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Introduction


During the Cold War, people around the world faced the real threat of a nuclear holocaust that could put an end to the human race and civilizations. Under such a circumstance, antinuclear activists and groups in Japan campaigned for the total ban on nuclear weapons in order not to repeat the tragedies of Hiroshima and Nagasaki and their antinuclear activism played an important role to maintain the Japanese non-nuclear weapon posture. On the other hand, however, they impacted much less on the government attitude toward nuclear disarmament. Then the Japanese Government in turn kept disappointing them, for it, in their eyes, appeared rather reluctant to strive for the elimination of nuclear weapons. This paper intends to look into domestic political factors that limited the influence of the Japanese antinuclear movement on Japan’s nuclear disarmament diplomacy during the Cold War so as to get an insight into the significance of current developments that might affect the way the country engages in international efforts for nuclear disarmament
.

For this purpose, at first, it reviews the development of the Japanese antinuclear movement and nuclear disarmament diplomacy during the Cold War. Second, it attempts to explain how the Japanese nuclear polices, particularly the policy of promoting nuclear disarmament and that of relying on the U.S. nuclear deterrent were related each other by the Japanese Government, to point out that the latter strongly constrained the implementation of the former. Third, it examines domestic political factors that kept such a state of affairs unaltered, despite the fact that those who participated in the antinuclear movement were incline to disapprove or to be critical to depending on the U.S. nuclear deterrent for the security of Japan and such an attitude was widely shared by the general public. Finally, the analysis is followed by an observation on recent developments in domestic political environment that could modify the position of the Japanese Government on nuclear disarmament with a brief comment on future prospects.

The Japanese Antinuclear Movement and Nuclear Disarmament Diplomacy during the Cold War

In the mid 1950s, the Japanese antinuclear movement grew out into a “national” movement in the aftermath of the Bikini incident, which resulted in the death of a Japanese fisherman on a fishing boat, Lucky Dragon, who was exposed to fallouts from a U.S. H-bomb test conducted in the Bikini Atoll in March 1954. This incident made the Japanese people aware of the danger of nuclear tests, reminding them the suffering of hibakusha, victims of the atomic bombings in Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945. It was soon after the tragic event that a nationwide antinuclear movement was born in Japan. First, a petition campaign against thermonuclear weapons was started in a local community in Tokyo and similar activities spread across the nation promptly. Then, on the basis of this nation-wide petition campaign, a wide range of individuals and groups including political parties, labor unions, religious groups, women’s groups, student groups, local governments and so on gathered spontaneously in the cause of banning nuclear bombs and came to be organized under Gensuikyo (the Japanese Council Against A & H Bombs) in 1955
. 

Since then, the antinuclear movement remained the core of peace movements in Japan. As we will see later, Gensuikyo, which initially was an only national center of the Japanese antinuclear movement, was disintegrated into three national centers by the early 1960s and gradually lost appeal to the general public. However, antinuclear activists and groups served to preserve antinuclear feelings among the Japanese people by resisting to occasional attempts by the Japanese Government and conservative political forces to remove what they called “nuclear allergy” of the general public. On the contrary, the Japanese Government couldn’t ignore such public sentiments and adhered to non-nuclear weapon policies, namely the three non-nuclear principles, not possessing, not manufacturing and not allowing the introduction into Japan of nuclear weapons
. This in turn left some right wing elements including nuclear armament supporters discontented. It therefore may safely be said that their antinuclear activism played an important role in maintaining such a Japanese non-nuclear weapon posture, at least, officially
. 
On the other hand, the government attitude toward nuclear disarmament continued to be a cause of frustration for Japanese antinuclear activists and groups, because it failed to become a driving force of international nuclear disarmament contrary to their expectation. In their opinion, nuclear weapons should never be used again and be abolished entirely. They are nothing but an “absolute evil.” Such a claim on nuclear weapons was well received by the general public. Being aware of antinuclear sentiments widely shared by the Japanese people, the Japanese Government repeatedly appealed nuclear disarmament as an earnest desire of the Japanese people to the rest of the world. Moreover, it adopted in 1968 the promotion of nuclear disarmament as a pillar of four nuclear policies explained later. However, its approach to nuclear disarmament often raised doubt about its seriousness to pursue the goal, let alone the elimination of nuclear weapons, disappointing those who were involved in the antinuclear movement for a long time. 

For example, its apparently half-hearted attitude toward nuclear disarmament is demonstrated very well in its voting behavior on the non-use resolutions at the General Assembly of the United Nations. At the 16th session of UNGA in 1961, a resolution on the declaration of banning the use of nuclear weapons was proposed and adopted for the first time. At this occasion, Japan supported the resolution, while the U.S., the U.K. and some other Western countries opposed. But this was the exception rather than the rule. Japan abstained similar resolutions at seven successive times since the 17th session of UNGA in 1962, and even opposed at 35th and 36th sessions in 1980 and 1981
. This record shows that the Japanese Government didn’t actively seek to attain an agreement on the non-use of nuclear weapons, although it could be a significant step toward nuclear disarmament and was in harmony with antinuclear feelings of the Japanese people.
A Constraint to Japanese Nuclear Disarmament Diplomacy inherent in its Nuclear Policies


Now, we shall turn to a question why Japan could not play an active role in international efforts for nuclear disarmament, contrary to strong demands from antinuclear activists and groups in Japan for abolishing nuclear weapons. To put it differently, why they could not affect the government attitude toward nuclear disarmament as much, for instance, as its non-nuclear weapon policies? To answer these questions, it seems to be useful to turn our attention to the government nuclear policies known as the four nuclear policies formulated in 1968. They include (1) the peaceful use of nuclear energy, (2) three non-nuclear principles, (3) the promotion of nuclear disarmament and (4) the reliance on the U.S. nuclear deterrent against international nuclear threats. According to the official explanation by the Japanese Government, they are interconnected each other inseparably, formulating its position on nuclear issues. Actually, the government nuclear disarmament diplomacy was guided not only by the third policy but also the fourth one. Our next task then is to examine how the Japanese Government implemented the two policies.

International political environment during the Cold War strongly affected the way those polices were executed. First, the East and West Camps were distrusted and even hostile each other and the threat of a nuclear war seemed to be real and impending. In such a situation, the Japanese Government regarded the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty concluded in 1952 and revised in 1960 as the backbone of the Japanese national security policy. It then embraced the idea of nuclear deterrent, expecting its nuclear ally to provide nuclear deterrent base on the bilateral security agreement. Second, nuclear disarmament seemed to be very difficult to achieve, although nuclear arms control agreements were concluded by the United States and the Soviets to slow down unrestricted nuclear arms race. Therefore, the Japanese Government considered that the U.S. nuclear umbrella was more reliable than nuclear disarmament to protect Japan from nuclear threats, to avoid cautiously supporting nuclear disarmament measures that would compromise the effectiveness of the U.S. nuclear deterrent and the strategic balance of nuclear parity
. 

The Japanese Government has long explained its approach to nuclear disarmament as “pragmatic and incremental” one. Its reasoning to justify such an approach can be summarized like this. Today, regional security arrangements based on mutual deterrence exist, which are important foundations to maintain peace and stability in the present international society. Japan also depends on the U.S. nuclear deterrent for its security based on the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty. Nuclear disarmament is certainly desirable. The total abolition of nuclear weapons should be pursued as an ultimate goal. It however is unrealistic to advance concrete and effective nuclear disarmament at present. Thus, Japan as an only nation that atomic bombs were used against should strive to achieve realistic and workable nuclear disarmament measures step by step, to attain a nuclear weapon free world as soon as possible. Nevertheless, it must rely on the U.S. nuclear deterrent against nuclear threats as long as nuclear weapons are extant
. In short, the Japanese Government has been more concerned about how to live with nuclear weapons than how to abolish them. 
It was certainly possible to argue that, given the existence of nuclear arsenals that were too large to be eliminated at once, pursuing a nuclear weapon free world didn’t necessarily contradict with the policy of relying on the U.S. nuclear deterrent, because somehow we had to live with the threat of nuclear weapons for some time and it seemed to be a legitimate option available for a non-nuclear state like Japan to rely on a nuclear deterrent provided by its nuclear ally. On the other hand, however, antinuclear activists and groups tended to see the elimination of nuclear weapons as an only sure way to free them from the nuclear peril and to abhor the U.S. nuclear umbrella over Japan partly out of repugnance to nuclear weapons as weapons of mass killing and partly for fear of being involved into a nuclear war. It was emotionally, ethically and politically unfavorable, or even unacceptable, for them to live under the U.S. nuclear umbrella. Moreover, they were doubtful if a county under a nuclear umbrella provided by its nuclear ally could take the leadership in an international endeavor for nuclear disarmament. From their point of view, the Japanese Government only undermined the moral authority of Japan to urge nuclear disarmament to nuclear weapon states as an only nation victimized by atomic bombings. 

Domestic Political Factors Limiting Impacts of the Japanese Antinuclear Movement on the Government Attitude toward Nuclear Disarmament during the Cold War


As we have seen above, the policy of relying on the U.S. nuclear deterrent was a major constraint on Japanese nuclear disarmament diplomacy during the Cold War. To the Japanese Government, depending on the U.S. nuclear umbrella was a more credible measure to ensure the safety of Japan than promoting nuclear disarmament at the risk of destabilizing the strategic parity among nuclear powers. As such, it didn’t respond sympathetically to the aspiration of those who participated in the antinuclear movement that Japan should lead international efforts for elimination nuclear weapons, while maintaining the policy of depending on the U.S. nuclear deterrent. But why could such a policy stance of the Japanese Government be so firm and constant? A probable answer is that the government attitude was affected strongly by the international political environment during the Cold War. The world was divided into the East and West Camps and, as nuclear arms race continued, military doctrines depended on nuclear weapons were espoused not only by the governments of nuclear powers but also their allies.  It could be convincingly argued that under such circumstances, it was natural for responsible political leaders and officials to conclude that Japan as a member of the West had no choice but depending on the U.S. nuclear deterrent against nuclear threats, while maintaining its non-nuclear weapon posture, considering strong antinuclear sentiments of the general public.


Undoubtedly, the bipolar structure of the Cold War, the alignment with the United States and the expanding nuclear arsenals of nuclear weapon states limited the freedom of action for Japan. At least, the Japanese Government saw the reliance on the U.S. nuclear deterrent was the most realistic and effective measure to maintain the security of Japan. However, this doesn’t mean that the Japanese Government could not pursue seriously other measures against nuclear threats, without dissolving the alignment with the United States. In fact, it had some options to pursue with a view to the elimination of nuclear weapons. Even during the Cold War, a variety of measures for security of non-nuclear weapon states, which seemed to be compatible with the Japan-U.S. alliance as well as in harmony with antinuclear feelings of the Japanese people, were proposed and discussed occasionally at various international forums, while maintaining the policy of depending on the U.S. nuclear deterrent.

They, for instance, included a multilateral agreement on no-first-use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear weapon states and a nuclear weapon free zone with “negative security assurances” by nuclear weapons states. Those measures would require the revision of nuclear strategies of nuclear powers and their military alliances based on the potential threat of using nuclear weapons to deter adversaries, but weren’t necessarily contradictory with existing regional security arrangements including Japan-U.S. Security Treaty. Besides, they seemed to be more acceptable to the Japanese people than the reliance on the U.S. nuclear deterrent. Japanese antinuclear activists and groups were supportive to those measures. What lacked was the political will of the Japanese Government to explore such alternatives seriously in response to such a public opinion. Therefore, we need to look into domestic political factors that prevented it from seriously seeking to attain security measures against nuclear threats other than the U.S. nuclear umbrella, while allying with the United States


First, the Liberal Democratic Party (LDP), which continued to be a single governing party from 1955 to 1993, held fast the reliance on the U.S. nuclear deterrent as a part of its official nuclear policies. In 1955, two socialist parties formed the Japan Socialist Party (JSP) and two conservative parties merged to establish the LDP. Since then, the former remained the largest opposition party, and the latter was the governing party dominant in the Diet until 1993. Under this so-called “1955 system,” the LDP’s pro-American position was reflected on the government foreign policy in general, and accordingly the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty was valued as the foundation of Japan’s security in anticipation of the United States providing its nuclear deterrent for the country. Then, after the policy of relying on the U.S. nuclear deterrent was officially announced as a part of the four nuclear polices for the first time by a top political leader of the government, then Prime Minister Eisaku Sato, in 1967, the LDP immediately confirmed this policy by adopting them as its official nuclear policies
. 
On the other hand, the LDP came to be at something of distant and even critical to antinuclear activism led by Gensuikyo by the end of 1950s, according to its claim, because of its political inclination toward the left wing and the intrusion of the Communists into the antinuclear umbrella organization. Of course, the LDP was conscious of the political importance to take antinuclear feelings among the general public into consideration. Thus, the successive LDP governments pledged to adhere the three non-nuclear principles, which came to be called a “national policy” after a resolution on the principles was adopted unanimously at the Lower House of the Diet in 1971, and advocated publicly the promotion of nuclear disarmament in the hope of dampening antinuclear public opinion. Nonetheless, the antinuclear activists and groups were largely kept out of the government policy-making process because of their lack of a political tie to the governing party. Consequently, they left with only an indirect channel to transmit their demand to the Japanese Government. That is public opinion. 


Second, ideological controversies on the side of the left wing and related disputes over the line of labor movements had serious negative effects on the Japanese antinuclear movement originally born as a “national movement.” Especially, damaging were the controversy over Communist nuclear weapons and the issue of labor front realignment, because they had a divisive effects on the movement, which depend largely on organized labor. The Democratic Socialist Party born in 1960 and Zenro (All- Japan Labor Union Congress) established Kakukin Kaigi (the National Center for Peace and Against Nuclear Weapons) in 1961 out of detestation of action plans of Gensuikyo colored heavily with anti-American and anti-government tones, and some groups broke away from Gensuikyo to join the new organization. Then, internal struggles within the Japanese antinuclear movement came to a head, when the JSP and Sohyo (General Council of Trade Unions), which disagreed with the approval of the Communist elements within Gensuikyo for Soviet nuclear tests conducted at the time, turn away from Gensuikyo, eventually setting up Gensuikin (the Japan Congress Against A and H Bombs) in 1965
. 

As a result, three national centers that hold up the elimination of nuclear weapons have coexisted in the Japanese society since mid 1960s. But what negative effects did this situation had on the Japanese antinuclear movement in putting pressure on the Japanese Government to take more positive attitude toward nuclear disarmament? First, those national centers could not speak in a unified voice, failing to present an alternative to the U.S. nuclear deterrent and a concrete design for Japanese nuclear disarmament diplomacy. Second, their affiliation with particular political parties and groups of labor unions made an impression that the antinuclear movement was something for certain groups of people, creating a psychological barrier in the mind of the Japanese public against participating in its activities. Furthermore, the not politically active public shunned away from the antinuclear movement led by them because of its overly politicized nature and partisan division among them, which were publicized rather negatively by major media. Therefore, they were not only unsuccessful to exert their potential political power and influence at maximum by mobilizing public opinion, but also gradually lost their vitality for it failed to recruit new active supporters from the civil society. 

New Trends in the Post-Cold War Era


With the end of the Cold War, political and military tensions were dramatically reduced around the world. The nuclear danger became no longer imminent, moving backward from the front stage of international politics. The United States and the Soviets, later Russia, started negotiating on the reduction of nuclear armaments and made some progress. Certain states and non-government organizations are now seriously pursuing the abolition of nuclear weapons as a practical and feasible goal. Furthermore, at the NPT review conference in 2000, five nuclear weapon states, the U.S, Russia, the U.K., France, and China, consented to “[a]n unequivocal undertaking” “to accomplish the total elimination of their nuclear arsenals leading to nuclear disarmament to which all States parties are committed under Article VI” of the treaty. Nevertheless, the nuclear age is far from over. The abolition of nuclear weapons seems to be a distant goal yet. 
As far as Japan is concerned, the government is showing its interest in nuclear disarmament, for example, by sponsoring the Tokyo Forum for Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarmament, an independent panel of experts
, and by submitting annually to UNGA resolutions calling for the total elimination of nuclear weapons in the last few years
. However, so far, it intends to continue relying on the U.S. nuclear deterrent against nuclear threats, and its approach to nuclear disarmament also seems to be fundamentally unchanged. On the contrary, its nuclear disarmament diplomacy seems to give an impression to those who are concerned about nuclear disarmament both inside and outside of Japan that the country is rather negative to the elimination of nuclear weapons, in contrast with New Agenda countries, which is actively pursuing a nuclear weapon free world without hesitation to confront with nuclear weapon states that are still reluctant to renounce their nuclear arsenals
. And yet, the Japanese Government argues that Japan could contribute to the progress in nuclear disarmament by playing a role of a mediator between nuclear weapon states and New Agenda countries.

This immutability of Japan’s approach to nuclear disarmament is explained by the afore-mentioned domestic political factors limiting the influence of the Japanese antinuclear movement on the government nuclear disarmament diplomacy. First, the LDP has remained a governing party except a brief period of time until today. In 1993, the LDP lost power for the first time since 1955, leading to the collapse of the 1955 system and the dawn of coalition government era. It however has been a largest party in the Diet and stayed at the center of coalition governments since 1995. Second, the Japanese antinuclear movement basically remains split in three national centers, although the historic internal division has been a cause of its decline in the last four decades. Consequently it seems to have very limited political influence and power at present in the Japanese civil society.
On the other hand, however, new trends in Japanese domestic political environment, which could affect the government attitude toward nuclear disarmament, are observable. First, as Japan entered into a coalition government era in 1993, multiple parties, which don’t necessarily take a same position on nuclear weapons issues, could participate in the government policy-making process. Actually, a coalition government made a noteworthy change in a Japan’s defense policy paper. The Outlines of Defense Plan of 1995 produced under the coalition government consisted of the LDP, the JSP and the New Party Sakigake, retained a reference to the policy of relying on the U.S. nuclear deterrent in its predecessor of 1978. However, it included in the same paragraph a statement on nuclear disarmament for the first time as an official defense policy paper, in view of the dramatic transformation of international political environment with the end of the Cold War. It reads “playing a positive role in the international efforts for pragmatic and steady nuclear disarmament aiming at the elimination of nuclear weapons.” According to a former senior official of the Defense Agency who was involved in the process of drawing up the policy paper, the reference to nuclear disarmament was inserted at the request of the JSP and Sakigake
. This suggests that such a change in Japanese defense policy may not have happened if the LDP had been a single governing party.

Second and more importantly, we can see a sign that a serious policy discussion over the policy of depending on the U.S. nuclear deterrent could be conducted at the stage of national politics, as a result of the collapse of the 1955 system. Under the 1955 system, the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty, which was the premise of the policy of relying on the U.S. nuclear umbrella, was a major political issue of contention between the conservatives and the progressives. Even after it came to be firmly supported by the majority of public opinion, at latest, around mid-1970s, this political situation basically kept unchanged. Consequently, debates on security and defense policy in the Diet were centered on the issue of the bilateral security agreement. In parallel, those who supported the reliance on the U.S. nuclear deterrent as well as those who opposed to it tended to consider it as something inseparable from the alignment with the United States. Thus, for example, the LDP championed the Japan-U.S. alliance and expected the United States to provide its nuclear umbrella to Japan. On the other hand, the JSP, which insisted in abrogating the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty, was critical to the U.S. nuclear umbrella. In such a political condition, the issue of the U.S. nuclear deterrent was treated only as a secondary one deriving from that of the Japan-U.S. alliance. As a result, the Japanese Government could continue to rely on the U.S. nuclear deterrent for Japan’s security without serious discussion over its alternatives at the arena of national politics.

In comparison with such a situation, it is notable that, now it seems possible to start a policy discussion over the U.S. nuclear deterrent without being trapped by a contention over the propriety of the Japan-U.S. alliance. For example, the largest opposition party at present, the Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ), issued its nuclear policy paper in April 2001. It proposed alternative security measures against nuclear threats on the assumption to maintain the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty. One is to seek to attain an agreement on non-first-use of nuclear weapons with the United States, which doesn’t aim at removing the U.S. nuclear umbrella entirely but limiting the extent of nuclear umbrella over Japan only to nuclear attacks against Japan. Then, the other is, a long-term goal though, to explore the possibility to establish a nuclear weapon free zone in Northeast Asia
. Above all, this proposal virtually intends to alter the hitherto receptive, more precisely put it, actively supportive attitude of the Japanese Government toward the U.S. nuclear doctrine that hasn’t completely excluded the option to use nuclear weapons against attacks using other weapons of mass destruction
. So far, no serious policy discussions over the U.S. nuclear deterrent have taken place in the Diet. It however should not be ignored that domestic political environment for such a discussion has been brought about with the collapse of the 1955 system.


Third, an unconventional working relationship between the antinuclear movement and members of the Diet is emerging recently. That is the birth of the Japanese branch of Parliamentary Network for Nuclear Disarmament (PNND), an international non-partisan forum for parliamentarians to share knowledge and information in order to cooperate in developing strategies for nuclear disarmament. PNND was born at the initiative of the Middle Powers Initiative (MPI), a transnational network of NGOs working for the promotion of nuclear disarmament, which has been collaborating closely with New Agenda countries
. Likewise, PNND Japan was established in July 2002 by core members of a league on international nuclear disarmament, an unofficial issue oriented grouping of members of the Diet across party lines formed in the early 1980’s, at suggestion and with help of a prominent peace activist of a disarmament think tank in Japan, who also serve as a coordinator of PNND
. What should be noted here is that PNND Japan is expected not only to take part in a broad international coalition of parliamentarians for nuclear disarmament, but also to become a new contact point between members of the Diet and the Japanese antinuclear movement. It is too early to say if PNND Japan could have any role in the government policy-making process, to make it to take more positive attitude toward nuclear disarmament. Nevertheless at least, it has potential to be a new venue for antinuclear activists and groups to convey their demands to the Japanese Government.

Conclusions

Recent studies on social movements seem to suggest that, if a social movement seeks to change the status quo, it would require at least a more attractive alternative as well as open “political opportunity structures” and resources that they could mobilize to accomplish such a change
. If so, in general, it should be more difficult to change the status quo than to maintain it. In fact, this was the case, for the Japanese antinuclear movement during the Cold War. Antinuclear activists and groups strived for a total ban on nuclear weapons and played an crucial role in maintaining the status quo, that is, Japan’s non-nuclear weapon posture. On the other hand, however, they were much less influential on the government attitude toward nuclear disarmament and were disheartened at the Japanese Government for it apparently unwilling to promote nuclear disarmament, while continuing to depend on the U.S. nuclear deterrent for Japan’s security.

As we have seen, an alternative to the status quo, in this case, the reliance of the U.S. nuclear umbrella was available to antinuclear activists and groups in Japan. The general public was receptive to their claim that a total ban on nuclear weapons was much preferable to the reliance on the U.S. nuclear shield for Japan’s security. On the other hand, however, political opportunity structures were by and large closed to them. They were very much excluded from the government policy-making process, because the LDP espousing the policy of depending on the U.S. nuclear deterrent continued to be a single governing party. This left them only an indirect way to influence the Japanese Government, namely the mobilization of public opinion. Notwithstanding, they failed to effectively utilize their political resources such as antinuclear sentiments of the general public, because of their partisan struggles and the resultant split into three national centers affiliated with particular political parties and labor organizations. In sum, the experience of Japanese antinuclear movement during the Cold War seems to suggest that two things are key for antinuclear activists and groups to succeed in influencing the government attitude toward nuclear disarmament in future: the access to the government policy-making process to input their demands and to materialize them in a concrete policy and its implementation, and the effective mobilization of their organizational resources and public opinion to generate political pressures on the Japanese Government.

The prospect of the Japanese antinuclear movement is by no means bright for several reasons. First, the Japanese civil society in general is paying much less attention to the issue of nuclear disarmament than it did during the Cold War, because the threat of a deadly nuclear war appears to be remote with the end of the Cold War. Today, nuclear weapons are not seen as a problem that the international community has to deal with immediately. Second, antinuclear sentiments of the Japanese public may not be taken for granted any longer. As the memory of Hiroshima and Nagasaki fades away, it could become very difficult even to preserve antinuclear feelings among the general public. Moreover, organizational bases of the Japanese antinuclear movement have been increasingly eroded, as organized labor has waned. Its political resources are drying out, while it remains unable to mobilize them effectively because of its continuing partisan disunion.

On the other hand, however, there are some encouraging developments for the antinuclear movement. The afore-mentioned changes in domestic political environment surrounding nuclear disarmament indicate that political opportunity structures under the 1955 system are becoming fluid, being more open to the antinuclear movement than before the 1955 system collapsed. This also is creating a domestic political condition promising to conduct a serious and productive discussion over the policy of depending on the U.S. nuclear deterrent. It is still the fact that the antinuclear movement is largely debarred form the government policy-making process, for its agencies concerned like the Ministry of Foreign Affairs are kept aloof from the civil society
. Nevertheless, or rather, for that reason, such developments are worth paying attention for those who are concerned about the issue of nuclear disarmament as well as the Japanese antinuclear movement. 
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� On PNND, see its web site (http://www.pnnd.org). On the MPI, see its web site (http://www.middlepowers.org/mpi/index_shtml) as well.


� Asahi Shinbun, July 27, 2002. An English translation of the newspaper article is found in the PNND web site (http://pnnd.org/japan_pnnd.htm).


� According to Kitschelt for instance, political opportunity structures are “comprised of specific configurations of resources, institutional arrangements and historical precedents for social mobilization, which facilitate the development of protest movements in some instance and constrain them in other.” Herbert P. Kitschelt, “Political Opportunity Structures and Political Protest: Anti-Nuclear Movements in Four Democracies,” British Journal of Political Science, 16 (1986), pp. 57-85.


� Recently MOFA officials meet with citizen groups occasionally to discuss disarmament issues. Those meetings however aim only at exchanging ideas and information with the civil society for public relations, and are by no means designed to involve the public into policy-making process of the agency. Gaimusho Gunbikanri/ Kagakushinngikansoshiki (ed.), op. cit., p. 159.
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