                                             Introduction

  It’s not a secret that nuclear weapons played a pivotal role in international security during the latter half of the twentieth century. Despite rapid increases in communications, transportation, and weapons technology, there has been no large-scale strategic conflict since the Second World War. Nuclear Weapons, as the most destructive instruments ever invented, had a stabilizing  effect on superpower relations by making any conflict unacceptably costly. However, geopolitical change and the evolution of military technology suggest that the composition of nuclear forces and strategy for their employment may be different in the twenty-first century. The time is right for a fundamental rethinking of our expectations and requirements for these unique weapons. 
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              Nuclear weapons are one component of an integrated defense strategy that includes diplomacy and conventional forces. The principal role of nuclear weapons was and continues to be that of deterring any potential adversaries from an attack on America or our vital interests. This role is expected to continue for as long as nuclear weapons hold the appellation of “supreme" instruments of military force. However, this does not mean that their role in military planning will not change at all. Changes in the geopolitical environment and the inexorable advance of military technology here and abroad suggest that the position of nuclear weapons in national security policy will evolve with time. Given the unique destructive power of nuclear weapons, it is essential that this evolution be planned, to the extent possible, with due consideration of the integration of strategic nuclear forces into a consistent and comprehensive policy for national security. 
Nuclear weapons provide an assured retaliatory capability to convince any adversary that aggression or coercion would be met with a response that would be certain, overwhelming, and devastating. It is often, but not universally, thought that nuclear weapons would be used only in extremis, when the nation is in the gravest danger.

The role of nuclear weaponry as the ultimate deterrent to aggression and the ultimate destructive force in combat will likely lead to the retention of at least some nuclear forces for decades to come. However, the composition of our nuclear arsenal may undergo significant modification to respond to changing conditions, changing military needs, and changes in our confidence in our ability to maintain credible nuclear forces without nuclear testing or large-scale weapons production. Options for precision delivery of nuclear weapons may reduce the requirement for high yield. Lower yield weapons could be produced as modifications of existing weapons designs, or they could employ more rugged and simpler designs that might be developed and maintained with high confidence without nuclear testing and with a smaller nuclear weapons complex. 

This paper attempts to look back and forward to the role that nuclear weapons played in the 20th century and might play in the 21st century.

I completely agree that the time is right for a fundamental rethinking of the role of nuclear weapons in national defense and of the composition of nuclear forces. The Cold War is over, but it has been replaced by new threats to national security. Technology is inexorably advancing, creating both dangers and opportunities for every country.

This paper analyzes the motivations that drive current decisions being made by leaders in some countries to pursue a nuclear weapons capability. First, some attention at the USA and Japan.

You may ask: «Why the USA?” Because it was the first country which used the nuclear bomb. «Why Japan?» Because it was the first country which suffered from the nuclear bomb. Japan developed a strong “nuclear allergy” that impeded open discussions of security issues in general and nuclear weapons in particular.

In order to set the stage, I first present a brief overview of the geopolitical situation of the 20th century in the USA and Japan. And try to compare the developing needs of these two countries in nuclear weapons.

The USA and its defense policy
Since World War II, Japan has depended primarily on its security alliance with the United States to protect its borders. The post-war Japanese Constitution, drafted under the American occupation government, placed strict limits on Japanese military capabilities. Article 9 of the constitution bars Japan from threatening the use of force as a “means of settling international disputes” and from maintaining a “war potential”. Ironically, shortly after Japan adopted the constitution in 1947, Washington began to pressure Tokyo to reinterpret Article 9 in ways that would expand Japan’s ability to help defend itself against the Soviet Union and communist expansion in the region. Then Prime Minister Yoshida did not accept US demands, arguing that Japan could not afford increased defense expenditures. Pro-military factions disagreed, viewing US pressure as an opportunity to establish an autonomous and more independed Japanese defense capability. A pragmatic policy known as the “Yoshida Doctrine” ultimately prevailed, which called for Japan to focus on economic development and rely primarily on the United States for defense.
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As the US government slowly withdrew its occupying forces, Washington pressed Japan to take more responsibility for its own security and to play a broader regional security role. The 1954 Mutual Defense and Security Assistance Agreement and its 1960 revision defined the terns of the US-Japan security relationship. This agreement and the resulting domestic legislation enabled Japan to establish the Self-Defense Forces  (SDF) in 1954.

The limits placed on the posture and structure of Japan’s military forces by international and domestic forces made the security alliance with the United States the centerpiece of Japanese security policy for the last 50 years. Leaders in Tokyo regarded the alliance as essential for Japan’s economic development and overall security. The US “nuclear umbrella” protected Japan against potential adversaries, while assuring other regional players that Tokyo would not return to its militaristic past. However, these assurances came at the cost of Japanese autonomy in military and foreign affairs. Concerns about commitment on both sides complicated the alliance. In Washington, officials consistently complained that Japan was not playing an active enough role in assuring its own defense. In Tokyo, leaders feared that Japan’s security under the U.S. nuclear umbrella might be vulnerable to changes in U.S. foreign policy. President Nixon’s 1970 announcement of decreased U.S. force deployments in Asia led Japanese leaders to question whether they could rely on Washington to defend Japan against threats from the Soviet Union and China. The end of the Cold War prompted discussion of Japan’s new responsibilities as a global economic power, but Japan continued to rely on the United States for security. The limitations of this approach came to a head prior to the 1991 Gulf War. The United States put pressure on Japan to contribute assistance to the UN-backed coalition forces. Conservative Japanese politicians, interested in carving out a more active Japanese foreign policy role with a possible military component, seized upon potential international criticism as a reason to interpret Article 9 in ways that would permit Japan to send troops as a part of the UN coalition. The resulting outcry from the public opposition parties ultimately forced the Japanese government to dismiss this idea, damaging Japan’s standing in the international community. Despite spending $11 billion dollars to assist in the Gulf War, Japan suffered significant international embarrassment for its reluctance to send troops, even in non-combat roles. Japan’s reluctance to send troops in 1991 disappointed US leaders, and led to increased pressure from Washington for proactive defense policies. A joint declaration on security and new defense cooperation guidelines, along with increased focus on joint development of missile defense, were in part reactions to these increased demands from Washington.

Another factor that affected Japan’s policies was the emergence of China as a potential competitor in the region. Beijing’s military modernization emerged as an increasingly distressing issue for Japanese military policymakers. While bilateral relations between Japan and China improved with increased economic interdependence, policymakers in both countries continue to view each other as potential challengers. Both nations’ militaries rank in the top ten in the world, and many fear that a conflict between these regional rivals is inevitable. Japanese defense reports, including annual Defense White Papers dating from the late 1990s, expressed concern about Beijing’s increased military spending, and missile and naval developments. Beijing, likewise, was highly suspicious of any strengthening of Japanese military capabilities, particularly moves to broaden the SDF’s mandate or increase participation in ballistic missile defense arrangements. Although the potential tension between Beijing and Tokyo has been sidelined by increased attention on North Korea, long-term defense planning for Japan will continue to monitor and react to the growth of Chinese power. 

As you have noticed since the mid-1990s, Japanese defense planners have gradually strengthened Japan’s conventional military capabilities. While concerns about China’s military modernization have influenced Japanese military planning, North Korea’s activities represented a more immediate threat, particularly after Pyongyang test fired missiles over Japanese territory in 1993 and 1998. The passive nature of Japan’s defense policies began to alter as the extent of North Korea’s missile program and potential nuclear capabilities became evident.

