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1. Basic Questions

The first thing we noticed discussing the problem of proliferation conducting this study is
that there is no clear definition of the concept “weapons of mass destruction.” Therefore
we decided to adopt the following tentative classifications.

Types of Weapons

Here we could think of three types: nuclear weapons, chemical weapons, and biological
weapons. These are weapons that, once used, could cause the indiscriminate mass murder
of tens of thousand of military personnel and civilians. It can be argued that mass
destruction and murder can also be caused with conventional bombs, as was the case in the
bombing of Dresden and Tokyo during WW I, but we decided to exclude conventional
strategic bombing from consideration because they require the mobilization of a large
number of airplanes and bombs, because such attacks lack the element of surprise and

because effective countermeasures such as intercepting by airplanes, are possible.

Further, after reconsideration we decided to delete the discussion of biological and
chemical weapons. Nuclear weapons have been strongly affected by the drastic change in
the strategic environment caused by the end of the cold war: biological and chemical
weapons have not. Moreover, it is the extended deterrence capped by nuclear weapons
that is the core of the Japan-US security arrangement.

Means of Delivery

Artillery shells, bombs, missile warheads and other means can deliver nuclear weapons.
However, recent trends in rapid proliferation show that among the conceivable means of
delivery we cannot find effective ways to intercept missiles. The use of Scuds in the Gulf
War leads us to observe that the element of surprise and the difficulty of interception
demonstrated by missiles has become important for defenses, so we decided to emphasize
missiles among the means of delivery considered in this report. We decided to discuss
Theater Missile Defense (TMD), which has been getting attention recently, in one
independent section of this report since it has the possibility of becoming effective a
defense measure against missiles. On the other hand there is also a possibility that its
emergence will invite new debates.



Our concerns are as follows:

1. The problem of proliferation of nuclear weapons has more clearly emerged as an
important national security issue as the Cold War ended. It is accompanied by the
rising danger of nuclear weapon related technologies and nuclear materials leaking
from a collapsed Soviet Union.

2. How has the logic of nuclear weapons developed by the United States and Soviet
Union during the cold war changed due to the collapse of the Cold War structure?
Also, will the role of nuclear weapons in the post-Cold War security change? If so,
what would be their new role?

3. Japan chose to rely on the extended deterrence of the United States through the
Security Treaty throughout the cold war period, but is the reliance on the extended
deterrence of the United States necessary for Japan after the collapse of the cold
war structure? If so, in what form will it continue to be guaranteed.

4. The possibility of Japan going nuclear has always been whispered, but what kind of
nuclear option in a post NPT extension strategic environment NPT could possibly be
appropriate? What would be the effective way of explaining it to the rest of the
world?

The consideration of these four issues is the basis for this report.. The first draft was a
product of discussion between Ogawa at the National Institute of Defense Studies,
Yamaguchi at Department 5 of Joint Staff Council and Nishi of Internal Bureau. Nishi
produced this revised summary of the discussion.



2. Changes in Nuclear Strategy after the Cold War

1) Overview of the Nuclear Strategy of the Cold War Period

Why “flexible response” and “mutually assured destruction” were effective during the Cold
War.

Although the term “cold war structure” began to be used widely after the collapse of the
Berlin Wall, there is even more lack of clear definition of the term than in the case of
“weapons of mass destruction.” Therefore, in order to have deeper discussion on nuclear
weapons, let us proceed by first coming to understanding concerning the Cold War

framework and the role of nuclear weapons within it.

During the Cold War period, the United States and Soviet Union confronted each other with
all levels of conventional and nuclear weapons to conventional weapons practically
everywhere in the world. It can be said that while the weapon systems of both countries
had strategic nuclear weapons at the top, in the path toward it there were intricate
combinations of ladders of conventional weapons and tactical/regional nuclear weapons of
each service: army, navy, and air force. In other words, while it was possible for both
countries to expand conflicts without limits utilizing all conceivable weapons (the
phenomenal aspect of the flexible response strategy), by putting the strategic weapons at
the top they set up a situation where the ultimate result of conflicts could be mass
destruction, annihilation and no winner (the phenomenal aspect of the mutually assured
destruction). The opposition between the two countries had an inherent embedded
self-regulating function. While there may be a peculiar American sense of humor in naming
the structure deterring the downward spiral of conflict without a winner MAD, that
madness was something that only the United States and Soviet Union could control. It could
be sustained only by the assumption that both countries share the sanity that they
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“ultimately desired their own survival.” We will discuss later what would happen if two

parties could not share this sanity.

The internalization of the self-controlling function of preventing the unlimited expansion of
conflict by putting strategic nuclear weapons at the top of the weapon system -thereby
guaranteeing fear based on mutually assured destruction and the system to realize
competition in international relations through this - could be said to be the basis for the
Cold War structure.

Behind the effective functioning of flexible response and mutually assured destruction - in



addition to the deployment of a large amount of nuclear weapons at each level; tactical,
theater, and strategic - is the fact that the international community was basically divided
into two ideological blocks: East and West.

The structure can be analyzed through the following four points.

1. The United States and the Soviet Union had an overwhelming political, economic,
and military superiority and were in the position of having comprehensive
responsibility for the security of the members of their respective camps. As leaders
providing the core guarantee of extended deterrence, they were required to
demonstrate supremacy over the other camp.

2. Each country in either camp chose between the United States and Soviet Union, with
its own political and economic system as the basis. Although countries automatically
enjoyed the protection of extended deterrence there were differences in the degree
depending on its importance, which in turn depended on economic, military and
geopolitical conditions. Nonaligned countries are a complicating factor that does not
fit this concept, but since the do not effect the point of the argument in this report
we decided not deal with them.

3. Changing camps required a change in the system. Voluntary changes are hard to
recall, and. they usually came in the form of a revolution. Such an act is contrary to
the camp principle and was not permitted as a rule.

4. The confrontation between the United States and the Soviet Union divided the world
into clear spheres of influence. It was sustained in a form where movement between
them was not allowed. Their respective spheres were mutually acknowledged, but at

the same time territorial battles were sometimes allowed to happen.

In such a Cold War structure, strategic nuclear weapons were not just ultimate weapons
from the standpoint of physics but also considered as a supreme being politically. Thus, it
is not just nuclear warheads but also the means of delivery and furthermore, not just
weapons but also the technology and critical materials related to their production that were
put under strict control.

What was the value of the nuclear weapons of countries other than the United States and

the Soviet Union?

Were the flexible response strategy and the mutually assured destruction theory that were
sustained between the United States and the Soviet Union applicable to countries other
than these two? To state the conclusion at the outset, the answer is no.



First, for countries other than the United States and the Soviet Union, it was impossible to
bear the cost of preparing an elaborate weapons system from conventional weapons to

strategic weapons.

Second, - and this is more essential reason - for countries other than the leaders of the two
camps to adapt themselves to satisfy the two conditions mentioned above could imply a
threat to the position of the United States and the Soviet Union. Considering the
significance of unity in each camp, while it was necessary for member countries to develop
the ability to complement the military power of their leader, to go beyond that could mean

putting their own existence in danger.

Then what was the value of the nuclear weapons of the United Kingdom, France, and China?
In particular, what kind of theoretical background was supposed to be there for the nuclear

weapons of China, which kept a distance from both camps; the United States and the Soviet
Union?

First, when we examine the case of France and the United Kingdom, we could see that their
nuclear weapons had the following roles. Europe was the primary front where East and
West directly confronted each other and where the bulk of U.S. forces were deployed after
the end of the WW II. When compared on the basis of the level of conventional forces, the
West could not necessarily be said to be superior. Therefore, extended deterrence and rapid
reinforcement of the U.S. forces in an emergency had a vital importance. For the countries
of Western Europe, their survival depended on the credibility of the commitment of the
United States Thus it was natural that efforts were made to guarantee credibility in various
forms. The “trip wire” theory—where U.S. forces in Europe would be instantly involved in an
attack from the East, making it automatically necessary for the United States to participate
in the war in order to protecting their nationals—was a well-known means of guaranteeing

their commitment.

The possession of nuclear weapons by the United Kingdom and France was also thought of
as a means to guarantee the commitment of the United States This was considered as a
measure necessary to cross the threshold from conventional weapons to nuclear weapons.
In other words, even if the United States was involved in a conflict with the East, if the
conflict remained at the level of conventional weapons and the United States eventually
ended up retreating without resorting to nuclear weapons, the existence of the West
European countries would not be certain. If Europe had nuclear weapons that it could use
by its own judgment it would be possible to avoid the U.S. monopoly over the decision to



switch from conventional weapons to the nuclear retaliation in Europe envisioned in the

flexible response strategy.

In this way of thinking, the United Kingdom and France decided to possess nuclear weapons
with the tacit understanding of the United States. Thus, the nuclear weapons of these two
countries were a measure to guarantee an escalation from conventional to nuclear weapons
in the imaginable scenario where the United States might consider retreating from Europe
without using nuclear weapons. As for their position within the weapons system, the
nuclear weapons of the United Kingdom and France were not part of the elaborate weapons
system, with strategic nuclear weapons at the top, expected by both sides to be used to

counter the Soviet Union at all levels.

Further, there is a slight difference between the value of nuclear weapons of United
Kingdom and France. France's withdrawal from NATO in 1966 was an expression of criticism
against a situation where Europe that had to rely on the extended deterrence of the United
States. It was an expression of distrust in the extended deterrence of the United States.
Moreover, while France deployed its armed forces inside West Germany - which was based
on the independent ground of the bilateral treaty between West Germany and France - the
relationship between these two countries was not necessarily based on full mutual trust.
The comment that “French nuclear weapons reach only the border between the East and
West Germany. If they could beat the Russian forces that entered West Germany, it would
be killing two birds with one stone.” was an expression of distrust from the German side.
The real intention of French nuclear weapons was to maintain independence and to prepare
a security card vis-a-vis both the United States and Germany. Herein lies a difference from
the nuclear weapons of United Kingdom.

The position of the nuclear weapons of China was different from that of the United Kingdom
and France. Due to the relationship with the Soviet Union, which fissured in the 1950s, it
was impossible for China to adopt a policy to stay inside the Eastern camp and rely on the
nuclear deterrence of the Soviet Union. For China, which did not belong to the Western
camp (until the improvement of the relationship between the United States and China at
the beginning of 1970s China could be said to be considered hostile) and was not able to
rely on the nuclear weapons of the Soviet Union, and, moreover, needed to prepare for an
invasion by the Soviet Union, the decision to acquire independent nuclear forces was
inevitable. While, considering the limitation of the capability of the means of delivery, this
emergence of nuclear weapons seems appropriate to define as forces positioned as a
retaliatory capability vis-a-vis the Soviet Union. The justification was to counteract the
hegemony of the two superpowers, and had the effect of presenting to the world a logic



that nuclear weapons for self-protection could be allowed.

Although North Korea's nuclear development is like a dagger stuck to China's throat, it has
the same logical justification of China’s own nuclear development. China cannot condemn it.
It is nothing other than an entanglement in one’s own net.

The reason why the nuclear weapons of China, which was far from having parity with the
Soviet Union in terms of capability; it had only a limited capability in that they consisted
mainly of strategic nuclear weapons, they could still function as deterrence forces against
the Soviet Union. It is thought that the vast space of Siberia hinders supply to an extreme
extent, making a Soviet invasion markedly more difficult than an invasion on the European
front, so a conflict with conventional weapons could be prevented from becoming serious.
Moreover it should not be forgotten that the limited nature of Chinese nuclear forces could
function as an independent deterrent because the main front for the Soviet Union was

Europe, and it was strategically impossible to have a second front against China.

As for the timing of their use, because it was based on the strategic theory of Mao Zedong,
with the assumption of a “sea of people,” it could theoretically be expected to be at the
stage where the counter attack with a guerrilla war lost its effectiveness after allowing a
large scale invasion of Soviet forces. However, since it was impossible for China to build an
enormous weapons system rivaling those of the United States and the Soviet Union, China’s
nuclear weapons cannot be said to have been based on flexible response strategy and

mutually assured destruction, which were the two pillars of the Cold War structure.

There exist nuclear weapons different from those of the United Kingdom, France and China:
nuclear forces prepared as retaliatory capability vis-a-vis neighboring countries in sharp
confrontation. This for example, is the position of India, Pakistan and Israel. Because cases
would not lead to the development of an elaborate escalation ladder between the
conventional weapons and nuclear weapons, it is difficult to predict the stages and motive
for the possible use of their nuclear weapons, which is different in the case of the United
States the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, France and China. Thus the nuclear weapons
of these states can be considered to be more unstable, uncertain, and dangerous compared
to the nuclear weapons of the five powers.

Effect of the Collapse of the Soviet Union

Hasn’t the theory of mutually assured destruction premised upon an elaborate weapons

system been made unnecessary by the collapse of the Soviet Union?




The collapse of the Soviet Union could not but have a significant effect on nuclear theories.
Although the Republic of Russia basically maintained most of the military assets and the
geopolitical position of the former Soviet Union, its capabilities are no comparison to the
Red Army of the old days, not only the size of their forces but also in their ability to respond
rapidly. On paper, NATO has been left in the position of confronting this Russia just as in the
past, keeping the linkages from conventional forces to tactical, theater, and strategic
nuclear weapons, from limited use to total retaliation. But since the former Soviet Union
they opposed does not exist anymore, it must be said that the possibilities requiring
preserving orders for mutually assured destruction premised upon a elaborate weapons
system are less apparent.

Also deserving of consideration is whether the need for deterrence, and responses at each
level of the escalation ladder leading to “ assured destruction,” has ceased to function. In
other words, it seems that the United States has been forced into a situation where they are
deadlocked, militarily, because they have lost the freedom and flexibility of escalation that
existed during the period of responding the Soviet Union.

Although this may be a somewhat extreme interpretation, consider the fumbled decision
making process for the U.S. advance into Haiti. During the Cold War, it would have been
possible to justify the use of overwhelming U.S. military power force in the lightly armed
Haiti in the interest of self-defense because it was part of confrontation with the Soviet
Union. However, without the acceptance of the possibility that the Soviet Union had been
involved, it was difficult to gain the support of international and domestic public opinion for
a justification of U.S. military intervention into a small country on humanitarian grounds,

even with reliance on the slogan o an-Americanism.
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It is, however, possible to conceive how overwhelming military power can be used with the
support of international public opinion in an opposing case, such as the Gulf War, where it is
secured through repeated resolutions of the United Nations and other bodies. In other
words, in post—Cold War international society, even United States is required to give full
consideration to trends in international public opinion in order to use its overwhelming
military power. And it might be faced with situations where it suffers the prolongation of a
conflict because it cannot resort to escalation easily due to the need to manage public
opinion.

This does not mean, however, that there is no possibility that nuclear weapons would be

used. One simple case that cannot be ruled out, it seems, is the situation where a nuclear



threat is utilized to maintain prestige. The likelihood of such an adventurous use of nuclear
weapons is quite scarce because there is no theoretical consistency with the existing
military system of the country in question. Thus the “extended deterrence effect” - relying

on the fear of escalation to a nuclear war- is unavoidably and significantly decreased.

Thinking this way, the conclusion seems to be that the traditional nuclear theories relying on
a flexible response strategy and mutually assured destruction; that is the U.S. theory that
has been built with the premise of a confrontation on the European front with the Soviet
Union, has lost the appropriate object. Thus the United States is faced with a need to

establish a new theoretical system in order to deal with a new situation.

The fact that there has been increasing interest in the United States about the deterrent
effect of conventional weapons is a reflection of an awareness the escalation ladder leading
to nuclear weapons has ceased to function as before. And as long as the validity of a first
strike using tactical nuclear weapons is not demonstrable, this build-up of conventional
forces cannot be neglected. Moreover, from now on, this development of a conventional
weapons build-up plan for conflicts to be terminated at the conventional weapons level is in
contrast to the build-up plan of conventional weapons based on the assumption of rising to
the nuclear level. For example, there might be an advancement of an electronic war
capability/C3I to guarantee a massive use of the precision-guided munitions used in the Gulf
War, as well as the environment for their effective use, including the mobility and logistics
that allow such a capability to be deployed on a large scale, rapidly, and intensively.

Another thing worth remembering is that the traditional logic of nuclear arms control, that
underlying START Il for example, may not prove to be as effective as before. Under the
traditional nuclear logic, it was possible to decrease the number of nuclear warheads as long
as it is within the limit where the second strike capabilities of the United States and the
Soviet Union was maintained and mutually assured destruction was guaranteed. In Russia
today, however, where the conventional weapons system is becoming fragile, the role of
nuclear weapons in its security policy cannot avoid being. Moreover, it is foreseeable that as
the Red Army becomes weaker the use of nuclear weapons could be imagined. The
particularly difficult point about the Russian case, in comparison to other potential nuclear
nations, is that its nuclear weapons still have the capacity to assure mutual destruction. In
other words, in a worst case scenario where the integrity of the escalation ladder is lost due
to the weakening of the Red Army, the use of nuclear weapons can be assumed, making

their use less foreseeable.

This being the case, the question is how to stabilize the mutual deterrence of the system



based on traditional nuclear logic in this new situation of weakening conventional forces.

For example, concerning START Il it as currently portrayed, mutually assured destruction
theory can be expected to be stabilized if the United States and the Soviet Union continue
their efforts to maintain the integrity of their retaliatory capabilities within the framework
of the upper limit of the agreed upon number of the nuclear warheads. Such a response,
however, is a rehash of the nuclear theory of the Cold War period and there is no guarantee
that it would continue to be appropriate for situations in the post-Cold War period. It seems
rather a backward measure, considering the possibility of the progress of nuclear theory.

Will the nuclear deterrence of the United States function against small and medium sized

states with nuclear weapons; states smaller than China?

Unlike the Soviet Union, which dissolved as a nation, the nuclear deterrent of the United
States, kept as developed during the Cold War period, has no problem in terms of capability.
The point to focus on is rather whether the United States, which has become the only
superpower, could declare the execution of its nuclear deterrent in a situation where it has

lost the ideological cause of the Cold War era.

To state the conclusion first, it is feared that the United States might not be able to issue
such a declaration. As for the reasons for that, the following four points could be

considered.

First is the question of the morality of the United States. When a country other than the P-5
- which are officially acknowledged as nuclear weapons states under the NPT system -
announces possession of nuclear weapons and declares that it is ready to resort to first use
for its own security, it is thought that the U.S. government cannot but declare that: first use
cannot be accepted from the point of view of the stabilization of the world order and if a
decision for such an action was made the United States would not hesitate to retaliate with
nuclear weapons. But would such a declaration gain the support of the citizens of the United
States. There is no guarantee for that. There is a possibility that it would invite criticism from
citizens, who may question whether it is appropriate to resort to nuclear retaliation, which
will inevitably be accompanied by mass murder of citizens, against a country that is militarily
inferior; The may ask that the United States grope for a more balanced measure. It is not
clear whether the United States government could stand such pressure.

Second is the question of international public opinion. If the United States were to make

such a declaration, it would acquire a position as a country that could use nuclear weapons



unilaterally without fearing a nuclear attack from the opponent. In other words, the United
States would not just have the superiority of capability in that it is simply the military
superpower, but it would also gain a privileged position as the only country that is allowed a
hegemonic use of nuclear weapons. Would such a dominant position in international society
be acceptable for countries such as China and Russia, which are critical of the United States?
It is quite possible to assume that the illegality of such a monopolistic use would be pointed

out.

Third is the point that establishment of a new nuclear deterrence strategy is needed. Even if
the above two points are overcome, in a case where the rationality of the behavior upon
which traditional nuclear theory is premised can not be guaranteed—for example, the
“rational behavior” which was the foundation of mutually assured destruction—the
effectiveness of the deterrent could not help but be undermined. When a country run by a
kind of theocracy believing in a religion or ideology which is at a realm different from the
values nurtured over a long period of time in Europe, or by a despot that does not mind the
ravages of war suffered by its population: when such countries possess nuclear weapons the
probability that the traditional deterrence theory will work is low. In addition to the
cost-benefit calculations that have been done hitherto, a separate deterrence strategy
taking into consideration the values and security thinking of such countries is required.

The forth point is how the positioning of nuclear weapons as a means of deterrence has
changed. The enormous destructive power of the nuclear weapons was a power to
guarantee target destruction in an era when pinpoint attacks were almost impossible. But
the collateral damage was great. Precision guided munitions—so-called smart weapons that
developed rapidly beginning in the 1970s with the advance of electronics—made it possible
to eliminate the targets through increased accuracy, rather than simple destructive power.

The emergence of precision guided munitions that make it possible to achieve military
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objectives with “clean” “surgical” strikes means that the role of nuclear weapons, the use of
which was almost impossible in terms of morality, is more narrow and thus has had the
effect of weakening the motives of those countries contemplating acquiring nuclear
weapons. It has also provided grounds to criticize the United States. Don't precision-guided
munitions obviate the need to use nuclear weapons for non-proliferation purposes? While it
can be imagined that precision-guided munitions would contribute to non-proliferation, one
should bear in mind the two functions of nuclear weapons are “deterrence” and
“destruction.” While precision guided munitions can satisfy the latter function, they cannot
satisfy the former. But while the United States may argue the theoretical need for a nuclear

deterrent against small and medium-sized nuclear weapons states that do not have the



capability to attack the mainland of the United States, isn't this theoretical need difficult to

accept in international society?

After the Soviet Union dissolved and the Cold War structure collapsed we have a situation
where it is not guaranteed that the United States maintains nuclear deterrence. Thus, in a
regional conflict involving weapons of mass destruction, it is possible to envisage even a
case where the opponent is not afraid of the nuclear weapons of the United States. When
faced with such a difficult situation, based on the above four points, we think that an
ambiguous position of “not having said we would use but not having said we would not use
either” is the only way to maintain the effect of nuclear deterrence while gaining the
support of the international public opinion. At present, it is not clear whether we could rely
on the same extended deterrence as during the Cold War period from the United States

The post-Cold War Nuclear Strategy of the United States

What kind of mission will the United States give to the large stock of strategic nuclear
weapons?

Even today the United States and Russia deploy approximately 15,000 strategic nuclear
warheads still powerful enough to destroy the world. START I, signed in January 1993,
stipulated that the United States and Russia each should reduce the number of strategic
nuclear warheads in two stages: 3,800-4,250 in the seven years after coming into effect and
then 3,000-3,500 by January 1, 2003. In the second stage they should also eliminate MIRVed
ICBMs and reduce the number of warheads on SLBMs to not more than 1,700-1,750. While
START Il will reduce the number of the strategic warheads to about one third of the present
level, and aims to realize a more stable strategic environment, including the elimination of
the MIRVed ICBMs, at the same time it amounts to legally allowing 7,000 nuclear warheads
to exist.

Under such an environment a mutual deterrent relationship between the strategic nuclear
weapons possessed by the United States and Russia still exists along with the hope that the
theory of nuclear deterrence concerning still functions. However, because the force system
collapsed with the dissolution of the Soviet Union, and along with it the relationship
between conventional weapons and nuclear weapons in the weaker successor state of
Russia, the logic of a deterrence supported by the pillars of “flexible response” and mutually
assured destruction can no longer be expected to always bring forth full stabilization.



Issues concerning tactical nuclear weapons

The role of tactical nuclear weapons during the Cold War period was to compensate for the
inferiority in conventional forces and to compensate for the lack precision in destroying
military targets. In order to counter the superiority of the conventional forces of the Soviet
Union, the deployment of tactical nuclear weapons was essential for NATO. Tactical
weapons were also a trigger necessary to lower the threshold between conventional forces
and nuclear forces. Their value for the European front, however, has decreased greatly since
the possibility of Russia resorting to a surprise attack drastically decreased due to the
evaporation of the East-West confrontation. Further, the emergence of precision guided
munitions has made it possible to achieve pinpoint attacks which could not even be
imagined before, leading to a decrease in value of the use of tactical nuclear weapons to
compensate for the lack of precise destructive power. There is some thought given to
demonstrating the possibility to use sea/air launched tactical nuclear weapons as a means
to achieve deterrence in the event U.S. forces in Europe come to be unable to fully maintain

rapid response capability due to downsizing.

Thus, reliance on tactical nuclear weapons has generally decreased due to the
disappearance of the East-West conflict and the emergence of precision guided munitions.
However, a situation has arisen with the dissolution of the Soviet Union where there is a
concern about the leakage of nuclear engineers, nuclear materials, etc. This is accompanied
by a concern about the emergence of a small-scale nuclear proliferation and nuclear
terrorism. So it seems we will inevitably be faced with a situation where we have to have a

discussion again as to what kind of deterrence might be possible.

The inherent danger of the alliance relationship with the United States where extended

deterrence is ambiguous.

As is clear from the above discussion, there is a danger that the Japan-U.S. security
relationship, which was solid during the Cold War period, will become uncertain due to the
guestion of whether nuclear deterrence, which has been the basis for it, is still effective.
Such an unstable situation is not limited to Japan but also is being experienced by all the
allied countries such as Republic of Korea, which do not have the means to secure extended
deterrence through their own nuclear weapons. This uncertainty does not only concern the
influence of the reliability of the will of the United States on the functioning of U.S.
extended deterrence. There is also is a more fundamental question concerning the

foundation of the deterrence theory.



One concrete example is if China changes its present policy and declares that it might use
nuclear weapons first. Its surrounding countries will be faced with a major threat. For Japan,
unless retaliation by nuclear weapons of the United States is guaranteed, there will be a
situation where we are forced to avoid serious confrontations with China. For example, we
will have to assume that we might face Chinese nuclear intimidation in a case where China
unilaterally decides to undertake continental shelf development based on its assertion of
control concerning of the economic zone, or if China establishes effective control and

sovereignty over the Senkaku (Diaoyu) Islands.

Of course, it is highly unlikely, under the present international environment, barring an
extremely drastic decision, for China to declare it would not deny the possibility nuclear first
use, but in the most primitive situation in the international relations—a confrontation of
power - the most vital point is what kind of power one possesses. Even if one does not
possess such a power, if a reliable ally has such a power and one could rely on it, there

would be no problem.

When the reliability of the extended deterrence of the United States is guaranteed, as a
method to respond to such a situation, the following can be considered.



3. The Issue of Nuclear Proliferation in the post-Cold War Era

The Logic of Nuclear Proliferation and the Logic of Preventing It

Since the Soviet Union collapsed in December 1991 and the nuclear-related situation
changed drastically, a new form of discussion has been added to proliferation-related issues.
The nuclear proliferation problems we assumed in the past were 1) that there are countries
which are rumored to be actively involved in nuclear development and the actual situation
has not been confirmed or 2) that there are countries other than the five countries allowed
to possess nuclear weapons under NPT that are assumed to be in possession of such
weapons. It was considered certain that India and Israel possessed nuclear weapons and it

was considered a virtual fact that South Africa was devoted to nuclear development.

The problems after the dissolution of the Soviet Union come from the fact that the former
Soviet Union region is troubled by confusion and economic difficulty. There have risen cases
where many able engineers left the country at the invitation of countries that have a strong
interest in nuclear development. Because it became impossible to make a living at home,
and control of nuclear related institutions in the former Soviet Union has loosened,
attempts to steal and sell nuclear materials have been made. Such a leakage of technical
resources is something unimaginable during the Cold War period. This has markedly

increased the risk of the emergence of new nuclear weapons states.

Furthermore, it is not just sovereign states that have an interest in possessing nuclear
weapons. The interest is spreading to non-state actors. Compared to the days when Colonel
Qaddafi of Libya tried to negotiate with China to acquire nuclear weapons in the 1960s and
was dealt with lightly by Zhou Enlai, who said nuclear weapons were a matter of national
sovereignty, it feels as if we were living in a different age. But in the current era, where the
veil of mystery surrounding the technology to produce the technology and obtain the
materials for nuclear weapons has been removed, the production of nuclear weapons itself
is not at all difficult and it has spread, so it has become necessary to assume all kinds of

situations concerning nuclear proliferation.

When the possessor is a dangerous non-state entity such as a terrorist organization, an
opponent with no real body to feel the dread of mutually assured destruction, it is virtually
impossible to deter. The only counter measure to terrorist organizations is to expose
these dangerous organizations and prevent the traffic of people and materials. These
measures cannot be said to be perfect by any means. The dollar economy has spread to the
former Soviet Union and East Europe due to the collapse of the Cold War structure and the



flow of goods has been increasing rapidly.

In this paper we discuss how we could respond to the countries that have been rumored to
be in possession of nuclear weapons but the actual situation of which has not been

confirmed. We consider the following three points.

* The development of an international legal framework for nonproliferation

* The development and deployment of defensive technology and weapons which
discourage the proliferation of offensive weapons

* The securing of offensive deterrence capabilities against the proliferation and use of

nuclear weapons.

The Development of an International Legal Framework for Nonproliferation

The Non Proliferation Treaty (NPT) and its problems

This treaty, which went into effect in 1970 and whose indefinite extension was decided in
1995, is central to the system for non-proliferation and consists of the following four items:
* Prohibition of transfer of nuclear weapons, etc. from nuclear weapons states
* Prohibition of receipt of nuclear weapons etc. by non-nuclear weapons states
* Peaceful use of nuclear power
* Acceptance of IAEA’s safeguards

Even in this system, which enjoys the participation of 170 states as of January 1995,
(including France and China since 1992) India, Pakistan, Israel, Brazil, Argentine and other
key states have not joined. As was shown by Egypt’s strong demand for the participation of
Israel during the recent extension negotiations, the fact that countries which are rumored to
be developing or in possession of nuclear weapons have not joined cannot but make the

system fragile.

As is widely discussed, the biggest problems of this system are the double standards for
participating and non-participating countries and for nuclear weapons states and
non-nuclear weapons states. And the security of the non-nuclear states against nuclear
weapons is not fully guaranteed. At the time of indefinite extension questions raised mainly
by the non-aligned states: questions concerning nuclear disarmament, non-treaty member
states and that the five nuclear weapons states exhorted the non-nuclear weapons states
for their support, could all be said to be expressions of efforts to rectify this double
standard.



Although in the end the indefinite extension was unanimously agreed upon, one can

observe:

* The strong will of the five nuclear weapons states, of the United States in particular,
to use indefinite extension to deter emergence of an unstable situation concerning
nuclear weapons.

* The chagrin of nonaligned nations, dissatisfied with the double standard but fearful
of the destabilization of the NPT, that supported indefinite extension as a lesser evil
fearful.

* Ashared sense of uncertainty that the danger of the NPT collapsing had not been
solved because solutions to fundamental problems had been put off.

Indefinite extension of the Non Proliferation Treaty and future issues

Although indefinite extension was unanimously adopted, it does not mean that the treaty’s
inherent double standard was solved. Thus the danger of destabilization originating from
it has not been eradicated. Therefore, if the five nuclear weapons states wish stabilization of

the situation, the following measures would be necessary.

First is nuclear disarmament. While at present we have only START, which is a framework
between the United States and the Soviet Union. It would be preferable if this were made
into a worldwide framework with the participation of the United Kingdom, France, and
China. Because the effort for nuclear disarmament promised at the start of the NPT have
not resulted in much salient development after 25 years, distrust on the part of non-nuclear
weapon states has grown. Further effort, grasping the opportunity of indefinite extension,
will be strongly required.

However, it is also a fact that disarmament is not easy. The reason why the framework of
START was achieved between the United States and the Soviet Union is that, as is the case
for CFE, was a confrontational structure between two countries enjoying overwhelming
power with a shared sense of nuclear excess. START is the result of a decision by two parties
that dominated the game, a decision taken to an extent that would not harm either party. It
cannot be applied to the United Kingdom, France and China. The geographical extension of
the CFE is difficult for the same reason. As for the nuclear weapons of United Kingdom and
France, since there is the aspect of guaranteeing the extended deterrence of the United
States, if an agreement were to be achieved among the four countries of the United States,
Britain, France, and Russia, it might not be impossible to approach a direction toward



disarmament that links them with the nuclear forces of the United States. With the nuclear
weapons of China, however, no similar situational ground for negotiations could be
established.

Chinese nuclear weapons, which have a dual purpose of being meant for the Soviet Union
and the United States, were a very important factor in forming a third pole, not in either
camp and there is not much difference in that situation today. If the United States and the
Soviet Union could guarantee China nuclear weapons would not be used, that would form a
basis for China, in a military sense, to accept nuclear disarmament. Politically, however,
acceptance would be difficult, since that would lead to a possibility of a third party
interfering with their nuclear weapons, which are a symbol of national prestige, through
disarmament negotiations.

We should pay attention to the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) negotiations in
relation to nuclear disarmament. In these negotiations, being held for the purpose of
banning the nuclear testing of nuclear weapons states, no conclusions have been attained
on the issue of stipulating “no first use” in the treaty or having an exemption clause to allow
“peaceful explosion” as an exception to the test ban Both are advocated by China and there
is no prospect as to when the treaty will be concluded.

Concerning the effect of this treaty. It has the effect of imposing a limitation on the
development of new nuclear weapons in the nuclear weapons states and it does seem to
nuclear weapons state are making efforts at self-restraint. There are however, related
problems, including maintaining the reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpiles under a
test ban and the possibility of loopholes through development of computer simulation
technologies, etc.

Concerning negative and positive security assurances. “No first use” and “no use against
non-nuclear weapons states” can be cited as ways of providing the negative security
assurance that nuclear weapons states will not threaten or attack non-nuclear weapons
states with nuclear weapons. Both can be thought of as measures to restrain escalation to
the use of nuclear weapons but a consensus has not been reached among the five nuclear
weapons states allowed by NPT.

For example, concerning “nuclear no first use,” China has been advocating it and at the
recent NPT Extension Conference, China made its position clear, stating that China
undertakes not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon

States or nuclear-weapon-free zones at any time or under any circumstances. This



commitment naturally applies to non-nuclear-weapon state parties to the NPT or
non-nuclear-weapon states that have entered into any comparable internationally binding
commitments not to manufacture or acquire nuclear explosive devices. The other four
countries maintain their first use option. Russia, in particular, recently declared a first use
option in its new military doctrine, which seems to be a natural result of the fact that

distance between nuclear weapons and conventional weapons has widened.

As for “no use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear weapon states,” the four countries
have expressed such an idea but in the recent extension conference, they presented their
position of promising not to use “nuclear weapons against non-nuclear weapon states”
except "in the case of an invasion or any other attack” on them or their allies, “carried out
or sustained by such a non-nuclear weapon state in association or alliance with a nuclear
weapon state.” This line, of course, is obviously different from the Chinese position in terms
of no fist use.

As for positive security assurance promising to take counter measures or provide relief
when non-nuclear weapon states are threatened or attacked with nuclear weapons, in June
1968, right before NPT was signed, the United States, United Kingdom and Soviet Union
each announced that they would provide assistance in accordance with the United Nations
Charter when non-nuclear-weapon states are threatened or attacked with nuclear weapons,

The UN Security Council adopted a non-binding resolution welcoming it.

Positive security assurances consisting of the following points proposed by the five nuclear
weapon states were unanimously adopted at the recent extension conference. The

statement is a landmark event.

* Recognizes the legitimate right of non-nuclear-weapon State Parties to NPT to
receive security assurances

* Takes note of the statements made by each of the nuclear-weapon States
concerning no use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon States Parties to
NPT

* Guarantees to non-nuclear weapons states that, in case of an attack with nuclear
weapons or the threat of such an attack, the Security Council, in particular the five
nuclear-weapon State permanent members, will take urgent action in accordance
with the Charter,

* Notes that the means for assisting such a non-nuclear weapon State include
appropriate measures to settle the dispute and restore international peace and
security;



* Invites Member States, individually or collectively, if any non-nuclear-weapon State
is a victim of a nuclear attack, etc. to provide technical, medical, scientific or
humanitarian assistance.

* Supports a state that is the victim of such an attack to take appropriate procedures
to demand compensation under international law from the aggressor for loss

* Welcomes the intention expressed by certain States that they will provide or support
immediate assistance, in accordance with the Charter, to any non-nuclear-weapon
State Party to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons that is a
victim of an act of, or an object of a threat of, aggression in which nuclear weapons
are used;

* Urges all States, as provided for in Article VI of NPT to pursue negotiations in good
faith on effective measures relating to nuclear disarmament and on a treaty on

general and complete disarmament

In particular, a major point is the expression, “include appropriate measures to restore
international peace and security,” which suggests a military action against the aggressor

state.

However, one problem with positive security assurances in the NPT framework has not been
overcome. When a nuclear weapon state, which is at the same time a Security Council
Permanent Member holding veto power, poses a nuclear threat against a non-nuclear
weapon state, even if the Security Council tried to take an appropriate relief measure, there
is a high probability that its veto would be exercised, thus preventing an action in
accordance with a Security Council resolution from being taken. In other words, positive
security assurances through the Security Council could be said to be a limited security
assurance whose effectiveness could be expected only against nuclear weapon possessing
countries other than the United States, the United Kingdom, France Russia, and China,

which are the permanent members of the Security Council.

Measures to Discourage Proliferation of Offensive Weapons

It is important for security policy to examine how to prevent countries that plan to possess
offensive weapons such as nuclear weapons and long-range missiles from materializing their
plans. Although rendering the effects of these weapons uncertain is an effective measure to
prevent proliferation, it would be essential at the same time to examine what choices are

possible when proliferation cannot be prevented.

During the Cold War period COCOM was part of the containment policy against communist



bloc. This measure was abolished in March 1994 with the end of the Cold War but 17 former
COCOM members of the West are considering a similar measure with new states of concern
replacing the communist countries. While Iraq, Libya, North Korea, and Iran are cited as
target countries for the new organization, with the purpose of controlling exports of
weapons and related dual-purpose products, there remains a question whether it is enough
to focus only on these four countries. For example, there is a question as to what to do
about Russia, which witnessed a large-scale advance of the ultra right wing forces in the last

election.

Beside this, there is discussion going on about the certainty concerning observance on the
part of Russia if it joins the new organization and the possibility of participation of
China/NIES. Moreover, regarding the export of weapons, there is a disagreement between
France, which maintains that regulations should be looser than those for dual purpose
goods - in order to secure, as much as possible, discretion for exporting countries—and the

United States, which maintains that it is necessary to embrace the transfer of weapons too.

At present the worldwide arms market is shrinking. Military industries in various countries
are hurting from the decrease in demand at home after the end of the Cold War.
Military-civilian conversion is not proceeding well due to the slump of the civilian demand,
so there is an attempt to secure profits through the strengthening of exports. It is feared
that a system for “export control of weapons and related dual purpose goods” sought by the
new COCOM may not materialize so easily. For example, with the United States rapidly
increasing its share of the arms market, it is difficult to consider accepting limitations “at the
discretion of the exporting countries” although the United States recognizes the need to
grapple with arms transfers. Also, while North Korea, which is promoting arms exports in
order to acquire foreign currency, is on the side to be monitored, the quality and quantity of
its exports have the capability of destroying the system. Thus, without the participation of
China, the system would not have any practical effect.

Among the arms exported, what should be watched in particular are missile and their
production technology. At present when there is no effective intercepting system against
ballistic missiles, the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) is an extremely important
system. This system to control export of technology and materials related to missiles and
unmanned aerial vehicles that can deliver nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons was
established in 1987. It currently has 25 participating countries but it was set up only as a
forum for loose consultation among the participating countries. There is no formal treaty

organization or sanctions for violation of the guidelines.



Although both Russia and China have expressed their intention to observe the guidelines,
their rule-abiding consciousness has to be said weak when the content of their exports is
examined. Russia tried to sell SS-23 and modified warheads of scud missiles at arms shows
in Moscow and Abu Dhabi and China are suspected of exporting M-11 missiles to Pakistan as
well as continuing to provide Syria and Iran with military support technology (computers,

various sensors, etc.).

With the new COCOM or MTCR, in order to maintain the effectiveness of the regulations, it
will be necessary to adopt measures like the challenge inspection of the Chemical Weapons
Convention, secure sanction regimes at the United Nations and other measures. In the
present international political environment, however, adopting such measures would be like
trying to catch fish on a tree.

Missile Defense Capability

If it is not possible to guarantee security through international control measures, it is
necessary to consider acquiring other measures. Among these we can imagine securing
reliance on the extended deterrent of the United States as well as the surgical removal of
the threat through a preemptive air strike, similar to what Israel has done. For Japan,
although the former may be possible* the latter measure is not allowed under the
Constitution.”” The reason why the idea of Theater Missile Defenses (TMD) to remove the
threat by intercepting incoming missiles is attractive is that it is not just what is
recommended by the United States but it is also one of the few options that can be
accepted in terms of the security policy of Japan.

Although the idea of intercepting incoming missiles was widely considered during the Cold
War, it was contained by the ABM Treaty because it could make the theory of mutually
assured destruction vulnerable. Considering the speed of a falling ICBM and the missile
technology of those days, it is hard to believe that an effective interception system could
have been constructed at the time of the conclusion of the ABM Treaty in 1972. The reason
why the treaty contained it must have been that adherence to the theory of mutually
assured destruction was desirable. It would not be wrong to assume that the harshness of
the response from the Soviet Union when Reagan announced SDI in 1982 was due to the

* In the second section we discuss the possibility that the nature of U.S. extended deterrence
may have changed after the end of the Cold War. In the fourth section we discuss the inherent
limitation of the Japan US Security Treaty itself.

** Calling to mind the famous position about “rather than sitting idly waiting to die” concerning

counter measures after being attacked.



fear that the strategic system would collapse and Soviet nuclear weapons would be
impotent against the United States.

The idea of defense against missiles has transformed from SDI to GPS/GPLAS to a system
against theater nuclear weapons (the present TMD). Compared to dealing with an ICBM the
technical difficulty of dealing with Theater Ballistic Missile (TBM) is diminished because the
flight distance is shorter. Still, the reentry speed of a 1000km range missile is at Mach 10
and a 3000km range at Mach 15. It is necessary to destroy the warhead at a certain altitude
in order to neutralize an incoming missile with a nuclear or chemical warhead. Considering
the reentry speed and the speed of the interceptor a proximity fuse cannot be used, so it is
also necessary to directly hit the warhead. Thus, TMD, technically, is a very high-level
system. Itis not only because the development of a missile to intercept a missile
reentering the atmosphere is difficult, but also because a comprehensive capacity in a wide
range of areas, such as the technology to detect the launch of the missile, the technology to
distribute the detected information to necessary sections within a limited time and evaluate
it, etc. is required. There are only a few advanced countries that could integrally develop
and produce the technology. A monopoly by a limited number of countries cannot be
avoided.

There is a view in the United States that using this technology as leverage can prevent
nuclear proliferation. For example, if a nuclear development race takes place between India
and Pakistan, the United States could provide Pakistan with TMD on the condition they give
up nuclear development and having established that Pakistan is giving up its nuclear
development, call on India to do the same and give up its development. It is true that when
TMD is completed it will make it possible to deal with the ballistic missile, for which there is
no counter measure now. To a certain degree this leads to the increase of the necessary
cost for a country that intends to proceed to develop nuclear weapons anew, and so there is
a possibility that a discouraging effect can be expected. However, Gorbachev opposed the
development of SDI, saying that it would jeopardize mutual deterrence. A similar danger
could be pointed out about TMD at the theater level. Concerning nuclear weapons, in view
of their unprecedented destructive power, the only deterrence against attack is attack. To
use defense as deterrence can be said to be almost impossible.

A Deterrent Function for Nuclear Nonproliferation
It is clear that the existing international measures to prevent proliferation of nuclear

weapons have not by any measure been very successful. Consider, for example, that Iraq’s
nuclear development could not be detected by IAEA or that there was no other way than to



wait for the bilateral negotiations between the United States and North Korea to deal with
the suspected nuclear development of North Korea.

Since the existing system has various limitations in terms of its functions—political and
economic sanctions cannot be imposed upon violations, etc.—as it stands this system
cannot become a trustworthy one. As the international public opinion rises, it would be
possible to try to enhance the monitoring mechanism, etc. but at the moment there is no
plan on the final measures—in other words the kind of measures to be taken when the
attempt to prevent proliferation fails. While there are questions about the effect and the
legality of the method, the possibility of a future situation where a surgical attack of
pinpoint destruction will become necessary cannot be denied. In such a situation it would
not be appropriate to deal with the failure of international nonproliferation efforts as an
exercise of the right to self-defense of one country, as in the case where Israel destroyed
the Osiraq reactor of Iraq.

If the solution of an international concern in the end has to depend on the military
capability of a specific country, it would mean to approve the superior position of the said
specific country and thus has to be said to be an unhealthy solution, even if such a military
initiative is supported internationally. It is true that the fact it was an extremely effective
measure at the time of the Gulf War for the United States to have achieved a series of
resolutions through the forum of the United Nations giving legitimacy to the multinational
forces, but such an approach was for the overt use of force: a surprise attack cannot be
sought. When the country suspected of developing nuclear weapons has not yet acquired
nuclear weapons, such a overt attack might be accepted. In a case where the other side has
acquired a small number of nuclear warheads, or its defense with conventional weapons is

of a considerable scale, the surprise nature of the attack will be an essential condition.

In a worst-case situation, only countries that can deploy overwhelming forces rapidly, like
the United States and Israel, will end up being the ones qualified to resort to military
measures without the support of a forum such as the United Nations. The ground to make
this acceptable, however, does not exist in the international society.



The Value of the Nuclear Weapons of the United States during and after the Cold War.

Value of the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty

The basis of the security policy that Japan displayed in the new 1946 Constitution is the idea
of complete dependence on the collective security mechanism, conceptualized by the
United Nations, which was the hope of the world at the time. Behind this was a feeling of
war-weariness on the part of the population emerging from the World War. At the same
time it can be thought of as an appeal of the newly born peaceful Japan for a return to
international society at an early date and in a favorable form. The view of Japan in
international society at that time was still severe, and the Treaty of Versailles was thought
of as the basis for the treaty of peace. Thus if the leaders of Japan were to improve the
environment at all, the new Constitution had to be a perfect forum for expressing their
intent.

It was the outbreak of the Cold War, which had nothing to do with the intentions of Japan,
which caused the United States, which led the occupation policy of the allied forces, to
change from a “stern peace” to a “generous peace.” The civil war in China that started at
the end of 1946 and the unexpected crushing defeat of the Kuomintang forces lead to a
strategic re-evaluation of Japan by the United States. George Kennan, argued for
containment of the Soviet Union in his “X article,” drafted a memorandum on the
occupation policy for Japan in October 1947 that established the position of Japan as a
breakwater against communism as the first step in the Asian strategy of the United States.
This was nothing other than a beginning of measures to cope with such a turbulent situation
in a new international environment. The United States rapidly shifted the main purpose of
its occupation from the eradication of Japanese militarism to securing of the front line in
Asia for containment of the Soviet Union, and began to recognize the value of an early
conclusion of the treaty of peace as the most effective measure to raise morale, and
prevent the devotion to communism of the Japanese.

Thus, Japan and the United States were faced with a question of how Japan, which did not
have any means of defense, should achieve security after the conclusion of the treaty of
peace. This concerned both the anxiety of Japan about to achieve security without the
protection of the United Nations or its own defense capability upon independence, and the
qguestion of how the United States would avoid the risk of facing a severe limitation in
military operations due to loss of Japan, where it had been able to deploy its forces freely as
the front in Asia, as well as offering Japan to the expansion of communism. The option of

Japan’s re-militarization through amendment of the Constitution was not given the slightest



consideration by either country because it would incur too great a political cost both
domestically and internationally, making it impossible to implement.

The idea of stationing of forces based on a treaty, which later was to be realized through the
security treaty, was demonstrated to the United States in September 1947, prior to the
memorandum by Kennan. It can be considered an indication of how serious this issue was
felt by Japan. The memorandum proposed by Foreign Minister Hitoshi Ashida—a member of
the Katayama Cabinet—touched upon an emergency stationing method where a special
agreement between Japan and the United States would put the defense of Japan in the
hands of the United States. It stated, “In a case where the independence of Japan is
threatened, the United States can, upon consultation with the Japanese government,
station its forces in Japan at anytime and use military bases in Japan.” Although it was
simply ignored, at the time, by the Department of Defense, which was negatively disposed
toward the conclusion of a treaty of peace because of the inherent military disadvantages it
would cause, the Ashida proposal was later strengthened as a peacetime stationing method.
It was presented again and regarded highly by the Department of State, which, in
consideration of the deterioration of the situation in China and the negative influences
caused by a long occupation, started to move toward an early conclusion of a treaty of
peace.

For the United States, which had come to need an early conclusion of a treaty of peace in
order to build a containment structure in Asia with Japan as the breakwater against
communism, the important questions were 1) how to defend defenseless Japan against the
threat of communism, 2) how to prevent collapse of the economy of Japan, which lost the
Chinese market, and 3) how to have the new role of Japan accepted by the countries in the
Asia Pacific region.

The conceived solution to the first and third questions was the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty. It
was thought that Japan, which was to be freed from the occupation of the allied forces -in
other words from U.S. control - would be exposed to the threat of communism and become
defenseless against revival of militarism. In order to obtain agreement of the countries like
Australia, which held an important position in the negotiations for a treaty of peace and had
such a concern, it could not avoid becoming an essential condition to take security
measures vis-a-vis Japan. Although the collective security system—the Pacific version of
NATO envisioned by Secretary Dulles, the special envoy for the negotiations of a treaty of
peace with Japan—did not materialize due to the opposition from countries such as United
Kingdom and France, the conclusion of security treaties with the United States such as
ANZUS was essential for a treaty of peace with Japan to be concluded. The Japan-US



Security Treaty was also recognized essential as a security system vis-a-vis Japan. Here is the
origin of the so-called “cap-in- the-bottle” theory.

On the second question, Dulles has left a simple memo. In his understanding, the Japanese
economy would not be able to survive without the Chinese market and now that China had
become communist, it was necessary to provide Japan with a new market to replace it. To
completely open up the United States market to Japan—this was the conclusion of Dulles.
Although it is not clear how this memo of his was dealt with in the U.S. administration, it is
an unmistakable fact that the post-war economy of Japan recovered and developed by
heavily depending on the U.S. market.

The Japan-US Security Treaty that was thus concluded came to exist as an odd military
treaty without rules of operation being developed for about 20 years. This was during the
period when the U.S, power was overwhelming and there was a situation where as long as
Japan’s commitment was expressed orally one could say there was no need for additional
measures. There also is a view that the essence of the Japan-U.S. Security is political,
military and thus there was no need for developing joint operation plans. It should be
remembered that the defense obligation forming the foundation of the treaty was
unilateral.

As was stated in the second section, in the Cold War structure, countries were divided into
those relying on the extended deterrence of the United States and the Soviet Union and
countries that did not want to belong to either (those that professed to be nonaligned and
neutral). Even among the countries that belonged to the Eastern or Western camp, there
arose differences regarding the reliability of extended deterrence they could enjoy that
depended on their level of closeness with the center of each camp; the United States or the
Soviet Union. In the Western camp, the Western European countries that formed a
collective security system with the United States enjoyed the closest relationship, not just
strategically but in their historical and cultural background. Thus, they were in a position to
enjoy extended deterrence to the fullest extent. But even there the nuclear weapons of
United Kingdom and France had to exist in order to secure the effectiveness of the extended
deterrence of the United States.

Even for United Kingdom, whose relationship is the closest, it has not been possible to be
free from the burden caused by the fact that U.S. policy changes tend to be made abruptly.
In the spring of 1990, a decision to drastically decrease the scale of U.S. forces in Europe
was made. This was done unilaterally by the United States and even the United Kingdom
received only a unilateral notification. That an Assistant Secretary of Defense criticized this



decision, albeit privately, as “intolerable” shows that distress in maintaining the alliance
relationship with the United States is more or less inevitable. The question is how to secure
a bargaining position vis-a-vis the United States. It is an unmistakable fact that Japan is

relatively inferior to European countries in this regard.

In the case of Japan, due to the unilateral nature of the defense responsibility that has come
from the process of the formation of Japan-U.S. Security Treaty, Japan has been in the
inevitable position of suffering from a lack of measures to guarantee the commitment of the
United States. This unilateral relationship has been amplified by the fact that there was a
lack of historical, cultural, and ethnic ties between the two countries. Moreover the two
countries were in the relationship of a victorious nation occupying and controlling a
defeated nation, and that since the treaty was between the two countries there was no
intermediary. Even when the United States made a drastic strategic transformation, caused
by strained circumstances originating from the Vietnam war, shifting to the “1 1/2 strategy,”
and coming to form a relationship with China, Japan could not be involved in consultations,
other than a cursory paper notification, even under the strong norm-setting environment of

the Cold War era. This symbolically demonstrated the fragility of the alliance relationship.

By examining the history of the security treaty, its structure can be summarized as one
where the United States unilaterally guarantees its extended deterrence and Japan's
attempts to confirm it lack effectiveness. However much Japan increases the amount of
money provided through HNS, it cannot alleviate the unilateral nature, which is the essence
of the treaty. In order to improve the reliability of the treaty, an initiative to effectively
secure a bilateral nature is required, but this would contravene the present interpretation of

the Constitution.

The Nuclear Umbrella for post-Cold War Japan

The fact that the Soviet Union dissolved, leading to the collapse of the Cold War structure,
resulted in great changes to the security environment of Japan. We saw already in the
second section that the logic of mutually assured destruction and flexible response ceased
to function as before. Now that the military capability of Russia in the Far East has become
hollow, the mission of strategic nuclear weapons has changed, and the U.S.-Russia
relationship has changed from that of the Cold War days. An examination of what Japan
should expect from the extended deterrence of the United States through the security
treaty should be inevitable.

For example, as we have seen, there is a fear that the nuclear weapons of the United States



might not function fully as deterrence against the nuclear weapons of China or North Korea.
Also, as the normative nature of the guarantee of the extended deterrence has become
weaker due to the collapse of the Cold War structure, the question of whether the will of
the United States can be expected as before inevitably remains as a difficult one. In other
words, when a nuclear threat arises in a neighboring country of Japan in the post-Cold War
environment, the U.S. extended deterrent is still the only one Japan can expect to rely on.
There is a fear that there is no factor left to guarantee that its function continues to be
effective.

If a question should arise concerning the effectiveness of extended deterrence it would be
necessary to examine measures to make it effective. If the effectiveness of extended
deterrence could not be guaranteed, we would not be able to avoid entering into
examination of a new defense system that assumes the hollowing of the alliance has been
proven. One noteworthy example in this context is that during the process of achieving INF
global zero, Prime Minister Nakasone took the initiative of asking for the deployment of
Pershing missiles in Alaska. This act to move the United States to prevent a tacit agreement
to deployment of SS20s in Far East overturned the hitherto unwritten rule only nuclear
weapon states could participate in a contest related to nuclear weapons. It was an
epoch-making achievement in the nuclear game, demonstrating a new possibility for
obtaining security for Japan through maximizing U.S. extended deterrent. Of course it
cannot be denied that there was a possibility that making such a proposal to the United
States could invite a counter-proposal for loosening the three non-nuclear principles. There
could have been a request for the deployment of sea-launched cruise missiles around Japan
and deployment of Pershing missiles in Japan. It would be necessary to study closely what
kind of negotiations were conducted between Japan and the United States and what was
the factor for the success there. This would be beneficial for the future of the security treaty

too.



Is Nuclearization a Meaningful Choice for Japan?

Value of Nuclearization

What is the value of possessing nuclear weapons? It is not by any means easy to answer this
guestion. For example, there is a view that it is necessary to possess nuclear weapons as a
matter of national prestige. While there is a view that the nuclear weapons are an ultimate
weapon in terms of modern physics, and at a completely different level compared to the
conventional weapons, there also is an opinion that defines them as huge bombs that are an
extension of the conventional weapons. While there is an opinion that nuclear proliferation
should be prevented, there is also a view that the proliferation of nuclear weapons is better
in terms of security.

The fact that there are various views concerning nuclear weapons must have come to a
certain degree from the background that nuclear weapons were under strict control as the
supreme weapons during the Cold War. Information concerning their performance, forms of
use, etc. were controlled, leading to them becoming “idols to worship.” The view that
nuclear weapons were difficult to understand, and that in Japan to even study about them
was treated as a taboo, seems to have come as a result of effects of this kind of thinking

about nuclear weapons, as well as the experience of the atomic bombings.

Among the arguments put forward in Japan advocating nuclearization, positive arguments,
such as those talking about national prestige, play a central role. Thus, there might be a
tendency of giving scarce consideration to the demerits of possessing them. On the other
hand, the logic against possessing nuclear weapons is not necessarily fully backed fully
military theories. Therefore in concluding this paper we decided to consider the values of
the nuclear option for Japan.

We could think of two cases for the benefits of nuclearization. First is the view of having the
deterrent of mutual destruction as counter value (city) force. With this view, we are faced
with a question whether it is possible to balance the terror between Japan, which has
extremely fragile geographical characteristics: limited area, dense population, concentration
of cities, etc. and other countries. In the case of the United States, Russia, and China, their
extensive geographical conditions could absorb nuclear damage, and there have been
damage limitation measures such as shelters for dealing with nuclear war. In the case of
North Korea, they have made efforts to put major facilities underground to mitigate their
limited area. In the case of Israel and Pakistan, the possession of nuclear weapons has
become a question of life or death due to their relationships with the neighboring countries.



In all these cases the situation is different from that of Japan. In the case of the United
Kingdom and France, although there is some similarity in terms of limitation in area,
concentration of cities, etc., they also have a situation different from Japan in that the value
of their possession of nuclear weapons is in securing the extended deterrence of the United
States. Thus, in the case of Japan, we cannot avoid being negative about the value of the

possession of a deterrent based on mutual destruction.

Second is the idea to consider nuclearization as a measure to compensate for inferiority in
conventional weapons. Is it possible, however, to assume a situation where the tactic -
similar to NATO—of keeping a first-use option to prevent an attack with a large-scale
conventional force is appropriate? Japan is surrounded by the ocean on all sides and the
manner of attack would be different from a scenario of an Eastern camp attack on NATO.
Sufficient warning time could be expected so it is possible to have adequate preparation and
the use of nuclear weapons to prevent a blitzkrieg is unthinkable. So there seems to be little
need for a NATO-type use of nuclear weapons.

Let us examine a third option that does not fit into the above types: the idea of securing the
nuclear commitment of an ally through the possession of a free nuclear retaliation option.
In such a case, the question is whether it is possible to assume a situation where it becomes
necessary for Japan to possess a strategic force like that of the United Kingdom and France
to strengthen the nuclear commitment of the United States through Japan’s own nuclear

weapons.

When considering the questions such as 1) what kind of difference there is between Japan
and UK/France in terms of the content of the alliance relationships with the United States,
2) the nature of the threat faced and the inherent urgency, 3) the way to respond to it, etc.
and 4) whether the value of the nuclear weapons of United Kingdom and France discussed
in the second section applies to Japan, such a nuclear option does not seem to be
appropriate for Japan.

If other possibilities are to be pursued, it is necessary to examine questions such as 1)
whether it is rational for Japan to go nuclear in order to seek a balance when surrounding
nations go nuclear, 2) whether joining in the nuclear club will improve Japan’s international
prestige, etc. and 3) consideration of whether the political and economic costs which
accompany adoption of the nuclear option will be limited within a scope appropriate for

Japan.



What Imaginable Conditions Could Necessitate Nuclearization?

As conditions necessitating the nuclearization of Japan, we can consider dividing them into
the two cases of where there is or is not a nuclear threat against Japan. Among the nations
possessing nuclear weapons, the number of the countries that have means of delivery, such
as airplanes and missiles, that could reach Japan, excluding the United States, which is our
ally, is, for the present, only two: China and Russia. If North Korea should come to possess
nuclear weapons then the number would become three. It is hard to see, however, as we

shall discuss, the need to confront any one of those by going nuclear.

Concerning the situation in China

It would seem to become an important question whether the control of nuclear weapons
and their means of delivery would be maintained safely in a case where the central control
of the Communist Party became weak enough to lead to local areas exercising autonomy. If
this type of breakup situation arose, there would probably be exhaustion due to internal
conflicts, making it difficult to form a unified national intent. Even if a national intent were
to be formed, as long as the extended deterrence of the United States is functioning
properly, it is difficult to assume that China will threaten or attack Japan with nuclear

weapons.

On the other hand, it is possible to think of a situation where nationalism intensified as part
of the process of restoring unity to control a split within China. In such a case, which is
different from a case of split, it is possible that the national intent of China will function
strongly on surrounding countries. The possibility of increased nuclear coercion cannot be
denied. If that happens, voices calling for the strengthening of the U.S. presence as the only
capable opposition to China in the surrounding nations, such as the ASEAN countries, can be
expected to become louder.

A concern remains about the relationship with Taiwan. If Taiwan abandons its traditional
policy of “One China” and pursues a policy of independence, there is a possibility that the
confrontation between the United States and China will become sharper. If Japan enters
into a more tense relationship with China while maintaining the relationship with the United
States, the nuclear threat from China will be felt most closely. Since feelings of
responsibility for WWII and a sense of redemption toward China are the weakest point in
Japan’s security policy, there is a possibility that there will be a sharp division in the
domestic public opinion for and against the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty. It can be assumed
this will lead to a difficult situation where the reliability of the U.S. extended deterrent will



be shaken due to circumstances in Japan, the beneficiary.

Concerning the situation of Russia

Since Russia has taken appeasement measures toward the United States, such as
de-targeting ICBMs at the end of the Cold War, it would be difficult to think of Russia
threatening or attacking Japan with nuclear weapons. This would jeopardize the relationship
with the United States as long as the Japan-U.S. security system is solid. On the other hand,
if the present unpopular reform policies and the rising radical nationalism clash with each
other in the future, leading to establishment of a despotic system with communism or
nationalism as the leading principle of the state, it could be assumed that there will be initial
discord with the United States.

Because of its geography, Russia, whose influence has always extended to Asia and Europe,
is different from China, which is a power in Asia. Thus, when Russian changes course some
effect on the relationship with the United States will begin an inevitable arise. Although it
cannot be denied that there might be a situation of concern with regard to the relationship
with Japan, it will most likely to be of a regional nature, specific to Asia, and a secondary one
compared to the relationship with China. Although there is the legal relationship of not
having a treaty of peace, and the issue of the Northern Territory, will always be constraining
factors on the behavior of Japan, as long as the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty is sound, Japan
can depend on the extended deterrence of the United States, It is difficult to imagine a
situation where Japan will have to confront Russia by itself.

North Korea

The North Korean nuclear issue, which has rapidly become a concern in the recent period,
continues to be a serious threat to the credibility of the NPT. The indefinite extension of the
NPT was safely approved, and thus an issue that cannot be overlooked by the United States,
which is the largest beneficiary of the NPT. But the comment by a French military critic
summed up below, while a little too harsh, makes it clear that U.S.-North Korean

negotiation is a political task where no mistake is allowed:

“Israeli nuclear weapons are a domestic issue and the Indian nuclear weapons
cannot be touched because the party in question is too big. Pakistan is hard to deal
with because of its relationship with India and the case of South America cannot be
made public due to an in-house problem. North Korea can be an ideal scapegoat in
terms of its size and its internationally isolated position. This also is an example of
the double standards related to the NPT.”



Therefore the possibility that the North Korean nuclearization will be allowed is small. If the
United States is poised to step back to a negotiating line of not making an issue of the past
question, it will become necessary to work with Republic of Korea in order to call on the

United States to change its position.

In other words, North Korean nuclearization is an important security policy issue for the
moment, and is not an issue that cannot be a condition for discussing the possibility of

Japan going nuclear in the future.

Cost of the Nuclear Option

Japan deciding to go nuclear will not only mean Japan leading the destruction of the present
nonproliferation regime. Since it could invite an intricate issue in relation to the US
extended deterrence, which is central to the Security Treaty, it will most likely be
interpreted as an expression of distrust in the treaty, unless a very rational reason is there.
It will likely be seen as an action of Japan leaving the framework of the Japan-U.S. Security
Treaty and pursuing an independent defense. Will there be a situation where it becomes

necessary for the national interest of Japan to bear such a cost?

A decision to go nuclear will not only lead to problems with external relationships but also
cause domestic political confusion and pressures concerning the possession of nuclear
weapons. Further, if Japan is to possess nuclear weapons, Japan will end up bearing an
enormous political and economic cost for the development of the infrastructure for the

control of nuclear weapons.

When considering such a situation, the following three cases could be assumed.

* A case close to the present where the preconditions would be as follows:
°  The Japan-US alliance is maintained.
°  The nonproliferation regime also is maintained almost wholly.

o An emerging inclination to go nuclear among neighboring nations.

As is clear from the foregoing discussion, for Japan to adopt the nuclear option under such a
situation would simply accelerate the process toward proliferation and lower the credibility
of the U.S. nuclear umbrella to no purpose. If there is any country among those surrounding
Japan which would attempt to go nuclear following North Korea, it would be only be the
Republic of Korea (ROK), which is in hostile relationship with North Korea. Even that would



not be considered an appropriate policy for ROK considering the value of the U.S. extended
deterrent. Therefore, as long as the United States maintains its commitment to Asia (as a
part of which the Japan-US Security Treaty and the maintained deployment of the U.S.
forces in Japan) from the viewpoint of its national interest, there is no recognizable value in

a nuclear option for Japan.

* The worst case scenario, hard to think of at this stage:
o Breakup of the Japan-US alliance
o Collapse of the nonproliferation regime

° Inclination of various countries to go nuclear

Even in such a case, it is questionable whether there is any value for a trading nation that
depends on the stability of the international society to try to secure its survival and protect
its interests with its own nuclear weapons. It would more likely undermine the basis of its
own survival. Only in a case where destitution reaches a stage where the exchange of
damage with an opponent is not a concern anymore, would the geopolitical vulnerability of
Japan make the nuclear option a possibility. This, however, is a case where a condition

becomes its own goal, and is not worthy of consideration.

Another case to be considered is an eclectic type between the above two cases where it is
possible that Japan will be obliged to adopt the nuclear option under international pressure
including coming from the United States and neighboring nations, or under some truly

unavoidable situation.

Economically developing Asia is becoming a globally important market. Therefore, since
destabilization of this region will become a serious concern not only for the countries in the
region but also for the United States and the nations of Europe, a drastic change in the
balance of power cannot be accepted. Thus Japan going nuclear will likely be challenged as
an important factor inviting destabilization. Even if the United States suggests Japan should
go nuclear, it will be an unacceptable option for the allies and friendly nations of the United
States in the region and elsewhere, considering the maintenance of their relationship with
the United States. It is also hard to imagine, judging from its national interest, that the
United States will withdraw its presence in the region.

On the other hand, Asia is in a situation that could easily to lead to instability. The following
factors will be difficult to overcome: 1) Discord concerning resources and markets caused by
the rapid economic development of countries in the region; 2) the influx of a large amount

of weapons that have lost places to go after the end of the Cold War; and 3) the fact that



military governments, which are abundant, have unique threat perceptions supporting their
“raison detre.” Under such a situation, even with the support of the United States, Japan’s
nuclearization would be considered as a new destabilizing factor and challenged.

When these various political and economic conditions are combined with the fact that Japan
is geopolitically vulnerable to nuclear weapons, it would definitely be not favorable for
Japan to decide to possess nuclear weapons. In conclusion, even in a case situated between
the present situation and the worse case scenario discussed above, it could be concluded
that it is not favorable for Japan to take the nuclear option.

Under such a situation, as was mentioned before, when a conflict arises between China and
Taiwan, there is a possibility that Japan will be forced into a difficult position and it might
lead to the very rare case where Japan gets exposed to a nuclear threat.

In a case where the United States stands on the side of Taiwan in a confrontation with
China, the Gulf War type of international public opinion building utilizing the United Nations
Security Council will be basically impossible due to conflicts between permanent members
of the Security Council. Also, different from the case of an eruption of North-South conflict
on the Korean peninsula, the image or action of one side of the two will not likely be
considered deserving of condemnation. At the same time, different from the case of the
Gulf War, European nations might take a cold attitude. In such a case, Japan might expect to

face a lack of criteria on which to make a decision.

Historically, Japan’s foreign/security policies look toward China in an “ominous direction.”
Although the issues of war responsibilities and compensation have more or less been legally
settled, the sense of redemption is somewhat unrequited in terms of politics and public
opinion. Since the value system of judging communism and communist parties as bad guys
does not work like it did in the Cold War days, the criteria to decide which of the
contentions of Beijing and Taipei is right is not clear.

Among older people there are many who that feel greatly indebted to Chiang Kai-shek for
his decision not to demand compensation, while others have a lingering memory of the
Japan-China war and the corruption of the Kuomintang. It is hard to believe that under such
complicated conditions public opinion will uniformly choose sides. The government,
therefore, will face great difficulty in deciding to take a policy in support of the United
States.

As there are no U.S. bases in the Philippines today, Japan is in the very important position of



being a base for the support of the U.S. forces that would enter into an operation around
Taiwan. The United States will naturally decide to employ U.S. forces in Japan and China will
make a move to stop this as much as possible. Whatever side it chooses Japan will be faced
with enormous pressure from both countries. It will be in such a situation where China will

play its nuclear card as a threat.

This case, however, cannot be a rationalization for Japan going nuclear since it is hard to
believe that the conflict period will be long enough to allow Japan to go nuclear and there is
no inevitability for Japan, which cannot decide which side to choose between the United
States and China. Furthermore and it will be dangerous for both the United States and

China to allow nuclearization of a country which is noncommittal.



Choice for Japan

The role of nuclear weapons in international politics has obviously changed with the end of
the Cold War. Under such a situation, now that the indefinite extension of the NPT has been
decided, it is necessary to further proceed with the following approach, incorporating both
negative and positive security assurances, in order to solve the problem of an unstable

structure regarding nuclear weapons and improve the international environment.

First is the institutionalization, under a treaty, of a “negative security assurance with
conditions” that the use of nuclear weapons against a non-nuclear weapon state will be
prohibited except in the case of an invasion or any other attack on itself or its allies carried
out or sustained by such a non-nuclear-weapon state in association or alliance with a
nuclear-weapon state. This idea, already expressed by the five nuclear weapon states at the
forum of the NPT Extension Conference, is the minimum concession to the non-nuclear
weapon states that are placed in an inferior position as long as the double standard of the
NPT remains. As for the content, it goes without saying that, as China maintains, an
assurance that prohibits the use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear weapon states
unconditionally is preferable. But when considering the above-mentioned situation
concerning nuclear weapons, the choice of institutionalization of the above line would have

a greater possibility of being realized.

Second is positive security assurance provided through the Security Council to give
immediate assistance to any non-nuclear-weapon state that is a victim of an act of, or the
object of a threat of aggression in which nuclear weapons are used. At present the
institutionalization of the seven-item proposal unanimously adopted by the Security Council
at the time of the NPT Extension Conference will be most suitable. This of course is a system
with the fault that it would not function in a case of a conflict among the five nuclear
weapon states due to the veto power in the Security Council. However, it is necessary as a
basis for future development to regard highly the fact that the possibility of cooperation,
which hitherto could not be seen, can be observed here.

These two efforts can be thought to work in a complimentary way to ease the fear of the
nuclear threat felt by non-nuclear weapon states and help prevent proliferation. It will be
the ground for placing a comprehensive ban on nuclear testing by the nuclear weapon
states, and an extension of nuclear disarmament on them as well. Under an international
environment where such efforts are becoming possible, what is considered to be

appropriate for Japan is as follows.



First, the nuclear option is not a favorable one for Japan. This has been discussed above.
Since the suspicion concerning possession of nuclear weapons will be disadvantageous for
confidence building with neighboring countries, what is appropriate for Japan is to express,
as an understanding on the military side, that Japan will not adopt the nuclear option and
will support the indefinite extension of the NPT.

Second, since the theory of nuclear deterrence remains effective, reliance on the U.S.
extended deterrent is the best choice. Based on such a precondition, what is appropriate for
Japan is to start a discussion on the maintenance of the credibility of the U.S. extended
deterrent in the security dialogues between Japan and the United States beginning today,
and to pursue measures to mitigate, in terms of practice, the one-sided nature of the
Japan-U.S. Security Treaty, which is the basis for it.

Third is to consider United Nations reform with the main focus on extending, one way or
another the membership of the Security Council, which is now a nuclear club kept closed by
the NPT system. It seems that extension of the forum on nuclear weapons based on the
achievement of the negotiations with the United States shown by Prime Minister Nakasone
would lead to mitigation of the double standard.

Finally, we believe that the understanding that the ignorance of nuclear weapons has made
nuclear issues burdensome can be expected to enable the development of Japan’s policy on

nuclear weapons.



$3- 2-18;17: 11 BTN P334086460 | 2/ 2&

AKBERERZOHEHBEI>WT



07- 2-18{17:31 : IR B RS §33401864E0 g 3/ 3

S EFEEROLEHEEICOWT
1 pEsBopEic-o 0T -G e e - 1

2 ABBEOREBEBEOER - omeemmmme e e 3
(D) BBEROBEOMES - - wormmeenn e mo e memeon oo = 3
(2) VHHEEORAE - s mes oo e oo
(3) BEEDFBORER - et |

3 MRS OWDHIEE - — - oo or memm w12
(1) BOHMORE E T EBIET BHE oo oo o -1
2 g BWRERIEE T4 2D, a2 VT SEDOWE - O oo emme e - 16
(4) 3 YA UBHEHES - - e e e e
(5) Hk#BHk Oz HOIE - BB - oo e e e 18

4 ;?as%ﬁ;afz r%ﬁﬁﬁuﬁﬁapﬁl@ﬁzmﬁ% e e e = DD
(1) BRIHRDOEE ---mmmmeommmmmmeees e
(2) o BEE L ->TOBOL . e e e 99

S Bzima D THREERZBERD - T T T T T e Y
(1) fmeEDRSE ~— - - mmmmm o mmmmmommmmssoeoosmmos s ooos oo oo Of
(2) #ZEREHUHE L I HEHESEE L*rm_ﬁ#iehm\ ----- R — 25
(B) AT s VDTR b - mm o o e e e s

T e


http:I-.�--.-��-.--------.-.--------.--.--�

03- 2=1E;17:1 1 ERAREERTG 0334086480 t

AERERESROIBREERIC DLW T

7529

I REEROMELC VT

S AR RREROL 2R T 51 > TR EI W kit | rk
ERERESN] L RCEDNAHEHELREZFRLoLWI L THL, TIT
O (AZRERSEOIR) 2ERT D, LT w582 EETaoL Y
L.

B3 EROHETHS.
CoTHEALNEDR, BESE EEEE. 8£YHEHR. o=@ cds. —B
SNLBEIE. BN - TROZME <FTZEA Y LEAEBRNESSITiL T4
EESTHE. TFRUOERFTH->TH. E_XAHD |' VAT U/ PHAEAOAZERD L
S, ABBERRUBALMETIIEWAL WIRRDLIRETHA IR, =5 L
EEIREE R 4T D ITIAROSEE M E CERO@HRLETHLE L, HEFHIZLNE
Y. M TREET L IIIHBEHAESEX IS I LS. ZoEFERHOEGS

Big{ Zki LT

S5, HMOERIET L TWEREZEERTOWTIOEED, BFOFKEL
ZEELY BRHMETLRZ L) BHESoBTcE LB B -0
REBTH)). EPiEERBIRcEE sZE2F v, LTk BER
ek LIEEOEAMILEZ TFAXZHEOERTH L. LEOZ L E3HELT.
SEHATPEEZEESCBEFEI 5 Lk

SEit. EMFERTHH.

EREL. R B, S Y4V ERERARERCTERT I LA RS, Ly
LA a0 @3By HERT 5L ). 2 3 BRFE0 5 5HE e
ZBHERVOI. SY4LVThs. BEERPOATN » FERICR AN HER
gEh & omER L. 4L DM E o THEARZBBE L X ADDTHAEZ LD
b ABTIHEBFRCOWTIR IV VORIHORHSE. HEibrEES D
Mgt s 94 )UBAE) (IMD) I, 394 CHTeBEFR L LTEDZLORY
) ANeElE S AE M. TOHEIFRLEREHL MieEhSAZ L, —ii%
=TTl LAZEEL.

BRI FO®EY Thb.

@ SEFRSL VEBVERLLI O, 1Y BBoUESREENRUEY
EORBOEREIEI - b, BOEBMENZRE LOFRREY L
THEELTAIEzokh,


mailto:4-@lif.,;t

p3- 1-11:11: 31 [FErEEERLER 0334086480

® BEMEPIIRYHPREILEOREY, SEESOBRIIFVWED L HIE
(LTI & e, N SEEOZLEEIET SEEFOREIELRT S
DA LT AL TITOFHFLRENI YL 32D L7 200,

® BERiTEEBEPEREFERE t CREOEAINEIRET 2 Z LW TERD,
HEMEBREIERC L o CREQEAME~DEFRISIE s L8P, LBT
HBLLELOL)ERTEREEATW DR,

@ HAIDWTHIERZOMRERIFIEINEY,. N PTERSBOBRERET T
BEIZ L > COEF T 5 AT WHh I L0OH2EP,. ThedicroX Iy
T ¥ =i Reaob.,

Y EOSZ2WHE LEERE L TOBECODERTCHL. B, i OWTIEE
wmEzEmANI. BESEUD. ARBORTRELI-AZT 2R T L. SR
HAHETII2MENTEHSHEE L,

5/ a4




03- 2-18;17:31  FrEEERLE 0334086480 | 6/ 34

2 REBROEREOES
el Aike eSO
O FRRPOEN L IHERIERE S

BEHEREL Y YBER V) VOSRESRUE—BEDADL X Yo T, &
O rARRERES) UECHHLERIFELT. T T4EERELH
BaR D2 LT, BROBELL ZI2EY 2E0OBREC W TUTOX IIER %
RETLILALBBREDAILE LA,

WEER, KVEEIR. ErolBEESIHLZS DALV T, FElticiER
hHBWEEZATHKL TWe. ﬁ'@ﬂﬁ?&&ﬁﬁ%u WHEEESYHES)
THIOTHoh. TI~ELBIEEHEE %] iy Kifits . HEH
tﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁ*ﬂminfwtkmﬁutﬁmﬁﬁ.Tﬁb%ﬁ@ﬁ FEZHH2T
OERZHAAL. SRR SEEAT LI LA (ZhiskEER ORIt
THL THokBEH. TOEEGROASIBBEEREEY. HFOERI X
BRIRTHY. BEEEBRUASVERVRREZEE EERFEROBSLTD
%) THILT. BEHOSHEE: ERMHBELPTESETWE0TH5, B
SWEOANL FNERWETAEEIMAO (FR) La&i-o b itkEE01—
ETTHolzhd L), ZOFRILE/—EOLFERT AT LHERLH0
THY. BES [RECBWUIBCOTFEESR:] LV YEREHELTWE LWL
VERED o THUO TR T A DD TH oM, RCERERETCERVTENEL:
EAT I 2N B MBI L 2.

ESRROMEMCEMESES 2 REDY, HEHETTERICES ¥ Bkl Tas o
CIZEoC BRI ENIEATAZ LEHET 2L 0 NHIBHEIABS €5,
CUT L > TEBEBHRC S 2ABEINT 52 AT LS EFSREEORATH -
tLEWVIEHBTCES,

SRR CAHE VDR EA RN L SF T, Bl & B
VNWVOBRSIARCERSh WA BSEOM, ERste stk 74 n¥-—
ZEN P @ AR Eh Qe Il DH A,

TOREILITORSTRIATAZ L

1 KVEER, BEnEEOESCERSTRECHY, BEOBTL L UE
REIH LEAMEOBREPE, TOZLRBIDWTaENrHEEL A
MBRDHD L L HIT, HFEEIHT 2EC0EMEERTT A LD bh
Tz,

z BEEHRT 5EEE. BEOBGERENEIRCK/ WThoMERET
LPERE L. TUCHWEADLEOEEERBNCEZL Cw, 5L &



0334086480 ¢ o7

RTE . (FEREN. ZH

B, 28, 218
AR %L &S
Lz
3 FRERY
L. EwmbwndyERE =Dk o
. ERjEL .
4
L LH¢ EREAC 3
BEabhtwi.
=3 . YEHY B
BERT L= bh Wil kdbh
= V74
HE i tEIrhEaZE Liol=
® ofDi
. .
B, kY : .
ETaaAbEEIZE
B XY
AME t
TaHo>Th. L
Th Tl 2. 2%:3
Enk
&
L. EiEEL ) L
i} LLBESLEWAT I r
28 LTV, Lo Iy b
A b 0. B~
FSwS -1

Ewky, bd S



0334086480 7

Lizh, eWHIODHBAIy AV H L

B Sy bAVE L hi=
. bht=. 2FY, kB
ERAFhIILTH. Ex
v D Eir-
TLES. =3 E
Ag=i EENE A S
B 5. ZILEAA
RPOTHA. _ ITD
& D, %
DEAD. Ak L=8, Lw)
3FR HA. LipLahs
Lk3 & VYAL's
Bl
S BIT, . ATO®EF
BE,EILEL kBN {fF Ll Tide
B
ey %z b L
W, o TLME
v, FRICBALRY B, J EvS /i,
S fu A Tdhb. L. ik nil
9.
BLLHERS
CLTwi=vdEL b, PEZES gy BiFT
AEWY Azt 7= ST (LLA
Tit. TWi=LEL3) . [FEC
T, R ->Til. ki
eV LirbE
ol . 1 cL
EBETAHZ
SFALD. XL EdL
- R AT ¢ L AIELizoiz, =]
WRENT LWEDTED b, L x5
0D FETAILHTE ERESTOLDT

Hh.
LTk ¢ k

B/ 34



D33408648C #

R b D Vihin. & LCHEsE
L IRYTEWR)
< EL
LIz ol kit 550k IR, YEZE->TDH (T
BHTHY. - =ny s
) ¥L
& - 4 ] 3
{HDTHELUE. V EHLT7ISHICES
L Ll P20y il 7= LA
X
Feinbs,
AxiHoT= LREBEXRVDTHE.
F{APhEE 22 {HIALT LLTHE
A2F.
A
AL —alssSyE naZekitiz ipds ENXS
eExbhA,
@
] migd I: ¢
LoD TRV
b F
v Lzt
. NATOE, TD
% S0y g e 9. Y
- o
- L =
EWHE
FIEBABNEZ I LI, WirALAAL—a 5 Liz<
TpafzZ EWEW, &4() Ak - B
BRWRbWIETH5. & L—3 )
BHLFEgit L Ltk y, ] ¢z
! E

9/ 34



03- 2-18;17:31 irEEEREE 0334086480 § 11/ 34

SEETRTD D LAz wh, N FIET 2XE0BRRERROL D E
3. COEArEL MWL LIRW, 72D, MEBEEOREL v,
FIEEEO RN A ELXENRVASHET 2 2 Lk, pEMecaiul, &Y
WIEO—5. BEEHEOEMN: LTEHET AL VTR TH-1AS. LALEMC
188D 3 EHEANEEFEN T w—NEIH L. ABIEORTROHE N E
LCREOAAEEXSLT AL, Ny - TR ) H=XLE2FYHAETICLTHE
DA 6T HRERDER L 0O 52 L bBLWIERE 0 TiilwiEs

CORHOFE LT, BREEQGEDL 5. BREOURERAELASDET
EiFEt#RoEE2EE T, FENEETHRZFETAILLWETHAEWVS T
FhEIzLhA, 0T, SREOEEHSICSWTE, EENEE RS NE
TH>TH., TOMEIE > THEFRERODEI~THEHETHZ L AR b
ALitis {HEHE FHPLEBICTIAIL - a vEELZ LITETHSOENL
wELGEWIRNPELAEEZILNS,

LaL72HS, BRI hATMEFEEL oD Tlilw, SHEERY
—AL LT, BEEMI3TAOCECL 5B ARRAT AL ) 2FEISBE b
BTEhuiiNcEbhs. HER. o)) BREEESLEICHEL. S8E 0
BEOENGZE L HERBR—a8t Stz widi, FHTERIEDTS LY
ZETHY. BEEBATAHL— M SHAOBMKRT 5 MEANERDR) 13k
= <ETRE2EEBVILTHA.

THXIITEL TS B, BEREEREE L HES it ¥ i
= nwﬁahu&mffhkw&}ﬁt@ﬂ&&ﬁﬁﬁuﬁﬁh %#hnifm
KEOEHEL, FHTLHHKREFZSTLESRILITLY, ALEEINLT S
OIS R EORERET ILECB LR CWAZ L L, BEEEGRE
BHOIIFSHEIELYEE N TRE0H, SR LI RE~ELAZTAIL—
Tay TY-HEEELE UoTWAILEHRLEILAOEWTS Y, BTk
OE 2RO EFRES LR VEY, BERNOEEEELEMITIZI LI
TER, EZWAE, RO L IITEANLRET BRI OBENE R
L. 4#id ECREBNLNVTEEOREXHES I L &N BiRiiExEE
THIEAkDbhAZ b, AL ERESTERAIW-LIZHESSER
wDAEEE & R BETRE 2 BET 21D DETFHEES) - C3I RUZIL:
B 27 REP OBBERI R PERTRRITE ZREH L ENEREDLNS
b L ZDTEWEASS .

LI —=OENTEnZ ki, START- | |0X3HFOESHLmiE L
LIZEFHORERDY. IhITLERDFIRZERE L DWENEDHL I L THA.
EROESRBOT L, RV BE=EhZER AHEFA




0334086480 I 111 314

THIWTHFMEE AT 52 LIITRETCH -z, L 2HPSHD L HTBEE TSR
AT LO L D0H AL TILBWLTL, EPELERERE & 2 1ENI6E
FrEELELEET, ALt FEOBENEWEHOFHETEE kDI
AIETLEIOLNE, IITULTORSHMEOEESTTREER KNTRIFE LWL
=it FEOBIRRLL LTHS. 2FYhod
TEARSILTA2Z LIS VBRESP S EADIAAL -2 2y T —-HFES
BLOLRY, FRESTEOEROWTOTENE I Ebha vy Eir
BL BED —ANEESNLOTHS.

OB EEEERLZOR. ROBBRBCETSHESATLOPT, BEXIR
L WHFHLLER2RULT, YL LTHENLEREEILT A LAt TE
B LW YOLICEL LS THA.

BIIREED SUTWAESTART - | HZoWTH, AT hI-HEEED HR
ORMIIEWT, KERESIERNERetE Tl iasZhednThii. #E
R R L L PR TE AL b, LALEHEI ) LY
i SBHEEPOEEROMIELTH Y, BERBOTRISELET 2RI
< BEROELOTWREEEE L NIE. TL 2T L Bhbha,

® SENTORMIFERICKEOZMEARERETS D

EFRA R LI AOBE L Ba Y, XEogimbnisiiildiciEshid
OHFEHFESTEY. EHOETHRERIZV. CTLAEET<3 M1, ¢ Pitsk
—QERBAEL B o KEI GRS O TAOF-ASESEdoThET, £
OEMENOPETEEST O EFTE6H. LWIT L THA,

B OBAUL T LEESTERENT I I LITE WO ZLR LELS
na, TOFEHL L TUTONSHFEL bhd,

i3, ¥EOEL - ESNOUEETH D,

NP T@##HEO T TEORAIFAZSN TS - 5UNOEI REEOENEHS
L. ECOZEFEROEDICRAFAER LS IRV EES LA, XER
JFE LT EROBRFEOEFEkORRP LASEREINS CXHWHOTHY. &
WED LI OIIES B80T, KEORT I ZHELTI L EEELY
W LEBREAEBEEWESAONS. LALIOLIRESE, itk L CEES
Erb3aFEhahiEy) SITLITOERIR W, BEX VESENCLTE
vl TEOAESHEHFEOIAZH/LWESRELIT L2k OLAN
FRFEEEFETAECIZVR. LWHHHEHRASE(ZBhD S Y. FERH
MEOENCH A SN ZHPIEN T2

B BSHEROMETHS.

RCRERT ) LAES R JLFCERESIN. BREFSOERSSEA




(33408648C 12/ 34

Hreinl. AEE\Y HIEL

5. AL Ly
£ 57 x kw3 bk
:E:?‘:‘:L 7 ko 3
5 . LA ZDES
BoH0 Sl 2 bk,
E=i .
=¥ ENELTH. B
Y r
3. B2 -1 254 i}
R b B EBEY. B
2T |
FEWATS s Eltakazx b - ~ix7
4w M B, T
kbhbhZE & LithY.
S B AT
THb.
| 572 5 gV LA - 560
R A L ERETANT
Holz. EIAN, .
'.?..-—
TAHEIY v
ZI L7 rghwiz) El
EI VD ETH Vo kik
HeNAIL LD, L& ey 3ETH
i kS LsTh.
{# &
(L) HiraTws,
A ZWVHEX yiik MPmkl & MRl
AL v ETh
) 2 THaH. AL, =
Is S
ZEERLTD. ANABEZAEIRZYIC
C 9 M.
AL HE
Enz{izo b, BT,



03— 2-18:17:31 | PHrEEERIER B334086480 g 13/ 34

BOEE2BNTWEWIBESE LA LT LEAShE, €9 L-EEZRICE
mL: L % FIENSORhar s, KEZL-TE. [MEY LEHE-TWizwh, {Eh
L BEDEdhol) LWwIBKRIEFEFEROIFE/ O EIIEOT %
HMBFT A EHTE A—IE2FRCIRWALE LS, FHETISBRIERD LE
FOIFINE A RKE T L 5 AMEESTIE2N.

3 AREHEROXEOZYES
O FEEAABROBEZLHLLDILEZEREHASTION
¥EHRIE. 4B TORBAH 15 5 FRESORRESEENRSh sy,
FOWENIRS L LTHERERBEI LIRS DDOTH S, 1983F1 i FPHEH
t:START-1 IieBwTid. ¥BThEhoskisHmmeck, S TARTREE
Z2EMTERNG3800—4250R4 0. X HIT, 20034151 B F TIZ3000~350054. — B
IHVICEIET A LI HCBRACBWTISHEE | CBMZ42RL, SLBME
SRR 170017505 TF LT Y E2FA L LTWwS. START-11
vl &5 | C BMO2LELE0, XEnE0ORBRERIHEATOESTRh=5D
—ZTABTEHRT2H0THY),. —BEENTBHREREZ2IFILIELZEBIELT
WAH, ZHiZFEERI700EOEEEF AENIIFET A LE2HFT T A Lzl
g\, 0t EET O AEEEFES T ZEREOMIEEN L OBRER
MO A Z LIMEAVERTATH Y. REOHRTOERCET Lik0EEH) s
BYAHIEHFFEINS, LPLERS, ZhETHVELERLOWAL . ViE
Gk L REARFRAGEL, #REFOS TRV ULEEESLEL OO
PEHBEILLTLE o QnADIZ. tEXP LOSEEEICEREE X HEEERRO =2
EMITAMEORERTCE. BLTHa0EEIRINgtE bt z-sTn
EDOTH5.

@ BEZCEbAME

SR BV 2RO EENL. EEEMNIEY 285 E=Y. IZEEFE0):
ODRERZEENCIVRRT HH0THo. VEOEEENOEMIHET A L
T. NAT O > THEOERBIATTAZ dDTHo L. ERFH L EEHL
DUIOBEZ TITALTHELRSIZETHDH oA, EINAEOWHITENO L 78
EESHNIIASRIIEZ AZWPRECET LI 6. BUNEmc BT 285
EABICES L Twa, £ NEEERTOHBIL. EETIHERL Y 2VLES
ZUVFRA Y MEERTRECLTH Y, WBRHEOREEZRENTIHET A COR
WEOFRLERMET LTwa. $BISAbhas Lil. HECKES BRI
Ho THRRHISIEASER T E VL I PRIV o B/ BWTH, —FON

10



03— 2-18: BErpEErEd 0334086480 # 14/ 14

E2EAZEHOFE LT, El - =R EORSIZEERNHZEEROTEEE T
FoLTHDY

COXICHEHTON L BEREESOBIN: kST AhEi—8
RO, VEBOREE AR SOREIES Sh ABHLEL
TLaRD. BTN 7 BOBROEITL 570k LOBEORENES SN2
KLY DoHD, TOF o St WA AEILEENTREM OV TORR Y
DTS L PBE L b 222 ERNSOLEDNE,

@ BONESEPRESVVLKELOAEEESRETIEE (AP EORROFT
BSFRE1L)

Bl o) "@h LEALAE L . HFEMR phHME Lo TEROEETH I
KREHFRL, TOEETHLENEORMEFERARTDI L WIRRESP L. FREE
{5 238/hHH5. 9 LEFAE LRI ECEROL2 5T, BESECOBILL
Y AN~ DIBRO N EFI W ROE CORIBEEIC DWW THRITHAD. *d
TEEEE KEOIFIMEFRIET 2PER, LwdREoERCE T AEHTED
HEC & ¥ 50Tk, LVERNE. MMBEROBARINDS RKEMET
BHAh,

TORGEEHEFRL LTHUTFOE IRy —A%BETAZ LA TES. BEHSH
DEEZEBLT. BORHLIIEWIZLHHVERLHEEL-I SRS, B
HEIEALSRCERT A2 5. DAEICL -, FOBIC Y WA
BEhizwiEY . PELOMTEA T IFEXERE L2 vE SRt
LT 5. @A, SEFKECHT oXERCESE—Fiyr AT B a8 -
728E. L3, AERIEOREZOWTPENEFIRERMILE L il s.
DFEIEHEEZH CAHECBWT. ¢ OB A EBICEET ALY HE S
EODBWELEL TUdleblec 237553, )

bEdY. BEOXRGERORMEREEE LEZVERETILWH L. HToR
FRECEWTEIEDTFIAT 1 » 723 T3H Y. RLTTREORAEEL
=WPRLDDIZE. NOMERE:HEEERIBT 25 FRi 2 EEs BWT
. WHRANERER L TVALDSPREMIEEL R, Thai. BEBEFOLS
THEERETLD, BETEIAEEEITI LI HY., 2oREETaILS
MJEECHIIFEREIIZ .

AEDEAN WHTLAEEEFEEINLEE. I LB T 2 5EL

UFoZiHEzbns,

Il



pD3- 2-18317:31 EFEEERIER 0334086480 § 15/ 34

3 ARERROBROLEEE
O BOEHORELThEEETIER

1991512 BiC Y EBFEREL. BT 3IRRFAZ{ TDO-o>TLR. EBRHET 3
B LS LVEOESRF b L ER2olk. IThITESESh (i E0ERD
EIEELY. EOMBRTRENICI)HATWAI L EEShZFLEEIBE ATV
n{EiHE2IE, 53, NPTHERFZEDD S TBUNCERSNILA
FARRWRL EEZSh TWAEEBHEZ L., ThHolz. 41 Fo4{ AFTUIDW
Tl BEERELTWAZ LIZHRLWRLWHODEELhTW:L., &7 7 ) hHiEE
RFHEBELTVAI L. ELAFBRIRVEREIAShTWAR,

VERASOREIL. 1BEEELRE LEFNEBORISHLIEPLEL T
A, HECIESETE2 (2o TLE oDz, &{ DEFEHEFERRECTE
VBIOEE JEA KSR TRBSNHELRY. [BVRAOSIREMER 31 252
PEA TEDBEOBISHFETENRY LWHBEHEL Twa, 29 LIRS
BoFHE, SRR DT IIRRETE R IRTETHY., intERAEE
ROV AZEEL LB TWA,

L»HERENLETETWADIIIMERICL ¥ Z 57, by ¢k
DY ERETCRS, 1960EIC N ETON YT 4 AEFEAFORDICHEL X
L. ARRHIE r (BES) BEREHTT L] tWwiIhiBRe k8T,
EBEOMHFS 5. BENSSEHEY LAY = LAFHF SN, BBREOA
FEATENIEEHRELTELWI ETIIR, EWHIESREVET --EICT
i, BOERIOWTHHLDLFEZREETLILIEEL-TwE, i, &
FEVT ORESEELERRIATHIESINI. B Y EERTFREBICES]C
PHELBLA3EHEZBA TWIWI LPE, HIE2EHAZ LITFEEFAETHA
Y. 87TUEEL LT ERESORES. A-BOBSETHLE T W) LINS
LA YHE—ORICE CHLHY. SBRIMEIHRITH FIVESENEVE . 1iisisic
AL, BARFESEIBRECT->TVAHITGI. THILEFERBLTHLTLD
LIEATWERICHA.

ARMBLTERT~EL. BEAREHININL, TOSEFERIhTuRW
BAIHL. FOISCHRTAZILHFTEZD, LWISTHE, COBEEATE
{<EIRLUTOIETHAS

L LEBRAIE DT HDIERFH EOEN il 4D Tl

2 WRRGERZ T4 ANV 9 ¥ ABWEE - BEESORSR - B

2 ERBOERRUTCOFERZNET2iEH (3h) oleg
EIUFaxxbids %.




03~ 2-18;17:31 ;[libFELERLRE 03340BG4ED I 15/ 34

3 REROZOIRREE
() BOBBORELThEELTIEE

1991412 B VEPER L. ZICHT 2R E Eh-TER., EBCET 5
MEC LS L WEOBRIIbAZ L Lizol. ThI CTEEILTE REOLRD
RSl EOMBCBREMIIYEATWLI L EES SR
B EMHLIE. HDWE NP THERT2EOL 5 HELBNIERENIL A
VRIBWEWEEZ SR TWAEAFHBEZ L. Tholz. 41V FP4 AT LicDw
Tl BEEALTWAZEEMBWRVLHOLELNTWL, BT 7)) hH4%EE
FCBAERIEELTWAIE D, FLAYBRIEVEELZZ N TH .,

VERBEOEEI. (B/EERNREL L ERNEBORIHAI L PEELTY
%, HETIEER T Lo TLE-0I, S 0BESEENEFEERE
WEARESE /ISR TERIAREL Y. 18VEROEESRSc B AEE
PEATERREOBEENFEATONEY LWIBEHEL WA, ) LEEHRR
WOWART, BRI MAIRTE Ao IRFETH Y., H-TEESES
ROYAZ EEL {ENEITTWS,

LabBERA~BLEFTECVAORTRERIZL ¥y FEBURFEARC ¥ T
Y BRETHE, 1960 ETOH ¥ 7 4 AEFEAZOOITDE L 355
L. BRELS r (BED BERIETT)] LWwizEhmEte kil
SHRIEOWY D 47, BESIERADY ORWOY - LAFFSh. BUEOA
FEATENTEGEESHIRLTELWL I LTI, LW ERNES oRF/T
. BOEBICOW TS0 EBEEZEET S LPBE L 2 oT WD, B2, &
[EVT DIRES R IFEHERTH S HEITI. AFEAMEEETRECE TS
BHEBLAEHEBEX TV RS, INEEELZ LIISE ERTETHS
9. TOfEL LT, GEHAORED. A - BOBHEMLET A0 2L b4
LA ORI TH A, SRIBEHSTICHEY FVEEENEYE - SRosEc
AL, PRFQMIFELZS>TVWARKTL. ) LSRR L THARLO
EEEATZVRRII® S,

ARCBWTES T~ 1. BRREEMEENS, TOSEIRI LR
HLIHL., EOLIIHNTEILHTELD. LWIETHL, ZOBEXTE
{<ERLUTO3IETHA).

L I ER LD OO EIFET SO EN A O Bk

L WERFELRE T4 AN » U7 ZBAMIEN - Bii =S80 - Rl

3 ZEBOERRUCOERZIMET 200 (5%h) niEg

HTEXRBHT 2.




© FHERIO-HOEEHS0ENBRIES0OE2RE
& EFmRSE (N PT) OBELTOREECOVT

1970202 SEE L. [oesEic mERERFBESN L IOMER. BiESEL0-d
D AT LOPE L - TnEH, TORFIILTO4STHA.

. EESEOEUESSOBREZSOEREL.

z IFEEEREHOEESSOZMEOELE,

3 EBEFHOFHRIA.

4 1 AEADORRHEEDEE

ZEOP . {ASHDEUSSEIRREITONEEVENT 2DV AT LI ENT
Y4V F. IRAY Y, A AT, TITN. TWEDFAZEFNEL TV,
LENERFHEICBVT 4 ATINONBETT 7 M <kdi=X . B
PESOMSR . BAPEINEEAPSHL TWEWI L. L ATLZIETHZDO
LTtz wboTth .

E<GL ECiid A, AlEcBwTE. 1EEE L FEE, 2R
#E L FEZHRFEEODouble Sandard Y L. T IFZFEHEOBIIH T 2REN T
HIFERENTWAEWE LABRADEES L 2T 1A, SHRERIEL. BiRS

S5HBEHFSEVIIEHERAER T 2ROEREEW ML, hEL LR
SHED SEERPIENEE P PAEENEE IR0, ZODouble Sandard D 2
FEEIRENOINTH- LY ZLWBTEL, BRI —S v
EAFEREShush, T,

I #EfRERICY Y. SIS 2TRERNOREEZMEL L L3583 5
FE, FCKBOBELEE

2  Double Standard DA FHIHoTH, NP TORTEILELN, lesserevil & L
TEIREERER>FIFEIE280r IR EEEOES

2 BABEOREIEREEY IhER2B/UIoI LIz, RRlicEoT
1IN p T 2OLOIEET ZBhEEN I hTuRW, Lw ) EibOFES

FEDHLENLDTHS.

T ETERRERHORMARER L SROME
EERERF SRS I VA, FEEIPITET SDouble Standard
FRENIEDUTEZC, o TINUIHET SFRRENOBN D RERR S h T

WELE, B STBIASEL DIRROFEL2ZL0TaL. HITORERY
KOLNBIE LD ..

FHEERTHS.

RIEE. KVMOBMATHAS TART LIFELRWS. Zhuc® . {4 - O
3NBOSMH B TERSREALTAILA2FhA, NP TEEZYBIEDNT:

I3



03- 2-18:17:31 :BEAESEELER 0334086480 I 111 34

BRHAOMUENE. SEMBI-HEREREAZ I IIRb-THEY. HURSE
EfOFERLBELIEIE,r Y o Cwb I s, BHRERZHEICEL LS
HELS PR FDHERED

Litwi  BTFEFESTIEVOLEETHS. XV/MTST A RTOREANK
F L0, CFERERIEENENEEIBERISUSEFHL LI, BiRE
ANBHEBELEBHENTERPLTHA V- L2 ERTLEXTHFECEE L
WHBETV-VEEDT-ONS T ARTTHALE, InNEXDETEX . (L. D3
HERT SN IRBETLIITERWILIL, c FEORERSEHOEAFHE LWI L E
FTHs. UK 2L T, ROERNEHBEONELD S Z b, X% -
3.4 .54 HER SEARATUERBEORBEH L ) 0 7 S TEROBME %
HEAC L OATETIRZVWHO L Bbh A%, PEDEIDWTIL, RHOERE R
MLRWRETHA,

Hyinkt —SEHOEE-SRFEOSZL. WINhOBERDESTE=GEE
BT 2L COREREZ CH-ozL, SHEEBWTHTORIMVCA S B T2,
SEmEESSEC R L EORER2ERTNIPE L LCOERMRBETRISL
3 L TFHHTELY. BHENIUBFEEORETHAEIOWT, FSipal
TH=EHIWCTFHTAREREECAZ LSO, ZAEELWTHAS.

BIEMHEEEEESNEE (CcTBT) ii. EEROMNETCERT X TH5. &
ERESFEIFEEREETIENTITOATWA ZOESTIL. PEMFEETS
Mg ) 240icliiEd AHERUESHIRORDHO FENeRR] 258
ZIOFNEELT 2EE ODWTEBRF AN TE L SHoBEOHSIIN -
TWwiz\s, ZOEHOHRE LTI

L BRIERAFEONLERSHEIHHERT 2HEFES

e BREEFEEVECHFAOENEToTWAILERTHENHL

D7, BgisE LCid EiED solEie,

1. HEEZEEOEFEEIHEOIDOESROBRVE

g dV¥a—% - Ial—ia ElR0sEEec) sRET ot
AEFE N Twa.

Bd. [EEDZSHE] L [RENZEER) KOWTTHhs.
EEZHEGHFEESEECY LEBSEIBREMA RV E I BEEDHRLREROE
L Lz, BERER L BERRAE~OFRM] o_2#Erbhs, »
THhHIB~OTAHL— 8 Y EFI ZETOOBEE LTHELONAHDIEH. &
FTHNPTHEFRFHFRRL T\2E5 AEOM 3 /Y A MR L TWaAHIT T
e,

B2 TEOAHEARER] wowti. PEFEEFOFRLTEY . 4EBONP
TER2MIBWTH, [EZARIBWTY. WAL RETICEWTh. #E




03— 1-)8:11:31 :WSFEEEELER 0334086480 i 18/ 314

ESED S\ GIIHIHEICH L. BREOEBUIZESOEEOBBEThEW
LVRERETL, I03Iy FAVMI ZENPTHEOEESECH L. UL
R EEOALEZV LRI DWW ENOEESEEI 22 » FAY FLTW
ZIEEBECHL T SHENE] LLTTOMBYAREIL:. LPLESL D
Ei. WTFhdAiBEEL2BERL WA, BRIl 7k, HESFZ b)) A2BWBT
o HiliEFROA TS sV EEELTEY. ThIBLEERS  OROBENE
RoTLESRILDBROBRLEIONS.
[EREE~OEORER] I22oWTiit. 4HERWTLHINZTEILES
2 BFRHALT1EH, SEDEREBOETD BEERURZEEECH L, BXEE
EEEITHEY R EMELETZVIEY . Np T ESECEESEZEA
LBWE LERSTS] LWITHRERLTWE, bLIVID54 LR ER
DOETPEOIIE LM B3O THE.
FEENEFEREPESR RN, SiHEEPIGREZRALVITRE
HELSERITOW L. Np THBEE S AWEIDI6HUEDERIZRYHEO 3 »E
7. I REEF USRS EZIT S, EEEENCAD . HEBREERLT

EREELTHY. ZRELIHLEEIT ARE (ZREHTRMILN) ZHFRLTW
A

SEORRESEOBERT. B35 5 AEMESE LRUTO THE> b HkiEkZ= 2
ERo®E X HEEETLE—HTERENZ L3, EEYRC L ThoTzEEAL
35

I NP THSEOEZEEEIRLERE Y 2 B4R RS

2 Np TInEEOFEERH T AEMERII OVWTERA S HENT--HSICE
b

3 BEBICIOWR SHITILEA. BRREE LVDUEESO S HIT
WHEHFEEEE - THSICTHT 22 L eIeE 5

s JEE~OFEFZCE. PEEERRL. EETFAL RS REET A008
HEEPSIhAS iR

s EREmZECHL. FEEFEELRVESUAE. EYNNIEEMmcR
W - B - B A0S cCiEpPRET AL D ES

, WEREIUEFBRECHL. ERRcESE BEOREERD2H0H
MirFHE tMLZ L N

7 NPTH6 £0MECHY. SROEIZEERCET SNRNBRERUEED
TERGMNIBETAEMIOWT., MRS ERT

R [ERFHE 22 EE0ROH0ELREFEI NG ) LOFAT. BREN

5



0p3- 1=1B;17: IME'EEEEL:E 0334086480 , 187 34

OEF T ETEL TWHOFRERFTE L E->TWE.

LA LA 5 Np TORMADPTRENZ AR OBESIIEREhATW]
w., Tibi. BEENETLHZ LEBCESREERE - W AR EERIEESEN S
ESEECHLERRES LGS, RREPL P 2 ERERZHLIOLLT
b IEE 2T S hRREGEIH S TH 2 EN L (LD AEMNERY, LI
BThbE., 2F VEEH 24 LRENZ2HTL. ERENTESE T K%L
P LNOEFRSECE LIDATEF MG SN SBRENERZL2HR L WAZDT
Hb.

@) WRESEMET « AH Ly ST HOHER

TRE - BRI P e o RRRESOEA 2T LERIH L. whitL
 TEOSERZMEY 52 BRET A LI RERR FEEL O ThL. LT
EBROBREZFTMELRL>OICT LI L. GBI 5 ECEHLRFRTHEH.
R ERZT o RESIC YD L I RERFERFMTETHLPERE L T
B ZLERLBEFRURTHAY.

BRI R EERR T A8 LRDEFEO-BL LTCO COMMAFELE. =
DOFERIE, 4% 3ABIBRTICHWERShAR, HEZSECTD M2 ELE
=M. 18C0 COMMERM7AEEROIzEN Eh w3, RERUEEAR
SOGHEBIHEEN L TARER TR, 4152 - U7 88 4508082
HE LCREFShTwaH. B:LTI04rBTHA200 L W) BEMIEATY
7w, BIRIROES TESREEESNOXELERE RO TIREITE0
. Lo lEETHS.

ZOEFPIZD, L THNRBICESNL - BESOBTOREED, PE- NIES
DEMOTTEATH BRI L 2o TV 2iEh. BREOBHII DL IS EEOESRSE %
ENHEET < AARE U PR L TARE, LT5LE. BBoBEIIOW
THRETIZVEPHL L TR LOMTERMBHEHIZL WA,

AR BEROERTEOERETICE LA, BEREFOLDERTRMNET TnE
EOESEEY. BRMIRE<—7v MBI ahica- Tkl S
INEERICD EDTWARRKRTIHHIHCO CO MDERT I[RBRUVIEIVBSO®:H
1) LWITATALL BECEALZVOTCIREVH LER SN, PRI
RECERTHTOY = T 2HIL QW AKEDI BT, EPCRBBEOEED D
EfRIEDTVRIZILTY. [BUIBOERRER) ~O#Hz2I AL 50 LiiE
A WHOTHE, T HEFREDHIREHEEIBEL TwAERL. B
RENDHWMIHL20DNTOMLDE . 13 AT LEBIRT AT LD TWS
L. FEFRIENL 2 hidASEEe§F vl ATLER>TLE .,
2N ARBOP TRICERERET A20W I ¥4 IV L FOBERITTH A . B

b



03- 2-18:117:31 BSCEERELEE — ——

B3 WAV AEROTRESBRVPGFELLZWERE. MT CR, I94IVEEE
HRRLLRMHED CTEELHETH L. BRSPS - LERELERTAI LY
TE B3I 94 - EMARTECT 2BARUTh SOMERHOBIHESRNT S Z
D AT L. 198MEICRE L THRENZSHE SN L TWA M. TOHFE. &
MBS EROEY R QAR TE&EmciEoS{ 72—V E
. H4 FS54 vERcHLivg offBREELREShTuin,

a7 - PEOWTHhIHL FI4 v OBFERBL WS, TOEEATER
NIEETSIIEVLELE 228w, OV THRHBEIIEATIIPTIYETITD
NI-ES 3 —TS S—23pA%y F . 394 VOREmEFTY AL I ELL.
BEALNFAYATHT AM—-11I P/ VOISR, VU7 -4 ST o8
S ESEAEE (QYa—FPEHEYY—2) 2iFoTwa.

FHCO COMIZELIMT CRIZE L. HlllEHE2b0y LGEHEFT B0,
{LEEEREEHO L I RF ¥y LU VEFEOEREFEALICY. BEOBSRILS
FISm S AT LEEL TBL ZEAPERELI N FEOEFEGERETE. 2L
RFREPFERT A LEAC I > TAZRDBITELWDDTHA Y.

@ 33394)LE5EREh

ERES 2 ARERIC L > TELRERT 2FVRCELITIL. JEOFRORE %
FZ XL T, KEOEANE~DOEEFEEEST O L . A AT
THGT ol X9 e EE/HIT & Spreemptive stikell Lo TREEIET AL DT
SLEFROPICFHTEALILNTELY. DIFEOBE WECOWTIITEE
THo>ThH CREOHEAWENSBRETE LR oW 25%. BREEE
FHRBHRITATET SRR OV 4 FE22B3hiw) | fEoFRIEEL
FEhtwiy (R (BLTEL2F5X0E) vl BRI RRE2Z2T80
BRI DOWTORBTHS) . RATL BIVA VAR CHREMVERL. &
W3 TMDDEXFHFEANLZOR. BT AV IDEEDSTHLLwH Z kizik
¥ 57, ThHDHIEORLBEEE FZF AN SRR WA TS 5 Y O—DFE
PoTHA.

RATL BI94 V2l y A rw)HxE. SRR RNShTES
e, HERETREOERERBILT AL wIZehb, ABMERILWIHIET
HLRAHLEHhTENR. [ CBMOFTEE L EFOI YA VSR 2H2hiI, AR
MZSHROL LIz I92F SR T A0 2 BETE e IFZA S \». ©h

 THRE FHTHLRHLEBIHL. 705 HERTREERORE i Fd bh
EPETHAH L. 19826EIL—-HUoMSD I FEERELREOVEORIEOR L
S, VEOEFKECH L TEAILT Ltk VEREHAERT 2 L ~0Bh
WE2bDEEZTEY Tlidnn,

I'l



03— 2-18517:31 MEFCEERLE: p3z40ec48c # 2! 34

FEVAVPEAOZEIFESD.ILRGP S/ GPAL S ¥FTHREDT MDOIF
TERERITHT ADOAETLL TwA, 1 CB M B I T B My,
RABEHIE N Z L A HEFO2HEERET Liz. £hTy. HiEFanigsan
BZEAEEIT v U0, 30005 TDEBEITyNSERE, RATHEPILEETD
YA NEEELT 2201 —FEOBETHEIOBRRFLETHLY. BEAE
FE L AR 2 YA )L b 2 MRThIDEBESFIROILT. FHEhsieE L
A, TOLNTT MDEHBMMCED TRELL AT LTHY. BitASBICEZA
TAIY I EARTARAGROHMREIBLVO&LT, T4 )LEHLEDT A
il FaisiEi R o h P LB B RS LS T A S RaeSN T
DEAFAFKHONS. ) LERRiEe LHEEETE 201 —80EHEC
EEshai=d, — OB 5B 3hILH%EENA.

COEMERFI. BOLREHIETZ AT TA2ERSEE D A. F
AMEA U F - "FAFZ VT ERERESIFNE UGS, KEIVFASY ATE RSN
SRFITMD 25 L, A4 FICHLAFAY /DEZMNFETENHEziF>
TR CHEFEREEET 5 X9k b, EVWIZXATHL. BPCTMDASEEL
AT, BESHFERA VIR S A O E S ABRETIECT A A
b, FTEMEIED I ETARCE->TIE. AEaALOMALLEARDT 14 A
HL v OF HERSEGCE AMEEISS. LALENS, SD IR LIN
INF 3 IHHEERLEEFEISTAEIOLLTRHLEL I, TMDIZOWT HiEEEE
LAV CEEROEEEIERTE LY. BRESEIOVWTE. TORSHFOWEINCE
H, WERIHTAIMEIWERELMeS B2 TR TA T LiIAemRIae
DD EVZ D,

(©) BISThED:HOMIE - RRibiEse
EOEREIET 200 BE0ERNHEESRL THAREEE B Twinw
ZEi3. A SYOBIRM I AE AL TRIT S LM TERPoRI LD, 1L
SIS OEMEESOIRY BUHERES BEMRSEOREZE OIS W L
BOHLNTHS. BIFL ATLL ARSELBRHNI AL EB T Il
WBZ b, ERTACH LEiSSENHERILT I NTERVWI L. SO
HTEAOHPAPEY, 4OTE TREETAICELHO LRV, SEER
3 OFE | 2f->T. BABRBORESEHMAI LI TE X% BRI R
WOER, $bBHMENLET 2 EREBRLEBAR ED L I RERERALMC
DWW, RRTRALEEL Sh Wi, FREOREPFROSEEIT OV TIE
FIDALIDD, U FRA Y MEEREW I NEFRRREENE L s L) BET
SHEOVTECERVIESY, TOE. LEBEORDOBEBENIEL 2P o2
BRELT. A A5INVHL 55035 EFERPBRELRLYY —BoOaEE

&



03- 1-18;17:31 REFREERLES 0334086480 & 227 34

OFEBHLVHETCREISNDI L. FHEESE 0N,

EfsiyBER0oRSY. BROCUEEEOESH-EET 5TARLEX 28
Vv, WO THIE. T ) LEESNA =77 4 THAEBRMTdF s hiz b
OTH-oELTH, LERFEEHOBHEIMAZREZT 2D ELED. TELR:
BHE whbE a2/, RLMCERRSIEL, XEIEREOBEEL T—E0D

SEEDLEI L. SEGEOEEEEEET L L CED THOEFRII -
. I LT TO—FHIH ECEEED CONFLONHDDIOTH->T. &k
BEFRDHILIITERL, BEHOEST B TWAEY, FEIEESORS
ILE TR TWRWESICE. 29 LEEREIHETEZ00LEhhsd. |\
HFEHPRCETROENER2ZRAL CLE > TWABEPEEEMC X 2B
DHERWREBETHA X HTEETE., SEEI A EXEEZR/LEATHAD

EEOFBEHAINL, KEPL AT Y - dulile BhHERE T
2 2E70 S, BESOS COXFEECEEFRET INEBELE-TLE S
. T LEFESFF AR Sh A TR ER TS E L,



03- ?-18317:21  BErREEELEH 0334086480 g 237 34

4 AEEHEERR FAEEIC B KEOEDES
() BHZEHROESE

1946551 BEIFHFFIIBWIF LEZ2EREFOREIL. XRHEFOFST
B o EEESHEE L AR RED AN X LI LB ERT AL wI b0
THh-7. TOWRIIL, KBS BEOFESE L 2. EFds~SEUch
DHRFAGECERT 2ROOHEFNEHDOTY - WFRdH o TwitEALD
%, HEEEHLOBATH T BARIRIKAL L TELL . BIRNoBERE LT
ZBNOEETELY 2V 3485 TH Y. BEROAHEN VL THRIFZHEL
J 9 L B SHEER R ORESI RO TH - RIS,

EAEO SERFRC RS EL T REO AR T 258 Tkl
A 25 [BEALFED) ~rEELEDWE. 0L IRBROER EITZA SEEL
W B OBFEIIH o7, 1M6ERDY BT o RPERELE FBD Lo 58
EXFoXEdN:. XEORRIHT 2HEFHIZEET LHLHDTHoT. X
KERSL] THVEHLAD ZIRX =75, 474F 108K Tis®
BEL, SiEFEEENEESCKEOT S THBC BT 2 840t R HESE
BICHTABEIE:E L TRETAN—S2BLAILiL, 20Xy E#cHnT 2
FE@IE M 5w, KET, SEOEEHNZ 8 ATEHFEORED L2
VHLADDT TR BT AREHROEFANLETL LR, BERAOTRSESLR
EXEOMEE EHIET AOIcibETER L L CEHBNoESE2RE0G0
DTH5,

CCWHXEEDR. AShEFREREZLEERFERSIR vEXOX LT
ELREOMFCERT APOBMICERT L Lo, BRIZE-TE BE
DEELEEZHHOLRE L 20ERTHT2EE LS YOI IR LTELERE
BT 2L WnHIFETHY. REW LTI, TUOTOENE L LTEHCEREE
FTE SHAZRGERICE LWz 3T 5 L2, HEFS0ORRO @
0) BAEZEHT ZV A 20nicBBT 2L wIBETHE. L LEME,
B3 R T B HWEUUEIC T HABRR L I 379 7 id, EFeT S ERED
EHBEEHIA MR VICE SR EA SN LA CEXEEY 5T
Eahiphors.

BICEREHE LTRET2R0CE T ERORBLWIZ LR ¥R
Fear D47 O Qi HAED S RECH LRSW-FEiL, COREFEXRICE->TED
TEHEZHOTHS>: L ZERTHOLH A bE, EROKIIABONEAEEH
B LRERSNLEFRL. BXRTEIIBEEZET, BROBEZT 1Y) HDFC
=h. [BFROMIAFEY S5DL Ylms, KEWMIBABN & 530 L
THHAOEMICE e BT 2 LM TOFEERBEFRTEL)] LWHEEED
FREZELTWAE, IOBATIE ESOS CBARSSSTNEN -8

20




(33408646C # 24/ 34

Bhids ilidodE P & DDD. 2kEnT

5 A b
AEEEHL Y e LT (EHBzhaZ YLk,
By 53 eTAE3Ts
&7, | £ whlz UCE
W7zBAR% S : & #%57:8
Ah. LT, WiMIL
00
F—LB8=0Dg AFZHHE Be. LVEE
Tizhs Ak,
=3 g L #mBmiinh. EEX
ks —AFZY =T
DY
ThE Xighoil- »FLA L
, Tl AT HDD, AN ZU SHH%*
[ulo ks HDT
d-7zL. B LSt ESE DOLBERINT
% Hb. .
TWa,
-] Li=8i,
AZEk]. ZhiE
4% Jr. DD Yy
HiFL LTweafxZ kit
Hb.
ZIL £, f
ELTHEETDAI L b IeA. BH->
2o bAVE Shhid,
&
&Y 207, EwS
HERbHA. L &z LD
EltHEZE LRTERN,
Sk 2 &
YAELEI L (=& il
GHEINE, X Tdh.
L AR VREE T, ERTX
PELTES. Pt KE

Z|



t3- 2-18;17:31 RETEEERIRS D334086480 # 25/ %

WTHEIIET bTESHHEOFEFrOoSLEELERIDLAT Lick b, EXI
2 BEARTZCE AR H -2 T2 CF BAREDEAIEOFEME 28T
Al OOFULOEFEFEE I L5280

B RDBETFERETT L. KEOBFRZEEFBTLTERITOLLAILOE
PERTHILIITERZVTVLA. 190EOFIEBREORIRL RIS T 28
Az 2 hizd, TOBNMERESA—FIITo 20D T. KEWXH LTy o—FHy
GBS T L 2EN . SREOFEEBAIEVFIOSFEZFL T, FAIEH
B, [iFAFED (nolerable) J EIEFELL I L1, XELFEBRREFHETALET
OEFFIEHI NIRRT EN T VILERTHOL WAL, BB, LWPILT
KENIHT BT =F R4V P ERERT 505 BHERC E<TEENHE
HENrSEL TWA I L RBULORVEETH S,

BADEE. 8 KERFIOMLERED CANANCE LSRR BiE07:
DT, FIRED2I v AV FEERTAFROFRCRT SHEELWIERILE
PRTHETTEN. Jo—FiERL. BERESENRERSREAY AT L
Wz k., BEE (H4E) LIGEE (BEE) OMRCS-I L. ZEESEST
HolelzdIpNnBeiF ol bicdoTHIREN. T b T ARSI BET
A5 KEIARERBIZERERT. ) 1, BE) ~eBiIFL. PEEOM
FEFOWNESTIIBTT A, Bk WY B SR
B BhO—FOEEY EOBRRCELBHECE oMo kL. VEFFLERIN
Phe SEBENTIRT YD ThH oIz,

. ERERORBLESILITLY. TOESEYE. BASKEOE LR —Fiic
SEL. BEAD»OORZAAISHEOZL VL0, LEHTAEILNTES, HN
Sit X2FSEREE WHAUISHIL T, B0 EEToHsRBESENINLAZ LI
W2 oD THD, FHDERELEDHLLDITL. IEEERMGECL2EH%B
RO ZUTTATHERKOENAIEELRAD, ThIHTOEEERLEMTLE
Ltz S WD TH S,

@) AHEOHEI L >TOEOR

VRFEEL., SEEGEVFHRL-ZEFAROZELRESEIAE <E1hlt
Lirof:., WHEGIRELZEEREROREN RO I B <oz )k
. R TERLELBYTHE, 0 TOERCB ZEEHIZLHLLooDH
V. BEEEONGAIZILL. KEREFSEEMPOb O & BAAE
R U CREDILAMECH L AREET 2 ounCiiBikspeEL L8
CHRIIIN,

AAEPEPREEOZRIOS LT AEOESIEA L L THa L W= Bh



03- 2-18;17:31 BErEeaELEE D3340864B1 | 26/ 34

PHAHZ EREIE LB THE. T HEEEOHRC X Y IiFNHIGRO
e PEN R EOTHLERIVHE T 2w T LB LEEE LTE

LEAEER W, 22 ), &S L WIERET T, BEORIEZ B\ TEORED
i L7286, KBOIAMEIEARFEC L > TE-HFe 52/ 20wdOT
HY7eH6. TOBEISIEHEBVLIOTHAIEEZRIL T hBEF%D
NTLESRBAYSA.

B AMEDEHIRIRRFPEL 2 ) 5 Tohil, FdiHOLTEFEORS
PEETHY . SRR ST NIRBOTRbZ I L ELTH
B fEEHOBEIC A S 528w, COEFEHTXEIEIML. | NFFa—-ss
NEOOFRBRIIBWT, PEREEIN- VI TANOT I AIRELZRD
B WVWHIf =L TF4TR2RELEZLTHE, Biclb2Y LIt 20
k. HLFTEREECR NS, tWITNETOREEEL. SS—2001ER
MiEEEEL YD 725 LREZHIT I L THLEDSE. BOF—LizH L
WIlpEIFEERT A L F i, KEOHFKIMEOSREEXKET A L CRXDES
PHEELEWIERS2EETHAS. DIV, I LEESZFECHLITY S
iz kY. sFE=FEIOET VBRETLINLHNEEFD- T LIIEETS
2w, EERRORE I 34 WO HEERBAOER, 2 623N —- 2719400
BERANDEHEVIEET EHD Y e ZsF A Tioh.,
KEH -8B ) A EEIETH/EBLRDE L0, TOBEORYOER
FTHo0H. \») JlonTit. FREHOSEOEDIDIEIIHRT S
ZEVPBRTHSHY.




A

5 8L THEHIESEHLSERD
() EREOESE

BERETSERLINY. COMPEEFASILIERL (BRI TIIW. AX
. BROREOMEL L TERATILERLTIELDLH L. AlEFZLREED
ERTHY, REESELI2{NoXTOESL RLEZX N LEAERE LR
BEZEOERHIEESHAMLH S, BOEBZHET <EFEwIBIcL. £
BRI FHVZL2BEEERMLETEZAToH S,

BB RELFHLAIERNL BEEMPESOER L LTHIELREET
JEHN., TOEEPEROBESICOCTONEINHM S h TWizizdiz M
{b) L7zeWHiEFbHA5. HEREFEC L >s TEFEBELFWESTH ). |
PENT L > TRBIRT B ETHIT—RUENEDD, £ LBEDHCLBES
HRESSRMER L L EDRS.,

BLETERESIET A FTH. BEROBEER IIWMEREBLLZSTY
ZiEH 0T ELTIIFEEDTA U v MIOWTOHEENTHIc e Eh TWwiznia
hHH s, . FEROBEIL LHTLHTHSRTFREROEMTFEDH N
W, TREEFEEED { BIKERY, BFECL - TEDA 7 a Y OIRl%Z &
TAZLELI:.

ZREOBRLLGL. UTFOTo0r—AMEi 605,

FoiE—it. HmE G Ehe LTOREERE X A2IMENhZBETS. tw
YERZTHA. ZOFAHFTIE. BXE. AOBE. SwkhirEnclEsiis
HiF 4255 AP EMMEEE BN ESE I L LAMEER. LWIHBICEGT
2, ¥BFO=HEDOESITE. BEHESERNTEARENLENYBHLILE. &
NETEESHNOLHOL 2V —SOFEERREFNONTERI LED4E
HH Y, EHBEOBSIIELIME L W) MO ENT 20EEER 2 TIET 5
BENEHoTERIL ARSIV % VOBSRIEDE L OMENLEE
FIIFEERILERELRD LS. WThOESIYWTHEEAEIZEGFFERES T
3. HLOBEITE., ADEE - $IhEPERSEOESTEZLRPFEENL TWwS
¥ BEHOSSEMFEOHEAMHEE WO ELHE T AL, ThbRALEH
HRLEEZHOTHAE. ZOLHI. BHFEHOESL, BEIRER L 5MEEFOE
B DWTHBERNCZ S EH%EETN,

TOBEI, BEFHOSIHITE L TEREZZA50DTHSE. LipLigis
5. ABOEEHHII ANEEZBEBICIVEILETANATOORAERBELE
BORHPSST2L ) 0FEIREOBRI L > TEETE S, LHEATBEI
2. ERBOBRIEERYT AERNL. NATOWHTA2FHOUR FIFLE
2. TR == T I AVEH CETSREITTRE THS L HIT, BRI
ZRLT AR CORERIIZA AV LIS, NATOROBEROV/E#LZ



mailto:n,UXi@.l

[3340B64ED # 26/ 34

LwnwkEbhs.

LI EOFMINTIZORVLE=ORRELT. BERE BRE) +7° 3
VORI IZEBEOED I » AV FERLWHEIFERELTALY. D
EEIZIE. BBOBICL VREOEZ I 9 b PEBIET 5 X 5D LA
EREVARCLB L LEBAIBEETE SR, LIRS T 5.

RAE L FE(LLOREIC. KELORBHEOAZE. ERTLREOERE L &8,
BRUOHMOEY FEQETYDE ) ERED L. EL2ECHEARILOBOES
PRPBOBERETIL, Lo n%dE15L, IO REOERIAFR
Lo TES EIEEbNR2Y,

FOMOTEENE 2 BISEKT 2 LT, FHEMERET 2B A 42 E
Al ERELZTY O EFAR Lo TERID. B2 5 7~0NEHE A EHE
EIERMESEHI LIS, EORREHETALE LDIZ. BA T oy %ix
AT ITHVEISWEFINCRIET A3 A M EAI L o TSNS SEHICIEEE O
. LWIT L ETHRLLELDS.

@ BRENUELTHMESGLLTRIEFEZShS D

EHECEFRSF VR LA 9K L L TGLE. BRCHT A2BEOEROER)
VI EFCHITELLILATEY Y. BRAEOWC. AXKIzH L FETiees
TR I LEOERFREEF T AL, MEETHEZAREZBINISOL L)
BE_ETHY. ReiSEFEERET IO ahI=ABLEZAY, L LH
5, TOWTROEZN LTTHN, HAEIERELD > THFT24E/IEL To
M) BOHAFRRHOLEDNS.

I SPEOREIZOWT

HEERIC S 2 pRh L OHITARSBIEL, O ELR XS MBS, &
BUZ0REFEOFEFZLHEINEIITHIEEERREE L 22 L EDbh 2,
LiL. 20k toRSR2-=104101. ARSI X VRET A0
ZEHEFL LN, PEOHE—2NERERIER IS 25, RCHE-—SES
BRESNRIGEETH-TH. REOEFINILFReEEL Twhid, BARCHLE
DEES PR ETHI I L EBE LA\,

s, PERAROSRENBTABEZ LT s P XLMERTAL Y LEEE
HEZIbND, COBGHSRLTr—A L2y, PEOBREEFEIECH
LENIERTAILAFA bh, BRI 2BREFEE S L RIS ETEL
WEHAI) TOERIL. ASEANSPERBEHEC L > T FEICHITT Au—
D7 —¥ LTKBOT LY ADEIEZZECEIMI S DL EDLMS.

B RLOI BB L OEFETHZ. EBHR rPERI—J) LOEHNF E
BEE L T ESICE-> 6L, RO ELMESIET 2RSS, B




D3zdoseesd i

KE & LY E & 55k 543
Bt bDrATHAI. AHWEEE .
b, Epatt a5
% . BN 61 R4
12 3
2 au7 W
| CB &7g TWAZ
i, H . X5%B AIE
il < 5. =ERL
atF XL
FIEL Al . L3
Lo
o E3—-Oy NLIEER LT et
thE B
LaZbiabESR ZES
LE L2 LRBETCERWCH S A Sy £
7z, FLCHEAE %
K Fny rieAd. E
L&sT=1a,
3.
L Ehizb00
AL LTNPT 2o\ pT
wETDH Eo>TIIBBTE Ba T B
5 D, 4> JTET JSFA
N34 FE <K, iz,
YA b.
ERYIAE, THhALNP VIO ME
BEE EAHH. KETEoT =3 4
514
LWHRESA L&Hes BErEHALT
ARDEIENPELREL,
- %8

ey H5.

29/ 34


mailto:t;l:rD~@\t~:t.t

b3zdnB64dBC # 30 34

g V—F¥aZtltisd
D& BT, TdH 2E PR
T kh b, LERI
BhndEe. I bid. LR L BB
ZDXy%aR} Lot BED
Eiict o TRLEEX 2B LY .
CHHEE VI
A ERRBELEBIT, b Rl B o
ik 283 TAD.
P ot
1 L
ZOgEHRE L TOWY CHL.
8 haZ e
Lif=L hart
3z Tk
VEFERTHIE w8 Lird 5 <.
HERFCETEERIITERW, LHESCSE % HbHE
HAHY. T b, Zih
L. & . BEoT o
HaIv bRV k-
& =
{ Fazd > TiE
DiRGE L
[y
B Ex A kiciug e
PrioTH b .
A, THH
Al blrng TWwa, Enjlk3

avdam i



03- 2-18;11:'1 [HEFEEERLEE 0334086480 » 31/ 34

1 BEHEETRTI—A

FEE2 /- ADRERNTOWT Y DL HI0EL B0, LW EISELE. TR
HESKERUHEEEL STERNEAOTT HLLIREIPTEEILER0
TeEFTY s VOERERERZL SN X5 - ARHLZ0H. LwyEgErE
XAILTHA.

GERBAEVATUTIL. HEMCIEERY—Yry Mt 0055, EoT,
SOBIBOAREIT, BCEAREIDT T KEPREEEC & o TOEAER,
B L AT, KIS - NI VAOEERIBELARWLOTHE, Fhish
ADOERED. AREELEATEALERL LTRES hATEENEL. R
FEFEACERESRBLAL LTS, SORBOEOMOXEDRRESKIFE
wE o, BEEXEEOBRESORSE,E, B AW T a vk s
A i FESTOREDILELT. IOBEADTLEVARRETADOD
L Bhhis,

5. TUTRAZELYT WK S 5, MARED S MSERERALR S
TRESHEG LD ¢ T, BRAETITEREIONARDERDRAA. 8% S
D AEFBIFHL VUT— FVERORDICBEOZEZELHOI L, S0BEE I
ZEBRERINABSESES 5 LT, ReREOXIFEER O L Thh,
8 KOEREIH - L AREERLERSh, BE3h3b0LEDOLS.

= L7-BibiiEst i Ao €. BAMERE e Eicd LEBTaE S
Liph. BEEREHTAILERL (HAZICRCZVIOLBbhs, ik
LCid, kR & 2 tOFRREET HHA6TH-TH. BRRZ ks TEF T =
VEHFEFICREVLOLER LTELIARL, £ LT, Al Lo,
PEETHRHE L el 118 AT ES e ShaBhH»H ). 8 kiE
OBBIRSh AMNDSH D, T FeY—A 20 TERwALBbh2,

KEDSBMIS. PEENTT AL LERIE LSS, BERSO
ELRTHREOE 2 L REEERERL. FIIEEEMOENORS, RHIIR
WeTHB, Th. BERSOL I, HLVEEERER B 2@t iRt
BX HBE LHAT, Wihd—HOEO [ A —JRFhHEEET 2008 2
BrHhEbhiw, AR, ERESOBGEELY, BNEERISP0 ISR
YAZEBEZGN. TOBRARIINET AL COTIEREEDRRICBEZ L Lz
ADTHITWER Y .

BEPEL, BHFEOHNE - ZePEEE LRMTHE. ZOABIZOWTolF
FIEoOBEPEROMEL, EMii—mOfE2BTwTh, s Miiin
Ry LUBSESINEIh W, SERREERY, ERESOaEsiEs
W) iEE OB L2wd, kL SOwWTHhOITRAFE L\ 245 AR




G:340BE4EQ

THA. pizid. BREBRLED>REBHROBINISAD
L.
To AHWwh, ZOLXS L
At AL, o 25T Z
& RBEZEERBIEARY.
L %
it LT, BAE Db, garZil
0, ) L&) <. Azl EA
LT 8AHL Y dDERALEDN
A
BLZOF—AH, Ah)EidEsinna,
AFYEHIIeZbDLEREI VL,
24 H7rd . S LITL.

BT LikPwihil e ->Th bBTH5.

32/ 14



ok : <0 ) & L2o2da. 3Lk

N p .
| b
LiEHBZE BH5b.
i, LHRET
VETHEW) IEHTE
. BRHCNp 5%
NP T i
EThA. LTbH AX3ic.
igEDC xiui FRSAY L
LTH#HEHE
EW N p
hrk
b, 5 L Lk AT
LTClEH LM, b AP Oy BhBZ L %is< bl
T E SO LCHETHE.
L BT,
LHIEWTELLEILND BT,
S5 S FiE L2515
b iz oDHhb ELTEEEEL
HENBZ EIILTOWEY THS.
4 Bz & = Lz 3yl OT
iz, &
AILirb, FoEEBIWIEENP
EZRAADINF ) —HA L AHtTosb.
- J L 8A&ITEo
ikETaZe Lizk, ¥3L7%: >T. 40N
s 4k L i, &
7% Rk AT LTHA.
B=it. NP Eiro
AR R & - [} LT L tHb.
. B i
LAdDDE

30

33/ 34



D3- 2-18:17:31 WErERERLEE 0334085480 | 34/ a4

wWTUCR L. ZaCBY 283, GONEBZENL2ZDDOELTWAI L 2Z22HAL
T T Liz k), ZRAPFOETHT ZECRERRILHI LG T LOLE
AB.



	1995jdastudy
	japan-defense-agency-study-1
	japan-defense-agency-study-2
	japan-defense-agency-study-3



