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As we gather again in Hiroshima for the 5th Hiroshima Round Table, we cannot but think of
the suffering of the people of Hiroshima 72 years ago. The humanitarian and environmental
effects of nuclear weapon use — not just their narrow military effects — and humanitarian law
principles of distinction (non-combatant immunity), proportionality and necessity should
therefore always be taken into account, along with the risks of accidents, false warnings, and
miscalculation. In this light, it is only too obvious that the consequences of even a limited use

of nuclear weapons in urban areas would be an unacceptable catastrophe that must be avoided.

1. Bridging the gap between nuclear weapon states and non-nuclear weapon sates

The global nuclear order seems to be at a point of crisis, including the serial nuclear
and missile tests by North Korea. This crisis point has been reached under the existing

normative framework.

The adoption of the United Nations Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons
(the ‘nuclear ban treaty’) on 7 July 2017 as an additional supplementary framework
demonstrates the increasingly shared view in the international community that nuclear
weapons are not legitimate weapons in any hands, based on the catastrophic humanitarian
consequences that their use in populated areas would cause. The treaty, however, also reflects
a worrying distance between, on the one hand, the nuclear-armed states and their allies or
partners (the ‘umbrella states’) that have refused to negotiate or join it and, on the other hand,
the large number of non-nuclear weapon states that have negotiated and adopted it. It is
important to recognize, nonetheless, that both groups share the common goals of nuclear non-
proliferation, disarmament, and eventual elimination, and that the NWPT was negotiated and
adopted by two-thirds of NPT States Parties.

The nuclear-armed and umbrella states have expressed a preference for ‘step-by-step’
progress toward nuclear disarmament rather than the immediate prohibition of nuclear
weapons. But their lack of progress in implementing the step-by-step process has become a
source of frustration for many in the international community. It may be possible to bridge the

gap in views, but only if the step-by-step approach results in concrete measures of real



substance. The nuclear-armed and umbrella states, therefore, have a responsibility to offer

substance to underwrite their stated preference for a ‘step-by-step’ process.

Japan has a unique and important leadership role to play in this advocacy because of
its dual identity as a beneficiary of extended nuclear deterrence and as the world’s only victim
of nuclear weapon use that has made opposition to nuclear weapons part of its national
identity. Such practical measures should include dramatic reduction in the overall number of
nuclear weapons spearheaded by resumed United States-Russia negotiations; the universal
embrace of ‘No First Use’ nuclear doctrines, with this given credibility by major reductions in
deployed warheads and the number of weapons on high-alert launch readiness; successful
conclusion of Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty (FMCT) negotiations; further ratifications of the
Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT) with a view to its entry into force; and more

transparency, and reduced spending, on nuclear weapons and delivery systems.

It is important to explore ways of formally institutionalizing commitment to the ‘steps’
or ‘building blocks’ of the step-by-step approach. For this purpose, Japan, possibly joined by
Australia (co-convener of the International Commission on Nuclear Non-Proliferation and
Disarmament), should convene a conference of those states that rely on nuclear weapons for
their security in Hiroshima within the next 18 months, prior to the next NPT Review
Conference in 2020. Besides focusing on how to implement the step-by-step approach,
options such a conference should discuss include new reporting and other mechanisms under
the NPT, new commitments through the IAEA, and the possible negotiation of a nuclear

weapons convention, which would build upon the nuclear ban treaty.

2. Moving beyond nuclear deterrence

Nuclear-armed states and their allies, including Japan, still live in the world of nuclear
deterrence and nuclear umbrellas. But is it really the case that nuclear deterrence provides

international security? Does deterrence have to be based on nuclear weapons?

Under the Obama Administration, the United States took tentative steps toward
reducing the roles of nuclear weapons, through the negative security assurances (NSAs)
promising not to use nuclear weapons against NNWS in compliance with their nuclear
nonproliferation commitments and the employment guidance to follow the humanitarian
principles of discrimination (noncombatant immunity) and proportionality in nuclear targeting.
The current series of missile tests conducted by the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea
(DPRK) and the nuclear modernization plans of the NWS are threatening to reverse these

positive trends. The international community must respond to the DPRK in a way that both



deters Pyongyang and maintains momentum with a view to reducing the roles nuclear

weapons play, which maintains the promise of eventual nuclear disarmament.

So what is the role of nuclear weapons in deterring North Korea today? And what
should be the role of nuclear weapons? The answer to the “is” question is that the US holds
open the option of using nuclear weapons first against North Korea and also threatens to use
nuclear weapons second in massive retaliation to any North Korean nuclear attack. The
answer to the “should” question, we believe, is different. There are few, if any, targets in
North Korea that cannot be destroyed by US and allied conventional weaponry. Any attack by
North Korea including a nuclear strike would lead to the inevitable and violent end of the Kim
regime. A conventional threat to end the Kim regime in retaliation to any DPRK attack,
including a nuclear attack, would be highly credible and effective given the advanced

conventional superiority of the United States, Japan, and South Korea.

The world must respond to North Korea’s provocations. But responding in kind will
be foolhardy. We believe that two potential responses must be avoided. First, Japan and South
Korea should continue to implement sincerely their NPT obligations and not pursue nuclear
weapons. Second, the United States should take the option of using nuclear weapons in a first-
strike against North Korea off the table. Such a use of nuclear weapons would be both

immoral and unwise.

The NWPT is a new institutional reality that has implications for deterrence doctrines
and practices. We encourage an open and candid debate in Japan on the costs, risks,
constraints and benefits of relying on conventional versus nuclear deterrence of nuclear
threats from North Korea and base deterrence on the promise to destroy the Kim regime if it
uses nuclear weapons. The same questions apply to other potential threats to Japan. This
opens up the opportunity for Japan to take a leadership role in re-defining the future of

extended deterrence.

3. Denuclearizing Northeast Asa

The development of nuclear weapons and the new round of missile tests under the
leadership of Kim Jong-un have shown the limit of previous approaches to the DPRK. How,

then, can steps be taken toward a non-nuclear East Asia?

A search for a denuclearized East Asia cannot just entail repeated calls for
denuclearization but must be accompanied by concrete efforts at crisis management that
reduce regional tensions and prevent an outbreak of war. The crisis is acute, but it is worth

remembering that the five nations that participated in the six-party talks still remain



committed to the need for a non-nuclear DPRK. It is on this basis that we urge the pursuit of
an array of policies, that is, deterrence, de-escalation, sanction, dialogue, and offering North

Korea an off-ramp from its nuclear pathway.

The package includes deterrence, but deterring the DPRK need not be based on
nuclear weapons. And deterrence alone cannot be expected to bring out positive reactions
from the DPRK. The five nations, that is, South Korea, Russia, China, the US and Japan, must
coordinate their policies toward the DPRK, in order to prevent permitting the current crisis
from escalating into a major war. Economic sanctions on the DPRK should be followed
vigorously, not only as part of coercive diplomacy but also as an alternative to use of military
force. Dialogue with the DPRK is a prerequisite of diplomatic negotiations of an acceptable
outcome. Finally, we must always be clear that there is a plausible off-ramp for North Korea,
a future in which it can survive and flourish without nuclear weapons, and with normalized
relations with its neighbors. Without us offering a prospect of a non-confrontational
relationship, we cannot expect the DPRK to change. If North Korea persists on its current
path, the dangers grow that ROK and Japan could move to acquire nuclear weapons. An

overriding goal of regional diplomatic security cooperation must be to prevent this outcome.

Coercive diplomacy, in other words, should include an element of reciprocity. This is
a tall order, since the DPRK stubbornly continues to focus on the development of nuclear and
missile technology. We do not exclude a ‘freeze for freeze’ policy, as a step toward the
ultimate objective of denuclearization. We must be ready to respond positively once the

DPRK shows signs of changing its current policy.

None of the issues discussed in our Round Table are easy to solve. The gap between
nuclear weapon states and non-nuclear weapon states is only too obvious. Nuclear deterrence
still plays a perceived role in the maintenance of international stability, especially in the East
Asian region. The DPRK crisis keeps escalating, adding to anxieties in the region. Rather than
helplessness, we must remind ourselves of the terrible consequences of the use of nuclear

weapons and continue to strive toward a nuclear weapon-free world.
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