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The po tentially po werful co rrective o ffered in this  pro vo cative bo o k to  the co ntempo rary U.S. po litical and media definitio n o f
"terro rism" calls  to  mind o ne o f Mark Selden's  edito rial effo rts  fro m a co mparable time. In the late 1960s  and early 1970s , Selden
was  amo ng a gro up o f yo ung As ian s tudies  specialis ts  who  po intedly challenged the then prevailing Co ld War premises  that were the
bas is  o f do minant American perceptio ns  o f and o fficial po licies  to ward As ia. Whereas  McCarthyite censure had largely s ilenced
criticism o f the U.S. go vernment by mo re senio r s cho lars  in the field (les t o ne appear to  be "un-American"), this  gro up argued
agains t an
unexamined acceptance o f American benevo lence as  being at the heart o f American interventio n acro ss  As ia s ince the end o f Wo rld
War II.

Their alternate analys is  ins tead co mpellingly s tressed the des tructiveness  o f American military actio ns , firs t in Ko rea and, mo re
press ingly given the perio d, the o ngo ing war in Vietnam. Here, a key intent was  to  dispel Co ld War binaries  in which the United States
grudgingly pro jected its  po wer o verseas  s imply to  defeat Chinese o r No rth Vietnamese aggress io n. These As ianis ts  also  to o k aim
at seemingly mo re benign American initiatives  such as  the Occupatio n o f Japan o r the s tudy o f China in high scho o ls  and
univers ities  in the United States . In bo th cases , the emphas is  was  squarely o n the human co s ts  o f the exercise o f American po wer
and the hypo crisy o f American perceptio ns  o f self and As ia. Despite its  no w o bvio us  analytical f laws , the bo o k was  certainly a
s ignificant intellectual co ntributio n to  the s tudy o f As ia in the United States , at the very leas t due to  its  explo s io n o f a dis to rted
"us -versus -them" dicho to my.[1]

The vo lume under review attempts  to  aim a s imilarly bright spo tlight at the highly des tructive behavio r o f s tates , particularly the
United States  and Japan, in As ia fro m the late-nineteenth century to  the present. While it necessarily retraces  so me familiar terrain
in the pro cess , the majo r value o f the wo rk is  its  tho ught-pro vo king theo retical framewo rk. As  the title sugges ts , the autho rs  seek
to  clarify the
differences  between acts  o f war, in which s tates  use vio lence agains t o ther s tates  with the fo cus  o n military targets , and s tate
terro rism, and tho se in which s tates  emplo y vio lent means  agains t civilians , either at ho me o r abro ad, despite their o fficial
acceptance o f treaties , edicts , o r laws  that specifically pro tect such po pulatio ns . The dis tinctio n is  essential, the bo o k rightly
argues , given the relentless  erasure o f the line dividing civilians  and co mbatants  that has  characterized the co nduct o f war during
the "lo ng twentieth century," especially in As ia. Few s tudies  so  far have attempted to  unravel and co mpare the two  ideas , and the
autho rs  intend to  bring the same scho larly rigo r to  this  nexus  as  o thers  have to  the s tudy o f war, crime, geno cide, and the much
mo re widely kno wn terro ris t acts  in o ppo s itio n to  s tates  (pp. 4-6).

Like its  ico no clas tic predecesso r, this  co llectio n o f essays  dis sects  the "hero ic narratives  o f victo rs ," co ntending that any s tate,
including even demo cracies  in wartime, might co mmit acts  o f terro rism, no t jus t so -called ro gue s tates  o r unscrupulo us  individuals
(pp. 7, 3). Examples  thus  include no t o nly Japanese atro cities  in China in the 1930s  and 1940s . They also  catego rize as  s tate
terro rism such U.S. actio ns  as  the mass ive bo mbing campaigns  agains t Japan, Ko rea, and Vietnam during the Pacific, Ko rean, and
Indo china wars  o f the mid-twentieth century, in additio n to  the actual o r threatened use o f nuclear weapo ns  agains t tho se three
co untries  as  well as  China at certain po ints  in the Co ld War (pp. 10-11). Further, the argument go es  so  far as  to  sugges t that the
United States  might also  have been co mplicit in acts  o f geno cide thro ugh, fo r example, its  diplo matic suppo rt o f the Khmer Ro uge in
Cambo dia and Indo nes ian
interventio n in Eas t Timo r between 1975-79 . Perhaps , they po s it, the United States  itself co mmitted that ultimate evil agains t bo th
Ko rea and Vietnam, jus t as  Japan may have do ne so  in China fro m 1931 to  1945 (pp.12). In sho rt, the "reco rd o f As ian wars
sugges ts  that the range, s co pe, and frequency o f U.S. s tate terro ris t actio ns  have had no  rival s ince Wo rld War II" (p. 13).

The narrative o f the American reco rd begins  with Imperial Japan in two  interrelated ways . Firs t, the edito rs  argue that the firs t fifty
years  (1895-1945) o f the brutal lo ng twentieth century can be s imply reduced to  a time o f "mo unting co nflict" between the Japanese
and American empires , a claim which igno res  bo th areas  o f real mutual interes t in bilateral relatio ns  and the vicis s itudes  o f the
perio d, while giving an air o f inevitability to  the Pacific War (p. 1). Whatever its  co mplex causes , that clash in its  las t s tages
experienced an escalatio n o f acts  o f s tate terro rism in excess  o f all o thers  to  that po int. American airpo wer o bliterated Japanese
imperial ambitio ns , but also  what remained o f the res traints  agains t attacking no n-co mbatant po pulatio ns , particularly thro ugh its
nuclear annihilatio n o f Hiro shima and Nagasaki (p. 2).

Seco nd, while Japan's  acts  o f s tate terro rism ended in 1945, tho se o f the United States  co ntinually expanded as  it ins inuated itself
into  po wer vacuums in po s twar As ia. In this  sense, the United States  can be seen as  the heir o f the Japanese empire, at leas t
initially in Ko rea and So utheas t As ia. American ambitio ns , ho wever, o ver time pro ved much Mo re expans ive. Fo r the autho rs
catego rize the co mmencement o f subsequent U.S. interventio n in the Pers ian Gulf in 1991, Afghanis tan in 2001, and Iraq in 2003 as
s tate terro rism in o ne fo rm o r ano ther (pp. 7, 16). Two  additio nal majo r co ncerns  o f this  bo o k are the o fficial jus tif icatio ns  fo r
s tate terro ris t acts  and examples  o f gro ups  that have achieved so me degree o f success  in co ns training s tate terro rism. In regard to
the fo rmer, specific po ints  include appeals  to  the greater go o d, such as  to  liberate peo ples  fro m co mmunism in So utheas t As ia; the
use o f religio n to  create the impress io n o f the s tate waging a battle agains t a demo nic enemy, as  seen in Geo rge W. Bush's  "axis  o f
evil" speech; dehumanizatio n o f ano ther peo ple, as  exemplif ied in the acrimo nio us  rheto ric o f the Pacific War; and presenting
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ins tances  o f s tate terro rism as  legitimate acts  o f war (pp. 12-13).

Clo sely related to  the latter two  po ints  are internatio nal law and the unique freedo m o f actio n hegemo nic s tates  in particular enjo y
to  define and enfo rce s tandards  o f glo bal behavio r. The United States , in o ther wo rds , has  been able to  o rganize binding war crimes
trials  agains t Japan and Naz i Germany, while no  such internatio nal tribunal with binding po wers  has  been created to  evaluate
American actio ns  in Ko rea o r at My Lai, fo r example. In the po s t-So viet wo rld, the s tudies  co ntend, even fewer res traints  exis t to
ho ld back the United States , thereby making po ss ible the recent war agains t Iraq (pp. 14-15). The vo lume clo ses  with two  essays
abo ut pas t so cial mo vements  in Japan and the United States  that arguably were invo lved in tempering the nuclear arms  race, in the
ho pe that their examples  might also  fo res tallfuture "adventuro us  wars  that will bring to  new heights  the uses  o f s tate terro rism" (p.
17).

In po s t-September 11 American so ciety, claims  that the United States  has  itself engaged in terro ris t acts , let alo ne is  the wo rs t
o ffender in so me regard, is  certain to  elicit f ierce rebuttals  fro m certain quarters  o r be dismissed o ut o f hand. Yet, the autho rs  have
clearly delineated their definitio ns  and o ffer a ro bus t challenge to  o fficial interpretatio ns  o f the Iraq War and its  place in the larger
co ntext o f the so -called War o n Terro rism in much the same manner as  the earlier vo lume did with Vietnam and the Co ld War thirty-
five years  ago . The theo ry is  pro mis ing in that regard, particularly as  a means  to  educate American s tudents  in the legal and mo ral
dimens io ns  o f internatio nal affairs .

Still, a clo se reading o f the essays  raises  a majo r co ncern: ho w far might its  parameters  be pushed befo re the term "s tate
terro rism" lo ses  its  meaning? Ho w do es  o ne facto r in intentio nality, fo r example, o r, put ano ther way, what dis tinguishes  s tate
terro rism fro m a bad o fficial decis io n with ho rrif ic repercuss io ns? Mo reo ver, in adding co mplexity to  o ur unders tanding o f terro rism
in general it is  essential that the United States  itself no t appear as  a s traw man. Analyses  o f its  actio ns  in this  vein mus t, then,
sufficiently inco rpo rate the disparate mo tives , po litics , ideo lo gical inclinatio ns , and o ther variables  asso ciated with a multiplicity o f
American po licymakers  o ver time. In brief, ho w precisely do  the autho rs  define "the United States ," o s tens ibly the leading purveyo r
o f s tate terro rism s ince 1945? The internatio nal co ntexts  in which the United States  (and o ther great po wers ) have o perated mus t
also  be co ns idered in o rder to  make the claims  co mpelling. Unfo rtunately, in these areas  and in the o verall co hes iveness  o f the
essays , this  wo rthy preliminary attempt to  extend the definitio n o f terro rism falls  a bit sho rt.

The two  essays  that fo cus  exclus ively o n Japan, the primary s tate terro ris t in As ia in the firs t half o f the lo ng twentieth century, and
Natio nalis t China, respectively, co uld eas ily s tand alo ne. Utsumi Aiko  pro vides  a succinct acco unt o f the racism inherent in Japanese
priso ner o f war po licies  between 1931 and 1945. In particular, she adds  an impo rtant dimens io n to  the s tudy o f Japanese identities
by po inting o ut o fficial jus tif icatio ns  fo r the preferential treatment received by "white" priso ners  relative to  their As ian co unterparts .
The essay as  a who le wo uld be a valuable supplementary reading fo r co urses  o n mo dern Japan o r the As ia-Pacific War. But apart
fro m its  links  to  the wartime abuses  o f internatio nal law, it o ffers  no  explicit explanatio n o f what this  example co ntributes  to  the
s tudy o f s tate terro rism.

Diana Lary, o n the o ther hand, reveals  the extent to  which the appro ach might reaso nably be applied elsewhere. Her essay details  a
lesser kno wn ho rro r o f the China-Japan War (1931-45) in which the Natio nalis t Chinese go vernment deliberately breached the dikes
o f the Yello w River to  s to p further Japanese military advances , killing hundreds  o f tho usands  o f its  o wn civilians . Since the s tate in
this  case used "an integral aspect o f civilian life, a river, as  a weapo n o f war," Lary argues , an act akin to  the use o f airplanes  by
terro ris ts  o n September 11, then this  event qualif ies  as  s tate terro rism (p. 144). Yet, as  the definitio n o f the term makes  clear, what
in fact meets  criteria is  the sys tematic s tate vio lence directed agains t civilians  o f the So viet gulags , fo r example (p. 4). Much mo re
co mpelling, then, is  Lary's  subsequent assessment that the civilians  who  suffered the flo o d "were the victims  o f the inadvertent
co nsequences  o f a Chinese military s trategy, o f a catas tro phic reactio n to  a brutal invader" (p. 153). Indeed, there really can be no
such thing as  "inadvertent s tate terro rism" within the definitio n laid o ut in the intro ductio n, which requires  an intent to  terro rize o n
the part o f the s tate in ques tio n. What the essay clearly o ffers , rather, is  further evidence o f the criminal callo usness  o f Natio nalis t
rule in China.

The two  essays  that include co mparative analys is  o f Japan and the United States  by Brian Victo ria and Mark Selden are mo re clo sely
aligned with the s tated o bjectives  o f the bo o k. Victo ria examines  the ro le o f religio n in natio nal expans io n and mo dern wars , linking
the co ntempo rary lexico n o f "ho ly war" to  pas t Japanese and American examples . In part, he reprises  his  engaging previo us  bo o k-
length analys is  o f the ways  in which Zen Buddhism was  dis to rted to  suppo rt Imperial Japan's  "ho ly war" in eas tern As ia during the
1930s  and 1940s .[2] The essay also  o utlines  ho w Chris tianity served as  "the handmaiden o f the s tate in pro viding mo ral and
spiritual suppo rt and an ethical ratio nalizatio n fo r U.S. wars " in the Philippines , Japan, Ko rea, and Vietnam (p. 114). At the very leas t,
Victo ria tries  to  sho w ho w religio n was  a "fo rce multiplier" in these As ian co nflicts  in that it raised co mbatants ' "co mmitment and
self-sacrif ice" (p. 115). Certainly there is  so mething to  this , particularly when co ns idered in a finite case such as  Imperial Japan in
Wo rld War II. But s ince he co vers  a much lo nger era fo r the United States , he might also  co ns ider the differences  o ver time in the
public "Chris tianity" o f, say, Jimmy Carter, o n the left, as  o ppo sed to  the Chris tian Right o f Ro nald Reagan o r Geo rge W. Bush. This
line o f analys is  will expo se the po litics  o f the pro no uncements  o f faith, and can also  be applied to  such do mes tically co ntes ted
wo rds  as  "freedo m" and "demo cracy," fo r which U.S. so ldiers  and so ciety also  have been willing to  wage war.

Selden skillfully develo ps  the ideas  o f the intro ductio n, with a primary fo cus  o n the parado x that civilian po pulatio ns  in the lo ng
twentieth century "became targets  o f war o n an unprecedented scale" despite extens ive effo rts  to  co ns truct an internatio nal law
regime des igned to  pro tect them (p. 19). Of equal co ncern here is  s ituating co ntempo rary affairs  in a pro per his to rical co ntext.
Selden, in o ther wo rds , sees  the "do minant dis co urse o n terro r in the po s t-9/11 wo rld," i.e., gro ups  like Al Qaeda attacking inno cent
peo ple, as  central to  attempts  by the Geo rge W. Bush adminis tratio n to  define "a new hegemo nic wo rld o rder subsequent to  So viet
co llapse" (p. 23). By unders tanding pas t Japanese o r U.S. atro cities --such as  the Nanjing Massacre, co mfo rt wo men, and Unit 731 at
the hands  o f the Japanese, o r the American pro clivity s ince Wo rld War II to  o bliterate the cities  and civilian po pulatio ns  o f its
adversaries  thro ugh air po wer, perhaps  "a mo re equitable human rights  regime" might develo p, o ne that co uld also  co ntain the
United States , the wo rld's  "s ingle ruthless  superpo wer" (pp. 23, 36). Again, while generally co nvincing, this  s tudy also  might benefit
fro m a deeper examinatio n o f why disparate U.S. adminis tratio ns  have made and co ntinue to  make the decis io ns  they have, and why
U.S. so cieties  o ver different decades  have co ns is tently suppo rted such des tructive behavio r.

A related po int can be made abo ut the erudite, if at times  scathing, article abo ut U.S. air po wer and nuclear s trategy in As ia s ince
1945 by Bruce Cumings . As  he has  do ne elsewhere, Cumings  o ffers  a po werful indictment o f U.S. immo rality in regards  to  nuclear
weapo ns , in terms  o f their use agains t an already defeated Japan.[3] A mo re press ing co ncern, ho wever, is  the co ntinuo us  nuclear
co ercio n that success ive American adminis tratio ns  have utilized agains t No rth Ko rea right up to  the present. Here, his  main intent is
to  refute the mass  media and o fficial depictio n o f the United States  as  an inno cent victim o f No rth Ko rean treachery. In fact, he
argues , s tanding the co nventio nal view o n its  head, s ince the end o f the Ko rean War, the United States , thro ugh its  aggress ive air
and nuclear s trategies , has  had a pro fo und impact o n No rth Ko rea's  s trategic cho ices  (p. 64). And s ince 1950, "the main threat o f
nuclear war o n the Ko rean peninsula has  co me fro m the United States , the o nly po wer to  ever use nuclear weapo ns" (p. 82). It is
certainly hard to  disagree with that s tatement, but ho w might we mo ve beyo nd an either/o r dicho to my and res to re greater No rth
Ko rean agency to  the analys is ?

The abo ve sugges tio ns  can be co ns idered in light o f po ints  made in the essay by Richard Falk o n humanitarian law. Firs t, Falk



s tresses  the "patho lo gical dualism" present in the minds  o f a majo rity o f Americans , who  s imultaneo us ly embrace the co ntradicto ry
images  o f an inno cent United States  that acts  so lely o ut o f self-defense o r idealism, and o ne all-to o -willing to  po und its  enemies
into  the gro und (pp. 44-45). He, to o , unequivo cally sees  the no w familiar litany o f American atro cities  agains t Hiro shima, Nagasaki,
Ko rea, and Vietnam as  clear ins tances  o f s tate terro rism. Rather than presenting the United States  as  a to talized entity, ho wever,
Falk's  acco unt includes  reference to  specific peo ple who  did, at leas t, envis io n a mo re humane wo rld, including leaders  like Wo o dro w
Wilso n, Franklin Ro o sevelt, and Jo hn F. Kennedy (tho ugh their actual po licies  o ften undermined it). He also  reco gnizes  that
Americans , at times , have indeed defended the values  o f liberal demo cracy, bo th in co ntras t to  Euro pean co lo nialism and "agains t
the to talitarian assaults  o f fascism and Stalinis t co mmunism" (pp. 43-44). We also  see the internatio nal co ntext o f different
perio ds  facto red in to  the equatio n when, fo r example, Falk no tes  the co ns traints  placed upo n the sco pe o f po tential U.S. actio ns
agains t No rth Vietnam in the 1960s  and 1970s , by China and the So viet Unio n (pp. 55-56). This  nuanced appro ach allo ws  Falk to
argue co nvincingly that the Bush adminis tratio n's  reso rt to  preemptive war agains t Iraq in 2003 represents  a dangero us  shift in U.S.
fo reign po licy, no t s imply bad bus iness  as  usual.

While their links  to  s tate terro rism are no t exactly clear, the essays  by Peter Dale Sco tt and Ben Kiernan delve into  s ignificant areas
usually fo und o nly o n the fringes  o f the mas ter narrative o f U.S. interventio n in As ia s ince 1941. Sco tt, in particular, presents  a
fascinating and richly detailed speculative essay o n the nexus  o f o il, narco tics , and U.S. wars  in As ia and Latin America. Sure to
enhance reading lis ts  fo r classes  o n As ia and the Co ld War, U.S. fo reign po licy, o r As ian his to ry in general, the chapter brings  to
light a crucial example o f "deep po litics ," o r facto rs  that definitively impact po licy fo rmatio n but remain unackno wledged, in this  case
the co ns is tent U.S. utilizatio n o f drug pro xies  in fighting and funding co nflicts  that Co ngress  and taxpayers  wo uld no t pay fo r. The
des ire fo r o il and o ther natural reso urces  has  generally driven this  unho ly alliance, and Sco tt is  able to  tie to gether such seemingly
disparate is sues  as  the wars  in Ko rea, Vietnam, the Pers ian Gulf, and Afghanis tan; anti-drug trafficking in Co lo mbia; and U.S.
suppo rt o f the Guo mindang (GMD) in Taiwan (pp. 171-172). In brief, there is  much o f interes t here, no t the leas t o f which is  the
po tential this  preliminary line o f research has  (as  do cuments  beco me available) to  unco ver the extent to  which drug traffickers , fo r
example, financed the activities  o f Al Qaeda o r helped to  induce "the anti-So viet war" in Afghanis tan (pp. 175, 179). A key precautio n
here will be to  make sure that the central tens io n o f the Co ld War, the U.S.-So viet s trategic rivalry, is  no t s imply subsumed into  the
co ncerns  o f to day.

The Kiernan co ntributio n also  fleshes  o ut the wages  o f U.S. intrigue in As ia, specifically its  suppo rt o f the excesses  o f Suharto  in
Indo nes ia and Po l Po t in Cambo dia in the 1970s . The majo r value o f the article is  its  precisely detailed descriptio ns  o f the geno cide
these regimes  co mmitted in Eas t Timo r and agains t the Cambo dian peo ple, respectively. In relatio n to  the o verarching theme o f the
bo o k, meanwhile, Kiernan sugges ts  mo re as  an as ide that American diplo matic suppo rt and arms  sales  make the United States
co mplicit at leas t in these acts  (pp. 212, 225).

Finally, a few wo rds  o n the essays  abo ut the anti-war and anti-nuclear mo vements  in the United States  and Japan s ince 1945. Marilyn
Yo ung pro duces  a tho ughtful, well-argued reto rt to  Adam Garfinkle and o thers  who  claim that the anti-Vietnam War mo vement in the
United States  either pro lo nged the war o r prevented an American victo ry (pp. 235-236). She pro vides  a particularly po werful rebuttal
to  co ntentio ns  that war pro tes ters  were so meho w no t part o f American "public o pinio n," which she appro priately links  to  the mo re
recent Bush adminis tratio n attempts  in 2003 (and after) "to  read pro tes t agains t its  po licies  as  o uts ide the American po litical
co nsensus" (p. 236). There is  excellent analys is  here, and the article is  pro bably the bes t written o f the vo lume. Still, s ituating it
clearly within the framewo rk o f s tate terro rism wo uld have been helpful, especially alo ng the lines  o f the pro bing co ntributio n by
Lawrence Wittner.

The latter tackles  the plaus ible extent o f the theo ry right fro m the s tart, arguing that if the willful killing o f civilians  is  an act o f
terro r, then two  o f the "mo s t effective antiterro ris t o rganizatio ns  o f the po s twar era have been the Japanese and American
antinuclear mo vements " (p.251). Bes ides , he s tates , the gro ups  have "set limits  o n nuclear terro r by helping to  s tigmatize nuclear
weapo ns , curb the nuclear arms  race, and prevent nuclear war" (p. 251). Still, the examples  Wittner uses  to  suppo rt his  argument
might also  be attributed to  o ther facto rs . Fo r example, Marc Trachtenberg sho ws  that a bas ic go al o f the Kennedy adminis tratio n in
nego tiating a limited tes t ban treaty in 1963 was  to  s to p Wes t Germany and China fro m develo ping their o wn nuclear fo rces .[4]
Might we also  dis co ver deeper s trategic mo tives  o f the Geo rge H. W. Bush o r Clinto n adminis tratio ns  fo r a co mprehens ive ban o nce
the do cuments  o fthat time are fully declass ified? Also , what ro le did do mes tic po litics  play here and at o ther times , and did the
develo pment o f so ftware that can better s imulate nuclear explo s io ns  have a part in reducing the need fo r tes ts  (pp. 265)? In sho rt,
s trategic, po litical, and practical facto rs
canno t be eas ily dismissed, no r can it be pro ven that the anti-nuclear mo vements  prevented nuclear war.

In clo s ing, a co ncise co nclus io n wo uld s trengthen the bo o k, especially o ne that ties  to gether the s tro ng undercurrent o f criticism o f
the Geo rge W. Bush adminis tratio n that flo ws  thro ugh many o f the essays . Mark Selden, who  has  well unders to o d the necess ity o f
ho lding a mirro r up to  the White Ho use fo r three and a half decades , is  perfectly qualif ied to  do  so . One wo nders , as  well, where the
Peo ple's  Republic o f China fits  into  this  s to ry. Surely the excesses  o f Mao is t China, fo r example, fall well within the parameters  o f
s tate terro rism. Finally, ho w far have we co me s ince the Vietnam War in o ur ability to  explain the darkes t depths  o f American actio ns
in As ia? With further refinement o f the dis tinctio n between atro city and s tate terro rism, the theo ry o ffered in this  engaging wo rk
sho uld help us  to  mo re precisely co mpare pas t co mplex wo rlds  to  o ur o wn.
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1999), pp. 35-67.
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Robert G. Kane, Department of History, Niagara University published this review at H-US-Japan on March 1, 2005. This is a slightly abridged
version of the original.

Why St at e T erro rism?

Mark Selden respo nds

Ho w are we to  lo cate American and Japanese wars  o f the twentieth century in relatio nship to  co ntempo rary debates  o n war and s tate
terro r? Ro bert G. Kane's  review raises  impo rtant is sues  that illuminate no t o nly U.S. and Japanese war making but co ntempo rary
is sues  o f war, peace, po wer, jus tice, s tate terro rism, and internatio nal law. 

The edito rs  and autho rs  o f War and State Terro rism (W&ST) defined s tate terro rism in a s imple and s traightfo rward fashio n drawing
o n a bo dy o f internatio nal and United States  law that emerged with clarity in the wake o f the mo s t des tructive war in human his to ry,



Wo rld War II: "sys tematic s tate vio lence agains t civilians  in vio latio n o f internatio nal no rms , s tate edicts , and precedents
es tablished by internatio nal co urts  des igned to  pro tect the rights  o f civilians ."

It is  a definitio n that enables  us  to  cas t light o n and assess  the character o f American and Japanese wars  o f the twentieth century,
and to  reflect in particular o n the Co ld War and po s t-Co ld War epo ch in which the "war o n terro r" has  emerged as  the centerpiece o f
American, and hence glo bal agendas  bo th internatio nal and do mes tic. It sugges ts  an appro ach that clo sely interro gates
co ntempo rary U.S. claims  that the 9/11 attack is  sufficient jus tif icatio n to  engage in any respo nse it deems  necessary to  achieve its
ends  so  lo ng as  it pro claims  its  intentio n to  suppo rt the ques t fo r freedo m o f ens laved peo ples  while igno ring the human co s ts
impo sed o n the putative o bjects  o f liberatio n. It also  raises  ques tio ns  abo ut the o rigins  and character o f s tate terro rism and helps
to  refo cus  the terro r ques tio n fro m exclus ive preo ccupatio n with shado wy, predo minantly Mus lim, gro ups  o perating at the margins
to  the wo rkings  o f the internatio nal po wer sys tem.

Such an appro ach leaves  o pen a range o f is sues  fo r assess ing what many Americans  regarded at the time and s ince as  "the Go o d
War" (Wo rld War II), but it draws  particular attentio n to  the necess ity to  carefully assess  a range o f crimes  agains t humanity
co mmitted during that and subsequent wars , by Japan and Germany, to  be sure, but also  by the U.S. and its  allies . These include
crimes  fo r which the To kyo  Tribunals  co nvicted Japan, such as  the Nanjing Massacre and the treatment o f Allied POWs, as  well tho se
that the Tribunals  igno red, such as  the ens lavement o f the military co mfo rt wo men and the s laughter o f priso ners  in tes ts
co nducted by bio warfare Unit 731. Mo s t impo rtantly, because mo s t neglected and mo s t pertinent in the new millennium, it places
befo re the bar o f jus tice American practices  that the To kyo  Tribunals  ruled beyo nd the pale o f co ns ideratio n: the firebo mbing o f 64
Japanese cities  and the nuclear bo mbing o f Hiro shima and Nagasaki, acts  that wo uld set the s tage fo r all subsequent U.S. war
making, mo s t no tably in Ko rea, Vietnam, the Gulf War, the Afghanis tan War and the Iraq War. It pro vides , to o , a lens  fo r judgment
co ncerning subsequent crimes  agains t civilians  and priso ners  such as  the largescale sys tematic atro cities  including to rture being
co mmitted by U.S. CIA and military fo rces  agains t Iraqi, Afghan, and o ther priso ners  in U.S. military detentio n centers  and jails
aro und the wo rld. This  appro ach leads  us  to  inquire what eventually led the U.S. fro m a po s itio n as  the mo s t elo quent critic o f
s trategic (o r terro r) bo mbing as  emplo yed by the Naz is  and the Japanese, to  ado pt this  as  the centerpiece o f its  war making
beginning in early 1945 and co ntinuing with mo unting fero city acro ss  the subsequent s ix decades . Indeed, precisely at the mo ment
that the U.S. led the way in defining war crimes  as  crimes  co mmitted agains t civilians  and no nco mbatants , it entered o n a co urse
that wo uld sys tematically vio late tho se internatio nal no rms  in the name o f a higher freedo m.

Kane rightly no tes  that it was  the intentio n o f the autho rs  to  draw attentio n to  "the relentless  erasure o f the line dividing civilians
and co mbatants  that has  characterized the co nduct o f war during the 'lo ng twentieth century', especially in As ia" as  a means  no t o nly
fo r assess ing the majo r Japanese and American wars  o f the epo ch, but also  as  a means  to  intervene in co ntempo rary debates
co ncerning terro rism and war. This  research has  led me to  the co nclus io n that, witho ut igno ring such high pro file cases  o f atro cities
as  the Nanjing massacre o r the Mylai massacre, the critical challenge fo r researchers  interes ted in As ia and the Pacific lies  in
expo s ing the deep s tructures  that define such wars  o f co nques t as  Japan's  fifteen year China War (1931-45) and U.S. wars  in Ko rea,
Vietnam and Iraq. The co ro llary task is  to  differentiate the fo rms  and co nsequences  o f such acts  o f s tate terro rism in relatio nship
to  the reso urces  available to  these and o ther natio ns .

Kane criticizes  the edito rs  o f W&ST fo r arguing that "the firs t fifty years  (1895-1945) o f the brutal lo ng twentieth century can be
s imply reduced to  a time o f 'mo unting co nflict' between the Japanese and American empires , a claim which igno res  the areas  o f real
mutual interes t in bilateral relatio ns ." The edito rs  are indeed interes ted in unders tanding the ro o ts  o f the U.S.-Japan co nflict,
including the clash o f two  ris ing empires . But we no where sugges t any such reductio n in grasping the U.S.-Japan relatio nship. Rather,
o ur interes t in this  bo o k lay specifically in examining and assess ing the ways  o f war o f the two  po wers , in unders tanding the lo gic
that pro duced in rather different ways  and at different times , widespread vio latio ns  o f the rights  o f civilians , and in unders tanding
the lo gic that resulted in a pattern o f Japanese war-making thro ugho ut the epo ch 1895-1945 (but no t thereafter) and o f American
war making that crys tallized in Wo rld War II but has  then been extended in numero us  wars  and the militarizatio n o f American so ciety
do wn to  the present. This  sugges ts  ano ther impo rtant research agenda fo r the co ming years : that is  to  explain the lo gic o f the shift
fro m a Japan that was  perpetually at war thro ugho ut the firs t half o f the twentieth century to  s ix decades  o f peace s ince Wo rld War II
while the U.S., fo r its  part, has  engaged in perpetual wars  bo th large and small in the co urse o f what has  been mis leadingly labeled
the "Co ld War" as  well as  in its  aftermath. Are we entering a new and dangero us  cycle no w that Japan has  sent its  tro o ps  to  suppo rt
the U.S. war in Iraq and is  expanding its  military reach thro ugho ut the As ia-Pacific, as  many o f its  neighbo rs  fear?

A fair criticism o f the bo o k, and o f the current s tate o f research, might well be its  failure to  pro be the s tructural character o f the two
natio ns  that led them to  embark o n large numbers  o f wars  with such deadly co nsequences  no t o nly fo r As ian peo ples  but fo r
Americans  and Japanese. It is  a subject central to  my present research. It is  no t the case, ho wever, as  Kane sugges ts , that I view the
U.S. as  "the heir o f the Japanese empire." Rather, I seek to  develo p an analys is  that reco gnizes  the differentia specifica o f the two
appro aches  to  po wer and hegemo ny in As ia, pas t and present. Kane's  call fo r "a deeper examinatio n o f why disparate U.S.
adminis tratio ns  have made and co ntinue to  make the decis io ns  they have" s trikes  me as  an impo rtant agenda that will surely
challenge researchers  in the decades  ahead. Japan Fo cus  ho pes  to  co ntinue explo ring these ques tio ns .

Mark Selden is a coordinator of Japan Focus.
This  exchange was  po s ted o n March 17, 2005.
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