Introduction

There iz 2 palpable fear among many thar Japan is on the verge of a major break
from the past sixry vears of peaceful securicy practice, that recent incremental
changes in leng-standing policy—such as the dispatch of Japan’s military forces,
the Self-Defense Forces (SDF), abroad for the first time, and the creation of a
Ministry of Defenze (MOD), to name just rwo—rforetell even grearer changes in
the near furure. The fear is that Japan is being “normalized” into developing mili-
tary capabilities and approaches in line with itz great power smtus.

Such fears are misplaced ar best and ac worst stand ro inhibir selutions to the
real security problems faced by Japan and che East Asian region as 1 whaole, In the
larger global context Japan faces no shortage of substantial security contingencies,
including conventional and nuclear weapeons proliferation, tense standeoffs over the
divided stares of China/Taiwan and the Koreas, [slamic-related rerrorist acovicy
in 2 number of Southeast Asian stares, and widespread concerns over the “rize”
of China. Japanese security practice is evolving to respond to new threats, but it
is evolving along a predictable path—one guided by the saume central tenets that
have shaped Japan's security practice in the past fifty vears, Conresration over these
teners has been a basic fact of politics in Japan for half a century and will continue
to be in the foreseeable furure This is what is “normal™ in Japan.

Thiz: book seek: to explain how such normal polides have evolved to allow
Japan's securiry pracrice to adapt to new challenges within a framework deemed
acceprable by Japanese citizens and the complex system thar determines security
policv. Within the framework of such central principles—Tapan® p ostwar “security

identity"—policy evoludon is pomible and indeed common. The likelihood of
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a substantial departure from these central tenets—an identicy shift—is a central
question addressed in this volume, urilizing 1 general theory of policy change
that builds on existing theory and is supporred by evidence gathered through an
examination of several important cases illusmradng the evolution of Japan's security
practice in the past half-centurv.

Japan iz not nearly the security outlier ir is often muscharacrerized as being;: it
has one of the largesr military budgers in the world,! and by many measures of
military capability ranks among the top few states in the world (Lind 2o004). Sdll,
cbservers of Japanese securitv practice have noted a series of shifts in Japanese
policy in the past decade, most dramarically the contrast berween a hamistrung
Diet (Japan's parliament) unable o dispartch mwoops for the roo1 Iraq War to SDF
participation in the coalition led by the United States in the 2003 Irnq War—albe-
it still in 2 noncombat and largely humanirarian role.” By 2005, the SDF had been
disparched abroad to fourteen countrie: or areas since its first overseas deploy-
ment to Cambodia in 19g2.* The 5DF al:o ha: expanded irs defenze coopera-
ton and training with the United States military in other areas, reflected in new
defensze “gnidelines” issued in 19o7 and ether areas of increazed cooperation in
response to the global war on rerrorizm. At heme as well, the exrent of SDF activ-
ity in disaster relief and other domestic assistance is a striking conrrast to the delay
experienced in authorizing the SDF to help respond to a devastating earthquake
in the Kebe area in 1go5. Bevend the iszue of deployment, SDF capabilities also
have riten in the past decade, including the controversial areas of surveillance sat-
ellites and missile defense detailed in chis volume.

Yer a number of Japan's security pelicies continue to depart from expected
standards, The much-referenced dispatch of the SDF abroad has taken place only
in conjuncrion with other internadenal forces, and enly in a very limired man-
ner—ar their peak, troop rotations to Iraq of abour 1,100 members ar 2 dme
(200 ASDE 6oo0 GSDE 330 MSDF) of a total force of over 240,000 at home*
Japan refrains from pursuing most offensive military capabilides, including nuclear
weapons, which it has the rechnological and econemic capabilicy to produce.
Despite possesuing one of the worlds most advanced manufacruring bases, which
produces the majority of weapons for Japan® own SDE Japanese firms export
no weapons abroad: in part due to this absence of arms exports, only one Japa-
nete defense manufacrurer ranks in che rop rwenry defenze producers world-
wide, despire Jap anese industrial firms generally being among the largest and most
compedtive in the world.’ Further, despite adhering zealously to a “defensive
defenze” military posture, Japans stated policy regarding the use of outer space
has precluded—unril very recently—the use of milirary surveillance sarellites o
balance its lack of offensive weapons capability, and even rtoday Japan’ inrelligence
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capabilities are quite limited and activities highly constrained. By contrast, the
CONSEensus among security specialists is char stares pursuing a defensive milirary
posture require grearer inrelligence resources. More broadly, manv inrellecruals
and opinion leaders in Japan continue te encourage a role for Japan thar differs
from that of a typical “great power” or“normal natien” (as this term generally has
comie to be understoed). In parrcular, the idea of Japan as a “civilian power” or
“middle power” continues o actract significanr arrention.®

The appropriate level of Japan's furure militarily related global engagement
first and foremost will be determined bv Japanese seeking to muake senze of their
srate and their view of Japan’s appropriate position and role within the evolving
international envirommenr. The question is not whar is “normal” in the absmacr,
but what iz conzidered normal by Japan, and by Japanese. Thus, although the sub-
sance of this boek focuszes on Japan’s evolving security practices, at its core this
study acremiprs to reveal and ro benchmark Japan's self-perceived securiry iden-
gry: how it is envisioned, how it has been instimutionalized and reproduced over
tdme, and hew this facter continues to affect the polidics and practice of external
defense in Japan today. This is not a question of 1 security “strategy ™ —in the senze
of an approach to the world developed by political elites—bur a rezilient idenricy
that iz politically negoriated and comprizes a widely accepred et of principles on
the acceptable scope of state practices in the realm of natienal securicy. It is within
the framework of these core principles that specific policy practices are developed
and will be developed in the vears to come. As such, both specific policies and
the broader principles upon which they are bazed must be examined ro consider

Japan's security future,

A ShiftingWind in Japan Today?

If we compare natonal power to a strong wind, national identity = the weath-

cr vane that tells us which direction this wind i blewing. (INau 2002, p. 6)

Which direction will the wind blew in Japan in the early rwenry-first century?
Wil the nascent nadonalism apparent for che past several decade: suddenly burst
more into the open, capitalizing on Japan’s incremental rearmament, perhaps
rever:ing a deepening military allianece with the Unired States, perhaps sparking
a further arms race—or even open military hestilities—in East Asia? Or will the
power of pacifism, or ar least “anrimilitarism ™ —long a1 powerful constraining, force
in Japan's security policies—persuade 1 new generation of supp orrers to continue
to thwart the effort of thoe seeking the reemergence of Japan as an independent,
fully armed great power in East Asia, 1 so-called nermal naton? The popular

press iz full of arrcles warning, of rising Jap anese nariomalism, militarism, or “real-
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ism.” Japanese political leaders’ wizits to the controversial Yasukuni Shrine—which
enshrines the souls of fourreen Class A war criminals and along wich irs accompa-
nving museum op enly celebrares JTapan's milirarise rise in the rg3jo: and 1o405—in
particular have fueled articles in the pres: about a future, more muscular and
robust Japamn.

The answer to these questions will be derermined in parc by the international
security environmient in East Asia and the world in the coming decades—either
conventdenal warfare or nuclear conflagration on the Korean peninsula, or inter-
scate warfare in the Taiwan straits certainly would affect JTapan's conduct profound-
ly; the outbreak of the “Long War” on global rerrorism already has led to a shifrin
Japanese policy. The decisions of individuals and groups of polirical actors inside
Japan and pressure exerted by the United State: and other: on Japan will al:o
form the basis for which direction the wind will blow in Japan® future. Already a
charismaric, popular leader—Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi—has raken Japan
quickly down a path of increased milicary acdviries surprisingly quickly in the
early twency-first centurv. His successor, Shinzo Abe, sought to lead Japan further
dewn this path—though he encountered significant resistance that led, in part, to
his abrupr resignarion in Seprember 2007, American pressure for Japan to “nor-
malize " its securicy pracrices has been p owerful—caprured in former Deputy Sec-
retary of State Richard Armirage’s counsel to the Japanese to “show to the flag”
after the September 11 atacks on the United States—norwithstanding past 115,
efforrs to “conrain” Japan. To some degree these efforrs have been quite success-
ful”

To understand the wav in which Japanese security practice iz evolving, how-
ever, it is not sufficient to look at changes in the past few vears; one must instead
conzider how Japan has responded to previous changes in irs internarional enwvi-
ronment, Contestation over the content, and larer the conrours, of Japan's secu-
ity identity has been an enduring facet of postwar Japan, experiencing ebbs and
flows in line with substantial changes in Japans demestic and internatonal enwi-
ronment—despite continuiry in the core principles upon which the idenricy is
bazed.

A security identity is not a static phenomenon, however, but rather a set of
principles that must be reinforced and conveved through human action. The
gradual and conrenrious formarion of Japan's posrwar security idenriry is cencral
to Japan' undersanding of irs present and furure. It is not just 2 mareer of “his-
tory”—in terms of a schelarly reexamination of Japan's past.® The contemperary
debates in Asia over historv drive major political and diplomatic contests in Asia
in the early rwenry-first cenrury. This volume therefore focuzes on both aspects of
Japan's securiry idencity—the conrent of the identiry as well as conrestarion over
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this identity over time. The origins of what would become the three central tenets
of Japans postwar security idenrity—no maditional armed forces, no use of force
by Japan except in self-defente, no Japanese participation in foreign wars—and
examples of each are the subject of Chapter 2 of thiz velume. Alse in Chapter
2, the critically important question of why these three tenets and net others is
addreszed. Despire a greatly changed internarional and domestic polirical environ-
ment in the owenry-first cenrury, these reners conrinue ro fundamenrally shape
Japan's security practices today. Thev are therefore worthy of sustained reconsid-
eration vis-i-vis previous characterizations of Japan’s pestwar security practice.

Security policy making in Japan iz a deeply political process, Throughour the
postwar period, Japanese political activists have spanned che full gamur from prin-
cipled pacifists who believe that Japan should pessess no armed forces at all (as
opposed to being one of the largest military spenders in the world, after the
Unmnited States and perhaps China, Britain, or France®) to those who argue for
Japan once again to play the role of an independent military power, including
the possession of nuclear weapons.'® Between these extremes lie the majority of
Japane:e voters and pelitical leaders, often espousing foreign policy posidens that
are driven less by worldview than by amemprs to further their polirical or mare-
rial incerests. In the immediate postwar period (I19435—60), Japanese poliricians,
party supp erters, and the general public devored significant time debating security
questions, which plaved a formative role in the ideclogical shape of the newly
forming democratic parry politics.*!

Since roughly 1960, Japan’s security policy making has been filtered through a
set of guiding principles which were negotiated in the preceding fifreen vears and
which greatly limited the scope of Japan' postwar securitv practices. These prin-
ciples specify the degree ro which Japan's reconstiruted armed forces can become
involved in domestic and inrernacional politics and are embodied in the new
postwar security identity of “domestic antimilitarism.”

Domestic antimilitarizm iz not a “pacifist” security identiry in that it explicitly
incorporares some role for a postwar milicary. The idea of a “pacifist™ Japan, one
that iz disappearing as Japan fices new securicy threars, is in fact 2 double fiction.
First, as carefully and correctly argued by Thomas Berger (1go8), while believers
in pacifist principles helped to shape Japan® security identitv of domestic and-
muilirarizmi, this group alene never determined foreign policy outcomes in postwar
Japan. Second, believers in pacifisc—or anrimilitarise—principles to ground Japa-
nese security practice are not dizappearing in Japan today, though they also are not
the dominant intellectual force, INeither is this identity entrely “antimilitarist,” in
that ir is openly accepring of military activicy on the part of other sraces, includ-
ing Japan's military ally and supporrer, the United Srates.'* Rather, the securicy
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identity iz one of domestic antimilitarism—+focusing on limits to the reemergence
of nulirarisc elements ar home, ver soll accepring as legitimare a defensive role for
1 milirary ar home.

Policy practtioners who help formulate Japanese security pelicy as well as han-
dlers of the 115 -Japan security relationship are confronted daily with the effect
of security identity on Japan® security policy-making process. In the world of
scholarship, however, there iz a wide gap berween theose who studiously endeavor
to explain hew such an idendrv is “constructed” and muaintained, and those who
seek to explain Japan’s position in the internatienal system as well as the strategic
choices it faces based on shifting inrernarional power dynamics driven by such
facrors as divergent economic growth rares, rechnological progres: in military
hardware, and exogenous facror: such as the recent US.-proclaimed outbreak of
“the long war on glebal terrorizm,” to name but a few. This study brings these two
approaches and concerns together, offering a unified study of Japan's view of its
appropriate security role as well as the forces thar help derermine this view and
resulting policw

The early postwar origins of what would become Japan's security identity and
how this idenriry is instirurionalized inco the political process, has been a subject
of inrensive scholarship.'* Three imp ortant questions remain largely unaddressed,
however: First, how can we explain change, or lack of change, in security practice
despite a stable security identity—change ewvident in Japan today? Second, what
hazbeen the effect of conrinued oppesition to the long-standing security idenriry
in rerms of idendry reproduction and actual securiry pracrice? Finally, the predic-
dve question of the likely longevity of Japan's domesdec antimilitarist securicty
identity remain: an important question: What makes thiz identity o resilient?
Answers to these questions form the core of this volume.

While some argue that Japan roday is on the verge of developing 1 new ecu-
ity identity manifesting a true “normalization” of Japanese securitv practice, this
study suggests that it is more likely that Japan's existing security idendrv will con-
tnue to exert a predicrable and measurable influence on Japan’s security behavior
for many more vears to come. Indeed, for most Japanese the past fifty vears of
security practice is “normal,” and they are not keen to depart dramatically from
policies which have successfully kept a single JTapanese soldier from dying in com-
bar for over uxty vears and have seen Japan lirerally rize from the ashe: to the
second-largest economy in the world odaw

The Argument in Brief

The argumenrt of this book has rwo fundamenral pieces, The first examines the

political process filtered through a postwar security identity that shapes Japanese
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security behavier and decision making, incorporating domestic political actors
and inrernarional environmenral variables ro explicare change in securicy pracrices
over dme. It iz not only in the post—Cold War period thar significant changes
in Japanese security practice took place—despite a stable security identiry. Such
change demands attention. In contrast to previous scholarship, this studv employs
case-based analyeis ro explore the narure of policy change over time. By examin-
ing a few areas of securicy practice in greater derail, an explanarion for policy shift
despite a fairly stable security identicy is formulaced.

The second piece of the argument mav appear counterintuitive on the surface:
that despite apparent new securicy policy innowvation in Japan in recent vears,
constraines on security policy imposed by this security identiry remain largely
unchanged from the Cold War era, While it would appear that much-hvped new
security practices Japan has adepted must be a result of dramatic new thinking
abour security, in actualicy what berter explains the evelution of security prac-
dce—what some perceive a3 a rising “milicarism” or, more neutrally, a rize in
“realist” thinking in the post—Cold War period—is the changed international stra-
tegic environment and changes in the relative power of different domestic politi-
cal acrors (such as the major political parties and other domiestic interest groups),
filcered through the long-standing security idencity of domiestic anrimilirarism,
While systematic polling indicates some shift in public and elite attitudes toward
security issues (1 topic addressed in Chapter 7 of this velume), change in the area
of securiry identity does not constitute cthe primary explanarien for new securicy
pricrices in Japan in recent vears. Thus, in addidon ro investigaring Japan’s securicy
identity of domestic antimilitarism, it is important to examine the constellation
of domestic political forces, and pressure put upen them by change: in Japan®
inrernational envirenment, to explain the evolution of Japanese security practice
roday. A framework for understanding such change is et out in Chaprer 1 of this
volume.

Here Robert Liebermans (2002) observations about political change are
insoructive, He writes, “where friction among multiple polirical orders iz more
prevalent, the likelihood of signmificanr, exmaordinary pelitical change (as oppozed
to normal variation) will increaze” (p. 703). Japan todav is a society where much
such “friction” is apparenc—Ileading manv to question the future course of Japa-
nese securicy decisions, While it can be a challenge empirically to idendfy and
measure “fricion among orders,” chis razk iz aided by careful exranc scholarship
about numerous aspects of Japanese security policy in the postwar peried, much
of which focuses on pelitical contesttion. Chapter 2 of this volume utilizes a large
body of scholarship to illustrare the polides surrounding the crearion and main-
renance of the security idenrity of domesde ancimilitarizm. Subsequent chaprers

consider this “friction” mere explicitly in relation to specific security practdces
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that chafe against the hegemonic security identity of domestic antimilitarism:
arms expores, the military uze of outer space, miszile defente, and other recent
development: such a: deplovmenr of the SDF abroad and practices related to a
closer military alliance with the United States,

Although it would be convenient to tell a simple cauzal storv of the decline of
pacifist ideas and the parey thar supported such ideas in postwar Japan along with
the concomirtant rise of realist thinking and new polirical acrors to suppert it (a
story often seen in mass media accounts), such a story is deeply misleading, Mere-
over, such an account is too superficial to be useful both in hvpothesizing abeout
Japan's future security direction and in explaining the nature of security policy
innovation thar already has raken place in recent years.

The changes that have occurred in contemp orary Japan are not simplv the val-
ues of key “independent variables” such as public opinion about the uze of force
abroad or over constitutional revision, or elite opinion about the same, resuldng
in a change in a “dependent wvariable” of security policy. Rather, the relation-
ships have changed among the factors and processes by which a set of underlving
conditions generates a set of policy outcomes.'* Thus, this studv is not designed
around individual, restable “variables” bur rather examines varving configura-
dons of acrors, instirurions, and beliefs; it seeks ro examine and explain fricrion
and overlap among ideational and institutienal elements, Careful attention to the
evolving relationships ameong acters, institutions, and identities is necessary to
explain the imporrane political change thar is raking place in Japan today in the
area of security policy.

The much-discuszed debate over consttutional revizion in postwar Japan is
illusmradve of this point. It iz often noted that support for revision now regularly
reache: 1 majority of those polled, even supermajorides among, elecred officials
(Kliman 2006, p. 46). The amociadon of constitutional revision with *“milicarises”
and those of the polideal right, however, has changed in the post—Ceold War peri-
od. Today, those seeking the maintenance of Japan’s postwar security identity of
domestic anrimilirarism also may suppert constirutional revision—in order to
codify principles of the existing securiry identity for furure generadons. Suppor
for constitutional revizion no longer signifies support for identity shift, an attempt
to change the famous Article INine “no war clause™ of the “peace consttuton.”
Measurement of this “variable,” therefore, has no meaning diverced from analysis
of this changed conrext.

Thiz: book was written with three groups of readers in mind. First are those
who follow Japane:e securitvy policy clozely and are concerned with kev determi-
nanes of the policy-making process, the content of specific policies, and the likely
furure direcrion of Japan’s security policy. Such readers will find new insighrs from
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a reconsideration of past Japanese security practice as well a3 new empirical derail
abour several imp orrant cases of Japan’s security policy past and present based on
both archival and inrerview research conducred in Tokvo and Washingron, D.C.

A second group of targeted reader: are those interested in the actdve debate
among international security specialists on the role of normatdve constraints and
ideational factors on policy formulation, and how rogether with marerial factors
policy outcomes are derermined. This study seeks to build en impeorrant work
publizhed on the security policies of 2 number of advanced industrial democracies
as well as other “great powers” in the international system, work discuszed in the
following sections of this introduction and in further decail in Chaprer 1. In shorr,
this volume seeks ro move beyond imporranr earlier studies which demonstrared
both that securitv norms shaped the nature of Japanese security pracrice and, in
separate work, how Japanese security practice has been constrained by several
domestic and intermational facrors, by serdng our a framework for understanding,
the polirically negotared basis for Japan’s security normis, and further how ide-
ationally based security identry shapes and is shaped by pelideal interacden.

A third group of targeted readers are general readers of foreign policy decizion
muaking, Alchough this scudy is designed around the question of security iden-
dry and irs role in security pracdce, ir also seeks ro explain how security pelicies
are actually formulated, including in particular the role of domestic peolitics and
1 changing internadonal environment in this process, These policy caze studies
are illustracive of general policy-making practice, net just in Japan bur in most
advanced indusorial democracies.

Defining Security [dentity

In order to ucilize such 1 potentially vague concepr as idenrity in political analy-
sis, it is important to be clear about basic issues of definition, measurement, and
competing explanations. Indeed, Roawi Abdelal et al. (zo05) argue thar without
such clariry, as well a3 2 convergence of rerminology and mere rigorous methods,
idenriry-bazed explanarions for political cutcomes will lose favor. Thus, such issues
must be addressed directly at the oumet of this studw

A security identity is a set of collectively held principles that have attracted
broad pelitical support regarding the appropriate role of state action in the secu-
riry arena and are instirutionalized inro the policy-muaking process. Once (or if)
such an identity becomes hegemonic in the polity it serves as a structure in which
all future policy decizsions must operate, providing an overarching framework rec-
ognized both by top decizion makers and by major societal acrors under which
1 stare shapes its security pracrices, A security identiry, by definirion, enjovs broad
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legitimacy at the level of the general public—it iz not merelv a creation by peliti-
cal elites—but should net be conflated with amorphous “public opinien.” Rather,
arrention to the political bargain of JTapan's postwar securiry idendry allows one to
understand that what iz often mistaken for “public opinien™ iz in fact the result of
a pelitical negotiation ameng major demestic acters who traded off contending
foreign policy preferences.’” Likewise, a security idencity is neicher an ideclogy
nor 1 et of beliefs abour legirimare srate action held by individuals;'® though, of
course, some individuals within the state may share such beliefs, and indeed many
may do so.

Cenmal to derermining the role of 1 securiry idenrity in policy outcomes is
the conrenr of the collecrive identiry as well as the level of conrestarion over this con-
tent.”” The confent of Japan's security identity of domestic antimilitarism can be
sumimarized in three central tenets—no madidonal armed forces, no usze of force
by Japan except in self-defense, no Japanese parricipation in foreign wars—that
reflect both unwritten and insdrurienalized barriers to acrion bevond these limirs.
The contestation element of Japan’s security identity similarlv is both explicit (self-
referential) and implicic (hidden from public dizcourse). It invelves societv-wide
discourse on “Japanezeness” (the so-called nihonjinron) as well 1z coverr pracrices
of inrimidarion and political activiun—-both sides of which must be measured and
examined to understand how security identdty affects security pracrice,

Simply arguing that multple pelideal actors had to coopente to codify a par-
deular security idenciry which chen affecred subsequent security practice in imelf
is not an idearional argument. If the idendry even a compromise one, reflects the
interests of the politically p owerful—even those powerful only in a coalition—the
“identity” in question iz merely the result of marerial pelitical factors. The argu-
ment of this study begins with such marerial considerarions bur then demeonstrares
how these marerial facrors are influenced directly by the security identiry, which
generates a new peolitical vocabulary, provides a focal point for public epinion, and
enables cooperation ameong diverse political actors wheo would not have acted
together abzent the idenriry; moreover, the securiry identiry indirectly influences
policy outcomes through institutienalization inro the policy-making process.'®

Thus, the conception of security identity developed here differs from previ-
ous work emploving the terms norms, ideas, ideology, political ailture, and straregic
alnire—although this study draws on the insights of much of chis previous work.
Among the many identiry-bazed rerms recently emploved in political research,
ideology comes closest to the term seaurity identity which is emploved in this vel-
ume. To the extent that an ideclogy, a3 Richard Samuels (1994) writes, consttutes
“the ways in which histery and political structure conspire to constrain the smare-
gic choices of nations” (p. x), ideology is quite similar to seauriry identity as emploved

here. However, more often writers have conceptualized an ideclogy a: more like
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an “idea” or a “belief,” both of which are individually held and affect the prefer-
ence structures of individual polidcal actors.'® For the purposes of this study, seai-
nry idenriry is not comparable to ideology in this sense—the three cenrtral renets of
the securicy identitv of domestic antimilitarism are not argued to be universally
shared beliefs among postwar Japanese, If they were, the role of political contesta-
Hon over security practice would be greacly diminizhed, and substancial change in
security practice would be difficult to reconcile with a smble securicy idencicy.

Ideas overlap with a security identty conceprually, however, where they estab-
lizh a type of worldview or framework for understanding a state’s position or role
in the inrernational syscem—as discussed by Henry Nau (2002) and Jeffrey Legro
(2005). Ideas—and, in chis scudy, a securicy identity—can provide a focal poinr for
srategic situations with multple equilibriums, such as the way in which decizion
muakers sought to enact a conumon market ameong members of the European Eco-
nomic Communicy (Garrert and Weingast 1903). Similarly, 2 state®s securicy iden-
dry provides a tensze of coherence to foreign pelicy decision making by making,
certain policy opdens more desirable than others would be absent the overarch-
ing idendew=?

Some argue further thar ideas provide a “road muap™ for policy decisions by
informing one’s causal or principled belicfe abour 2 given situarion—such as how an
adversary is likely to respend to a reducden in the number of moops deploved
on 1 border or how the economy will respond to increased government spend-
ing (Goldstein and Keohane 1993, p. 12). Recent scholarship demenserating chis
point for the Japanese case makes an important contribution to understanding the
nature ofrecent pelicy change in Japan (e.g., Midford 2006,Vosse 2006). This is nor
a role ascribed to security identity in this study, however—though clearly many
Japanese hold causal beliefs abour the ineffecriveness of military power to arwain
srate goals, which reinforce the peosrwar security identity of domestic anrimili-
tarizm, The security identity of domestc andmilitarism dees set boundaries for
appropriate action in the foreign policy arema, but this dees not rize to the level of
1 uniformly held causal or principled belief.

Also similar to the role of ideas, a security idenrity can act both to change the
terms of polidcal debate and discussien, as well as to affect political outcomes
through its institutionalization into the political process. In additien, a hegemonic
security idenrity influences “organizational design,” affecting the policy-making
proce:s in another imporrant, though disdncr, manner, Whar Judith Goldstein and
Robert Keohane (1993) write about the role of ideas, which they define as beliefs
held by individuals, can be extended for the purpeoses of this discussion to an over-
arching securiry idenriry:

Regardless of how a particular set of beliefs comes to influence politics, use of those

ideas over time Implies changes in existing rules and norms. Ideas have a lasting nflu-
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ence on politics through thelr incorporation inte terms of political debate, but the
mpact of some set of ideas may be mediated by the operation of institutions in which
the ideas are embedded. Once ideas have mfluenced organizational design, their nflu-
ence will be reflected in the incentives of those n the organization and these whose
mterests are served by it In general, when mstitutions intervene, the impact of ideas
may be prolonged for decades or even generations. In this sense, {deas can have an impact
cven when ne one genninely belicves in them as princpled or causal statements, (Goldstein and

Keohane 1003, p 20, emphasis added)

The final sentence of the above quotation deserves underscoring: as with Geld-
srein and Keohane's view of ideas, a securicy identiry can influence security prac-
tce even if an individual political actor does not believe in the underlving prin-
ciples of the identity, because the security identity has been institutionalized into
the policy-making process.*

Alzo relared conceprually, Berger’s (19o8) view of the power of “culture” in
Japanese security pracrice is far broader than iz aseribed here to Japan's p osrwar
security identity. In conmast to Berger, security identity here does not provide the
“roals and norms” for individual pelitical actors, but rather it sets such goals for
the srate a3 2 whole, and in doing so sets boundaries for the appropriate political
action of individual political acters.™ Crossing these boundaries requires substan-
dal peolitical capital and subjects those who attempt such to substantial pelitical
costs, similar to the costs of violating a “norm” as Peter Katzenstein conceptualizes
them.

Karzenstein (1906b) defines nomns as “social facts” which “inform how polideal
actors define what thev want to accomplish™ (p. ix). Bv contrast, the security iden-
dty of demestic antimilitarism is concerned not with whar political acters seek to
accomplish bur racher with how they will arcempr ro accomplizh their goals given
the overarching framework (and content) of the securiry idendry of domestic and-
militarism. For example, given a corporate interest to export weapons, the secu-
rity identity of domestic antimilitarism can shape the strategy 2 corporate actor
emplovs to achieve thiz goal, or ar an extreme, lead to the abandomment of this
goal 13 too costly or umarrainable; it does ner, however, alter such a firm’ desire to
export weapons but does limit its abilicy to achieve this aim and mav increaze the
costs of deing so. Despite the focus of this volume on security pracdee, it should
be sressed ar che oumer the imporrane conrribution the norms-based literarure
muake: to our undersranding of polirical outcomes. Ax Karzenstein (19oéb) cor-
rectly argues, “ro disregard nerms and take the interests of actors as given is thus
to short-circuit an imp ertant aspect of the pelitics and policy of national security™
(pp. ix—=x). Previou: examinarion: of nornis relaced to posrwar Japanese securicy
pracrice are central to Chaprer 2 of this volume, and to the study overall.
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Methods, Cases, and Evidence: Measuring
Security Identity and Policy Shift

Thiz volume examines three imp ortant cases of postwar Japanese security practice
that are critical components of previous identity-bazed schelarship and that also
have special relevance to recent security discussions in Japan: restrictions on the
export of weapons, the limiration on the uze of outer space to peaceful purpoes,
and militarv cooperation with the United States in the realm of miszile defense.
Together with 1 broader examination of other important changes in Japanese
security practice—such as SDF deployment abroad, the expanding milirary capa-
biliies of the SDE and the deepening alliance with the Unired States—the three
core cases of this volume present the meost often cited, crucial cazes of Japan's
“abnormal” security practices and therefore are most often discuszed in the con-
text of Japan's imminent “idenrity shift.”

Careful examinarion of these cases demonsrraces rwo imporcant p oinrs, First, in
none of these cases has there been a dramacic break with past practice in recent
vears—despite much media hype to the contrary. Only incremenral change—
much like whar has taken place in preceding decades—has occurred to date. An
unusual level of continuiry iz apparent over time, contnuiry best explained by
reference to Japan': long-standing security identity. Second, neither ideadonal nor

muaterial explanations alene can explain the policv evolution that has taken place.

Case Selection

The cases presented in this volume can be conceptualized on three levels. First,
the evidence collected and presented here iz abour a single case—the case of post-
war Japan. Following a number of other single-country studies in research areas
related to security identicy (e.g., Friedberg 2000, Johnston 19o5a, Kier 1907, Kat-
zenstein 1ggda, INau 2o0z2), the geal is to link specific observations from a single
case to a larger research agenda * Secend, however, this volume prezents findings
from three remporal cazes of “crideal juncrures” in Japanese security policy, seek-
ing ro explain and conceprualize instances of idenciry shift. Thus, despire 2 single-
country analysis, methodologically the volume does not constitute a zingle case.™
Finally, this volume presents findings from three detailed cases of evolving Japa-
nese security practice, demonstraring the effect of a consistent security identicry on
security practice, within a changing marerial polirical environment. Examinarion
of these three detailed cases illustrates conumonalities that can be uzed o examine
policy change meore breadly.

The dearth of scholarly amenrion to Japan's postwar arms export and outer
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space policies is nomble, since in manv ways it is these policies that mest demand
explanation.® First, they are among the most puzzling of Japan's postwar security
policies in thar existing theories uniformly predicr 1 different outcome. Second,
the cases are studied infrequently in the literature despite their impertance both as
discrete and imp ortant issues in themselves and for their potentdal contribudon to
theory building. Third, the two policies are of particular interest in the post—Cold
War period due to their influence on major new security policy decizsions, such as
the decizien to manufacture and deplov domestically produced surveillince satel-
lites (explained in this volume within Chapter 5) and the decizion to participate
with the United Srates in joint research on a musuile defense sysrem for East Asia
(the final case study examined in Chaprer 6).

Despite commen reference to the arms export “ban” and the peaceful-uze-of-
space policy in relation to surveillince satellites and missile defense, little focused
research has been conducred on the origins of these Cold War—era policies, and
their continued relevance today. By conmast, a grear deal of atrenton has been
paid in recent vears to the broader issue of defense production as well as to issues
related to the SDE particularlv the isue of foreign deplovment of the SDF as
part of UIN Peacekeeping Operations (UNPEQ).® Findings from these existing
studies therefore can be comibined with new research from the three case studies
developed in this volume to provide a broader picture of the direction of Japanese
security policy in the twenty-first century, the topic of Chaprer 7.

Japan's individual security policies are not formulared in izoladon, however.
Rarher, they are clozely connected by political acrors seeking ro balance conrend-
ing political objectives and interests within the framework of JTapan's postwar secu-
rity identity of domestic antimilitarism. Accordingly, the outcome of ene policy
case It often conringent on the outcome of another. For example, as discuszed in
larer chaprers, Japan's policy decisions to support its U5, ally in its war inViemam
and to aggressively pursue the reversion of Okinawa to Japanese administrative
control (fwe policies which themselves are linked) led to countervailing pelicies
such as restrictions on nuclear weapons and arms export, the formal declararion
of a policy regarding the peaceful uze of ourer space, and restriction: on defense
spending overall. It is imp ossible to fullv explain one of these policies without ref-
erence to several others, This interaction ameng cazes parallels the central thesis of
Kenr Calder (10881), who argues thar conzervarive elices “compensared” in cerrain
policy areas when “crisis” was evoked in other areas®” Like Calder, this study fol-
lows: an inregrated approach, udlizing detailed analy=is of several important cases
of postwar Japanese security policy but also embedding these cazes in a broader
theoredcal and empirical conrexr,

Strict positivists and methodelogical purists will quickly shour “rautology™ to
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this appreach. It is not. The argument here iz that guiding principles apparent in
an early stage of instirutionalizacion and polirical debare over an emergent securi-
tv idendry help determine the accepnbility and political viabilicy of furure policy
decizions. These future peolicies themselves do not determine the identity, though
they can help delineate gnideposts and do serve to reproduce the identity over
dme. Chaprer 1 delves further inte the methods by which one can emplov the
concept of security idenrity in empirically based explanarions for the evolurion of

Japanese security practice.

Sowrces of Data and Measurement

Lieberman (2002) idenrifies three “clusters of order” ro aid in a case-based analysis
that takes the ideas of frictien and contestation seriouslv: (1) “poverning institu-
tions” such as legislatures, executives, courts, and bureaucracies; (2) the “orpani-
zational environment” such as political pardies, interest groups:, and nongovern-
mental erganizations; and (3) “ideological and culrural wepertoires™ thar organize and
legitimare political discourse (p. 703). This studv similarlvy focuzes on the role and
insttutionalization bv the governing institutions of the prime minister, the Diet, and
relevant bureaucracies such as the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA), the Japan
Defenze Agency (JDA),*® the Minisry of Inrernarional Trade and Industry (MITI,
lacer METT), and the Cabinet Legislation Bureau (CLE). As well, it considers the
policy positions of the actors within what Lieberman calls the owanizational envi-
ronment—che major political pardes of the Liberal Democrate Parry (LDP), the
Japan Seocialist Parcy (JSP), Komeird (KMT), and the Democratic Party of Japan
(DPJ), and imp ertant interest groups such as the Federadon of Economic Organi-
zations (Keidanren) and labor unions. The ideological repertoire s examined through
evaluation of newspaper editerials, arricles from the popular prews, statements of
muajor inrellecrual figures, and even represenrarions in popular culture such as
films, novels, and songs.™

Ar its heart, the battle over a security identicy is a political process involving
both public debate and privare negpriations. As Legro (2005) writes, “By their
very nature, foreign policy ideas will be in the public realm. Thev canner be
reproduced unles: all have access to them™ (p. 22). Public opinion peolls provide
one measure of the level of subscription to competing identities, but they show
only part of the picture.

The role of specific acrors is discussed in each case chaprer below, bur each caze
shares in commeon categories of evidence collected from government documents
and policy statements, newspaper accounts (particularly thosze collected by the
MNational Dier Library and, more recently, archived in compurer dacabases), polid-
cal party plarforms, and a number of secondarv sources published in Englizh and
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Japane:ze. In addidon, supplementary caze evidence for this study was collected
in over two hundred interviews conducred in Tokvo and Washingron, D.C., with
srate acrors in both countries as well a3 represenratives from political parties and
aszociations, private corp erations, the media, and academic analyses.™

As with MNau (zo002), Lieberman focuszes hiz analysiz on the “directionality™ of
these clusters of order—whether they are in harmony with one another or in
tension. He sresses:

When stable patterns of politics clash, purposive poliical actors will often find them
selves at an impasse, unable to proceed according to the “normal” patterns and processes
that had hitherto governed their behavior. Political actors in such circumstances will
often be induced to find new ways to define and advance their aims, whether by find-
ng a new institutional forum that is more receptive to their ideas or by adapting ideas
to take advantage of new institutional opportumties. . .. The result of these moves s not
that old orders are jettisoned but that clements of them are recombined and reconfig-
ured nto a new set of political patterns that ¥ recognizably new and vet retains some

contimity with the old ones. (Lieberman 2002, p. 704)

Japan in the immediacte postwar period offered one such opp orrunicy to reconfig-
ure 1 “new set of polidcal patrerns,” and one raken—Ieading to 1 dramaric recrafi-
ing of Japan's security identity from military expansionizm to domestic antimili-
tarizm in the peried rgys5—o6o, the subject of Chapter 2 of this volume. A second
opportunity was presented after the end of the Cold War in Europe and the death
of the Showa emperor (Hirohito) in 108¢, and this is the subject of Chaprer 3.
In this period, despite substantial institutional reform (of pelitical party structure,
electoral syetem, and bureaucratic governance) and widespread public debate, no
new securicy identiry emerged. Japanese are confronted with a third oppeortu-
nity today. Observers ar homie and abroad are wimmessing dailv how the friction
among Japan’s clusters of order is plaving out in practice—between bureaucrats in
the MOD and MOFA :eeking to implement new defenze cooperation with the
Unired Stares and poliricians and other bureaucrars seeking ro justify such coop-
erarion uzing dared legizladon and rerminelogy, among, political parries seeking to
quell new public security concerns vet respectng past securitv identity bound-
aries and preferences, and within civil society insdrutions such as the left-lean-
ing media and nongovernmental organizations, Given the degree of rension and
contradicrions within and among these different nodes of order, the posubilicy for
a shift in security identicy away from demestic antimilicarizm is real. An examina-
tdon of the potential for such a shift—and why ultdmarely such a shift is unlikely
in the foreseeable furure—is the subject of Chapter 7, bur it is foreshadowed in
the following secrion and in the theoretical framework set our in Chaprer 1.
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Prediction and Fakification

The argument developed in this volume—=bazed on Japan's long-sranding securicy
idenrity and itz effect on security practice—leads to the following hypotheses
abeout the future evolution of Japan's securicy practices. First, policy initiatives that
conform to existing interpretatdon of the security identity of domestic ancimilita-
rizm should proceed quickly and be relarively unhindered, abzent other interven-
ing facrors such a bureaucraric politics, alliance politics, or personal execurive lead-
ership effectiveness. Japan's humanitarian-based initial response to the Seprember
11 attacks on the United States iz a good example of such “normal pelitics.”

Second, and as a1 corollary, policy initiatives thar conflict with the existing
interpreration of the security idenriry should rake more rime, require exrensive
use of political capital, and often necessitate substandal peolitical concessions to the
initial intent of the pelicy in order to proceed. Here one could contrast the speed
and ease with which mulrple humanitarian-bazed responses to the Seprember
11 actacks were enacted (all of which fell clearly within the boundaries of the
security idendry) to the debacle of Prime Minister Kaifu's efforts to extend the
boundaries of the security identity at the time of the first Gulf War in 19g90-—91.

Finally, interpretarion of the securicy identiry may evolve over time to some
extent, based on a changing domestic or internarional environment, but even such
change often requires pelidecal capital. Moreover, there are clear limits bevond
which the security identity cannot be extended—as is evident in the caze chaprers
that follow.

To the extenr thar these hypotheses are disconfirmed, the argument can be
considered falsified. If in Japan's future, policies regularly pass which conflict fun-
damentally with the three central tenets of demestic antimilicarizm, it will be
i indicarion either of idendry shift in Japan (in which case new central renerts
could be identified) or of the failure of an argument bated on securiry idenricy
to expliin pelicy change in contemporarv Japan. In such an evenr—a shift away
from the zecurity identity of domestic antimilitarism—one would see a much
more accelerared change in Japanese securiry policy, and in wavs thar are unpre-
dicrable unril a new securicy idenriry is crafred and negoriated, a process thar likely
would take several vears (if not a decade or more) and thus could have significant
ramification: for regional stabilicy.

Absent the existing securiry idenrity, Japanese securicy policy could flucruare
unpredictably in the vears ro come, stymieing, U.S.-Japan alliance cooperation
and vexing Japan’s close neighbors, perhaps leading to increazed milicary tensions
or even outright militarvy conflict—such a: over disputed territories, territorial

incursions, or preemptive strikes to slow weapons development in hostile states,
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TABLE I

Indicators of Possible Breaches of the Seawity Identity of Domestic Antimilitarism

Tenet Cne Centralization of defense policy mamgement selely within the Ministry
of Defenze
Creation of a national security council to advize the prime minister that
includes SDF officers

Tenet Twe Statements of threat of use of force in international discourse
Development of explicitly offensive military capabiliies

Tenet Three Creation of effensive milibry plans er peosture
Commitments to the wuze of the SDF in active overseas conflicts
Unilateral use of the SDF in overseas military activities

Such policy outcomes are extremely unlikely under the current security identy
of domestic anrinuilitarism,

Whar would it rake to produce a different security identiry for Japan? Or mighe
the existing securitv identity be altered te an extent that it no longer meaning-
fully represented the central tenets of the past security identity? The emipiri-
cal research presenred in thiz volume, rogether with the theoretical framework
offered in Chaprer 1, provides a detailed answer to these rwo imporrant questions.
Thiz intreduction will conclude with a few specific threshelds for measuring pos-
sible movement away from the central tenets of Japan’s postwar security identicy
of domestic antinulitarism, a5 summarized in Table 1.

Successful revision of the constitution that includes a constitutonal basis for
SDF military activities overseas and peoses no obstacles to Japan exercising its sov-
ereign right of collective self-defenze would signify a shift away from the secu-
riry identicy of domiestic ancimilitarizm. The enactment of legislation thar took
advanrage of these new constitudenal enridements would =ignify the crosuing of a
threshold awav from this security identity toward something else. Such change is
unlikely, though, divorced from growing evidence in public discourse about new
underlying principles for Japans security furure, new coalidens ameong political
and social actors, and new proposals for instirutonal rules and legislation in line
with thi: “something else” As argued in Chapter 1, the presence of alternative
vizions to ground new general principles for state action and of political entrepre-
neurs to articulare these visions in socially salient ways iz critical to the conseolida-
don of a new securiry idenriry. Such alrernarive principles and acrors to ardeulare
them are evident in todav’s Japan (Samuels 2o007) and must be conzidered carefully.
In the area of constitudenal revision, the creatien of numerous tazk forces—pub-
lic and private—rto propose alternadves and ro advocate for new grounding prin-
ciples iz evidence of such a vibranr ideadenal environment. Thus, the porenrial for

identity shift certainly is present, but at the earliest it is several vears away.™
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Constitutional revizien is not the enly route to security identity shift. It mav
be poszible to enacr legislarion in a number of areas thar departs from che core
principles of demesric ancimilitarism withour following this pach.® Indeed, con-
servatives seeking 1 mere “normal” Japan mav choese to follow this route of
neonrevision given the obstacles to enacting consttutional revizsion along the lines
thev seek. The elevation of the JDA to the MOD would appear to be an example
of the crossing of such a thresheld. It seems likely in the years to come thar the
MOD will begin to exercize new powers and authority in line with its new sta-
tus that could lead to the negation of the first tenet of domesde antimilitarism,
which prohibics active military involvement in policy making, Some would argue
that chis threshold has already been crossed, as the de facro starus, funcrions, and
insttutional capabilities of the JTDA were increased in the late 1ggos in preparation
for elevadon of the agency to ministry status, and the role of the uniformed SDF
members in the JOA bureaucracy increased.

Cerrainly the visibility of the SDF has increased markedly in recent vears—
from coverage in the media and appearance of uniformed SDF officers in public
places to the shiny new headquarters of the MOD in Ichigava, Tokvo. More sub-
srancively, a greater SDF presence has been visible in policy-making institurions
within the JDA for several years, and equally se—though net vet more so—uwithin
the MOD. Stll, MOFA continues to play a leading role in the management of
one of Japan's principal security issues—its alliance with the Unirted States—and
the prime minister and members of the Dier have limired direct comracr with
the SDF or even the MOD. Discussions are under way to set up an upgraded
MNational Security Council (INSC) in Japan to advize the prime minister, though
current propesals do not include uniformed officers of the SDF (as the TUJ.5. INSC
does, in the form of the head of the Joint Chief of Staff), and the civilian MOD
will be just one voice among many If in Japan’s future, the SDF and MOD begin
to plav a leading role in planning and implementing Japan's security strategyv—as
the individual military services and the Department of Defenze (DOD) deo in the
Unired Stares—ir should be seen as an example of the sbandonment of che firse
tenet of domesdc ancimilitarism,

Similar indicators can be imagined for the resilience of the other two central
tenets of Japan’s security identity, as sunumarized in Table 1. For example, regard-
ing the second rener of no use of milicary force to resolve inrernarional dispures,
public acceprance of explicic threars of the use of Japan's formidable military to
achieve state objectives would indicate an abandoning of this tenet. As well,
development of explicitly offensive military capabilides—as opposzed to capabili-
des thar mighr incidentally have zome offensive applications in principle—would
provide further evidence of a crossing of a thresheld thar would signify the col-
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lapze of a core principle. Creation of new military plans or “contingencies” that
included offensive acrion would also wviolate a principle cenrral to the exisring
security identiry. Other indicarors are also imaginable for this rener, and for oth-
ers,

The third tenet of dome:tic antimilitarism—mno Japanese pardeipation in for-
eign military conflice—has already been pushed cloze to the limir of reazonable
implementarion of the principle through the deplovment of the SDF to partici-
pate in counterterrorism activitdes in the Indian Ocean and areas in and around
Iraq. Still, the activites of the SDF overseas are almost exclusively humanirarian
in narure—though Maritime Self-Defense Forces (MSDF) activites in the Indian
Ocean to refuel warships and Air Self-Defense Forces (ASDF) resupply acovi-
des from Kuwait get perilously clese to vielating this principle. Consistent with
the argument of this velume, however, this policy iz deeply contested politically.
Moreover, at the time of publication of this volume, the furure of this “special
measure” is uncertain, as polirical oppesition has become emboldened. Furure
such activities seem to be on held for now as well—following the long-standing
pattern of “reach, reconcile, reassure™ discussed in Chaprer 1—but routine partici-
patien in such actvites could well signal an abandenment of this principle. Such
abandonment could come both from the number and frequency of such acovi-
tes or from furure “mission creep.” Public statements by former Prime Minister
Abe and former Foreign Minister Aso clearly indicated that their government
would have liked to have seen thiz happen. Bur, to dare, such staremenrs do not
reflect mainstream opinion in contemporary Japan (Oros 2007b). That theze offi-
cials served less than a vear in office also suggests their views were net politcally
viable,

Iz there a1 securiry idenriry bevond domestic ancimilitarizm in Japan's near
furure? Historically speaking, one can observe a “fifteen-vear rule” in Japanese
hizstorical development.® The forced opening of Japan in 1853 by 1J.5. naval force
led fifteen vear: later to the 1868 Meiji “restoraton” of imperial authority—a
dramaric reshaping of political order. The 1045 defear in the Second World War
led fifreen years later ro the rodo renewal of the U.S.-Japan tecuriry treary and
codification of the security identity of domestic antimilitarism. Will the 1oor
dissoluden of the Soviet Union and the collapse of the bubble econemy (on the
heels of the 108g death of the Showa emperor) lead to the codification of a new
security idencity for Japan in a mulripolar Asia in 2006 or soon after? To answer
these imp ortant questions, one must look to the broader theorerical arguments for
policy change developed in Chapter 1 and illustrated empirically in subsequent

chaprer:,
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Primary Altemative Explanations

It iz useful ro briefly conzider at the ourser rwo primary alternarive explanarions
to the argument presented here, with more demiled discussion of alternative and
complementary theories to follow in Chapter 1. One alternadve explanation is
that changes in marerial factors largely account for changes in security practice
to dare. Marerial factors in this sense would include both the domestic configura-
don of political power and the international environment, While on the surface
this basic explmaden has some traction, detailed examination of multiple cases
of Japanese security practice provided in following chaprers demonstrare clearly
that such marerially based explinadons alone cannor account for more than the
surface evolution of JTapan™s security practice over time.

A second alternative explinatden concedes the past role of the security iden-
drv of domestic anrimilicarizm bur argues char this idencicy has since disapp eared
in favor of 2 more realist orienration in post—Cold War, post-Taepodong, and
post-0/11 Japan.This explanaden as well cannot account for the substantial limits
sdll evident en a large swath of Japanese security practice today, including SDF
deplovments abroad, the rorrured pace of missile defenze codevelopment, capabil-
ity restricrions on surveillance sarellives, and conzecurive declines in overall defenze
spending in recent vears. Instead, the evolution of security practice in Japan clearly
is still shaped fundamentally by a security identity whose central tenets were
negotiated decades ago bur which conrinue to be reproduced, reinterpreted, and
reified regularly in new securicy legislation and overall practice.

Such a framework for JTapan's security outlock seems fairly certain for the
medium term, abzent a dramatic external or internal shock to Japan. Even such
1 shock does nor necessitace a broader shift in securiry identiry, a: seen in the
rogos after a series of internarional and domestic securicy shocks failed ro lead to
a recrafting of the long-standing security identity of domestic andmilitarizm, Scill,
the possbility of identity shift must be considered carefully. This, together with an
explanarion for general policy change within an existing security idenricy, is the
focus of the nexr chaprer.



