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Stalemate or Slow Progress ?
Japanese-Soviet Relations, 1986-1989 *

Tsuyoshi Hasegawa

In July, 1986, Gorbachev expressed his hope in his Vladivostok speech that Soviet-
Japanese relations would be improved. More than two years later in his Krasnoyarsk speech
he repeated the same hope. But more than three years after the Vladivostok speech, hope
still remains only hope, not translated into reality. In fact, Soviet-Japanese relations find
themselves as much in stalemate now as three years ago. Nevertheless, we should not con-
clude from this that they have stayed at the same place all along without movement. Actual-
ly, Japanese-Soviet relations in the three years have been characterized by considerable vicis-
situdes, which I would argue have contributed to producing an interesting change in climate in
both countries. Basically, Japanese-Soviet relations for the past three years can be divided
into three distinct periods : the first period, from the beginning of 1986 to the summer of
1987, which witnessed the raid change from the beginning thaw into the big chill ; the second
period from the summer of 1987 to the end of 1988, in which both countries sought a way out
of the stalemate ; and the third stage beginning from December 1988 until now, in which
Japanese-Soviet relations entered into a new stage under the different circumstances. It may
well be that we are facing a major turning point in the near future. This paper attempts to
explain what changes have taken place in the past three years, examine what factors contri-
buted to these changes, and speculate on the possible prospect for the immediate future.

I  From Thaw to the Big Chill

Among major industrialized countries’ relations with the Soviet Union, Japanese-Soviet re-
lations represent anomaly. For more than forty years since the end of World War II no
peace treaty has concluded between the two countries. Exchanges of visits by top leaders
have been limited to the bare minimal ; in fact no general secretaries of CPSU nor chairmen of
the council of ministers nor chairmen of the Supreme Soviet have ever set foot in Japan, and
until two years ago no Soviet foreign minister had visited Tokyo since 1976. This certainly
underscored the low priority the Soviet Union accorded to Japan in its foreign policy. Feeling
were mutual, however, since Japan did not rush to court favor from its big neighbor. In fact,
Japan conveniently took advantage of the existence of the hostile, aggressive Soviet Union in
order to move its foreign policy clearly in concert with Western industrialized countries and
boost its defense capability. Until 1986 no Japanese Foreign Minister visited Moscow since
1978, and if one excludes funeral visits, the last Japanese Prime Minister to visit the Soviet
Union was Prime Minister Tanaka in 1973.

1986 seemed to be a big year for change in Soviet-Japanese relations.! January began
with newly installed Soviet Foreign Minister Shevardnadze’s visit to Tokyo, which was the
first time in ten years that a Soviet foreign minister came to Japan. Japanese Foreign Minis-
ter Abe in turn went to Moscow in April, breaking eight-year suspension of visit. It was
agreed that an annual foreign ministerial conference should be resumed alternately in Moscow
and Tokyo. Moreover, a Cultural Agreement was concluded between the two countries for
the first time in the histry of Soviet-Japanese relations, and the Committee on Science and
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Technology, which had been suspended in the aftermath of the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan,
was resumed. In addition, agreements on tax, trade payment, and visitations to gravesite
were also concluded. The bilateral relations were thus drastically improved to such an extent
that in the words of Kimura Hiroshi, one of the foremost authorities on Japanese-Soviet rela-
tions, there remained only one outstanging issue : conclusion of the peace treaty.” In July
Gorbachev delivered his Viadivostok speech, in which he affirmed his intention to improve re-
lations with Japan. In this speech he suggested that the next order of business would be “the
exchange of visits at a higher level.” There were expectations in Japan that Gorbachev’s visit
to Japan would be a matter of time. If that happened, it would be the first time ever that a
General Secretary of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union visited Japan, and in the opin-
ion of many commentators in Japan, certainly Gorbachev would not come to Japan without
being prepared to settle the territorial question.

As the October wind began to blow, however, something happened to cool these ex-
pectations. At the reception of Kim Il-sung, Gorbachev criticized in a strident tone “the
military alliance among the US, Japan, and South Korea,” a tone of hostility that did not exist
in his Viadivostok speech. In the beginning of November Deputy Foreign Minister Mikhail
Kapitsa accused Japan of having planned to participate in SDI and conducted joint military ex-
ercise with the US. Then in the middle of November Soviet Ambassador Soloviev announced
that Gorbachev’s scheduled trip to Japan in January 1987 was postponed indefinitely.

If 1986 was the year of hope for improvements in Soviet-Japanese relations, 1987 was
the year in which all such hopes vanished. On April 30, the Japanese metropolitan police in-
dicted the Toshiba Machine Co. for a possible violation of Japanese export regulations. In the
face of an angry American reaction, the climax of which came when four US congressmen
smashed a Toshiba cassette recorder with sledge hammer in full view of Japanese audiences
watching television in their living rooms, the company president of Toshiba Corporation (not
to be confused with the guilty affiliate company) resigned and apologized to the American peo-
ple. The Japanese Ministry of International Trade and Industry (MITI), which had been le-
nient in the past in enforcing the COCOM rules, tightend the export regulations, causing
havoc in Japanese-Soviet trade.

On April 29, the Emperor’s Birthday, Japanese Ambassador Katori delivered a message
on Soviet television, but a part of his message dealing indirectly with the territorial question
was changed without his approval. The Ambassador’'s message stated that Japan hoped to
conclude a peace treaty by “solving the problems that are left for continuing diplomatic nego-
tiations for the normalization of Japanese-Soviet relations.” The Russian text changed the
word, “having solved” (razreshiv), into “having deliberated” (obsudiv). The Japanese thus
learned quickly that glasnost’ had not yet extended to the territorial question. In the begin-
ning of May Politburo member Vitalii Vorotnikov told Japanese businessmen visiting Moscow
that Gorbachev’s visit to Tokyo in 1987 would be canceled, dashing the Japanese hope that
the postponed trip might be arranged for May.”

At the same time as the Toshiba incident, another problem surfaced as a thorny question
between Moscow and Tokyo. When Gorbachev made a new proposal on INF in February,
differences between Washington and Moscow suddenly narrowed, making the possibility of
concluding the INF agreement within reach. The Soviet insistence retaining 100 SS-20 war-
heads in Asia, however, displeased both Japan and China, creating another tension between
Moscow and its Asian neighbors. At first, the Soviets took a hardline position not likely to
win any friends in Asia. Soviet Foreign Ministry (MID) spokesman Ganadi Gerasimov stated
on April 16 that the retention of SS-20s in Asia was intended to counter American nuclear
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weapons in Asia, including F-16s in Misawa, tactical nuclear weapons in South Korea, and
other nuclear weapons deployed on the sea. General Nikolai Chervov of the General Staff
said that the Asian deployed SS-20s would not be eliminated until the second stage of the
grandiose three stage nuclear weapon elimination plan proposed by Gorbachev in January 1986
was initiated.® Gorbachev reiterated this position by stating that the precondition of elimina-
tion of the Asian deployed SS-20s was the removal of American nuclear weapons deployed in
Japan, South Korea, and the Philippines.” The Soviet position was obviously unreasonable,
since the US had no comparable land-based INFs in Asia; besides, Moscow was trying to
trade what they had added to the existing nuclear arsenal in the Asian part of its territory for
the type of US nuclear weapons that were excluded in the European theater from the INF
negotiations.  This position prompted Prime Minister Nakasone to suggest at the Venice
summit in June that the US should consider deploying INF in Alaska to force Moscow to aban-
don the Asian deployed SS-20s.%

To everyone’s surprise in Japan, however, in August Gorbachev announced that the
Soviet Union decided to eliminate the SS-20s in Asia altogether without making any demands
for reciprocal concessions from the US. General Chervov emphasized that this was a magna-
nimous concession on the Soviet part, explaining that US nuclear force, including 160-170
F-16s and F4s capable of carrying nuclear weapons in Misawa, continued to pose a threat to
the Soviet Far East.® The Japanese government, which had previously angrily raised an
accusing finger at the Soviets, however, reacted to the Soviet decision without dignifying this
move with official comment. The Japanese silence was in sharp contrast to the Chinese reac-
tion : the Chinese government issued an official statement welcoming the Soviet decision. To
add insult to injury, Japan decided to join the US sponsored SDI program on the following day
after Gorbachev made the decisive concession.

On August 20, Moscow expelled a military attache and a deputy director of Mitsubishi
Trading Company’s Moscow office on trumped up charges. This was the first time in post-
war history that a Japanese diplomat had been expelled from the Soviet Union.! The
Japanese government retaliated by expelling a Soviet representative in the commercial office,
who was allegedly involved in an industrial espionage, separate from the Toshiba case.!!
What appeared to be a thaw in 1986 after the long winter between the two countries plunged
back into the big chill again only one year after the Vladivostok speech.

The question to be asked is: Why did Japanese-Soviet relations that seemed to move
finally in a direction of improvement in the first half of 1986 suddenly see sudden deterioration
in 1987?

First, the Shevardnadze-Abe meeting in Junuary 1986, which signaled the first sign of im-
provement in relations, also contained an element of misunderstanding. From the Japanese
point of view, the most important issue discussed during the conference was the territorial
issue. The Japanese side succeeded in having Shevardnadze accept the expression, “to
negotiate the unresolved question,” in a joint statement. Japan took this to mean that the
Soviets were willing to go as far as to restore the conditions that existed in the Tanaka-
Brezhnev Joint Communique in 1973, which had recognized the importance of “concluding a
peace treaty by settling outstanding questions left unresolved since World War I11.” Previous-
ly, the Soviet had refused even to talk about the territorial question at the negotiating table.
Therefore, the fact that this question was raised at all at the negotiations and that the ex-
pression indicating the existence of “unresolved questions” was included in the joint statement
demonstrated, so the Japanese concluded, that the Soviets were softening their position.
This conclusion obviously led to the expectation that when Gorbachev visited Japan, some kind
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of solution to the territorial problem would be forthcoming.

During the negotiations, however, there was nothing to indicate that the Soviets were
softening their position on the territorial question. Shevardnadze made it perfectly clear that
the Soviet Union considered this question already solved and, therefore, that the Soviet side
had no intention to include the territorial question among the “unresolved questions.” Why
then did Shevardnadze agree to issue a joint communique that he should have known would
cause misunderstanding ? In my view, he did this probably because he wanted to signal to
Japan that the Gorbachev regime could be more flexible in dealing with Japan than the Brezh-
nev whose policy had been symbolized by intransigence and high-handedness often shown by
unsmiling Gromyko and boorish Ivan Kovalenko, deputy chief of the Central Committee’s In-
ternational Department. Shevardnadze perhaps hoped that the Soviet softening of attitude
would be reciprocated by the Japanese, leading to improvement of relations without settling
the territorial question.

What was concealed under the obvious improvement of mechanism of bilateral relations
was that both sides were as far apart as before in their approach to improving relations i sub-
stance : the Japanese government continued to regard the solution to the territorial question as
the most important precondition for improvement of relations, while the Soviets wanted to im-
prove relations on their own terms without paying the price of returning the four islands.
This gap in approach became wider as time went on. For instance, Gorbachev’s Vladivostok
speech, which I consider to be an important landmark in Soviet policy toward Asia, dis-
appointed the Japanese precisely because it did not contain any positive proposal for solving
the territorial question.'? It was indicative that even those who took a critical position on the
Japanese government’s intransigent policy advocated the solution of the territorial problem by
accepting the return of the two islands for the time being. '

In my opinion, these expectations far exceeded the limit beyond which either government
was willing to traverse at that time. I do not believe that the Soviet government carefully
examined the cost-benefit analysis of various options to improve Soviet-Japanese relations.
In the face of mounting expectations, therefore, it did not make sense for Gorbachev to visit
Japan without the Politburo’s first having come to some kind of conclusions on the territorial
question.

Such expectations posed a dilemma to those in the Japanese Foreign Ministry who were
responsible for formulating Japan’s Soviet policy. In my option, for these people the four is-
lands are not the real obstacle, but the excuse to prevent and delay improvement of relations
with the Soviet Union. Discussions on how to solve the problem, regardless of the positions
advocated, were therefore not welcomed by them.*

The second reason was that Soviet-Japanese relation were caught by worsening US-
Japanese economic frictions. The Toshiba incident was ultimately not a security issue, but
essentially an economic friction with only superficially security overtone. In contrast to Euro-
pean countries, the volume and structure of Soviet trade represents but a marginal part of the
entire trade structure in Japan. Faced with a prospect of worsening economic relations with
the US, Japan’s best strategy seemed to yield to the US pressure by sacrificing the miniscule
Soviet trade. The Soviets accused the Japanese government of concocting the incident to
poison the atmosphere. This argument was hardly convincing, since it was clear that the
Toshiba Manufacturing Co. was willingly involved in a deal it knew was intended for military
use and clearly violated the Japanese export regulation, and that the Soviets were fully aware
of the illegality of the deal.!® They were correct, however, that the Japanese reaction was
politically motivated. It was politically motivated, as the Soviets claim, but so motivated to
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ease the anger of the US at the expense of deterioration of relations with the Soviet Union.
In fact, it was more convenient for Japan to have the Soviets nearby to offer as a sacrificial
lamb in order to soothe the frustrations of the vitally important partner, particularly when her
sacrifice would not cost much either economically or politically. It is therefore out of place
for the Soviets to accuse Japanese foreign policy of not being independent and following the
US diktat. The Japanese government chose, on its own independent motives and calcula-
tions, to yield to US pressure on the Toshiba case.

Faced with this downturn of relations, which saw initiated by the Japanese, the Soviets
had no effective leverage. In the past, they would certainly have chosen the only available
means — intimidation by military means. This measure was, however, counter to the new
thinking the Gorbachev regime espoused. Something had to be done to give the Japanese a
message that further deterioration of relations would not be tolerated. In my opinion, this
was the meaning of the Soviet expulsion of a Japanese military attache and a businessman.
The timing of the expulsion was well calculated. Nakasone was to step down soon, and no-
thing positive and tangible was expected from the lame-duck Nakasone government.

I Both Sides Attempt Damage Limitation

Despite the precipitous deterioration of relations, however, neither side intended to let
them grow worse than the pre-1986 level. The Japanese officials, beginning from Nakasone
and Foreign Minister Kuranari, made it clear that they had no intention to seek further
retaliations.'®  Actually, despite this announcement another round of mutual expulsions of di-
plomats took place in September, but neither side publicized it, and this incident did not be-
come known until November.!” The Japanese government hastened to announce that the
vice-ministerial conference would be held in October as scheduled, and that there was no
change in Deputy Foreign Minister Rogachev’s visit to Tokyo to attend this meeting. '®
Ambassador Soloviev expressed an optimistic opinion in September that Japanese-Soviet rela-
tions would be ultimately influenced by the improvement in international relations, and that he
had no doubt as to the realization of Gorbachev’s visit to Japan.'® In November, Rogachev
did indeed come to Tokyo to attend the vice-ministerial conference. Although in June, MID
Pacific Division Chief Chizhov had threatened that the anti-Soviet campaign lead to a cancella-
tion of the Second Japanese-Soviet joint Economic Conference,? it took place in January 1988
in Tokyo. In December 1987, just when the Washington Summit between Gorbachev and
Reagan, a Soviet TU Badger reconnaissance plane violated Japanese airspace by flying over
Okinawa. When the Soviet plane did not heed to the warning of a Japanese fighter, the latter
fired at the invader. The Soviet government promptly apologized, explaining that the viola-
tion was caused by a mechanical malfunction, and promised to punish those responsible, and
despite lingering question about the nature and the cause of this violation, the Japanese gov-
ernment did not pursue the case further.?!

Why did relations not deteriorate even farther than they did ? In my view, it was be-
cause neither side saw advantage in seeing further deterioration. For both sides it served no
purpose to destroy what had been achieved in 1986. The mechanism of negotiations and the
basis for further development of relations wer already firmly in place in the multitude of agree-
ments including the Cultural Agreement and the Science and Technology Cooperation. What
was needed was political will and a mutually agreeable method to build relations on this base-
line. In addition, the international environment did not allow either country the luxury of
starting a cold war. Japan feared diplomatic isolation, when virtually everybody else was
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jumping on the bandwagon of rapprochement with Moscow, while the Soviet Union did not
want Japan to serve as a spoiler of this process. Moreover, it was not advantageous to the
Soviets to worsen the relations when the new government was installed under Takeshita,
whose attitude toward the Soviet Union was unclear.

[l Search for Ways to Escape from the Stalemate

If the latter half of 1987 saw an attempt on both sides for damage limitation, there have
emerged in 1988 some important signs of searching for ways to escape from the corner into
which they both had boxed themselves. These signs are admittedly more visible on the
Soviet side, but one should not ignore subtle changes in attitudes and opinions on the Japanese
side as well.

A. Soviet Side
(1) The Territorial Question

The most obvious change took place in Soviet approach to the territorial question.
Although the government’s position did not change officially, various opinions were expressed
privately as well as in print. It is true that previously various opinions that differed from the
official line had been presented.?> But such opinions had tended to be a trial balloon only to
see the Japanese reaction. Statements that emerged in 1988 were distinguished from pre-
vious ones in their diversity as well as in the sober realization that without solving this ques-
tion Soviet-Japanese relations would have no chance of improvement.

In August 1987, Evgenii Primakov, Director of the Institute of International Economy and
International Relations IMEMO), stated that the Soviet Union had no intention of transplant-
ing the European solution to the border questions into Asia, and suggested that he himself
would prefer to leave the solution of the territorial question to the decision of the next genera-
tion in a similar way as Japan and PRC had decided to solve the territorial dispute involving
Senkaku Island.?® In February, 1988, in his interview with Hokkaido Shimbun Vice-President
of the Soviet Academy of Sciences F. P. Fedoseev, who was reputed to be a close advisor to
Gorbachev, proposed creating a zone between the Soviet Union and Japan where both sides
would reduce the level of military force, although he did not clarify if such a zone would in-
clude the northern territories.?* Ambassador Muto’s message on the Emperor’s Birthday,
which specifically referred to the northern islands, was televised without any change, revers-
ing the situation in the previous year.?

In May JCP General Secretary Huwa and JSP Chairman Doi visited Moscow in succes-
sion. Gorbachev spent a total of nine hours with these heads of the feuding opposition par-
ties in Japan, an important sign in itself indicating Gorbachev was taking Japan seriously.
During these conversations, the territorial question was raised. Particularly during the meet-
ing with Doi, it was Gorbachev himself who referred to the 1956 joint communique, in which
the return of the two islands was agreed upon. According to Gorbachev, it was Japan which
reneged on this provision by renewing the security treaty with the US.% At the end of June
the Soviets have reportedly proposed unofficially that both countries should agree on the de-
marcation line of borders, a move that JFM immediately rejected.””

The July issue of the MID publication, Mezhdunarodnaia zhizn’, published a roundtable
discussion on Soviet policy toward Asia since the Vladivostok speech. This discussion is an
interesting document indicating (1) the frustrations that Soviet Asian specialists felt regarding
the lack of progress that had been made during the two years since the Vladivostok speech,
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(2) the frankness with which they were examining the situation, and (3) the diversity of opin-
ions being expressed among themselves. With regard to Japan, Dmitrii Petrov, Director of
the Far Eastern Institute (IDV), pointed out three major obstacles that stood in the way of
improving Soviet-Japanese bilateral relations : (1) the territorial question, (2) US-Japan secur-
ity alliance, and (3) the persistent image of the USSR as enemy among Japanese.?® The im-
plication of this statement was obvious : Petrov seemed to advocate accepting the existence of
dispute on the territorial question, recognizing the reality of Japan’s security alliance with the
US, and trying to remove the enemy image prevalent in Japanese perception of the Soviet Un-
ion.  Chizhov countered this argument by stating that Soviet policy toward Japan had been
clearly formulated and that it was Japan that had to respond to Soviet initiatives.?®

Furthermore, Georgii Kunadze, IMEMO scholar reputed to be close to Primakov, pre-
sented a paper at a conference held in Japan, in which he advocated the Senkaku Island
method, and suggested other forms of solution such as “joint ownership, special international
status, separating the factual situation from the juridical situation.”® Ogonek chief editor
Korotich met with former foreign minister Abe in early October, and agreed with Abe’s view
that both sides had to continue the dialogue, while acknowledging the existence of the territo-
rial question.®! A few days later Izvestiia correspondent Aleksandr Bovin expressed his per-
sonal opinion in Tokyo that the territorial problem existed and that both sides had to make
effort to make a compromise to find a common ground.*? In addition, a noticeable change in
Soviet attitude toward the territorial question took place at the Soviet-Japanese Round Table
Conference that began in Moscow on October 17. Previously on such occasions, the Soviet
side refused to even talk about this issue. This time Yukio Hatoyama, member of Parliament
from Hokkaido and a grandson of former Prime Minister Ichiro Hatoyama, expressed hope
that the Soviet Union would return to the position taken in the Soviet-Japanese Joint Com-
munique concluded by his grandfather and Bulganin exactly thirty two years ago. Dmitrii Pet-
rov agreed with this suggestion, and proposed to proceed with negotiations on this basis with
concessions from both sides. Aleksandr Bovin of Izvestiia said: “Of course, there exists the
northern territorial problem. But Japan should not raise this question only emotionally. I
would like Japan to insist not only on its own interests, but also take it into consideration that
the Soviet Union has its own problems. Both sides should strive to search for ways out of
this impasse, considering historical, legal, military and other factors.” Contrary to these
opinions, Shishlin, propaganda department head of the Central Committee, criticized the
Japanese approach as the opinion reducing all bilateral equations into the territorial question,
ignoring other factors.*® On the second day, however, the Soviet side withdrew the previous
statements, reverting to the previous position criticizing the Japanese side of raising a red her-
ring. Lukin, insisting that the Soviet official position had not changed, asserted that any
change of national borders would have negative impact on Eastern Europe. Chief of the In-
ternational Department’s Section Senatorov referred to the Soviet public opinion, citing his im-
pression he had on his recent tour to Kunashiri.>* This underscored the differences that ex-
ited between scholars and political commentators, on the one hand, who could freely express
their opinions, and MID officials, on the other, who had to adhere to the official position.

It is important to note, however, that the Soviet official position is also beginning to
change. At the end of September, JFM’s councilor Kuriyama met Shevardnadze in the Un-
ited Nations for five minutes.®® It was agreed that the foreign ministerial conference would
be held in Tokyo in December.®* At the same time, Japanese Foreign Minister Uno invited
Ambassador Soloviev in Tokyo and discussed the agenda of the foreign ministerial conference.
Soloviev agreed that the Soviet side would be willing to discuss the territorial question.®”

6
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Compared with Shevardnadze’s position in January 1986 refusing to put the territorial question
in the agenda, this change was a significant improvement.

In private conversations I personally had or I heard others have had with Soviet special-
ists on the territorial question, more concrete ideas were expressed. Some Soviets express-
ed regret that the Soviet Union did not sign the San Francisco Peace Treaty, giving Japanese
the excuse that the San Francisco Peace Treaty is not binding on relations between Japan and
the Soviet Union. Others held the view that the Soviet Union should have settled the territo-
rial issue in 1956. With regard to specific measures as to how to get out of impasse, some
advocated the return of the two islands (Habomais and Shikotan), while Kunashiri and Etorofu
should become the free trade zone. Others suggested a Spitzbergen method, whereby both
sides should have sovereignty over the islands.

These ideas suggested that throughout 1988 discussions were going on among specialists
on Japan. Although officially the MID took the stand that the territorial question had been
already solved, it seems safe to assume that this position was being eroded.*®

(2) Security Issues

In 1988 two tendencies emerged in Soviet approach to security issues in Asia. First,
the Soviets began to appreciate the peculiarities of the Asian situation for which the European
based framework could not be directly applicable. Second, although their proposals were still
mixed with propaganda, a more realistic approach to concrete problems became discernible.
Likewise, Soviet approach to security issues involving Japan became also more realistic,
although here, too, there existed different opinions.

First, there emerged a debate among Soviet specialists on Japan as to whether there was
a resurgence of militarism in Japan. An increasing number of realistically oriented specialists
came to argue that although a constant increase in Japanese defense spending should be a
cause for concern, it would be wrong to characterize it as a resurgence of militarism. V.
Roshin of IMEMO, for instance, presented an excellent agument, criticizing those who be-
lieved that there existed a military-industrial complex in Japan, on the basis of realistic analysis
of Japanese industrial strategy.’” In fact, crying wolf on resugence of militarism did not
square well with Gorbachev’s reference to the Japanese model of economic development with-
out militarism. One could easily see an echo in Gorbachev’s statement of those realistic
Japanese specialists.

Second, some scholars, for instance, Dmitrii Petrov and K. O. Sarkisov (Institute of
Oriental Studies) argued that Japan’s security alliance with the US should be recognized as
reality.#! This opinion was echoed by Bovin, who stated recently that the Japan-US Security
Treaty was no longer considered a stumbling block to better bilateral relations. *

Third, some specialists increasigly demand that glasnost’ be extended to military doctrine
in Asia as well.** They considered the predominance of the military factor in the Far East
counterproductive, and argued that candid explanations as to Soviet military doctrine and the
rationale behind Soviet deployment would contribute to dispelling the inflated image of the
Soviet threat.

Fourth, Soviet approach to arms control Asia became more realistic, as I will explain
later.*

In this context, Defence Minister Yazov’'s interview with the Kyodo Press Agency was
important. With regard to the Japanese Self-Defence Force’s four divisions deployed in Hok-
kaido, Yazov shrugged them off by saying that whatever Japan decided to deploy was Japan’s
business, thus refraining from the usual criticism leveld against them as directed against the
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Soviet Union. He further commented on Japan’s increasing defense budget, which he did not
believe would immediately lead to the conclusion that Japan will become an aggressive coun-
try. At the same time, he expressed concern that certain military actions around Japan such
as US-Japan joint military exercises in the Pacific, deployment of Tomahawk cruise missiles,
port visit of the US Seventh Fleet to Japan posed threat to the Soviet Union. He then called
for negotiations in order to achieve mutual reduction of forces and establish confidence building
measures. As for the Soviet deployment of troops in the northern islands, he stated that
whatever the Soviets decided to deploy in their own territory was their own prerogatives, but
revealed that only a few battalions were stationed there, whose tasks were mainly those of a
coast guard, and not in the nature of a threat to anyone. This information contradicted with
the information supplied by the Japanese and US sources, which indicated that the Soviets
were deploying one division. On the question of whether the Soviets were continuing milit-
ary build-up in the Far East, Yazov flatly denied this and stated that since 1985 no ground
troops had been added, but on the countrary they were at present decreasing in number. He
said that trend would further continue as Sino-Soviet tensions eased. As for the naval force,
he said that the Soviet Union would be interested in reducing the level of the navel force, as it
certainly would, as the strategic arms reduction treaty were concluded. s

(3) Development of the Soviet Far East

One of the most important reasons for Soviet specialists’ approach becoming more realis-
tic was that Japan's importance in developing the Soviet Far East became more keenly
appreciated by them, while economic development of the Soviet Far East was recognized as
the most important precondition for the Soviet Union’s intercourse with the Asian community.

In fact, there was something new in the emerging Soviet approach to the problem of de-
velopment of the Soviet Far East as well as the Soviet approach to the Asia-Pacific economic
community. First, both became treated integrally. Without previously predominant ideolo-
gical bias the Soviets came to assess the vitality of the Asia-Pacific region positively. They
made it no secret that the Soviet Union wished to be a part of this community, but in order to
be a part of this community, they realized that the development of the Soviet Far East would
be an absolute necessity. Second, there was soberness with which they analyzed the present
economic situation of the Soviet Far East and Siberia and the mistakes of the past. They
candidly admitted that the Soviet Union had been an Asian power only in a geographical sense.
They acknowledged that the reason why the Soviet Union had not been able to act a major
power in Asia was not because of the malevolent intentions of hostile powers, but largely be-
cause of the Soviet economic backwardness. They also criticized the past Soviet economic
strategy toward the Soviet Far East and Siberia, which they characterized as exploitation of
the region for the sake of European Russia. Third, the new approach was connected and had
deep roots in the general process of the economic, political, and intellectual transformation
that was going on in the Soviet Union.

Although it is often overlooked, it is important to stress that one half of Gorbachev’s Vla-
divostok speech was devoted to economic development of the Soviet Far East, and that he
considered such progress a precondition for Soviet entry into the Asian community. After
Gorbachev’s speech, however, progress was slow to say the least. The only thing that hap-
pened immediatly after the speech was the hastily drafted long-range plan for development of
the Soviet Far East and the neighboring regions to the year 2000, which envisaged the invest-
ment of astronomical 200 billion rubles. This plan has been now attacked as useless and even
harmful.*” It was not until the beginning of 1988 that serious effort was begun to map out a
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realistic strategy for Far Eastern development.

In March, the Soviet National Committee for Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (SOV-
NAPEC) with Primakov as its chairman, was formed, and began its energetic activities. This
organization became the driving force behind the international seminar that was held in Vladi-
vostok in the beginning of October inviting influential figures from the Asia-Pacific region. A
large delegation headed by Primakov and which included Lukin and other key personnel in
Soviet Asian policy took a tour to the Far East at the end of July and the beginning of August
to prepare for this conference. I was told by some Soviet insiders that it was intended to
push the opening of Vladivostok by breaking the political and psychological opposition. The
too hastly organized conference lost its impact, partly because the world’s attention was fo-
cused on Gorbachev’s coup in the Politburo that took place simultaneously, and partly the
world’s leading figures they intended to invite to this conference declined to accept the invita-
tion at such short notice. Nevertheless, it seems to have partially achieved its intended re-
sult, since soon after this conference, ban on travel in the Maritime Proviences was removed.
The Soviets are now seriously contemplating the establishment of a special economic zone in
the Soviet Far East, and the opening of Vladivostok seems to be a matter of time. 48

Another important development in this regard was the attendance of a Soviet delegation
headed by Primakov at the Osaka PECC Conference in May 17-20, 1988. The first Soviet
representative attended the PECC meeting in Vancouver in 1986 as an observer, but he was
an embassy official from Toronto, and did not speak at all. But the Osaka meeting was diffe-
rent; this time the delegation was headed by an influential figure, and the SOVNAPEC as a
national committee had been organized. The Soviet delegation was invited to the Osaka
meeting as “official guests,” which is slightly higher than the observer status. According to
Charles Morrison, who attended the conference, Primakov used four minutes of the five mi-
nutes allowed to each guest speaker “to express Soviet interest in the PECC, state that hos-
tile Soviet attitudes toward Pacific economic cooperation in the past were based on misconcep-
tions, and offer to host a meeting of PECC’s Minerals and Energy forum. He ended his
statement attributing his brevity to ‘our famous Soviet efficiency and also our famous Soviet
modesty,” drawing a good laugh from his audience.”*

As the plan to develop the Soviet Far East becomes more realistically contemplated, it
became clear to those specialists involved that Japan was an essential ingredient in this
project.®® Only Japan had the financial power, managerial skill, and tecnological knowledge
that would be indispensable for economic development of this region. This awareness ex-
plains the impatience with which they demanded the reorientation of Soviet policy toward
Japan, including re-examination of the Soviet position on the territorial question.

(4) Soviet Approach to South Korea

Another distinct tendency in the Soviet approach to the Asia-Pacific region was the active
effort to establish relations with the Asian NIEs. Particularly important was its approach to
South Korea. This also corresponded to the new direction boldy taken by the recently instal-
led democratic regime under Roh Tae Woo, who actively sought rapprochement with the
Communist regimes in the north. The Soviet Union participated in the Seoul Olympics at the
obvious displeasure of North Korea, and it was widely known that the Soviet representative
office which was established ostensibly for the sports events were engaged in economic activi-
ties on a permanent basis even after the Olympics. A joint venture involving the Soviet Un-
ion and a large South Korean conglomerate was concluded. Ignoring a shrill protest by North
Korea, Hungary established its official legation in Seoul, and latter restored normal diplomatic
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relations. ~Apparently, the Soviets had to abandon the idea of inviting South Koreans to the
Vladivostok conference in October due to protests by North Korea, but some Koreans with
US passports did participate. In the words of one participant, there was a commonly felt
feeling that one of the major actors in the conference were South Koreans who did not
participate. !

(5) Diversity of Opinions among Soviet Foreign Policy Experts

It is possible to divide Soviet experts on Japan into three general groups.’® The first
group can be classified as hard-liners, who try to maintain the same intransigent line pursued
by Gromyko and Kovalenko. The second group are champions of the new thinking, who try
to break the deadlock of Japanese-Soviet relations by making reasonable concessions to Japan.
They clearly prefer the dominance of economists interdependence, and advocate reducing the
military factor in Soviet foreign policy in this region. A great many competent economists be-
long to this category, and seem to exert considerable influence on people like Primakov. The
third group position themselves in between the two groups. Foreign ministry experts such
as Chizhov, who try to improve relations but realize the limitations faced with Japan’s intransi-
gence, belong to this group. The tendency throughout 1988 was that while the second group
was clearly in ascendancy, the second and the third groups tended to be merging. Neverthe-
less, one cannot dismiss the influence of the first group. One area about which we remain in
the dark is what influence the military exert in formulating Soviet policy towards Asia. Also it
should be added that although the second group was increasing its influence, their opinion
could not be said to have reached the Politburo level.

(6) Gorbachev’s Krasnoyarsk Speech

While the major target of the Vladivostok speech was China, Japan occupied the most im-
portant place in Gorbachev’s Krasnoyarsk speech delivered on September 17, 1988. In the
Vladivostok speech, the part dealing with China occupied 96 lines, compared with 39 lines for
Japan in Izvestiia, but in the Krasnoyarsk speech, only 35 lines were devoted to China, com-
pared with 72 lines to Japan.*®

Moreover, in the Vladivostok speech Gorbachev’s approach to China was specific, while
his reference to Japan was couched in general, vague terms. This was completely reversed
in his Kranoyarsk speech. With regard to China he referred to general improvement in bi-
lateral relations, positive development in the Kampuchean question, and the need to move to a
higher level of contact.

In his Krasnoyarsk speech, first, he mentioned that he had met a series of Japanese lead-
ers, including Ishibashi, Abe, Fuwa, Doi and others, underscoring that in terms of the number
of meetings Gorbachev had held, Japan was one of the leading countries. Then, he singled
out the importance of the meeting he had with Nakasone, which, he stated : “covinced me
more that there does exist a basis and mutual intention for dynamism of our relations on the
basis of balancing bilateral and regional interests.” He then expressed hope that this positive
tone would receive continued support for mutual contact and for normal development of
Soviet-Japanese relations. Further he recognized that Japan should be one of the most im-
portant economic partners of the Soviet Union. In his words, “the existing problems in the
humanitarian and fisheries spheres that are obstructing strengthening of relations can be over-
come. I cannot, however, help remarking that Soviet people, together with Japan’s other
neighbors, are disturbed by the steady growth of Japan’s military potential within the
framework of burden sharing with the US.” One percent of GNP is obviously not much, he
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continued, but even if it is only one percent, if one considers Japan’s economic power, it can-
not be ignored. Japan has shown the world that in the contemporary world it is possible to
reach the status of great power without militarism. Why discredit this unique and valuable
lesson to mankind, he asked.

The Krasnoyarsk speech indicated (1) that Japan occupied an important place in Soviet
foreign policy, but (2) that Gorbachev had not yet come to a conclusion as to how to escape
from the impasse. The second conclusion was obvious from the absence of any reference to
the territorial question.

(7) At Long Last Exits Kovalenko

Ivan Kovalenko, whose expertise in Japan was formed while he interrogated Japanese
prisoners of war immediately after the war, had been a permanent fixture of Soviet policy to-
ward Japan. Having occupied for many years the influential position of deputy chief of the
Central Committee’s International Department, which had been the most influential post deal-
ing with Japan, he was the symbol of intransigence, arrogance, high-handedness, and stupidity
that was characterized Soviet policy toward Japan. Even under Gorbachev, Kovalenko ling-
ered on, making many Japanese wonder aloud whether Gorbachev was serious about the new
thinking. Now it was learned that after the reshuffling of the International Department as a
result of the removal of Anatoli Dobrynin, Kovalenko was finally gone, signaling the Soviet
seriousness with which they intend to improve relations with J apan.”>*

B. Japanese Side

(1) Internationalization of the Territorial Question

One of the peculiarities of Japanese policy toward the Soviet Union is that the Soviet
Desk of the Foreign Ministry has the virtual monopoly over formulation of policy. In con-
trast, formulation of Japan’s policy toward the US, for instance, involves far more actors than
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs ; MITI, Self-Defence Agency, Ministry of Finance and other
ministries, the business community, LDP factions, special interest groups all participate in the
act. No such diverse interest groups are involved in formulation of Japanese policy toward
the Soviet Union. Moreover, the Soviet Desk of the Foreign Ministry is known to have haw-
kish position that adheres to the strictest iziguchiron, meaning that the Soviet return of the
four islands is the precondition for Japan to come to the negotiating table for normalization of
relations.

By the end of 1988 this position came under attack from various quarters. First of all,
there was pressure coming from the international environment that was moving in a direction
of detente with the Soviet Union. When even such bona fide anti-Communist leaders as
Ronald Reagan and Margaret Thatcher began to make such dovish statements as “perestrotka
is good for the West “or that “we can do business with Mr. Gorbachev,” the Japanese hawks
must have felt a bit lonely in holding out on their essentialist view. In addition, detente was
not merely an isolated event in the West. In Asia, Sino-Soviet rapprochement was progres-
sing rapidly, while the tensions in the Korean Peninsula was greatly easing, as the process of
Soviet-South Korean rapprochement was unfolding rapidly. The Soviet withdrawal from
Afghanistan had contributed to the realization of tensions in other conflict-laden regions, not-
ably in Indochina, where Soviet influence behind the scene could not be ignored. In such an
environment, Japan stood alone in not actively seeking improvement of relations.

Another pressure came from the assessment of Gorbachev’s reforms. An overwhelming
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majority of the Japanese academic specialists on the Soviet Union recognized the profound
change that was going on in the Soviet Union as well as the inherent connection between
Soviet Asian policy and this change. The position taken by the Japanese hawks that the na-
ture of Soviet Union had not changed became increasingly untenable. Along with this there
was a change of popular perception. Throughout the post-war period the Soviet Union had
enjoyed the dubious distinction of being the least liked country among Japanese.®® Neverthe-
less, since 1985 there has been a marked decline in the degree of unpopularity of the Soviet
Union.  As popular perception showed signs of change, the educated public in journals and
newspapers began expressing opinions different from those held by the Soviet Desk on Japan’s
policy toward the Soviet Union.

It is also important to note that a new pattern of Soviet-Japanese relations was emerging.
Niigata, Hokkaido, and Kanagawa prefectures began pursuing their own independent trade re-
lations with the Soviet Union. This development also corresponded to new independence
that was given to each oblast’ in the Far East and Siberian regions. The notion of regional
economic development is most advanced in Niigata, which is trying to establish a trade and
economic zone involving Japan, the Soviet Union, China, South Korea, and possibly North
Korea. It is no longer a pipe dream, as Niigata's efforts were largely resposible for opening a
direct flight route between Khabarovsk and Shinyang. In the beginning of September Niigata
hosted a Japan Sea Coast Symposium, inviting representatives from the Soviet Union and
three Northeast provinces of China. The opening of a ferry route between Sakhalin and Hok-
kaido has been proposed by Sakhalin, while the Hokkaido Agricultural Cooperative Union and
other Japanese corporations in Hokkaido, one the most economically depressed regions in
Japan, entered into negotiations for establishing joint ventures. A joint fishing venture involv-
ing the Ainus and the Soviet Union on one of the disputed islands hastened the Foreign Minis-
ter official to fly to Hokkaido and force the Ainus to cancel the deal.

These pressures were finally forcing some Japanese gingerly to reexamine Japanese poli-
cy toward the Soviet Union. In June Foreign Minister Uno made an interesting statement
during his tour to inspect the northern islands (of course from the shores of Hokkaido) to the
effect that aithough Japan's position on the territorial issue remained unchanged, bilateral rela-
tions should not be limited to this problem.>” Unfortunately, the implication of this statement
was not picked up by Soviet side, partly because the Soviets were offended by a mistransla-
tion of his statement by NHK.%®

The Foreign Ministry was visibly nervous about various opinions coming from unofficial
Soviet sources on the territorial question. The way it reacted to a mysterious issue of senbi-
kiron (demarcation of the border between the two countries) was an indication of this ner-
vousness. The question of who suggested such a proposal remains a mystery, but Foreign
Ministry Councilor Kuriyama made a pre-emptive rejection of such an idea at the vice-
ministerial conference with Rogachev in June.®® Particularly, the JFM showed nervousness
about the possibility of the Soviets proposing the return of the two islands, Habomais and Shi-
kotan, and criticized such proposals as an attempt to divide Japanese public opinion. %°

Faced with these pressures, the Japanese government under Takeshita decided to mobil-
ize the support of other governments on the territorial question.  Although the past govern-
ment appealed to the allies for understanding Japan’s position on the territorial question, it was
first time that the territorial question became internationalized in the sense that Japan’s allies
began actively speaking on this question on Japan’s behalf to the Soviet government.

President Reagan made his intention known that he would raise the northern territorial
issue at the summit meeting with Gorbachev in Moscow.®! This question was indeed raised
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by Secretary of State Shultz during his meeting with Shevardnadze at the summit, but the
Soviet side promptly rejected Shultz’s proposal to solve this problem.

At the Toronto summit of Western leaders held on June 19 through 21, Japan was, prob-
ably for the first time in history of Western leaders’ summits, the most important actor behind
the scene on the political sphere. Against the major trend toward rapprochement with the
Soviet Union, Japan succeeded in persuading other powers that no change of Soviet policy had
been discernible in Asia, thus effectively putting a brake in this process. Also the territorial
question was raised at the Takeshita-Howe meeting during the summit.

In August, when the LDP’s Northern Territorial Map Commission visited the British
Foreign Ministry, the latter handed to the commission the British government’s official view
on the territorial question, which reportedly supported the Jasanese position that the Soviet
occupation of the northern territories was not justified.®” The significance of the support by
the two parties which signed the Yalta Secret Agreement for the Japanese position is well
analyzed by Hiroshi Kimura’s article, and there is no need to repeat what he has said
eloquently.®

Neverthless, I have a slightly different interpretation on the implication of internationaliza-
tion of the territorial question from Kimura’s. In my opinion, internationalization of the ter-
ritorial question has changed the nature of the territorical issue. As I have mentioned above,
the territorial issue has served as an excuse for Japan not to improve relations with the Soviet
Union. Moreover, in Machiavellian terms it has served as a guarantee for the US to continue
to count on Japan standing in hostile relations with the Soviet Union. Once it has become in-
ternationalized, however, the territorial question is no longer an excuse, but a problem in it-
self that begs its solution. Thus, Japan has now found itself in a predicament to find a realis-
tic solution to the problem rather than insisting on the return of the four islands with the ex-
pectation of Soviet rejection.

(2) Nakasone's Visit to Moscow

A concrete step in a direction towards the solution of the problem was set by former
Prime Minister Nakasone’s visit to Moscow in July. Although Nakasone did not officially rep-
resent the Japanese government, his stature and influence could not be ignored ; his visit rep-
resented the first sign coming from the Japanese side to break the stalemate, and it was rec-
ognized as such by the Soviet.**

The following points can be singled out as important developments connected with Naka-
sone’s visit to Moscow.

Nakasone presented three conditions before he went to Moscow. First, to talk about
the territorial question honestly and sincerely. If Gorbachev were to answer that the territo-
rial question was already solved or the problem did not exist, there would be no sense of tak-
ing a trip. In Nakasone’s words, “even if he cannot say that he would agree with the return
of the four islands, it would be better to move ten or fifteen meters ahead on this question.”
Second, he would be given the chance to speak at a research institute to the opinion leaders
of the Soviet Union. Third, he would speak on Soviet television with no editorial cuts from
the Soviet side. These three condictions were accepted by the Soviets.

On the territorial question, the following exchanges took place between Nakasone and
Gorbachev. Nakasone presented the Japanese position from the legal point of view, starting
from the Russo-Japanese Treaty in 1855 and the Karahuto-Chishima (Sakhalin-Kuriles) Ex-
change Treaty (1875), emphasizing that historically the four islands belonged to Japan. He
then explained the joint communique in 1956, in which the return of the two islands had been
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approved, and stressed that Japan had accepted the joint communique, since it had expected
to have the two other islands returned at the conclusion of a peace treaty. To this Gor-
bachev replied that if Japan started from the joint communique in 1956, the Soviet Union
started from the World War II settlements. If the framework of the World War II settle-
ments were destroyed, the world would be thrown into a state of chaos. Nakasone retorted:
At the conclusion of the war, the Soviets moved from the north and stopped before the four
islands, and when they discovered that no American troops came in, they then occupied the
four islands. It is not true, he insisted, that the World War settlements have not changed.
The US returned Okinawa to Japan, although the US suffered casualties there amounting to
several hundred thousands. ~Gorbachev replied that the situation had changed since 1960,
when Japan revised the US-Japanese Security Pact. This was met with Nakasone’s rejoinder
that the revision of the US-Japanese security treaty, which was beneficial not only to Japan but
also to the Soviet Union, could not be justifiable ground for changing the Soviet position.
Gorbachev said Japanese military cooperation with the US intensified in 1960, but admitted
that the situation had become so different now that some means had to be found to get out of
the impasse. Later when Nakasone delivered a speech at IMEMO, Primakov said that there
were those scholars in the Soviet Union who took the view that, had the Soviet Union signed
the San Francisco Peace Treaty, there would not have any territorial problem.

The former prime minister presented his opinion that there were basically three ways to
maintain East-West relations. The first was to continue more or less the present framework.
The second was to realize profound improvement, while the third was to achieve a great re-
conciliation on the basis of the new principle. The post-war tensions resulted from Soviet ex-
pansionism and Stalinism, which prompted the West to adopt the containment policy. In
order to escape from this situation and to establish long-term stability, he continued, a Coper-
nican change in thinking would be nessessary. The northern territorial question was an ex-
ample of Stalinism, and this mistake would have to be corrected. Gorbachev made no com-
ment on this, and said only : “I listened to your opinion with interest. There are some points
with which I agree, but there are others with which I disagree. Let us discuss this problem
and discuss it again in the fall.”

Gorbachev criticized Nakasone for excluding the Soviet Union from the Asian community.
Nakasone answered that the military predominance in this region at the expense of economic
and cultural attractiveness was largely responsible for the Soviets being excluded from the
Asian community. Gorbachev replied that the Soviet Union would open Vladivostok.

Nakasone proposed stabilization of the Korean Peninsula by (1) direct dialogue between
North and South Koreas, (2) the US and Japan beginning trade with North Korea, (3) South
Korea’s beginning trade with China and the Soviet Union. Gorbachev supported this proposal
on the condition that the division should not become permanent, but promised that he would
convey this proposal to North Korea.

Gorbachev promised that Shevardnadze would visit Japan by the end of this year, and
hoped that his visit would be realized as quickly as possible.

IV Japanese-Soviet Relations in the Changing Environment after December 1988

Shevardnadze came to Tokyo in December 1989, his first visit to Japan in three years,
and Japanese Foreign Minister Uno reciprocated the visit to Moscow in May 1989. Thus, it
appears that the foreign ministerial conference, which had been derailed since former Japanese
Foreign Minister Abe’s visit to Moscow in 1986, has been put back on the right track. On
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the surface, this development is positive only in the sense that the situation has been restored
to the status quo ante, and Japanese-Soviet relations seem to be still in a state of stalemate,
since both countries are unable to find a way out of the thorny northern territorial issue. I
would argue, however, that Japanese-Soviet relations have entered a new stage that is qualita-
tively different from the previous stage that existed in early 1986. This chapter aims to iden-
tify what I consider to be new factors that differentiate this stage from the previous ones, and
speculate on how Japanese Soviet relations are likely to develop in the near future.

(1) New Developments since Shevardnadze’s Visit to Japan, December 1988

Shevardnadze’s second visit to Japan in December 19-21, 1988, was in many ways diffe-
rent from his previous one in January 1986. As I discussed above, throughout 1988 a variety
of unofficical opinions on the Soviet side had been aired through various channels with regard
to the territorial question. Thus by the end of 1988 it became impossible any more for the
Soviet government to insist that the territorial dispute did not exist. In fact, previous to his
visit to Japan, Ambassador Soloviev and Shevardnadze himself made it clear that the Soviet
side was willing to discuss the territorial question during the forthcoming conference. %

Nevertheless, this did not mean softening the position in substance. This time the
Soviet side came to the conference table armed with legal rebuttals to the Japanese claim, in-
voking, in addition to other points that had been familar, Article 107 of the UN Charter that
stipulates that former enemy countries during World War II have no right to claim any part of
the World War II settlements.®® Hard hitting arguments were exchanged at the December
conference, and, as expected, no agreement on the territorial issue emerged from it. The
joint communuque that both sides acknowledged the existence of “difficulties” — note the plu-
ral — that stood in the way of concluding a peace treaty. This meant that the Japanese side
even failed to make the Soviets include the specific reference to the territorial issue in the
communique.®” The Soviet side, however, agreed to include Gorbachev’s visit to Japan in the
joint communique. This was the first time that the Soviets officially committed themselves to
put Gorbachev’s visit in the political agenda in bilateral relations.

The only tangible result of this conference was the conclusion on a treaty on migratory
birds. One should not dismiss this treaty as a mere trifle, since the conclusion of such
treaties at least contribute to the momentum of improvement of relations, however small step
it might seem. Particularly on the Japanese side, this was meant to be a signal to the Soviet
side to demonstrate their willingness to improve relations with the Soviet Union without the
resolution of the territorial question. In substantial issues, the real significance of this foreign
ministerial conference lay in the establishment of a permanent working group toward conclud-
ing a peace treaty, headed on both sides by the vice-foreign ministers. For the first time in
history a permanent mechanism has been set up through which both sides would be able to
narrow differences in order to move toward concluding a treaty. Needless to say, the central
focus of this body is the territorial question, although the Soviets insist on including other
issues. %

Since Shevardnadze's visit, two contradictory, but complementing trends have appeared
on the Soviet side. The first is that the Soviet press has begun printing Japanese views for
the Soviet audience. The article written by Sase Masanori of the Defence College appeared
in Izvestiia in January, in which Sase presented the Japanese view demanding the return of the
four islands as precondition for improved relations.®® This article was followed by Izvestiia’s
interview with Prime Minister Takeshita, who urged the Soviet government to return the is-
lands to improve Japanese-Soviet relations. This was first time that any Soviet newspapers
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printed the Japanese prime minsiter’s view without substantial cut. Takeshita’s interview was
characterized in general by the positive tone in which he praised Gorbachev’s latest diplomatic
moves such as withdrawal of Soviet troops from Afghanistan and the arms control policy, and
welcomed Soviet interest in regional stability in the Asia-Pacific region.” The last point was
picked up by Kunadze and Sarkisov in their important article, which I will mention later, as a
common goal on which improvement of bilateral relations can be based.

lTzvestiia’s interview with Takeshita was followed by B. D. Piadyshev (chief editor of
Mezhdunarodnaia zhizn’)’s interview with Uno.”' This interview covers broader subjects
such as Japan's economic policy, Uno’s view on the world situation, Japan’s policy toward en-
vironmental issues, etc. Two points are important, however. First, Uno states that
Japanese-Soviet relations have not reached the level where both countries have exhausted
their potential possibilities, and further that he believes that improvement in bilateral relations
will not only contribute to stability in the Asia-Pacific region, but also to improvement of East-
West relations at the global level. Importance here is that the Japanese Foreign Minister
places Japanese-Soviet relations in a broader international context beyond the territorial ques-
tion. Second, as for the territorial question, this interview seems to be designed to advance
the view of the interviewer rather than to present the view of the intereviewed. Piadyshev
interrupts Uno, and presents the Soviet view with smug categoricalness.

Piadyshev’s treatment symbolically represents the Soviet appoach, because the willing-
ness to present the Japanese view to the Soviet people has been accompanied by a toughening
of Soviet official position. The MID began a counterattack against the Japanese position.
Prokhorov and Shevchuk of MID’s legal department as well as conservative commentators
such as Latyshev and Ovchinikov of Pravda presented the usual Soviet argument that
Japanese claims were legally and historically totally groundless.”® In April, prior to Uno’s visit
to Moscow, Vice-Foreign Minister in charge of Asian Affairs Igor Rogachev himself wrote a
long article that justified the Soviet claim to the islands from historical and legal grounds.”
The unyielding, one-sided arguments such as these seem to give one the impression that far
from being willing to compromise, the Soviets have decided to have a major confrontation on
the territorial issue with Japan.

As expected, at the first session of the working group, which met in March in Tokyo,
both sides engaged in heated discussions on the territorial question without budging an inch.
Nevertheless, a new line of strategy became discernible during the conference. The Soviet
side hinted at shelving the territorial issue in a way similar to the Senkaku Island and Takeshi-
ma Island formula, in which Japan concluded a peace treaty with China and South Korea re-
spectively without solving the contested island issue. It seems, thus, the intransigent coun-
terargument presented by the Soviet side could be interpreted as an opening gambit on the
Soviet part to bring the territorial question to a draw. This suggestion was, however, re-
jected by the Japanese side outright.

No tangible result came of Uno’s visit to Moscow in May. Although there was some
progress on marginal issues such as the conclusion of a treaty on environmental protection and
the Soviet decision to allow the Japanese gravesite visit to new areas where they had never
allowed, the Soviets did not make any concession on the territorial issue. Neither did Uno
extract a positive response from the Soviets on a definite schedule for Gorbachev’s visit to
Japan. In fact, what was made clear was that Gorbachev’s visit would not take place this
year.
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(2) Funeral Diplomacy, or the Lack Thereof

Curiously, the Soviets did not take advantage of Emperor Hirohito’s funeral in February.
Japanese are people who value symbolism, and Gorbachev’s attendance to the funeral would
have tremendously boosted the image of the Soviet Union, which has enjoyed the status of
being the most unpopular country among Japanese.”* The Japanese government would have
taken his visit as an indication of the Soviet willingness to improve bilateral relations, a factor
that would have had some impact on the future course of negotiations. The usually obno-
xious right wing would not have staged a noisy demonstration, while Gorbachev could have
come to Japan without any concrete offer on the territorial issue. Instead, the Soviets de-
cided to pass this opportunity, and sent a second rank representative, First Deputy Chairman
of the Suprem Soviet Lukiyanov. Many Japanese speculated on the reasons why the Soviets
elected not take this opportunity to boost their positive image among Japanese. In my view,
three reasons are important.”® First, to the Soviets Gorbachev’s visit to Japan is one of the
greatest bargaining points that they cannot afford to use up carelessly. The second time
around is not likely to make an impact as large as the first time. Besides, at the funeral Gor-
bachev would have been one of many luminaries such as Bush and Mitterand, inevitably dimi-
nishing the maximum impact the Soviets wished to create. Moreover, a funeral visit would
have been nothing but symbolic without accompanying any tangible results. Gorbachev’s visit
is supposed to serve as a home run with the bases loaded — namely, the final solution to the
territorial issue — , not as a bunt to advance the runner from first base to second (mainly
atmospheric effect). The second reason has to do with China. There is no question that for
the Soviet Union, the first priority in Soviet Asian policy is China, not Japan. Therefore,
Gorbachev could ill afford to visit Japan before he made his first historic visit to Beijing, sche-
duled in May. Third, by not attending the Emperor’s funeral, Gorbachev sent Japan a mes-
sage that the Soviet Union was less than satisfied with the slowness with which Japan was
moving in improving Japanese-Soviet relations.

V  Changing Environment

When one examines the development since Shevardnadze’s visit to Japan in December,
one might conclude that nothing has changed and that Japanese-Soviet relations are still in as
much a stalemate as before. Nevertheless, although we might characterize the relations as
stalemate, I would argue that they have reached a new stage qualitatively different from the
previous stage. This is partly caused by a significant change in the environment in which
Japanese-Soviet relations are placed, and partly by the change in subjective attitude of both
sides toward bilateral relations.

The first reason why I believe Japanese-Soviet relations have reached a new stage is that
the environment in which they operate has significantly been altered. Specifically, I have in
mind 1) Sino-Soviet rapprochement, 2) uncertainties of Asian international relations after the
Tienanmen massacre, 3) the political development in the Korean Peninsula, 4) Indochina con-
flict, 5) US-Japanese relations, 6) arms control in Asia, and 7) changing domestic political
situation in both countries. These factors affect Japanese-Soviet relations in different ways,
some positive, while others nagative, but combined, they undeniably place bilateral relations at
the present stage in a different environment that was not present three years ago.

(1) Sino-Soviet Rapprochement and Regional Conflicts
Gorbachev’s visit to China and the summit with Deng Xiaoping, the first summit for thirty
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years, have completed the process of normalization of the two communist giants that began
gingerly since 1982. Although Sino-Soviet rapprochement is not a return to the Sino-Soviet
alliance similar to that of the 1950s, and although it alone does not drastically affect the ex-
isting Chinese relations with Japan and the US, the framework that was established in the
1970s as our approach to the Asian international power balance has to be reconsidered in cor-
respondence to the new environment. Specifically, the bipolarity that characterized the situa-
tion in the late 1970s and the early 1980s is no longer applicable to the present international
reality in Asia. Furthermore, Sino-Soviet rapprochement has ripple effects on other regional
conflicts such as those in the Korean peninsula and Indochina. In addition, drastic arms re-
duction of Soviet forces along the Chinese border cannot but affect the arms control momen-
tum in Asia. In other words, the US and Japan, which have constructed their policy toward
the Soviet Union in Asia mainly on the assumption of “Soviet military threat,” are no longer
likely to expect China and other countries (even South Korea) to join an alliance designed to
exclude the Soviet Union from Asia. For all practical purposes, the Soviet Union is already in
Asia, moreover, in a different way from the way under Brezhnev. Contrary to those who
argue that the new thinking is not visible in Asia, two of the major tasks of the new initiatives
— Sino-Soviet rapprochement and withdrawal of troops from Afghanistan — enunciated in the
Vladivostok speech have already accomplished. The danger for Japan and the US may not
stem from the intrusion of the Soviet Union into the Asian scene, but rater from the unex-
pected development of Chinese internal turmoil triggered by the students’ demonstration and
the Tienanmen massacre, and the resulting anti-reformist trend in China, which is bound to
set back the open door policy associated with the economic reforms. The amazing openness
with which the first experience of Soviet democracy demonstrated in the form of the Congress
of People’s Deputies in stark contrast to the Byzantine politics behind the scene in the
Chinese leadership and their brutality in dealing with the students’ demonstration has made it
clear in front of millions of the world’s television viewers that political reforms in the Soviet
Union have far outstripped the Chinese political reforms. It is still too early to tell how these
recent events will affect the power balance in Asia, but the change in people’s perception is
bound to affect our policies.

Rapprochement between the Soviet Union and South Korea developed rapidly since the
Olympics. In October 1988, the Soviet Union established a permanent trade mission in Seoul
and exchanged a memorandum on trade with the South Korean government. In February,
1989, Hungary established diplomatic relations with South Korea against strong protest of
North Korea. Nevertheless, Roh Tae Woo’s “Nordpolitik” seems to have stalled in recent
months, partly because of domestic problems within South Korea. South Korean industrial-
ists’ visit to the Soviet Union was postponed indefinitely. It remains to be seen whether
South Korea’s “Nordpolitik” would yield a positive result toward solving the conflict in the Ko-
rean peninsula. Nonetheless, it seems clear that we can no longer take it for granted that
South Korea is a staunch member of the anti-Communist alliance against the Soviet Union.
As for the conflict in Indochina, although the Gorbachev-Deng summit did not produce an
accord in the Cambodian problem, the Indochinese conflict seems to be headed toward solu-
tion.

All in all, it can be said that up to the Tienanmen massacre Asia was moving rapidly for
new stability, and in this movement one could not deny that the Soviet Union was playing a
major role. It is difficult to speculate at this point what influence the recent events in China
might have on Asian international relations. Nevertheless, if anything, the role of the Soviet
Union may have increased rather than diminished to assure stability in Asia. It behooves us,
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then, to design a new international order in Asia that ensures stability and prosperity in such a
way to assign a positive role to the Soviet Union in this international order.

(2) US-Japanese Relations

With the advent of the Bush administration, US-Japanese relations seem to have entered
a new stage also. Already toward the end of the Reagan administration, a dark cloud was
appearing on the horizon in which economic frictions had shown a distinct tendency to spill
over into security cooperation which had been shielded from economic frictions. Under the
Reagan administration, the President’s personal leadership and strong and able Japan hands
within the administration and the state department headed by Ambassador Mansfield pre-
vented these frictions from taking on crisis proportion.

The Bush administration seems to be taking a harder stance against Japan on trade
issues. Japan was singled out, together with India and Brazil, as a country which was ex-
ercising an unfair trade practices under Article 301 of the Omnibus Trade Act.”® It is clear
that the main target is neither Brazil nor India, but Japan, and the main battleline is clearly
drawn on the high tech fields. Furthermore, the Bush administration virtually abrogated the
FSX agreement under the congressional pressure. The FSX fiasco has left no doubt that
Japan will develop the next fighter on its own, which would have been Japan's desire in the
first place before she yielded to the Pentagon’s pressure to develop FSX jointly.

Underneath the uneasiness of Japanese-Soviet relations is a significant change in the
American public opinion. On the one hand, the Americans’ suspicion of the Soviet Union has
significantly diminished under the “Gorby fever”; on the other, they are increasingly more
threatended by the Japanese economic challenge. One influential congressman stated:
“Japanese economic threat is more insidious than Soviet military treat.” The public opinion
polls indicate that nearly two thirds of the public of all political groups — Democrats, Republi-
cans, and Independents alike — agree that Japan rather than the Soviet Union poses the big-
ger challenge to the US — an amazing change in popular perception that would have been im-
possible only five years ago.”” Two thirds of Americans believe that Japan is unfair, while
only 44% consider the Soviet Union unfair. Certainly, this change in popular perception is re-
flected in the way the Congress and the White House are reacting to US-Japanese relations.
Such popular pressure is expected to move in the direction that the Bush administration will
be compelled to be more accommodating with the Soviet Union and less accommodating with
Japan. In correspondence to the change in popular perception, a widening gap in the two
governments’ approach to the Soviet Union seems to be developing. While the US govern-
ment is clearly moving in direction of integrating the Soviet Union in the world community, as
the President stated in his speech before his trip to Europe at the end of May, there are no
such ideas surfacing within the Japanese government. The Japanese government has thus far
been skepitical about the end of the cold war and unresponsive to the need to integrate the
Soviet Union into the world community. As relations between Japan and the US are becom-
ing more adversarial, the Soviet factor might become a complicating element in the future.

For the Japanese government, improvement in Japanese-Soviet relations cannot be an in-
dependent variable and it must necessarily be placed in US-Japanese relations, which consti-
tute the cornerstone of Japanese foreign policy. The question is: In what way will the
estrangement of US-Japanese relationship affect Japanese-Soviet relations ? The importance
of the US-Japanese relationship for Japan's survival is such that there is neither room nor pos-
sibility that Japan will play the Soviet card to gain a marginal advantage in negotiations with the
US. Likewise, any Soviet attempt to split Japan from the US will be resented and counter-
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productive. If anything, the estrangement of US-Japanese relations will narrow the para-
meters of Japanese maneuverbility in dealing with the Soviet Union. As long as the Soviets
are not forthcoming with realistic solution to the territorial question, Japanese-Soviet relations
will have no way of fundamentally affecting US-Japanese relations. US-Japanese relations will
face a serious crisis, only when frictions between the two countries coincide with the Soviets’
proposal on the territorial question.

(3) Arms Control in Asia

Arms control in Asia, which has hitherto been dismissed as an impossible dream, has also
suddenly entered a new stage.” Two interrelated events seem to have initiated a momen-
tum for arms control in Asia which will be impossible to ignore in the future. First, Gor-
bachev’s UN speech in December 1988, which announced the unilateral arms reduction of
500,000 troops, includes a reduction of at least 200,000 in Asia. Second, Sino-Soviet rap-
pochement has led to the reduction of Soviet forces along the Chinese border. The momen-
tum for arms control created by such moves cannot but affect the military balance in North-
east Asia, where the Soviet Union directly confronts the US and Japan, since Gorbachev’s
arms cuts seem to include the naval force. When Gorbachev proposed an all Asian compre-
hensive security forum, Japan rejected it — and rightly so — because it did not fit complicated
Asian reality. When the Soviets made a proposal to create a forum in which the Soviet Un-
ion, the US, and Japan should discuss the ways to reduce military tension in East Asia, Japan
rejected this also, because it did not include China. This contradictory policy cannot be sus-
tainable any longer. It is about time for Japan and the US to come up with a comprehensive
arms control policy in this region in such a way to enhance stability in the region without im-
pairing our security cooperation.” Otherwise, there is a danger that Gorbachev’s arms con-
trol initiatives, not necessarily altruistic, might sweep away the security consensus that exists
between Japan and the US.

(4) Japanese Domestic Policy

The LDP rule under Takeshita and his brief successor Uno was badly shaken by the Re-
cruit scandal, unpopularity of the consumer tax, and equally unpopular agricultural policy to
such an extent that the LDP seems powerless to regroup itself to create a stable government.
The LDP suffered a series of setbacks in elections, culminating the historic loss in the Upper
House election at the end of July 1989. While Japanese political leadership is going through
such turmoil, it is natural that the Soviets have concluded that it is not the prime time to make
a decisive move to improve relations. It is argued that the effectiveness of Foreign Minister
Uno’s misson to Moscow was undercut by Takeshita’s annoucement to resign.

It appears that the Soviets once pinned their hope on Nakasone. It must be recalled
that the first possibility of Gorbachev’s visit to Japan surfaced when Nakasone’s power was at
zenith after the big election win, and that this possibility faded away quickly when the prime
minister decided to step down after the consumer tax fiasco.®! When Japanese-Soviet rela-
tions seemed to be in hopeless stalemate in 1988, it was again to Nakasone, when he visited
Moscow in July 1988, that the Soviets turned to find the initial momentum to escape from this
impasse. The former prime minister did indeed play a significant role in preparing Japan to
move constructively in dealing with the Soviet Union. Nevertheless, when Nakasone visited
Moscow as a member of the Trilateral Commission in January 1989, he received a cold shoul-
der, unable even to get to see Gorbachev téte a téte, as he was promised last July.®? Char-
acteristically in cold-blooded fashion, Moscow seems to have concluded that due to his dwind-
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ling influence because of his alleged involvement in the Recruit scandal Nakasone’s usefulness
for the Soviets has been exhausted. Improvement of Soviet-Japanese relations may be thus
be said to be one of the little known but significant casualties of the Recruit scandal.

If Nakasone has lost his influence, Takeshita has also become no longer useful to the
Soviets. When the Soviet foreign minister visited Japan in December, the Soviets were en-
couraged by Takeshita’s statement that both sides should make utmost effort to find a solution
so that relations would improve. Takeshita’s interview in Izvestiia was also encouraging,
since the prime minister openly stated Japan's willingness to improve Japanese-Soviet relations
in order to establish a stable international environment in Asia. In a few months, however,
Takeshita became a lame duck, and Japan was thrust into an unprecedented power vacuum
from which no soultion is vet in sight. It would be unrealistic for Japan to expect the Soviet
Union to come up with a realistic offer on the territorial issue until she can come up with a
strong leadership who is able to negotiate them effectively.

(5) Soviet Domestic Problems

Primakov once allegedly stated: “The northern territorial issue should have been resolved
three years ago.” A new element has been interjected into the Soviet political process, in
which the will of the people can no longer be ignored. The turmoil of nationality minorities
have spread from Nagorno-Karabakh to the Baltic states and to Georgia. The first secretar-
ies of the Communist Party in the Far East (Khabarovsk, Sakharin Oblasts and the Maritime
Krai) were soundly defeated in the election of the people’s deputies. Power struggle within
the leadership has been intensified, and the military has been voicing their displeasure with the
way the military influence has been undercut. In this situation, Gorbachev could not come up
with a major concession to Japan on the territorial question by fiat, which he might have been
able to pull off three years ago.

VI  Subjective Factors

It would be wrong to assume that Japanese-Soviet relations have not moved at all over
the last few years. Despite the unresclved territorial question, they have moved quite far.
On the Soviet side, I would argue that a significant change in their attitude toward the territo-
rial question has occurred. Although officially the Soviet government has never acknow-
ledged the existence of the territorial question, it no longer objects to discussing it either in-
formally or at the official negotiating table — the fact itself represents a significant policy
change. It has also allowed various people to express a variety of opinions, which are de-
signed not only to probe Japanese response, but also to gauge domestic reactions. It is
possible to speculate that a serious debate is going on at the top level as to how to solve the
territorial question, since the top leadership has been made aware by now that without solving
the territorial question, they cannot expect to improve Japanese-Soviet relations. Gorbachev
himself has hinted at some form of solution of the territorial question. He indicated the Senk-
aku island formula when he met Uno in May, and during the news conference at Beijing, he
stated that he was confident that some kind of solution would be possible so that Japan and
the Soviet Union could improve relations.

Secondly, the Soviets no longer believe that they can detach Japan from security coopera-
tion with the US. In fact, this is a virtual admission that Khrushchev’s policy to put pressure
on Japan to abrogate the security treaty with the US in 1960 was a dismal failure. An in-
creasing number of Japan specialists such as Mikhail Nosov and Vladimir Petrov are arguing
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that the Soviets should take Japan’s security arrangement with the US as a given. This senti-
ment has been echoed in Shevardnadze’s statement that Japanese-Soviet relations can be im-
proved even with the existence of the US-Japanese security treaty. %3

Another very interesting article, written by Georgii Kunadze and K. Sarkisov, appeared
in MEMO in May.® Unlike the Prokhorov-Shevchuk article that appeared earlier this year,
the Kunadze-Sarkisov article introduces the Japanese argument in more detail and more objec-
tively. Moreover, it recognizes that the Japanese demand for the return of the northern is-
lands cannot be solely attributed to the machinations of the right-wing politicians, but rather
behind his demand there exists a solid support of Japanese public opinion. It then advances a
remarkable argument that one of the reasons for the stalemate of the territorial question
stems from the fact that both countries have come to reject the commitment once made in the
joint communique in 1956. Kunadze and Sarkisov consider Takeshita’s statement that both
countries share a common interest to create stability in the Asia-Pacific region — a statement
in his interview in Izvestiia — a foundation from which both countries must build bilateral rela-
tions, and propose the mechanism of improvement through the legal, political, and politico-
psychological levels. The Kunadze-Sarkisov article is perhaps the most sophisticated article
written by Soviet specialists on the territorial question.

It is a mistake to put the blame for the lack of improvement in Japanese-Soviet relations
solely on Soviet intrasigence. The Japanese side has been equally intransigent, also. In re-
cent months, however, a significant change in attitude is discernible in the Japanese Foreign
Ministry’s policy. JFM'’s Councillor Kuriyama Shoichi, who heads the Japanese team for the
working group on a peace treaty, has recognized that Gorbachev’s new initiatives in foreign
policy are not merely propaganda, but includes an important element that might contribute to
stability in international order. He further states that while the return of the northern islands
remains to be the precondition for fundamental improvement of bilateral relations, the
Japanese government “will continue the dialogue and make effort to improve bilateral relations
within the limit of not undermining our basic principles. 8 Togo Takehiro, JFM’s European
and American Division Chief, who holds another key position, together with Kuriyama, in
negotiating with the Soviet Union, also outlined the Japanese initiatives to create the mechan-
ism of dialogue in negotiations in the interview given in Gaiko Forum. These efforts behind
the scene are based on the Gaimusho’s new perception that Japan has to approach Gor-
bachev’s new thinking seriously.®® Togo makes an important statement in this interview that
merits our attention. He states: “What is important is to view Japanese-Soviet relations in
the context of a broader development in the Asia-Pacific region, and further in the global
context.... The problem of the northern territories should be viewed, not only within a nar-
row bilateral framework, but also with a broader framework in which its solution will not only
improve Japanese-Soviet relations, but also will change the political situation in the Far East,
which will contribute to stability of the Western alliance as a whole.”®” These are not merely
words, but they are reflected in JFM’s negotiating tactic. Although Japan is clear in its insist-
ence that no peace treaty will be concluded without the return of the four islands, it has
allowed in a piecemeal fashion insignificant treaties to be concluded only to keep the momen-
tum of improving relations. During 'the working group session in April, the Japanese side
hinted that she would consider including in a peace treaty “aspects of friendship treaty [yuko-
Joyakuteki sokumen),” after the resolution of the territorial issue.®8

Until now the Soviets have had a long-term vision, as enunciated in the Vladivostok
speech, in which the Soviet Union will become a bona fide member of the Asia-Pacific com-
munity, but they have not come up with the concrete way of finding an exit from the impasse
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in Japanese-Soviet relations, the improvement of which is a precondition to achieve their long-
term goal. On the contrary, Japan has been too preoccupied with the territorial question
without raising a fundamental question about its long-term vision of Japanese-Soviet relations.
The development I have described above indicates that both countries are moving slowly to
correct this situation.

VI Prospects of Japanese-Soviet Relations

The perception outlined by Togo and Kuriyama is important, precisely because it comes
from the only body in Japan that matters in formulating Japanese policy toward the Soviet Un-
jon. I have the opinion that precisely this is the missing link that the Soviets have been look-
ing for in search for the solution to the way out of the impasse. Now that Gorbachev has
accomplished his goal of rapprochement with China, we can expect the Soviets to concentrate
on the next target of their Asian policy: Japan. When the Japanese political situation stabil-
izes, it seems likely that the Soviets will come up with concrete proposals on the territorial
question.

It is difficult, however, to speculate at this point what sort of proposals Gorbachev will be
likely to make. Kimura Hiroshi thinks that there are four possibilities as to Soviet proposals
on the territorial question: 1) return of the two islands (Shikotan and Habomais); 2) comprom-
ise solution closer to return of the two islands without returning any islands, such as retaining
Soviet sovereignty, joint occupation, joint development, leasing, Senkaku-formula on two or
four islands; 3) compromise solution closer to return of the four islands, demilitarization of
four islands, first, then return of four islands, or return of two islands first, and then return of
the other two islands within a certain time limit or leaving the decision up to the next genera-
tion, and 4) return of the four islands.®® This seems a bit cofusing formulation. I would re-
formulate in the following way : 1) no return of any islands, but some form of offer, including
demilitarization, joint ownership, leasing, and the Senkaku formula ; 2) return of the two is-
lands ; 3) two islands plus, including demilitarization, joint ownership, leasing, and the Senk-
akuformula for the rest of the two islands, and 4) return of the four islands. As Kimura
argues, the first and the second opinions will not be accepted by Japan. The likely solution of
the territorial question is thus either the two islands plus or the four islands.

Japan will not be satisfied with any other solution but last one. I would argue, however,
the return of the four islands will be actually a nightmare for Japan and the US at the present
moment. It will be a nightmare for Japan, because Japan has been accustomed for so many
years to the fixed notion that the Soviets will never accept this condition that we do not know
how to react to such a drastic concession. No comprehensive strategy as to how to deal
with the Soviet Union after the return of the islands has not been worked out. As for the US
the return of the islands will mean the removal of a secure guarantee by which Japan will not
make an independent policy toward the Soviet Union. It is no wonder that at the time when
the Lance missile issue was causing such a headache to the Bush administration in dealing
with West Germany, the President and the Secretary of State spent so much time asking
Takeshita durig his visit to Washington about the Japanese assessment of Soviet foreign poli-
cy. To the extent that the northern territorial issue remains a condition that is not expected
to be met by the Soviet side, the US government can afford to support the Japanese demand
for the return of the islands. But the minute Gorbachev decides to return the four islands,
US-Japanese relations will experience a jolt, impact of which will be difficult to gauge. One
does not have to be reminded of the FSX issue to know that consistency is not necessarily a
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strong characteristic of US foreign policy. How the US will react to drastic improvement of
Japanese-Soviet relations will depend on two factors: 1) economic frictions and 2) overall de-
velopment of US-Soviet relations.

Thus, if Gorbachev is smart, he will go all the way to offer the return of all the four is-
lands. It is unlikely, at this point, that he will do so. But we must bear in mind that very
few predicted that he would accept the zero-zero option in INF and that he would withdraw
troops from Afghanistan. The most prudent advice that one can give both Japan and the US
at this point is that they should better be prepared for this contingency.

If our interest is to maintain the basic framework of US-Japanese alliance and to improve
Japanese-Soviet relations within this framework without traumatic division of Japanese and
American public opinion, it might be better to conclude a peace treaty with the two islands
plus formula.

No matter what solutions the Soviets are likely to offer, there are certain conditions that
Japan must create in order to deal effectively with whatever proposals the Soviet side might
make. Here are my proposals.

1) Japan should put the house in order to create a stable leadership which is strong and effi-
cient enough to negotiate with the Soviets. To accomplish this, perestrotka and the new
thinking are necessary both for LDP and JSP.

2) Japan should start thinking about what kind of international order it wants to create in Asia,
and what role it should expect the Soviet Union to play in it. If Japan continues to take the
position that a stable international order can be best assured by excluding the Soviet Union
from the Asian political process, then there is no need to improve Japanese-Soviet relations.
In this case, we have no need to think beyond the territorial question, which, will serve as an
effective means to block further improvement of bilateral relation. If, on the other hand,
Japan thinks, as I do, that it is necessary to include the Soviet Union to create a stable inter-
national environment, it is imperative to find a way to solve the territorial question. Our en-
tire policy toward the Soviet Union should not become the prisoner of the territorial question.
The public debate should focus on this issue, not on the minute tactics of territorial question.
3) Japan and the US should jointly work out an arms control policy and integrate it into our
security cooperation framework. Japan and the US can ill afford to leave the field of arms
control initiatives only to the Soviet Union. A dialogue between military experts in Japan and
the Soviet Union should be initiated, the proposal that was made by the Soviet Union in May,
but that did not receive endorsement from the Japanese Foreign Ministry.

4) It will be increasingly more important for both Japan and US to find a mechanism through
which to adjust the widening gap in perceptions on the Soviet Union as well as policies toward
the Soviet Union.*

5) Joint projects to study Japanese-Soviet relations should be organized, including the historical
roots of the territorial question, legal implications of the territorial question, Stalinism and
Japanese-Soviet relations, the Japanese military threat from the Siberian Expedition to Kanto-
kuen, the Neutrality Pact, Stalin’s foreign policy leading to the occupation of the northern ter-
ritories, the Soviet treatment of Japanese prisoners-of-war, history of post-war Japanese-
Soviet negotiations. Both governments should make historical archives available to profes-
sional historians for these projects.
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