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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	
  II,	
  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	
  

“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-­‐à-­‐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-­‐à-­‐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-­‐à-­‐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	
  of	
  “pan-­‐Americanism.”	
  

	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  

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	
  II	
  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	
  II	
  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	
  

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	
  II,	
  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	
  II	
  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	
  

question	
  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.	
  

• A	
  shared	
  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.	
   	
   It	
  is	
  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	
  

question	
  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-­‐à-­‐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-­‐à-­‐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-­‐à-­‐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	
  

question.	
  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.	
  

◦ 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:	
  

◦ Breakup	
  of	
  the	
  Japan-­‐US	
  alliance	
  

◦ 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.	
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