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OPENING REMARK

Contributing to peacebuilding through
the training of global citizens

Yoshihisa Baba

President

Soka University

Today, we are able to hold this great symposium commemorating
the 40" anniversary of the establishment of the Soka University Peace
Research Institute and the establishment of the Global Core Center.
I would like to express my gratitude to all of you for taking time from
your busy weekend schedule to participate in this symposium. Thank
you.

The Soka University Peace Research Institute was established on
April 1, 1976, based on the concept of “Be a fortress for the peace of
humankind,” which is one of the three founding principles, for the
purpose of contributing to the establishment of a peaceful society
and the improvement of human welfare by conducting surveys and
research on the various problems related to the achievement of
peace.

In an article by Dr. Daisaku Ikeda (the founder of the university),
titled Peace Guidelines toward the 21st Century, which appeared

in Soka University Peace Research (created by the institute in 1979), Dr.
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Ikeda pointed out that nuclear weapons are symbolic of the negative
aspects of modern Western civilization. Dr. Ikeda also wrote that
Western civilization makes people into “a means” and neglects their
intrinsic value, and he argued that the drive to eliminate nuclear
weapons is equivalent to revitalizing humanism toward present-day
civilization. The institute has thus been working on the elimination
of nuclear weapons as an important topic, and held an academic
symposium in 1981, titled “Crisis of Nuclear War and the Conditions
for Human Survival.”

In addition, the Pacific Basin Research Project was launched in
1984, and The Security of the Pacific Basin Countries and the Role of Japan was
published in the same year. Since then, the institute has worked on
initiatives aimed at striving for the peace and development of the
Asia Pacific region, such as by holding Pacific Basin Symposiums for
over 10 years.

In addition to our university, other involved countries and
organizations have been working in various ways toward peace and
development in Asia. However, in the midst of an ever-changing
international society, we have yet to succeed in creating a stable
and peaceful community in Asia. Rather, in recent years, the
conflicts of interests among concerned countries have become more
pronounced, and furthermore, situations are arising in which even
military incidents may occur.

Northeast Asia, which is the focus of this symposium, is an area
consisting of Japan, South Korea, North Korea, China, and other
countries, but the populations, GDPs, industrial capacities, and
military capacities of the three countries of Japan, South Korea, and
China are all too big. It is obvious that such big “powers” being in

an adversarial relationship is the most critical issue not only for the
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region but also for stability and peace around the world.

Also, the fact that it is the most critical issue means that it is
not easy to solve. However, we decided to hold this symposium
because we wanted to contribute to solving this difficult issue, if only
just a little, by using the valuable assets of the experience gained
through the initiatives that our university has been working on over
the years along with the wide intellectual network that we have
created. Moreover, I believe that today we have been able to invite
researchers who are capable of discussing this difficult issue.

Today, we are able to welcome Professor Kevin Clements, an
international scholar of Peace Studies who holds the position of
Secretary General of the International Peace Research Association
and other positions, along with Professor Jung Kim and Professor Su-
Hoon Lee from the Institute for Far East Studies (IFES) at Kyungnam
University in Korea, which is regarded as one of the top institutes
around the world for studies regarding the Korean Peninsula.

Professor Clements is a long-time friend of university founder Dr.
Ikeda, and he has kindly provided a great deal of cooperation for our
research and educational activities. Professor Clements participated
in this symposium as a visiting professor at the Soka University Peace
Research Institute.

The exchanges with Kyungnam University have increased rapidly
since 2015, when the University of North Korean Studies invited Dr.
Ikeda to be a distinguished professor, and the same year, Kyungnam
University granted an honorary doctorate to Dr. Ikeda. Thanks in
part to a proposal by Kyungnam University President Jae-kyu Park,
in addition to student exchanges, Soka University and Kyungnam
University are currently promoting cooperation for the development

of peace studies mainly at the Institute for Far East Studies and at the
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Peace Research Institute.

Last year, we were invited to “Korea Global Forum 2015: 70 Years
of Division: Past, Present, and Future on the Korean Peninsula,”
held under the excellent leadership exercised by President Park.
Furthermore, this year, we were able to invite to this symposium up-
and-coming researchers from the Institute for Far East Studies, which
will be a milestone for the development of the Soka University's
research system. I am very happy to see that the exchanges between
the two universities are now truly developing, and [ would like to
express my sincere gratitude to all parties involved.

Soka University has been forming its Grand Design as we approach
the 50" anniversary of the founding of the university, including how
we can realize the spirit of the founding principles in the real world.
We have reached the conclusion that “training global citizens that
can establish peace and a sustainable international society” is the
mission of our university, which aims to become the top educational
institution in human education, and we have started to lay the
groundwork for an educational system that will train “global citizens.”
These initiatives were selected into the Top Global University
Project of the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and
Technology, and we are currently enhancing our educational system.

The central organization that will promote the “Program to educate
global citizens that can lead the way to peace and sustainable
prosperity” is the Global Core Center, which will open later this
year. Going forward, the center will promote research and exchange

996

programs in the fields of “peace,”“development,”“the environment”
and “human rights,” all of which are based on universal humanism
that pursues dignity for the lives of all people. This direction strongly

resonates with the concept of Human Security “to protect the vital
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core of all human lives in ways that enhance human freedoms and
human fulfillment,” and this is why Human Security was incorporated
into the overall theme of this symposium.

In the Northeast Asia region, actual battles for survival between
opposing groups are occurring on various levels. However, I believe
that this symposium will definitely help overcome such difficulties
and find ways to “enhance human freedoms and human fulfillment
for all people.”

Once again, I would like to express my gratitude to all of you here
today, including the guest panelists, for attending this symposium.

Thank you.
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PRESENTATION

THe DPRK NUCLEAR Isng
AFTER THE FOURTH TEST

Su-Hoon Lee, Ph.D.

Professor

Kyungnam University

The DPRK Nuclear Issue

This past January 2016 North Korea conducted its fourth nuclear
test. Undoubtedly, Pyongyang’s continued pursuit of nuclear weapons
development poses critical problems on multiple fronts.

First of all, it represents a major threat to the peace and stability
on the Korean peninsula and in Northeast Asia at large. All of North
Korea’s regional neighbors have expressed that they cannot accept
a nuclear-armed DPRK. Their support of the latest round of UN
sanctions is a clear message to North Korea that its adherence to the

nuclear program is not a viable option. They all call for a nuclear

I An earlier version of this paper was presented at the Symposium
Commemorating the 40" Anniversary of SUPRI, Soka University, Japan
on May 21, 2016. This work was supported by Kyungnam University
Foundation Grant, 2015.
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free Korean Peninsula; anything less is unacceptable. Ultimately, a
nuclear North Korea threatens the global nonproliferation regime
and regional security.

North Korea’s nuclear capability is a potential factor for a regional
arms buildup. For instance, we have seen that North Korea’s nuclear
weapons development has emboldened South Korean hardliners
to raise the once taboo question of whether South Korea should
build its own nuclear arsenal? North Korea’s fourth nuclear test has
rekindled the debate:j North Korea’s growing capability, coupled with
uncertainty about the strength of US extended deterrence in Asia, has
evoked similar sentiments in Japani1

The most recent nuclear test also led Seoul and Washington to
launch formal talks in March and later officially agree in July to
deploy THAAD (Terminal High Altitude Area Defense) missile defense
system on South Korean soil, citing North Korea’s growing nuclear
and ballistic missile capabilities as the reason and shrugging off
the strong protest of China and Russia, who view the deployment

as aimed at themf Furthermore, the US and ROK held their largest

2 Barbara Demick, “More South Koreans Support Developing Nuclear
Weapons,” LA Times, March 18, 2013.

3 Robert Kelly, “South Korea’s Nuclear Temptation,” The Diplomat, March 1,
2016; Gordon G. Chang, “Will South Korea Rethink Its Nuke Policy?” World
Affairs Journal, January 12, 2016.

4 Danielle Demetriou, “Japan ‘Should Develop Nuclear Weapons’ to
Counter North Korea Threat,” Telegraph, April 20, 2009; Eric Johnson,
“Osaka Governor Says Japan Should Debate Need for Nuclear Weapons,”
Japan Times, March 30, 2016; Admiral Dennis Blair and General Masayuki
Hironaka, “The North Korean Nuclear Test and the US-Japan Alliance,”
The Diplomat, January 24, 2016.

5 Choe Sang-Hun, “South Korea and U.S. Agree to Deploy Missile Defense
System,” New York Times, July 7, 2016; Jack Kim, “South Korea, U.S. to
Deploy THAAD Missile Defense, Drawing China Rebuke,” Reuters, July 8,
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ever annual joint military exercises this past spring—an operation
that Pyongyang interpreted as “nuclear war moves.’E Indeed, recent
reports question whether the nuclear great powers themselves—
that is, China, Russia, and the US—aren’t already in a “Cold War-like
spiral” toward a “second nuclear age” as they race to develop more
sophisticated nuclear armsf North Korea’s own nuclear-weapons
pursuit will only serve to increase hardline attitudes, exacerbate
regional tensions, heighten fears in Seoul and Tokyo, and fuel Cold
War tendencies.

Pyongyang’s nuclear weapons ambitions serve as a structural
barrier to improvement in inter-Korean relations. South Korea has
condemned North Korea’s nuclear tests since the first one was
conducted in October 2006. For the incumbent administration in
Seoul, North Korea’s willingness toward denuclearization has been
made a precondition to improved inter-Korean relations that have
already been severely damaged during the previous Lee Myung-bak
administration. Seoul’s current policy toward the North, its so-called
“trust-building process,” has promised improvement in relations

between the two Koreas; but the policy is said to be “built on a solid

2016. Despite the public outcry in South Korea—as approximately half the
population is opposed to the deployment—the South Korean government
later announced that the anti-missile battery system would be staged in
the vicinity of the southeastern county of Seongju and be operational by
the end of 2017. See Jack Kim and Ju-min Park, “South Korea chooses
site of THAAD U.S. missile system amid protests,” Reuters, July 13, 2016;
Charlie Campbell, “Backlash Over THAAD Shows Why the Kim Clan
Have Terrorized North Korea for So Long,” Time, July 15, 2016.

6 Reuters, “South Korea, U.S. begin exercises as North Korea Threatens
Attack,” March 7, 2016.

7 William J. Broad and David E. Sanger, “Race for the Latest Class of
Nuclear Arms Threatens to Revise Cold War,” New York Times, April 16,
2016.
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foundation of security” to “deter North Korea provocations based on
strong deterrence,” with Seoul encouraging Pyongyang to “scrap its
nuclear program and abide by international norms and obligationsfé
It is predicated on the position that Pyongyang first must show its
sincerity for denuclearization. Intrinsically, that means halting all
nuclear testing—as such is seen as a grave provocation and threat
to peace on the peninsula—and return to the Six-Party Talks, the
multilateral forum established to negotiate a peaceful solution to the
nuclear issue.

North Korea’s continued nuclear pursuit stands as an impediment
to the country’s economic development. Its nuclear testing has
only served to increase the severity of international and bilateral
sanctions against the country, thus negatively impacting its trade,
and furthering Pyongyang’s diplomatic and economic isolation.
The latest round of UN sanctions—that is, UN Security Council
Resolution 2270—is illustrative of this. Indeed, North Korea’s ability to
attract significant foreign investment and earn hard currency for its
economic development will prove illusive unless provocations cease
and genuine progress is made in negotiating a solution to the nuclear

issue.

Where Do We Stand?

To understand the nuclear issue, we must go back to early 1990s—
the advent of “the first nuclear crisis” on the Korean peninsula. In the

wake of the collapse of the communist bloc in the early 1990s, loss

8 Ministry of Unification, “Trust Building Process on the Korean Peninsula,”
September 2013, http://eng.unikorea.go.kr/content.do?cmsid=1920&mode
=view&page=&cid=32799.
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of North Korea’s system of preferential barter trade, and uncertainty
of security support from its traditional allies, North Korea’s threat
perception peaked. Seoul had normalized relations with its Cold
War adversaries, China and Russia; but Pyongyang failed to do the
same with its enemies, the US and Japan. Isolated and growing more
insecure, North Korea decided to ‘go-it-alone’. Overwhelmed by the
“hostile policy” of a military super-power, it has adopted a kind of
balancing strategy of its own against the United States by posing
asymmetrical challenges and threatsi)

After IAEA inspectors found “discrepancies” in North Korea’s 1992
nuclear materials declaration, special inspections of DPRK facilities
were demanded in February 1993. North Korea refused. Pyongyang
announced its intent to withdraw from the NPT—which it had only
officially ascended to a year earlier. Over the next year and a half,
the situation would spiral downward to the point where President Bill
Clinton entertained the idea of a surgical strike on the North Korean
nuclear facilities in the spring of 1994. Former President Jimmy
Carter’s trip to Pyongyang in June that year stopped the attack and
instead his discussions with Kim II Sung helped to confirm a “freeze”
of North Korea’s nuclear programs—and in the process prevent UN
sanctions and avert a war. Despite Kim Il Sung’s sudden death in
July, four months of bilateral US-DPRK negotiations would lead to the
“Geneva Agreed Framework” of October 1994, a bilateral agreement
to halt North Korea’s nuclear programs. The agreement also called
for movement toward full normalization of US-DPRK political and
economic relations.

Improvements in the security environment would follow for the

9 Kyung-Ae Park, “North Korean Strategies in the Asymmetric Nuclear
Conflict with the United States,” Asian Perspective 34:1 (2010), pp. 11-47.
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next eight years primarily because of the engagement policy taken
by two liberal administrations of Kim Dae-jung and Roh Moo-hyun
in Seoul. Most significant would be the improvement in inter-Korean
relations, highlighted by the first ever inter-Korean summit held in
June 2000. The Geneva Agreement has been, slow and rocky it may
be, implemented with collective support by the US, South Korea and
even Japan.

But after the advent of the George Bush administration in 2001,
lack of commitment and bad faith on both sides—that is, between
Pyongyang and Washington—would lead to the collapse of the
Agreed Framework. The collapse has turned out to be a major blow
to denuclearization of North Korea.

In October 2002, the nuclear issue resurfaced after allegations
and controversy over North Korea’s possession of a clandestine
uranium enrichment program. US/IAEA accusations and Pyongyang’s
refusals—over not only its nuclear but also missile programs—would
subsequently lead to North Korea’s withdrawal from the NPT in
January 2003.

Turbulence in the NEA security environment would ensue.
Eventually, in August 2003, a six-party negotiation framework, the Six-
Party Talks(6PT), was formed to specifically deal with the security
concerns created by the nuclear issue. This included all relevant
parties: the two Koreas, the United States, China, Japan, and Russia.

Over the following two years, despite hiatuses and diverging
interests, the 6PTwould make progress, most notably during the fourth
round of talks and signing of the “September 19 joint statement” in
2005.

But this, too, came to a critical juncture in October 2006 when

North Korea conducted its first nuclear test. International sanctions
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ensued. But the parties committed to diplomacy to resolve the
impasse, generating positive momentum to resume talks. Talks in
February 2007 culminated in the signing of a detailed “action plan” for
all parties to move the peninsular denuclearization efforts forward,
including by means of five issue-specific Working Groups. The
subsequent constructive bilateral consultations and coordination
helped build confidence among the actors, and in particular helped
repair bones of contention (that is, the Banco Delta Asia issue) that
obstructed further progress from being made.

A second inter-Korean summit was held in October 2007, which
coincided with 6PT negotiations. The contents and outcomes of the
summit suggested Pyongyang’s awareness that expanding inter-
Korean economic relations, as well as putting an enduring peace
framework in place, is based on North Korea’s own commitment to
resolving the nuclear issue.

But eventually unsatisfactory North Korean declarations, delays in
agreed upon energy assistance, and failure to reach an agreement on
verification, inter alia, would bring the 6PT to a stalemate. The 6PT has
not convened since December 2008 and has been suspended since
April 2009.

Since then, North Korea has conducted tests of nuclear explosive
devices in May 2009, February 2013, and January 2016. Its nuclear-
bomb making capability has increased. Notably its uranium
enrichment facilities—as revealed in November ZOIdU—and ability to
produce weapons-grade plutonium has been augmented. Pyongyang

claims to have tested a thermonuclear device this past January. The

10 Siegfried S. Hecker, “A Return Trip to North Korea’s Yongbyon Nuclear
Complex,” NAPSNet Special Report, Nautilus Institute, November 22,
2010.
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North Korean leader reportedly seeks to boost the country’s nuclear
arsenal for deterrent purposesil North Korea has stated it intends
to improve the “quality and quantity” of its nuclear stockpile—
assessed to be between 10 to 16 bombs, and estimated to be capable
of producing 100 by 2020? Likewise, its missile programs—also a grave
threat to regional security—have seen significant upgrading and
expansion over these yearsi3 This includes technical advancements
to mount nuclear warheads on ballistic missilesj4 One can only
speculate that the North Korean regime will continue to strengthen
the country’s nuclear weapons capabilities.

Predictably, the fourth nuclear test brought about condemnation
from the international community. As a consequence we have
seen active diplomacy by South Korea and the members of the UN
Security Council. The outcome has been the UNSC’s adoption of
Resolution 2270 on March 2, which brings down the most stringent
sanctions to date against the DPRKf5

Even North Korea’s lone ally, China, has shown active diplomacy
in this regard. Beijing helped to negotiate with Washington the latest
UNSC resolution. And on the sideline of the recent nuclear security
summit in Washington, US president Barack Obama and Chinese
president Xi Jinping expressed a “commitment to the denuclearization

of the Korean Peninsula and full implementation of U.N. sanctions,”

Il “Kim Jong Un Guides Work for Increasing Nuclear Arsenal,” KCNA,
March 9, 2016.

12 Joel S. Wit and Sun Young Ahn, “North Korea’s Nuclear Futures:
Technology and Strategy,” US-Korea Institute at SAIS, 2015.

13 Ibid.

14 “Kim Jong Un Guides Work for Mounting Nuclear Warheads on Ballistic
Rockets,” KCNA, March 9, 2016.

15 For the UNSC members’ statements and contents of UNSC Resolution
2270, see http://www.un.org/press/en/2016/sc12267.doc.htm.
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and that they will “enhance communication and coordination on the

16
Korea nuclear issue.”

Will Sanctions Work?

The big question is, will the latest round of sanctions work?

Over the years we have seen numerous UN sanctions adopted
following North Korea’s nuclear and missile provocations.

Yet there are no signs that the sanctions policy has been effective.
Many analysts argued that sanctions don’t work. Due to North
Korea’s economic isolation, stiffer sanctions are unlikely to have
the desired effect. In fact, even under sanctions, the North Korean
economy has shown improvement and plus growth rates. Obviously,

there are many ways that North Korea evades sanctions.

UN Security Council Resolutions (2006 ~ 2016)

S/RES/1695 (July 15, 2006) Condemned North Korea’s 2006 launch of
ballistic missiles and imposed sanctions.

S/RES/1718 (October 14, 2006) Expressed concern over North
Korea’s 2006 nuclear test, imposed sanctions and set up the
Sanctions Committee.

S/RES/1874 (June 12, 2009) Expressed concern over North Korea’s
2009 nuclear test. Extended sanctions to concern all arms material
and related financial transactions, technical training, advice,

services or assistance, manufacture and maintenance. Set up the

Panel of Experts to assist the Sanctions Committee.

16 “Remarks by President Obama and President Xi of the People’s Republic
of China before Bilateral Meeting,” The White House, March 31, 2016.
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S/RES/1887 (September 24, 2009) Called for implementing the UNSC
Resolution 1540 for nuclear nonproliferation and disarmament.
S/RES/1928 (June 7, 2010) Extended the mandate of the Panel of
Experts until 12 June 2011.

S/RES/1985 (June 10, 2011) Extended the mandate of the Panel of
Experts until 12 June 2012 and asked it to submit its midterm and
final reports to the Sanctions Committee for discussion one month
before they are submitted to the Security Council.

S/RES/2050 (June 12, 2012) Extended the mandate of the Panel of
Experts until 12 June 2013.

S/RES/2087 (January 22, 2013) Condemned North Korea’s 2012
satellite launch and added to sanctions.

S/RES/2094 (March 7, 2013) Imposed sanctions after North Korea’s
2013 nuclear test. 7 March 2013

S/RES/2141 (March 5, 2014) Extended the mandate of the Panel of
Experts until 5 April 2015.

S/RES/2207 (March 4, 2015) Extended the mandate of the Panel of
Experts until 5 April 2016.

S/RES/2270 (March 2, 2016) Imposed sanctions after North Korea’s
2016 nuclear and missile tests. Sanctions include inspection of all
passing cargo to and from North Korea, prohibition of all weapons
trade with the country, additional restrictions on North Korean
imports of luxury goods, and expulsion of certain North Korean

diplomats suspected of illicit activities.

The most recent UN sanctions, brought down in March 2016 via
adoption of UN Security Council Resolution 2270, are supposedly
more stringent than ever. It expands the scope of existing sanctions.

However, as always, UN member-states’ compliance with the sanctions
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will determine the effectiveness of the expanded scope.

Many countries also have implemented bilateral sanctions against
the DPRK, including the United States, Canada, Japan, Australia,
the EU, and South Korea, among others, as they view North Korea’s
nuclear programs as a global security and proliferation thlreatj7 But
North Korea has been under unilaterally-imposed US embargos and
various sanctions since the Korean War (1950). They have dealt with
sanctions for decades.

Recently, the ROK government has demonstrated an “all-in”
approach to sanctions. In February Seoul shut down the last
remaining major inter-Korean cooperation project, the Kaesong
Industrial Complex. Obviously, the aim is to stop inflow of hard
currency into Pyongyang and to force North Korea to capitulate or
face economic collapse.

China’s position—that is, “sanction is not the goal”, but rather “an
instrument for non-nuclearization”—diverges from the US and South
Korean sanctions only position. China has been reluctant to use
trade leverage against North Korea, for various reasons, but partly
because Beijing fears such might set off the collapse of the regime in
the DPRK and cause regional instability. China has over these years
taken the position of “stability first” on the Korean peninsula. Indeed,
Article 49 and 50 of UNSC Resolution 2270 emphasize the “importance
of maintaining peace and stability on the Korean Peninsula and in
Northeast Asia at large, and expresses its commitment to a peaceful,

diplomatic and political solution to the situation,” while reaffirming

17 For example, see the US Office of Foreign Assets Control’s current
sanctions against the DPRK. OFAC, “North Korea Sanctions Program,”
June 3, 2015. https://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/sanctions/
Programs/Documents/nkorea.pdf
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support of the 6PT and “the commitments set forth in the Joint
Statement of 19 September 2005 issued by China, the DPRK, Japan,
the Republic of Korea, the Russian Federation, and the United States,
including that the goal of the 6PT is the verifiable denuclearization
of the Korean Peninsula in a peaceful manner, that the United States
and the DPRK undertook to respect each other’s sovereignty and exist
peacefully together, and that the Six Parties undertook to promote
economic cooperation, and all other relevant commitments.” China’s
strong support for the 6PT and for the implementation of ‘September
19 joint statement’” are reflected in the newest UNSC resolution.

The big picture suggests that a heavy sanctions policy has failed in
the past to bring about the desired change in North Korea’s behavior.
This time, once again there are noticeable limitations to sanctions,
especially in terms of implementationj8 What is more, sanctions tend
to lead to adaptation and further provocative actions by North Korea,
trapping us in a vicious cycle: that is, North Korea’s provocative
action, followed by international sanctions, followed by Pyongyang’s
opposition and further provocations, more sanctions, etc. Sanctions

alone do not seem to be the answer.

How to Resume Six Party Talks

To resolve the nuclear issue, North Korea must be brought back
to the dialogue table—specifically, the Six-Party Talks. Indeed Article
50 of the Resolution 2270 reassures support of the 6PT. Then how to
resume the 6PT is the real question that faces all concerned parties in

Northeast Asia.

18 Andrea Berger, “The 2016 UN Panel of Experts Report: An Eye-Opening
Account of Persistent Blindness,” 38 North, April 19, 2016.
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Criticized in the past as a “crisis management mechanism,”
the 6PT process, like other multilateral efforts, has its flaws and
vulnerabilities. It isn’t perfect.

But up to this point in time, the 6PT is the only venue to deal with
the DPRK nuclear issue. It has shown value and utility. Critics may
ask, “How so?” Well, while the six-party process was working, we did
not see repeated provocations from North Korea. Also, the September
2005 Joint Statement is the most comprehensive security cooperation
charter that the parties to the talks have agreed upon, establishing a
foundation in which to resume dialogue.

Following North Korea’s fourth nuclear test, there has been a
renewed consensus on the value of the 6PT. But to get North Korea
to the talks, preconditions of “denuclearization first”—however
desirable—are not likely to move the North Koreans toward dialogue.
Pyongyang’s security concerns will have to be addressed, as the
Chinese government repeatedly emphasized.

In this context, China put forth a new proposal that we start a
simultaneous dialogue process that discusses ‘non-nuclearization’
of the Korean Peninsula and a ‘peace agreement’ to end the Korean
War. In particular, progress needs to be made on a peace agreement.
Offering to commence dialogue on the issue could be put forward as
an incentive to bring North Korea back to the 6PT process.

Unquestionably, however, getting North Korea back to the 6PT will
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be a herculean challenge, as Pyongyang views the talks as “dead.’ig
At this stage, it might be premature to resume this forum. Unless
certain preconditions are met by the DPRK, the 6PT is unlikely to be
resumed.

Under the current long stalemate, the 6PT will need to take a
minimalist approach, that is, to set its goal lower. DPRK’s moratorium
on the nuclear and missile firing tests in return for a nominal US
humanitarian aid that the United States and North Korea have
formulated and agreed in 2012 may be a useful reference. The urgent
task may be to stop leaving North Korean nuclear programs free-
floating. The DPRK nuclear program needs to be put under some
kind of international control in order to end the current negligence
of the problem. If not, and we continue on the current course, North

Korea will carry on with its nuclear ambitions and tests.

19 Reportedly, Choe Son Hui, the North Korean delegate to the 26th
Northeast Asian Cooperation Dialogue (NEACD) held June 22-23, 2016,
said during the closed-door session that “six party talks are dead” and
also reiterated Pyongyang’s position that North Korea will never give up
its nuclear deterrent unless the “entire world abandons nuclear weapons.”
Since the suspension of the 6PT in December 2008, the NEACD—a Track
Il gathering—is the only mechanism that brings nuclear envoys from
the 6PT countries to one table. North Korea did not participate in the
dialogue in 2014 and 2015. Elizabeth Shim, “North Korea says six-party
talks on denuclearization are 'dead',” UPI, June 22, 2016.
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Introduction

Scholars have produced a substantial number of studies on Japan-
South Korea relations. Among others, Glosserman and Snyder (2015),
Lee and Kimiya (2015), Kim and Abe (2015), Lee and Isozaki (2015),
Kimura (2014), Dudden (2008), and Lind (2008) represent a subset of
the most recent notable contributions to the literature that have a
wide audience in the field. To complement these decent research
outputs, in this article, I attempt to appraise the evolution of Japan-

South Korea relations, placing the case in cross-national and time-

* Jung Kim is assistant professor of political science, University of North
Korean Studies and director for planning at the Institute for Far Eastern
Studies, Kyungnam University in Seoul. He earned his doctoral degree
in political science from Yale University and worked as senior research
fellow at East Asia Institute.
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serial context with comparable empirical data. Specifically, 1 trace
the evolution of Japan-South Korea relations, focusing on two
interconnected questions: (I) whether Japan-South Korea relations
are going through the worst stage; and (2) why Japan-South Korea
relations have evolved as they have.

In the next section, I attempt to assess Japan-South Korea relations
with emphasis on descriptive inference. I conduct a comparative
empirical study to examine the validity of the claim that we are going
through the worst period of Japan-South Korea relations. I close
this section, showing that Japan-South Korea relations are uniquely
deteriorating compared to other Asia-Pacific bilateral relations and
unprecedentedly worsening compared to other temporal periods of
both nations.

The penultimate section deals with what best accounts for the worst
Japan-South Korea relations. Decomposing the factors that shape
Japan-South Korea relations into international and domestic ones,
I uncover the uneven development in the distribution of material
and ideational powers surrounding Japan and South Korea. On the
balance of material powers, structural symmetry that characterizes
Japan-South Korea relations perplexes Japanese and elevate South
Korean in terms of national pride. On the balance of ideational
powers, structural asymmetry that characterizes Japan-South Korea
relations makes the two nations diverge in dealing with the rise of
China and historical reconciliation issues. On top of this, I find that
strategic situations that shape the policy choices of political elites
differ between the two countries. In Japan where conservatization
of political elites has continued, it is hard for political leaders to
send sincere apologetic remembrance to South Koreans due to

the lack of political pressure from progressives. In South Korea
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where polarization of political elites has proceeded, it is difficult
for conservative (progressive) political leaders to receive strategic
apologetic remembrance from Japanese due to anticipated backlash
from progressive (conservative) oppositions. I conclude this article
with the finding that this worst period of Japan-South Korea relations
is attributable to international factors that make the two nations
diverge in dealing with the critical issues and domestic factors that
make it difficult to send and receive apologetic remembrance each

other.

Are we going through the worst period of Japan—South Korea

relations?

Following Katzenstein and Keohane (2007: 12), I view anti-Japanese
(or anti-South Korean) sentiment as a “psychological tendency to hold
negative views of Japan (or South Korea) and of Japanese (or South
Korean) society in general.” The simplest way to view anti-Japanese
(or anti-South Korean) sentiment is as measured by results of public
opinion polls that express negative views toward Japan (or South

Korea) or toward Japanese (or South Koreans).

Table T How Asia-Pacific Publics See Japan and South Korea

Japan South Korea

2008 2015 2008 2015
Australia 17 10 19 25
China 69 81 29 41
India - 16 - 19
Indonesia 14 13 30 27

Japan 30 15 40 75
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Malaysia - 9 - 21
Pakistan 19 15 28 20
Philippines - 12 - 23
South Korea 51 73 7 17
United States 11 18 25 31
Vietnam - 8 - 8
Median 19 15 28 23
Lower Quartile 15.5 12.25 22 20.25
Upper Quartile 40.5 17 29.5 29

Lower Boundary of Outlier Range -22 5.125 10.75  7.125
Upper Boundary of Outlier Range 78 24.125  40.75  42.125
Lower Boundary of Far Out Range -59.5 -2 -0.5 -6

Upper Boundary of Far Out Range 115.5  31.25 52 55.25

Source: Pew Research Center (2015).

Notes: Underlined bold font indicates outliers and shaded bold font
indicates far-outs.

Let us first consider whether we are going through the worst Japan-
South Korea relations with a cross-national perspective. The question
is: are current Japan-South Korea relations unique in their sourness
in the region compared to other bilateral relations? To answer this
query, I conduct an empirical exploration with cross-national public
opinion data.

Table 1 compares negative views on Japan and South Korea by
respondents of eleven Asia-Pacific nations to the Pew Research
Center’s polls in 2008 and 2015. Columns Japan and South Korea show
the percentage of respondents who have somewhat unfavorable and
very unfavorable opinion of Japan and South Korea, respectively.

For starters, in 2008, most of the neighbors send relatively low levels

of negative signals toward Japan and South Korea with the median
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values of 19 and 28, respectively. No countries can be classified as
“outlier” or “far out” nations with regard to anti-Japanese (or anti-
South Korean) sentimenti For Japan, while the responses of South
Korea and China are outside of the interquartile range, they are
still not outside of the outlier range. For South Korea, whereas the
responses of Japan and Indonesia get out of the interquartile range,
they are still far from being outliers. In other words, in 2008, both
nations live in the comfort zone in terms of anti-Japanese (or anti-
South Korean) sentiment among the Asia-Pacific publics.

Second, in 2015, while most Asia-Pacific countries show even lower
levels of unfavorable attitudes toward Japan and South Korea as
indicated in the values of median that drop to 15 and 23, respectively,
there emerge clear “far out” nations in regard to anti-Japanese (or
anti-South Korean) sentiment. For Japan, China with the score of 81
and South Korea with the score of 73 go beyond the upper boundary
of “far out” range. For South Korea, Japan with the score of 75
breaks the upper boundary of “far out” range. It is notable that the
proportion of respondents who say “unfavorable” toward Japan (or
South Korea) among other neighborsnever exceeds 50 percent. To
put it differently, in 2015, the attitudes of Japanese (or South Koreans)
toward South Korea (or Japan) is leaning exceptionally to the
negative side compared to those of other neighboring countries.

In sum, from Table 1 that shows cross-national comparison of

unfavorability of Japan and South Korea among Asia-Pacific publics

I If Q, and Q; are the lower and upper quartiles respectively, then one
could define an outlier to be any observation outside the range:
[Q - A(Q; - Q), Q; + R(Q; — Q)]
for some nonnegative constant k, where k£ = 1.5 indicates an “outlier,” and
k = 3 indicates data that is “far out.” See Gailmard (2014: 21-32).
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in 2008 and 2015, it is clear that Japan-South Korea relations are
getting worse and worse in the hearts and minds of the people in
both nations and their bitterness are exceptional in the Asia-Pacific
region.

Next, consider whether we are going through the worst period
of Japan-South Korea relations longitudinally. The question is: are
current Japan-South Korea relations distinctive in their bitterness
in the bilateral history? For answering the inquiry, I conduct an
empirical exploration with time-series public opinion data.

Figure 1 illustrates the longitudinal percentage changes of
respondents of Japanese (or South Korean) who show “unfavorable”
attitudes to South Korea (or Japan) from 1991 until 2015 in alternate
years. | use public opinion data produced by Japan’s Cabinet Office
for Japanese responses and those by Asahi Shimbun-Donga Ilbo,
Gallup Korea, and Pew Research Center for South Korean responses?

First, in the side of Japan, it seems that there are three distintive
temporal orders with regard to anti-South Korean sentiment. During
the 1990s, a majority of Japanese send negative signals to South Korea
with the highest unfavorability score of 57.5 in 1997. Since 1999 when
the score falls below 50, anti-South Korean sentiment among the
Japanese public steadily fades away during the 2000s and takes the
lowest unfavorability score of 34.2 in 2009. After 2011 with the score
of 35.3, anti-South Korean sentiment of the Japanese people suddenly
surges in 2013 with the score of 58 and reaches all time high in 2015
with the score of 64.7. It might not be a coincidence that President
Lee Myung-bak visited Dokdo (Takeshima) in 2012 and anti-South

Korean sentiment of Japanese swelled in 2013. In a nutshell, while

2 For details of the data, see Appendix.
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up until 2011 there had been a solid downturn in anti-South Korean
sentiment among the Japanese public, the trend is overturned making
Japan-South Korea relations the worst over the recent twenty-five

years on the Japanese Archipelago.

Figure 1 How Japanese and South Korea Publics See Each Other
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Sources: Japan’s Cabinet Office (2016) for Japanese unfavorability toward
South Korea; for South Korean unfavorability toward Japan, Isozaki (2015)
for the 1995 and 1999 data; Pew Research Center (2015) for the 2013 data; and
Gallup Korea (2015) for the 1991, 1993, 1997, 2001, 2003, 2005, 2007, 2009, 2011,
and 2015 data.

Second, in the side of South Korea, the patterns of anti-Japanese
sentiment are more volatile and unstable. During the recent twenty-
five years, there are only two times that respondents who say
“unfavorable” to Japan fall short of a majority: the score of 43 in 1999
and 44 in 2011. These exceptions might have something to do with the
facts that the South Korean governemnt officially opened the markets

for Japanese entertainment indutries in 1999 and the Great East
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Japan earthquake occurred in 2011. Before the 2010s, anti-Japanese
sentiment moves in series of zigzags, going beyond the score of 70 in
1997, 2005, and 2009 and then falling below 70 each time. What makes
the 2010s distinctive in the history of anti-Japanese sentiment of South
Koreans is that the unfavorability scores pass 70 and stays there. In
sum, among the South Korean pubic, while anti-Japanese sentiment
had bobbed up and down up until 2011, it resolutely gathers
momentum to an unprecedented extent, making Japan-South Korean
relations poorest in the last two decades on the Korean Peninsula.

In sum, are we going through the worst period of Japan-South
Korea relations? With an eye on cross-national comparison, the
answer would be the affirmative: According to a 2015 international
poll, 73 percent of South Koreans view Japan unfavorably, making
South Korea, after China, the country with the second most negative
perception of Japan in the Asia-Pacific region. Likewise, 75 percent
of Japanese show disapproving attitude toward South Korea, making
Japan the nation with the most negative perception of South Korea in
Asia-Pacific neighboring countries.

With a view from historical perspective, the answer appears
affirmative: According to 2015 domestic polls, 64.7 percent of
Japanese look unfavorably at South Korea, making 2015 the year
that records the highest anti-South Korean sentiment in the last two
decades of its history. Likewise, 74 percent of South Korean reveal
their unfavorability toward Japan, making 2015 the year that marks
one of the highest anti-Japanese sentiment during the recent twenty-

five years of its history.
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Why have Japan—South Korea relations been getting worse?

As it is confirmed that we are going through the worst period of
Japan-South Korea relations, it seems natural to raise a question:

Why have Japan-South Korea relations been getting worse?

Figure 2 GDP of Japan and South Korea, 1980-2015

4000 5000
1 1

3000
1

Billion US Dollars
2000
1

1

1000

0

T T T T T T T T
1980 1985 1990 1995Y 2000 2005 2010 2015
ear

| yapan  MEEEEE South Korea
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To answer the question, I propose an explanation that contains
international and domestic factors in shaping the relations between
Japan and South Korea. Let us first consider international factors
that contribute to worsening Japan-South Korea relations. There are
two structural factors: (1) the distribution of material powers that is
charaterized by convergence to a balance and symmetry between
the two countries; and (2) the distribution of ideational powers that is

charaterized by divergence from a balance and asymmentry between
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the two nations.

For starters, disparity in hard powers between Japan and South
Korea has dwindled. Three indicators of hard powers are introduced:
(I) Gross Domestic Product (GDP) as a measure of economic powers;
(2) Composite Index of National Capabilities (CINC) as a measure
of military powers; and (3) GDP per capita as a measure of social
powers.

Figure 2 displays the longitudinal changes of GDP of both nations
from 1980 until 2015. In 1980, the size of Japanese economy was larger
than that of South Korea by a factor of eleven. At that time, while
Japan’s GDP was about a trillion US dollars, South Korea’ GDP is
about 90 billion US dollars. The gap of economic powers between the
two countries fell to a factor of five in 1995 when Japan’s GDP was 2.9
trillion US dollars while South Korea’s GDP was 600 billion US dollars.
Since 2009 when the gap declined to a factor of less than three, the
economic power disparity continues to shrink up until 2015 when
Japan’s GDP with 4.7 trillion US dollars is larger than South Korea’s
GDP with 1.7 trillion US dollars by a factor of 2.7. During the recent
twenty-five years, while Japan has developed its economy by a factor
of 4.7, South Korea has grown its economy by a factor of nineteen.
The economic-power gap between the two countries has certainly

decreased.

Military power disparity between Japan and South Korea from
1980 until 2007 is illustrated in Figure 3. As a composite index of six
indicators including iron and steel production, military expenditures,
military personnel, primary energy consumption, total population,

and urban population, CINC measures the percentage proportion
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Figure 3 Military Capabilities of Japan and South Korea, 1980-2007
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of a nation’s military powers to a world total military powersf In
1980, Japan’s military capability was greater than South Korea’s by a
factor of 3.8. The former secured about 5.3 percent of world military
powers while the latter had about 1.4 percent. The gap declined to
a factor of less than three in 1990 when Japan contained 5.6 percent
and South Korea 1.9 percent and to a factor of less than two in 2004
when the former had 4.7 percent and the latter 2.4 percent. In 2007,
the gap is about a factor of 1.8 in which Japan holds 4.3 percent and
South Korea 2.4 percent. During the recent two decades, the disparity
between the two countries in terms of military powers has evidently
declined as Japan has expanded its military capability by a factor of 0.8
and South Korea by a factor of 1.7.

3 For more details, see Correlates of War Project (2016).
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Figure 4 GDP per capita of Japan and South Korea, 1980-2015
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Figure 4 shows time-serial changes in GDP per capita of the two
countries from 1980 and 2015. In 1980, Japanese were richer than
South Koreans by a factor of 3.6. GDP per capita of Japan was more
than 8,500 US dollars while that of South Korea was about 2,400 US
dollars. The gap dwindled to a factor of less than two in 1993 when
Japan’s GDP per capita was more than 210,000 US dollars and South
Korea’s about 110,000. In 2015, GDP per capita of both nations is
virtually the same: 37,121 US dollars for Japan and 34,502 US dollars
for South Korea. There is only 7.5 percent differential between the
two. For the recent twenty-five years, Japanese have raised their
income by a factor of 4.3 and South Koreans by a factor of 14.4. In
terms of social powers, South Koreans have nearly caught up to the
Japanese.

In a nutshell, as shown in changes in economic, military, and social

balance of powers between the two countries, power asymmetry that
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had characterized Japan-South Korea relations is being replaced
by power symmetry that could make Japanese disturbed and South

Koreans exalted.

Figure 5 How Japan and South Korea See the United States and China,
2002-2015
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Unlike the distribution of material powers that converge to a
balance, the distribution of ideational powers diverges from a balance
between Japan and South Korea. Among others, this is clear in the
threat perception of China’s rise and America’s decline between the
two nations.

Figure b illustrates how Japanese and South Koreans see the United
States and China from 2002 until 2015. The unfavorability of Japanese
toward the United States was upward up until 2008 and then declined
and slightly surged until 2015. In particular, since 2012 it has stably
stayed around a score of 30 percent. The unfavorability of South

Koreans toward the United Statessteadily decreased from 2002 and
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never went beyond a score of 20 percent since 2009. In both nations,
anti-Americanism seems out of the question in the publicsphere.
That is to say, they converge on the solid foundation with the United
States as an alliance partner.

The unfavorability of both nations toward China diverges, however.
In both Japan and South Korea, it increased around 2010 when the
negative perception of the publics of the two nations converged
around the score of 60 percent. Since then, the two countries
started to diverge: Anti-Chinese sentiment in Japan has dramatically
increased from 61 percent in 2011 to 89 percent in 2015 whereas
anti-Chinese sentiment in South Korea has vividly dwindled from
56 percent in 2010 to 37 percent in 2015. In other words, today a
majority of Japanese are highly suspicious while a majority of South
Koreansare fairly comfortable with the rise of China. This asymmetric
perception of the Chinese threat between the two countries is surely
analarming ideational factor in shaping Japan-South Korea relations.
In a situation where most Japanese see China as a near-enemy and
most South Koreans see China as a near-friend, it is highly unlikely to
have a healthy relationship between the two nations.

The asymmetric perception of China’s threat between Japan and
South Korea reflects the asymmetric perception of Japan’s apology
between them. Table 2 shows how Chinese, Japanese, and South
Koreans think about Japan’s apology for its military actions during
the 1930s and 1940s. In 2008, 76 percent of Chinese and 96 percent
of South Koreans believed that Japan did not apologize sufficiently
while 41 percent of Japanese agreed with them. In 2013, 78 percent
of Chinese and 98 percent of South Koreans think that Japan did
not apologize sufficiently whereas 28 percent of Japanese share

that opinion. To put it another way, virtually all South Koreans and
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four-fifths of the Chinese see that Japan’s apology is not sufficient
while three-fifths of the Japanese people ponder that its apology is
sufficient. This huge chasm in historical remembrance is another
crucial factor that shapes Japan-South Korea relations in a negative

direction.

Table 2 How China, Japan, and South Korea Think about Japan's
Apology

2008 2013
. Not . Not
Apologized : No apology  Apologized : No apology
sufficiently 25%8%%83 necessary  sufficiently 25%&%%83 necessary
China 8 76 2 4 78 2
Japan 42 41 10 48 28 15
South 1 96 1 1 98 1

Korea
Source: Pew Research Center (2013).

Table 3 How Japanese and South Korean Publics and Experts See
Each Other

Japanese South Korean Japanese South Korean
Public Public Experts Experts
2013 37.3 76.6 27.5 28.8
2014 54.4 70.9 44.2 36.8
2015 52.4 72.5 43.2 36.4

Source: Genron NPO and East Asia Institute (2015).

The marked divergence in how to perceive China’s rise and
historical remembrance between the two countries affects divergence
in opinions between the publics and the experts of both nations
see Table 3). It is notable that anti-Japanese sentiment of South
Koreans is higher than anti-South Korean sentiment of Japanese
among the publicswhile anti-South Korean sentiment of Japanese

is higher than anti-Japanese sentiment of South Korean among the
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experts. For instance, between the two publics, 72 percent of South
Koreans reveal unfavorable attitude toward Japan while 52 percent
of Japanese disclose the same attitude toward South Korea. Among
the experts, however, 36 percent of South Koreans show negative
perception of Japan whereas 43 percent of Japanese express the
same perception of South Korea in 2015. It appears that Japanese
experts are more sensitive to divergence in the rise of China and
historical remembrance issues than South Korean ones.

The reason that we observe differences in responses to ideational
distribution of powers between Japanese and South Korean experts
seems to originate from the broad transformation of political elites in
both nations. This leads to domestic factors that shape Japan-South

Korean relations.

Figure 6 Ideological Distributions of Japanese National Diet Members
in 2003 and 2014
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Figure 6 displays the ideological distribution of the House of
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Representatives members of Japan’s National Diet in 2003 and 2014.
On one-dimensional policy space, 0 represent the most progressive
and 10 represents the most conservative. In 2003, among 456 members,
the value of mean is 5.23 and the value of standard deviation is 2.38.
In 2014, among 427 members, the value of mean is 5.78 and the value
of standard deviation is 1.45. Between 2003 and 2014, the center of
gravity among political elites assuredly moves in the conservative
direction as progressives thin out and conservatives thicken. This
change implies that dominant political elites in Japan have little
incentive to send apologetic remembrance toward South Korea since
there is little capability for progressives to provoke backlash against
conservatives’ unapologetic remembrance. Due to conservatization
of Japanese political elites, it will be difficult to receive apologetic

remembrance from the Japanese government.

Figure 7 Ideological Distributions of South Korean National Assembly
Members in 2002 and 2012
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Figure 7 exhibits ideological distribution of the South Korean
National Assembly members in 2002 and 2012. On one-dimensional
policy space, 0 represent the most progressive and 10 represents the
most conservative. In 2002, among 238 members, the value of mean
is 4.90 and the value of standard deviation is 1.56. In 2012, among
223 members, the value of mean is 5.00 and the value of standard
deviation is 1.80. Between 2002 and 2012, the center of gravity among
political elites stays around 5 constantly and both progressives and
conservatives thicken. This change implies that dominant political
elites in South Korea have little capacity to accept signals from
Japan since there are plenty of incentives for progressives as well
as conservatives to incite backlash against Japan’s remembrance.
Due to polarization of South Korean political elites, it will be hard
to accept any sort of remembrance signal, be it apologetic or
unapologetic, for the South Korean government.

In sum, the distribution of material powers between Japan and
South Korea is charaterized by convergence and symmetry while
the distribution of ideational powers between them is described
by divergence and asymmetry. These international changes mirror
domestic transformations in which conservatization of Japanese
political elites and polarization of South Korean political elites raise

the bar for historiacl reconciliation between the two nations.

Conclusion

This article has discussed whether we are going through the
worst period of Japan-South Korea relations. It found that Japan-
South Korea relations are uniquely flagging cross-nationally and

unprecedentedly waning historically. The reduction in gaps in terms
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of economic, military, and social powers between the two countries is
a set of international factors that confuse Japanese and elevate South
Koreans. The increasing dissimilarity in dealing with the rise of China
and historical reconciliation issues is another set of international
factors that make Japan-South Korea relations complicated. The
conservatization of Japanese political elites lessens the incentives
to send sincere apologetic remembrance to South Koreans. The
polarization of South Korean political elites diminishes the capability
to accept strategic apologetic remembrance from Japanese. It seems

that Japan-South Korea relations is at a stalemate.
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Appendix How Japanese and South Korean Publics See Each Other

Asahi Shimbun- Japan’s Gallup Pew Research

Donga Ilbo C(Si%ggt Korea Center
Japan QUG Japan  ROWR  Japan QI
1984 19 39 47.1
1988 21 51 42.9
1990 23 66 50.8
1991 - - 51.4 58
1993 - - 51.8 63
1995 21 69 54
1997 17 65 57.5 75
1999 12 43 46.9
2001 15 57 45.5 69
2003 - - 41 62
2005 22 63 44.3 79
2006 - - 47.1 - 43
2007 - - 42.6 68 - 72
2008 - - 40.9 - 40 51
2009 - - 34.2 73
2011 - - 35.3 44
2012 17 50 59
2013 - - 58 - - 77
2014 - - 66.4 - - 77
2015 - - 64.7 74 75 73

Sources: Isozaki (2015) for Asahi Shimbun-Donga Ilbo surveys; Japan’s
Cabinet Office (2016) for Japan’s Cabinet Office surveys; Gallup Korea (2015)
for Gallup Korea surveys; Pew Research Center (2015) for Pew Research
Center surveys.
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There is absolutely no doubt that the Northeast Asian region—
China, Japan and Korea—is going to prove absolutely critical to
global peace and stability in the 21* century. Northeast Asia is the
center of global economic development. It has a land mass fifteen
percent bigger than all of Europe and a combined population of 1.5
billion people or over one-fifth of all the people of the world. What
happens in Northeast Asia (economically, socially and politically) is
going to have a major impact on levels of prosperity, well-being and
political stability in South East Asia and elsewhere.

It is vital, therefore, to ensure that the social, political and military
relationships between all three countries are as positive as the
economic links so that each country can contribute what it can to
regional and, by extension, global peace and security.

There certainly is no space for competitive or, worse, destructive
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nationalism, in Northeast Asia. If these countries were to revert
to pre-Second World War and post war conflict patterns it would
have major negative implications for regional and global peace and
stability. The challenge, therefore, is how to deepen and expand
strong and robust bilateral and trilateral socio-economic and political
relationships within the region so that a genuine cooperative security
regime might be developed capable of developing and guaranteeing
stable peace.

If trilateral relationships flourish, Northeast Asia’s claims to global
economic and political leadership in the 21" century will be secure.
If there are tensions in any one of these relationships then Northeast
Asian global leadership will be less secure and once again Northeast
Asia could become a region of instability rather than stability.
The Northeast Asian region does not have any regional security
architecture equivalent to that in South East Asia or Europe. It has
maintained reasonable levels of political stability for the past 25 years
mainly because of extensive economic relationships and a range
of formal and informal relationships between policy makers and
politicians in all three countries. These are beginning to get a little
frayed in the 21st century. Emerging incompatibilities means that
instead of focusing on ways in which security issues can be addressed
collaboratively and cooperatively there has been a resurgence
of neo-nationalism; expanded militarization and securitization
of relationships and a willingness to project power and coercive
diplomacy in Northeast Asia. There have been very few efforts, for
example, to develop a shared vision on how to promote peace and
security.

The election or ( in China’s case) selection of conservative

nationalist leaders in Japan, South Korea and China has generated
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additional instability as each country tries to make sense of the
shifting dynamics and power transitions taking place in the region.
All three countries are in transition. Despite a slowdown in its
economic growth, China is the world’s fastest rising economic power.
Japan’s economy is stagnant but it is still the third largest economy
in the world and the Republic of Korea is emerging as a very robust
middle power both economically and diplomatically.

Insofar as Chinese, Japanese and Korean national trajectories are
convergent there is a reasonable likelihood of peace and stability.
When they start to diverge the probability of political and/or
economic stability diminishes. While China, Japan and Korea have
relatively robust economic systems all three political systems often
seem precarious and lack deep popular legitimacy. This sense of
political fragility has contributed towards an upsurge of identity
politics in North East Asia which means that Northeast Asian foreign
policies are being driven by a complex combination of domestic
as well as external dynamics. Nationalist identity politics have
been driven by ruling elites in China, Japan and Korea wanting to
consolidate their power and authority in order to boost popular
support, grapple with corruption and political fragility and maintain
domestic integration.

The major geo-political result of these domestic and triangular
dynamics is that China is moving closer to South Korea while Japan
is going in the opposite direction. The very successful summit
between President’s Xi Jinping and Park Geun-hye in Beijing in June
2013, for example, was not reflected in a similar summit between
Prime Minister Shinzo Abe and President Xi Jin Ping. In fact,
Japanese Foreign Ministry Officials continue to experience difficulties

organizing summit meetings between the leaders of China and Japan
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because Shinzo Abe remains unwilling to meet China’s preconditions
of: (i) no reinterpretation of war history and; (ii) an end to Japanese
leadership visits to the Yasukuni shrine. The brief encounter between
both political leaders at the Peking APEC meeting in November 2014,
for example, did not amount to a summit meeting and was followed
up by a range of parliamentary delegations to try and thaw frosty
relations between both countries. The upshot of all these different
processes is that China-Japan-Korean relationships have become
more incompatible and tense.

While there have been many diplomatic efforts to address the
tensions in the trilateral relationships they remain remarkably
persistent and intractable. There was enormous anxiety, in China, for
example, about how Japan would commemorate the 70" anniversary
of the end of the Second World War. As it turned out Prime Minister
Abe’s comments were less fulsome than those made by Prime
Minister Murayama on the occasion of the 50" anniversary and did
not satisfy the Chinese or Korean governments.

These incidents demonstrate that the past continues to impose
itself on the present in ways which confound diplomats and political
leaders who would like to move on from Second World War history
and the painful traumatic memories afflicting all three countries.

This paper is interested, therefore, in how China, Japan and Korea
can maintain and guarantee negative peace in Northeast Asia but
more optimally what conditions and institutions are necessary to
generate a more positive peace and the development of regional
economic, social and political regimes capable of maintaining both.

Many of the issues that have been addressed in the Symposium,
for example, such as North Korea’s nuclear weapons and missile

programme; China’s maritime assertiveness; Japan’s reinterpretation
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of its Pacifist Constitution and desire to become a “normal” nation,
are all presenting rather than underlying problems. What I want to
argue in this paper is that these presenting problems are symptoms
of deeper tensions which are perhaps better explained in terms of
domestic dynamics rather than geo-political big power competitive
dynamics.

There has been negative peace in the region for the past 25 years
largely because of a joint commitment to economic growth and
development, a willingness to placate US strategic interests and a
desire to coexist without raising uncomfortable questions about past
painful history. In the past 10 years, however, as the leaderships
of China, Japan and Korea have advocated strong nationalist
sentiments; and xenophobic feelings about each other there has
been an increase in state to state rivalry, military competition and
a surprising re-activation of painful and unresolved issues from the

Second World War.

While ASEAN, for example, developed strong norms of non-
interference in the domestic affairs of other states and a commitment
to the peaceful resolution of state conflicts through such bodies as the
ASEAN Regional Forum and in all the diverse Ministerial and other
meetings no such development has occurred in Northeast Asia. There
was considerable co-operation on economic growth and development
issues but a strange neuralgia about developing regional security
architecture. I was actively involved with Canadian colleagues, for
example, in a range of Northeast Asian conversations on confidence
building, arms control and disarmament and the peaceful resolution
of conflicts in the 1990s but we made little progress. There was

a willingness on the part of China, Japan and Korea, to deepen
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economic interdependence and explore ways in which inter state
cooperation could be advanced on a bilateral and trilateral basis but
there was no willingness to develop regional institutional machinery

to boost peace and stability in any systematic way.

In the 1990s to the early 2000s, for example, the ROK reached
out economically to the DPRK and China joined the World Trade
Organisation arguing that its primary purpose was a “a peaceful rise”
in Asia and the rest of the world. There was sustained economic
cooperation between Japan and the ROK and China, Japan and
Korea all met and participated in different institutions of ASEAN.
Within the region, the East Asia Summit; the Six Party Talks; and the
creation of a Trilateral Secretariat linking China, Japan and South
Korea also took place in this immediate post war period. The most
important outcome of all these economic initiatives was that China
became the number one destination for foreign direct investment and
exports from both Japan and South Korea.

None of this cooperation eliminated conflict however, North
Korea conducted its first missile and nuclear tests; China and Taiwan
periodically clashed over sovereignty issues and independence
claims and here was growing tension between Japan and the DPRK.
But overall there was a sense that economic ties were driving peace

1
within the region.

1 Stephan Haggard, “The Liberal View of the International Relations of
Asia,” in Saadia Pekkanen, John Ravenhill and Rosemary Foot (eds.) The
Oxford Handbook of the International Relations of Asia. (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2014) pp. 45-63 Robert. O. Keohane, After Hegemony: Cooperation and
Discord in the World Political Economy. (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University
Press. 1984); John R. Oneal and Bruce Russett, “Clear and Clean: The
Fixed Effects of the Liberal Peace.” International Organization (Spring, 2001)
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The last 10 years, however, have seen a very rapid rise in interstate
competition and rivalry. This has manifested itself in expensive
military modernization and conflicts over a variety of maritime
sovereignty claims. China’s 2015 declaration of an Air Defense
Identification Zone (ADIZ) in areas under ROK and Japanese
administrative control and its recent development of several reefs
in the South China Seas to advance its 9 Dash line claim have not
boosted regional cooperation and confidence. Similarly the DPRK’s
sinking of the South Korean corvette, the Cheonan, along with its
shelling of Yeonpyeong Island plus renewed nuclear and missile tests
have generated alarm throughout the region. America’s pivot toward
East Asia and Japan’s identification of China and the DPRK as major
security threats have all generated tension within the region. The Six
Party Talks on North Korea, ground to a halt in 2007 and trilateral
meetings among the leaders of China, Japan and Korea were frozen
for three and a half years. There have also been a growing number
of economic differences over things like the Asian Infrastructure
Investment Bank developed by China and the TPP developed by the
US and its allies. But what makes all of these “events” and incidents
toxic is that they have increasingly been linked to contested and
competing interpretations of painful history ( particularly in Korea
and China) and the re-emergence of xenophobic nationalism.
Northeast Asia is a complex security system which has developed
some norms /conventions/ and economic arrangements which have
governed relationships between the different states over the past
thirty years. These cordial relations are under threat at the moment

because political leaders in China, Japan, the ROK, DPRK, Russia
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and the United States are all trying to satisfy large and growing
numbers of citizens who feel economically, social and politically
excluded from the benefits of their particular political and economic
systems. Nationalism is an easy way of responding to generalized
social, economic and political fears, anxieties and insecurities and
as integrated threat theory suggests it can and does boost internal
integration over the short term.

[ want to argue, however, that nationalism is one of the most
significant challenges to the development of an intentional co-
operative security community in Northeast Asia and unless it is
addressed as an impediment there will be no evolution of a robust
security community in Northeast Asia. The absence of a security
community does not mean that Northeast Asia will erupt into armed
conflict any time soon but it does signal that there are conflictual
relationships that are capable of undermining the collaborative and
cooperative relationships.

China, Japan and the two Koreas have grappled with questions of
national identity for many years but these have grown more acute
since the end of the Cold War. All four countries have not hesitated
to promote off1c1ally sanctioned nationalism when and as domestic
politics demands 1t The Chinese administration of Jiang Zemin, for

example, launched “patriotic education” in the 1990s. This activated

2 Suisheng Chao, “A State-led Nationalism: The Patriotic Education
Campaign in Post-Tiananmen China, Communist and Post-Communist Studies,
(March, 1998) Vol. 31, No. 3, pp. 2877302; Chung-In Moon and Seung-
Won Suh, “Identity Politics, Nationalism, and the Future of Northeast
Asian Order,” in G. John Ikenberry and Chung-In Moon, eds., The United
States and Northeast Asia: Debates, Issues, and New Order (Lanham: Rowman &
Littlefield, 2008), pp. 193-229. Elena Atanassova-Cornelis,. “The Political
and Security Dimension of Japan—China Relations: Strategic Mistrust
and Fragile Stability+.” Pacific Focus Vol;. 26. No. 2 (August, 2011): 165-187.
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a particular set of Second World War Narratives centering on
Chinese resistance to the Japanese invasion but it also succeeded in
generating very negative views of Japan among the Chinese peopl(;.
Patriotic fervour was promoted by the CCP to generate national unity
and strengthen its ruling powe;. China’s official encouragement of
anti-Japanese sentiment stimulated anti Chinese feeling within Japan.
Both have fuelled competitive nationalism in the region for the last
decade.

The reactivation of Japanese nationalist sentiment since Shinzo
Abe returned to power stimulated official ROK criticisms of Japan
as well. Both China and the ROK, for example jointly developed a
statue and memorial hall at Harbin railway station to commemorate
the anti -Japanese Korean nationalist, An Jung-geun. This stoked anti
Japanese nationalism in both Korea and China:.

Prime Minister Koizumi’s, creation of a National Defence Agency
with Ministerial status, for example, coupled with his desire that
Japanese Textbooks erase reference to Japan’s war time atrocities all
“officially” nudged Japanese politics in a more right wing direction.
His visit to the Yasakuni Shrine created a permissive environment
for Shinzo Abe to promote a “Normal” Japan, by which he means a
militarily powerful Japan, that would revise the Pacifist Constitution

and decide for itself when and where it would utilize coercive

3 Minxin Pei and Michael Swaine, “Simmering Fire in Asia: Averting Sino-
Japanese Strategic Conflict,” Policy Brief, 44 (November 2005). Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace, at http://www.carnegieendowment.
org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view& id=17720.

4 Chung-In Moon and Seung-Won Suh, op. cit., p. 208. As cited in
Atanassova-Cornelia, op. cit. p. 173.

5 Asahi Shimbun, “China sets up memorial for Korean anti-Japanese
activist,” January 20, 2014 available at http://ajw.asahi.com/article/asia/
china/AJ201401200074.



64

diplomacy. This was also based on a strong reassertion of the US-
Japan Security alliance even if this somewhat contradicts the
nationalist impulses of many of his supporters.

“Abenomics” and Abe’s foreign policy have precipitated widespread
civil society opposition in Japan but the political opposition to the
LDP/Komeito coalition remains weak and so far incapable of resisting
these new militarizing trends. When Japan reasserts its territorial
claims to the Dokdo/Takeshima islands and the Diaoyu/Senkaku
islands they activate painful memories and generate deep anxiety in
the ROK and in China. This has meant that when there have been
incidents that would normally be managed with quiet diplomacy
e.g conflicts over fishing rights, arrests of Japanese businessmen
in China, they have generated megaphonic responses and both
organised and spontaneous nationalist protests in Japan and China.

Shinzo Abe’s decisions to challenge the post war political
agreement including the verdicts of the Tokyo War Crimes Tribunal;
plus his continuation of Koizumi’s desire to sanitise the history books;
and retreat from the war apologies of predecessors like Kono and
Murayama have further fuelled Chinese and Korean anxiety about
Japan’s political and military intentions. Imposing new Secrecy
Laws, clamping down on internal political dissent and promoting
the invigoration of Japanese defence industries have also generated
alarm.

There have been parallel nationalist processes in the two Koreas as
well. The election of President Lee Myung-Bak in 2008, for example,
generated a more hardline Korean and Japanese response to the
DPRK. President Lee was in favour of regional dialogues between
Russia, China, Japan and Korea he was ambivalent and antagonistic

to North Korea.
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This hardline approach in Korea also resulted in a desire to
change school texts promoted under the Kim-Roh regimes which
President Lee claimed had denigrated the democratic and economic
achievements of earlier leaders by adopting “an anti-market, anti-
liberal democracy, anti-American, and pro-North Korean stance.” See
Chung-in Moon (2009: 125)

This hardening of approach towards North Korea, undoubtedly
fuelled nervousness in Pyongyang and provided external justification
for its nuclear weapon and missile development. In particular
President Lee’s insistence that continued economic support to the
North was dependent on denuclearization and respect for human
rights accelerated divisions between both countriesG Despite relatively
smooth bilateral relations between Japan and the ROK,, Lee’s visit to
the Dokdo/Takeshima island (contested by Japan) again reactivated
painful memories about Japan-Korea relations.

When President Park Guen-hye, took power in 2012 she softened
some of Lee’s approaches to the DPRK but joined China in criticism
of Abe’s desire to move Japan in a more nationalist direction. She
was particularly concerned about Shinzo Abe’s desire to reinterpret
history in order to absolve the Japanese government for any
responsibility for its employment of “comfort women.” during the
Second World War. When Abe visited the Yasakuni shrine, Korean
public opinion of him shifted in a very negative direction and fell to a

level equal to that of Kim Jong-un.

6 Haggard and Noland, “North Korea in 2008,” Famine in North Korea: Markets,
Aid and Reform p. 99.

7 Asan Institute, “Challenges and opportunities for Korea-Japan Relations
in 2014,” available at http://en.asaninst.org/contents/challenges-and-
opportunities-for-korea-japan-relations-in-2014.
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The hardening of nationalist positions in China, Japan and the
ROK, played neatly into the hands of the DPRK leadership. Kim Jong
Il and Kim Jong-Un, for example, both hardened their desire for an
autarkic nation state capable of repelling all invaders. Confronted
by famines and a spluttering economy, however, neither leader has
been able to balance the DPRK nuclear programme and expanding
militarization ( both conventional and nuclear) with economic
development and growth. The only way in which the North can
maintain internal control is by asserting that the DPRK is locked in
threatening relationships with the ROK, the US, and Japan. Promoting
these nationalist positions promotes an action-reaction dynamic that
fuels vicious rather than virtuous cycles.

When the 6 party talks hit an impasse in 2008, for example,
the military hardliners took over in the DPRK just as they did in
China and the ROK. This resulted in the North reactivating its
nuclear program, and expanding its conventional forces as well.
This militarization could only be sustained by arguing for real and
imagined national security threats from the US, Japan and the ROK.
Kim Jong-Un made sure that these threats were not only imaginary
but real by initiating military actions against the South and by his
purge of roughly 40 percent of his top military leadersiﬂ

If all the countries of Northeast Asia are interested in the
denuclearization of North Korea, and the prevention of Japan and
South Korea from going nuclear all four countries have got to start
thinking of ways in which they can diminish nationalist rivalry; deal

with painful history effectively and develop a join vision of a security

8 Alexandre Mansourov, “North Korea: Leadership Schisms and
Consolidation During Kim Jong Un’s Second Year in Power,” 38 North
available at http://38north.org/2014/01/amansourov(012214
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community that will guarantee stable peace. This is an imperative
because the tenuous security order that emerged during the cold
war “stalemate” has disappeared and been replaced by national
political rivalries that threaten to subvert the fragile peace gained by
economic integration.

In order to clear the way for this to happen leaders in all four
countries bilaterally and trilaterally have to initiate processes to
change popular perceptions of the other. To illustrate what this might
mean and how complicated the process is I want to focus on China-
Japan, relations to demonstrate the ways in which personal opinion is
driving national antagonism. The popular perceptions of each other
are negative and high. The Genron Public Opinion Poll, for example,

9
shows just how negative.
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The reasons for this unfavourable opinion are as follows.

As can be seen from these tables Painful History is the primary

9 See http://www.genron-npo.net/en/pp/archives/5217.html
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driver of Chinese antagonism and Japanese Defensiveness. Japanese
lack of a proper apology and remorse over the history of the invasion
of China accounts for 70.5% of Chinese unfavourable views of Japan.
On the other side 55.1% of Japanese unfavourable views of China are
driven by irritation at the perceived sense of constant criticism for
Second World War atrocities. The Japanese people-and its current
leadership- want China and Korea to forget the war and move on. To

do this they are cultivating historical amnesia, wanting to renegotiate
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the post war political settlement and “Normalise” Japan’s role in the
world. They also feel that they have apologised enough!

In terms of divisive issues, Japanese concerns about China focus
mainly on air pollution,(36.8%) and territorial disputes (20%) Although
the territorial dispute is diminishing in importance from last year. For
the Chinese, however, the territorial dispute over the Senkaku-Diaoyu
Islands was most important at 50.6%. But the Nanjing Massacre came
second at 47.9%. The interesting thing is that the percentage of people
for whom this is important has grown from 35.5% in 2014 to nearly
48% last year. As the years recede and the direct participants die the
painful memories in China are intensifying. But the public in both
countries are deeply suspicious of the other and pessimistic about the

future.
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It is history Issues, a lack of trust and indifference to the identity
needs of the other that are driving the antagonism between China
and Japan. 60% of Japanese people mistrust the Chinese >40% of
Chinese mistrust the Japanese. This mistrust is driven in part by

territorial disputes but mainly unresolved history issues. It is the
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[ Future of Japan-Chira Relations]
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unwillingness of either side to acknowledge the identity needs of
the other that is fuelling the fundamental divisions between both
countries.

Social identity theoriels0 argue that the more important group identity
is to self, then identification with that group or nation becomes a
source of individual pride and self-esteem. Taken to extreme this
often results in the xenophobic nationalism that we see in Northeast
Asia. Individuals who identify highly with the nation are likely to
collectively “forget” the nation’s past injustices and focus instead on
past glories .The need for positive self-esteem and reputation on both
sides has driven China and Japan in opposite directions. Japan’s
nationalist elites elevate their “Chosen Glory” (narratives and myths
about the nation’s glorious past and visions of a glorious future) and
would rather not focus on any negative dimensions of their past.

China on the other hand has chosen to focus on past humiliations

and “chosen trauma” while building a glorious future. In response

10 (Tajfel & Turner, 1986)
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Japan introduces its own “Chosen Traumas”. Hiroshima, Nagasaki
and the Tokyo incendiary raids . These are useful reminders of the
inhumanity of such weapons and such tactics but they are also used
to diminish Japanese guilt for its past aggression. This results in
“Competitive Victimhood” narratives which also work to impede the
development of peaceful co-existence or better still reconciliation in
North East Asia.

These competing narratives of “Chosen Glory” and “Chosen
Trauma” serve very particular political purposes in both countries.
Unless these narratives are addressed directly, however, it will not be
possible to deal with their painful divisive history and relationships
will always be fraught. The competitive victimhood dynamic, for
example, gets translated into a competition for number one status.
Prime Minister Abe asserts that “Japan is not and will never be a
tier two country. That is the core message I'm here to make, and I
should repeat it by saying I am back and so shall Japan be.” Abe
and Hyakuta together have said “Japan! Be proud of yourself in the
Center of the World.. And in August 2014, Abe asserted that those
executed by the Allied Powers are “the foundation of the nation”
and should be hailed for having “staked their souls to become the
foundation of their nation so that Japan could achieve the peace and
prosperity of today”

This is countered in China by President Xi Jin Ping stating that
China has a dream too. This is his Chinese Dream. “This dream can
be said to be the dream of a strong nation. And for the military, it
is a dream of a strong military,” -+ “To achieve the great revival
of the Chinese nation, we must ensure there is unison between a
prosperous country and strong military” He also wants recognition

and an apology from Japan for the way in which it humiliated China
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in the 1930s and 1940s. This is viewed as a pre-requisite for Chinese
strength in the 21* century.

For Abe the political is deeply personal. He wishes to revisit
Japanese war history and revoke the post war settlement which
he sees as victor’s justice. He also wants to change Article 9 of the
Constitution, Remilitarise Japan so that it is seen as a “normal “nation
and promote 21 century Japanese nationalism to exonerate his
grandfather Nobosuke Kishi who was judged a Class A War Criminal.

There is no cordiality between Xi Jinping and Shinzo Abe.Both
are “princelings” from old political dynasties. Both have histories
to reinterpret and both are utterly convinced of their own moral
rectitude. Xi Jinping wants personal acknowledgement from
Abe of Japanese responsibility for the war. Abe wants Chinese
acknowledgement of Japanese wartime suffering and an end to
repeated requests for apology. 74.1% of the Chinese polled were
dissatisfied with Abe’s statement on the 70th anniversary of the End
of the Second World War. They felt that it was a watering down of
the 1995 Murayama statement made on the 50" anniversary where
Murayama made a very moving personal apology for the damage and
suffering caused by Japan to its Asian neighbors. The statement was
based on a Cabinet decision, requiring unanimous approval from the
Cabinet members.

The fact is that there are divergent views on how to deal with
painful history. 47% of Chinese (Up from 31.4% in 2014) believe that
“China Japan relations will not develop unless the historical issues
are resolved. 35.5% of Japanese polled think it will be impossible
to resolve the history issues until there is an improvement in the
relationships between both countries. So there is an impasse. My

argument , based on a series of problem solving workshops that I
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facilitated in Northeast Asia is that there will be no improvement in
relationships until there is a recognition of the deeper identity needs
of both sides and an effective apology from Japan acceptable to the
Chinese.

According to. Blatz, C. W., K. Schumann, and M. Ross]i effective
apologies require the following 1) the perpetrator’s acceptance of
responsibility; 2) acknowledgement of harm and/or victim’s suffering
3) expression of sorrow and remorse; 4) admission of injustice or
wrongdoing; 5) forbearance, or promises to behave better and never
repeat the mistake again and; 6) offers of reparations/to repair the
damages . [ would also want to add the following . (7) Sincerity. This is
difficult to pin down but if it looks as though an apology is insincere
or made for instrumental purposes it is unlikely to be effective. (8)
Representation. If states wish to apologise then it’s important that the
victim knows how representative the apology is and finally Specificity
and clear acknowledgement of the offence.

China and Korea feel aggrieved because of specific atrocities like
the “rape of Nanjing,” inhumane treatment of prisoners of war, the
forced sexual services of “comfort women” for Japanese soldiers,
medical experimentation in Manchuria and on a more general level,
Japanese aggression, annexation and colonial rule in Asia during the
19" and 20™ centuries. Japan, for its part has issued over 50 apologies
since the Second World War and the Japanese government and
people feel that this should be enough to resolve the unresolved
history. So why haven’t they been accepted and why hasn’t there
been some reconciliation between the victims and perpetrators?

One of the major reasons has been the vagueness and non specificity

11 Blatz, C. W., K. Schumann, and M. Ross. 2009. “Government Apologies for
Historical Injustices.” Political Psychology 30 (2); 219-241
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of the apology. For example the Japanese Foreign Ministry issued

this statement in 2005.12
“During a certain period of the past, Japan followed a mistaken
national policy and caused tremendous damage and suffering to the people
of many countries, particularly to those Asian nations, through its colonial
rule and aggression. Japan squarely faces these facts of history in a spirit
of humility. With feelings of deep remorse and heartfelt apology always
engraved in mind, Japan, underpinned by its solid democracy,
has resolutely and consistently strived for peace by adhering
to a strictly defensive security policy, preventing the escalation
of international conflict, and dedicating itself to international
peace and stability by mobilizing all its resources---After the end
of World War II, Japan renounced all rights, titles and claims
to Korea, Taiwan, the Kurile islands, a portion of Sakhalin, and
other territories, and accepted the judgments of the International
Military Tribunal of the Far East (Tokyo Trial), in which 25
Japanese leaders had been convicted of war crimes. Many other
Japanese were convicted in other war crimes courts. Japan has
dealt with the issues of reparations, property and claims, in accordance with
the San Francisco Peace Treaty, the bilateral peace treaties, agreements and
instruments. Japan paid reparations to Burma, Indonesia, the Philippines
and Vietnam, while others waived them. After the normalization of its
relations with the Republic of Korea, China and other countries,
Japan extended a substantial amount of economic cooperation. With the parties
to these documents, the issues of reparations, property and claims, including the
claims by individuals, have been settled legally (Ministry of Foreign Affairs
2005, cited in Seaton 2007, 66).

12 (Seaton, 2007)
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The apologies which China and Korea have felt more comfortable
with have been personal and heart felt. Hosokawa Morihito,
for example made more than four official apologies for Japan’s
“aggressive acts” and “colonial rule” causing “intolerable pain and
suffering” to the people of Asia and around the world. Hosokawa’s
statements were hailed as having shifted the apology discourse of the
Japanese government. They were also percieved as sincere.

Similarly Murayama Tomiiichi’s, 1995 statement, could not get Diet
support for an apology but with cabinet approval he said “In the
hope that no such mistake be made in the future, I regard, in a spirit
of humility, these irrefutable facts of history, and express here once
again my feelings of deep remorse (fsuusetsu na hansei) and state my
heartfelt apology (kokoro kara no owabi)” Yohei Kono’s apology in
Korea for Comfort women in 1993 was of a similar order.

The problems with these specific apologies is they were considered
personal rather than political-from the Left rather than the
mainstream Right-Instrumental rather than heartfelt-but they were
nevertheless accepted in Seoul and Beijing in the spirit within which
they were given. Over the past 15 years (apart from the brief SDP
interegnum) there has been a dramatic right wing shift in Japanese
politics. From the 1980s to now. Apologies, expressions of remorse
have been undercut by multiple Prime Ministerial visits to the
Yasukuni Shrine and by a desire that Japan revisit its war history, the
post war settlement and become a “normal nation” again.

Japan can only persuade its neighbours about its sincerity and
address this painful history if it can establish its harmlessness to
them. It cannot do this when it is intent on “normalising” and when
it continues to celebrate those who were responsible for terrible

acts of aggression. It cannot make an effective apology with non



76

specific expressions of remorse or by engaging in the dynamics of
competitive victimhood and the promotion of collective amnesia.
And it cannot do this by literally rewriting history.

There will be no trusting harmonious relationships in NorthEast
Asia until the painful traumatic history is put to rest by effective and
acceptable apologies and more empathetic, altruistic relationships
. This is challenging because of unmet identity needs in all three
countries. China feels that its victimisation and humiliation has never
been adequately acknowledged by Japan. Japan feels that it has
apologised enough and that its moral reputation is constantly being
impugned. Apologies that do not pay explicit attention to each other’s
deeper identity needs are unlikely to be successful.

Moral Imagination is critical to transforming Sino-Japanese
relations. Both China and Japan have to imagine themselves in
an inclusive and expandable web of relationships with each other
so that they might do no harm and deal with each other’s deepest
fears. They need to cultivate and sustain a problem solving curiosity
that embraces the diverse complexities of their past and current
relationships. Both China and Japan need to nurture each other’s
creative potential and both need courage to build confidence and
trust between each other for the future. Unfortunately these are in
short supply in Northeast Asia-but have to be discovered quickly
if a security community is to be envisioned. This will require the
reconvening of all the bilateral and trilateral summits, as well as the
development of regional institutions to facilitate all of this. To move
in this direction will also require a positive collective vision of how
all four Northeast Asian countries might relate to each other over the
rest of the 20th century.

Of one thing we can be sure. It is only after this painful history
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has been put to rest that each country will be able to trust the other
enough to boost confidence between their respective militaries;
generate higher levels of political cooperation and create the
transparent communications necessary to generating awareness
of the others benign intentions. There will be no prospect of much
movement on arms control and disarmament issues until these

historic issues have been put to rest.
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The 6™ Annual Conference of the Japan Association
for Human Security Studies

Symposium
Global Governance for Human Security

Plenary Session: December 10, from 14:30 to 17:30
Venue: Soka University, Global Square 6F, AW608

The idea of Human Security has evolved and has been advocated
by some governments and civil society organizations since its
articulation by UNDP in 1994. We can see the development of this
idea in international community through a significant volume of
reports and resolutions, e.g., the HSC report in 2003, the Reports of
the Secretary-General and the General Assembly Resolutions in 2010
and 2012 among many others. Taking such development into account,
it can be said that Human Security “has been prioritized as a foreign

” %

policy goal”” in international community.

Our question is, in this context, whether international community
implements policies for Human Security appropriately or not, in
other words, whether a form of global governance for Human
Security is actually being carried out and to what extent. It is to this
end that we have invited experts from UN organizations with the
aim of examining the implementation and implications of Human

Security by the organizations. We would like to explore the agenda

for improving global governance for Human Security.

*Gerad Oberleitner, ‘Human Security: Idea, Policy and Law’,

in Routledge Handbook of Human Security, 2014, p. 319
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Office in Tokyo

Human Security — Application and its Added Value at the
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Opening Remark

Global Governance for Human Security

Hideki Tamai

Director

Soka University Peace Research Institute

Good afternoon, everyone. I am the director of the Soka University
Peace Research Institute and the chair of this year’s JAHSS
conference - the Japan Association of Human Security Studies. It is
our great honor and pleasure to host this year’s conference here at
Soka University.

[ am deeply grateful to the many people who have contributed to
make the conference possible. I would like to especially express my
gratitude to the Toda Institute for Global Peace and Policy Research
for their sponsorship.

I also wish to thank our distinguished panelists for their
cooperation and support in making this year’s conference a reality.
I thank all of you from the bottom of my heart for taking time from
your busy schedules to participate. Thank you very much.

Allow me to say a few words about this year’s conference venue,

Soka University. When Soka University was established in 1971, the



82
founder, Dr. Daisaku Ikeda, articulated the three founding principles
as follows;

Be the highest seat of learning for humanistic education

Be the cradle of a new culture

Be a fortress of peace for humankind

The Peace Research Institute was then opened in 1976, our institute
celebrated 40th anniversary this year, based on the principle of
becoming a fortress for the peace of humankind, for the purpose
of contributing to the establishment of a peaceful society and the
improvement of human welfare by conducting surveys and research
on the various problems related to the achievement of peace.

Dr. Ikeda has written a Peace Proposal every year since 1983. He
often refers to the importance of efforts toward Human Security in
his proposals. He has emphasized the importance of Human Security
values, including survival, livelihood and dignity - and related
initiatives in the area of peacebuilding. In this connection, this year’s
proposal quotes the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development: “As
we embark on this collective journey, we pledge that no one will be
left behind”.

All of us gathered here today have been contributing to research
and educational projects to promote a broader understanding of
Human Security and its implementation. With these aims, it is our
great pleasure as this year’s host to play an active role in JAHSS and
its future development.

A focus of this year’s conference, the 6th one to date, we would
like to assess our capacity to put the values of Human Security into
action. As you know, it has been over 20 years now since UNDP
announced the concept of Human Security. Since then, the idea has

evolved and has been advocated by various governments and civil
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society organizations. We can see the development of the idea in the
international community through a significant volume of reports and
resolutions, for example, the HSC report in 2003, the Reports of the
Secretary-General and the General Assembly Resolutions in 2010 and
2012 among many others. Taking such developments into account, it
can be said that Human Security has indeed been “prioritized as a
foreign policy goal” in the international community.

We chose “Global Governance for Human Security” as the title of
this symposium. Our question is whether the international community
is implementing policies for Human Security as effectively as it could,
in other words, whether a form of global governance for Human
Security is actually being carried out and to what extent.

We are most fortunate this year to have with us experts from UN
organizations to help us assess issues related to the implementation
and implications of Human Security.

Mr. Tetsuo Kondo, Director of the UNDP Representation Office in
Tokyo

Ms. Mehrnaz Mostafavi, Chief of Human Security Unit, United
Nations

Mr. Dirk Hebecker, Representative of the UNHCR Representation
in Japan

Needless to say, these experts represent the core organizations
for the implementation of Human Security. Learning from their
experience, we hope to better understand some of the challenges of
putting the values of Human Security into practice.

We are also pleased to receive Professor Kiyoko Ikegami of Nihon
University Graduate School of Social and Cultural Studies as a
discussant. We can benefit greatly from Professor Ikegami’s broad

perspective and deep experience from her work both at the UN with
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UNHCR and civil society organizations such as JOICFP.

In the first session, we will hear presentations from the three
panelist’s presentation and comments from the discussant. We will
take a break after the presentation session. We will then have the
second session, the panel discussion. In that session, the panelists
will respond to questions and comments from audience.

[ would like to express my gratitude again, and hope that everyone

can enjoy this symposium. Thank you very much.
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PRESENTATION

Human Security in Development Practice

Tetsuo Kondo

Director

UNDP Representation Office in Tokyo

The world agreed on the SDGs at last year’s UN General Assembly,
namely, the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. The 17 goals
and 169 targets always matter; however, GA resolution 70/1 of Agenda
2030 has its core message in its preamble, referring to the notion
of freedom from fear and freedom from want, with human dignity.
Overall, the approach of SDGs is characterized as human-centered
development.

[ aim to align these SDG principles with the notion of human
security, considering my field experiences of UN missions and
UNDP field offices for peace consolidation, livelihood recovery, and
sustainable human development. These are the core competencies of
the UN operational activities.

Most of my UNDP field duty stations were in conflict-affected
areas, such as Iraq, Timor-Leste, Kosovo, and Chad. I served in

these missions during a particular planning phase called “transition.”
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The communities affected by conflict have common problems
of institutional disorder that deprives people of public services:
education, health and safety, and security.

For me, having served in the United Nations, our responsibility
is to restore a community’s functions rather than to just provide
humanitarian supplies. I regret to say that the UN’s intervention is not
an ideal solution because it will always be needed when the national
administration capacity is lowered and requires help in order to

support the people affected.

Threats and Risks

In many cases, people affected by conflict find themselves in the
best position to define human security needs because they know
exactly what kind of threats and wants affect them, and also what is
specifically needed to ensure a sustainable livelihood. We, from the
UN, help to identify the threats and risks that they are facing and to
plan solutions.

Last year, on this same occasion of the Japan Association for
Human Security Studies, Professor Kinhide Mushanokoji gave
keynote remarks that were very enlightening. He explained the

”

meaning of the word “security” with the verb “secure,” which is

«

composed of the prefix “se- (without)” and the stem “-cure (care),”
saying that security is a condition under which people do not need to
be cared for. Therefore, to establish or ensure human security is an
action to eliminate threats and mitigate risks that disable people from

living without worrying about danger to their lives.
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Opportunities

The UNDP Human Development Report in 1994 presented an
approach to providing sustainable solutions to people with need of
international care. A new way of thinking after the Cold War when
massive military expenditure was no longer required provided such
an opportunity. The idea of human security opened this opportunity
for people to use the savings from the “dividend of peace.”

Twenty years later, this idea is still valid because a global goal of
Agenda 2030, SDGs, has its bedrock in human security and sustainable
development. The preparation process for SDGs was guided by local
experiences and global debates recalling the concept “Act locally and

think globally.”

Tools

In the history of human beings, the world agreed to establish the
League of Nations after WWI, and the United Nations after WWII.
These international institutional collaborations were a response to
the need for global governance. Their aims have been to maintain
peace and uphold human rights.

The UN’s role has been evolving over time. Now, the UN places
greater focus on sustainable development. The key issue here
is the best way to connect peace, human rights, and sustainable

development. In my observation, this is “human security.”

Conflict and Violent Extremism

The UNDP HDR 1994 indicates that, without peace, there may be
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no development but that, without development, peace is threatened.
It points to the idea that a war deprives people of human rights and
all types of security: economic security, food security, health security,
environmental security, personal security, community security, and
political security.

Moreover, international security has been becoming increasingly
fragile as globalization advances. A clear and present danger for the
sustainability of the world at this point of time is violent extremism.

There has been no effective solution that directly addresses the
root causes of extremists’ hostility towards human beings, which on
earth is never acceptable. The UNDP report in 1994 already clearly

stated that the causes of violence lie in poverty and inequality.

Environment

Japan went through an environmental crisis after WWII when it
showed miraculous economic performance. A book written in 1975
by Dr. Michael Reich Island of Dreams illustrated this crisis with such
diseases as marine water pollution diseases known as Mirnamata,
mercury-polluted fishermen’s plight, or Yokkaichi air pollution that
caused asthma syndromes or other ailments. Japan has not been
engaged in any military conflicts after WWII, but this crisis arose.
And this is not considering countries affected by war.

The important point here is that Japan is a learned country that has
overcome the environmental crisis by the strong initiatives of local
communities of their own, by local governments, and by the private
sector. Now, Japan supports many developing countries with its
experiences and know-how in order to eliminate pollution. The media

and civil society also played an essential role. I think this experience
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of self-recovery from environmental crisis pushed Japan to become

one of the most vocal advocates for environmental sustainability.

Health

Health sector support requires scientific, evidence-based planning
to find solutions. Human security assistance programming, in which
I have been involved, is always based on analysis, mapping, and
planning. Therefore, the global health initiatives implemented as part
of the MDGs in the last 15 years are, by definition, human security
goals. Dr. Peter Piot, a role model for me as an international civil
servant, wrote in his memoir No Time to Lose that when he was engaged
in HIV retroviral treatment with President Mbeki, his approach was
exactly a human security approach. At that time, South Africa was
facing a serious crisis of HIV infection and the situation was out of
control. There was a tendency for African political leaders to deny
the Western approach to finding solutions to African problems. Dr.
Piot, through his face-to-face dialogue with the president, strongly
emphasized the point that scientific data must be considered essential
in policy planning.

This year, year one of the SDGs, Japan took strong initiatives to
address the global health agenda, namely health emergency response,
antimicrobial resistance, and universal health coverage, by assuming
the G7 Ise-Shima Summit presidency and co-organizing TICAD VI.
In the past, it was in 2000 that Japan chaired the G7 Kyushu-Okinawa
Summit on the eve of the Millennium Summit at the UNGA, which
addressed the eradication of infectious diseases such as HIV, malaria,
and tuberculosis. This initiated the process of establishing the Global

Fund for ATM. Overall, MDG Goal 6 on HIV has made substantive
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progress in most affected areas.

Experiences in a UN Country Team

The role of the United Nations in the field as a UN country team is to
help member states tackle humanitarian and development challenges.
It then has to identify opportunities to obtain international support
to address the remedies, without damaging the environment and
national identity but delivering noticeable impact. I worked on cases
in Kosovo and Chad to provide multi-sectoral solutions in these post-
conflict situations.

During the relief phase, the UN country team forms a humanitarian
coordination team and works using a cluster approach. As the crisis
phase evolves, a recovery and normalization program is applied
with the UNDP as the lead agency. When the government recovers
its normal capacity, policies under the UN Development Assistance
Framework (UNDAF) shall be formulated. The value of human

security is an overarching guideline in operating the entire process.

Kosovo in 2008

In 1999, the Kosovo conflict disrupted essential social services, stifled
economic development, and exacerbated the growing hardships
faced by an already vulnerable and distressed population after the
demise of the former Yugoslavia. After NATO military intervention,
the Serbian government and Kosovo-Albanian Liberation Army
ceased fire.

But, when I arrived in 2007 as deputy resident representative of the

UNDP, there was an absence of effective administration in Northern
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Kosovo where the Kosovo-Serbian population was a majority due to
a vacuum of sovereign institutions. The UN agencies on the ground
collectively programmed a human security project and applied to the
UN Trust Fund for Human Security for funding.
The approach was to form a local action group consisting of three
parties, Kosovo-Serbian, Kosovo-Albanian, and the UN, to identify
local needs in healthcare, education, and employment creation. The
program was a full success and nearly 1,000 victim populations gained

access to long-time-missing public services.

Chad in 2014

My subsequent assignment as country director of the UNDP was
in Chad in the Sahel African region. Despite its abundant natural
resources, Chad remains one of the poorest countries in the world.
Thirty years of constant violence and conflict have resulted in
massive international displacement that has spurred tensions between
host communities and internally displaced persons (IDPs)

One of the most conflict-affected areas was the eastern region
vulnerable to drought, water scarcity, climate change, competition
over scarce resources, and growing tension among communities.
Lack of local administration aggravated the living conditions of the
population with frequent violence against women.

The program funded by the UN Trust Fund focused on three areas:
access to drinking water and food with little infrastructure; job
training for IDPs, especially women, to achieve a sustainable income;
and protection of women from gender-based violence.

The national association of women’s empowerment partnered with

the UNDP, UNICEF, and UNFPA to provide technical support to
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the beneficiaries. Approximately 12,000 of the local population were
given the opportunity to keep hunger and insecurity away from their

communities.

Conclusions

Such projects as formulated and implemented jointly by UN agencies
in different development contexts show examples of concrete actions
to address human security. The threats faced by people in Northern
Kosovo and Sahelian Chad were quite different in appearance and
are again quite different from the environmental crisis in Japan in the
1960-70s and the HIV fatal health hazards in 1990.

We do not talk about force or coercion as a solution to the problem
but instead employ a human-centered approach with sustainable and
preventive solutions globally supported and understood. This means
the affected population recovering access to freedom from fear and

freedom from want with human dignity.

Thank you for your attention.
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Human Security — Application and its
Added Value at the United Nations

Mehrnaz Mostafavi

Chief

Human Security Unit, United Nations

It is my sincere pleasure to be with you today and to share this
panel with my esteemed colleagues, Professor Tamai, Mr. Kondo
and Mr. Hebecker. I am enormously grateful to Soka University for
inviting me to this very timely conference on Global Governance for
Human Security. Events like this provide a wonderful opportunity for
us to reflect on progress made and to consider how to strengthen our
common resolve to improve the lives of those most vulnerable. It is
also befitting that this conference is held in Tokyo as the Government
of Japan has and continue to be instrumental in the advancement of

human security.

Colleagues,
I believe it is not an overestimation to say that we meet at a time of
considerable crisis. Whether it is the scourge of conflict, the outbreak

of pandemics, the devastation of natural disasters, or the indignity
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of abject poverty, today’s world is an intolerably insecure place
for many. And, while progress has been made, recent trends test
the efficacy of our international system and examine our efforts to
prevent human suffering.

Today, the rising number of people affected by conflict, notably in
Syria, Yemen, the Central African Republic and South Sudan, among
others, has contributed to the largest number of displaced individuals
in search of greater peace and brighter future for themselves and
their families since World War II.

Meanwhile, as witnessed in West Africa, the Ebola virus and other
pandemics not only threaten people’s lives, but place considerable
stress on the fragile social, political and economic systems of those
countries least capable of responding.

In addition, across the globe, the devastating impact of climate
change and natural disasters threaten the lives and livelihoods of
millions of people. And while majority of climate-related deaths
and economic losses occur in poor regions, the March 11 Japan
Earthquake reminds us of the indiscriminate threat of natural
disasters to those most vulnerable in all parts of the world.

Lastly, persistent poverty and inequality continue to limit the
choices and opportunities of marginalized individuals and undermine
their efforts to participate and contribute to their societies.

In one way or another, each of these scenarios result in grave
human insecurities - specifically, the breakdown in the survival,
livelihood and dignity of individuals and their communities.
Moreover, these challenges, if not addressed in a comprehensive
and inclusive manner, can lead to more intractable crisis that often
spillover into broader national, regional and international insecurities.

Indeed, it is safe to say that to adequately and sustainably address
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today’s multidimensional and complex challenges requires a renewed
consensus on the added value of the human security approach and
its systematic application in international, regional, national and local
governance mechanisms.

Such an approach recognizes that today’s constellation of threats,
if not confronted by a framework that emphasizes the interconnected
aspirations of people to be free from fear, want and indignity, can
lead to further insecurities and provide the space in which, in some
instances, criminal networks and terrorist organizations can make
inroads and rally marginalized and disgruntled communities into
their ranks.

But more importantly, the application of human security provides
an invaluable methodology for developing people-centred and
comprehensive responses based on multi-stakeholder partnerships
to reduce the likelihoods of conflict; overcome the obstacles to
inclusive and sustainable development; and promote a life of dignity
for all. And while much work remains, a focus on human security
can undoubtedly enrich and strengthen our actions towards greater
progress and stability within and across our borders.

As a result, recent global policy reviews, and subsequent agendas,
have all underlined the added value of such an approach.

From the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction, to the
2030 Sustainable Development Agenda, the United Nations Peace
Operations and Peacebuilding Reviews, the World Humanitarian
Summit, and the UN Summit for Refugees and Migrants, all these
reviews and global policy developments have acknowledged the
indispensable truth that silo-driven approaches, most commonly
adopted by the international community, are not keeping pace with

the challenges of a more complex and interconnected world.
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Subsequently, they have called for people-centered, comprehensive,
context-specific and prevention-oriented approaches that protect and
empower people, and that can more effectively prevent and address

today’s complex challenges.

Colleagues,

As you are all aware, in September of last year, the 2030 Agenda
for Sustainable Development was adopted. This transformative
agenda was the result of a two-year consultative process in which
an unprecedented number of civil society actors and academic
institutions participated and played a critical role in our collective
efforts to eradicate poverty in all its forms by 2030.

But 15 years to achieve a world free of poverty, hunger, disease and
violence, with no one left behind, will not be an easy endeavor.

Reaching this goal will require the concerted efforts of all of us. It
will require new and innovative solutions that match the scale and
ambition of the SDGs. As I'm sure you can imagine — along with its
many opportunities, implementing this broad yet integrated agenda
also presents a number of challenges which the human security
approach can help address.

Specifically, to meet the goals of Agenda 2030, a context-specific
analysis at the local level — a hallmark of the human security
approach — is needed in order to further extend the benefits of
economic growth across and within countries. Whereas national
measurements may not adequately address disparities at the
community level, the identification of bottlenecks at the local level
can foster an inclusive economic growth with significant gains across
societies.

The application of human security, moreover, addresses not only
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developmental challenges but also challenges stemming from other
factors that impede economic growth and poverty reduction.

Based on its core vision to achieve freedom from fear, want and
indignity, a focus on human security helps clarify how diverse issues
ranging from deprivation in all its forms (food, health, education,
employment, etc.) to violence and environmental degradation interact
and require comprehensive and context-specific solutions.

That is, by emphasizing the triangular relationship between peace
and security, development and human rights, a focus on human
security can ensure that poverty reduction strategies are attentive
to the root causes and the remedial solutions needed in order to
stem the persistence of insecurities and stop their impact on the
achievement of inclusive and sustainable development and the
promotion of peaceful societies.

Today we can confidently say that the application of human
security will complement and significantly enrich the mechanisms
that will be needed in order to attain the SDGs.

In addition to supporting the SDGs, the application of human
security also contributes to ongoing efforts in a number of important
areas which I would like to share with you, notably, a more inclusive
and sustainable peacebuilding architecture; a stronger transition from
humanitarian relief to longer-term development; and, more effective
mechanisms to prevent, prepare for, manage and recover from

natural disasters, particularly at the local level.

Friends,
After two decades of steady decline, conflicts are once again on the
rise. As noted in the review of the UN peacebuilding architecture in

2015, the success for sustaining peace “relies on uniting the ‘peace
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and security’, ‘human rights’ and ‘development’ pillars of the United
Nations.”

In this regard, the human security approach is an invaluable tool
for building multi-stakeholder partnerships for conflict prevention
and peacebuilding.

Despite daunting challenges, post-conflict situations do provide
significant opportunities to address the root causes of conflicts, to
heal fragmentation, and to strengthen state-society relations.

The success of peacebuilding strategies, however rest on the ability
to deliver the dividends of peace to all people and communities in a
manner that is transparent, participatory and fair.

To this end, the application of human security underlines the
inclusion of protection efforts — such as providing public safety,
essential basic services and the rule of law with empowerment
measures that promote partnerships with local stakeholders.

Local partners can play a significant role in reinforcing ownership
in the future of their country; in nurturing reconciliation; and in
restoring trust in the institutions that return stability to post-conflict
situations. Together, this dual approach can help minimize the space
in which societies may relapse into conflicts.

At the same time, by promoting a comprehensive and context-
specific approach, the application of human security can ensure that
support from across the international community is based on the
actual realities on the ground. This results in a response framework in
which the needs, vulnerabilities and capacity gaps of conflict-affected
countries are continually assessed, and actions that address these
gaps are supported by a peacebuilding architecture that strengthens

local and national capacities.
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Colleagues,

The transition from humanitarian relief to long-term development
is another complex and rarely linear experience. Far too often,
environmental crises or violent conflicts devastate the same
vulnerable communities time and time again.

Without addressing the underlying causes of these crises, I'm afraid
our best efforts to build back better will remain unfulfilled.

As a multi-stakeholder, comprehensive and integrated approach,
the application of human security can contribute significantly to our
ongoing efforts in this area. Human security underscores the need
for joint analysis, planning and implementation among humanitarian
and development actors, and provides the rationale and evidence by
which to transcend this divide.

At its core, human security is rooted in the notion that threats
to people’s survival, livelihood and dignity are seldom singular in
nature. Rather, a mix of factors come together to generate situations
that are often complex and multidimensional. Therefore, human
security advocates for comprehensive solutions that encompass all
key stakeholders including those responsible for emergency relief,
rehabilitation and longer-term development.

Moreover, human security is premised on the recognition that long-
term sustainable results are more likely to be generated by activities
that go beyond responding to an immediate crisis. By looking at
the root causes of a particular threat, the human security approach
identifies the structural and behavioural changes needed in order
to mitigate negative impacts and help prevent the re-occurrence of
current and future crises.

Lastly, climate change and its interactions with other insecurities

remains one of the most pressing issues of our time.
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Climatic fluctuations, environmental degradation and extreme
weather patterns disrupt harvests, deplete fisheries, erode livelihoods
and increase the spread of infectious diseases. Vulnerable groups are
particularly at risk, not only from the immediate impacts of natural
disasters, but also from knock-on risk factors such as, displacement
and migration.

Since 2008, an average of 26 million people have been displaced
each year as a result of natural disasters.

Climate change is also a “threat multiplier”--- particularly in
situations where the loss of land, together with persistent poverty,
displacement and other insecurities, trigger competition over
increasingly scarce natural resources that often intensify into societal
tensions.

Well-suited to the multifaceted challenges of natural disasters, the
human security approach highlights the interconnectedness and the
cross-sectoral consequences of climate change and its impact on
different facets of people’s lives. Such an analysis helps to identify
the differentiated impact as well as the compounding magnitude of
climate-related threats on people and their communities.

The Sendai Conference in particular, highlighted many of the
core principles of human security. It advocated for a broader and
more people-centred, preventative approach. It underscored the
importance of comprehensive and multi-sectoral solutions that
engage all stakeholders. And it emphasized the need to strengthen
cooperation to build local and national resilience and to facilitate the
transfer of technology and financial assistance.

For close to two decades, the UN Trust Fund for Human Security
has provided resources and guided programmes that aim to reduce

the risks of vulnerabilities; seek to build the resilience of fragile
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communities; and strive to protect those most vulnerable.

The human security approach recognises that insecurities must be
tackled together in terms of UN support. Accordingly, all programmes
under the Trust Fund require an integrated response, often including
several UN entities, in partnership with Government and non-
governmental actors - thereby, combining expertise, accelerating
delivery, limiting duplication, and maximising the reach of scarce
resources.

With over $440 million distributed to more than 220 projects and
programmes since 1999, the UN Trust Fund for Human Security,
established by the Government of Japan, has produced a substantial
catalogue of lessons learned in how we conceptualize, plan and
respond to current and emerging challenges. It has provided the
rationale and methodology for why different entities must come
together to support a more inclusive and shared prosperity in greater

peace and resilience.

Colleagues,

I am pleased to say that in recent years we have made significant
progress in expanding the practice of human security across the
United Nations and beyond.

Today, more and more university programmes are training
the next generation of human security experts. In addition, an
increasing number of civil society organizations have integrated the
human security approach into their work with Governments and
communities.

At the Human Security Unit, we continue to partner with a wide
range of UN and non-UN entities. Among these, the UN Trust for

Human Security remains an important instrument in expanding the
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contribution of human security to the priorities of the international
community.

Through seed money provided by the Trust Fund, combined
with co-funding commitments from other sources, particularly at
the national level, contributions to the Trust Fund have resulted in
greater multi-stakeholder partnerships on a wide range of issues that
aim to reduce vulnerability, strengthen resilience, prevent conflicts,
and foster social harmony.

And while the Trust Fund remains critical in our efforts to
promote human security, we continue to undertake additional
steps to mainstream the application of human security in the work
of the United Nations. This work is guided by the “Framework for
Cooperation on the System-wide Application of Human Security”.

The Framework, endorsed by the Interagency Working Group on
Human Security, highlights the added value of the human security
approach and its contribution to the priority areas of the UN -such
as, the fulfillment of the SDGs, the One UN reform agenda, transition
from humanitarian to long-term development, and disaster risk
reduction. It documents how the application of human security
can enable the United Nations system to utilize its resources and
comparative advantages in a more integrated, effective and efficient
manner.

In addition to our support to the UN system, our partnerships with
member States and others on a wide range of issues and activities
remains a priority for us.

Among these, in May of this year, we co-organized an event titled
“Health, Resilience, and the Added Value of the Human Security
Approach to Achieving the Sustainable Development Goals” in

collaboration with the Pan American Health Organization and the
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Japan Center for International Exchange, co-sponsored by the
Permanent Missions of Costa Rica, Japan and Thailand.

Later in the month, the Advisory Board on Human Security and the
Human Security Unit participated in the Asia-Pacific Regional Human
Security Conference, organized by the Government of Thailand,
as the Chair of the Human Security Network. The event brought
together policy-makers and practitioners to share experiences on how
the application of human security contributes to the achievement of
the SDGs.

Most recently, the HSU in partnership with the Human Security
Network and the Aspen Ministers Forum organized a high-level event
on “Human Security for Refugees, Migrants and Host Communities:
Tools and Approaches for Collective Action.” Bringing together
present and former Foreign Ministers, Permanent Representatives,
and senior UN officials, the event reinforced the value of the human
security approach to the implementation of the New York Declaration
for Refugees and Migrants.

These collaborations are further complemented by our ongoing
engagement with academics and non-governmental organizations,
across regions and continents, including today’s timely conference at
Soka University.

Looking to the future, we will focus our efforts to ensure that the
lessons learned from the past 17 years continue to be translated into
institutional, policy and programmatic shifts that enable us to better
manage risks, prevent instabilities, save lives, and promote greater
peace and prosperity for all.

And, through all of our work, we will continue to place ‘people’
at the heart of our actions so that, at this critical juncture, our

international system has the policies and practices to advance human
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security.

Therefore, allow me to underscore my sincere hope for the success
of this conference and our joint efforts to further strengthen the
“Global Governance for Human Security.” Let us, through the human
security approach, connect the dots that will enable us to better
respond to current and emerging challenges. Let us uphold the
United Nations Charter and its focus on “we the peoples”. And let
us strive to achieve international cooperation in promoting peace,
prosperity and dignity for all.

I thank you for your attention.
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Human Security and UNHCR's Strategy
to Tackle the Global Displacement
Crisis: The perspective of protecting
displaced people

Dirk Hebecker

Representative

UNHCR Representation in Japan

Dear Participants, Colleagues and Friends,

I am glad to speak on this topic on ‘Human Rights Day’ as human
security, not just for me but also from a human rights perspective, is
very much about ‘securing’ people’s access to basic rights, first and
foremost the right to life but also the whole range of rights listed in
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights adopted 68 years ago in
Paris. You may know that 10 December is usually celebrated under a

unique theme every year - in 2016 it is:

\ ' 4
— -
STAND UP
FOR SOMEONE’S
RIGHTS TODAY

Human Rights Day 2016
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Being on a panel with distinguished experts puts myself - a layman
on human security - in a very stressful position. I would like to skip
any generic statements about human security and talk about the
perspective of UNHCR, the UN Refugee Agency which is mandated
to protect, assist and find durable solutions for refugees and also acts
as the protection lead in the inter-agency response to situations of
internal displacement.

UNHCR’s mandate kicks in when governments are unable or
unwilling to protect and assist refugees. Refugees are non-citizens.
They flee from their homes when they are afraid (war, human rights
violations, discrimination etc.) - i.e. when they cannot enjoy the
protection of their government anymore; that also means their ‘human
security’. Protection and human security are often interchangeable in
displacement situations. Any refugee crisis is always also a crisis of
human security (Ogata).

Running away from home only gives refugees ‘safety’ - human
security requires life-saving assistance from the first days of their
exile and investment into their education, skills development and
individual and collective capacities.

The very initial ‘human security’ for refugees, and internally
displaced people for that matter, however, - and this is my first point -
probably comes from their own communities and often from the
communities that host them, sometimes even before any aid arrives.

The challenge for any aid organization is to provide assistance
in such a way that it doesn’t create dependencies (which too often
develop into hard-to-cure ‘syndroms’) but emphasizes community
mobilization and self-reliance over hand-outs (assistance).

In reality, when refugees arrive in neighboring countries, the initial

response (esp. provision of shelter, food and nutrition, water, health
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services, etc.) does not always, or almost never, take into account
the capabilities of the refugee community from Day 1. Refugees then
quickly get used to being provided everything they need instead
of organizing themselves as a community, as a family but also as
individuals.

Of course, at the beginning of a refugee crisis, refugees often think
of their situation as a very temporary one and there is nothing wrong
with provision of assistance when refugees are weak, exhausted,
tfraumatized, or malnourished.

The problem is that most refugee situations can’t be resolved within
a short time; on average, refugees now stay in exile for more than 10
years (Kenya/Somalia, Bangladesh/Myanmar, Pakistan/Afghanistan
etc. are just a few examples of what we call ‘protracted situations’).

In Bangladesh, even to this day, some of the basic services for
Rohingya refugees in the camps are provided by aid organizations
or the government - doctors, nurses, engineers, teachers etc. Had
the international community invested in education (incl. higher) for
young refugees 20-25 years ago at the beginning of this situation,
the refugee community could have its own refugee doctors, refugee
nurses, refugee engineers, etc. by now...

This brings me to my second point - [ believe that governance of
human security is very important. The issue I just described - the
failed opportunity to tackle ‘human security’ based on self-help and
self-reliance development - comes from weak governance of ‘human
security’.

We talk about mainstreaming human security - but it has not been
mainstreamed to a satisfactory level. Key documents during the
recent New York high level GA meeting on refugees and migration

(Sept 2016) did not mention ‘human security’. But I don’t want to
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jump to conclusions. That could be an indicator for very good
mainstreaming. (More likely it isn’t.) - [By the way, one important
exception is Japan’s Prime Minister Abe’s speech at the New York
summit: http://www.mofa.go.jp/mofaj/files/000189243.pdf.]

Good governance of human security is manifested through the
Human Security Trust Fund. Regular calls for funding are going out to
agencies and partners, and the project selection ensures that funded
projects indeed meet the criteria and that tangible improvements
to the human security of beneficiaries can be expected. (I believe a
sizeable number of projects are indeed implemented by UNHCR.)

In UNHCR, I would say, human security is understood to be
mainstreamed through our protection and assistance work. We don’t
actively use the term as such (which could be an indicator for how
deeply human security has already been mainstreamed already
in UNHCR) but everyone understands that efforts to strengthen
empowerment, community mobilization, education, self-reliance,
addressing the specific needs of women and girls, elderly, children
and adolescents etc. and the promotion of rights, in particular
freedom of movement, access to the labor market, health and
education all add up to define ‘human security’ in practice and
reality.

My third and last point is about the particular challenges of today’s
global displacement crisis and how UNHCR tries to tackle them
strategically.

What are the latest developments?

2016 was a crucial year and, in a way, turning point not just for
UNHCR but the entire international community, in particular since
the 2015 massive arrival of refugees in Europe. Also, we had the WHS

in Istanbul, the G7 summit in Ise-Shima which, for the first time in



Human Security and UNHCR's Strategy to Tackle the Global Displacement Crisis:The perspective of protecting displaced people 109
great detail, discussed and deliberated on refugees and migrants.
Then finally, in September 2016, the GA held a summit meeting to
address large movements of refugees and migrants, followed by
Obama’s Leaders’ summit on refugees.

At the end of 2015, we had 65 million refugees and other displaced
people on our books. By the end of 2016, this number will have
reached 68-69 million people. Some 34,000 people are forced from
their homes every day!

The New York Declaration - unanimously adopted at the GA,
contains bold commitments both to address the issues we face
now and to prepare the world for future challenges. These include

commitments to:

o . .
% Protect the human rights of all refugees and migrants, regardless

ion within a few months of arrival
& Prevent and respor d to sexual alld_gen_dﬁLba.Sﬁlmm‘ i

< Support those countries rescuing, receiving and hosting large

numbers of refugees and migrants.

s Work towards ending the practice of detaining children for the
purposes of determining their migration status.

¢ Strongly condemn xenophobia against refugees and migrants and
support a global campaign to counter it.

% Strengthen the positive contributions made by migrants incl.
refugees to economic and social development in their host

countries.

K3
<

Improve the delivery of humanitarian and development
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assistance to those countries most affected, including through
innovative multilateral financial solutions, with the goal of closing

all funding gaps.

Find new homes for all refugees identified by UNHCR as needing

resettlement; and expand the opportunities for refugees to
relocate to other countries through, for example, labour mobility
or education schemes.

Strengthen the global governance of migration by bringing the

International Organization for Migration into the UN system.

All this - without explicit references to ’human security’ - is about

human security.

What will happen next?

The New York Declaration contains concrete plans for how to build

on these commitments: -

R
<

Start negotiations leading to an international conference
and the adoption of a global compact for safe, orderly and
regular migration in 2018. The agreement to move toward this
comprehensive framework is a momentous one. It means that
migration, like other areas of international relations, will be
guided by a set of common principles and approaches.

Develop guidelines on the treatment of migrants in vulnerable
situations. These guidelines will be particularly important for the

increasing number of unaccompanied children on the move.
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UNHCR’s strategy — in relation to human security

High Commissioner F. Grandi started in January 2016. Since then he
has been having broad consultations to formulate a strategy for the
next five to ten years. It does not explicitly include the term ‘human
security’ yet the strategy (still in draft) refers to many of its important

elements. Let me give a few key examples:

Mobilizing for Solutions

Under this heading, UNHCR recognizes that the prospects of large-
scale return and reintegration at an early stage are limited by the
recurrent and protracted nature of today’s conflicts. Precisely because
of this, we will enhance and deepen our ‘solutions reflex’, mobilizing
a range of partners and robustly pursuing an expansion of solutions
opportunities for refugees and the internally displaced.

We will:

« actively pursue voluntary repatriation opportunities for refugees,
and in-country solutions for IDPs, upholding the right to return
and identifying and nurturing openings that may emerge,
including through localized solutions, with appropriately designed
and targeted support aimed at fostering conditions conducive to
safe, dignified, sustainable return;

< mobilize political, security, human rights and development actors

to address root causes of displacement and statelessness, and the
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drivers of displacement, including through information-sharing,
protection analysis and early warning;
significantly expand access to third country solutions for refugees,
including resettlement opportunities and complementary
pathways for admission of refugees such as medical evacuation
and humanitarian admission programmes, family reunification,
and opportunities for skilled migration, labour mobility and
education;
pursue family reunification as a key aspect of all forms of
solution;

ip refi ith relevant skills an ities in 1 ion
identify and leverage potential opportunities for local integration
or local settlement where appropriate;
pursue alternative solutions mechanisms, such as bilateral or
regional migration arrangements, which may correspond to the
range of ways in which refugees themselves pursue more secure
and forward looking lives; and
foster opportunities for the gradual, voluntary reacquisition of
national protection while still in exile, including through refugee

participation in elections, or in peace processes.

Connecting to National Systems and Communities

At a time of growing inequality and exclusion, and in which

increasing numbers of people have lost the protection of their own

governments and communities, we will help connect refugees,

internally displaced and stateless people to local systems and
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communities, expanding opportunities and enabling the progressive
realization of rights, including through their inclusion in development
plans.

We will:

% engage key international development actors, including
international financial institutions, in addressing the root
causes of displacement and statelessness as key components of
improved development outcomes; and

& forcibly displ | ] | ] ffectivel

i | e hich (1 i |
. faf includi | I freed ;
| . neludi | ] . | . ]

In concluding, I would like to highlight the positive role Japan
has been and is playing to promote human security (for refugees,
internally displaced and the world’s poor). Japan has been a

predictable and generous supporter of UNHCR’s work on behalf
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and for the well-being of refugees, displaced people and their host
communities.

Again, I am grateful for today’s opportunity to highlight
UNHCR’s human security work and wish this symposium further rich
discussions.

Thanks to Soka University for hosting and the Japan Association
for Human Security Studies for organizing today’s event!

Thank you very much!
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Toward a World
Without Nuclear Weapons:
Overcoming the Inhumanity
of Nuclear Weapons
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of the Japanese Red Cross Nagasaki Atomic Bomb Hospital

Introduction

In recent years, a global consensus has emerged regarding the
humanitarian impact of nuclear weapons. With multi-partisan
cognizance of this inhumanity, momentum for multilateral
negotiations to legally prohibit nuclear weapons is finally, in 2017,
coalescing at the United Nations. This move is being led by more
than 150 nonnuclear powers as well as numerous nongovernmental
organizations (NGOs) as representatives of civil society. Conversely,
the world’s nuclear powers, who rely on policies of nuclear
deterrence (including those regarding expansion deterrence), as well
as allies such as Japan and the NATO member countries, claim that
a legal ban is premature and that the rapid conclusion of a such a
treaty is fraught with security risks, and opposition between these two

camps is becoming more pointed. In this keynote lecture, [ would like
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to reflect on how we can clarify and overcome the obstacles standing
in the way of the gradual clearance for abolishing nuclear weapons

by our recognition of the humanitarian impact of nuclear weapons.

1. International Politics and the Global Consensus on Inhumanity

Behind the growing recognition of the humanitarian impact of
nuclear weapons, dissatisfaction with the state of the process of
abolishing nuclear weapons, which has made little, if any, progress
to date, has been accumulating, particularly on the part of civil
society and the nonnuclear powers vis-a-vis the world’s nuclear
powers despite the demand imposed on all nuclear powers and
nonnuclear powers by the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons (NPT), which came into force in 1970 and Article 6 of
which mandates that “each of the Parties to the Treaty undertakes
to pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating
to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear
disarmament.”

In 2009, shortly after his inauguration, the then U.S. President
Barack Obama, in a speech delivered in the Czech Republic’s capital,
Prague, promised that “as the only nuclear power to have used a
nuclear weapon, the United States has a moral responsibility --- to
seek the peace and security of a world without nuclear weapons” for
which he was later awarded the Nobel Peace Prize.

After a statement issued in 2010 by its chairman, Jakob
Kellenberger, the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC,
based in Geneva, Switzerland), an institution that has contributed to
relief activities and the establishment of international humanitarian

law as a neutral organization in the context of natural disasters,
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wars, and conflict since its establishment in 1863, has once again
been highlighting the humanitarian impact of nuclear weapons and
insisting on the practical impossibility of preventing damage from
nuclear explosions and on the fact that fundamentally, abolishing
nuclear weapons is our only possible option. This move was
immediately reflected in the 2010 Review Conference of the Parties
to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (2010
NPT Review), and an expression of “deep concern at the catastrophic
humanitarian consequences of any use of nuclear weapons” was
included in the final document adopted by the conference.

Internationally, in line with the same ideological current, the
first International Conference on Humanitarian Impact of Nuclear
Weapons was held in Oslo, Norway, in February 2013, which was
soon followed by second and third conferences held in Nayarit
(Mexico) and Vienna (Austria), respectively, in 2014, which included
many presentations and discussions that ran the gamut from ethical
to scientific findings concerning inhumanity. A document known as
the “Austrian Pledge” that could be called the culmination of this
process was agreed upon by 120 countries for submission to the
subsequent NPT Review Conference in 2015. This was later renamed
the “Humanitarian Pledge.”

Thereafter, discussions at the UN began to be driven primarily by
nonnuclear powers such as Austria, Mexico, and Egypt, along with
international NGOs such as International Campaign for Abolition of
Nuclear Weapons (ICAN), and a proposal for multilateral negotiations
slated to begin in 2017 and aimed at the legal prohibition of nuclear
weapons based on their inhumanity was passed by a majority vote
in the First Committee in October 2016 (123 in favor, 38 opposed,

16 abstaining). The government of Japan voted for the first time to
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oppose this type of resolution. This resolution was finally forwarded
to the UN General Assembly in the middle of December, and at the
time of writing, a decision is expected to be imminent.

However, this growing consensus has not been readily accepted
by the world’s nuclear powers, and the movement for nuclear
disarmament and abolition is facing a crisis of division. The
government of Japan, as the only country ever to have been
subjected to the wartime use of atomic weapons and that has until
now regarded leading the charge for abolishing nuclear weapons as a
national policy by expressing similar concerns, sparked astonishment
at home and abroad by turning against the resolution. For the
nonnuclear powers pressing forward on the logic of the majority to
a legal prohibition of nuclear weapons treaties, the attitude of the
nuclear powers poses one of the most difficult political challenges of
today for all of humanity.

On May 27, 2016, President Obama made his first official visit to
Hiroshima to pray for the victims of the atomic bombings. However,
no apology has been forthcoming for the non-humanitarian use of
weapons by the U.S., and when humanity (i.e., the U.S.) raised the
curtain on the nuclear age in 1945, it ushered in a nuclear arms race
during the Cold War era as the product of the wisdom that humanity
derived by combining science and military affairs and only revealed
that it has failed to achieve the wisdom necessary to abolish the
nuclear weapons that now dictate the very survival of our species. In
contrast to President Obama’s advocacy of a world without nuclear
weapons, the nuclear policy that will be followed by his successor,
President Trump, remains to be seen. The immediate future of the

move for abolishing nuclear weapons has grown cloudy.
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2. A Legacy of Inhumanity for Japan and the World

1) Prior to the Bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki (1945)

Studies by American historians have revealed concerns within the
U.S. government and military regarding the use of weapons of mass
destruction. For example, General Eisenhower, who, at the time,
served as the Supreme Commander Allied Expeditionary Force in the
European theatre, was opposed to their use in war. However, this did
not affect President Truman’s ultimate decision to drop the bombs.

2) In the Immediate Wake of Hiroshima and Nagasaki (1945)

At the end of the war, the Suzuki Cabinet drew attention to the non-
humanitarian character of the atomic bombs and protested America’s
actions through an intermediary, the Swiss government. The report
by Dr. Marcel Juneau, one of the first physicians dispatched to
Hiroshima by the ICRC to provide relief activities, highlighted this
inhumanity, and the central office of the ICRC quickly notified its
branch chapters around the world. In Nagasaki, Major General
Yasuyama Kodo, the director of the Omura Naval Hospital, which
housed 780 atomic bomb survivors, was astonished at the severity
of their injuries. He sent a telegram via the Governor of Nagasaki
to notify the ICRC that the damage caused by the atomic bombs
demonstrated an inhumanity that far surpassed that of weapons such
as poison gas that were prohibited by international humanitarian law.
3) The Shimoda Ruling (1963)

This was a ruling in a suit, known as the A-bomb Trial, for
reparations by several victims of the atomic bombings against the
Japanese government that recognized the illegality of the atomic
bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki. As of now, it is the only court

case to have issued a ruling on the humanitarian impact of nuclear
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weapons. However, the claim for reparations was dismissed. It
is known as the Shimoda ruling after the leader of the group of
plaintiffs, Mr. Ryuichi Shimoda.

4) International Court of Justice (IC]) Advisory Opinion (1996)

As an advisory opinion issued by the court on the basis of an
initiative of the UN General Assembly, an incidental provision was
attached stating that the “use of nuclear weapons would generally
be contrary to the -+ rules of humanitarian law --- the Court cannot
conclude definitively whether the --- use of nuclear weapons would
be lawful or unlawful in an extreme circumstance of self-defense, in
which the very survival of a State would be at stake.” In this respect,
some ambiguity continues to exist in that exceptional provisions may
conceivably exist regarding the use of nuclear weapons. Even now,
this issue provides certain grounds for assertions, such as those by
nuclear powers who argue the need for nuclear deterrence, being
made in the context of discussions of a possible nuclear weapons
convention (NWC).

5) UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon's Five Point Proposal (2008)

In addition to the first paragraph, which aims at imposing legal
restraints on the use of nuclear weapons by multiple mutually
reinforcing treaties, this proposal is a proof of concept for a
prohibition treaty accompanied by advanced inspections and draws
heavily on model ban treaties that have been proposed to the UN by,
among others, Puerto Rico.

6) Declaration by Jakob Kellenberger, Chairman of the ICRC (2010)

7) Expression of Concern regarding “Catastrophic Humanitarian Consequences” by
the 2010 NPT Review Conference

8) Three International Conferences on the Humanitarian Impact of Nuclear

Weapons (2013 and 2014) in Oslo (Norway), Nayarit (Mexico), and Vienna
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(Austria)

As the conclusion of the third Humanitarian Conference, Austria
issued a summary, which is as follows: “The impact of nuclear
weapons -+ would not be constrained by national borders and
could have regional and even global consequences, causing
destruction, death and displacement as well as profound and long-
term damage to the environment, climate, human health and well-
being, socioeconomic development, social order and could even
threaten the survival of humankind. ---. The use and testing of nuclear
weapons have [also] demonstrated their devastating immediate, mid-
and long-term effects. -+ As long as nuclear weapons exist --- the risks
of accidental, mistaken, unauthorized, or intentional use of nuclear
weapons are evident [and] -+ the only assurance against the risk
of a nuclear weapon detonation is the total elimination of nuclear
weapons. -+ The imperative of prevention as the only guarantee
against the humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons use
was highlighted. Looking at nuclear weapons from a number of
different legal angles, it is clear that there is no comprehensive
legal norm universally prohibiting possession, transfer, production,
and use--- [The] suffering caused by nuclear weapon use is not only
a legal matter, it necessitates moral appraisal. The catastrophic
consequences of a nuclear weapon detonation event - raise
profound ethical and moral questions on a level transcending legal
discussions and interpretations.”

9) Discussions of Inhumanity at the 2015 NPT Review Conference

The Austrian-led statement by 159 countries was submitted as the
agenda for discussion. Its central issues included the catastrophic
consequences of the detonation of nuclear weapons, the impossibility

of immediate humanitarian response to such explosions, the direct
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benefit to mankind of such weapons never being used again, and the
fact that the only guarantee of nuclear weapons never being used
again is their complete elimination. The content of this statement is
substantively similar to that of the Austrian Pledge mentioned earlier.

In response, a second joint statement by the U.S. and 26 other
countries that included many of its allies (including Japan) was
also submitted with sponsorship by Australia. This statement, while
emphasizing the humanitarian impact of nuclear weapons, also stated
the necessity of efforts involving the substantial participation of the
world’s nuclear powers. In order to realize a broad-based reduction
of nuclear weapon arsenals, it advocated the need for emphasizing
the global security aspects of nuclear weapons at the same level as
their humanitarian aspects. This Australian proposal insisted that
constructive efforts with the participation of nuclear powers would
be indispensable and that efforts involving only nonnuclear powers
would lack feasibility.

Even though this NPT Review Conference was concluded without
successfully arriving at a final document, it did result in several
important matters being proposed to the UN’s General Assembly.

10) Official Initiatives to Promote a Consultative Framework to Address the Legal

Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons by the UN General Assembly (December 2015)

A majority vote of the Open-ended Working Group (OEWG) on
nuclear disarmament convened in 2016 passed a resolution that
three sessions of the OEWG would be held in Geneva in 2017.

11) Three Sessions of the OEWG in 2016

A final resolution to launch discussions of a legal framework to
prohibit nuclear weapons at the UN was adopted in 2017 by a
majority vote and proposed to the First Committee of the UN General

Assembly. Japan abstained from this resolution.
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12) October 2016 Resolution by the UN General Assembly’s First Committee

After vigorous discussion in response to the resolution by
the OEWG, a decision to hold two conferences on multilateral
negotiations in 2017 was taken by a majority vote, with 123 in favor,
38 opposed, and 16 abstaining. In line with the nuclear powers,
Japan voted to oppose the resolution. China and the Netherlands (a
NATO country) voted to abstain, and North Korea voted in favor of
the resolution.

The reasons for Japan’s opposition were that a NWC would be
premature, as well as being dangerous and impeding national
security. Another reason was that consultations conducted without
the participation of the world’s nuclear powers would be meaningless.
Thus, as many nonnuclear powers voted in favor of the resolution,
Japan, as the only country to have been subjected to the use of
atomic weapons, was nevertheless unable to accomplish a paradigm
shift to transcend its own policies, which had their basis in the theory
of nuclear deterrence. However, the government of Japan later
expressed its willingness to participate in the 2017 meetings, with
Foreign Minister Kishida stating that he would play an active role as
a mediator in lobbying nuclear powers.

The foregoing discussion offers a chronological outline of
discussions and resolutions in Japan and around the world
concerning the humanitarian impact of nuclear weapons, with
particular reference to the UN. Even though these discussions have
until now been driven by the world’s nonnuclear powers under
the UN principle of majority rule, multilateral talks over the legal
framework of an NWC are finally slated to begin over two occasions
in 2017.
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3. Evidence of Inhumanity Apparent in Hiroshima and Nagasaki

Let’s reflect here from a humanitarian perspective on the damage
caused by the nuclear detonation experienced by Japan as the
only country to fall victim to atomic bombing. These authors,
who attended the first and second International Conferences on
Humanitarian Impact of Nuclear Weapons in Norway and Mexico,
respectively, as representatives of the Japanese government, at the
request of the governments of the host countries, delivered lectures
on the tragic experience of Nagasaki and Hiroshima.

1) No Warning

Immediately prior to the dropping of atomic bombs on Hiroshima
and Nagasaki, the U.S. military scattered a large volume of leaflets
throughout Japan. Naming the cities that would be attacked, these
leaflets urged citizens to flee, indicating that they would be bombed
unless the government of Japan chose to surrender. However, neither
Hiroshima nor Nagasaki was included among the cities so named; the
bombing was in effect conducted with no warning.

2) Indiscriminate

On the natural assumption that the areas targeted included not only
soldiers and military facilities but also targets prohibited by the so-
called rules of war, such as civilian adults, the elderly, and children,
as well as private facilities, the atomic bombs were dropped during
the peak hours of civic activity.

3) Extensive Slaughter (Massacre) and Urban Destruction (including that of
Communications Infrastructure and Medical Institutions)

The resulting casualties and injuries exceeded a combined total

of 200,000 people for both cities and were accompanied by an

unprecedented level of urban devastation. Relief activities became
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impossible because of the deaths and injuries of medical staff and
the destruction of infrastructure, including that of hospitals and other
medical facilities.

4) Blast, Radiation, and Heat Damage Causing Pain (Acute Damage) Exceeding
Those Caused by Poison Gas

The three elements of the physical force of the atomic bomb
worked in combination to trigger the quick elimination of the
bombing victims.

5) Lifelong Persistence of the After Effects of Radiation (Subsequent Complications)

Those who managed to survive have suffered over the long term
from chronic conditions such as leukemia, cancer, multiple cancer,
and myocardial infarction. Leukemia and cancer, in particular,
remain persistent even 70 years later, proving that the human impact
of sudden radiation exposure can persist over a lifetime. The root
cause has been identified to be genetic errors that occur during the
repair process after the cells of organs that make up the human body
are exposed, resulting in the double-strand breakage of DNA carrying
the genes of the affected cells.

6) Sustained Lifetime Psychological Impact

It is now clear that those who underwent the horrific experience
of the atomic bombing have continued to suffer from psychiatric
symptoms such as depression even now, 70 years later. Cases of
posttraumatic stress disorder (PTSD) are also in evidence.

7) Attacks Using 16-Kiloton Atomic Bombs and 1-megaton Hydrogen Bombs on
Cities with Populations of 1 Million People Simulations of Infrastructural and
Human Damage

Despite the fact that the construction of buildings and infrastructure
in contemporary cities is now conducted to ensure considerable

resilience, the scope of the damage caused by an atomic or hydrogen
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bomb surpasses any acceptable range even today, and the scale of
human injuries in the case of a hydrogen explosion, in particular,
has been estimated at upward of 800,000 dead and injured. It is also
assumed that relief activities will be largely ineffective because of the

consequent infrastructural devastation.

4. The Ethical and Philosophical Dilemma of Inhumanity

In this section, I would like to touch upon the reality that even
while recognizing the horrifying humanitarian consequences of
nuclear detonations, which cause terror and privation for individual
citizens and destabilize human security, it has remained impossible
to accomplish a rapid paradigm shift in the nuclear policies of the
world’s nuclear powers and their allies, such as Japan, which are
based on the doctrine of nuclear deterrence. This is also a major
dilemma facing Japan.

The security of a country is the security — in other words the lives
and safety — of its citizens. When fulfilling the state’s responsibility
and duty to ensure this security, it must be noted that a latent notion
of humanitarianism underlies the world’s nuclear powers and nations
that rely on nuclear weapons. This is related to a point singled out
for special mention in an incidental provision in the advisory opinion
issued in 1996 by the ICJ. In other words, in crises where states
face emergency life-and-death situations such as being unable to
safeguard the lives of their citizens, it is not possible to determine
whether states that consider the use of nuclear weapons to be
indispensable as the ultimate deterrent are acting illegally or not.

Against the consensus regarding the humanitarian impact of

nuclear weapons that is focused on human security, the sustained
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idea of prioritizing security founded in states’ policies of nuclear
deterrence is inevitable. During the Cold War, the leaders of the U.S.
and the erstwhile USSR sought to overcome the threat that their
inevitable antagonism would lead to war with a theory of nuclear
deterrence grounded in the doctrine of mutually assured destruction.
Directly examining how this idea remains current in the actual sites
of international politics even now, 20 years after the end of the
Cold War, it must be acknowledged that the barriers that must be
overcome in the process leading from a recognition of the inherent
inhumanity of nuclear weapons to the realization of a world without
them are considerable.

As representatives of civil society, NGOs such as ICAN advocate
the principle of human security in the belief that focusing first on
norms by establishing an NWC offers a possible solution. Following
this somewhat optimistic line of thought, if a treaty were to be
established by a majority of nonnuclear powers, it would naturally
come to be a norm, gradually filtering through to the nuclear powers,
which would then be compelled to obey the norm. While the U.S,,
which is a nuclear power, and several countries such as Japan that
are dependent on nuclear deterrence have announced that while they
may sign a treaty in accordance with norms, they are not optimistic
regarding all nuclear powers being so inclined.

The U.S. and Japan have attended previous humanitarian
conferences and have previously acknowledged the humanitarian
impact of nuclear weapons. Japan, in particular, has been extremely
cognizant of this fact given its experience as the only country ever
to have been subjected to the wartime use of atomic weapons. Given
the current state of world politics, in which state security must, in

practice, take precedence as a policy concern, the policy of nuclear
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deterrence will be sustained for the time being. However, nuclear-
dependent countries believe that a world without nuclear deterrence
could become a reality in due course. While relying on the
presently existing legal framework of the NPT, they seek to achieve
intermediate ends such as the ratification of the Comprehensive
Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT) and the establishment of a Fissile
Material Cut-off Treaty (FMCT), revealing a school of thought that
considers this step-by-step (or building-block) approach to the
actualization of such a world as an accelerated way of realizing a
world without nuclear weapons in a secure and reliable manner.

As President Obama noted in his Hiroshima speech, humanity has
not yet achieved the wisdom necessary for closing out the nuclear
era that was brought into being by the power of science. This also
echoes how humanity has become ensnared by its own military
cunning and strength. In this respect, it is necessary to recognize
that humanity is ill. In the group to which I belong, International
Physicians for the Prevention of Nuclear Wars (IPPNW, recipient of
the 1985 Nobel Peace Prize), we liken the spread of the doctrine of
nuclear deterrence to a pestilential pandemic.

States (nation states) are human institutions, and we must
recognize that the pursuit of nuclear deterrence by targeting cities
(and thus, human beings) with nuclear weapons also puts human
beings in the crosshairs. It is about time that all of humanity realized
just how much the alert system increases the risk to humanity’s
survival. To this end, we must also ask after the responsibility of
scientists, who are also members of civil society. Nuclear weapons
are produced by scientists, without whose cooperation they cannot
be maintained. It is essential for scientists to awaken to this fact, and

it is important for scientists to stand hand in hand with the public.
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The Pugwash Conferences on Science and World Affairs (recipient
of the 1995 Nobel Peace Prize), established with the participation of
Nobel Prize-winning physicists (such as Albert Einstein and Japan’s
Hideki Yugawa), have in the past made strong appeals to scientists’
sense of responsibility.

Finally, we must also consider the responsibilities of civil society.
Ultimately, citizens select the politicians who, by wielding power in
their respective countries, become world leaders. The current state
of affairs is one in which a majority of citizens approve of, or at least
tolerate, the doctrine of nuclear deterrence in countries such as
the U.S., which are positioned as nuclear powers. Such a situation
is not conducive to the emergence of political leaders that make
political decisions transcending nuclear deterrence and prioritize
the perspective of human security. There is a possibility of this also
applying to the current situation in Japan. In other words, a majority
of citizens may expect the extended deterrence of the U.S. to protect

against nuclear strikes by China or North Korea.

5. Collaboration between the Non—-Humanitarian Order (the
Nuclear Powers) and the Policy of Nuclear Deterrence
(Countries Relying on Nuclear Deterrence) Is Itself the Wisdom
of Humanity

The situation is dire. It was resolved in December 2016 that a
multilateral “United Nations conference to negotiate a legally binding
instrument to prohibit nuclear weapons” would be convened over
two sessions in 2017. Accordingly, if the nonnuclear powers can
push through a majority, the possibility of establishing some form
of NWC would emerge. While the degree to which participation can

be expected from the opposing faction comprising nuclear powers
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and countries that rely on extended deterrence (such as Japan and
the NATO countries) and those such as Australia that prefer to
balance the existence of weapons of mass destruction with nuclear
deterrence, the Japanese government, at least, has announced its
intention to attend.

We must work to assuage this split between the two factions. For
this, compromise is essential. It is necessary to secure the attendance
of the nuclear powers and their understanding, to some degree, of
the process leading toward an NWC. In this sense, it will be important
for both parties to share the ultimate aim of a world without nuclear
weapons.

It is also necessary for the humanitarian faction to demonstrate
its understanding of the step-by-step process of undermining the
doctrine of nuclear deterrence that the nuclear powers are insistent
upon. Amid the political dynamics involved in the lead-up to the
establishment of an NWC, it is necessary to place bilateral (meaning
both factions) consultation at the core of negotiations. The most
effective and rapid measures required to realize each stage of the
step-by-step approach insisted upon by countries such as the U.S.
(e.g., CTBT, FMCT, and the solutions to various problems such as
nuclear proliferation) should be pursued in collaboration. Here,
the serious execution of the NPT’s Article 6 will be required of the
nuclear power faction and the one that considers nuclear weapons to
be non-humanitarian.

Reducing the role of nuclear weapons in nuclear deterrence
policies is another major step requiring concrete discussion. Here,
several possible negotiation items are conceivable, including for
Japan, a victim of atomic bombing that deeply understands the

inhumanity of such weapons, to suggest measures for their reduction,
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such as the prohibition of their preemptive use. This may also be
effective as external pressure on the nuclear powers, such as by
resuming negotiations for the mutual reduction of nuclear warheads
that have been stalled between the U.S. and Russia. If the world’s
nuclear powers, besides seriously addressing solutions to conflicts
that have spread through the world and seeking an improvement
in international security, were to agree on the establishment of
confidence-building as a common goal, it might be possible to
shift gears from opposition to collaboration in the move toward
establishing an NWC. For the nuclear powers to acquire a deeper
recognition of the inhumanity of their position, they need to agree
on a timetable to accomplish goals such as the fulfillment of the
nuclear disarmament that they advocate, thorough ratification of the
CTBT, and realization of the FMCT — these seem at first glance to
conflict with civil society’s idea of focusing first on the establishment
of norms. However, despite the difficulty of engaging the nuclear
powers after the establishment of norms and that of consulting with
them on various processes, from a wider perspective, perhaps, the
ideas of the two factions might converge in the same direction.
Perhaps, we will find an ideal opportunity to demonstrate our wisdom
as human beings in this negotiation process itself.

From such a perspective, the typology of the NWC announced by
the New Agenda Coalition (NAC) assumes greater significance. In
other words, this consists of 1) a comprehensive nuclear convention
that includes a system for inspections and aims at the complete
abolition of nuclear weapons; 2) a nuclear weapon ban treaty
that preemptively prohibits the development and use of nuclear
weapons — even as a threat; 3) a flexible framework agreement that

incorporates various nuclear weapon prohibitions focusing on the
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NPT and including the CTBT and the FMCT; and 4) an amalgam of
1), 2), and 3). Of these, the third option of a framework agreement
seems to be the one that is most likely to wield influence in
negotiations with the nuclear powers. It should be possible to adopt
a method in which various arrangements can be established in a
flexible manner while the timetable is discussed. However, won’t this
lead to the realization of an NWC in a staged manner with a time lag
that it is essentially identical to the step-by-step approach preferred
by the nuclear powers? A report by the International Commission on
Nuclear Non-proliferation and Disarmament (ICNND) prepared by
the governments of Japan and Australia shows a short-term, medium-
term, and final-stage long-term timetable. In this, undertaking
precarious negotiations to get the nuclear powers to approve the
establishment of a moderate version of an NWC is likely to be the

biggest hurdle for the negotiations.

Conclusion

The year 2017 is expected to be the most significant crossroads for
the abolition of nuclear weapons — a matter of the gravest human
urgency. As a prerequisite for the complete establishment of human
security, we must reflect on ways to heed the wisdom of humanity
to jointly realize the establishment of an NWC while fostering trust
between the world’s nuclear and nonnuclear powers. The role to be
played by Japan, as the only country ever to have been subjected
to the wartime use of atomic weapons, will be incalculably immense

and important.

*This translated version was revised on June 10, 2017.
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1. Introduction

In this lecture, I would like to talk about negotiations toward a
nuclear weapons convention (hereinafter referred to as “NWC”),
which is expected to be held in 2017 at the headquarters of the
United Nations in New York, in terms of the themes of human
security and efforts toward nuclear abolition, while bearing in mind
the future conclusion of such a treaty. Among the Panelists who
make presentations today, I am the only one who has practitioners’
background as a former Foreign Service officer, I would like to touch
upon the analysis on Japan’s position and the current circumstances
surrounding the current discussion on nuclear disarmament. Sooner
or later, these negotiations will be concluded and a treaty will be
then opened for signature, I have a strong sense that it would be

problematic if Japan, as the only nation to have suffered from atomic
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bombing, were not able to obtain approval from the Diet to ratify the
treaty which will be useful for total elimination of nuclear weapons.
For this reason, even though this may be a little technical, after
first of all reviewing Japan’s position statement by presenting some
cases relating to disarmament treaties to date, I would like to begin
with some procedural matters that serve as the prerequisite for such
negotiations and then substantial matters such as basic obligations
and national application clause which demand for municipal law
enactment in view of the conclusion of such a treaty, referring to the
similar precedent cases in the field of disarmament treaty that may
be supposed to be the principal issue of these matters.

Since today’s symposium is aimed at the general public, I first
lay out some fundamentals of international law making for NWC
negotiations. Because disarmament measures seek to reduce
weapons and the military, which fall within the realm of states’
sovereignty, disarmament measures are sometimes undertaken
voluntarily or unilaterally. Thus, these are always subject to security
considerations and as we have seen, are largely undertaken in forms
of a legally binding treaty which obliges States Parties to comply
with them. Taking the case of negotiations of the Arms Trade Treaty
(ATT) as the most recent example of a disarmament treaty, we can
see that disarmament negotiations are not exceptional even where
they are intended to regulate the transfer of ordinary weapons that
are not considered to be high-priority when compared with nuclear
weapons. Incidentally, the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties
(hereinafter referred to as “VCLT”) defines a treaty in this sense
to mean “an international agreement concluded between States in
written form and governed by international law, whether embodied

in a single instrument or in two or more related instruments and
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whatever its particular designation.”

To begin with, the VCLT, which we could regard as the “basic law
of treaties”, is important in terms of fundamental rules related to
the treaty being discussed here. Accordingly, many of these rules
that have become customary for treaties are codified by this VCLT.
For example, even though the U.S. is not a signatory to the VCLT,
it has complied with its state practice even under the provisional
application rules of the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START).
To cite another example, the VCTL defines a “negotiating State” to
mean “a State which took part in the drawing up and adoption of the
text of the treaty” (Article 2.1[e]). It also sets out various provisions
for specific procedures for formal participation in treaty negotiations,
including that delegates should have full powers to represent
the state in question. Treaty negotiations are held according to
these rules. For some of you, this will be akin to “preaching to the
Buddha”; however, just in case, I touch lightly on the procedures
for adopting a treaty and endowing the legally- binding power. The
adoption of the text of a treaty, reflecting the fact that it is difficult in
practice for all participating states to agree in case of multilateral
negotiations, as is provided for in Article 9.2 of the VCLT, which
stipulates that “the adoption of the text of a treaty at an international
conference takes place by the vote of two thirds of the States present
and voting, unless by the same majority they shall decide to apply a
different rule.” Moreover, the way that the treaty is to be established
as authentic and definitive is set out in Article 10 (a) as being
“by such procedure as may be provided for in the text or agreed
upon by the States participating in its drawing up” or “Failing such
procedure, by the signature, signature ad referendum or initialing by

the representatives of those States of the text of the treaty or of the
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Final Act of a conference incorporating the text.” While you would
notice that being a “State participating in the drawing up of the text
treaty” occupies an important position in the treaty negotiations, the
significance of at least participating in treaty negotiations is also evident.

Furthermore, once treaty negotiations are concluded, an expression
of consent to be bound by a treaty will be given (that is, signature
ad referendum, signature — in some cases this is all that is necessary
— followed by ratification, acceptance, and approval). Since there
are quite a few cases of the adoption of multilateral treaties by voting
instead of consensus agreement, countries that regard the final form
of the adopted treaty to be unacceptable, where not prohibited by the
treaty itself, enter it with reservations.

Even where reservations are prohibited, it is still possible for a
country to begin the process of consent to the treaty in question after
making adjustments according to its interests with an “interpretive
declaration” rather than a “reservation.” However, you may be
familiar with the problem of how the abuse of substantial reservations
in the area of human rights in some countries tend to dilute the
effects of treaties. Conversely, states that do not agree to the treaty
chose to remain as non-contracting parties.

I have explained the basic rules set out in the VCLT as a potential
minimum standard for thinking regarding negotiating an NWC.
However, since these points are indispensable for considering the
future form of an NWC, I would like to return to them later in my

lecture.

2. Japan’s Position on a Nuclear Weapons Convention

From here, I would like to examine Japan’s official position
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as announced in relation to an NWC. Not only from remarks by
Japanese representatives at international conferences but also in
official statements made in the national Diet, such as those in official
government replies and written answers to official questions enable
us to know positions taken by the Government of Japan. Written
answers to official questions, in particular, are decided upon by the
Cabinet as formal answers to those who exercise the right to question
the Cabinet as set out in Article 74 of the Diet Act. Accordingly, these
are formulated under strict procedures after prior consideration
by the Cabinet Legislation Bureau and thus are positioned as the
government’s official replies to the Diet — the executive branch
under the tripartite separation of powers set out by the Constitution.
Conversely, since oral responses in the Diet are delivered by the
executive political officers of the competent government agency,
these are accorded some latitude of discretion in that there are some
lawmakers who do not answer in accordance with the prepared
answer as much as they can in improvised ones.

Since the resolution on NWC negotiations was adopted by of
the UN General Assembly, several relevant official questions have
already been raised by members of the House of Representatives.
Taking these in combination with previous questions related to the
use (or prohibition) of nuclear weapons, we may observe that staking
Japan’s position vis-a-vis an NWC will not be easy for the Government
such as the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA). MOFA, which bears
responsibility for Japanese diplomacy, has various sections related to
the NWC, including not only a department in charge of disarmament
but also bureaus in charge of the security policies and so on. It
is between these organizations that policy decisions are made

consequent to adjustments being made to approvals and matters
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related to the affairs under their jurisdiction. For this reason, I would
like to draw your attention, for example, to Japan’s addresses and
voting attitudes at the First Committee of the UN General Assembly,
which are consequent to comprehensive adjustments made in light
of requests from security-related bureaus to position even the NWC
within nuclear disarmament and nonproliferation systems based on
the NPT so as to secure extended deterrence.

In addition, in the past few years, a National Security Secretariat
has also been set up within the Cabinet Secretariat to coordinate
Japan’s security policies. Thus, initiatives such as the NWC are
decided through a multilayered decision-making mechanism to the
extent that they are directly linked to national interest. Accordingly,
at the departmental level of the MOFA that is responsible for
diplomacy pertaining to disarmament and nonproliferation, policy
change is bound to be fraught with difficulties without fundamental
change in the circumstances or political initiative as I am sure, we
can well imagine. With that in mind, I would like to see what might
relate to the NWC negotiations from recent official questions.

First, with regard to an NWC to ban the use of nuclear weapons,
we have the example of a written answer to a question submitted by

Hiroyuki Konishi, a member of the House of Councilors:

* Japan's basic position on nuclear disarmament is that in order

to realize a world without nuclear weapons that is based on

| . f the inl ity of nucl

n Im ren f the harsh ri nvironment, i
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* Japan opposed the proposed resolution after repeated careful

examination because of the fact that given that the nuclear and
listic missil lopmen he DPRK (Democrati le’

* As Foreign Minister Kishida responded at the Special Committee
on the TPP (Trans-Pacific Partnership), while bearing in mind
the need to firmly argue our position from the standpoint
that in_addition to the commencement of negotiations, as the
only country to have been suffered from the wartime use of
atomic bombs, it is also essential for Japan to participate in
the negotiations working for cooperation between the NWS
and NNWS. In _any case, we wish to consider this further on
he basis of f i . he detail lino | |

. i1l take pl

In addition, some lawmakers asked for detailed answers regarding
the resolution on “the advancement of multilateral nuclear
disarmament negotiations.” Leaving out portions overlapping with
the above, the following example is a written answer given in
response to questions by Mizuho Fukushima, a member of the House

of Councilors:

* The resolution in question concerns the decision to enter into
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weapons in a general form.

* As to whether to participate in the negotiations in question,

as stated by Foreign Minister Kishida at the press briefing
in question, for which the transcript is publicly available on
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs website, “our future activities,
including participation as well as non-participation, will be
decided on the basis of future discussions on the details

about how the negotiations will take place. In addition, while

| id . i1 tal | he level of il .

hile also looki full |
middle- I ntri h Australia an rman ith
whom we have been collaborating thus far, for myself [as
minister], at this stage I believe that I would like to participate
actively in the negotiations, to firmly argue our position as the
only country which suffered from the use of atomic bombs
from the standpoint of emphasizing cooperation between the
NWS and NNWS.”

As this government has made clear since long, we believe that

| ; | . hei i i
1 . 1 1 . . 1]
| it of ] T | he ideological

foundation of international law. We also believe that such

| hic] 1d 1 hi
or | kind | | . |1l o
. . . listi | steady efforts |
isarmament with the aim of realizin fer rl ith
nuclear weapons.
The advisory opinion rendered by the International Court

of Justice on July 8, 1996, has stated that the “threat or
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As a government, we believe that we should take this opinion
rendered by the International Court of Justice, the main judicial
body of the United Nations, very seriously.

The phrase in question, “an_extreme circumstance of self-
defense, in which its very survival would be at stake,” is one
that must be determined according to individual and specific
circumstances and is thus difficult to address in a categorical
manner.

It is our understanding that the contents of Annex 2 of the
“Report of the Open-ended Working Group taking forward

multilateral nuclear disarmament negotiations” in question

represent a list of proposals by Member States of the United
participating in the working group. In addition, since there are

no proposals by Japan, providing an answer is difficult given

that the precise meanings of phrases such as “the use and

” «

threat of use of nuclear weapons,” “participating in nuclear war

” &«

planning,” “participating in the targeting of nuclear weapons,”

“permitting vessels with nuclear weapons in ports and territorial

”

seas,” “permitting nuclear weapons from being transited
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through national territory,” and “assistance, encouragement,

and inducement” are not necessarily clear.

Furthermore, the following is an example of a written answer
to questions regarding a prohibition on the use of nuclear
weapons submitted by Takako Suzuki, a member of the House of

Representatives.

* On the basis of the Three Non-Nuclear Principles, as a
m r of li li n adher he principle of n
possessing any nuclear weapons, including even the ones
whose possession is not constitutionally prohibited. In addition,
] i« B Basi ( No. 186 of T ] 19
1955) stipul | ] lizati : | il
be limited to peaceful purposes. Furthermore, as_ a NNWS

he T he Non-Prolif . Nl W
(NPT), Japan regards itself as being under an obligation not to
r ive the transfer from any transfer or wh ver of nuclear
| | losi levi ; |
] losi levi i | indi Iy
; | . . | |
| losi levi (8] | id itself |
allowed to possess any nuclear weapons.

* On this basis, as a purely legal issue concerning the relationship
between nuclear weapons and Article 9 of the Constitution,
the government has traditionally taken the following view:
3 I | il o] lf-def .
| o | | of self-def bility i

i hibited 1 icle 9.2 of the C R
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\ linel if thi invol |
| hi ined within the bounds of such a limi

in h arm Id not n ril rohibi
the Constitution. Conversely, the possession of nuclear weapons
exceeding such a limit is unacceptable under the constitution.
The same understanding is also held to be valid for the use of
nuclear weapons. This was also the substance of the reply by
Director-General Yokobatake of the Cabinet Legislation Bureau
to the House of Councilors Budget Committee on the 18th of
August[Authorl0], 2016.
As a purely legal issue, it is understood that Article 9 of the
. S 1 i hibit 1l .
; | | that it ohviously d |

hej . linel | li lecis]

hetl | . lenied by {1
Constitution. Rather, it is on the basis of such a policy decision

*

that Japan firmly adheres to the Three Non-Nuclear Principles
and regards itself as being unable to possess any nuclear
weapons under the terms of the Atomic Energy Basic Act
and the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.
There is no problem of conflict to be discussed between the

Constitution and the NPT as implied by the question.

From the above, in addition to the oft-repeated conventional
explanation of Japan’s stance and why it is unable to agree to the
resolution, it is regarded as having been opposed by the emphasis of
this resolution’s difference from previous resolutions that cite its aim
as being the legal prohibition of nuclear weapons in a general form.

Partly due to the inherent character of official questions and written
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answers, which, as [ mentioned earlier, are unlike oral replies in the
Diet insofar as they allow little scope for discretion, even if treaty
negotiations were to be launched in the future, the future position
statements by the Japanese government in the international arena
can only respond on the basis of the line taken in written answers to
official questions such as these. My concern is that even if we were
to leave the search for a way of resolving the schism between nuclear
powers and nonnuclear states in the international arena to other
diplomatic actors, the gulf inside Japan between the Government
of Japan and the civil society groups strongly interested in nuclear

disarmament will grow even wider.

Given that the negotiation of an NWC is slated to begin whether
Japan likes it or not, Japan should maintain a consistent foreign
policy that is focused on disarmament and nonproliferation.
Moreover, I think that most people understand that balancing this
with national security considerations is bound to be difficult.

I do not consider that we are only asserting a safe opinion because
we oppose the treaty. Rather, when the treaty is drafted as normal,
I believe that Japan, even while facing various legal and political
constraints, should begin to propose specific clauses that could stay
the course in such a way that they could be called “Japan clauses”

for Japan’s active participation in treaty negotiations in a visible way.

3. Procedural Issues (Decision—Making and Conditions for NGO
Participation)

Now I would like to discuss a few representative points concerning

what is required from a procedural perspective in terms of a
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consensus method and conditions for NGO participation in the
consideration of a treaty prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons.
Firstly, concerning procedural issues, I would like to offer my
understanding of what is currently assumed from the wording of
the treaty negotiation mandate resolution. Paragraph 10 of the text
of the resolution (L. 41) by the First Committee of the UN General

Assembly is as follows:

10. Decides that the conference shall convene in New York under
the rules of procedure of the General Assembly unless otherwise
agreed by the conference, from 27 to 31 March and from 15
June to 7 July 2017, with the participation and contribution of
. . | L 1 civil . .

Accordingly, unless decided otherwise, it is stated that the UN
General Assembly Rules of Procedure shall apply and that proposals
that do not fall under any of the important matters such as the
approval of new member countries will be decided by “a majority of
the members present and voting.” (N.B. The organizational session
of the Conference, which was held on 16 February 2017, adopted
its Rules of procedure.) We also see the view that it has become
customary to practice a consensus approach with regard to nuclear
disarmament as was insisted by Japan in the meeting of the working
group.

However, the rules of procedure used for the NPT conference
also stipulate rules that allow decision-making by voting (even
though these have not been applied so far). As I recall, there was
a case about ten years ago in which voting was suddenly used for

the adoption of a Middle East resolution, which had traditionally
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been adopted by consensus at the International Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEA) General Conference. Nevertheless, where normally
permitted by the rules of procedure, the possibility of voting cannot
be excluded. Thus, the adoption by vote of the report adopted at the
recent meeting of the working group falls within the scope conceived
by the UN General Assembly’s Rules of Procedure.

Another possibility is that disagreements between the NWS and
NNWS will become more pointed in the future. If this were to become
the case, the pursuit of consensus under such conditions could come
to pose a psychological barrier for negotiators attempting to achieve
certain conclusions. Accordingly, even at Review conferences of the
NPT, we can understand the reason for not excluding the possibility
of a resolution ultimately becoming subject to voting as permitted by
the rules of procedure.

Even so, since the consensus decision making is explicitly stipulated
in the rules of procedure for the Conference on disarmament and
is, moreover, indirectly prescribed by reference to Article 8 of the
Rules of Procedure for the Review Conference on the Convention
on Certain Conventional Weapons (CCW), it is necessary for the
question of whether to hold a meeting of government experts on
lethal autonomous weapons systems (so-called LAWS) in 2017 to be
decided by the consensus method at the meeting of the CCW Review
Conference held in Geneva in December 2016..

Moreover, while conditions for the participation of NGOs are often
a principal issue when negotiating rules of procedure, we may note
that these are also written in a form such that their participation
is explicitly permitted under the UN General Assembly’s Rules of

Procedure.
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4. Assumed Basic Obligations and Demands for Incorporation in
Municipal Law

The treaties adopted by the UN vary widely, from voluminous
conventions such as the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea
(UNCLOS), which consists of 320 articles, to concise documents
such as the Arms Trade Treaty (ATT), which features less than 30
articles. Further, as I mentioned at the outset in reference to the
definition of “treaty” in the VCLT, they can appear under various
names and sometimes comprise multiple documents. In terms
of the NWC, while there have been various proposals, including
a model convention proposed by Costa Rica on the basis of the
Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC) and a preemptive ban
type NWC considering a treaty along the lines of prohibiting the
use of nuclear weapons, which is advocated by the International
Campaign to Abolish Nuclear Weapons (ICAN), in view of treaty
negotiations, it seems at the very least, necessary to conceive what
kind of prohibition should be stipulated in the NWC about when
or cut-off date for prohibition clause (i.e., temporal jurisdiction),
where or place where to be prohibited for use of nuclear weapons
(i.e., territorial jurisdiction), and how to prohibit the use of nuclear
weapons and also about whom to prohibit.

However, as in the approach shown for written answers to official
questions, the position of not entering into discussions by virtue of
opposing treaty negotiations from the outset may be theoretically
possible. However, what I want to emphasize is that even though
the U.S. opposed the NWC and did not attend the working group
meeting, when we look at the document issued calling on NATO

member states to oppose this resolution, we can find a prima facie
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evidence that careful consideration was given, including with regard
to the kind of legal measures required by municipal law in case of an
imposed obligation to prohibit the use of nuclear weapons, as well as
the problem of their enactment.

In general Japan is, of course, a country that firmly incorporates
the treaties into its municipal law for its national application at the
time of conclusion. After negotiations of the NWC will be finished,
then given Japan’s status as the only country to have suffered from
atomic bombing, we should avoid the situation where Japan will
not be able to obtain the Diet’s approval to conclude the treaty due
to the fact that it will was not sufficiently reflected during the treaty
negotiations, although the treaty is expected to contribute to nuclear
disarmament and nonproliferation .

When an NWC will be concluded after future treaty negotiations,
it would be thus necessary to secure the prohibition on the use of
nuclear weapons by incorporating this within municipal legislation.
Even if, as also described in the written answer to the official
question that I presented earlier, “obviously [the Constitution] does
not mandate their possession or use” given that the use of nuclear
weapons is not possible on the premise of the Three Non-Nuclear
Principles, it may be that prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons is
not actually subject to penalty under current Japanese law.

For example, to implement the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban
Treaty at the municipal law level, the revised Act on the Regulation of
Nuclear Source Material, Nuclear Fuel Material and Reactors impose
a penalty to secure the prohibition on nuclear explosions in Article
76.3, which stipulates that “Individuals who conducted a nuclear
explosion shall be punished by imprisonment with work for not

more than seven years. (2) Attempts to carry out the crime set forth
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in the preceding paragraph shall be punished.” In this kind of text,
whether this is a dual-liability formula intended to punish not only
natural persons but also juridical persons that perform the same kind
of action and whether this includes crimes subject to extraterritorial
criminal provisions of the criminal code from the perspective of
how this might apply to Japanese nationals who have used nuclear
weapons overseas are questions that require further examination.

That said, the purpose of this law, as set out in Article 1 of the Act
on the Regulation of Nuclear Source Material, Nuclear Fuel Material

and Reactors is as follows:

This Act, in accordance with the spirit of the Atomic Energy
Basic Act (Act No. 186 of 1955), is enacted for the purpose
of providing necessary regulations on refining activities,
fabricating and enrichment activities, interim storage activities,
reprocessing activities and waste disposal activities, as well as
on the installation and operation, etc. of reactors, while taking
into consideration the possibility of large scale natural disasters,
terror attacks, or other criminal acts, and also for the purpose
of providing necessary regulations on the uses of international
controlled material to execute treaties or other international
agreements concerning the research, development and use
of nuclear energy, in order to ensure that the uses of nuclear
source material, nuclear fuel material and reactors are limited
to peaceful ones, and at the same time, to ensure public safety
by preventing hazards due to the event that a severe accident
at a nuclear facility causes a discharge of an abnormal level
of radioactive materials outside the factory or place of activity

where said nuclear facility is installed, or otherwise resulting
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from nuclear source material, nuclear fuel material, and reactors,
and protecting nuclear fuel material, thereby contributing to
protecting people's lives, health, and property, preserving the

environment, and assuring national security.

Accordingly, where a prohibition on the use of nuclear weapons is
not consistent with the objective of peaceful uses of nuclear energy
as set out in Article 1 of the Act on the Regulation of Nuclear Source
Material, Nuclear Fuel Material and Reactors, it is necessary for the
prohibition on the use of nuclear weapons to be stipulated under
municipal law by a separate independent piece of legislation.

Further, with regard to the case of self-defense within the scope
allowed by Article 9 of the Constitution, it is much more difficult to
understand a school of thought that considers that “since Japan has
an inherent right to self-defense, retaining the necessary minimum
level of self-defense capability is not necessarily prohibited by Article
9.2 of the Constitution. Accordingly, even if this were the case of
nuclear weapons, so long as this remained within the bounds of such
a limit, possession of such arms would not necessarily be prohibited
by the Constitution.”

This is akin to the conclusion of the dispositive E2 of the
International Court of Justice (ICJ) advisory opinion on the Legality
of the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons, in which the ICJ states
that “it cannot reach a definitive conclusion as to the legality or
illegality of the use of nuclear weapons by a State in an extreme
circumstance of self-defense, in which its very survival would be at
stake.” This way, if a prohibition on the use of nuclear weapons falls
within the scope of self-defense, it could be interpreted as being not

a legal question but merely a policy choice. Since we are all familiar
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with the terrible consequences of the use of nuclear weapons,
after conducting sufficient comparative balancing vis-a-vis security
considerations, it is necessary to minimize the range of any exception
to such prohibition as much as possible.

Most multilateral treaties are devised to promote their
universalization after adjustments to the interests of the countries
concerned even though the methods by which this is accomplished
are more often than not denigrated as “loopholes.” Nevertheless,
to the extent that we can tolerate the range of reservations and
exemption clause I mentioned at the beginning, it is necessary to
create treaties in a way such that as many countries as possible can
become party to them, ensuring the effectiveness of the prohibition
and regulation.

As a practical problem, it is actually difficult to secure the
implementation of treaties concluded by Japan in areas on Japanese
territory that are not under the jurisdiction or control of the Japanese
government, in particular, places such as overseas diplomatic
establishments or U.S. military bases stationed in Japan. For example,
it is not easy to respond to violations of basic obligations occurring in
facilities or areas belonging to U.S. forces stationed in Japan, which
are not controlled by a country that is not even a State Signatory of
the Anti-Personnel Land Mines Convention or the Convention on
Cluster Munitions (CCM). This is because, strictly speaking, non-
State party that have not expressed consent to these treaties are not
subject to any legal obligation, and this does not therefore constitute
a violation thereof.

Thus, even more than the abstract conceptual level of extended
deterrence, the extremely difficult challenges of ensuring consistency

with the relevant provisions of the Japan—US Security Treaty and so
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on wait at a more practical level.

A recent disarmament treaty, the CCM, Article 21 of the CCM to
be precise, concerns countries that are not parties to the convention
(particularly those such as the U.S.), works to resolve contradictions
while encouraging participation in the form of a provision that “in
accordance with international law, States Parties, their military
personnel or nationals, may engage in military cooperation and
operations with States not party to this Convention that might engage
in activities prohibited to a State Party.” Of course, as to the extent
to which exceptions are permitted by such an exemption provision,
there might be the views that this may create loopholes, in other

words, this is difficult to accept.

5. In Conclusion

In order to develop the discussion of the NWC found in Naze kaku
wa nakunaranai no ka II [Why We Can't Eliminate Nuclear Weapons 2]
(Horitsu bunkasha, 2016), I have written that we need to clarify the
legal interests that would be protected by a legal prohibition on the
use of nuclear weapons. This is because, keeping in mind not only
treaty negotiations but also the future conclusion of such a treaty by
Japan, it will be necessary to secure such a treaty with legal penalties
for it national implementation. Moreover, on the basis of the legal
doctrine of nulla poena sine lege ("no penalty without a law"), it is also
incumbent on us to clarify the definition and definite semantic scope,
as well as the necessity, of what constitutes a “prohibition on the use
of nuclear weapons.”

Regarding these protected legal interests, a precedent studies has

attempted to present four forms of protected legal interest on the
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basis of the concept of interest (infringement/compromise) in the
terms, for example, of protective legitimacy and criminal law theory.

That is, as specific examples, it cites (1) that which constitutes the
core of personality and protects the core essentials of life and body,
(2) that which a person finds desirable even if this is also a personal
interest, (3) interests (e.g., property rights) and things constituted as
societal or public matters (e.g., environmental protection) that are
only protected by law insofar as they belong to individuals, and (4)
national protected interests.

Even though this is no more than a theory in the field other than
criminal law in general as it relates to the negotiation of the NWC,
it is also suggestive with reference to discussions of any prohibition
on the use of nuclear weapons. We cannot simply begin and end by
regarding a prohibition on their use as the natural consequence of
the inherent inhumanity of nuclear weapons. Rather, I believe that
we need to ensure a secure theoretical grounding that also includes
such legal aspects.

I am afraid that [ have set out the foregoing discussion rather
roughly; however, the points to be discussed in the treaty negotiations
are the issues of definition, basic obligations, relationships with
other international conventions including the UN Charter, national
implementation, decision-making bodies such as the Conference of
the States Parties, a dispute resolution clause, and final provisions
such as the requirement for entry into force, and it will be necessary
to first consider how typical provisions should be provided for in
such a treaty.

Furthermore, if Japan wishes to serve in an intermediary role, it
will be necessary to steer the discussion after looking carefully at the

respective trends of each country. In future, after examining such
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details, since it is fine for Japan to contribute only in areas where its
strengths lie and in ways that will not damage its national interests, its
contribution may be expected in the form of the proposal of concrete
wording for working documents.

In addition, the NWC is a treaty concept that concerns the entire
field of international security, including disarmament. Therefore the
Government of Japan as a whole should seek what is called for is a
truly “realistic and practical” response. Since international law (the
Law of Nations) is what basically regulates relationships between
states, we need to ensure that the country, i.e., the government—
does its best. However, in part because the resolution mandating
treaty negotiation is premised on participation and contributions
from international organizations and civil society, I believe that it is
incumbent on university officials like us to participate, in a good way,
by helping to produce knowledge while maintaining an appropriate
wariness of, and distance from, the government as members of civil

society. Thank you very much for your attention.

*This translated version was revised on June 1, 2017.
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Introduction

Even today, a quarter century after the end of the Cold War, the
number of nuclear warheads extant in the world exceeds 15,000.
While this shows evidence of a trend toward reduction when
compared with the more-than-70,000 warheads in existence at the
height of the Cold War, the fact is that it is difficult to determine
whether this reduction in numbers is linked to any reduction in the
risk posed by nuclear weapons.

Of the nuclear-weapons states of the Treaty on the Non-
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (or Non-Proliferation Treaty, NPT),
i.e., the U.S., Russia (the former USSR), the UK, France, and China,
the U.S. and Russia account for 90% of the total nuclear stockpiles
in the world. While the number of nuclear weapons possessed by

these two countries has been dramatically reduced under bilateral



200

arms control treaties, it appears that the stockpiles of China, as well
as those of India and Pakistan, who are not party to the NPT, are
increasing in terms of both number and capabilities.

In addition, there are concerns that North Korea, which conducted
two nuclear tests in 2016, is improving the performance of its
nuclear weapons. Furthermore, in light of the current volatile
security environment, the possibility of use of nuclear weapons has
become more realistic. This is due largely to threats such as the
intensification in recent years of terrorism, as well as tensions in U.S.—
Russian relations, now reputed to be at their lowest ebb since the end
of the Cold War. Thus, it seems fair to argue that the threat posed
by nuclear weapons and the danger of their being used is not at all
proportional to their decrease in number.

Nevertheless, the level of the general public’s interest in the threat
of nuclear weapons is surprisingly much lower than it was during the
Cold War. Most citizens are arguably indifferent to concerns such
as basic knowledge of nuclear weapons and the actual dangers they
represent, and it could also be said that they lack access to sufficient
information. In light of these circumstances, when considering today’s
international security situation from a long-term perspective, building
a safe and peaceful world that is free of nuclear weapons increasingly
requires efforts to promote disarmament and nonproliferation
education. However, it seems that concrete progress in this area has
arguably been extremely limited when compared with the existing
threat of nuclear weapons.

In this paper, after touching on the “United Nations study on
disarmament and non-proliferation education: Report of the
Secretary-General,” which has played an important role in advancing

disarmament and nonproliferation (DNP) education, I consider why
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DNP education is important for the abolition of nuclear weapons and
then briefly introduce various DNP education initiatives underway at
the James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies (CNS) in the
Middlebury Institute of International Studies at Monterey (hereinafter
CNS) of which I am a member. I focus particularly on the importance
of DNP education for young people toward the realization of a
world free of nuclear weapons. In addition, I describe some related

challenges and future prospects.

1. Research Related to Disarmament and Nonproliferation
Education and the Report of the UN Secretary—General

Historical Background

When discussing DNP education, we cannot ignore the historical
background or efforts that have been made in this field on the stage
of the United Nations. If the goal of establishing the UN was to bring
peace and security into the sorrowful history of people ravaged
by war, it was arguably inevitable that DNP education for making
progress toward a peaceful world free of nuclear weapons should
have been discussed at the UN. Nevertheless, such progress was very
limited, and to see the most important developments, we had to wait
for the adoption by the UN General Assembly in 2002 of the “United
Nations study on disarmament and non-proliferation education:
Report of the Secretary-General.”

When the urgency of disarmament education was first declared
at the first Special Session of the General Assembly devoted to
Disarmament (SSOD-1), the importance of both teaching and
studying the relevant issues for advancing disarmament education

was emphasized. The final document emerging from SSOD-I
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recommended that UNESCO adopt gradual measures to develop
a program for disarmament and peace studies at various levels of
education. In response to this recommendation, the final document
coming out of the UNESCO World Congress on Disarmament
Education held in 1980 included numerous recommendations for
research and education related to disarmament. Some experts take
the view that this UNESCO Congress contributed greatly to the
subsequent development of disarmament education.

However, after the UNESCO Congress, very little serious discussion
of DNP took place at the UN for the approximately two decades
leading up to the UN General Assembly’s adoption in 2000 of
a resolution requesting for the submission of a report on DNP
education. While views vary on why this should have been so, one
major reason seems to have been the absence of room for substantive
discussion regarding disarmament education largely consequential
to the ideological conflict between the superpowers during the Cold
War.

In that sense, the adoption of the “United Nations study on
disarmament and non-proliferation education: Report of the
Secretary-General” at the UN General Assembly in 2002 is highly
significant. The report derives from a proposal to the then UN
Secretary-General Kofi Annan by Dr. William Potter, the director of
the CNS as well as a serving member of the UN Advisory Board on
Disarmament Matters. The report, sounding the warning that some
of the biggest problems involved in promoting disarmament and
nonproliferation are the indifference and lack of recognition to the
threat of nuclear weapons and an idle disregard of the contemporary
crisis, appealed for the need to implement DNP education in order to

overcome the contemporary situation.
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Outline of the Report

While Kofi Annan, the former UN Secretary-General, has said in
the past that “Education is, quite simply, peace-building by another
name,” 1 feel that this statement is taking on deeper significance in
view of an international security situation that has grown increasingly
chaotic.

While the “Report of the Secretary-General” regards education as
being extremely important in the field of disarmament and peace, it
expresses concern for such education not having been fully utilized.
Moreover, the study also confirms that DNP education is becoming
more important than ever and that its promotion constitutes an
urgent challenge for international security and the sustainable
development of society and the economy.

The report includes practical recommendations on 34 items. As
stated by Yukiya Amano, who, at the time, played a central role in
the group of governmental experts from the 10 countries involved
in the preparation of the report and is now the Director-General of
the International Atomic Energy Agency, these recommendations are
more of a menu than they are a prescription, and it seems that many
officials understand that it is most likely practical to move to on-the-
ground implementation, which seems most appropriate according
to the situations of their respective countries, regions, organizations,

and educational institutions.

2. Progress Following the Adoption of the Report

Since the adoption of the report in 2002, UN member states,
international organizations, and civil society have begun submitting

biennial reports on the status of the implementation of DNP
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education. Unfortunately, interest among member states remains
low, and the number of countries submitting such reports remains
very disappointing—in single digits. In addition, it is also a reality that
many of the countries submitting such reports place greater emphasis
on deterrence and strategic studies, as well as training and education
for those purposes, thus substituting DNP education with this kind of
research and education.

In comparison, submissions from the civil society sector have
tended to increase and become more fully realized each time in
terms of both the number of organizations submitting and the
content of submissions. In particular, as a global discussion about the
humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons has intensified in
recent years, organizations engaging in disarmament education so as
to expand and develop civil society networks seem to be increasing
in number as well, becoming more fully realized in terms of their
substance.

Particularly in discussions of the catastrophic humanitarian
consequences of the use of nuclear weapons, the environmental and
human impacts are important considerations for moral and scientific
study, and needless to say, disarmament education for this purpose
is even more necessary. While some progress has been made since
the adoption of the report, such as with the incorporation of the
importance of DNP education in texts such as the final document
of the NPT Review Conference, it is in the civil society sector that
substantial developments are most widely evident.

Ban Ki-moon, who is known for his enthusiasm for promoting
disarmament and nonproliferation even among those who have held
the UN post of Secretary-General in the past, chose the Monterey

campus of the Middlebury Institute of International Studies, which
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has been engaged in pioneering activities in the field of DNP
education, to deliver an important speech on disarmament and
nonproliferation in 2013. In his speech, making reference to the
2002 “United Nations study on disarmament and non-proliferation
education: Report of the Secretary-General,” he pointed out that in
some countries, the budget expended on disarmament education was
exceedingly small, if at all it existed.

States are under pressure to find solutions to urgent challenges as
quickly as possible, and consequently, the sober outlook, as it were,
of education may be accorded low priority as a solution to the issues
of disarmament and nonproliferation. Furthermore, although the
report promotes the cultivation of critical thinking skills, the younger
generation has resigned itself to accepting the permanent existence
of nuclear weapons without questioning the pros and cons of nuclear
deterrence. Ban ki-Moon expressed his concern over such a situation,
emphasizing that disarmament education would itself contribute to
the further development of a new and creative way of thinking as the

sure path to the abolition of nuclear weapons.

3. Specific Examples of DNP Education at Monterey

MA in Nonproliferation Studies

Here, I would like to briefly introduce some examples of DNP
education being conducted at the CNS where [ work. Since
its establishment in 1989 by Dr. William Potter, the center has
conducted a wide range of international activities related to
research and education on the disarmament and nonproliferation of
weapons of mass destruction. Enjoying the strong faith placed in us

by international agencies and the U.S. government, we frequently
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promote our commissioned research, collaborative research, and
educational activities. The Middlebury Institute of International
Studies at Monterey has the world's first and only Master of Arts in
Nonproliferation and Terrorism Studies, attracting excellent students
from all over the world.

This program takes a comprehensive and systematic approach for
studying policy and technical aspects related to the disarmament
and nonproliferation of all manner of weapons of mass destruction
(nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons), as well as delivery
systems, namely, long-range missiles. Further, students also study
bilateral, regional, and international treaties oriented toward
disarmament and nonproliferation, as well as the threats posed by
the regional proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and their
spread to no state actors.

Within this broad variety of courses, our unique disarmament and
arms control negotiation simulation course stands out as being very
popular among students. This course makes use of a participatory
learning method that is addressed and promoted in the Report of
the UN Secretary-General. With this method, students proactively
develop their critical thinking skills through simulations that make
use of a variety of materials relevant to the topics under discussion
instead of the conventional mode of receiving education in a lecture-
based format.

The goal of Monterey’s disarmament and arms control negotiation
simulation is for students to cultivate the ability to consider the issue
of disarmament objectively and learn methods and skills relevant to
negotiation by acting out the roles of foreign delegates in multilateral
and bilateral disarmament negotiations. When performing simulations

of disarmament negotiations that take place in the real world, each
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student is required to thoroughly research the disarmament and
nonproliferation policies of their respectively assigned countries.
By looking at the issue of disarmament from another standpoint,
students are able to consider the problem comprehensively for them
to make more effective judgements when they return to their original

standpoint.

Visiting Fellow Program

Every semester, for more than 20 years, the CNS has conducted
a Visiting Fellow Program for visiting diplomats and scientists from
various countries. As well as participating in lectures on disarmament
and nonproliferation by the experts at CNS, Visiting Fellows are
required to establish their own research topic to serve as the subject
of a paper that they submit when presenting their research at the end
of the semester.

The alumni of this program include many diplomats who went
on to play important roles in their respective fields of disarmament
and nonproliferation after returning to their national governments.
In addition, the relationships of trust and friendship that are
cultivated through the Visiting Fellow Program are extremely close.
Even at international conferences related to nonproliferation and
disarmament, because there will be friends in the American and
Russian or American and Chinese delegations, who, despite their
conflicting national interests, share the experience of the Visiting
Fellow Program, its wide-ranging network of human relationships can
have various beneficial effects.

For disarmament negotiations, human relationships represent
a very important factor. Thus, through our education program,

although bound by national interests, the expansion of networks
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among politicians and researchers who share a common aspiration
toward the goal of internationally promoting disarmament and
nonproliferation seems to be very meaningful for international
security.

This is a common theme through all the educational projects being
undertaken at our research center, and many alumni of the Monterey
Institute are active in various organizations involved in disarmament
and nonproliferation in many countries around the world. These
networks include organizations such as the IAEA, foreign ministries
and energy agencies of various countries, and academic institutions
and NGOs, and we are proud to have become a key player in the
promotion of disarmament and nonproliferation.

At the center, while we naturally focus on education and training
to improve expert knowledge and skills related to disarmament and
nonproliferation, we nonetheless regard the deepening of ties and
relationships of trust between experts, expanding networks, and
making a significant contribution to international peace and security

to be important elements of our mission.

Disarmament and Nonproliferation Education Programs for High School Students

At our research center, where the focus is on training the
next generation of leaders in the field of disarmament and
nonproliferation, we also implement projects for high school students.
The Critical Issues Forum (CIF)—one of the CNS’s major projects,
designed for the youngest generation—is a program that promotes
cross-cultural understanding and DNP education to teachers and
students in high schools around the world. This program, by working
to cultivate high school students’ critical thinking skills, aims to

deepen the understanding of the complex and difficult yet important
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international security issue of the disarmament and nonproliferation
of weapons of mass destruction to participants from different
countries and cultures.

Every vyear, a timely topic related to disarmament and
nonproliferation is selected with reference to the project leaders,
and high school students from the participating schools perform
the projects throughout the year under teachers’ guidance. First,
comprehensive lectures are held on the year’s topics in online teacher
workshops, with top-level global experts from our center in charge of
the workshop lectures. In 2015, to commemorate the 70 years of the
atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, the project was held
on the topic of “Nuclear Disarmament: Humanitarian Approach,”
and our first Spring International Conference in Hiroshima enjoyed
great success, with honored guests including Japan’s Foreign Minister
Kishida and Governor Yuzaki of Hiroshima Prefecture in attendance.

In 2015, our Annual International Student Conference, usually held
in Monterey, was co-organized with Hiroshima Jogakuin High School
in the city of Hiroshima. In recent years, in the context of debates
over nuclear disarmament, moves to focus on the humanitarian
impact of nuclear weapons have conjured up a new trend.
Consequently, in order to acquire basic knowledge regarding nuclear
weapons, participants study the current state of nuclear power in
the world, states’ motivations for possessing nuclear weapons, and
an overview of international treaties on nuclear disarmament and
nonproliferation with reference to nuclear deterrence. Research has
also been conducted into topics such as basic science and technology
related to nuclear weapons, as well as the long-term human and
environmental impacts in case of the actual use of nuclear weapons.

In 2016, we welcomed Dr. William Perry, who was involved in actual
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nuclear weapons policy when he served as defense secretary under
President Bill Clinton. Dr. Perry engaged in enthusiastic discussions
with the CIF participants who are to take the next generation
forward, asking them to reflect on how to reduce the risk of nuclear
weapons and moreover what they could do in particular to realize a
world free of nuclear weapons. Our 2017 meeting is scheduled to be
held in Nagasaki for the first time, where our topic will be to study
the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty, which is so crucial for
the abolition of nuclear weapons. Participants are to consider the
nature of the global conditions under which this treaty has still not
come into force even 20 years after it was opened for signatures
and examine what is required to be done for the treaty to come
into force. Participating high school students would be devoting
serious discussion to the question of how this treaty would be helpful
for building a safe and peaceful world free of nuclear weapons.
Ultimately, challenges such as having participants suggest solutions
on the basis of what they have learned and studied are also to be
included.

Since the CIF was launched more than 20 years ago, we have
continued to promote DNP education for a great many Russian and
American high school students, and until 2012, we targeted primarily
high schools in the U.S. and Russia’s closed nuclear cities. Since
the closed nuclear cities were built to house nuclear facilities and
employees’ families, people’s daily lives and urban activities were
conducted primarily in the context of nuclear facilities. Hence, DNP
education for young people in such—closed cities is an important
symbolic and pragmatic step within the broader initiative to realize
a world free of nuclear weapons. Three years ago, the CIF made

landmark progress by welcoming for the first time the participation of
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Japanese high school students from the bombed cities of Hiroshima
and Nagasaki. Since then, participating Japanese schools have
included those from outside Hiroshima and Nagasaki as well, while
from the U.S., participating schools have gathered from all over the
country, including those from the states of California, Connecticut,
and Wisconsin. Participation from Russia’s closed nuclear cities also
continues.

With the presentations by high school students from Hiroshima
and Nagasaki being based on their cities’ direct experience of a
nuclear tragedy, they have brought a new perspective to the project.
They have done so by bringing home the important message that
understanding the real human impact caused by the use of nuclear
weapons, as well as the long-term impact of such weapons on people
and the environment, is itself the key to preventing the future use
of nuclear weapons. The tragic memory of nuclear weapons in
Hiroshima and Nagasaki must never be forgotten. Education can be a
means of keeping that memory alive.

The 2002 UN Report that I mentioned above supports an approach
informed by the philosophy of “teaching how to think, rather than
what to think,” and the CIF also represents a program that can
foster critical thinking skills to that end. The study and research
of matters related to disarmament and nonproliferation call for
an academic approach and the integration of knowledge from a
variety of perspectives. For this reason as well, the CIF takes an
interdisciplinary approach for applying the various areas of science,
society and culture, economics, and geopolitics. These areas make it
possible for the CIF curriculum to incorporate various courses, attract
students with broad interests and talents, and promote teamwork.

Once the conference is over, participating students set about
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making presentations for classmates who were unable to participate
directly in the meeting or for the student bodies of their schools,
as well as, to the extent possible, their school’s local community.
Through this, the information dissemination and awareness-raising
activities of participants find a wider audience. Moreover, project
participants, by dint of having participated in this project, become
more keenly interested in international problems, security, and issues
related to disarmament and nonproliferation, and in the future, they
can be expected to mature as personnel who go on to play an active
role in this field.

While it may be difficult to decide on a clear career path as high
school students, we are working in cooperation with all the teaching
staff in charge to ensure that students remain conscious of issues
relating to disarmament and nonproliferation, bearing in mind as
well the encouragement of their growth as personnel whose major
objective is to contribute actively to the realization of international
peace.

Through this project, the CNS aims to contribute to international
peace and security by providing the younger generation, which is
to assume the responsibilities of working for world peace, with an
opportunity to seriously reflect on peace issues such as nuclear
nonproliferation, disarmament, and abolition. Generally speaking, it
must be said that DNP education worldwide is still at an early stage of
its development. Furthermore, I do not think that it is an exaggeration
to say that DNP projects for high-school students are almost
nonexistent. I would like to emphasize the importance of thinking
about peace at a young age. Furthermore, it is essential for young
people to acquire a practical way of thinking in order to accomplish

a peaceful world in addition to grasping the concept of peace.
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4. Challenges and Future Prospects

Having been involved in DNP education for young people, I always
feel the need for more world leaders to keenly recognize that the
inherent power and potential of education is the key for achieving
the goal of building a safe and peaceful world that is free of nuclear
weapons.

Approaching the end of his term in office, on May 27, 2016,
President Obama gave a speech as the first sitting American president
to visit Hiroshima. In this speech, he stated that “among those nations
like my own that hold nuclear stockpiles, we must have the courage
to escape the logic of fear and pursue a world without them. We may
not realize this goal in my lifetime, but persistent effort can roll back
the possibility of catastrophe. We can chart a course that leads to the
destruction of these stockpiles.”

In addition, in the historic speech he delivered in Prague in April
2009, shortly after his inauguration as president, while making an
appeal for the necessity of a safe and peaceful world free of nuclear
weapons, he declared that “this goal will not be reached quickly—
perhaps not in my lifetime. It will take patience and persistence.”

Certainly, in order to realize a world free of nuclear weapons, it is
essential for the next generation to carry on our present efforts, and
moreover, as our successors, they must exercise their critical thinking
skills in an innovative and creative manner so as to accelerate this
momentum. Such continuity must exist for generating a momentum
toward nuclear disarmament. DNP education is itself the most
important means to that end.

Considering the recent stalemate in nuclear disarmament, as well

as the growing schism between nuclear weapon states and non-
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nuclear weapons states, it is perhaps no surprise that evaluations
vary as to whether progress toward nuclear disarmament has moved
forward, backward, or nowhere during President Obama’ s time
in office. However, I believe that to have pushed the discussion of
nuclear disarmament and abolition into the context of mainstream
policy debates and inspired a strong sense of hope, in the civil
society sector in particular, constitutes a magnificent achievement in
itself.

President Obama’s speech in Prague strengthened a sense
of anticipation over the start of negotiations for a treaty on the
prohibition of nuclear weapons (or nuclear weapons convention,
NWC), and it is very interesting that the world’s nuclear powers,
including President Obama's own U.S., were backing the start of
negotiations with regard to a treaty that they continued to oppose.
In this sense, as well, while I wanted President Obama, in the
remainder of his term in office, to emphasize as much as possible the
importance of DNP education for youth, it is my hope that he makes
it a part of his life’s work now that he has stepped down as president.

Dr. William Perry, who was our special guest at the 2016 CIF
Spring International Conference held in Monterey, stated, at the
outset of his lecture, that in order to reduce the threat of nuclear
weapons, unless young people, through education, came to
understand the actual threat posed by nuclear weapons, it would be
impossible to make further progress toward the abolition of nuclear
weapons. In addition, when he delivered an important speech on
nuclear disarmament at Monterey in 2013, the then UN Secretary-
General Ban Ki-moon stressed the importance of disarmament
education as follows:

“It is easier for students to learn the logic of nuclear deterrence
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than to learn to discard the myths that keep nuclear weapons in
place. But education can help to refute the claim that nuclear
disarmament is utopian.”

In other words, regardless of how difficult the current nuclear
disarmament situation may seem, the next generation needs leaders
who possess strong will to look this harsh reality squarely in the eye
and work to change it. For this reason as well, rather than educating
the future generation to accept the status quo, it is important to
cultivate successors who exercise critical thinking skills and behaving
in ways that are richly creative.

In addition, I believe that discussing the amoral character of
nuclear weapons is also indispensable to DNP education that aims
to realize the abolition of nuclear weapons. However, when it comes
to morality, it is difficult to establish a constructive dialogue between
strategic researchers who believe in nuclear deterrence and nuclear
abolitionists who aim for a world without nuclear weapons. For that
reason, many experts in nuclear disarmament and nonproliferation
shy away from discussing nuclear issues from the perspective of
morality. Nevertheless, when discussing the abolition of nuclear
weapons, I worry that as long as we ignore their inherent inhumanity
and amorality, achieving the actual abolition of nuclear weapons is
impossible.

President Obama himself, in his Hiroshima speech, stated: “That is
a future we can choose, a future in which Hiroshima and Nagasaki
are known not as the dawn of atomic warfare but as the start of our
own moral awakening.” In his Prague speech as well, he stated that “as
a nuclear power, as the only nuclear power to have used a nuclear
weapon, the United States has a moral responsibility to act.” This is a

very important aspect, and I feel strongly that moral elements should
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be further incorporated into disarmament education in the future.

In addition, in an address delivered on being honored with the
Nobel Peace Prize, President Obama invoked the words of President
Kennedy, saying “Let us focus on a more practical, more attainable
peace, based not on a sudden revolution in human nature but on a
gradual evolution in human institutions.” At Hiroshima as well, he
acknowledged that “We may not be able to eliminate man’s capacity
to do evil.”

Certainly, it may be impossible to fundamentally eradicate the
evil of humanity. However, the progress of nonproliferation and
disarmament naturally calls for the necessary strengthening of
international legislation governing these issues, as well as the
implementation of the relevant domestic laws and regulations by
national governments. Simultaneously, it is also important to expand
networks of positive solidarity that aim and work toward social
justice, world peace, and a safe and peaceful world free of nuclear
weapons. For this purpose as well, I particularly emphasize the

limitless potential of the role played by DNP education for youth.

*This translated version was revised on June 10, 2017.
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