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And as for long-range strategic bomber systems, though they 

are easily controlled, they are relatively vulnerable and 

ineffective against time-urgent targets. Further, it would 

appear that favourable results could not be obtained because 

of their difficulty in penetrating strong Soviet defence 

lines.3S 

Therefore, if land-based nuclear missiles are 

vulnerable against a Soviet first strike, it seems there 

would remain only two feasible responses to a Soviet limited 

first strike at US ICBM silos: namely 'launch on warning', 

or a SLBM counter attack. Given the high risk involved with 

the former strategy, an actual response would probably be in 

the form of the latter, a SLBM counter-attack. However, 

SLBMs would be inevitably used in a 'limited counter-force' 

role against Soviet military bases, and must be used in a 

• counter-value , role against Soviet cities and industrial 

centres.39 There is little doubt that the former option 

would be ineffective because Soviet forces, such as aircraft 

and vessels, would be evacuated from danger zones at the 

time. 

In the case of the second option, it is probable that 

the Soviet response would be a counter-counter-attack on US 

'value' targets.40 Ultimately, the President of the US 

would have to choose between • surrender' or tsuicide', as 

Henry Kissinger, the former Secretary of State, once stated. 

If there is a twindow of vulnerability', then from a 

strategic standpoint the United States is indeed in an 

extremely disadvantageous position. A 'window of 

vulnerability' would present a grave problem to US national 
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security.41 In this case, according to the advocates of 

nuclear weapons for Japan, the US could no longer give 

security guarantees even to itself, much less to an ally. 

Sea 

The Soviet SSBNs with 

of Okhotsk are also 

SLBMs on board deployed at the 

regarded by the tmilitary 

expansionists' as a serious threat to the US leading also to 

the weakening of extended deterrence. It is argued that, 

while SLBMs are generally regarded as the strategic reserve 

force for the second strike, they would be used in the 

tfirst strike role' in a crisis against comparatively low­

hardened US bases for strategic bombers and SSBNs. As it is 

necessary for the Soviet Union to destroy US strategic 

bombers and SSBNs before they are evacuated from their 

bases, the use of SLBMs deployed in the Sea of Okhotsk and 

capable of a short warning attack would be indispensable in 

an overall Soviet preemptive attack. 

(II) THE SOVIET INTERMEDIATE-RANGE NUCLEAR THREAT 

It is often argued that the existence of the 88-20s 

serves to tilt the nuclear balance between the U8 and the 

US8R in the region towards the latter. The reason being 

that the U8 does not have effective nuclear forces to 

counter them and, as a result, the Soviet Union is seen as 

posing a serious threat to Japan's security. 

Although the US possesses B-52Gs with ALCMs based in 

Guam; carrier-based nuclear capable aircraft; and a number 

of naval vessels with 8LCMs on board which could offset the 

threat of the Soviet TU-22M Backfire bombers, these US 

forces centering on Cruise Missiles do not have the 

capability to counter the S8-20s.42 
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It is pointed out that the reason the Cruise Missiles 

cannot offset the SS-20s is that there are a number of 

asymmetries between them. These include: (i) a short range 

of 2,500 kilometres; (ii) a longer time required for 

retargetting because they are guided by TERCOM systems; 

(iii) a much longer time needed to reach targets because 

they are propelled by turbo-fan engines; (iv) a much lower 

capability for penetrating defence lines owing to their much 

lower speed; and (v) the uncertainty of having US platforms 

in a suitable position when needed.43 Thus it is stressed 

by them that when taking the Soviet threat to US strategic 

nuclear forces into consideration, as well as Soviet build­

up of conventional forces, the deployment of the SS-20s has 

further lowered the credibility of US extended deterrence. 

(III) THE SOVIET CONVENTIONAL THREAT 

With respect to Soviet conventional forces, two 

perceptions of Soviet threat are commonly held. One is the 

perception that the Soviet Union might, in a crisis, conduct 

a surprise invasion of Hokkaido. The grounds on which this 

is argued are, first, that Japan's geographical location is, 

from a strategic standpoint, highly significant. The Soviet 

Union, thinking seriously about advances to the Pacific 

Ocean must regard Japan's location as being capable of 

hindering Soviet naval movements in the sea and therefore 

regard Japan as a grave menace to it. From this it is 

concluded that the Soviet Union might suddenly attempt to 

occupy Hokkaido in order to secure permanently free 

movement. 



42 

Second, the perception of threat is based on the 

assumption that the Soviets would not believe that the US 

would abide by the obligations of the Japan-US Security 

Treaty and actually respond to even a Soviet conventional 

and limited attack. It is asserted that the Nixon Doctrine 

and the American withdrawal from Southeast Asia created 

Soviet scepticism concerning the credibility of US support 

to allies in Asia. 

Finally, this perception is based on the current Soviet 

build-up in the Northern Territories close to Hokkaido along 

with improved landing capabilities for the Pacific Fleet. 

It now includes the Ivan-Rogov class amphibious assault ship 

and a naval infantry division. 

A further conventional threat argued by tmilitary 

expansionists', is that the powerful Soviet Pacific Fleet 

greatly threatens Japan's vital Sea Lanes of Communications 

(SLOCs). Since the protection of SLOCs is quite difficult, 

particularly with respect to submarines, the Soviet Pacific 

Fleet which possesses about 140 submarines including 70 

nuclear-powered ones is regarded as a direct threat to 

Japan's security.44 

In Chapter 4 these threat perceptions of Soviet 

military forces will be assessed. 
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NOTES 

1. Paul Keal, Japanese Defence and Australian Interests 
(Canberra: 1986), p.6. 

2. Needless to say, the fact that the greater part of 
Japan is mountainous also places Japan in a 
disadvantaged position to mobilise its forces. 

3. Defence Agency of Japan, Defence of Japan 1986, (Tokyo: 
1986), p.24. 

4. The Tsugaru Straits, for example, is only 17 kilometres 
wide. 

5. According to the statistics of the Economic Planning 
Agency of Japan concerning World GNP Shares of Selected 
Countries and Regions in 1980, Japan, which shared 
about 10 per cent, ranked third behind the USSR, which 
shared about 13 per cent. Japan Institute for Social 
and Economic Affairs, Japan 1986: An International 
Comparison (Tokyo: 1986), p.9. 

6. tPower' may be defined broadly, tas the ability of an 
actor on the international stage to use tangible and 
intangible resources and assets in such a way as to 
influence the outcomes of international events to its 
own satisfaction. Walter S. Jones, The Logic of 
International Relations (Toronto: 1985), p.245. 
Further, he insists: tQuantitative studies of power 
and capability have tended to confirm the importance of 
industrial capacity as the single most important 
determinant of power'. ibid., p.257. 

7. Japan Institute for Social and Economic Affairs, 
op.cit., p.67. 

8. Taketsugu Tsurutani, Japanese Policy and East Asian 
Security (New York: 1981), p.28. 

9. Quoted in J.W.M. Chapman (ed.), Japan's Quest for 
Comprehensive Security (London: 1983), p.xv. 

10. Defence Agency of Japan, op.cit., p.26. With regard to 
the North-South Military Balance, R. Drifte insists: 
tthe North has a clear military superiority which would 
be most effective in a short conflict aimed at 
controlling a limited area of the South extending into 
the Seoul industrial belt. In a longer conflict, the 
South can certainly balance this advantage, 
particularly with the American security guarantee'. 
R. Drifte, tDiplomacy' in J.W.M. Chapman (ed.), op.cit. 
p.107~ 

11. For a pessimistic view concerning the future of the 
Korean Peninsula, see, for example, Fuji Kamiya, 
tProspects for a New Korean War: Implications for 
Security in Northeast Asia' in Richard H. Solomon and 
Masataka Kosaka (eds), The Soviet Far East Military 
Buildup (Dover, Massachusetts: 1986), pp.173-85. 

For an optimistic view, see John W. Lewis, tProspects 
for Peace on the Korean Peninsula' in a Special Report 
of the Center For International Security and Arms 
Control, Prospects for Peace and Cooperation in the 
Asian-Pacific Region (Stanford, California: 1986), 
pp.31-44, and Tao Bingwei, tThe Situation in Korea' in 
ibid., pp.45-50. 
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