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Review by Yoneyuki Sugita, Osaka University

R

eexamining the thought of American Asia experts of the 1940s and the early 1950s, Masami Kimura,
of the Sophia Initiative for Education and Discovery, presents two important arguments. First, she
emphasizes the fundamental agreement among these experts, whereas revisionist scholars of the late
1960s and early 1970s divided them into separate camps: conservatives and progressives; Japan and China
specialists; cold warriors and critics (246). Challenging such dichotomies as biased and subjective, Kimura
argues instead that “American specialists on Asia, despite differences in political associations and
disagreements over specific policies, were essentially modernization theorists and liberal internationalists of
various kinds.” She maintains that they “were in basic agreement over the desirability of democratization
reform for postwar Japan and the need for the United States to build and protect a liberal order in Asia
serving its interests” (248). By focusing on the shared assumptions—the common ideology—of American
Asia experts in the postwar period, Kimura makes a significant contribution to scholarship on the Allied
occupation of Japan.
This first argument leads Kimura to a second important assertion. The continuous criticism of the Allied
occupation policies leveled by the American Asia experts was, she writes, “an attempt to force the kind of
democracy that they wanted upon the Japanese” (277). In other words, “they held on to liberal
internationalist ideology and unintentionally endorsed U.S. intervention in a foreign nation” (246). These
American Asia experts unknowingly supported American imperialism. Kimura’s argument is provocative;
however, it is neither new nor original. Instead she adapts one of the main theses of The Tragedy of American
Diplomacy by William Appleman Williams (1959). 1 Americans are not evil, Williams suggests, but genuinely
believe that if foreign countries were to imitate America, they would be more prosperous. American
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intervention was thus an expression of good will, an attempt to help these ‘backward’ people see the light, so
to speak.
Yet questions arise. Although Kimura claims that she “presents a study of discourse and not policy history,”
she also argues that “these Asia experts in the United States … shaped, directly or indirectly, U.S. postwar
policy for Japan during World War II and the early Cold War years” (247). Discourse is, in fact, impossible
to separate from policy. Kimura focuses on the discourse because she presumes that these American Asia
experts were critically important, and that their expertise and analyses actually affected and shaped U.S.
policies toward Japan during the occupation. But this assertion goes undocumented and so remains unproven.
Indeed, Washington made crucial decisions without the input of American Asia experts. For example, the
Joint Staff Planners, a principal planning agency serving the Joint Chiefs of Staff, began considering Japan’s
rearmament as early as 1946 in preparation for a presumed Soviet attack against Japan. 2 The Policy Planning
Staff in the State Department and the War Department made a critical contribution to formulating
NSC13/2, an important document that marked a turning point in U.S. thoughts about the Allied occupation
of Japan. The National Advisory Council on International Monetary Affairs, a council to coordinate the
policy making of U.S. government agencies involved in foreign lending, foreign exchange, or foreign
monetary policy, 3 pushed the Truman administration to implement the Dodge Line, a balanced-budget
policy that halted Japanese inflation and set a single foreign exchange rate that linked the Japanese economy
with the world economy. American Asia experts provided expertise, information, analyses, and
recommendations, but it remains unclear just how much influence they had in formulating important policy
decisions at critical junctures. Their opinions were sometimes heeded, but just as often were ignored or
rejected.
In addition, despite emphasizing the basic terms of agreement among American Asia experts, Kimura argues
that they differed in their opinions concerning “the strategic value of Japan and China as useful U.S. partners
in the management of the postwar Asia-Pacific region” (263). Here the split seen long ago by scholars in the
1960s and 1970s seems to hold true: The Japan specialists considered Japan to be a stabilizing force; the
China specialists regarded China as the central power in the region. Yet what the United States learned from
the Asia-Pacific War was that it should not tolerate a situation in which any single nation could dominate the
region. Hence Washington developed what I call a “divided-core strategy,” in which a balance of power was
maintained by dividing the influence of China and Japan in order to avoid either power becoming
preeminent. 4 Each country had its own role: China was to be the political and military core of Asia, while
Japan was to be its economic center. Consequently, the United States attempted to transform the
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Kuomintang-led one-party dictatorship in China into a participatory coalition government and to restore
Japan as a multilateral, liberal capitalist world economy.
These reservations aside, “American Asia Experts, Liberal Internationalism, and the Occupation of Japan
Transcending Cold War Politics and Historiography” is a thought-provoking and compelling article. That it
prompts nearly as many questions as it purports to answer reveals how much more there remains to discover
and debate about U.S.-Japan relations and the Allied occupation of Japan.
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