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Japanese conglomerates, which allows for crosgere, of commercial origin. Similarly, MHI's Na-
fertilization in nondefense areas as well as defenggoya facility contains a giant autoclave designed
areas. to cure composite materials that works on both
military and commercial projects. Mitsubishi’s
MU-300 aircraft apparently uses many of the

Facility Level same component-fabrication methods and lines as
At the facility level, Japanese integration is often P

far beyond that exhibited within the United States10€S the company’s F_%S‘]S' Only the final assem-
bly lines are separatédC

Japanese firms are encouraged to use a facility for In this reqard. the Japanese fullv recoanize that
both defense and commercial production. In the gard, P Y 9

case of aircraft parts, for example, Fuji Heavy In_|ntegrat|on is a bottom-up, rather than a top-down,

dustries manufactures F-15 landing gear, p-grocess. Dual-use technology, as _the (_:h|ef engi-
o : L2 neer for MELCO noted, occurs primarily at the
main wing spars, Boeing 767 main wing cowl-

ings, and the whole UH-1B helicopter in the Samé:omponeplt(lelvel,hrather than a_t 'the sfyst((ajm I:avel. It
facility.97 is more likely that opportunities for dual-use
j . L . technology will “share much commonality at the

In some cases, integration is the result of lim-
component level but that at the system level, the

ited defense demand. At MHI's tank_pmduc“oninterﬂow between the civilian and defense sectors

facility, for example, the Type 90 tank’s produc-. 101 Thi :
tion equipment is shared with the manufacture OF not easy: ™= This will, of course, vary by

forklift trucks and heavy-construction equipment. echnology. As one Japanese observer noted, “In

The same test and measuring equi mentandtoofheﬁeld of electronics technology, the wall of mil-
g equip ?ary and civilian conversion is comparatively

including jigs, are used on the commercial an4 . .
military side<98 This aporoach is to be expected ow, and the development of various civilian op-
y ' PP P ‘erations is also possiblé®2Nonetheless, the Jap-

however, in light of the limited orders for the Typeanese emphasize cross-fertilization at the compo-

90. Such integration allows MHI to leverage its , .
. ; : . nent level first and foremost. Japanese designers,
investments in heavy equipment. The result is a : : :
: - fegardless of the nature of their projects, are inter-

much more integrated production line. . ) .

: - : ested in applying technology to the issue at hand,
Some Japanese high-technology military items . . .
: without paying undue attention to whether the
are also purportedly obtained from dual-use pro;

duction lines. This is, to a certain extent, facili-teChnOIOgyIS commercial” or “military.” This, in

tated by the absence of military specifications thattum’ facilitates facility-level integration.

impose different manufacturing processes. Thus
the active phased-array radar developed by MitSlpOMPARBON OF THE PRC AND JAPAN

bishi Electric (MELCO) for JASDF is “made en- WITH THE UNITED STATES

tirely of commercial component8? In the ab- Having examined the Chinese and Japanese cases,
sence of military specifications, there was never avhat lessons, if any, can the United States draw
separation of the commercial and military producfrom them for the integration of its own DTIB and
tion processes. The radar components were, ther€TIB? Both the Chinese and Japanese cases clear-
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ly differ greatly from the American one; in partic- the Chinese CTIB was neglected. Indeed, the Chi-
ular, both Asian states have a history of very intinese DTIB and CTIB were almost completely
mate relations between their commercial andgegregated until the Four Modernizations shifted
governmental sectors, to a degree that is not gehuman and material resources from defense to
erally present in the American economy. In thecommercial and civilian economic development.
PRC, thisis due, at least in part, to the state owner- As a result, however, Chinese efforts at integra-
ship of the means of heavy-industrial productiontion are distinct from those occurring in the Japa-
whereas in Japan, this is primarily a matter ohese or American economies. In particular, the
policy and history, rather than ideology. PRC'’s efforts are taking place in the context of
Both states’ assessment of their security situastate-run industrial sectors that are moving into an
tions differ from that of the United States. Bothimpoverished commercial sector. The Chinese de-
Beijing and Tokyo believe that they currently facefense industrial sectors thus have a “captive audi-
arelatively benign security situation, especially inence” of consumers, as well as financial and polit-
the wake of the collapse of the Soviet Union. Atical support from the state, to facilitate the process
the same time, there has been less pressure on @i-integration. Both of these considerations limit
ther state to emphasize the development of milithe applicability of Chinese experiences to the
tarily unique capabilities over either dual-use caAmerican case, although some lessons might be
pabilities or the application of commercial drawn for public sector facilities.
technologies and processes to military products. Although the Japanese case is more akin to the
Indeed, development of indigenous defense inAmerican situation, there are also significant dif-
dustries in both Asian states is much more the rderences between the Japanese and American
sult of conscious, planned choices on the part dDTIBs and, therefore, between their respective in-
central authorities to develop a DTIB for explicit tegration policies. The Japanese DTIB developed
defense and commercial purposes, rather than the the shadow of the American security commit-
evolution of DTIBs in response to external securiiment and thus was never expected to be the sole
ty developments. source of military equipment and resources. In-
Both states also have a very different perspeaeed, throughout the postwar period, the Japanese
tive on the public good from that of the United have relied upon the United States not only for
States. There are few signs that socioeconomimilitary support but also for provision of many
goals, as understood in the American contexiveapons and component designs.
(e.g., assisting small or minority-owned busi- As with the Chinese DTIB, therefore, the Japa-
nesses), exert influence on the structure of theese DTIB is the product of explicit government
Chinese or Japanese acquisition processes. In thfforts to create a domestic defense industrial and
PRC, the focus is primarily on raising the level oftechnological capability. In the Japanese case,
technological sophistication within the overall however, the primary emphasis was on develop-
Chinese economy. In Japan, a higher priority isng high-technology industrial capabilities in cer-
placed on furthering technological goals than onain sectors, rather than on the supply of weapons
ensuring equal access for corporations to JDAper se to the Japanese SDF. Thus, while the Japa-
budgets. nese have a very robust DTIB and domestic arms
This combination of considerations has pro-industry, it is uneven; in some areas, the Japanese
duced in both China and Japan relations betwedmve pursuedkokusanka while in others they
their respective DTIBs and CTIBs that are veryhave been satisfied with licensed production of
different from the American situation. That, in foreign (primarily American) designs.
turn, has affected the development of integration This selective approach, wherein the Japanese
policies. In China, for example, the emphasis, unehose to focus on only certain defense technolo-
til the advent of Deng Xiaoping, was so heavilygies and capabilities, has facilitated the Japanese
weighted toward development of their DTIB thateffort at integrating their DTIB and CTIB. By
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picking and choosing which products and proc-er commingling of defense and commercial busi-
esses to pursue, the Japanese could, from the ongss, at sector, firm, and facility levels. The conse-
set, design for dual-use. This process was furthguent blurring of the lines between private and
encouraged by the Japanese decisions to limit thgublic use of facilities and resources is accepted as
size of their armed forces and to prohibit armsan acceptable price, if not a subsidy, for techno-
sales. These factors constrained the developmelaigical innovation and economic development.

of any economies of scale for the Japanese arms

industry and gave further incentive to develop-] Military Specifications

ment of d_ual—use, rather than militarily unique, |t the Chinese and Japanese are somewhat less
technologies and processes. MITI and JDA couldgncerned with tracking every renminbi and yen,
and did, agree to seek weapons that would utilizg,ey are apparently also somewhat less concerned
commercial technologies, as well as promotgyiiy specialized specifications and standards. In-
commercial processes that would have defensgeeq, the evidence is unclear as to whether either
benefits (i.e., both spin-on and spin-off technoloate has imposed a set of military specifications
gies). Japanese corporations, recognizing the Ity g standards—dictating not only operational pa-
crative potential of high technology and the limits,; meters but also methods of manufacture—as ex-
of the restricted Japanese defense market, in turgynsive as those of the United States.
learned to pursue de facto integration, particularly |, Japan, the objective appears to be to meld the
at the firm and facility level. They extended this .o mmercial and military segments of a whole
not only to components and subcomponents, b ket for a given technology or item. Thus, Japa-
also to personnel training and quality control.  ege quality control is structured to fulfill very

In the course of developing its DTIB, the high standards, standards sufficiently stringent to
United States responded to very different PressUkatisty military as well as commercial require-
es and policies. The result was the creation or dexents. In some cases, there may be additional
velopment of practices that have tended t0 Proghecks and inspections for certain items intended
mote segregation and the development Ofr mjjitary end-users. These additional quality-
weapons that are more speuahzeql and, in MOoghntrol measures are more easily accommodated
cases, more advanced than those fielded by eithgl ihe context of integration, however, than in an

the PLA or the SDF. These practices include acapirely separate system of military specifications
quisition laws, militarily unique technologies, ;4 standards.

and military specifications and standards. The same approach applies to Japanese person-
nel policies. Japanese designers are familiarized
[1 Acquisition Laws and Regulations with the entire spectrum of applications within

Acquisition laws, regulations, and culture are aNeir specialty, ensuring that those processes that

major contributing factor in the segregation of ther€ successfulin the defense realm will be applied

American DTIB from the CTIB. In both Japan andto the_ commercial S|d_e and vice versa. A single

the PRC, integration appears to have been facilfaseline of standards is applied to many technolo-

tated by the absence of a discrete acquisition cufies, products, and processes, further facilitating

ture of the extent developed in the United State<ross-fertilization and integration.

The absence of a more bureaucratized acquisition ) )

structure allows for greater common use of facili-J Militarily Unique Technologies

ties and personnel, that is, sector-level integratiorMilitarily unique technologies exist in the arse-
In both the PRC and Japan, the history of cornals of both Japan and the PRC. Neither the PLA

porate-government relations has been less advemner the SDF, however, has the same requirements

sarial than it has been in the United States. In botfor, or the ability to provide, the unique military

Asian states, there is a willingness to accept greatapabilities that the American Armed Forces do.



