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At first, intellectuals portrayed President Dwight Eisenhower as a dull,

ineffective, incompetent president.
 In the 1970s and 1980s, revisionists

reevaluated the Eisenhower presidency and claimed that Eisenhower ex-

ecuted strong leadership.
 Post-revisionists criticize revisionists for their lack

of understanding of Eisenhower’s policies toward developing countries.

They also argued that the revisionists focused solely on the decision-making

style of Eisenhower’s foreign policies, neglecting assessment of his policy

outcomes.

     There has been an abundance of historical scholarship on the Eisenhower

presidency, but specialists in American foreign policy have paid surprisingly

little attention to U.S.-Japan relations in the 1950s. Two very important books

have recently been published to fill this void: one from a revisionist and the

other from a post-revisionist perspective. Both works are based on meticulous

and multi-archival research, making a significant contribution to the study of

Eisenhower diplomacy.

     America and the Japanese Miracle: The Cold War Context of Japan’s Postwar Economic Revival, 1950-1960 by Aaron Forsberg examines U.S.-Japan economic relations in the 1950s from a revisionist perspective. This book indicates that the most serious problem that Japan faced after the end of the occupation was a continuous large trade deficit. The vulnerability of the Japanese economy might harm the U.S.-Japan alliance. Hence, the United States made a deep commitment to Japanese economic recovery. In Washington, Japanese economic recovery became a touchstone for the health of the U.S.-Japan strategic alliance. Japan’s miraculous economic development in the 1950s has largely been attributed to domestic factors such as Japan’s unique economic system. In contrast, Forsberg insists that external factors, such as U.S. national security policies and intensification of the Cold War played a more significant role than is

usually assumed in Japanese economic recovery, integration of Japan into a liberal world trade organization, and development of perennial U.S.-Japan trade 

friction. According to Forsberg, the Cold War offered Japan favorable international conditions: Japan’s economic recovery and the integration of Japan 

into the Western bloc became major objectives for the United States. Consequently, Washington provided Japan with access to U.S. markets as well as opportunities

to transfer technology easily from the United States. Forsberg maintains that without the Cold War, the United States would neither have actively offered such

a magnitude of economic assistance to Japan, nor eased Japan’s entrance into the

General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, nor opened American markets to Japanese goods, nor permitted Japanese restrictions against imports and investments.

     Forsberg demonstrates that because actual Sino-Japanese trade was quite

limited, both the Japanese government and the business community relied on

trade expansion with the Western liberal trade bloc. However, since the

United states imposed severe trade restrictions with the People’s Republic of

China on Japan, Tokyo, in turn, was able to take advantage of this situation to

demand penetration into the world’s largest markets―in America.

     Trade friction could be interpreted as a serious problem between the

United States and Japan, but Forsberg generously argues that the friction

came about as a natural consequence of a closer U.S.-Japan alliance and a

stronger integration of the Japanese economy into the Western liberal trade

bloc. The Eisenhower administration successfully established a close eco-

nomic relationship with Japan and consolidated the bilateral alliance so that

the two countries survived a crisis in 1960 that was brought about by revising

the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty. According to Forsberg, strong economic

relations with the United States convinced the Japanese to recognize the

importance of the U.S.-Japan alliance and to manage bilateral trade frictions.

As for the United States, it was necessary to take moderate measures to deal

with trade frictions in order to keep Japan in the Western bloc in the Cold War.

Consequently, both the Japanese and U.S. governments used economic

intervention without trampling on the principles of free trade. In other words,

the new economic order that rose to surface in the 1950s contained a

conflicted relationship between the United States and Japan.

     Taking foreign direct investment and technology transfer as case studies,

Forsberg analyzes the close relationship between government and private

sectors in Japan. He also points out that the United States was quite generous

toward Japan’s protective policies both against imports and foreign direct

investment because of two tacit and inaccurate assumptions. The Eisenhower

administration believed that Japan was adopting these policies as temporary

measures and it would, like other capitalist countries, eventually adopt liberal

trade policies in the future. Moreover, Americans presumed that Japan would

not catch up with the United States to become a competitive power for a long

time.

     Sayuri Shimizu focuses on U.S.-Japan trade relations in Creating People of

Plenty: The United States and Japan’s Economic Alternatives, 1950-1960 from a

post-revisionist perspective. In addition to American official documents and

personal papers, Shimizu uses extensive Japanese primary and secondary

materials as well. This book makes an excellent contribution to the scholar-

ship by providing a more balanced, truly bi-national perspective to U,S.-Japan

trade relations in the 1950s. The fundamental assumption of the Eisenhower

administration, Shimizu argues, was that creating people of plenty in the

world by expansion of the economic pie would be the best measure to contain

the social pressure for economic redistribution and protectionism at home

and abroad. Shimizu positively evaluates Eisenhower’s policies toward Japan

because of his achievement in reconstructing the Japanese economy and in

keeping Japan in the Western bloc. Another important contribution of this

work is to demonstrate the ironic consequences of U.S.-Japan trade relations

in transforming Japanese state structure into a hybrid of “strategic capital-

ism.”
     This book divides the world economy into three subunits: the Communist

bloc, developing countries (particularly Southeast Asia), and the Western

industrial world. The United States gradually eased Sino-Japanese trade

restrictions, but China’s sudden, unilateral measures destroyed further devel-

opment. As for Southeast Asia, Japan repeatedly asked the United States to

make a substantial commitment to establish a regional economic bloc, but

Washington refused to do so. Shimizu concludes that the United States

preferred a fragmented Asia, trying to prevent Japan from playing a central

role in Southeast Asia. Since Chinese and Southeast Asian markets were a

myth, the Western industrial world, especially the United States, provided

Japan with its most crucial markets in the 1950s. Shimizu claims that the U.S.

markets played a critical role in Japan’s emergence as an economic giant at the

end of the 1950s.

     The closer the U.S.-Japanese economic relations became, the more friction

both countries faced. This book shows that as Japan penetrated American

markets, the Eisenhower administration had to deal with the rise of domestic

protectionism in such industries as textiles and silverware. Hence, the

Eisenhower administration faced a great dilemma: it wanted to preserve a

free, open, liberal, multilateral trade principle in the postwar world economy,

while it had to assuage domestic protectionist demands. According to this

book, the Japanese Voluntary Export Restriction (VER) program was an ideal

solution. Japan was ready to accept the VER program because it at least

guaranteed access to the American market.

     Shimizu illustrates the irony of the VER program: although Japan became

an integral part of the liberal, capitalist world, the United States had to accept

the Japanese government’s intervention in its own economy and the formula-

tion of Japanese semi-cartels in production, pricing, and export transactions.

In other words, managed trade was required to maintain the principle of

liberal trade. Shimizu writes, “America ended up fortifying its castle of free

trade by constructing fortresses of unfree trade elsewhere” (p. 173). The VER

program largely depended on Japan’s successful implementation of a man-

aged economy at home.

     Both Forsberg and Shimizu have carried out pioneering work on U.S.-

Japan relations during the Eisenhower administration. They have broken new

ground and stimulated researchers’ interest; they also raise several questions.

Forsberg regards the 1950s as a distinct period and Shimizu considers it a

transitional period. Both authors, however, focus on the 1950s without

examining the historical context: the 1950s must be examined as a part of a

historical trend to demonstrate the decade’s uniqueness. The core issue is

how to define the 1950s in the history of the U.S.-Japan bilateral relationship

and international relations.

     In the 1920s, close economic ties between the United States and Japan

existed. There were disrupted in the 1930s. In the 1950s, the countries rebuilt

their strong economic relations. How did the close ties in the 1920s affect the

rapid development of economic ties in the 1950s? Why did the economic ties

in the 1920s break down in the 1930s while the ties from the 1950s continue to

hold even now? In the 1920s, the United States was not yet a hegemonic

world power, defined as a nation possessing “such unrivaled supremacy,

such predominant influence in economic power, military might, and political-

ideological leadership, that no other power, or combination of powers, can

prevail against it.” The country simply did not have preponderance of power

to run the world nor was it ready, because of a strong isolationist trend, to act

positively in coordinating the international system in the1920s. The 1920s, an

era of economic prosperity, saw a honeymoon period between the United

States and Japan. However, once economic conditions severely deteriorated

in the 1930s, the United States abandoned liberal, multilateral economic

internationalism and returned to protective unilateralism while Japan pushed

for regional expansionism, leading both countries on to a collision course. In

the 1950s, the United States possessed not only physical power but also the

will to assume hegemonic responsibility in the world. Since Japan was a

linchpin to maintain stability and contain the spread of communism in Asia,

the Unite States made great efforts to reestablish its close ties with Japan by

providing security and economic opportunities. The United States was truly a

hegemonic power in the 1950s, which was qualitatively different from the

situation in the 1920s.

     The Cold War was undoubtedly an important and unprecedented feature

of international relations in the 1950s. Both authors indicate that because of

the Cold War, the United States feared that Japan might turn its allegiance to

the Communist bloc; curiously, however, neither of them explains why

Washington felt so. It was unrealistic for Japan to side with the Communist

bloc in the 1950s, but U.S. paranoia created an image of limitless expansion of

communism that might swallow up an economically unstable Japan. This

anti-communist mindset (cold war mentality) gradually became prevalent

among U.S. officials. As Forsberg and Shimizu vividly demonstrate, within

the United States, conflict between internationalism as national ideal and

protectionism as policy-level implementation was severe, but cold war

rhetoric was quite effective in mitigating protectionism in Congress.

     Historical developments in American society may partly account for this

psychic crisis that prevailed in the United States. The United States began

with the modern age. Since Americans have experienced only liberal society,

they tend to consider it an absolute truth, not a stage of historical develop-

ment. Consequently, they deny or despise other forms of society, such as

feudal, authoritarian, and socialist societies. After Americans experimented

and failed with republicanism based on citizens’ virtue in the late eighteenth

century, they recognized that only market values and opportunity for eco-

nomic expansion could bind the intricate fabric of liberal society. Liberalism

and a market economy based on individualism constitute the core values of

American society. Because communism rejected a market economy and

promoted authoritarian state control of society, it seemed to be the direct

antithesis of the American value system. Anti-communism was Americans’
justification for their own society.

     Washington regarded communism as a virus likely to spread to the

weakest parts of the world.
 Since Asia represented one of the most unstable

and weakest areas in the world, American officials believed that communism

could easily penetrate it. Americans, who had experienced only modernity,

were likely to consider the pre-modern societies of most Asian countries as

less developed. The relative Asian “backwardness” gave the United States a

superiority complex by which Americans reaffirmed validity of their own

liberal-capitalist society. Convinced that Asian traditions would not facilitate

the development of liberal democracy, the Americans assumed that Asians

with pre-modern traditions of power, prestige, and authority did not think

according to market principles or rational reasoning. Americans held only

primitive and often biased images of Asians, which led Washington officials

to believe that the Japanese would not stick to their principles but would shift

their allegiance from one leadership to another without much hesitation.

Furthermore, because of their long history of despotism, Americans assumed

that the Japanese would respect and follow powerful leaders. These condi-

tions compelled the United States to promote its active and continuous

commitment in Asia. In this sense, the Cold War played a critical role in the

U.S.-Japan relationship.

     During the Cold War, the most important aspect of U.S.-Japan relationship

was the security relationship, yet both Forsberg and Shimizu undervalue its

impact on Japanese economic recovery. In the cold war atmosphere, trade,

Japan’s economic recovery, and security policies were closely connected, and

it is next to impossible to separate them. The most controversial issue between

the United States and Japan during the 1950s was not trade but security

issues. The United States was successful in maintaining its military bases in

Japan after the occupation. Washington emphasized the importance of Japan’s

role as a showcase to other Asian countries. On the one hand, since many

Asian countries had suffered under Western colonialism and from unequal

treaties with the West for a long time, Japan’s spontaneous ties with the

United States and voluntary acceptance of stationing U.S. troops would

greatly increase U.S. prestige and influence throughout Asia. On the other

hand, it would be disastrous if the presence of the United States forces

appeared to the Japanese and other Asian people as an expression of western

imperialism. In addition, the United States compelled Prime Minister Shigeru

Yoshida to pledge the implementation of Japan’s rearmament program.

Washington seemed to obtain everything it wanted, but this very achieve-

ment, in turn, restricted its options later: Washington could not push Japan’s

rearmament program too hard fearing that this topic might lead to the

reopening of the sensitive issues of amending the war-renouncing clause of

the constitution (Article Nine) and of retention of U.S. bases in Japan. Article

Nine was a Pandora’s box. Since any move to alter it was likely to precipitate

a heated political ordeal, no right-minded politician in Japan would dare

touch it. In order to keep Japan in the Western bloc during the height of the

Cold War in the 1950s, Washington continued to provide Japan with security

and economic opportunities, while it had to be careful not to make the 

security issue a subject of hot political debate in the Diet.

     The Japanese government’s primary task was to find the very minimum

defense contribution line that would not jeopardize its ties with the United

States. Tokyo endeavored  to acquire security without wasting scarce re-

sources for defense. The Japanese officials were excellent at exploiting the

hegemon’s Achilles’ heel: they used U.S. security anxiety in Japan as a

bargaining chip to induce greater U.S. engagement in Japan’s economic

recovery. Yoshida worked to induce aid from the United States in exchange

for Japan’s rearmament. As a weak ally in an unstable area surrounded by

two giant communist countries, the Soviet Union and the People’s Republic of

China, Japan found its weakness the best asset in dealings with the United

States.

     Strategic considerations also constituted a major factor in Southeast Asia

matters. Forsberg argues that Southeast Asia did not play a significant role in

contributing to a swift Japanese economic recovery. Shimizu explains this

issue in more detail, claiming that the United States did not accept Japan’s

earnest request to provide funds to establish a regional economic bloc in

Southeast Asia because the United States wanted to prevent untrustworthy

Japan from playing an independent role in Asia. If that is the case, why not

adopt tactics of constraint through incorporation? Washington could have

chosen to commit itself in economic development in Southeast Asia jointly

with Japan. This would have been a more effective way to control Japan’s

behavior in that region rather than leaving Japan to act by itself. Washington

took a hands-off policy in Southeast Asia primarily because the region was

considered too unstable for effective investment. The United States believed

that military pacification rather than economic assistance was indispensable
to bring stability to this region and realize economic integration between

Japan and Southeast Asia. Since Forsberg and Shimizu try to find the direct

and immediate economic benefits that Southeast Asia provides, they tend to

undervalue U.S. military-related assistance to that region that indirectly

flowed to Japan.

     Not only external affairs but also Japanese internal dynamics played an

important role in bringing about the Japanese economic miracle. The 1950s

was a decade during which Japan formulated a unique corporate capitalist
system in which government, business, and labor implemented close and

intricate cooperation. Forsberg points out differences in the relationships

between the government and private sectors in the United States and Japan

even though his main focus is on American policymaking in the cold war

international context. In contrast, though Shimizu argues that U.S-Japan

trade relations established “strategic capitalism” in Japan, she overempha-

sizes the importance of U.S.-Japan trade relations without paying appropriate

attention to the relationship between Japanese domestic dynamics and

Japan’s high-speed economic growth in the 1950s. In other words, Shimizu

suggests that the trade relations exerted a dominant influence on the forma-

tion of a unique Japanese-style capitalist system. Shimizu explains that in the

1960s, American influence on Japanese state structure was quite limited, but it

is not clear why this was so. U.S.-Japan trade continued to expand after the

1960s. If trade was such a decisive factor, shouldn’t it have affected Japanese

state structure after the 1960s? Japanese internal dynamics were as important

as bilateral trade relations in influencing the state structure, if not more so.

     Shimizu does not give appropriate weight to the fact that the Japanese

government intervened extensively in the economy, especially to expand

exports to reduce the trade deficit. For example, the government established

the Export-Import Bank of Japan in 1950 and the Japan Export Trade Research

Organization in 1951, which aimed to promote Japanese trade. The govern-

ment, however, responded not only to the needs of economic growth and

trade expansion but also to various kinds of other demands such as military

buildup and social welfare, especially after the end of the Allied occupation.

The Japanese government flexibly accommodated these needs in the early

1950s by employing expansionary monetary and fiscal policies. These policies

in turn imposed inflationary pressure on the Japanese economy that reduced

its international competitiveness. The Bank of Japan and Ministry of

Finance swiftly intervened in the economy to return to tighter monetary and

fiscal policies in the mid-1950s. State intervention in the economy is a double-

edged sword: it may promote economic growth and foreign trade, but if the

state intervenes badly, it can have a negative impact on the economy. The

Japanese economic miracle was a product of an effective combination of its

favorable external trade relations and the Japanese government’s appropriate

intervention into the Japanese economy.

     Both Forsberg and Shimizu primarily analyze Japanese cotton as well as

other labor-intensive industries because their focus is U.S.-Japan trade rela-

tions. Postwar Japanese industrial structure, however, gradually turned away

from labor-intensive, light industries toward capital-intensive, heavy-chemical

industries. The Ministry of International Trade and Industry as well as other

government agencies actively intervened in these key industries to promote

high-speed economic growth in the 1950s. In 1951, the Japanese government

designated four priority industries for development: electric power, steel,

marine transportation, and coal. The government also emphasized related

industries, including electrical machinery, shipbuilding, petrochemical, and

synthesized fiber.
 These heavy-chemical industries, though still less com-

petitive in the world market, were the real engines of the Japanese economic

development. Without analyzing the internal dynamics that fostered these

industries, along with Japan’s external trade relations, it is next to impossible
to understand how Japan realized its high-speed economic growth.

     The U.S.-Japan alliance in the 1950s was an asymmetrical relationship with

the United States as a senior partner and Japan as a junior partner. The senior

partner obtained what it wished, such as Japanese VER, Yoshida’s pledge to

rearmament, and U.S. bases in Japan after the occupation, while the junior

partner skillfully used these conditions to facilitate its corporate capitalism
and induced the United States to provide security and economic opportuni-

ties. Aaron Forsberg and Sayuri Shimizu present much-anticipated books on

U.S.-Japan relations during the Eisenhower administration based on thor-

ough research. These books have solved many questions and raised new ones

and will certainly promote more research on U.S.-Japan relations in the 1950s.
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