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Abstract: This paper primarily examines the nuclear disarmament efforts that have taken place in Japan since the end of the Cold War. Although there is some attention given to the origins and development of the Japanese anti-nuclear weapons movement, the paper’s principal objective is to analyze the common and contrasting approaches to nuclear disarmament that have existed between the government of Japan and the nation’s disarmament organizations during recent years. Relying on interviews with key members of Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons organizations, published literature from some of these groups, as well as personal communication with Japanese officials and published material from the government, this paper demonstrates that despite the common objective of abolishing nuclear arms, there is not unanimity about how Japan should proceed on the path to nuclear disarmament. In addition to ideological differences that have endured between Japan’s early anti-nuclear weapons groups, these organizations and the ones that have more recently emerged have had to contend with the Japanese government actively promoting nuclear disarmament. Because of the co-optation activities undertaken by Tokyo, its work competes with that of Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons organizations to comply with the interests of the Japanese public to realize nuclear disarmament.    

Introduction 

Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons movement has been a prominent part of Japanese culture since 1955. Although today the movement does not generate the same high-level of national enthusiasm that it did during the early Cold War years, several Japanese anti-nuclear weapons organizations exist, some of which emerged in recent years.  Different from the past when ideological disagreements within the Japanese anti-nuclear weapons movement eventually caused it to fracture, disarmament organizations today face the onerous task of overcoming some ideological disparities and an active agenda by the Japanese government. Thus, not only do these organizations not always prioritize nuclear disarmament issues the same way, but they must now contend with government initiatives that deflect popular attention from their common objective to abolish all nuclear weapons.


Tokyo’s activities in the area of nuclear disarmament, while substantial since the end of the Cold War, approach the objective of abolishing nuclear weapons in a way that is fundamentally different from that advocated by Japanese anti-nuclear weapons organizations. Tokyo unequivocally wants to move on what it considers a gradual and practical path toward nuclear disarmament; while supporting a more direct approach to disarmament, Japanese anti-nuclear weapons groups are deeply suspicious of the central government’s policies, seeing them as bending to the interests of the nuclear powers, particularly the United States. Caught in the middle is the Japanese public, which as it has for many years, continues to show very strong support for the abolition of nuclear weapons.  

 
Thus, different Japanese anti-nuclear weapons organizations that have somewhat different interests and agendas pertaining to their common objective of nuclear disarmament are often at variance with Tokyo’s disarmament policies.  The upshot of this is that Tokyo and Japanese anti-nuclear weapons organizations are not on the best of terms. Members of these organizations frequently distrust Tokyo’s intentions and question its motives.  Tokyo is usually on the defensive when engaged in dialogue with these organizations, since Japanese civil society sees the government as not doing enough to help realize nuclear disarmament.   

Differences between Government and Civil Society  

That Japan suffered the horrors of two atomic bombings in 1945 helps to explain the fact that the vast majority of the Japanese people – 78 percent – continue to oppose the existence of nuclear weapons.
 Representatives from two major anti-nuclear weapons groups have also indicated that a disproportionately high number of local governments in Japan, that is, somewhere between 75 and 80 percent of the municipalities, have adopted nonnuclear disarmament declarations and support the nation’s three nonnuclear principles, which are not to possess, manufacture or introduce nuclear weapons into the country.
 The catastrophes resulting from the atomic bombings also help explain why the Japanese government has supported the idea of abolishing nuclear weapons and why, since the end of the Cold War, it has been working reasonably hard to design a nuclear non-proliferation and nuclear disarmament regime. These efforts by Tokyo notwithstanding,
 government non-proliferation and disarmament policies have been seen as largely inadequate by the core of Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons movement. From the standpoint of leading members of this movement, Tokyo has been unwilling to risk damaging its relationship with Washington, which for the past several years has not demonstrated a strong commitment to nuclear disarmament.

The end of the Cold War brought renewed hope to anti-nuclear, civil society groups in Japan, whose organized opposition to the existence of nuclear weapons has remained reasonably strong for decades. The aspirations of these groups grew at the end of the Cold War for a very simple reason: with superpower reconciliation, it appeared as if the abolition of nuclear weapons was a realizable goal. Tokyo also took advantage of this new global climate by making it clear that it anticipated discernible progress toward nuclear disarmament. However, Tokyo has never specified the intended pace of this progress nor has it ever identified a timeline.
 

There are three major reasons why Tokyo is reluctant to move in tandem with civil society groups in Japan toward nuclear disarmament.  First, because Tokyo maintains that the Asia Pacific region, and East Asia in particular, continues to be unsafe, it insists that there is a continuing need for Japan to remain under the U.S. nuclear umbrella. Second, the recent strengthening of the U.S.-Japan security alliance in which Japan remains a junior partner, despite the rhetoric of an equal partnership, has put Tokyo in a position where it must fully consider Washington’s interests and objectives before it proceeds with security issues, especially those that are directly germane to nuclear non-proliferation and nuclear disarmament.
 The third reason, unlike the other two that are interrelated, is the result of enduring conservative forces that, although they are arguably different from the more independent-oriented nationalists, want to make or leave available to Japan security possibilities for future consideration. The current initiative seeking to change Japan’s pacifist constitution is one prominent example of this, as is the continuing refusal by Tokyo to transform the three nonnuclear principles from national policy into national law.

The Origins of Japan’s Anti-nuclear Weapons Movement     

The U.S. occupation forces lost no time developing a censorship policy that effectively muted public criticisms of the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki. This censorship policy, which itself was not publicly discussed by occupation officials, prohibited Japanese newspapers from publishing stories that dealt with the problems and devastation associated with the bombings and extended to literature and the arts, school textbooks, and even to scientific and medical research. As a result of this censorship policy, the Japanese people remained ill informed about the negative consequences of the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki during most of the occupation period that came to an end in 1952, despite the fact that many were troubled by the horrific experiences that afflicted their country. Blaming both the governments of the United States and Japan, the latter for its reckless militarism, the Japanese people eventually found an outlet for the repressed frustration and anger stemming from the atomic bombings. A U.S. nuclear test (BRAVO) on Bikini Atoll in the Marshall Islands in March 1954 exposed 290 people to the effects of the blast, some of which died as result. Among those exposed was a Japanese fisherman on board the Fukuryu Maru No. 5 (Lucky Dragon No. 5) who later died from radiation illness. Although also sickened by nuclear fallout, or as the Japanese called it, the shi no hai (ashes of death), 22 of his shipmates did survive.
 


The first organized step to politicize this pent-up anger and frustration that pervaded Japanese society appeared in Tokyo’s Suginami district.  Although the status of women in Japan during the early postwar years left much to be desired, this did not deter a number of them in the Suginami district from participating in the grass-roots activities that quickly led to the formation of Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons movement. A housewives’ reading group organized by peace activist Kaoru Yasui, an erstwhile nationalist who lost his professorship because of his political views, was responsible for carrying the Suginami Appeal throughout Japan. Demonstrating their strong opposition to the existence of hydrogen bombs, these Tokyo housewives would carry the Suginami Appeal, which fundamentally was a signature campaign demanding the elimination these weapons, with them in their shopping baskets. Begun in May 1954, the Suginami Appeal rapidly evolved into a national initiative. In less than two months, the Suginami Appeal had acquired nearly 300,000 signatures. By August, it had evolved into a national campaign, having amassed 14,000,000 signatures. By the time the first World Conference against Atomic and Hydrogen Bombs was held on August 6, 1955, the national campaign had obtained 32,000,000 signatures, a number exceeding half of all registered Japanese voters.
 

The signature campaign truly mirrored Japanese society. It received support from diverse people and groups, including conservative ones, which ordinarily would not be in agreement with each other. Serving as a political epoxy, the national signature campaign connected a substantial part of the Japanese public to the heretofore-muted appeal of the people of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, who for years had been pleading for the abolition of nuclear weapons.
 

The formation of Gensuikyo (Council against A- and H-Bombs), Japan’s first significant anti-nuclear weapons group that served as the catalyst for the national movement, was in September 1955, a month after the first World Conference against Atomic and Hydrogen Bombs. Although the mainstay of Gensuikyo was Japan’s strong socialist party, the communist party and the labor groups, Sohyo (General Council of Trade Unions of Japan) and Domei (the Japanese Confederation of Labor), initially the organization was not identifiably to the left on the political spectrum. At the time, the Japanese public was absolutely opposed to the existence of nuclear weapons and not especially concerned with the politics of political parties. A short time later, however, Gensuikyo’s strong opposition to Tokyo’s concurrence with Washington to renew the U.S.-Japan security treaty between 1959 and 1960 and prime minister’s Kishi’s consideration to revising the nation’s peace constitution put the organization in a visibly confrontational position vis-à-vis the Japanese government. 

Resulting from both the broad ideological composition of Gensuikyo during its formative years and the conflicts that were brewing within Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons movement was the splintering of Gensuikyo in the early 1960s, which by then was controlled by the communists. Although having supported Gensuikyo’s past efforts, members of the conservative Liberal Democratic Party and the Democratic Socialist Party, which had broken away from the Socialist Party in 1959 and which had maintained a position on the U.S.-Japan security treaty that corresponded with that of the Liberal Democratic Party, left Gensuikyo. At the end of 1961 they established Kakkin Kaigi (National Council for Peace and against Nuclear Weapons) or, as it was widely known the Second Gensuikyo. By 1963, serious problems existed within Gensuikyo between the socialist and communist factions. The fall out within Gensuikyo centered largely on the 1963 Limited Test Ban Treaty, signed by the United States, the Soviet Union and Great Britain in early August 1963. The socialists opposed nuclear testing by any country, while the communists were willing to accept Soviet testing. With Sohyo, the Socialist Party left Gensuikyo in 1963. In 1965, with the support of the Socialist Party and Sohyo, Gensuikin (Congress against A- and H-Bombs) was established.
 

Having been politicized by the formation of Gensuikyo and understanding the significance of national organizations to address their concerns, the Japanese people, despite differing ideological positions, had discovered that public expression was necessary to perpetuate their anti-nuclear weapons sentiment. Thus, because the movement covered the entire political spectrum in Japan, it pushed into prominence the appeals to abolish nuclear weapons that, since the bombings of their cities, had come from the people of Hiroshima and Nagasaki.  In this respect, the first World Conference against Atomic and Hydrogen Bombs gave Japan’s hibakusha (the survivors of the atomic bombings), which had formed groups beginning in 1954 in Hiroshima, Nagasaki, as well as elsewhere in Japan,
 the “courage to stand up” so that people in their country and all over the world could hear their voices. The formation of Nihon Hidankyo (Japan Confederation of A- and H- Bomb Suffers Organizations) occurred the day after the second World Conference in Nagasaki began on August 9, 1956. Hidankyo announced at its founding that because of the first World Conference in 1955: “We are feeling a sensation or ‘resurrection’ at this occasion.”
 From the time of the atomic bombings, the hibakusha had felt a sense of deep betrayal, since they received no assistance from the U.S. occupation forces or from the Japanese government, which had forfeited the right to seek compensation from Washington when it signed the San Francisco Peace Treaty in 1951. Because the many social, psychological and medical problems of the hibakusha had been ignored for years by both the U.S. and Japanese governments, the “rise of the anti-nuclear movement” gave them “hope to live, for the first time since the bombing [sic], which led to the organizing of Nihon Hidankyo.”
 In addition to Hidankyo’s continuous appeal for the complete abolition of nuclear weapons, which it views as “weapons of madness” that “turned Hiroshima and Nagasaki into dead cities” and that are  “so evil that humanity must never accept them,” the confederation has fought hard since its inception for compensation for hibakusha.
 

Although the splintering of Gensuikyo altered the dynamics of Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons movement, it did not weaken its overall momentum – at least not right away.  However, in time the lack of unity in the Japanese anti-nuclear weapons movement eventually took its toll. While Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons groups were working toward the same objective, the non-cohesiveness of the movement lessened its mass appeal and therefore mitigated its political effectiveness.  By the mid 1970s, the previously heard calls for unifying Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons movement became more intense. But by then the ideological divisiveness that stemmed from Cold War politics had ossified to the point where unification between Gensuikyo and Gensuikin, Japan’s most prominent anti-nuclear weapons organizations, had become too big of an obstacle to overcome.
 For Gensuikyo and Gensuikin, these ideological differences created disparate perceptions or interpretations of reality, a problem not uncommon to nuclear disarmament movements.
 Still, the Japanese anti-nuclear weapons movement did not go away. This was because the atomic bomb experiences of Hiroshima and Nagasaki and the existence of hibakusha continued to nurture public opposition to the existence of nuclear weapons. Moreover, both Gensuikyo and Gensuikin continued to push hard for the abolition of nuclear weapons, work that culminated annually in their separate World Conferences. Hidankyo’s activities also persisted and it achieved limited success in gaining assistance for the hibakusha. In addition to the 1957 A-Bomb Victims Medical Care Law that resulted because of pressure from the hibakusha, Hidankyo’s activities were instrumental in bringing about the Law on Special Measures for Suffers in 1967.
   Because of its efforts to bring about the elimination of nuclear weapons, the International Peace Bureau nominated Hidankyo three times for the Nobel Peace Prize – in 1985, 1995 and 2001.

Civil Society and Japan’s Anti-Nuclear Weapons Movement Today

Still fractured, the anti-nuclear weapons movement today remains an important part of Japanese culture. Decades after being established, Gensuikyo and Gensuikin continue to be committed to their original objective of mobilizing the Japanese people for the purpose of eliminating nuclear weapons. Its aging membership notwithstanding, Hidankyo maintains its commitment to the complete abolition of nuclear weapons and its determination to acquire adequate government assistance for the hibakusha. Regarding the latter objective, Hidankyo experienced some success in 1994 with the passage of the limited Hibakusha Aid Law.
 But Hidankyo has much left to do in this area. Of the 285,000 people who have been identified as having been exposed to atomic radiation, only .7 percent of them have been officially certified to receive monthly medical payments of about $1,150.
 Although other organizations have participated in the efforts of the Japanese people to abolish nuclear weapons, four major ones that have emerged mainly since the end of the Cold War are especially notable. They are the Tokyo Physicians for the Elimination of Nuclear Weapons (TPENW),
 the Peace Depot,
 the Japanese Association of Lawyers against Nuclear Arms (JALANA)
 and the Hiroshima Peace Institute.

Demonstrating the continuing popular opposition in Japan to the existence of nuclear weapons is the fact that the disarmament movement continues to attract the attention of a large number people. For example, Gensuikyo’s 2002 World Conference meeting in Hiroshima attracted approximately 7,000 people, while Gensuikin’s drew about 3,500.
  Beyond the survey data showing the overwhelming support of the Japanese people for the elimination of nuclear weapons, there is other compelling evidence indicating their strong anti-nuclear sentiment. Begun in February 1985, the Appeal from Hiroshima and Nagasaki for a Total Ban and Elimination of Nuclear Weapons succeeded in acquiring the signatures of more than 62 million people in Japan by January 2001.
 

The Appeal from Hiroshima and Nagasaki coincided with the resurgence of both the world and the Japanese anti-nuclear weapons movement during the 1980s. Signed by nearly half of the Japanese population, the Appeal from Hiroshima and Nagasaki had broad popular support from peace and anti-nuclear weapons groups in Japan and throughout the world. Shinfujin (New Japan Women’s Association) was itself responsible for collecting 10 million signatures in Japan.
 Established in 1982, the World Conference of Mayors for Peace through Inter-city Solidarity held its first gathering in August 1985, several months after the launching of the Appeal from Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Issued by Hiroshima and Nagasaki, the Mayors for Peace began a worldwide initiative encouraging the adoption of its Program to Promote Solidarity of Cities Towards the Total Elimination of Nuclear Weapons.  By 2000, 531 cities in 105 nations and regions had become members of the Mayors Conference, including many in nuclear weapons states.

Prompted by the signature campaign for the Appeal from Hiroshima and Nagasaki has been the initiative to get local municipalities to sign nuclear-free declarations. From 300 when it began in the 1980s, the number of local municipalities in Japan that have declared themselves nuclear-free areas now exceeds 2,500.
 In 1975, Kobe adopted a resolution declaring its port a nuclear-free area. Despite the vexation the resolution has caused Tokyo, which continues to accept Washington’s neither-confirm-nor-deny policy and which has had to contend with the possibility that other local seaport communities may want to follow suit, Kobe still maintains its resolve not to allow the entry of nuclear-armed warships into its port. Motivated by the Kobe resolution, in 1999 Kochi prefecture unsuccessfully tried to adopt a resolution that would deny U.S. warships port access unless Tokyo could certify that they are not carrying nuclear weapons. Other local communities have recently resisted the free access of U.S. nuclear warships to their ports.
   

Hiroshima and Nagasaki understandably remain the symbolic hubs of Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons movement.  In addition to the organized activities of Gensuikyo, Gensuikin, Hidankyo and other groups that take place in early August in Hiroshima and Nagasaki, thousands of people attend the annual peace ceremonies held in these two cities to commemorate those who have died because of the atomic bombings. An estimated 45,000 people, mostly Japanese, attended the Hiroshima peace ceremony on August 6, 2002, while more than 20,000 were present for the activities in Nagasaki on August 9. 

Kakkin Kaigi, Gensuikin and one of its leading supporters, Rengo (Japanese Trade Union Confederation) work cooperatively at the Hiroshima and Nagasaki peace ceremonies.  Formed in the late 1980s as a result the dissolution of Sohyo, Domei and other groups and the consolidation of the Japan’s labor movement, Rengo, which today has millions of members throughout Japan, identifies the abolition of nuclear weapons as one its principal objectives.
  Rengo designates August 3-9 as “Rengo Nationwide Peace Week” so that it can work with the Japanese peace and nuclear disarmament movement. With the assistance of Kakkin Kaigi and Gensuikin, Rengo sponsors peace rallies in Hiroshima and Nagasaki and draws a few thousand people to each of these events.
 

The cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki have continued to protest any form of nuclear testing by any country. Nagasaki began sending protest letters to countries that carried out nuclear tests beginning in 1970. Since then, it has sent a protest letter to every country that has conducted a nuclear test. The city of Nagasaki has also sent letters of protest to the capitals of countries that have performed subcritical tests. All told, between 1970 and September 2002, the city of Nagasaki sent 547 protest letters to governments involved in any type of nuclear testing.
 Hiroshima’s public protests against nuclear testing began in 1968, about two years earlier than Nagasaki’s. In September 1968, Hiroshima sent its first letter of protest to French president Charles de Gaulle when his government conducted a nuclear test in the Mururoa Atoll in the South Pacific.
 Hiroshima’s keen sensitivity to the threat posed by nuclear weapons quickly surfaced in October 2002 when the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK) allegedly revealed to a U.S. official visiting Pyongyang that North Korea had a program to develop nuclear arms. Even though like the rest of the world the city of Hiroshima did not know whether or not the DPRK possessed nuclear weapons, its mayor demanded in a letter of protest that North Korean leader Kim Jong Il immediately terminate his “nuclear weapons program, and abide in good faith with the NPT [Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty] and all other promises made to the international community.”
 

Like Hiroshima and Nagasaki, organized involvement by Japanese anti-nuclear weapons groups has been evident in the protestation against subcritical nuclear testing. For example, after the United States conducted its third subcritical nuclear test in March 1998, Hidankyo members went to the American embassy in Tokyo and read out loud a letter to president Clinton.  At the gates of the U.S. embassy, members of Hidankyo called on Washington to “stop the threat of the use of nuclear weapons,” to “cancel all nuclear tests,” and to “abolish all nuclear weapons” so that there would be “no more hibakusha.”
 In a letter of protest addressed to prime minister Blair and president Bush relating their countries’ involvement in subcritical nuclear testing in February 2002, Gensuikyo demanded that both Great Britain and the United States “make good” on the principal accomplishment of the 2000 NPT Review Conference that governments work toward the elimination of all nuclear weapons.
 Rengo’s acting president condemned the Bush administration in his statement at a peace rally in Hiroshima on August 5, 2002, noting its failure to heed international calls for peace by continuing to conduct subcritical nuclear testing.
 

Japanese anti-nuclear weapons organizations were quick to protest the nuclear tests conducted by India and Pakistan in 1998. When New Delhi and Islamabad performed nuclear tests in May 1998, Hidankyo members immediately protested at both the Indian and Pakistani embassies in Tokyo on more than one occasion. In a letter of protest delivered to the Indian embassy on May 12, 1998 in Tokyo the day after New Delhi’s first round of nuclear testing, Hidankyo demanded that prime minister Vajpayee “change the nuclear deterrence policy without delay so that Hibakusha will not be created any more.”
 When New Delhi performed more nuclear testing on May 13, Hidanyko, joined by members of Gensuikin and Kakkin Kaigi, returned to the Indian embassy the next day to protest.
 Kakkin Kaigi, Gensuikin and Rengo protested at the Pakistani embassy in Tokyo a few days after Islamabad conducted nuclear tests at the end of May 1998. In a protest statement to Pakistani officials the groups demanded that Islamabad end nuclear testing, terminate the development of its nuclear weapons program, and immediately sign both NPT and the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT).
 

Nuclear Disarmament and the Japanese Government

Because of Japan’s unique experience with the death and destruction associated with nuclear weapons, Tokyo has long displayed a strong interest in nuclear disarmament. However, during the Cold War, the Japanese government had to repress this interest, since the politics of the period offered Tokyo two choices: remain depended on the U.S-controlled security alliance or adopt a neutralist foreign policy.  Leaving intact Japan’s peace constitution but convinced that the Soviet Union represented an enduring threat to the country, the American-leaning Liberal Democratic Party that dominated Japanese politics from 1955 until the end of the Cold War decided to retain the bilateral security alliance with the United States.  This alliance not only afforded Japan security in that it guaranteed the protection of the Japanese homeland, but it also put it under the U.S. nuclear umbrella.  Like Washington, Tokyo came to accept the political philosophy that nuclear deterrence was the only way to prevent nuclear war. 


Tokyo’s acceptance of the U.S. nuclear umbrella caused ambivalence to develop within Japan. Extreme sensitivity to the horrors connected to nuclear warfare that pervaded Japanese society, including the central government, had been juxtaposed with the decision by Tokyo that Japan’s security depended upon remaining under the U.S. nuclear umbrella. Significant opposition beginning in 1959 to Tokyo’s renewal of the security treaty with the United States
 gave way several years later to the formal introduction of the three nonnuclear principles, though Japan’s nuclear allergy dates back to Hiroshima-Nagasaki atomic bombings of 1945. Tokyo began cooperating with Washington in the 1950s by secretly permitting the entrance of U.S. nuclear weapons into Japanese territory and by sanctioning its neither-confirm-nor-deny policy.
 So widespread became the belief that U.S. nuclear weapons had entered Japanese territory that, according to a 1975 Asahi Shimbun survey, 67 percent of the public believed that Tokyo had ignored the third nonnuclear principle – not to permit the introduction of nuclear weapons into Japan.
  Thus, despite Tokyo’s sensitivity to domestic appeals for nuclear disarmament, it remained of like mind with Washington during the Cold War: like Washington the Japanese government believed that there was a continuing need to maintain a nuclear deterrence posture and that Japan’s security required that it stay firmly nestled under the U.S. nuclear umbrella.


The end of the Cold War, however, created an opportunity for Tokyo that it fully understood did not exist in the past.  Seeking a global role of some significance and already sensitive to the importance of nuclear disarmament, Tokyo proceeded to take advantage of the changed international environment. Openly calling for the abolition of all nuclear weapons became a reoccurring theme in Tokyo’s international policy agenda. 

Tokyo’s decision to embrace the abolition of nuclear weapons can be traced to a speech given in 1988 by former prime minister Noboru Takeshita to a U.N. General Assembly special session on disarmament. During his speech, Takeshita stressed Japan’s desire to host a U.N. conference on disarmament.  The following year Japan hosted the conference, something that it has continued to do since then.
 Each year since 1994, Japan has introduced nuclear disarmament resolutions to the U.N. General Assembly’s First Committee on Disarmament and International Security. Co-sponsored by Australia, Japan introduced its ninth consecutive draft resolution to the United Nations in October 2002, calling on countries to “redouble their efforts” to stop the proliferation of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction.
 In 1994 and 1995 Tokyo submitted written statements to the International Court of Justice (ICJ) arguing that the use of nuclear weapons would be against the spirit of international law; in November 1995, Tokyo orally presented the its position to the ICJ.
 In a speech given to the Diet in September 1995, prime minister Tomiichi Murayama stressed that Tokyo would continue to appeal for the abolition of all nuclear weapons and for the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) to come into force.  Before the U.N. General Assembly in 1995, foreign minister Yohei Kono made a similar appeal and, as he had done in 1994 when he anticipated that the CTBT would soon come into force, requested the that ceremony for the accord take place in Japan.  In his 1995 speech Kono also called “for a total ban on all nuclear testing,”
 something that had to be revised two years later when the United States began subcritical nuclear testing causing Tokyo, to the disgruntlement of Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons movement, to accept Washington’s new experimental procedure. 

Prime minister Ryutaro Hashimoto emphasized in his statement to the U.N. General Assembly in September 1996 that it is “essential to further promote disarmament efforts.” Along with indicating his government’s satisfaction with the progress that the CTBT had made thus far, Hashimoto stressed Tokyo’s incremental position on nuclear disarmament, which is that the global community should make continuous and realistic movement toward the abolition of nuclear weapons.
  Just a little over two months later, foreign minister Yukihiko Ikeda elaborated on Tokyo’s incremental position to the Seminar on Nuclear Disarmament after the Indefinite Extension of the NPT held in Kyoto. Ikeda’s remarks made clear that Tokyo did not subscribe to a “direct approach” to nuclear disarmament. Clarifying Tokyo’s position, Ikeda’s statement pointed out that a nuclear-weapons-free world could only be realized by gradually accruing “realistic disarmament measures, one by one,” a process which he identified as a “realistic and incremental approach.” Ikeda’s comments left little doubt that Tokyo believed that the incremental or gradual approach was superior to a direct one, since it relied on disarmament measures that “the entire international community, including the nuclear-weapons states, can agree.”
 The next summer, in July 1997, ambassador Masahiko Koumura repeated almost verbatim Tokyo’s position to the U.N. Conference on Disarmament held in Sapporo.
  

Nuclear testing by India and Pakistan in the spring of 1998 prompted the Japanese government a few months later to launch the Tokyo Forum for Nuclear Non-proliferation and Disarmament, a multinational project in which its twenty-three participants offered their positions in personal rather than official capacities. Producing a final report in July 1999, the Tokyo Forum showed clear evidence of the Japanese government’s influence on the project by demonstrating its propensity to not alienate the nuclear powers, a discernible predilection that did not play very well with Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons movement. For example, in addition to failing to identify a timetable for the abolition of nuclear weapons, the Tokyo Forum left unresolved the issue of the illegitimacy of subcritical nuclear testing – two issues that are very important to the Japanese anti-nuclear weapons movement. Moreover, the final report used language that, while welcoming the work of the New Agenda Coalition (NAC) countries to place nuclear disarmament on a less encumbered track, did not commit Japan to this coalition’s program that both challenged and urged the nuclear powers to disarm.
    

Yet, relative to the nuclear powers, Tokyo has retained a much higher level of commitment to nuclear disarmament. Consistent with this commitment, prime minister Keizo Obuchi again made clear before the U.N. General Assembly in September 1998 the Japanese government’s interest in abolishing nuclear weapons, stressing at the time that the “further advancement of nuclear disarmament by nuclear weapon states is more important than ever.”
 Reiterating the significance that Tokyo had attached to the “practical and progressive approach,” parliamentary secretary for foreign affairs Toshio Kojima stated at the U.N Conference on Disarmament Issues in August 2001 that Japan’s non-proliferation and disarmament efforts had become an “important pillar of its foreign policy.”  This, said Kojima, was most especially true with regard to the abolition of nuclear weapons, given that Tokyo wants to see a “nuclear-weapon-free world as soon as possible.”

It is true that about ten years earlier Tokyo incorporated its non-proliferation and disarmament interests into its foreign policy. In the early 1990s, the Japanese government restructured its relatively large Official Development Assistance (ODA) program to reflect these interests. Particularly germane to its non-proliferation and disarmament interests is the principle that stipulates that in making a decision about distributing foreign assistance to developing countries Tokyo will closely monitor the “development and production of weapons of mass destruction.”
 Thus, Tokyo responded to China’s nuclear tests in 1995 and to India and Pakistan’s in 1998 by withholding foreign assistance to these countries. In 1996, Beijing declared a moratorium on nuclear testing and subsequently signed the CTBT. Because of these steps taken by Beijing, Tokyo recommenced grant aid to China in March 1997.
  But, as we will see below, Tokyo’s decision to resume foreign assistance to Pakistan and India in the fall of 2001 was not made because of compliance by Islamabad and New Delhi to Japan’s nuclear non-proliferation and disarmament objectives.

The Bush administration’s aversion to multilateral agreements, including the CTBT, created a changed disarmament environment in Tokyo. It was not that Tokyo had abandoned nuclear non-proliferation and disarmament as a key foreign policy objective. Rather, Tokyo became even more realistic than it had previously been in its efforts to reach this objective. For example, cognizant of the Bush administration’s dislike of the CTBT, in the 2001 disarmament resolution that it submitted to the United Nations the Koizumi government deleted the time-bound words “before 2003” for the accord to come into force, even though they had appeared in Japan’s 2000 resolution.  However, Tokyo’s added pragmatism was problematic for many involved in the Japanese anti-nuclear weapons movement, since for them it amounted to yielding to Washington global plans and compromising Japan’s past disarmament efforts. 

The 2001 terrorist attacks on the United States further compromised Tokyo’s nuclear disarmament efforts. In some ways, Tokyo’s incremental approach to nuclear disarmament was metamorphosing into a retrogressive approach. The Koizumi government restored financial assistance to India and Pakistan after the 2001 attacks because Washington was trying to win support, especially from Islamabad, for the U.S. war on terrorism.  In doing this, Tokyo not only pushed out of political sight the significance of the Tokyo Forum, which had been launched precisely because of the nuclear testing by India and Pakistan but it also deviated from the disarmament principle stipulated in Japan’s ODA charter. Thus, manifestly different from the strategy it employed with regard to China, Tokyo continues to seek Islamabad and New Delhi’s accession to the CTBT but without the leverage of its ODA program.
   

Tokyo’s somewhat dampened enthusiasm for nuclear disarmament was evident when prime minister Koizumi spoke before the U.N. General Assembly in September 2002. Koizumi stated in his speech that Japan would persevere with its work to eliminate nuclear weapons and, employing rhetoric commonly used in the past, that it would “redouble”
 its efforts to bring about the early entry into force of the CTBT.
  But the relative dearth of attention that Koizumi gave to nuclear nonproliferation and the abolition of nuclear weapons in his 2002 speech to the U.N. General Assembly did not engender optimism amongst proponents of disarmament in Japan. Moreover, his talk about redoubling Tokyo’s efforts to bring about the early entry into force of the CTBT had to be understood in the context of what unequivocally had become the Bush administration’s ill-feeling toward the accord. In November 2001, the Bush White House did not send a delegate to New York to represent the United States at the Second Conference on Facilitating the Entry into Force of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty.
 

Tokyo understood that the changed environment in Washington manifested in the 2001 Nuclear Posture Review did not run parallel to its approach for a series of incremental steps leading to nuclear disarmament.  Not only did the Nuclear Posture Review make clear that the United States would continue to rely on nuclear weapons and a deterrence policy for the foreseeable future. But the Nuclear Posture Review also abandons the “principle of irreversibility” that came out of the 2000 NPT Review Conference, since its seeks to “enhance nuclear test readiness” and, through an “advanced concepts initiative,” make available to the United States “several nuclear options that might provide important advantages for enhancing the nation’s deterrence posture.”
 Faced with the reality that for the first time in years the United States had voted against Japan’s fall 2001 U.N. disarmament resolution, despite the effort to accommodate Washington on the CTBT, Tokyo decided to continue to remind the international community that it has been an especially strong advocate of the NPT regime. 

By at least the time of the initial meeting of the preparatory committee for the 2005 NPT Review Conference in April 2002, Tokyo became aware of the disarmament concerns that pervaded the international community. Apart from the decision by Washington to withdraw from the 1972 Anti-ballistic Missile Treaty, a move that many fear could prompt a new arms race, these concerns are the continued existence of nuclear arsenals, the possible new uses for nuclear weapons, and the development of new classes of nuclear weapons in the future.  These concerns prompted the international community to exhort the need for CTBT to come into force.
  At this time, Tokyo reaffirmed its advocacy for NPT, the International Atomic Energy Agency’s safeguards agreements, the completion of the CTBT process, and stressed that the U.N. Conference on Disarmament has not begun substantive work on the Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty (FMCT), an accord that would prohibit the manufacture of fissile material used in nuclear weapons. In a cursory way, Tokyo also stated that it is important for the U.N. Conference on Disarmament to give some additional consideration to negative security assurances for nonnuclear weapon states – that is, that the nuclear powers will not use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against them. Although Tokyo did state that “there has been little tangible progress” in nuclear disarmament” since the 2000 NPT Review Conference, it did not specifically identify any nuclear power that had caused the disarmament process to stall. Instead, Tokyo made a general plea to the nuclear powers to “make good on their commitment to nuclear disarmament” and – knowing that Washington’s most recent Nuclear Posture Review had put the United States on a new trajectory – for them to embrace a “diminishing role for nuclear weapons in security policies.
 

 It would be inaccurate to say that Tokyo has not attempted to promote both the CTBT and the FMCT. In 2001, Tokyo and Canberra organized an international workshop on the FMCT; on seven different occasions during 2002, Tokyo’s representative to the U.N. Conference on Disarmament emphasized the need to establish a plan for beginning work on the FMCT.
 As the leading advocate of the CTBT and mindful that the Japanese anti-nuclear weapons movement has been increasingly exasperated by the growing opposition in Washington to the accord, which first surfaced in October 1999 when the U.S. senate failed to ratify it, Tokyo has felt compelled to continue to press for its implementation. Working with the Netherlands and Australia, Japan organized the Friends of the CTBT Foreign Ministers’ Meeting in September 2002 at the U.N. building in New York. Foreign ministers from ten counties attended the meeting and, with their counterparts from eight additional countries, including Russia, France and the United Kingdom, issued the Joint Ministerial Statement calling for the early entry into force of the CTBT.
 During the second half of 2002, Tokyo held bilateral discussions on the early entry into force of the CTBT with officials from Vietnam, Iran, and China. Tokyo also arranged a bilateral discussion on the early entry into force of the CTBT with the United States during an August meeting of the Japan-U.S. Commission on Arms Control, Disarmament, Non-proliferation and Verification.
  

However, this relatively low-level bilateral meeting on the CTBT had no effect on Washington’s position. As it did the previous year and basically for the same reason, the United States voted against Japan’s 2002 draft resolution on nuclear disarmament that it presented to the United Nations General Assembly in the fall. Regarding the CTBT, Tokyo’s 2002 disarmament resolution simply underscored the importance and urgency of its early entry into force and called on states to maintain a moratorium on any type of nuclear test explosions.
 After casting a no vote, the U.S. representative to the United Nations indicated that Washington opposed Japan’s nuclear disarmament resolution mainly because of the wording on the CTBT.
 At about the same time, the United States was the only country to oppose the U.N. draft resolution on the CTBT. Although this resolution stressed the importance of the CTBT to nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation, the U.S. representative to the United Nations pointed out that Washington does not support the accord and that the Bush administration does not plan to push for its ratification in the senate.
 
Same Objective, Different Perspectives 

Although during the last several years Tokyo has been working to promote nuclear disarmament, it has not been working hard enough to satisfy Japanese anti-nuclear weapons organizations. Between Tokyo and these organizations, there are fundamental disagreements about how to reach the common goal of nuclear disarmament. It is true that the groups that constitute the Japanese anti-nuclear weapons movement do not themselves share a common unifying perspective on how to realize disarmament. However, generally these groups agree that Tokyo gives far too much lip service to nuclear disarmament while too often failing to take the substantive steps necessary to achieve it. For these groups, Tokyo’s efforts typically fall far short of meeting the expectations of the majority of the Japanese people, who continue to support the complete abolition of nuclear weapons.

The source of Tokyo’s credibility problem with Japanese anti-nuclear weapons organizations lies in its repeated declarations that call for the complete abolition of nuclear arms while it continues to demonstrate the propensity to give priority to the interests of the nuclear powers, most especially the United States, on disarmament issues.  There are several important examples of this.  Tokyo’s strong advocacy of the CTBT notwithstanding, it has accepted U.S. subcritical nuclear testing and has argued, contrary to the position of disarmament groups in Japan and throughout the world, that this activity does not even violate the spirit of the accord.
 Although Tokyo repeatedly calls on the nuclear powers “to continue their moratoriums on nuclear-test explosions,” it ignores the fact that subcritical nuclear testing involves lower-level nuclear explosions. (According to the U.S. Department of Energy, in subcritical nuclear testing “chemical high explosives are detonated next to samples of weapons-grade plutonium [plutonium-239] to obtain new insights about plutonium and its alloys in the ensuing microseconds.”
) Moreover, Japanese anti-nuclear weapons organizations reject Tokyo’s gradual or incremental disarmament policy, because they do not believe that the nuclear powers are sincere about implementing Article VI of the NPT, the clause that requires that they act in good faith to abolish nuclear arms. Tokyo recently demonstrated its incremental position and its sensitivity to the interests of the nuclear powers in October 2002 when in abstained from supporting a U.N. draft resolution reaffirming the importance of the International Court of Justice’s 1996 unanimous conclusion that states should work in good faith to achieve nuclear disarmament. In explaining the reasons for Japan’s abstention, newly appointed disarmament ambassador Kuniko Inoguchi explained that while her government supported nuclear disarmament and the ICJ’s conclusion, Tokyo believed that it was too early for countries to meet their immediate obligations for the elimination of nuclear weapons since it is first necessary to take practical steps toward this objective.
 

 Japanese anti-nuclear weapons organizations also see Tokyo’s refusal to join NAC, a coalition of seven nations formed in 1998 that has been directly challenging the nuclear weapons states to move unequivocally toward nuclear disarmament, as a clear indication of its unwillingness to pressure Washington. Unlike Tokyo, the Japanese anti-nuclear weapons movement sees Japan remaining under the U.S. nuclear umbrella as contradicting the nation’s constitutional peace clause, Article 9, or at the very least the spirit of this clause. 

Thus, despite having the same goal of abolishing nuclear weapons, there is an observable rift in the relationship between Tokyo and the Japanese anti-nuclear weapons movement. Although Tokyo has repeatedly acknowledged the importance of  “civil society in promoting nuclear non-proliferation and nuclear disarmament”
 and policy makers affirm that these words are “absolutely genuine,”
 Japanese anti-nuclear weapons organizations are often skeptical of the government’s sincerity. The following are some of the comments from representatives of Japanese anti-nuclear weapons groups on this matter.

· “Tokyo pretends to listen; Tokyo encourages disarmament but when we speak out, our ideas are said not to be practical. Tokyo is listening but change is slow from Tokyo” (Hidankyo).

· “Tokyo does not mean it; Tokyo wants to placate the public” (TPENW).

· Representative 1. “Simply rhetoric.” Tokyo has inserted these words into its U.N. draft resolution “to pacify the NGOs [nongovernment organizations] interested in nuclear disarmament.” Representative 2. These words “can be understood as fairly genuine. Japanese government is getting more and more serious about evaluating the positive role of civil society; [however,] there is a kind of skepticism regarding the expression because of the past rather cool attitude of Japanese government toward civil society” (Hiroshima Peace Institute).

· Tokyo’s submission of the U.N. draft resolution is genuine but the words seeking participation from civil society are meant “to appeal to global NGOs; Tokyo hates Japanese NGOs.” Even though “there is a continuing conversation between Tokyo and Japanese NGOs, the central government’s nuclear weapons policy has not changed. Tokyo maintains an incremental or gradual approach to nuclear disarmament” (Peace Depot).

· “There is a difference between what they [Japanese government officials] say and what they are doing, regarding the abolition of nuclear weapons” (Gensuikyo).

· “They were good sentences. But Tokyo cannot go outside of its policy (Gensuikin).

Tokyo has long maintained that its policy on nuclear disarmament and the fact that Japan remains under the U.S. nuclear umbrella does not contradict its work to promote the abolition of all nuclear weapons. Tokyo’s explanation is that, even though the Cold War is over, Japan still requires a nuclear deterrent. Tokyo reasons that its military alliance with the United States, which includes the protection afforded to Japan by the American nuclear shield, provides an extra and necessary measure of security beyond the Japanese Self Defense Forces (SDF).
  Because Tokyo interprets the SDF and the bilateral security alliance as parts of an exclusive defense-oriented policy, its position is that remaining under the U.S. nuclear umbrella does not violate Article 9. 

Japanese anti-nuclear weapons groups have a very different interpretation of this issue. The TPENW maintains that: “Tokyo’s acceptance of the U.S. nuclear umbrella definitely violates Article 9.”
 Hidankyo representatives believe that  “most members do feel that Japan’s acceptance of the U.S. nuclear umbrella does violate Article 9.”
 Like the view held by the Peace Deport,
 one representative of the Hiroshima Peace Institute remarked that remaining under the U.S. nuclear umbrella “clearly violates the spirit of Article 9.”
 He added that this is true also for the preamble to the Japanese constitution, which states that the Japanese people “have determined to preserve our security and existence, trusting in the justice and faith of the peace-loving peoples of the world.”
  Another representative from the Hiroshima Peace Institute argued that Japan’s place under the U.S. security umbrella might not violate the constitution, since this has helped to demilitarize Japan, which was the “original aim” of the constitution. However, he further pointed out that if we look carefully at the effects of Japan being under the U.S. nuclear umbrella, “it may not ease tension among nations surrounding Japan. If the umbrella cannot ease tension, its nature is unconstitutional.”
 Representatives from both Gensuikin and Gensuikyo believe that Japan’s acceptance of the U.S. nuclear umbrella contravenes Article 9.
 Gensuikyo maintains that Tokyo “has abandoned the constitution.”   

Another major difference between Japanese anti-nuclear weapons organizations and the central government is whether Tokyo places a higher priority on satisfying Washington or on meeting the objective of nuclear disarmament. Japanese policymakers have indicated that “both are important” and “not contradictory,” and simply “no,” that is, that the central government does not chiefly want to please Washington.
 However, there is a widespread belief within Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons organizations that Tokyo’s highest priority is, by far, to satisfy Washington. One leading member of Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons movement put it this way: “Tokyo’s relationship with the U.S. is primary. While nuclear disarmament is an issue for Tokyo, it is engaged in a broad effort that must first be more or less sanctioned by Washington.”

Following directly from this difference are two others that further demonstrate the divergent perspectives of nuclear disarmament between Japanese anti-nuclear weapons organizations and the central government. The first relates to Tokyo’s not formally aligning with NAC countries. The second is the discrepancy between Tokyo and anti-nuclear weapons groups on the important matter of how much attention the central government is paying to public opinion in the area nuclear disarmament. 

Members of Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons organizations feel that Tokyo missed a great opportunity to join NAC when it extended an invitation to Tokyo during its formative period. Because NAC wanted Tokyo to accept its no-first-use-nuclear-weapons policy, a position not endorsed by Washington, the Japanese government did not join.
 Hidankyo points out that: “since Japan’s safety is dependent on the United States, Tokyo could not throw away “first-use” policy.”
 

Government officials contend that Tokyo “can go along with the NAC countries, since our goal is the same,” which is to create a “world without nuclear weapons,” adding that the central government  “supports the NAC when it can support [it].” Tokyo’s endorsement of  “the [NAC] resolution in 2002,” demonstrates that “there is not an ideological reason behind” its decision whether or not to support NAC, since it examines the “letter of the resolution and determines its position.”
 

However, Japanese anti-nuclear weapons organizations are aware that Tokyo’s support of NAC’s U.N disarmament resolution has been weak and that Washington’s position has been the decisive factor in shaping the central government’s decision. When Washington opposed NAC’s nuclear disarmament resolution in both 1998 and 1999, Tokyo abstained from voting on it. Corresponding with Washington’s support for NAC’s resolution in 2000, Tokyo also endorsed it. Recently, in the fall of 2002, Washington opposed the NAC nuclear disarmament resolution and Japan abstained from voting on it.
    

Fully aware that a very significant percentage of the Japanese people support the abolition of nuclear weapons, government officials believe that Tokyo’s disarmament polices correspond to the public’s concerns. These officials, therefore, do not think that Tokyo is ignoring public opinion in the area of nuclear disarmament. One official commented that: “Japan’s public has a strong hope for a nuclear-weapon-free world. In forming policy in the area of nuclear disarmament, the government gives due consideration to such a public opinion.”
 

The consensus among representatives of Japanese anti-nuclear weapons organization is different from Tokyo’s position. Representatives from these organizations generally believe that Tokyo is not specifically addressing nuclear disarmament issues in a way that is consistent with public opinion. However, representatives of Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons organizations do have different views about how they think Tokyo is ignoring Japanese public opinion in the area of nuclear disarmament. The TPENW representative indicated that Tokyo is not heeding opinion on nuclear disarmament because it “obeys Washington.”
 Gensuikyo’s representative pointed out that the central government is deceiving the public and its nuclear weapons policy is contradictory.
 Some other representatives from Japanese anti-nuclear weapons groups stress that since people do not specifically vote on nuclear disarmament issues and because politicians are aware of this, officials have the leeway to design policies that just broadly reflect public interests.  Hidankyo representatives argued that the public does not place sufficient pressure on political candidates to develop tough nuclear disarmament policies.
 Similarly, the Peace Depot’s representative argued that despite the fact that the overwhelming majority of Japanese municipalities have adopted nuclear disarmament declarations, support Japan’s three nonnuclear principles and sometimes hold seminars to educate the public on disarmament issues, their affect on national policy is weak.
  The representative from the Hiroshima Peace Institute maintained that, although about one half of the Japanese public wants Tokyo to do more in the area of nuclear disarmament, this percentage would decline if this means spoiling Japan’s relationship with the United States. To maintain the delicate balance for those in Japan who want the government to work harder on nuclear disarmament issues but do not want it to spoil the country’s relationship with the United States, Tokyo must interpret public opinion in a way that meets its objectives.
   

Some parts of Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons movement maintain that, because economic issues are of paramount concern to the voting public, nuclear disarmament receives much less serious attention from Japanese politicians than it should. Politicians know that not doing more in the area of nuclear disarmament will not hurt them in elections. Moreover, the Japanese people do not think that nuclear weapons will go away in the immediate future; they are aware that they cannot change the minds of American policymakers, at least not right away. Since the Japanese people are mainly concerned with employment opportunities and with improving their everyday living conditions, they vote primarily on economic issues. Thus, the voting public in Japan does not press politicians, who are principally interested in winning elections, to support nuclear disarmament.

Another major difference between the Japanese government and Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons organizations relates to the three nonnuclear principles. The dominant view in Tokyo is that the three nonnuclear principles should not become law. The general feeling held by most Japanese policymakers is that, because the three nonnuclear principles are kokuze (national policy) and represent “an unequivocal commitment of Japan” not to possess, manufacture or introduce nuclear weapons into the country, there is no reason to make them law.
 But representatives of Japanese anti-nuclear weapons groups have an entirely different view of the three nonnuclear principles.  On this issue, there is unanimity within Japanese anti-nuclear weapons organizations: they all strongly support making the three nonnuclear principles law. Hidankyo representatives pointed out that Takako Doi, a leading socialist lawmaker, asked prime minister Koizumi in June 2002 about making the three nonnuclear principles law. Koizuimi’s response to her was that it is enough that the three nonnuclear principles are national policy.
 Representatives from Gensuikyo, Gensuikin and the Peace Depot all emphasized that Tokyo’s major concern about making the three nonnuclear principles law relates directly to the third principle – the one that specifically deals with prohibiting the introduction of nuclear weapons into Japan.
 Because the United States retains a neither-confirm-nor-deny policy on the issue of bringing nuclear weapons into Japanese territory, Tokyo would be pushing Washington too far if it were to make the three nonnuclear principles law.

Overall, representatives of Japanese anti-nuclear weapons organizations do not think that Tokyo has done a very good job in promoting nuclear disarmament. When asked to rate Tokyo’s performance on a scale consisting of excellent, very good, good, and poor, most representatives from these organizations indicated that the central government has performed poorly in the area of nuclear disarmament. Only two representatives gave Tokyo a rating of between good and poor. 

For the first time, the Peace Depot put together a report card that separately graded Tokyo’s work on a number of nuclear disarmament activities from May 2000 (after the 2000 NPT Review Conference) until February 2002.  Using a grading scale that ran from a score of “A” (excellent) to “E” (complete failure), ten Japanese experts on nuclear disarmament, including university professors, a former mayor of Hiroshima, and civil society representatives, gave Tokyo an overall grade of D-. Of the twenty-one grades assigned by these experts, Tokyo received one B, for work to complete the FMCT within five years, and one C, for its efforts to create a group within the U.N. Conference on Disarmament to focus on nuclear disarmament; the rest of the grades were Ds and Es. Evaluations given by these experts included D grades for Tokyo’s work in the following areas: promoting the early entry into force of the CTBT; advancing legally binding negative security assurances (i.e., not to use or threat to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear weapons states that are signatories of the NPT); establishing nuclear-weapon-free zones; and putting excess fissile material under the control of an international institution.  Tokyo received E grades for its work on preserving and strengthening the 1972 Anti-ballistic Missile Treaty; ensuring the “principle of irreversibility” that came out of the 2000 NPT Review Conference; advancing general and complete nuclear disarmament; and for promoting an “unequivocal undertaking” by the nuclear weapons states to abolish their nuclear weapons.
  

To the question of what steps the Japanese government needs to take to better promote nuclear disarmament, Tokyo and Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons groups do not always disagree. As shown above, members of Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons movement, see Tokyo as doing a good job in promoting FMCT.  Japanese anti-nuclear weapons organizations also support their government’s annual submission of the nuclear disarmament resolution to the Untied Nations and, like Tokyo, feel strongly about the importance of getting the full compliance of countries to the CTBT.

 Although Tokyo and the Japanese anti-nuclear weapons organizations strongly support the submission of Japan’s U.N resolution and both recognize the importance of the CTBT, there are discernible disagreements on these two issues. Disagreements therefore are not always about the steps that need to be taken but how to take them. On both of these important disarmament issues, what the Japanese anti-nuclear weapons organizations want from Tokyo is for it to demonstrate more initiative and seriousness than it has thus far. For Japanese anti-nuclear weapons organizations, part of this means that the government’s U.N. draft resolution should not just mention the important role played by civil society groups in promoting disarmament; Tokyo also has to continue to engage in open dialogue with them in Japan and be willing to accept their suggestions and criticisms.  Often members of Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons organizations feel that Tokyo is not really on their side and at times is undercutting their work to stay in compliance with what Washington wants. For Japanese anti-nuclear weapons organizations, the other major part of this means that Tokyo would have to do more than it is now doing to demonstrate its support for the CTBT.  Japanese anti-nuclear weapons organizations know that Tokyo supports the CTBT. What they want Tokyo to do is to place substantial and sustained pressure on Washington and other states to acceded fully to the CTBT. 

Tokyo’s reluctance to place direct pressure on Washington to help move the nuclear disarmament process forward is evident in how it views weapons reductions between the United States and Russia. The Japanese government continues to be a strong advocate of the START (Strategic Arms Reductions Treaty) process, suggesting that when the United States and Russia, the two countries with the largest nuclear arsenals, cut the number of weapons this sends a strong message to other nuclear states. Moreover, Tokyo has demonstrated its willingness to assist Russia in the disposal of its nuclear weapons and materials.
  However, the Japanese government has not matched its enthusiasm to aid Russia in the disarmament process to an approach that would encourage Washington to conform to international disarmament norms. Its is precisely this kind of preference that Tokyo has consistently given to Washington’s policies than bothers anti-nuclear weapons civil society groups in Japan.  

For Japanese anti-nuclear weapons organizations, the preferential treatment that Tokyo gives to the United States is also self-serving, since the government has not shown any desire to pull Japan out from under the American nuclear umbrella.  Japanese anti-nuclear weapons organizations generally support the formation of a nuclear-weapons-free zone (NWFZ) in Northeast East and would like to see Tokyo take concrete steps to develop it. Although Tokyo supports the development of a NWFZ in Central Asia, as well as one to cover the entire Southern Hemisphere, the Japanese government has not advocated one in Northeast Asia. Consistent with its gradualist approach to nuclear disarmament, Tokyo avers that a NWFZ in Northeast Asia “is premature.”
   Tokyo justifies its support for NWFZs in some areas but not in Northeast Asia by contending, “it is not clear” what the geographical boundary is and that it is “very unrealistic.”  Tokyo believes that a NWFZ is not realistic because it is not evident what would happen to a country that violates the rules making up a NWFZ in Northeast Asia.
 Some in Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons movement feel that if Tokyo were to get China to agree to a NWFZ in Northeast Asia, then the Japanese government would need to give serious consideration to come out from under the U.S. nuclear umbrella. Gensuikyo is unambiguous about its position, affirming that Tokyo does not want to give up the U.S. nuclear shield.
  

To become an advocate of a NWFZ in Northeast Asia, Tokyo would, in all likelihood, have to endorse negative security assurances. Within Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons movement, there is the belief that an important way to develop a NWFZ in Northeast Asia would be to include the nonnuclear weapons states. For this approach to be viable, the nuclear weapons states would have to provide binding assurances to the nonnuclear weapons states that they will not threaten to use or use nuclear weapons against them. Some in Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons movement also believe that Tokyo is reluctant to propose the idea of a NWFZ in Northeast Asia to North Korea, since Pyongyang may link this to economic compensation during future discussions to normalize Japanese-DPRK relations.
    

The concept of a NWFZ is not something that would be anathema to Pyongyang. Perhaps encouraged because the Bush administration considers the DPRK part of the “axis of evil,” has threatened it with nuclear weapons, and because of the belief that the United States still has nuclear weapons in South Korea, Pyongyang proposed making the Korean Peninsula a NWFZ in the spring of 2002.
 But were Tokyo to advance a NWFZ proposal to Pyongyang, it would have to either get Washington’s approval or declare that Japan no longer desired to be protected by the U.S. nuclear shield. The problem is that Tokyo is unlikely to get this approval from Washington and, to the disappointment of Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons groups is not about to come out from under the U.S. nuclear umbrella.

Conclusions

The current state of the anti-nuclear weapons movement in Japan is not without complications. Some ideological differences between the organizations that make up this movement remain, especially between Gensuikyo and Gensuikin, which continue to be supported by different political parties in Japan. The problem of ideological differences should not be minimized, since the divisiveness that caused the Japanese anti-nuclear weapons movement to splinter decades ago remains important enough today to impede – if not prevent – the unification of the movement. But ideological differences, as important as they are, do not explain why these organizations have been unable to experience a sense of notable and sustained accomplishment. Today, some of Japan’s important anti-nuclear weapons groups are products of the post-Cold War period. Often having been influenced by international disarmament organizations, these new Japanese groups – the TPENW, the Peace Depot, the Hiroshima Peace Institute and JALANA – are somewhat less susceptible to the ideological divisiveness of the past.
 

Exacerbating whatever effect ideological differences still have on Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons organizations is the fact that Tokyo has taken on a more active role in nuclear disarmament during the last decade. 
Although the Japanese government has long voiced its opposition to the existence of nuclear weapons, since the end of the Cold War Tokyo has been working to put Japan in a visibly strategic position to promote nuclear disarmament. However, Tokyo’s active involvement in nuclear disarmament has complicated the task of Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons organizations.  On the one hand, these organizations understand that there are differences between their views and Tokyo’s position, which must always take into full consideration Washington’s interests and concerns; on the other hand, they realize that the government of Japan has become actively involved in nuclear disarmament, which is the very same objective that they have. 

In becoming visibly involved in nuclear disarmament, Tokyo has opened up a dialogue with Japanese anti-nuclear weapons organizations, something that really did not exist during the Cold War. While there is much disagreement and dislike existing between Tokyo and Japan’s civil society groups pushing for nuclear disarmament, anti-nuclear weapons organizations understand that the central government is at least listening to them. Thus, wittingly or not, Tokyo has been co-opting the activities of Japanese anti-nuclear weapons organizations by its repeated appeals before the United Nations for the abolition of all nuclear weapons and by its other disarmament efforts. To varying degrees, members of Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons groups must acknowledge the significance of Tokyo’s willingness to promote global nuclear disarmament. That they often disagree with how Tokyo handles nuclear disarmament issues is not nearly as bad as Tokyo doing nothing at all.

An important example of this co-optation process is the Tokyo Forum for Nuclear Non-proliferation and Disarmament, an international enterprise that was initiated by the Japanese government in August 1998. At the forefront of the initiative was the Japanese Ministry of Foreign Affairs. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs delegated the responsibilities of the Forum to the Japan Institute for International Affairs, a private organization with which it is closely affiliated, and the then recently established Hiroshima Peace Institute. From August 1998 until July 1999, the Tokyo Forum held four meetings.  Prior to each meeting of the Tokyo Forum, Japanese citizens groups met and debated with officials from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
  But the Tokyo Forum’s 1999 report showed considerably more of the central government’s footprint than that of the Japanese anti-nuclear weapons organizations. Making this matter worse is that those active in the Japanese anti-nuclear weapons movement did not necessarily share the same view of the report; some saw it as at least offering a little hope and prospect for nuclear disarmament, while others viewed it as far from the best of documents.
 But no matter what members of Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons movement thought about the Tokyo Forum’s final report, they shared one thing in common: the government of Japan had taken the initiative to organize an international nuclear disarmament dialogue that involved representatives from many countries around the world. Although members of Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons movement recognized that the Forum’s final report could have been better, at the same time Tokyo’s initiative demonstrated to them that they shared a common objective with the central government, whose efforts, while not always the best, also reflect their interest in disarmament.   

Along with some ideological differences, the co-optation process has undermined the effectiveness of Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons organizations. Members of these organizations recognize that, while they are not always on the same page as Tokyo, they are at least in a nearby chapter. Because Tokyo’s disarmament initiatives will almost always get more attention and be seen as more credible than those of Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons groups, the task of reaching the disarmament objective is too often placed in Tokyo’s hands. Tokyo’s new willingness to dialogue with anti-nuclear weapons groups creates the impression that government is listening; how it acts and reacts to the criticisms and suggestions of these groups remains a continuing source of disagreement.

Despite their common objective, an explicit policy difference between Tokyo and Japanese anti-nuclear weapons organizations is the government’s insistence that Japan must remain under the American nuclear umbrella. Since this nuclear protection is a critical part of the broader U.S.-Japan security alliance and because within Japanese anti-nuclear organizations there is the generally shared belief that the central government must be especially attentive to Washington’s objectives, a tacit policy difference exists between Tokyo and the groups that constitute this movement. Thus, although Tokyo has been willing to promote nuclear disarmament within the international community, it has done this in a way that will not jeopardize its security relationship with Washington. In other words, maintaining the security alliance with the United States remains Tokyo’s primary interest; nuclear disarmament can be promoted only so long as it does not antagonize Washington.

In the past, ideological differences with the Japanese anti-nuclear weapons movement combined with the threat environment associated with the Cold War deflated the effectiveness of Japan’s disarmament movement. Today, while some ideological differences are still discernible, replacing Cold War politics is the co-optation process in which Tokyo preempts many of the initiatives of Japanese anti-nuclear weapons organizations. During both periods, the result has been that the widespread Japanese sentiment opposing the existence of nuclear weapons has never been sufficiently harnessed to the point where the anti-nuclear weapons movement can claim to have been politically successful. Moreover, Japanese anti-nuclear weapons organizations have not been able to develop a common strategy that will make nuclear disarmament a voting issue.  Making this a more arduous task than it would ordinarily be for anti-nuclear weapons organizations in Japan is that the economy has been lethargic for the past several years, forcing Japanese citizens to be primarily concerned with everyday economic issues.

The other side to all of this is that the Japanese public’s continued opposition to nuclear weapons and Tokyo’s nuclear allergy is not especially genuine – that is, they only exist because Japan wants to maintain its security alliance with the United States and remain protected by the American nuclear shield. Certainly not the first to stress that it is necessary for the United States to keep Japan tied to the security alliance with the United States so that it will not go nuclear, deputy secretary of state Richard Armitage recently made this point before the senate foreign relations committee. Presenting the unlikely prospect that Japan could go nuclear, Armitage nonetheless noted that should Tokyo begin “to question our affection or our alliance, then it would lead to a rather destabilizing situation.”
 

If the enduring sentiment opposed to the existence of nuclear weapons in Japan is that tenuous, this, of course, would mean that Japanese anti-nuclear weapons organizations have been involved in an almost futile effort to abolish nuclear weapons for nearly fifty years. While it is certainly true that some Japanese statesmen have publicly expressed the belief from time to time that Tokyo should consider developing nuclear weapons, popular sentiment supporting complete nuclear disarmament remains widespread, embedded in Japan’s culture, and is not likely to be dissolved any time soon. 
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