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After the agreement of the new Guidelines for US- Japan Defense Cooperation in September 1997 and the subsequent enactment of the bills to cover such defense cooperation in "situations in areas surrounding Japan" in May 1999, it has been expected that logical further attempts will be made to amend shortcomings of the bills with obvious consequences of deteriorating the Article 9 (Renouncing of War) of the Constitution of Japan. The enacted defense cooperation bills have ridiculous clauses in places for the purpose of cosmetic adjustments to the demand of the Constitution.

For instance, the main bill stipulates that Japanese military forces are allowed to transport munitions owned by the US to the rear areas where the combat is not taking place, but they are not allowed to provide munitions owned by Japan. Japan is allowed to fuel the US air force jet fighters, but it cannot fuel those aircraft that are about to take-off for combat operations. The administration and the ruling coalition argue that these provisional clauses guarantee the new bills remain constitutional as Japanese Forces will not be integrated into the use of forces by the United States, hence will not be involved in a collective self-defense, which is prohibited under the current official interpretation of the Constitution.

The pressure to change such twisted situation and to establish a more straightforward military cooperation will inevitably grow from both inside and outside. Then, it will in turn, transform into the pressure to modify Article 9 of the Constitution. The Diet Panels on the Constitution have already been set up in both Houses to comprehensively review the Constitution, but "not on the premise that it will be revised." The Diet panels do not have the right to submit bills as permanent or special Diet committees do. A significant visible pressure came from the outside very recently.

Just a week ago, a US think-tank policy report came out from the Institute for National Strategic Studies and National Defense University. Entitled "The United States and Japan: Advancing Toward a Mature Partnership," it is written by a study group composed of former bureaucrats, bipartisan policy staffs and scholars, including Richard L. Armitage, Kurt M. Campbell, and Joseph S. Nye Jr. It challenges taboos in Japanese security policies that the conservatives in Japan have constantly bore in mind but been unable to challenge on their own. The key arguments include:

Collective Self-Defense: "Japan's prohibition against collective self-defense is a constraint on alliance cooperation. Lifting this prohibition would allow for closer and more efficient security cooperation." On the one hand, they say "This is a decision that only the Japanese people can make," but on the other hand, they push Washington to clearly encourage Japan "to make a greater contribution and to become a more equal alliance partner." They know how effective this way is to influence elites in Japanese security community who are always waiting for signals from the United States.

Emergency Law: They claim that the updated Guidelines for Defense Cooperation will lead to legislation for crisis management (Yuji-Rippo), saying "Diligent implementation of the revised Guidelines for US-Japan Defense Cooperation, including passage of crisis management legislation." The latter is not explicitly demanded by the Guidelines, but 1999 bills to implement it are faced with resistance by Japanese local authorities that are expected to be involved in the defense cooperation. Thus, there have been prospects of plots on an emergency law that has enforcement provisions.

Peace keeping Forces: A very interventionist statement appears in the report. "Japan would need to remove its 1992 self-imposed restraints on these (peace keeping and humanitarian) activities so as not to burden other peace keeping nations." Such restraints have been posed as a consequence of tense Diet discussions relative to the Constitution.

Importance of Regional Perspectives
Under this circumstance, Japanese peace movements have two kinds of urgent tasks. One is to resist attempts to expand Japanese extra-territorial military activities and to revise the Peace Constitution. The other is to prevent from happening "situations in areas surrounding Japan" where military conflicts will call for implementation of the defense cooperation bills which allow Japanese SDF to operate overseas, and to promote peace in Northeast Asia. Japanese peace movements have been concentrating their efforts to the first kind of tasks and will try to continue to develop various activities based upon past lessons. However, they acknowledge lack of imagination over what can be done along the line of the second kind of tasks.

There are needs for regional cooperation among NGOs to create ideas for confidence and trust building, and for developing a common agenda and specific programs. In the light of the dramatic ease of tension and the sign of change of the political climate in the Korean Peninsula after the inter-Korean summit in June, there will be much for NGOs to take advantage of this opportunity. As the author has been calling attention to the possibility and the significance of establishing a Northeast Asia Nuclear Weapon-Free Zone (NEA-NWFZ) as a means for confidence building in this region, the following sections are devoted to this proposal.

A NWFZ prohibits the development, manufacture, possession, stockpiling, development, testing, use, or threat of use of nuclear weapons anywhere within the zone. Therefore establishment of a new NWFZ means not only to create an area free of nuclear weapons, but also create an area with legally binding prohibition of use and threat of use such weapons. The latter is guaranteed by so-called negative security assurances of the nuclear weapon states.

In the Northeast Asia of post-Cold War era, the efforts to establish a NWFZ have been driven more by the need of formation of a cooperative mechanism for peace and stability of the region than by urgency of nuclear disarmament itself, as opposed to the case in the Cold War era. An excellent detailed description of the history of the track-II efforts for a limited NEA-NWFZ writes recently that those efforts started as "the process of testing the premise that a NWFZ could lead to a working cooperative security institution in the region. Similarly, when the author first introduced a realistic scheme for a NEA-NWFZ, the major objectives resided in preventing "a foreseeable competitive escalation of nuclear development among Japan, the Republic of Korea (ROK) and the Democratic People's Republic of Korea (DPRK), or between Japan and a reunified Korea," and in establishing "a mechanism to implement the provisions of the Northeast Asia NWFZ including verification, as the first step toward further confidence building in the region." 

Zone Proposals for NEA-NWFZs
We summarized zone proposals for NEA-NWFZ that had appeared since the early 1990s, in the NWFZ International Seminar in Uppsala, Sweden last September 2000. 

1. Circular Zone
One of the most extensive efforts has been made through track-II approach led by John Endicott, Director, of the Center for International Strategy, Technology, and Policy (CISTP), Georgia Institute of Technology. This group introduced the first geographical concept of a circular zone. It consists of a circular area with 1200 nm (about 2000-km) radius from a center point of the DMZ on the Korean Peninsula. It encircles the entirety of Japan, the ROK, DPRK and Taiwan. Countries partially included within the zone are China, Mongolia, and Russia. The United States is also included as a relevant party to the zone treaty. A former diplomat of Japan independently proposed a similar circular arrangement. 

In the CISTP track II process, the participants could not agree to establish a "full-scope" nuclear-free zone, but they recommended that "certain category (of nuclear weapons) be excluded from inclusion during the initial stages of the Agreement, and that emphasis be placed on nuclear warheads applicable to non-strategic missiles and other nuclear warheads or devices with 'tactical' applications." Thus, they called the proposed zone a "Limited" NWFZ (LNWFZ) rather than simply a NWFZ. The situation is understandable when one considers the traditional strategic interests of the involved nuclear states, especially China.

2. Elliptical Zone
The same concept of the Limited NWFZ was extended by the CISTP group to the proposal of another geographical arrangement that consists of an elliptical area with its major axis extending from Alaska to Taiwan. It encircles the entirety of the same four nations/area with the circular zone described above. This seems to be considered more advanced and acceptable by the group than the circular zone because territorial areas of all five nations that participated in the discussion are physically involved. However, one could easily see that the zone will still have substantially unequal strategic impact upon different nuclear weapon states concerned, thus the political viability of the plan will have to be carefully examined.

3. Three plus Three Nations Arrangement
Based upon the recognition that it is a priority to build a cooperative security relationship among the non-nuclear states of the NEA, which have uncured difficult historical background originating from the time of Japanese colonization and north-south division of the Korean Peninsula, the author has proposed a realistic approach for a NEA-NWFZ in a series of articles. The scheme proposed is to conclude a trilateral NWFZ treaty among the three nations of Japan, the ROK and the DPRK with protocols for negative security assurances (NSAs) by the surrounding three nuclear weapon states, namely the United States, China and Russia. In the NSA nuclear weapon states provide legally binding commitment not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against nations within the zone.

This approach could be pursued by taking advantage of a favourable current circumstance, and simultaneously by avoiding difficulties associated with the involvement of territories of the nuclear weapon states. Specifically, one of the three key states, Japan, has long-standing "three non-nuclear principles," which state that Japan will not manufacture, possess, nor allow the bringing-in of nuclear weapons. In terms of the Korean peninsula, the ROK and the DPRK signed the "Joint Declaration on the De-nuclearisation of the Korean Peninsula" on January 20, 1992, in which they agreed that they "shall refrain from the testing, manufacture, production, acceptance, possession, stockpiling, deployment and use of nuclear weapons," and that they "shall use nuclear energy only for peaceful purposes." It is true that there have been various problems with their positions since they were announced; nevertheless, they remain declared positions currently on record and could serve as the basis for a trilateral treaty for a NEA-NWFZ.

In this respect, the arrangement could be expanded to four nations treaty to include Mongolia because its nuclear-free status has been internationally recognized by a UN resolution and the measures for its implementation are now being negotiated with concerned governments.

4. NEA League of Non-Nuclear States
In a later CISTP track II study in 1997, the group suggested two interim steps to overcome difficult situation where "little progress was likely on the major issues" toward the LNWFZ. One of the two was the creation of a NEA League of Non-Nuclear States, "specifically Japan, the ROK, possibly Mongolia, and if its non-nuclear status is clarified, the DPRK." According to the group's report, this League of States is considered to be a Phase I formation of the NEA-LNWFZ. 

As one compares the two zone proposals suggested above, namely "Three plus Three Nations Arrangement" and "League of Non-nuclear States," one finds that the first step of both approaches is very similar - the declared non-nuclear weapon states in the region should constitute the core of a NEA-NWFZ.

Some Issues Relating to Scope
Many substantial, simulative and practical arguments and suggestions were presented at the Seminar in relation to the idea of the Northeast Asia Nuclear Weapon-Free Zone (NEA-NWFZ), especially at small group sessions with three Japanese and two ROK (Republic of Korea) researchers and campaigners among others. Some of the issues raised relating to the scope of a NEA-NWFZ Treaty are summarized below.

Negative Security Assurance (NSA): A legally binding negative security assurance provided by the nuclear weapon states to the non-nuclear parties to a NEA-NWFZ treaty is its very essential element, because there have been concerns frequently expressed by some states within the potential zone: Democratic People's Republic of Korea (DPRK, or North Korea) have been concerned about possible nuclear attacks by the United States and Japan. There is some ambiguity about the legal status of the US military bases within the zone that are controlled exclusively by the US Such ambiguity should be eliminated explicitly so as to secure a full-scope NSA in which the assurance be applied to all the geographical area within the zone, as long as those military bases are physically free of nuclear weapons even if their command and control roles for a nuclear war remain suspected. Also, it is nearly impossible that a nuclear attack against a military base has no collateral damage to surrounding population and environment.

It is to be reminded that verification scheme for NSA is far less developed than for other provisions of a NWFZ. Any verification attempt to intervene in the nuclear launching procedure will be very intrusive to nuclear weapon states and might not be feasible. An alternative to avoid daily intrusiveness to nuclear weapon states in this respect is to establish an agreed emergency political procedure between nuclear weapon states and non-nuclear state parties that is to be followed in case any confirmation is requested by the latter.

Reliance on Nuclear Weapons in Security Policy: One of the recent norms which govern the era of "unequivocal undertaking by the nuclear weapon states to accomplish the total elimination of nuclear weapons" is to aim for "a diminishing role for nuclear weapons in security policies," which was agreed to by consensus at the 2000 NPT Review Conference. This political obligation is imposed not only to nuclear weapon states but also to their non-nuclear allies. Therefore, any future NWFZ is expected to play more roles in this direction.

To be a party to a NWFZ treaty does not mean not to rely upon nuclear weapons in its security policy, though it is an important step toward the end of non-reliance. For instance, Japanese conservatives will request the continuation of the current US posture to deter Chinese non-nuclear attack against Japan (massive conventional, chemical and biological) by the US nuclear weapons. This posture will not be forced to change by the establishment of any of the NEA-NWFZs proposed recently unless new kind of provisions is introduced to the treaty.

However, this will constitute a violation of the political commitment of the "diminishing role" phrase mentioned above, and is very destructive to the NPT regime, as it is more reversal than status quo. Under an effective NWFZ treaty with a NSA provision, any nuclear attack by any of five nuclear weapon states against states within the zone is illegal under international law. In extended deterrence posture (or nuclear umbrella), only non-nuclear attacks are assumed to be deterred. This will mark a new stage of nuclear weapon usage at which nuclear weapons serve as a tool purely against non-nuclear weapons. Not only such disproportional use or threat of use of nuclear weapons is illegal under international law, but also it will make total elimination of nuclear weapons remote until general and complete disarmament is achieved. It seems that we have already a precedent of Australia that is under South Pacific NWFZ and US nuclear umbrella at the same time. The case should be scrutinized internationally in this respect.

It is recommended, therefore, that a NEA-NWFZ treaty include a provision that prevents such situation from happening. Provisions to stipulate for non-nuclear state party's undertaking of non-reliance upon nuclear weapons in its security policy or their rejection of first-use by nuclear weapon states in conflicts involving non-nuclear state parties within the zone might work. Otherwise, a protocol signed by nuclear weapon states concerned could provide that they do not use nuclear weapons in any armed conflicts involving non-nuclear state parties to the NEA-NWFZ treaty.

Port Call and Transit by Nuclear-carrying Warships: None of the existing NWFZs prohibits port call and transit of territorial water by nuclear-carrying vessels. However, a NEA-NWFZ will be faced with a unique situation, because Japan has already committed to banning such conducts again and again, even though numerous evidences suggest that the commitment is fraud. Japanese public opinion will hardly accept any NEA-NWFZ that allows Japan to discard this commitment. Also the DPRK has been insisting on the freedom of nuclear weapons aboard US naval vessels that call at South Korean ports. Therefore, this situation may imply either, on the optimistic side, a valuable opportunity to realize a NWFZ which prohibits such port call and transit of territorial water for the first time, or on the pessimistic side, a potential strong resistance by Japan to any idea of a NEA-NWFZ because it may touch this sensitive aspect of Japanese non-nuclear three principles. However, it is also to be noted that the inclusion of the provision to ban such port call and transit into the NEA-NWFZ treaty is a very positive way to solve the unhealthy political situation of distrusted "national principle" in Japan, irrespective of truth or untruth of the existence of the "Secret Accord" between Japan and the US regarding this issue.

Plutonium Reprocessing and Uranium Enrichment: The 1992 Joint Declaration on the De-nuclearisation of the Korean Peninsula renounces to "possess nuclear reprocessing and uranium enrichment facilities." One of the provisions in the 1994 agreed framework between the DPRK and the US Japan reads, "The DPRK will consistently take steps to implement the North-South Joint Declaration on the De-nuclearisation of the Korean Peninsula." Assuming that the NEA-NWFZ will be discussed in relation to the Nuclear Weapon-Free Korean Peninsula, the issues relating to the Japanese reprocessing and uranium enrichment facilities will emerge as an important negotiating point. In particular, the Japanese plutonium policy, which is already very controversial in international community, will need to be addressed as the issue of regional security concerns. Any Japanese initiative toward the NEA-NWFZ that does not address the issue properly will be regarded by Korean public as something aiming at limiting the Korean capability for nuclear development while Japan preserves the capability of its own.

The fundamental position for this will be that any production of nuclear weapon-usable fissile materials is banned within the NEA-NWFZ. It is generally accepted internationally that a certain class of enriched uranium and any reprocessed plutonium fall into this category of fissile materials. Starting from this fundamental position, any modification could be developed to accommodate the energy policy of each nation depending upon mutually agreeable verification systems under the NEA-NWFZ treaty.

Anti-Nuclear-Weapon Education Obligation: A new noteworthy suggestion was presented at the Uppsala Seminar on NWFZ in September 2000. As a way in which a NWFZ treaty could contribute to global nuclear disarmament, it could include provisions that stipulate state parties' obligation to educate their citizens about destructive power of nuclear weapons and international norms controlling such weapons. Such provisions have been out of scope of past NWFZ treaties, but are considered to be very significant in light of vital importance of public awareness in achieving, and maintaining if achieved, a world free of nuclear weapons. Japan, as a nation victimized by bombings in Hiroshima and Nagasaki, will be a most eligible nation to take action in this direction.

Issues Relating to Process
Now we turn to the problem of the political and diplomatic process to achieve a NEA NWFZ. Obviously, the process is profoundly affected by the development of the ongoing various political and diplomatic processes in this region, including KEDO (Korean Peninsula Energy Development Organization) process, Inter-Korean talks after the historic Inter-Korean Summit in June, US-DPRK talks on missiles and others, Japan-DPRK Normalization talks, and four-party talks to end the Korean War, involving representatives from the ROK, the DPRK, the US and China.

A Nuclear-Free Korean Peninsula versus A NEA-NWFZ: In particular, the KEDO process is directly connected to the establishment of a Nuclear-Free Korean Peninsula. The process is defined as a process to implement the 1994 Agreed Framework between the US and the DPRK, upon which the KEDO was founded. When the KEDO process reaches the final stage, two significant aspects will emerge to demonstrate the need to establish a NEA NWFZ rather than a Nuclear Free Korean Peninsula.

1. One provision of the Agreed Framework reads, "The DPRK will consistently take steps the North-South Joint Declaration on the De-nuclearisation of the Korean Peninsula." A very probable approach for the US to assure the DPRK's compliance with it is to make the Joint Declaration a legally binding instrument. However, under the Joint Declaration, both Koreas are stipulated not to possess nuclear re-processing and uranium enrichment facilities. When this clause becomes legally binding, how do people in the Korean Peninsula feel about the gigantic plutonium capability and stockpile of Japan left intact even if it is under the control of IAEA? Here is a reason why we have to prepare for a three-nations NWFZ in this region to start with.

2. Another provision of the Agreed Framework reads, "The US will provide formal assurances to the DPRK against the threat or use of nuclear weapons by the US" At the final stage of the KEDO process, the DPRK will seek to make this legally binding. The most natural way to do so will be to attach a negative security assurance protocol to a Nuclear-Free Korean Peninsula instrument based upon the 1992 Joint-Declaration. Then, why won't the ROK request similar assurances from Russia and China? This means that an instrument on De-nuclearisation of the Korean Peninsula will eventually have protocols for negative security assurances by all the nuclear powers just as other NWFZs do. At this stage, Japan will find itself left behind in that only Japan has no legal assurances against the threat or use of nuclear weapons of Russia and China, and is protected by an old-fashioned nuclear umbrella of the United States. In this regard, a NEA-NWFZ will become a favourable option on the part of Japan as well.

The KEDO process is a crucial one for the future progress of the Korean Peninsula. It is recommended that at some stage of the process, the idea of a NEA NWFZ be incorporated into it and that an integral process of the region be envisaged.

Regional Fora
A weakness often mentioned in relation to the process for a NEA-NWFZ is the lack of regional fora such as the South Pacific Forum, ASEAN (Association of South-East Asian Nations), and OAU (Organization of African Unity), which were instrumental to establish the Rarotonga Treaty, the Bangkok Treaty, and the Pelindaba Treaty, respectively. One can argue that a revered course is more feasible in Northeast Asia and that a more comprehensive regional forum will be envisioned through efforts to establish a NWFZ.

In addition, the utility of the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF) should be noted in this respect. An obvious consequence of the DPRK's participation in the ARF in the last ARF in July 2000 is that the parties concerned with a NEA-NWFZ are all present in this forum. Moreover, the NWFZ issue have been a constant subject of the ARF because the establishment of the Southeast Asian NWFZ (Bangkok Treaty), its entry into force, and then the accession to its protocol by nuclear weapon states have been central to the recent security concerns of the ASEAN nations. Therefore, the ARF will be more than adequate a venue for consultation on the subject once one of the three core nations for the proposed arrangements wants to take an initiative. Without this new development of full participation, a proponent nation would have to search for an appropriate venue for consultation among nations concerned.

Different Focuses for NGOs
Civil Society's role to promote the idea of a NEA-NWFZ is considered to be crucial. However, focuses of the NGOs activities for this purpose will be different in different countries concerned. In Japan the process has to proceed with activities for normalization of relationship with neighbouring nations and peoples, especially with the DPRK. Non-governmental efforts that have been made to construct trustful relationship with them will now provide the bases for dialogues and pave the way to introduce the cooperative process transcending national borders toward a NWFZ, which will benefit the people of the region equally. In addition, one of the focuses that Japanese NGOs can now take will be to promote parliamentarians' involvement in these efforts. There are already supra-partisan interests in the issue and an organized approach should be conceived.

In the ROK, it is reported that a new regional thinking is emerging among NGOs after the inter-Korean summit in June 2000, though still in a limited scale. It is a historic moment for concerned NGOs to enhance the regional security discussions among citizens as the dynamic process is taking place in the Korean Peninsula. In such discussions, the NEA-NWFZ will be one of the most illustrative and persuasive concepts for the cooperative regional security. In the Uppsala Seminar on NWFZs, Korean participants suggested that the fluid development in the Korean Peninsula would even allow speculation on a moment when the idea of a NEA-NWFZ could attract the attention of the ROK administration and lead it to taking an initiative for further development.

