
Why is the opposition so fragmented? The debate on 
Article 9, or more generally national defense issues, 
has made it difficult for the opposition to become a 
unified force. Left-wing opposition parties 
traditionally maintained the position that the SDF 
was unconstitutional, and they opposed the security 
alliance with the United States. They now accept the 
U.U.S.-Japan alliance but still argue for a reduction of 
U.S. bases in Japan, especially in Okinawa. Center-left 
or centrist opposition parties, on the contrary, 
generally agree with the LDP on those fundamental 
issues. Supporters of those moderate parties are 
against the LDP for various reasons, but they would 
rather see a continuation of the LDP government 
thanthan have a left-wing government that may radically 
alter the country’s basic defense strategy and strain 
the relationship with the United States. The issues of 
Article 9 and defense policies have acted as a wedge 
that divides the opposition. Indeed, these issues 
caused the split of the largest opposition party just 
before the election of 2017.

If Article 9 were actually revised, it would have a 
great impact on public opinion. Left-wing citizens 
might try to start a movement to revise the article 
back to the original wording, but that would not likely 
be a large-scale movement. A constitutional 
amendment requires a two-thirds majority in both 
houses of the parliament and a simple majority in a 
nationalnational referendum. After an article is revised with 
such a large majority, revising it back would require an 
enormously massive swing in public opinion, and 
thus most people would realize that a re-revision 
would be a far-fetched dream. Further, most of those 
who currently oppose a revision of Article 9 are 
actually “passive” supporters of the article who 
apprapprove of the SDF. They nonetheless oppose a 
revision because, for example, they support the 
symbolic value of the article. Those passive 

Japan’s Prime Minister Shinzo Abe of the Liberal 
Democratic Party (LDP) has held office since 2012, 
and his tenure has been unusually stable for Japan’s 
standards. Already one of the longest-serving prime 
ministers in Japan’s political history, Abe appears to 
be increasingly interested in building his legacy. Most 
notably, Abe aims to secure his legacy by revising 
ArArticle 9 of the constitution, which forbids the 
country from possessing military forces. Japan’s 
Self-Defense Forces (SDF) has existed for more than 
six decades, and more than 90 percent of citizens 
have positive impressions of the SDF, but a majority 
of constitutional scholars consider the SDF 
unconstitutional. Abe has long been a proponent of 
thethe revision of Article 9 and last year officially 
announced a concrete plan to revise it by 2020 to 
make the SDF explicitly constitutional. While it is not 
yet clear whether such a revision is even feasible, this 
essay explains how revising Article 9 might 
undermine the LDP’s dominance and normalize 
Japan’s party politics by making it more competitive.

Since the 1960s, Japan’s party politics have always had 
an asymmetric structure. The right-wing LDP is the 
dominant party, and the anti-LDP side is fragmented 
into many different parties. This fragmentation of 
the opposition has given an electoral advantage to the 
LDP. The Socialist Party—the largest opposition 
during the cold war era—usually obtained less than 
halhalf of the LDP’s seats and did not even nominate 
enough candidates to win a parliamentary majority, 
which did not make the party a credible alternative to 
the LDP. In the most recent 2017 election, nine 
opposition parties competed, and even the largest of 
them won only 12 percent of the total seats. The 
presence of many opposition parties necessarily splits 
anti-LDPanti-LDP votes and helps LDP candidates. In the 
2017 election, 41 percent of the LDP candidates who 
won their local district races did so with less than 50 
percent of the votes. This fact shows that opposition 
votes were split and also that the LDP’s popularity is 
not particularly high. In fact, the approval rate of the 
Abe cabinet before the election was less than its 
disapprdisapproval rate. However, the LDP and its junior 
coalition partner Komeito were able to secure a 
two-thirds majority—thanks to the fragmented 
opposition.
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supporters might be disappointed if the article were 
revised but would not join an attempt for a 
re-revision. Thus, once revised, Article 9 would not 
remain as a salient political issue. A wedge on the 
opposition would disappear. It then would become 
likely for a large moderate party to emerge and 
become the main opposition party, ending opposition 
fragmentation. fragmentation. 

Thus, as paradoxical as it may sound, Abe’s success 
might cause irreversible damage to his party. Revising 
Article 9 has been a long-held desire for Abe and his 
party, but what may follow this revision is the 
permanent loss of the LDP’s electoral advantage and 
the end of an asymmetric party system between the 
dominant LDP and numerous small parties. Japan’s 
constitutionalconstitutional revision is an important issue all the 
more because it can completely transform Japan’s 
party politics.
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gender equality, etc. However, having long suffered 
under a weak, corrupt, and predatory political system, 
people in failed and undergoverned states are likely to 
fear and resist any externally initiated expansion in 
the scope of government, regardless of the 
intentions of the state-builders.

ItIt is for this reason that successful state-building, 
when undertaken by way of imposition, necessitates 
the establishment of a robust bureaucratic presence 
that reaches deep into the locality and disciplines the 
population into complying with various new rules 
and regulations. In the case of Taiwan under Japanese 
colonial rule—an example of successful 
state-buildingstate-building by imposition—bureaucratic density 
reached four bureaucrats per thousand people, 
surpassing even that of Japan itself. Particularly 
notable was the presence of the police in people’s 
lives. During their twice-daily patrols, the police 
would look for any suspicious behaviors and objects, 
as well as inspect the cleanliness of public spaces and 
ensureensure that individuals respected health codes. The 
police made note of whether rules and regulations 
were being followed, any changes in the cultural 
habits of the population, as well as the area’s general 
economic conditions. They also conducted 
household investigations during their daily patrols to 
correct or update information contained within the 
HouseholdHousehold Register, which consisted of basic 
information such as age, gender, and occupation of 
members of each household. Such inspections were 
conducted without warning and as frequently as the 
patrolmen wished.

The governance system that the Japanese constructed 
in Taiwan, while it may have been highly effective in 
remaking Taiwan into a strong and modern state, 
departs considerably from the norms of good 
governance found in Western democracies, however. 
We have come to regard the existence of an 
autonomous public sphere—one comprised of 
variousvarious secondary and tertiary civic associations that 
allow people to debate ideas and devise policy 
solutions independent of the influences of political 
and economic power—as the key to good democratic 
governance. In contrast, Japanese state-building 
success was predicated on the government being able 
to prevent society from exercising autonomy. 

Now in its seventeenth year, America’s mission to 
remake Afghanistan into a strong and democratic 
state has largely produced disappointing results. The 
same is true, albeit for different reasons, in countries 
such as Cambodia, Bosnia, East Timor, and Iraq, 
where the United States has played a prominent role 
in state-building through institutional imposition in 
recentrecent decades. What explains America’s dismal track 
record at state-building? Is state-building by way of 
foreign intervention and occupation a viable 
proposition to begin with?

Supporters of recent state-building campaigns argue 
that their failure is due to lack of sufficient time, 
money, and/or manpower; if the United States and 
its allies are to succeed in establishing strong 
democratic states abroad, it may even be necessary to 
revive the colonial-era practice of administering 
failed and undergoverned states as protectorates. 
CriticCritics, meanwhile, argue that more is less when it 
comes to state-building. Occupied peoples resent the 
imposition of foreign institutional models regardless 
of the intentions of state-builders. Hence, the only 
way to successfully state-build in today’s failed and 
undergoverned states is to empower community 
leaders so they may take charge of the state-building 
procesprocess. The most the United States should do is to 
assist local efforts and let the people decide what kind 
of a state they want, even if it contradicts Western 
values and practices.

Much of this debate over state-building revolves 
around theoretically informed hypotheticals and 
counterfactuals vis-à-vis recent instances of 
state-building. In my upcoming book I seek to fill this 
gap in our understanding through a comparative 
analysis of colonial-era state-building campaigns, 
where modern governmental institutions were 
imposed,imposed, with varying degrees of success, on subject 
populations.

My research demonstrates that when new 
governmental institutions are imposed upon peoples 
by outside forces, compliance becomes the foremost 
problem that must be resolved. Most fundamentally, 
for state-building to succeed, people must 
systematically comply with an array of new rules and 
regulations concerning education, health, racial and 
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It may be tempting to dismiss the Taiwan case as 
being irrelevant for contemporary state-building. 
However, even if, unlike the Japanese, the goal of the 
state-builders is to construct a polity characterized by 
liberal and democratic institutions, the underlying 
process through which such institutions are 
established is the same insofar as state-building is 
beingbeing advanced by way of imposition by an external 
power. Whatever the state-builder’s vision of 
modernity may be, if the subject population does not 
fully buy into it, then they must be disciplined into 
complying with the new state’s expansive set of rules 
and regulations. What historic instances of 
state-building demonstrate is that an autonomous 
ccivil society will only contribute to good governance 
outcomes when people’s fundamental beliefs, norms, 
values, and mores concerning the purpose and scope 
of government coincide with those in power.

The modern state has proven capable of producing 
greater security and prosperity for its inhabitants than 
any political orders before it. Yet, we should not 
ignore the violent and oppressive processes through 
which they have been forged historically. Rather than 
adopt a romanticized and normatively palpable view 
of state-building, and pretend that strong 
democraciesdemocracies may be built by simply transferring 
“good” Western institutions to failed and 
undergoverned states, let us properly weigh the costs 
and benefits that successful state-building actually 
entails. Only then will we be able to determine 
whether state-building does in fact serve the interests 
of those affected. If not, it may be time to bring an 
endend to state-building, and start envisioning viable 
alternatives to the modern state model for advancing 
people’s security and welfare.
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international experience with macroprudential 
frameworks makes clear that there is no 
“one-size-fits–all” model.  Japan’s two key agencies 
with financial stability objectives – the Financial 
Services Agency (FSA) and the Bank of Japan (BOJ) 
– maintain only an informal cooperation mechanism.  
The Council for Cooperation on Financial Stability 
(CCFS),(CCFS), established in 2014 between the FSA and 
BOJ, has no legal basis and no stated objective, and its 
twice-yearly meetings are used only to share analysis 
of systemic vulnerabilities and assessments of risks.  

The United States, in contrast, enacted the sweeping 
Dodd-Frank Act that created the Financial Stability 
Oversight Council (FSOC).  FSOC has a clear 
statutory mandate that creates collective 
accountability for identifying risks and responding to 
emerging threats to financial stability.  The Council is 
chaired by the Secretary of the Treasury, giving it 
politicalpolitical capital, includes the full spectrum of federal 
financial regulators, and has significant policy tools 
and powers.  Other countries have formed their 
financial stability committees, often housed within 
central banks, which have clear mandates that set out 
well-defined objectives, adequate powers, and 
accountability requirements.  

Japan’s financial system maintained stability during 
and after the crisis, and, until now, the government’s 
informal mechanism has not posed any impediment 
to the quality of interagency cooperation, risk 
monitoring, or vulnerability assessment.  However, a 
persistent low-interest rate environment and adverse 
demographic trends pull financial institutions’ 
profitabilityprofitability downwards.  The authorities have already 
indicated that a large percentage of the regional bank 
sector is not viable as structured.  This transition, as 
well as the trend of the rising importance of 
non-banks in Japan’s traditionally bank-centric 
financial system, encompass risks.  This should 
require the authorities to take a close look at their 
macropmacroprudential framework and reform it 
proactively.  The absence of a financial stability 
committee with a legal mandate raises the likelihood 
of policy inaction in the face of a chronic increase in 
vulnerabilities.  An approach of policy forbearance, 
used by Japan in the 1990s, allowed financial 
vulnerabilities to grow into crisis by decade’s end.  

*The views expressed here are the author's own and do not neccessarily represent those of the U.S. Department of Treasury nor the US government.  

The global financial crisis that struck a little more 
than ten years ago is comparable to the Great 
Depression of the 1930s in terms of the scale of 
economic damage caused.  The jump in 
unemployment and the contraction in output would 
have been much greater, however, over the past 
decade were it not for the lessons learned eighty years 
prioprior.  Modern macroeconomics came into being in 
the 1930s as academics and policymakers sought ways 
to restore employment and growth following the 
crash.  Similarly, the most recent crisis has led to a 
surge in research, understanding, and application of 
policies intended to identify vulnerabilities, bolster 
resilience, and prevent such systemic crises from 
occuoccurring again.  

The most recent crisis demonstrated that 
macroeconomic policy and microprudential policy, or 
traditional financial regulation, were insufficient to 
mitigate vulnerabilities that threatened the health of 
the financial system as a whole.  In other words, the 
traditional macroeconomic goals of maintaining 
price stability and near-potential growth, and the 
micropmicroprudential objectives of promoting financial 
institutions’ soundness was not enough to avoid the 
crisis.  Under a so-called “macroprudential policy” 
framework, macroeconomic and microprudential 
policy tools are used to protect the whole economic 
and financial system.  

Authorities in many economies, including the United 
States and Japan, have explored and adopted a more 
structured macroprudential approach to oversee their 
financial systems.  Driven by the G20 and advanced 
by the International Monetary Fund and the Financial 
Stability Board, significant advances have been made 
in terms of developing best practices for 
macropmacroprudential policy frameworks.  Japan’s reforms 
so far, however, come up short in terms of 
international standards and what might be most 
effective to raise the resilience of its financial system, 
especially in light of the significant long-run 
economic challenges it faces.  

Primarily, Japan has failed to establish a formal 
committee with an appropriate membership, 
mandate, and policy tools to look after financial 
stability.  To be sure, evidence assessed so far from 
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This policy error should not be repeated. 

JJapan should fortify its macroprudential architecture 
by redesigning the CCFS, beginning with a strong, 
legal foundation with a formal mandate, clear 
objectives, and a proper policy toolkit.  Transparency 
and accountability can raise communication and 
effectiveness.  The authorities should also expand 
membership of the Council to include the Ministry 
ofof Finance, thereby widening the scope of policy 
tools to include fiscal.  Raising the CCFS’s capacity to 
conduct analysis of risks and enact policy will help 
prevent vulnerabilities from growing into a threat to 
the stability of the financial system.  
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The United States and Japan share national and local 
government tensions over immigration as well as a 
lack of a national integration policy. U.S. local 
government actions have reflected fear of 
immigrants, e.g., California’s 1994 Proposition 187, 
which attempt to deny the undocumented services as 
well as language assistance and protections through 
federalfederal and state civil rights provisions and municipal 
powers. Similarly, some argue Japan’s Local 
Government Act applies only to Japanese citizens 
and others maintain it mandates local authorities treat 
foreign residents as “local citizens.” Japan’s 
municipalities have used national 
“internationalization policies” to assist foreigner 
inteintegration, relying on international associations to 
provide language assistance, employment and 
psychological counseling, multilingual telephone help 
lines, and basic service guides. Local governments 
have pushed the national government to 
accommodate foreigners. In 2001, the “Hamamatsu 
Declaration” created by the Committee for Localities 
withwith a Concentrated Foreigner Population (CLCF) 
strived for “social cohesion” and demanded national 
reform. Japan’s first national measure to support 
recent immigrants was in response to the 2008 
financial crisis, and included children’s education, 
language training, employment support, housing, 
and, surprisingly, paid voluntary return for Latin 
American NikAmerican Nikkeijin.

While some argue the potentially negative effects of 
undocumented immigration in response to labor 
demand, such as depressed wages for low skilled and 
less educated natives including some historically 
marginalized groups such as Native Americans and 
African Americans, others contend it has long term 
benefits for all. In the United States, noncitizens pay 
cecertain taxes, but cannot vote in federal elections and 
generally do not have the franchise in local elections. 
This includes 13.1 million permanent residents, 1.7 
million on temporary visas, 11.1 million 
undocumented and 70,000 refugees of 43 million 
foreign born or 14% of the population in 2015. As a 
result, these U.S. taxpayers have little opportunity for 
foformal political engagement and representation. 
Japan has at least three relevant local mechanisms: 
First, foreign residents assemblies, borrowed from 
similar local efforts for noncitizens in Europe, 

In this time of heated debate about building a 
U.S.-Mexico border wall, mass deportations, 
“Dreamers,” and sanctuary cities, the United States 
can learn from the pitfalls of Japan’s national-level 
restrictions and local government innovations in 
immigration policy. The two countries are liberal 
democracies, among the world’s largest economies, 
andand possibly the world’s most “open” and “closed” 
immigration regimes. Japan presumably has the 
liberal order’s strictest immigration policy motivated 
by internal security, maintenance of “homogeneity,” 
and consequential prohibition of unskilled foreign 
labor. Notwithstanding colonized Koreans and 
Chinese, Japan is the only industrialized democracy 
notnot to depend on foreign labor for post-war 
economic growth. Some Japanese political actors and 
U.S. alt-right proponents attribute this and Japan’s 
orderly, safe, and low crime society to “ethnic 
sameness.” However, Japan now faces the 
demographic dilemmas of one of the largest elderly 
and rapidly aging populations, longest life expectancy, 
andand lowest birthrates in the world. As Japan’s baby 
boomers retire, concerns heighten about sufficient 
youth to provide labor and tax revenue for social 
systems and overall productivity. Japan recently 
dropped from the world’s second to third largest 
economy, after the United States and China. The 
United Nations claims that Japan needs seventeen 
millionmillion foreigners by 2050 to address shrinking 
population, worker scarcity, falling consumption, and 
a possible pension system collapse. The Japanese 
government’s attempted remedies are “side doors” 
for unskilled foreign labor, including a 1990 reform 
that established a visa for overseas Nikkeijin 
(Japanese descendants), and later a trainee program 
forfor “interns” from developing countries. In 2012, a 
point-based immigration system was launched with 
fast-tracked permanent residency to attract high 
skilled foreigners. Foreign nationals comprised 2.9 
million (63,000 undocumented) or 2.3 percent of the 
population in 2016 but their numbers have increased 
by 160 percent since 1990. Ironically, as President 
TTrump chooses to limit immigration, Japan’s Prime 
Minister Abe and his Liberal Democratic Party are 
moving reluctantly to open it, at least for the highly 
skilled, and are seeking better integration for 
foreigners in Japan.  
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initially established in 1996 by Kawasaki City and 
pushed by the mostly noncitizen Zainichi Korean 
community, are now replicated in several 
municipalities across the county. These assemblies 
help non-citizen residents raise their concerns with 
the local government. The assemblies pass proposals 
for consideration by the mayor or city council and 
holdhold “open discussions” for all. Realized proposals 
range from simple phonetic Japanese hiragana 
characters in small print on policy and school 
documents to ease foreigner’s reading 
comprehension to municipalities contracting with 
guarantors to combat housing discrimination. 
Second, referenda, a “residents voting ordinance” 
enactedenacted in 2002 in the town of Maibara inaugurally 
granted foreign residents voting rights.  Between 
2002-2005, over 200 municipalities passed resident 
voting ordinances (mostly for permanent residents) 
to hold a “local referendum by residents” on the 
merger of local municipalities, nuclear power plants, 
or garbage incineration facilities. Third, ombudsman, 
mmunicipalities established these to allow foreign 
residents and others to lodge complaints. 

The United States should conclude from Japan’s 
difficulties that an excessively security driven, 
exclusionary, and highly restrictive national 
immigration regime may appear positive in the short 
run but a policy failure for the long-term 
demographic and economic future. Japan’s local 
governments offer the United States viable and 
rereplicable models of inclusion but suggests 
cooperation with the national government to fully 
accommodate and recognize immigrants and their 
contributions as members and future citizens of a 
democratic society.
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so-called State Shinto of wartime Japan. Indeed, 
Abe’s recent decision to host the 2016 G7 summit at 
the Ise Shrines seems to have been a brazen attempt 
to legitimize a particular variant of nationalist Shinto 
in the eyes of the international community. Abe did 
not help matters when his office used all the social 
media tools at its disposal to publicize his January 
20182018 New Year’s visit to Ise, drawing complaints 
from some quarters that he had infringed upon the 
constitutional injunction against using state funds for 
the promotion of a particular religion. 

The USCIRF treats Japan as of little concern because 
it is primed to look for certain types of infringements. 
Is the global War on Terror being used as an excuse to 
crack down on dissidents, as in China? Is a refugee 
crisis unfolding due to alleged persecution of 
religious minorities, as in Myanmar? Because Japan 
today lacks sensational instances of violent 
oppressionoppression and because the history of Japan’s 
postwar occupation gives the illusion that religious 
freedom problems there disappeared with the wave 
of an American wand, moves like Abe’s can fly under 
the Commission’s radar. But the Commission’s focus 
on the simple question of whether nations have or 
lack religious freedom may distract us from the fact 
thatthat religious freedom protections are usually 
determined locally, through shifting and contested 
understandings of both “religion” and “freedom.” 
One need only spend a few days following 
#religiousfreedom on Twitter to see how vehemently 
people can disagree about religious freedom even in 
countries that supposedly have it. Our ability to 
policepolice religious freedom abroad is only as good as our 
willingness to turn a similarly critical gaze inward, 
both toward ourselves and toward our closest allies 

On this National Religious Freedom Day, let’s talk 
about Japan. 

FFew people would think of Japan as a place where 
religious freedom is under threat. By the numbers, the 
country is one of the least religious in the world, 
featuring levels of professed belief and affiliation 
that rarely rise above about a quarter of the 
population. If asked about the state of religious 
freedom in Japan, most professional observers of the 
countcountry would probably point out that religious 
freedom was a central pillar of the policies 
implemented during the U.S.-led Allied occupation of 
Japan (1945–1952) and that religious freedom has 
been firmly enshrined in Japan’s postwar constitution 
since 1947. Unlike Myanmar, China, the Central 
African Republic, Syria, and Vietnam, Japan does not 
appearappear as a “country of particular concern” in the 
annual report produced by the United States 
Commission on International Religious Freedom 
(USCIRF). Indeed, the only two places where Japan 
appeared in the Commission’s 2017 report were in 
reference to regional concerns about North Korea, 
another country on the Commission’s list of bad 
actoractors. It would therefore seem that Japan is a 
relatively safe place for religion. 

Yet some regard recent moves by the Shinzo Abe 
administration as threats to religious freedom. Last 
June, the Japanese Federation of New Religious 
Organizations submitted a complaint to Abe 
decrying proposed anti-conspiracy legislation as 
inimical to religious freedom and reminiscent of the 
1925 Peace Preservation Law that allowed the 
imperialimperial Japanese state to crack down on minority 
religious movements. The controversial bill passed in 
the Japanese Diet (Parliament) later that month, with 
lawmakers in favor citing global antiterrorism efforts 
and security concerns regarding the upcoming 2020 
Olympics as rationales. “Trust us to do the right 
thing,” they seemed to say, but religious groups and 
joujournalists have greeted that message with justifiable 
suspicion. 

Prime Minister Abe's cozy relationships with 
conservative Shinto organizations have also attracted 
negative attention, and it is not uncommon to read 
that his personal politics presage a return to the 
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like Japan.

RRecently, the United Nations dispatched a 
commissioner to the United States to survey poverty 
conditions here. The preliminary findings of his 
unprecedented visit appeared in a 15 December 2017 
report that was both appalling and embarrassing. A 
similar UN study on American religious freedom 
would almost certainly elicit discomfiting 
infoinformation about how well our collective 
commitment to religious freedom is actually working 
here at home. But in addition to highlighting the 
differential application of the religious freedom 
principle at home and abroad, such a report would 
also reinforce the fact that religious freedom is never 
just a national ideal. The harder work lies in 
recognizingrecognizing that religious freedom is always tactically 
defined by competing stakeholders, and in ways that 
usually serve their narrow interests. Why would we 
police religious freedom overseas when we can’t even 
agree amongst ourselves about what it is? 
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two countries, particularly in the enforcement stage. 
Countries can participate as "third-party observers" 
in disputes, again broadening the number of parties 
involved and keeping a dispute more rooted in 
business concerns rather than bilateral politics. 
Multilateralism can even help make trade “fairer” by 
harmonizing rules across supply chains and more 
effecteffectively enforcing the terms of agreements.

My research into the behavior of Japanese trade 
institutions shows that Japan strategically uses 
multilateral institutions and avoids bilateral 
institutions to resolve trade disputes. Avoiding 
bilateral forums allows Japan to minimize political 
fallout from economic disputes, particularly with 
other Asian countries. 

JJapan’s Prime Minister Shinzo Abe is willing to spend 
political capital to pursue multilateral economic 
agreements that will benefit the economies of both 
the United States and Japan. He pushed his ruling 
Liberal Democratic Party and its coalition partners to 
ratify the TPP last December, despite uncertainty 
about the American position. Japan has a strong 
commitmentcommitment to multilateral trade deals, in line with its 
broader economic goals and use of the rule-building 
mechanisms in trade agreements. 

These objectives are also in the interests of the 
United States. Rather than negotiating a bilateral 
trade deal with Japan, the United States will be better 
served by building a multilateral institutional web in 
the Asia-Pacific region. The TPP would lower tariffs 
and non-tariff barriers while expanding its purview 
to investment rules, intellectual property rights, and 
eveven labor issues, all issues the president has claimed 
are of critical important to American interests.

The United States and Japan have deeply integrated 

The world is receiving mixed signals on trade from 
the United States. On the one hand President Trump 
is placing new tariffs on solar panels, washing 
machine imports, steel and aluminum. And then, 
after pulling out of the Trans-Pacific Partnership 
(TPP), opening NAFTA renegotiations, threatening 
to end the Korea-U.S. Free Trade Agreement, and 
vovowing to only pursue bilateral trade agreements, 
President Trump said at Davos: “We would consider 
negotiating [trade agreements] …as a group if it is in 
the interests of all”. The Trans-Pacific Partnership 
countries excluding the United States (the “TPP-11”) 
came to a new agreement to move forward on the 
agreements without the United States. The 
presidentpresident’s advisors consistently drop hints that we 
might be, after all, interested in some form of the 
TPP! Nope, that isn’t a tension headache you’re 
feeling– it’s whiplash.

During the 2016 presidential campaign, both major 
American political parties signaled a turn against 
trade multilateralism, and perhaps against 
globalization more broadly. Many observers are 
concerned about how the American retreat from 
globalization may be a de facto passage of leadership 
to China. This concern is valid, but the story of 
multilateralismmultilateralism is not just one of power. It is also 
about economic interests. 

There are important economic and structural benefits 
that a multilateral approach can provide for the 
United States, regardless of a possible power 
transition. Rejecting multilateralism also is a slap to 
Japan, the United States’ primary economic partner 
and security ally in the Asia-Pacific. Despite President 
Trump’s expressed interest in a bilateral trade deal 
withwith Japan, it is not in the interests of either Japan 
nor the United States. It will not solve issues of 
economic inequality that seem to motivate the 
president. The United States should stay committed 
to the path of multilateralism.

Commitments to multilateral institutions are more 
binding because the consequences for violation are 
widespread and severe. Multilateralism helps member 
countries avoid "tit-for-tat" tariffs or other illiberal 
trade policies. Trade disputes are depoliticized relative 
to bilateral agreements because they reach beyond 
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economies, and their trade relations are clearly crucial 
to both partners. Japan is the number four trade 
partner with the United States and the United States 
is number two for Japan. In 2017 Japan was the 
number one foreign job creator in the United States - 
with Japanese companies responsible for $8.3 billion 
newly invested and over 860,000 jobs. The United 
StatesStates has a trade deficit with Japan in manufactured 
goods, and a surplus in services. While the surplus is 
largely ignored, the deficit with Japan has long been a 
political talking point. The persistent trade deficit, it is 
argued, is a sign that Japan (amongst others) is taking 
advantage of the United States. 

The TPP is one possible framework for a return to 
multilateralism, and the TPP-11 countries have 
graciously left that door open for the United States. 
Another option is to pursue a trade agreement with 
Japan and South Korea, leveraging the countries’ 
mutual security ties to open multilateral trade 
negotiations. At the least, American officials should 
indicateindicate potential future interest in the TPP to avoid 
further alienating Japan, its critical regional partner. 
President Trump should embrace his apparent 
warming to trade multilateralism we saw on display in 
Davos to advance American interests in the 
Asia-Pacific.
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that affords Japan a welcome chance to play a larger 
role on the global stage, much like President Macron 
in France. While other Western leaders seem to be 
facing a populist backlash to their authority, Abe has 
emerged on the global geopolitical landscape as both 
a champion of Japanese nationalism and the liberal 
international order. However, this does not mean that 
JapanJapan is immune from a difficult geopolitical 
environment that includes some of the world’s 
toughest challenges in the form of North Korea, 
China, and Russia. As the Trump administration takes 
a harder “America First” and economic nationalist 
line, Japan must balance its relations with these 
neighbors and its alliance with the United States as 
evidencedevidenced by ongoing discussions and developments 
over tariffs, trade, and free trade deals.

If 2017 was about Japan adjusting to America’s new 
style of global leadership, 2018 will provide 
opportunities for Japan to act as a regional leader 
shaping the geopolitical future of the Indo-Pacific, 
Eurasia and beyond.  Japan is virtually the only 
country both willing and capable of defending a 
liberal international order beleaguered by revisionist 
challenchallenges.  Prime Minister Abe is one of the few 
world leaders who can talk and mediate between 
Moscow and Washington or Ankara, Jerusalem, 
Riyadh and Tehran (among many other capitals 
where he has friends) without the threat of domestic 
backlash.  As a result, he can advance Japan’s role as a 
bridge builder, facilitating dialogue between the 
liberalliberal international order and the rise of revisionist 
forces.

Japan today is uniquely placed to play a larger global 
role than arguably at any time in its postwar history. 
Much of this can be attributed to the personal 
leadership of Shinzo Abe, who -- assuming he can 
weather the scandals domestically and win an 
unprecedented 3rd term as the leader of the Liberal 
Democratic Party of Japan -- could soon become the 
lonlongest-serving Prime Minister in modern Japanese 
history. As Japan celebrates the 150th anniversary of 
the Meiji restoration that launched one of the most 
impressive modernization efforts in history, 2018 will 
be a watershed year.

Prime Minister Abe’s personal diplomacy, interest in 
foreign policy and political stability is part of what 
has led to this unique moment in Japanese history. 
However, the alignment of two of the strongest 
Chinese and Russian presidents at the same time as 
one of the weakest U.S. presidents -- as defined by 
domestic divisions and polarization -- also has much 
toto do with the place Japan finds itself in the world. 
Combined with a weakened British prime minister 
and German chancellor, Abe’s timing on the global 
scene could not be better for the U.S.-Japan alliance 
or the future of the liberal international order that 
has been in place since the end of World War II.

The U.S.-Japan alliance has undergone fundamental 
structural changes since the arrival of President 
Trump, leading Japan to increasingly assume a 
leadership role in Asia and beyond rather than to 
remain a passive beneficiary of the U.S. security 
umbrella like during the cold war. 2017 was all about 
the deepening of the personal relationship between 
AbeAbe and Trump, which has borne significant fruit 
including Washington’s recent wholesale adoption of 
the “Free and Open Indo-Pacific” initiative originally 
unveiled by the Japanese prime minister in 2007. In 
other words, Trump essentially abandoned the 
Obama administration’s “pivot to Asia” strategy 
while adopting Tokyo’s regional vision instead. The 
upshotupshot is Tokyo’s emerging role in charting the future 
of the bilateral alliance on a global scale not just in 
the Indo-Pacific but also Eurasia and beyond.

As the leader with the most stable and solid political 
base among the major democratic powers, at least 
until recently, Prime Minister Abe has a unique status 
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Amy Catalinac
Assistant Professor, New York University
AAmy Catalinac is an assistant professor in the Department of Politics at New York University.  After 
earning her PhD in government at Harvard University in 2011, she was a postdoctoral fellow in the 
Program on U.S.-Japan Relations at Harvard (2011-12); an assistant professor at Australian National 
University (2012-14); and a visiting assistant professor at Harvard (2014-15).  Her research uses the 
case of Japan to address core questions in international relations and comparative politics.  Her book, 
Electoral Reform and National Security in Japan: From Pork to Foreign Policy, was published with 
Cambridge University Press in 2016.  Her articles have been published in the American Political 
ScienceScience Review, the Journal of Politics, Foreign Policy Analysis, and Politics and Policy, among others.  
Professor Catalinac has spent close to five years in Japan, where she has observed the election 
campaigns of numerous politicians, conducted interviews with political actors at all levels of the 
Japanese government, and interned for the Liberal Democratic Party.  She teaches courses on 
international relations, comparative politics, Japanese security policy, and Japanese politics.

Yulia Frumer
Assistant Professor, Johns Hopkins University
Yulia Frumer is the Bo Jung and Soon Young Kim Assistant Professor of East Asian Science and 
Technology, History of Science and Technology Department, Johns Hopkins University. Before 
joining Hopkins, Professor Frumer was a postdoctoral fellow at the Max Planck Institute for the 
History of Science in Berlin. She holds a PhD from the History of Science Program at Princeton 
University and an MA from the Cohn Institute for History of Sciences and Ideas at Tel Aviv 
University. In her research, she focuses on the history of science and technology in Japan. Her first 
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book, titled Making Time: Astronomical Time Measurement in Tokugawa Japan, explored 
astronomical time measurement in Tokugawa-period Japan. Her current research project focuses on 
the long history of humanoid robotics technologies in Japan. In addition, she explores topics of 
scientific translations, science and technology exchange, measurement instruments, and science 
fiction.

Robert Hoppens
Associate Professor, University of Texas Rio Grande Valley
RRobert Hoppens received a PhD in modern Japanese history from the University of Washington and 
is associate professor at the University of Texas Rio Grande Valley, where he teaches Japanese, 
Chinese, and East Asian and world history. His research interests focus on the history of 
Sino-Japanese relations, cold war history and issues of national identity in East Asia. He is the author 
of The China Problem in Postwar Japan: Japanese National Identity and Sino-Japanese Relations, 
published by Bloomsbury Press as part of the series SOAS Studies in Modern and Contemporary 
Japan.

Nori Nori Katagiri
Assistant Professor, Saint Louis University
NoriNori Katagiri is an assistant professor of political science at Saint Louis University, where he teaches 
international relations, security studies, and East Asia. He is writing a book on Japan’s military power 
after publishing his first, titled Adapting to Win: How Insurgents Fight and Defeat Foreign States in 
War (University of Pennsylvania Press, 2015). Before joining Saint Louis University, he taught 
international security at Air War College, a joint military graduate school for senior officers and 
officials of the U.S. government and foreign nations. Between 2016 and 2018, he is serving as a visiting 
researresearch fellow at the Air Staff College, Meguro Base, of Japan’s Air Self-Defense Force.  He received 
his BA in international studies from the University of South Carolina, a master’s degree in 
international affairs from Columbia University, and a PhD in political science from the University of 
Pennsylvania.

Adam P. Liff
Assistant Professor, Indiana University
Adam P. Liff is Assistant Professor of East Asian International Relations at Indiana University’s 
School of Global and International Studies (SGIS). He is also an adjunct fellow with the Japan Chair 
at the Center for Strategic and International Studies in Washington, and associate-in-research at 
Harvard University’s Reischauer Institute of Japanese Studies and Fairbank Center for Chinese 
Studies.  Professor Liff holds a PhD and MA in politics from Princeton University, and a BA from 
Stanford University. His research focuses on international security and the Asia-Pacific, with particular 
emphasis on the foreign relations of Japan and China; U.S. Asia-Pacific strategy; the U.S.-Japan 
alliance;alliance; and the rise of China and its regional and global impact. His academic scholarship has been 
published in Asia Policy, International Security, Journal of Contemporary China, Journal of Strategic 
Studies, Security Studies, The China Quarterly, and The Washington Quarterly, and has been cited 
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widely in global media, including in The Wall Street Journal, The New York Times, and The 
Economist. 

Ko Maeda
Associate Professor, University of North Texas
KKo Maeda is an associate professor of political science at the University of North Texas, specializing 
in elections, party competition, and political institutions. His work has appeared in journals such as the 
Journal of Politics, British Journal of Political Science, Comparative Political Studies, Electoral 
Studies, and the Journal of Theoretical Politics.

Reo Matsuzaki
Assistant Professor, Trinity College
RReo Matsuzaki is an assistant professor of political science at Trinity College in Hartford, Connecticut. 
His research and teaching interests lie at the intersection of comparative politics and history of East 
Asia, with a focus on statebuilding and colonialism. His book, Statebuilding by Imposition: 
Constructing a Modern State Amidst Resistance in Colonial Taiwan and Philippines, forthcoming 
from Cornell University Press, explores the role societal intermediaries play in the construction of 
modern states through a comparative historical analysis of Japanese colonization of Taiwan 
(1895-1945) and the U.S. colonization of the Philippines (1898-1942). He received his PhD from MIT 
andand was a postdoctoral fellow at Stanford University’s Center on Democracy, Development, and the 
Rule of Law before joining the Trinity faculty in 2013. He is an associate-in-research at Harvard 
University’s Reischauer Institute of Japanese Studies and at Yale University’s Council of East Asian 
Studies.    

Matthew Poggi
U.S. Department of Treasury Representative (Financial Attaché) to Japan 
Matthew Poggi is the U.S. Department of Treasury's representative (financial attaché) to Japan.  Prior 
to his current post, he served as deputy director of the international banking and securities markets 
office.  His portfolio included systemic financial vulnerabilities and shadow banking, and his regional 
responsibilities focused on Asia.  Prior to joining Treasury in 2006, Mr. Poggi worked in the 
international department at the Bank of Japan from 2003-05.  Before that, Mr. Poggi was an 
economist covering Japan at Lehman Brothers in Tokyo for eight years.  Mr. Poggi was a Mansfield 
Fellow from 2010-2011, spending time at the Bank of Japan, the Ministry of Finance, the Financial 
SeServices Agency, and the office of a member of the Upper House of the Diet.  He is a graduate of 
Boston College, and holds an MSc (Econ) from the London School of Economics and an MPP from 
Columbia University.

Michael Orlando Sharpe 
Associate Professor, City University of New York
Michael Orlando Sharpe is an associate professor of political science in the Department of Behavioral 
Sciences at York College of the City University of New York. He holds a PhD and Master of 
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Philosophy in political science from the Graduate School and University Center of the City University 
of New York. Additionally, Dr. Sharpe holds a Master of International Affairs from Columbia 
University's School of International and Public Affairs, a graduate diploma in International Law and 
Organization for Development from the Institute of Social Studies in The Hague, The Netherlands, 
and a BA degree from Rutgers College/Rutgers University. Prior to coming to York College/CUNY, 
Dr. Sharpe was a senior research associate at the Howard Samuels Center at the CUNY Graduate 
Center.  

DDr. Sharpe previously was employed as a political analyst for the Consulate General of Japan in New 
York.  Earlier in Tokyo, Japan, he was a project coordinator for the United Nations-affiliated 
non-governmental organization the International Movement Against All Forms of Discrimination 
and Racism (IMADR), and he now serves on IMADR’s board of directors. Dr. Sharpe’s areas of 
expertise are comparative politics and international relations and his research interests concern 
looking comparatively at the politics of migration, immigrant political incorporation, and political 
transnationalism in the Netherlands, Japan, and around the world. His first book is entitled 
PostcolonialPostcolonial Citizens and Ethnic Migration: The Netherlands and Japan in the Age of Globalization 
(Palgrave Macmillan, 2014). Some of his work has appeared in the journals Japanese Journal of 
Political Science, Policy and Society, Dialectical Anthropology, International Relations of the Asia- 
Pacific, and in encyclopedias and popular media. During his sabbatical leave (2017-2018), he is an 
adjunct associate research scholar at Columbia University’s Weatherhead East Asian Institute, and a 
visiting researcher at Keio University’s Faculty of Law in Tokyo, Japan.

Jolyon Thomas
Assistant Professor, University of Pennsylvania
JJolyon Thomas is an assistant professor of religious studies at the University of Pennsylvania. He 
holds a PhD from Princeton University, an MA from the University of Hawaii, and a BA from 
Grinnell College.  His current projects investigate who gets to define religious freedom and with what 
political effects, how conceptions of “religion” and “the secular” appear in debates about public 
school education in postwar Japan and the United States, and what sort of relationships exist between 
religion, capitalism, and sexuality. His first book, Drawing on Tradition: Manga, Anime, and Religion 
in Contemporary Japan, is available from University of Hawaii Press. His second book, Japan, the 
AmericanAmerican Occupation, and the Problem of Religious Freedom, is forthcoming from University of 
Chicago Press. He is now working on a third book, tentatively titled The Problematic Subject of 
Religious Education: Debates over Morality, Patriotism, and Security in Postwar Japan and the United 
States.    

Kristin Vekasi
Assistant Professor, University of Maine
Kristin Vekasi is an assistant professor of political science and international affairs at the University 
of Maine. She received her PhD at the University of Wisconsin, Madison, and has conducted 
extensive research and fieldwork across Northeast Asia, particularly in Japan and China. She has been 
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a visiting fellow with the Japan Foundation at Tokyo University, a Fulbright Fellow at Tohoku 
University, and a Foreign Language and Area Studies fellow at the Harbin Institute of Technology.  
Professor Vekasi’s research focuses on Japan-China relations, and how multinational firms manage 
political risk in a globalized and politicized world. Her most recent publications in the Chinese Journal 
of International Politics and East Asia Forum Quarterly discuss how private firms use cultural 
exchange programs to improve tense international relations. She is currently working on a book 
manuscript analyzing the political risk management strategies of Japanese firms in China.

JJoshua W. Walker
Managing Director for Japan and Head of Global Strategic Initiatives, Office of the President Eurasia Group
JJoshua W. Walker currently serves as the Managing Director for Japan and Head of Global Strategic 
Initiatives in the Washington, D.C., Office of the President of Eurasia Group, the world’s largest 
political risk consultancy. He brings almost two decades of international business diplomacy to this 
role, most recently serving as the CEO and President of the USA Pavilion of the 2017 World Expo 
in Astana, Kazakhstan.  Dr. Walker also was Founding Dean of the APCO Institute and Senior Vice 
President of Global Programs at APCO Worldwide, a leading global strategic communications firm. 
Dr. Walker is concurrently a Transatlantic Fellow at the German Marshall Fund of the United States, 
wherewhere he focuses on Japan for the Asia program.  He also teaches Leadership and the American 
Presidency at the George Mason University. Before joining the private sector, he worked as a senior 
advisor at the U.S. Department of State in Secretary Kerry’s Office of the Chief Economist and prior 
to this served in Secretary Clinton’s Global Partnership Initiatives. He has also worked on the Turkey 
Desk of the Bureau of European and Eurasian Affairs at the State Department, the U.S. Embassy 
Ankara, and for the Joint Chiefs of Staff at the U.S. Department of Defense. Dr. Walker holds a 
Princeton doctorate, Yale master’s, and a University of Richmond bachelor's.  He speaks both 
JJapanese and Turkish.
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