may pose for the region and for the world.
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