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In October 1993, the Russian President Yeltsin visited Japan and conducted negotiations
with Japanese Prime Minister Hosokawa in order to solve the Northern Territories and other
issues. The parliamentary elections in December 1993 shifted further the political atmosphere
in Russia to nationalistic patriotism, which has made Russia’s return of the islands to Japan in
the near future almost impossible. On the other hand, when one looks at the Northern
Istands, it is important to note that the Russian inhabitants are increasingly favoring the
return of the disputed islands to Japan. This is largely due to the difficulties of every day life,
aggravated by the breakup of the U.S.S.R. and further accelerated by the 1994 earthquake.
How can we reconcile these two diametrically opposed phenomena? Which groups play a
more decisive role in Russia’s decision-making over the Northern Territories issue: the center
(Moscow)} or the periphery (the Northern Islands)? At presents, this is a very difficult
question to answer.
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I. CENTRAL LEVEL (MOSCOW)

E.  The Change from “Aflanticism” to “Eurasianism”

After the disintegration of the Soviet Union, Russia’s diplomatic efforts can be broadly
divided into two approaches.

The first might be called “Atlanticism™,! which can be summarized as follows: In the
context of the post-Cold War international community, Russia is an ally of the civilized
nations of the West, sharing with them such values as a commitment to democracy,
human rights, respect for the individual, liberalism, and belief in a market economy. It is
therefore necessary for Russia and the West to work closely together. In other words, the
partners with the highest priority in Russian diplomacy are “those countries that already
have democracies in place and have achieved prosperity through economic development;
more specifically, the United States, the countries of Western Europe, and Japan”
(Izvestiia, 1991.10.02; 3} [Author’s emphasis]. Former Russian Foreign Minister Andrei
Kozyrev was the leading proponent of this approach.

The second approach might be called “Eurasianism”, which involves the following
assertions: In view of Russia’s unique geographical position and the conditions
surrounding its political, economic, and cultural development, it is incapable of quickly
following the road to Western Europeanization. Not only that, but such a road may not
even be desirable. Rather than looking to the “West” and the “North”, Russia should seek
ways of pursuing political, economic, and military cooperation with countries lying to the
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“East” and the “South”. Specifically, this means fulfilling Russian national interests by
establishing close cooperative relationships and coalitions with the “near abroad.
(blizhnee zarubezhe)” countries belonging to the Commonwealth of Independent States
(CIS), the Islamic countries of the Middle East, China, India, and the countries of the
Asia-Pacific region. Proponents of the Eurasian peint of view include Sergei Stankevich,
Ruslan Khasbulatov, Evgenii Ambartsumov, and Vladimir Lukin.

There are many variants in addition to the two main currents of “Atlanticism” and
“Eurasianism”, each with its own particular nuance or emphasis.2 Of these, two warrant
special mention because they reject the Atlanticist premise that Western Europe is
superior to Russia. Instead, they claim that Russia has unique and original values that do
not exist in the West, and that there is absolutely no need for Russians to model their
development along Western European lines. '

Starting from this shared premise, the two variants proceed in opposite directions. The
first variant is “isolationism”, which seeks to minimize Russian contact with the outside
world, whether north, south, cast, or west, and exhorts Russians to concentrate their
interest and energy on domestic problems. According to this view, it was Russia’s
excessive exparnision abroad that started it on the road to ruin in the first place, and now it
should return to the task of creating a richer society at home. This position is similar to
the views held by Alexander Solzhenitsyn (Solzhenitsyn, 1991: 6-7, 9, 11-12, 14, 18-20, 22).

The second variant is “imperialism”. Taking the opposite approach from the
isolationists, proponents of this view advocate Russia’s active participation and expansion
abroad. They believe that Russia has a mission to propagate its unique, and superior
values to the rest of the world. To them, the breakup of the Soviet Union in December
1991 was a truly regrettable tragedy. Although they know it is useless to cry over spilt
milk, they have now set their sights on achieving reintegration by tightening the bonds
among CIS nations. People like former Vice-President Alexander Rutskoi tend toward
this view. , .

The diverse assertions of the “Atlanticists”, “Eurasianists”, “isolationists”, and
“imperialists” are reflected in the foreign policy of President Yeltsin in a variety of ways.
‘For a while after assuming power, Yeltsin adopted the Atlanticist position and pursued a
cooperative approach with the West. He looked upon Western democracy as his political
model, Western capitalism as his economic model, and believed that cooperation with the
West was the best diplomatic course for Russia to take. He even went so far as to say, in
January 1992, that Russia was not merely a “partner” with the West, but actually a latent
“ally.” From around the fall of 1992, however, it became evident that Yeltsin had changed
course, pursuing a uniquely Russian diplomatic line that emphasized Russia’s “special
status.” This change was clearly revealed in two ways: 1).a revision of his previously
conciliatory attitude toward the West; and 2) the adoption of words and actions that
reflected an aspiration to dominate other member states of the CIS.

In the first place, during the carly stages of the Yeltsin Administration, Foreign
Minister Kozyrev placed priority on economic strength and emphasized Russia’s need to
become a “normal great power.” (Kozyrev, 1992: 10, 15). From the fall of 1992 on,
however, Yeltsin himself began to assert that Russia was different from Eastern European
countries, claiming it was a “great power (derzhava)” that not only possessed substantial
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military power but also inherent strength provided by a huge land area and rich natural
and human resources. For these reasons, Yeltsin began insisting that he had the right to
demand a “special status” for Russia that appropriately reflected its special conditions.
Taking this line a step further in his annual state-of-the nation address to the State Duma
at the end of February 1994, Yeltsin even advocated the foundation of a-“strong Russian
state.”

Next, the Yeltsin administration announced that Russia has a special interest in what it
calls the “near abroad” countries of the CIS, saying that it was by no means indifferent to
problems that might arise in those countries, and that, under certain conditions, it had
both the right and the obligation to intervene. For example, the Russian military doctrine
established on November 2, 1993, states that when circumstances in the “near abroad”
countries had the potential to affect Russian security, Russia was justified in sending in
troops and using military force over there. Then, in June 1995, Foreign Minister Kozyrev,
who was considered pro-Western, also stunned the world by stating that Russia must not
hesitate to use military force in CIS member countries in order to protect ethnic Russians
living there. A

2. Background Causes and Specific Policies

We can point to the following reasons behind the shift in the diplomatic approach
displayed by the Yeltsin leadership: 1) Russia’s attempts to establish a democracy and
convert to a free market economy using a Western model have run into trouble, and the
lack of smooth progress has been the source of disillusionment and exasperation; 2)
Assistance from the West, which Russians believe to be indispensable for making the
transition to democracy and a market mechanism, has not only been inadequate from the
Russian point of view, but has come with too many restrictive strings attached, resulting in
feelings of dissatisfaction and hopelessness; 3) Eurasianists have become increasingly
critical of what they consider the excessively “romantic infantile pro-Americanism”
(Lukin; Nezavisimaia gazeta, 1992.10.20) which has characterized Kozyrev's diplomacy,
saying that such single-minded pursuit of Western approval is too humiliating for Russia;
4) It is necessary to protect ethnic Russians (about 25 million) living in other CIS nations
and the Baltic states, who are afraid they will be discriminated against and relegated to
the status of second-class citizens; 5) As symbolized by the gains made in the December
1993 elections by Vladimir Zhirinovsky and his so-called Liberal Democratic Party, the
Russian people are quickly becoming alienated from Yeltsin and the reformists. In his
efforts to resist the ultra rightists and nationalists, Yeltsin has therefore been forced to
adopt certain aspects of their agenda and incorporate them as part of his administration’s
policy.

Regardless of the background facts, however, specific measures adopted by the Yeltsin
Administration since the second half of 1992 prove that Yeltsin has indeed changed his
diplomatic orientation, by taking, for instance, the following concrete foreign policy
measures:

(1) Since the July 1993 G-7 summit in Tokyo, Yeltsin has expressed satisfaction with
the fact that Russia has been officially invited to subsequent G-7 summits as a de facto
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eighth member of the political conference, and that Russia’s pride as a great power is
sufficiently assnaged by its attendance at these meetings.

{2) The Yeltsin leadership has expressed dissatisfaction with the idea of an expanded
NATO that does not include Russia, and yet has also rejected the idea that Russia should
join NATO under the same conditions as other East European countries. Yeltsin has
demanded a “special status” for Russia commensurate with its position as a great power
(derzhava).

(3) The Yeltsin government has repeatedly advocated expanding the role of the
Organization on Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), to which the former Soviet
Union and now Russia already belongs. Their aim is to transform the OSCE, which s a
simple security organization, into a body that can also deal with political issues in Europe.
At the same time, they want to convert NATO (to which Rusma does not belong) into an
organization that deals exclusively with security issues.

(4) Yeltsin and the Russian government have forced such “near abroad” countries as
Moldova, Georgia, and Tajikistan to allow the construction of Russian military bases and
station Russian troops within their borders. Citing their reasons (pretexts?) for this
practice, the Russian government claims that they must protect the rights of ethnic
Russians living in those countries, or that they are merely responding to requests issued
by the governments concerned. :

(5) When the conflict in the former Yugoslavia escalated into a bloody civil war, the
Yeltsin leadership adopted a sharply confrontational stance against the West, insisting on
the following points: a political solution should be sought rather than a military one; the
UN, not NATO, should be in charge; no air bombing; and the arms embargo should be
enforced.

(6) The Yeltsin administration is secking to sign a contract to supply Iran with a
light-water nuclear reactor despite U.S. objections that thlS would help Iran develop its
own nuclear weapons.

These examples leave little doubt that, in comparison with the “Atlanticist” diplomacy
of the Gorbachev and the early Yeltsin eras, Yeltsin’s diplomatic line since the second half
of 1992 has swung to “Eurasianism” and even, at least partially, to “isolationism” and
“imperialism”.

3. The Inner Circle Politics

According to the Russian constitution adopted in December 1993, diplomacy and
security are under the exclusive authority of the president, while domestic economic
affairs are under the jurisdiction of the prime minister. How then does the president
actually go about his constitutionally appointed task of “providing leadership for the
foreign policy of the Russian Federation” (Article 86, Item 1)?

First of all, the Russian President uses the Security Council, which is chaired also by
Yeltsin himself. The remaining 12 members, beginning with Council Secretary Oleg
Lobov and Prime Minister Viktor Chernomyrdin, include many “power ministers” such
as: Defense Minister Pavel Grachev; former Interior Minister Viktor fomer Yerin; former
director of the Federal Security Service Sergei Stepashin; head of the former Foreign
Intelligence Service Evgenii Primakov; and former Foreign Minister Andrei Kozyrev.
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For example, the decision to postpone Yeltsin’s trip to Japan in early September, 1992,
and to stage a military attack on Chechnya on December 11, 1994, were both officially
made by the Security Council. Some even believe that the Council is playing a role
comparable to that of the Communist Party Central Committee’s Politburo in the former
Soviet Union.

' However, just like the Politburo, the Security Couneil is in fact no more than a fig leaf
that hides and legitimizes the personal decisions of the highest policy maker. According to
some observers, the Council is just an advisory organization—indeed, a rubber
stamp—that confirms decisions already made by Yeltsin. The postponed trip to Japan is a
case in point: it is said that once Yeltsin indicated his intention to cancel the trip, nearly
all Council members automatically confirmed and approved his decision.?

If this is the case, then we must further ask how Yeltsin himself makes policy decisions.
Like the Communist Party’s general secretaries Brezhnev, Andropov, and Chernenko
before him, Yeltsin has aged and is not in good health. There is deepening suspicion that
Yeltsin has stopped seriously communicating with the outside world and that he has
become an “emperor without clothes,” relying on the advice provided by a small group of
intimates, who serve as his eyes and ears. In this sense, the current situation resembles
Gorbachev’s final days in office, after he had lost such stalwart reformist advisors as
Alexander Yakovlev and Eduard Shevardnadze. Input from the institutions and
organizations which usually make and implement diplomacy is disgracefully low.

Within the immediate entourage of Yeltsin are individuals who belong to the following
categories: 1) those who have shared in Yeltsin’s vicissitudes since his years in Sverdlovsk
(now Ekaterinburg); 2) his personal guards, who, because they watch over him 24 hours a
day, arc physically close to him; 3) those who have gained his trust and to whom he is
indebted because of their loyalty during such crises as the August 1991 attempted coup
d’état and the October 1993 attack on the parliament building; and 4) those who have
sworn such unequivocal, personal loyalty to him that they would lose all current luxury
and privilege if he resigned.

More specifically, these categories encompass the president’s assistant, press secretary,
employees of the Presidential Office’s staff, and individuals, such as: Viktor Ilyushin, the
top presidential aide, Alexander Korzhakov, chief of the Presidential Security Service;
Mikhail Barsukov,* the new head of the Federal Security Service; Oleg Soskovets, the
First Deputy Prime Minister; General Pavel Grachev, Defense Minister; Victor Yerin,
currently Vice-Minister of the Foreign Intelligence Service; Anatolii Klikov, who replaced
Yerin as Interior Minister; and Oleg Lobov, secretary of the Security Council and
Yeltsin’s plenipotentiary envoy in charge of Chechnya. It is true that Yeltsin did respond
to the State Duma’s demands that he accept responsibility for the December 1994
military attack on Chechnya and the June 1995 Budennovsk hostage incident by firing
members of his own clique. However, nearly all the ousted officials were given other
important jobs and nearly all of their successors were from the same inner circle, so that
the shakeup in the summer of 1995 was in fact a simple reshuffling of personnel that
actually expanded Yeltsin’s own group of political associates.



66 . KIMURA, Hiroshi

4. The Effects on Russian Diplomacy Toward Japan

To summarize, the following trends can be observed in the Yeltsin administration: 1)
the foreign policy orientation has shifted from “Atlanticism” toward “Eurasianism”, and
may even be veering partially toward “isolationism” and “imperialism”; 2) foreign policy’s
decision-making authority is shifting out of the hands of the “Atlanticists” lobby and into
the hands of the “great-power (derzhavniki)” and the “nationalists (gosudarstvenniki)”
lobbies (Buszynski, 1995: 108); and 3) Yeltsin is making his policy decisions by obtaining
advice from his own extremely limited, loyal entourage. Among scholars of international
relations there almost. seems to be a consensus that formulation as well as
implementation of foreign policy is strongly influenced by domestic factors. Robert D.
Putnam, professor at Harvard University, for instance, argues correctly that the politics of
many international negotiations can be conceived as what he calls a “two-level game”.
“Governments seek to maximize their own ability to satisfy domestic pressures, while
minimizing the adverse consequence of foreign developments.”s

The important question for us is: How do these trends affect Russian foreign policy
toward Japan? To begin with, Alexei Arbatov, director of the Center for Geopolitical and
Military Forecasts in Moscow, argues that the aforementioned shift in Russia’s foreign
policy orientation was closely related to Yeltsin’s policy toward Japan:

The turning point in the domestic controversies about Russian foreign policy came
with the aborted presidential visit to Japan in August 1992, Moscow’s
mismanagement of the Russo-Japanese territorial dispute provided an ideal target
for right-wing attackers. The cancellation of the summit at the very last moment,
and the incomprehensible official explanations of this erratic step, were the first
time that Boris Yeltsin yielded so cbviously to the nationalists’ massive campaign
(Albatov, 1993: 24) (emphasis added by HK.)

Whether one accepts Arbatov’s argument or not, at least three 31gmf1cant unpacts upon
Moscow’s policy toward Tokyo are observable,

Fiist, the tendency toward “Eurasianism” means that Russia is distancing itself from
Western Europe and coming into closer contact with China and other Asian countries.
(Japan, while geographicaily located in Asia, is seen as belonging to the West in terms of
its values and systems.) Emphasizing the significance of Japan for Russia’s foreign policy,
Kozyrev wrote: “Among our priorities is to finalize the normalization of relations with
Japan on the basis of a peace treaty, including a solution to the territorial issue™ (Kozyrev,
1992: 15). Now that Russia’s euphoria toward the Western model has dissipated and its
dreams of becoming a member of the Western community have been almost completely
dashed, Yeltsin’s administration is also showing less enthusiasm for rapprochement with
Japan.

Instead, Russia is showing increasing interest in strengthening ties with China, India,
South Korea, the NIEs, ASEAN countries, and the countries of the Middle East. It is
interesting to note that in his memoirs Kozyrev mentioned Japan only after China, South
Korea and ASEAN (Kozyrev, 1995: 86, 241). Shortly after Yeltsin decided to postpone his
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trip to Japan in 1992, he immediately re-scheduled to his visit to South Korea, China, and
India, in order to show Japan that he can still conduct summit diplomacy in Asia.

Yeltsin administration’s efforts to improve relations with China are particularly striking.
Moscow’s emphasis on the improvement in its relations with Beijing can be traced to
factors that underscore the geographical proximity, the mutually complementary
economies of the two countries, or the avoidance of potential conflicts between these two
former “Socialist” giants (Afanas’ev, 1994: 4): 1) Even though the Soviet Union has
collapsed, Russia still shares a 4,300-kilometer border with China; 2) China also sharcs
borders with CIS nations such as Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, and Kyrgyzstan which are in turn
adjacent to the Russian Federation; 3) Russia and China are in a complementary
relationship economically and stand to gain from increased bilateral trade activities; 4)
China is a preferred customer of Russian-made military weapons; and 5) both Russia and
China have been recently pursuing policies which put them in a not necessarily hostile,
but somehow awkward relationship with the United States.

Consequently, as far as policy decisions at top government levels in Moscow and
Beijing are concerned, the fwo countries are quickly coming together, and strikinly
improving their relationship.

It must be noted, however, that the grass-roots attitude of ordinary people living in the
Russian Far East clearly contrasts with the conciliatory line taken by the central
governments in Moscow and Beijing. On the local level, the Russians and Chingse are in
emotional conflict and have even shown a tendency to clash. In an article entitled,
“Yellow Peril’ Again? The Chinese and the Russian Far East,” Viktor Larin, Director of
the Far Eastern Institute of History, Archaeology and Ethnography, Russian Academy of
Sciences, at Vladivostok, has observed that “both countries have to confront numerous
factors working apainst bringing them together.” (Larin, 1995: 291). For example, the
great difference in terms of population (only about eight million in the Russian Far East)
help the Russians entertain fears that, far outnumbered by the Chinese, they might
eventually be absorbed in the Chinese Northeast. Moreover, most Russians in the region
began to be disappointed by, and resented to, the flood of cheap, low quality consumer
goods from the Chinese Northeast. According to Larin, the Chinese migrational flood
includes not only ordinary merchants but also drug dealers, thieves, murderers, and other
criminal elements (Ibid.: 298; Afanas’ev, 1994: 6). In 1993, local newspapers began to
discuss “the threat of Chinese expansion” (Larin, 1995: 298), and local authorities began
to take even practical measures to stop and control Chinese penetration and influence
(Ibid., 1995: 298-299). In 10-15 years when the Chinese standard of living will improve to
the level of other advanced nations in the world, some Russians wonder which countries
will provide China with energy and natural resources. Moreover, some residents and local
governments in the Far East feel not very happy with the way in which Moscow reached
agreement with Beijing, regarding Russo-Chinese border demarcation of the area along
the Amur and the Ussuri rivers. The Central authorities did not consult in advance with
them and simply informed them of their decision with Beijing. ,

In view of these new international developments, it is difficult for Japan to apply
pressure on Russia about the Northern Territories issue with the expectation of support
from the U.S,, the other G-7 nations and China.
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‘The Second impact is that the rise of the “great power” proponents and the nationalists
works against Japan’s efforts to regain the disputed islands, because the preservation of
Russian territorial integrity is a key political contention for these groups. Some of their
assertions may be extreme, such as the following citation from Vladimir Zhirinovskii,
head of an ultra-rightist, “great power”— oriented so-called Russian Liberal- Democratic
party : “The Japanese will not try to acquire the Kurils. If they demand the Kurils, I'll
send our navy-to Hokkaido and demand that Hokkaido be annexed to Russia. It’s been 50
years since the Japanese experienced Hiroshima and Nagasaki, and they've probably
forgotten the meaning of that experience. I'll be happy to remind them.” (Soloviev and
Klepikova, 1995: 113). A similar stance has been adopted by Defense Minister- Pavel
Grachev, who, though considered a member of the “great power” lobby, does not
necessarily share Zhirinovsky’s fanaticism. Grachev has repeatedly declared that he has
no intention of returning the islands to Japan. For example, in a speech given on August
29, 1995, he said that “the victory of Soviet troops over Japan resuited in the return to
Russia of territory that Japan had stolen.” When asked by a reporter what territory he was
referring to, he clearly answered, “the Kurils” {(Asahi Shimbun, Nihon Keizai Shimbun,
1995, 8.30). This assertion completely contradicts an important international premise of
the early Yeltsin administration, which was that territorial disputes “should be decided
not on the basis of military victory or defeat, but on the basis of law and justice.” As such,
the Grachev statement marks a return to a Soviet-era approach, in which national
boundaries are determined by the outcome of war.

As for Yeltsin and Prime Minister Chernomyrdin, their status and position make it
impossible to officially reject the Tokyo Declaration, signed by Yeltsin and Prime Minister
Morihiro Hosokawa, in October 1993. However, if they were asked now their true feelings
about the Northern Territories issue, it seems unlikely that they would fervently support
the return of the islands to Japan, In Awugust 1993 and again in October 1994,
Chernomyrdin took up an uncompromising public position on the Northern Territories
dispute with Japan, declaring that “Russia is not going to cede the Kuril Islands to
anyone.” (Moscow News, 1993: 3). Similarly, immediately after the devastating May 1995
earthguake in the city of Neftegorsk in northern Sakhalin, Yelisin stated that he did not
welcome Japanese aid because he feared it would give the Japanese an excuse to ask
afterwards for the islands’ return (BBC Monitoring, 1995.06.01). Probably based on a
similar apprehension, Oleg Soskovets also indicated that Russia cannot count on Japan in
rebuilding the Kurils in the wake of the earthquake in October 1994. The Russian First
Deputy Minister stated: “One should not hope at the moment that urgent humanitarian
assistance will now be provided by our closest neighbors [i.e., Japan-HK.]” (BBC
Monitoring, 1994.10.12). NTV (Indepeandent Television) reported that following this, the
Russian government was (instead) hoping to ‘get assistance from Indiz, Vietnam and
Indonesia (fbid.). These examples reveal an inner desire on thé part of top Russian
political leaders not to let the islands revert to Japanese control. -

The third impact is the question of just how valid the principles of “law and justice
(zakonnost’ i spravedlivost’)” are at the present time. When Yeltsin assumed power, he
agreed to adopt “law and justice” as the cornerstone of Russian diplomacy, based on the
advice and participation of such “Atlanticists” and Japanophiles as Foreign Minister
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Kozyrev, Vice Foreign Minister Georgii Kunadze, and Ambassador to South Koreca
Alexander Panov. This represented a “conceptual revolution” (Legvold, 1989: 83-84)
from the diplomatic principles of the Soviet era, which were premised on the idea that
international politics are governed by “the correlation of forces (sootnosheniie sil),” and
that the victorious has a right to do anything it wants vis-a-vis a defeated country, that is
to say, what Russian jurist Sergei Punzhim calls “the victor's right (prave pobeditelia)
”(Punzhin, 1994: 115).

Today, however, is it really possible to assume that the Yeltsin leadershlp remains still
committed to the principle of “law and justice”? Defense minister Grachev and other
“power ministers” believe that it is only natural to resort to military force to preserve
Russia’s territorial integrity; this was amply proven by the military attack on Chechnya.
Not a few Russians regret deeply what they perceive to be the policy mistakes committed
by Gorbachev and Yeltsin, which reduced Russian territory to an almost unforgivably
small size. Although they can no longer regain territory that has already been lost, they
are staunchly opposed to losing any more. In all likelihood, they are utterly indifferent to
Japan’s argument, no matter how fervently advanced, that Stalin wrongfully occupied the
Northern Territories and that the Japanese demand for reversion is qualitatively different
from such developments as the breakaway movement in ‘Chechnya.

While it is extremely unfortunate, one must thus conclude that, given the present
political atmosphere in Russia, Japanese claims over the four Northern islands will not be
given serious hearing.

II. REGIONAL LEVEL (NORTHERN ISLANDS)

Given the present domestic conditions in Russia we are left to ask if there is any chance
the Northern Territories issue can be satisfactorily resolved. Unfortunately, the answer to
this question is almost certainly no. Japan has no choice but to continue menitoring the
situation carefully. However, there are several factors that might help break the current
deadlock. Let us examine some recent developments that might benefit Japan in its quest
to regain the islands.

1. Demarcation of Russo-Chinese Borders

One development that might be positive for Japan is the successful border demarcation
between Russia and the People’s Republic of China (PRC), even though it took place
slightly before Yeltsin’s visit to Tokyo. Russia and China are neighbors, which share a long
history of border disputes, starting from the Tsarist days (Alcock, 1992: 439-433,
Ginsburgs & Pinkele, 1978: 1-145). The Chinese side was especially unhappy about the
demarcation line made by the Treaty of Aigun and the Treaty of Beijing, which due to her
weakness and its war with Britain and France, China was compelled to accept (Berton,
1969: 134). Since that time, China tried hard to rectify these and other “unequal treatics,”
but in vain. In 1969 Sino-Soviet border conflicts escalated to bloody clashes, which
became known as “the Damansky Zhenbao” Island Incident (Ambroz, 1972: 136-142;
Borisov & Koloskov, 1977: 421-431). Border negotiations between the Soviet Union and
the PRC resumed but for a long time did not bring any tangible results.
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It was Mikhail Gorbachev who made a breakthrough in the stalemated negotiations.
Aiming at an improvement in relations with China, as one of his bold, concrete initiatives
that were announced in his well-publicized speech at Vladivostok on July 28, 1986, the
CPSU’s General Secretary proposed that the official border on the Amur and the Ussuri
Rivers “could pass along the main ship navigation channel” (Pravda, 1986.07.29: 2). This
was the longstanding position of the PRC rooted in international law, which the U.S.S.R.
had hitherto rejected. Based on this principle the U.S.S.R. and China finally reached an
agreement on border demarcation in May 1991 (BBC Monitoring, 1991.05.17: i;
1991.05.20: c1/8). This agreement was ratified in February 1992 by a large majority in the
Russian Supreme Soviet, after the breakup of the Soviet Union.

Of course, one should not overestimate the significance of this Russo-Chinese border
agreement. First, there still remain seven areas, where a demarcation line between Russia
and China has not yet been finalized (Akino, 1995.07.11: 15). The second reservation is
that iocal authorities in the Russian Far East have opposed to the agreement, in which
concessions were made to China, and the fact that the agreement was made unilaterally
by the central authorities in Moscow without consulting them. Third, having solved their
own border dispute with Russia, the Chinese leadership may no longer support the
Japanese claim over the Northern Territories. Mao Zedong and other Chinese leaders
demonstrated solidarity with Japan and supported its claim partly to show other areas of
Soviet territorial encroachment (Dittmer, 1992: 189-190).

Nevertheless, one can still say that Russia has set a very important precedent, by
peacefully negotiating and solving a border conflict and showing that the territories,
which formerly belonged to the Soviet Union, can be transferred to another country. It is
a well known fact that in their effort to turn down the Japanese request for the return of
the Northern Islands, many Soviet politicians and even scholars kept saying that they were
fearful of the “Pandora’s box” effect, namely setting a precedent by returning the
once-occupied territories to their previous owners (Latyshev, 1992: 223-224). Once it
decided to give the Northern Islands back to Japan, the Soviet Union would have had to
face similar requests from Finland, China, Poland, Rumania, and other neighboring
countries. Obviously this is an excuse, since almost all eleven countries,” which lost
territory to the Soviet Union around the end of World War 11, have given up by now their
demands, tacitly or explicitly in their specific arrangements with the Soviet Union.
Furthermore, the Helsinki accord in 1975 virtually froze the European territorial status
quo. While there were many in the West, who were easily persuaded by such Soviet
excuses, the Russo-Chinese border agreement should serve as a positive and encouraging
precedent for the Russo-Japanese effort to resolve the Northern Territories dispute.

2.  Decline in the Istands’ Military-Strategic Value
Another development that might prove positive for Japan is the declining value which
the Northern Islands have for Russian military strategy (Zagorsky, 1995: 83-84, 93).
- Probably the most important reason the former Soviet Union resolutely refused to return
the islands was because of the pivotal importance of their “bastion strategy,” which
reserved the Sea of Okhotsk as a sanctuary for SSBNs (nuclear-powered ballistic missile
submarines) (Cunha, 1990: 18, 74, 90, Yukes, 1993 25).



THE RUSSIAN DECISION-MAKING PROCESS TOWARD JAPAN 71

Now that the Cold War is over, however, and Yeltsin has begun referring to Russia as a
partner or even a quasi-ally of the U.S. and Japan, the military strategic importance of the
Sea of Okhotsk (and by extension the Northern Territories) has declined dramatically.
Not only that, but the Delta-I and LIl class SSBNs now deployed in the Sea of Okhotsk
region were built in the late-1970s and early-1980s and will reach the end of their service
lives in approximately 20 vears. Unless a successor generation of the current SSBNs is
built and deployed, the fleet will become outdated (Japan’s Defense; 1995: 65; Kurai,
1994: 209). Besides, according the START-II agreements signed by Presidents Bush and
Yeltsin in January 1993, the Russian SSBNs will have to be greatly reduced in number by
the end of 2002, and deployed in the one place, most probably in the Barents Sea arca. As
professor Geoffrey Jukes at the Australian National University has estimated, the Sea of
Okhotsk would then lose the military-strategic importance as an SSBN “sanctuary” that it
has had since 1978. Jukes thus concludes that “the most weighty military argument
against returning the Northern Territories to Japan would cease to apply” (Jukes, 1993:
20-34),

Furthermore, it has become extremely difficult for Russia to supply and support
soldiers and weapons on the tiny islands. Oil and other fuels are in short supply,
transportation costs have skyrocketed, and troop morale is low. And, with the great
strides that have been made in military science and technology, it may no longer be
essential to maintain such remote outposts.

It was perhaps with these things in mind that Gorbachev stated in the Soviet-Japanese
Joint Declaration signed with the Japanese Prime Minister Toshiki Kaifu during his visit
to Japan in April 1991, that Soviet troops would soon be withdrawn from the Northern
Territories. Yeltsin, too, after becoming Russian President, announced plans to accelerate
his own five-stage plan to resolve the issue. The third phase of that plan calls for
“demilitarization,” and Yeltsin expressed his intention to remove all Russian troops from
the islands except for the border guards. Although the original timetable for troop
withdrawal has been delayed for various reasons (including resistance by the Russian
military), it seems fairly certain that the islands will indeed continue to be demilitarized.
In fact, Foreign Minister Kozyrev told Foreign Minister Michio Watanabe in March 1993
that Russian troops stationed on the islands had already been reduced by 30%, to about
7,000. According to the estimates of Tadamasa Fukiura, Secretary-General of the Council
on National Security Problems in Tokyo, who has been to the islands many times under
the so-called non-visa exchange program, a division of Russian troops that was once
stationed there has already been reduced to the size of a brigade, and will probably be
further reduced to the size of a battalion by the end of 1996 (Sase, 1995: 81).

Because of these developments, the Japanese Defense Agency, in its “White Paper on
Defense” published on July 30, 1995, deleted those paragraphs, in which it previously
regarded the Northern Territories as important “front-line bases” for Russian nuclear
strategy in the Sea of Okhotsk.8 Among others, the following reasons were given for this
change: 1) the declining capability of Russia’s Pacific Fleet; 2) the declining replacement
rate of soldiers stationed on the islands; 3) the withdrawal of Russian MIG-23s combat
aircraft from the islands in 1993; and 4) the advocacy by some of the upper echelons of
the Russian military, in the face of difficult financial problems, to withdraw the SSBN
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fleet from the Sea of Okhotsk and concentrate instead on the Barents Sea and the Black
Sea areas (Sankei Shimbun, 1995.07.01).

3. Changes in Islanders Opinion

A second factor that may contribute toward the resolution of the Northern Territories
issue is the day-to-day increase in the number of ethnic Russian istanders who favor
reversion to Japan. Excluding Habomai, which has no permanent residents other than
border guards, the majority of inhabitants on Shikotan, Kunashiri, and Etorofu have in
recent years suddenly begun to support the return of the islands to Japan. According to a
survey conducted in September 1993, after Yeltsin announced that he would visit Japan,
28.9% of the residents of the three islands favored the “two islands plus alpha” solution,
and 43.4% favored the return of all four islands, representing a pro-Japan total 72.3%
that far outweighed the 21.3% against reversion (Yomiuri Shimbun, 1995.10.11). Then,
according to a survey conducted by the Moscow-based International Public Opinion
Survey Center immediately after the October 4, 1994, earthquake off the eastern coast of
Hokkaido, nationwide agreement for reversion increased dramatically. In Vladivostok,
89% of the respondents said they favored reversion, up from 60% in a survey conducted
the previous May; in Moscow, those in favor rose from 10% to 60% (Nihon Keizai
Shimbun, 1994.10.09). :

Needless to say, the primary reason for this rapid change in public opinion, especially
among Russian inhabitants, is that the standard of living on the islands is deteriorating.
Not only has all preferential support been cut off from the central government since the
collapse of the Soviet Union, but skyrocketing transportation costs have prevented fuel,
food, and other necessities from reaching the islands from the Russian mainland. As a
result, fishing catches bave been reduced by half, inflicting a serious blow to the mainstay
seafood processing industry. The islanders are thus suffering economic distress far more
severe than that confronting mainland Russians, and this already bad situation was made
much worse by the earthquake. Shikotan island in particular suffered damage that may
prove impossible to repair; its scafood factory, administrative facilities, school, hospital,
and cultural facilities were all completely destroyed, and approximately 90% of its
residents lost their homes. According to a survey -conducted by the Moscow-based
International Social Research Center in October, 1995, among 1,200 Russian citizens in
seven major cities, including Moscow, Vladivostok, Krasnodar, 75.5% of the respondents
replied “yes”, while 10.0% said “no”, to the question as to whether the islanders’ standard
of living would improve if the Northern Islands would be returned to Japan (Yomiuri
Shimbur, 1995.10.26).

4. The “Japanization” of the Islands . C

The third factor in favor of reversion is the steady “Japanization” of the Northern
Territories. The ethnic Russian islanders do not engage in trade with other Russians
either on the mainland or on Sakhalin, or even among themselves. Legally and illegally, in
person and through third parties, they are bringing crab and other fishery products to
Nemuro and other regions of Hokkaido, selling it for hard currency (dollars or yen), and
buying used cars, fresh produce, and daily necessities to take back with them. As a result,
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Japanese goods have proliferated on the islands, while Russian goods are disappearing. If
this process continues, the ruble will lose value and we may well see the islands enter the
“Nemuro economic sphere” (Shimju, 1995.08.01), thus becoming integrated with the
larger yen economy. Since Kunashiri island has almost no good barber or dentist, some
fishing-boat operators have begun visiting Nemuro to get their hair cut and have work
done on their teeth (Sase, 1995: 78), and fisherman also closely watch weather reports on
Japanese television to help them decide whether or not to go out fishing, and their
children have become fans of Japanese television cartoons. Islanders’ interest in the
Japanese language is alse on the rise, and Japanese visitors are often asked to make
arrangements to send language teachers, textbooks, and training materials.

According to a report by diplomatic commentator Hidetake Sawa, who visited the
islands in 1993 and again in 1994, at least one resident of Shikotan had no qualms about
saying that he considered his Governor to be Takahiro Yokomichi, who was at that time
governor of Hokkaido (Sawa, 1994: 133). The reason was that Yokomichi was the only
official who responded to the islanders’ pleas for assistance whenever they faced a foed or
fuel crisis—in stark contrast to the governor of Sakhalin (who officially has jurisdiction
over the islands), President Yelisin, or American Presidents Bush or Clinton. As far as
this particular islander’s psychology is concerned, Shikotan island has already reverted to
Hokkaido, and is thus part of Japan. Confirming this, Otto Latsis, political observer of
Izvestiia, wrote: “The autumn earthquake [of 1994] demonstrated particularly clearly to
the Kuril residents what they had known previously, —that is to say, Russia does not have
either an intention nor a capability in investing money into the Kurils” (fzvestiia,
1995.08.04). ‘

5, The Depopulation of the Islands

The fourth factor is the departure of Russian residents from the islands. On May 28,
1993, the residents of Shikotan sent a letter of protest to the central government in
Moscow complaining that they could no longer endure the insecurity created by the
reversion issue. In September of the same year, Vladimir Kashpruk, former
Vice-Chairman of the Kuril Regional Council, stated, “This winter we anticipate collapse,
and therefore we cannot avoid the evacuation of the residents from the islands to another
location” (Asahi Shimbun, 1993.09.21). A month earlier, Hokkaido Governor Yokomichi,
who visited the islands as the head of a Japanese delegation participating in the non-visa
exchange program, had also expressed his impression that “if things continue in this
condition, there might be nobody left on the islands”(Yomiuri Shimbun, 1993.08.11).

In fact, many residents of both Shikotan and Kunashiri plan to move to the Russian
mainland and are already doing so. In the first half of 1994, more than 800 people moved
away from the islands, while only about 150 moved in. The TASS News Agency reported
on August 11 of that year that some 200 families had left the two islands. Authorities in
Sakhalin reported, from a survey conducted up to the end of August of the same year,
that 4,100 residents of the Kuril Islands (including the Northern Territories) had moved
to the Russian mainland in the past year, reducing the total population of the islands by
14.1 percent (Nikon Keizai Shimbun, 1994.08.30).
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The earthquake off the coast of eastern Hokkaido in October, 1994, was a major event
that has further spurred this process of depopulation. On a visit to Japan in January of
1995, Nikolai Pokidin, head of administration of the South Kuril District at that time,
revealed that the population of his district (which includes all the disputed islands except
Etorofu) was expected to decline to 8,500, a mere 60% of its present population
(Hokkaido Shimbun, 1995.01.25.). He further reported that on Shikotan, where the
devastation of the earthquake was greatest, some 90% of residents wished to leave
(Hokkaido Shimbun, 1994.11.01, Asahi Shimbun, 1994.11.10). Reporting in August, 1995,
Otto Latsis observed: “Even the money, which had been earmarked for the victims of the
carthquake, has been reaching to them slowly and incompletely” (Jzvestiia, 1995.08.04).
As a result, he predicts that “ more and more people wish to abandon forever ‘our
remotest islands™ (Ibid.). Some experts have gone so far as to warn that if these
conditions continue, the population of the four islands will be reduced to seasonal -
laborers and border patrol guards, cffectively rendering them uninhabited (Asahi
Shimbun, evening edition, 1995.02.04). :

These developments have led Otto Latis to raise the following fundamental questions:
Is this situation advantageous for Russia itself?” and “Will the situation improve for
Russia, while Russia keeps postpomng the solution of the territorial questlon‘?” (Izvestiia,
1995.08.04).

1IL. DETERMINING FACTORS FOR RESOLVING
THE NORTHERN TERRITORIES ISSUE

The foregoing discussion leads to: (1) As far as the Yeltsin leadership in Moscow is
concerned, present circumstances make it unlikely that the Northern Territories issue will
be resolved in the foreseeable future. Yeltsin does not have enough power to take the
drastic steps necessary to resolve the problem, and the domestic political conditions and
mood in Russia preclude any attempt on his part to do so. (2) Focusing our attention on
the Russian inhabitants on the islands, however, we see that the situation is somewhat
different. It is becoming clear that these people desire a swift resolution to the problem;
in fact, they may even be reaching the point where they actually want the disputed islands
returned to Japan. This marked contrast concerning this issue between politicians in
Moscow and the local population on the islands can be illustrated well in an observation
made by Pokidin, who stated in his interview with ITAR-TASS on January 13, 1994:
Whereas “there is no politician who would take a step” that will help “the South Kurils be
handed over to Japan in the near future,” “the grave economic situation makes
increasingly widespread among the local population the view that the South Kurils should
be handed over to Japan.” [emphasis added by H.X.] (BBC Monitoring, 1994.01.15: B6).

- This poses a large, important question: who exactly determines present-day Russia’s
policy toward Japan? If it is determined exclusively by the centrai authorities in Moscow,
as it was under the old Soviet system, then we should be pessimistic about resolving the
Northern Territories problem in the near future. If, on the other hand, local authorities
are beginning to exert some influence over political decision-making, then some prospect

for a resolution exists. Therefore, though it may seem a bit farfetched, we should consider o
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the question of who or what are the major determining factors in the resolution of the
problem. In this context, I would like to make the following three points.

(1) Inthe old Soviet days, the answer to these question as to who makes policy toward
Japan would have been quite simple. A very small group of people monopolized the right
to make almost all political decisions, starting with the General Secretary of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU), and extending essentially no further than
the CPSU’s Central Committee or the Politburo. This made it possible to engage in
coercive diplomacy based on the ideas of a single dictator, while also allowing rather bold
diplomatic initiatives when necessary. Thus, Konstantin Sarkisov, head of Japan Center at
the Institute for Oriental Studies, writes: “It may sound paradoxical, but a totalitarian
regime could resolve relatively easily the dispute with Japan: a decision might be made at
the top, and then the decision would be supported unanimously at the bottom, as it was
the case of the Crimea ( in which Nikita Khrushchev’s decision to grant the Crimea to
Ukraine as a ‘gift’ from Russia in 1954 was not disputed at that time)” (Sarkisov, 1992:
25). Of course, there was some consultation with and even decision-making by experts on
the issue involved—, for example, military experts on a war-related issue, or the writers’
union when it came to arts policy.?

With the advance of democratization and glasnost under perestroika, which was begun
by Gorbachev, however, authorities in the Kremlin lost their ability to completely ignore
public opinion when they made foreign policy decisions. To begin with, in periphery
regions of the Russian Federation people began to express boldly their complaints about
the Central government in Moscow, which has not provided anything to them, while
instead taking away a lot of things from them. Boris Reznik, correspondent of lzvestiia, for
instance, reported from Khabarovsk on November 29, 1995: “Everywhere the voice of
protest has been growing against government officials in Moscow, who are ‘pumping out’
all the resources from the territorics, without giving in exchange anything at all” (fzvestiia,
1995.11.29). Viktor Ishaev, governor of Khabarovsk region, thus concludes: “We do not
necessarily intend to break away from Russia. Yet, we must add that, if the Center does
not help us develop our economy, nor solve our social problems, then let it not interfere
with us” (Ibid.). Moreover, there was a breakdown in the old pattern of the Soviet
policy-making mechanism, in which central authorities decided everything; as a result, the
power of localities to express their wishes has increased. In particular, the president and
the parliament, who were caught up in continuous and escalating conflicts in the center,
Moscow, increasingly devolved decision-making powers, specifically many economic
powers, to outlying periphery regions as part of a political strategy to win the regions over
to their own respective sides. Thus, for example, Stanislav Kondrashov, another political
observer of Izvestiia, writes in August, 1995: “As the power of Moscow has weakened,
there has certainly emerged the hope for more assertiveness on the part of the Far
Eastern regions of Russia for cooperation with Japan” (zvestiia, 1995.08.25).

Of course, this does not mean that the local people have the right to decide their own
destiny. The voices of the inhabitants on the Islands as Alexei Bogaturov at the Institute
for USA and Canada, Russian Academy of Sciences writes, are still “weak and do not
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have the possibility to influence the decisions of the Sakhalin district (oblast’) and the
Russian Federation™ (Bogaturov, 1993: 5).

(2) A second factor that could play a role in the resoluuon of the Northern Territories
problem is one that almost never had to be taken into account in the past—namely,
natural disasters and other environmental factors that far exceed human pOwer.

In 1992, a group of scholars from Japan, the U.S. and Russia compiled a list of possible
scenarios for resolving the Northern Territories issue. The 66th and final item on the list,
which was offered mostly in jest, was called the “Krakatoa Scenario.” Referring to the
island of Krakatoa in the Pacific Ocean, which disappeared under the sea when the
Indonesian volcano erupted in the nineteenth century, this scenario suggested that one
solution to the problem would be for some natural disaster to wipe the islands from the
face of the earth (Allison ef al., 1993: 1, 42). In contrast to the other 65 scenarios, all of
which were predicated on the assumption that authorities in Moscow and Tokyo would
work out an agreement based on some combination of wisdom and power, the Krakatoa
Scenario raised the idea that there might be a case in which human will and effort play no
role at all. This idea originated on the campus of Harvard University in midsummer as a
joke of an American scholar who had been working night and day on various scenarios.
One variation on this theme might be the Pinotubu Scenario, in which a natural disaster
would not completely destroy the islands but nevertheless render them unfit for human
habitation, thus solving the problem. The earthquake off eastern Hokkaido in October of
1994 and mismanagement by the Russian authorities made the disputed islands almost
uninhabitable, showing that such seemningly fantastic scenarios are in fact no laughing
matter and can become a reality.

If we think about it, the sudden reunification of east and west Germany followmg the
destruction of the Berlin Wall in the autumn of 1989 was in no way the result of talks
between top leaders Mikhail Gorbachev and Helmut Kohl. Residents of East Germany
had been demonstrating day and night; this developed into an unstoppable flow of
people, who suddenly realized they were already on the west side of the wall. This was the
true nature of the event. Although facile comparisons should be avoided, it is possible
that while top leaders continue to delay their decision by focusing only.on political
considerations, some unforeseen event could suddenly resolve the Northern Territories
issue, which has been a vexing problem for half a century. Certainly, the Krakatoa (or
Pinotubu) Scenario and the fate of the Berlin Wall hint at such a possibility, which cannot
be dismissed without committing the erzor of overestlmatmg the importance of historical
necessity and human decisions.

(3) The third element involved in determlnmg forelgn policy is the. possibility of
intervention by a third party.

Negotiations over the Northern Territories have been bilateral in nature, conducted
directly by the two parties, Russia and Japan. The central issues are too profound for any
outsiders to be able to solve (Henrikson, 1994). Furthermore, according to the author of
this article, the ultimate objective lies not necessarily in the solution of the territorial
dispute itself, but rather in ‘the establishment of “full-blooded (polnokrovnye)” (M.
Gorbachev) relations between these neighboring nations (Pravda, 1989.05.17).
Nevertheless, in order to facilitate such a direct dialogue between these two parties, there
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is no law against a third party playing an intermediary role. Because the two negotiating
parties have such a direct stake in the matter, domestic political concerns or an excess of
national pride can sometimes prevent them from proposing compromises, thereby
resulting in deadlock. Mediation by a third party with no direct interest in the results can
sometimes be an effective aid in breaking such an impasse. For example, U.S. President
Theodore Roosevelt played a major role in ending the Russo-Japanese War by providing
good offices, which led to the conclusion of the Portsmouth Peace Treaty in 1905.

In theory, there is a long list of third parties who might help resolve the conflict
between Japan and Russia over the Northern Territories. These include the International
Court of Justice, the United Nations,! the G-7 nations, the United States, and others.
Many feel it would be particularly desirable for the United States to play a more active
role in mediating the dispute. This would be fitting because the Northern Territories
problem is rooted in the Yalta Conference, where President Franklin D. Roosevelt, who
was overly anxious to coax Russia into joining the war effort against Japan, made a facile
promise to concede the Kurils to Stalin. Furthermore, in the peace negotiations in San
Francisco, John Foster Dulles forced Japan to give up the Kurils but left undecided what
country the islands should go to; Moreover, in the 1956 peace negotiations between Japan
and the Soviet Union, Dulles opposed the compromise, which the two countries were
trying to reach, and instead sowed seeds of ill feeling between them. Thus the United
States now has a moral and political responsibility to step forward and take a more active
role in mediating a solution to the Northern Territories problem.!! It might also be noted
that, if the issue is resolved, it would encourage Japan to forsake its hitherto
uncompromisingly passive stance with regard to providing assistance to Russia and might
spur it to begin providing more active support. In doing so, Japan could shoulder some of
the burden currently borne by the U.S., providing the latter with some very practical
benefits.

Selected Bibliography

Afanag’ev, E., 1994 “Rossiisko-kitaiskie otnosheniia: ot normalizatsii k partnerstva,”
Problemy Dal’nego Vostoka, No. 2, 3-7.

Akino, Yutaka, 1995 “Chu-ro Kankei no Kiro (Turning Point of Sino-Russian Relations)”,
Sekai Shuho (World Weekly) , (July 11), 10-15; (July 18), 16-22; (July 25), 25-31.

Allcock,et al eds., 1992 Border and Territorial Disputes (Essex: Longman), 439-453,

Allison, Graham, Kimura, Hiroshi, Sarkisov, Konstantin, 1993 Beyond Cold War to
Trilateral Cooperation in the Asia-Pacific Region: Scenarios for New Relationships
Between Japan, Russia, and the United States. Cambridge, Mass.: Kennedy School of
Government, Harvard University, 122 pp.

Allison, Graham, Kimura, Hiroshi, Sarkisov, Konstantin, 1993 O¢ kholodroi voiny k
trekhstoronnemu sotrudnichestvu v aziatsko-tikhookeanskom regione: stsenarii razvitiia
novykh otnoshenii mezhdu laponiei, Rossiei i Soedinennymi Shiatami.Moscow: “Nauka”,
382 pp. .

AR, FSNL T TUY Y, IVARIUFY - HF V7T 1993 [THEHERD
TFUA— HELE” VLU Lol KR A1 YEY P 272pp.



78 KIMURA, Hiroshi

Ambroz, Oton, 1972 Realignment of World Order: The Russo-Chinese Schizm Under the
Impact of Mao Tse-Tung’s Last Revolution (Vol.IT). New York: Robert Speller & Sons,
406 pp. ' .

Berton, Peter, 1969 “The Territorial Issue Between China and Russia.” Siudies in
Comparative Communism (Vol.2 No.3-4, July/October), 129-148.

Bogaturov, Alexei, 1995 “K otsenke politicheskogo riska sotrudnichestva ¢ Rossiei v
razrabotke rybnykh resursov v zone kuril’skikh ostrovov” (unpublished paper), 08.06.
5p.

Borisov, O. B., Koloskov, B. T., 1977 Soveisko-kitaiskie otnosheniia, 1945-1977 (;zdame
vioroe, dopolnennoe), Moscow: Mysl’, 582 pp.

Buszynski, Leszek, 1995 “Russia and the West: Towards Renewed Geopolitical Rivalry?”
Survival, Vol.37, No.3, Autumn, 104-125.

Derek da Cunha, 1990 Soviet Naval Power in the Pacz'ﬁc. Boulder: Lynne Rienner
Publishers, 283 pp. .

Dittmer, Lowell, 1992 Sino-Soviet Normalization and Its International Implzcatwns,
1945-1990. Seattle: University of Washington Press, 373 pp.

Ginsburgs, George & Pinkele, Carl E, 1978 The Sino-Soviet Tervitorial Dispute, 1949-64.
New York: Praeger Publishers, 145 pp.

Henrikson, Alan K., 1994 “U. S.-Japanese Cooperatlon, The ‘Summit Alliance’ (G-7),
and the New World Order” (unpublished paper presented to the Policy Study Group,
headed by Motoo Shiina, Tokyo on March 16), 27 pp.

Jukes, Geoffrey, 1993 Russia’s Military and the Northern Territories (working paper No
277). Canberra: Strategic & Defence Studies Center, Australian National University, 42
pp-

Kozyrev, Andrei, 1992 “Russia: A Chance for Survival,” Foreign Affairs, Vol.71, No.2,
Spring, 1-16.

» 1995 Preobrazhenie. Mockow: Mezhdynarodnyc otnosheniia, 335 pp.

Larin, Viktor, 1995 ““Yellow Peril’ Again? The Chinese and the Russian Far East,” in
Kotkin, Stephen, and Wolff, David, eds., Rediscovering Russia in Asia: Siberia and the
Russian Far East. Armonk, New York: M.E. Sharpe, 290-301.

Latyshev, Igor’, 1992 Pokushenie na kurily. Sakhalin: {Pressay , 237 pp.

Legvold, Robert, 1989 “The Revolution in Soviet Foreign Policy”, Foreign Affairs, Vol. 68,
No. 1, 83-84,

Putnam, Robert D., 1993 “Diplomacy and Domestic Politics: The Logic of Two-Level
Games,” in Evans, Peter B. et al, eds., Double-Edged Diplomacy: International
Bargaining and Domestic Politics. Berkeley: University of California Press, 490 PP

Punzhin, S. M., 1991 “SSSR-laponiia: mozhno li pri pomoshchi prava reshit’ problemu
‘cevernykh territori’?” Sovetskoe gosudarstvo i prave, No.7 , 104-119 .

Sarkisov, K. O., 1992 “Territorial'nyi vopros—v poiskakh istiny”, in Znakomytes -Iapomza
Kvizitu B.N.ET'’tsina. Moscow: “Nauka”, 25-38,

Sase, Masamori, 1995 “Rupo: Kawariyuku Hopporyodo- ‘Nihonga Semetekuru
Hazuganai™ (Report: Change in the Northern Territories—There’s No Reason to
Expect Japan to Attack’),” This is Yormiuri, September, 76-83. i B &% (1995) [N RZE



THE RUSSIAN DECISION-MAKING PROCESS TOWARD JAPAN 79

HYPAAFEL AANBKD T BIF$HMRY), [Thisis gl 957, 76~83
=

Sawa, Hidetake, 1994 ““Nihonka’ e todomaranu nagare—Hoppo Ryodo Tomin Ishiki
Sakkon (An Unchecked Tendency Toward Japanization—How Islanders View the
Northern Territories Issue Today),” Seiron, October, — . JNIEE (1994) I"'HA(~ &
EF LN~ ELE#NES ). [E 10R5. 132~140K,

Soloviev, Vladimir and Klepikova,Elena, 1995 Zhirinovsky: Russian Facism and the
Making of a Dictator. New York: Addison Westley Publishing Company, 256 pp.

Solzhenitsin, Aleksandr, 1991 Rebuilding Russia: Reflections and Tentative Proposals. New-
York: Farra, Straus and Giroux, 119 pp.

Zagorsky, Alexei, 1995 “The Post-cold War Security Agenda of Russia: Implications for
Northeast Asia,” The Pacific Review, Vol.8, No.1, 77-97.

NOTES

1 “Preobrazhennaia Rossia v novom mire: Nauchnoprakticheskaia konferentsiia MID RF { 26—27 February
1992) ” Mezhdunarodnata zhizn’ (March-April, 1992), p.108.

2 It is almost natural that, as the major foreign policy orientations of the Yeltsin administration have been
changing, the scholars’ ways of characterizing and classifying such Russian diplomatic orientations and their
lobby groups have undergone concomitant changes. Roughly speaking, in 1992-93, both Western and Russian
watchers of Yeltsin’s diplomacy adopted a dichotomy: the “Atlantist” versus the “Eurasianist.” In 1993-95,
however, it has become more fashionable to distinguish three or four or even five schools of thought: For
example, (1) the “Westernizers”, (2) the “Russian nationalists”, and (3) the “Eurasianists” {John Roper and
Peter Van Kham); or (1) the “Westernizers”, (2) the "Russian-Nationalists,” (3) “Eurasianists,” and (4) the
“Geopolitical Realists” (Olga Alexandrova);, or (1) “Pro-westernizers,” (2} “Moderate liberals,” (3)
“Centrist and moderate conservatives,” and (4) “Neo-communists and nationalists” (Alexei Arbatov), or (1)
“Westernizers" {or “Atlanticists”), (2) “Eurasianists”, (3) “Great Power” (derzhavniki), (4) “Isolationists” (or
“Slavophiles”), (5) “Extreme Nationalists” (Jonathan Valdez). “Alexander’ Rahr, “Atlanticists’ versus
‘Eurasians’ in Russian Foreign Policy,” Radic Free Europe/Radio Liberty (-hereafter cited as RFE/RL)
Research Report, Vol.1, No.22, May 29, 1992, pp.17-27; Suzanne Crow, “Russia Debates Its National
Interests,” RFE/RL Research Report, Vol.1, No.28, July 10, 1992, pp.43-46; Jeff Checkel, “Russian Foreign
Policy: Back to the Future?”, RFE/RL Research Report, Vol.1, No.41, October 16 1992, pp.15-29; Vera Tolz,
“Russia; Westernizers Continue to Challenge National Patriots,” RFE/RL Research Report, Vol.l, No.49,
December 11, 1992, pp.1-9; Igor Torbakov, “The ‘Statists’ and the Ideclogy of Russian Imperial
Nationalism,” RFE/RL Research Report, Vol.1l, No.49, December 11, 1992, pp.10-16; Suzanne Crow,
“Comparing Blueprints for Russian Foreign Policy,” RFE/RL Research Report, Vol.1, No.50, December 18,
1992, pp.45-50; Jan S. Adams, “Who Will Make Russia’s Foreign Policy in 19947” RFE/RL Research Report,
Vol.3, No.6, February 11, 1994, pp.36-40; Suzanne Crow, “Why has Russian Foreign Policy Changed?
RFE/RI. Research Report Vol.3, No.18, May 6, 1994, pp.1-6; John W.P. Lepingwell, “The Soviet Legacy and
Russian Foreign Policy,” RFE/RL Research Report, Vol.3, No.23, June 10, 1994, pp.1-7; Olga Alexandrova,
“Divergent Russian Foreign Policy Concepts,” Aussenpolitik, 1V 1993, pp.363-372; Alexei C. Arbatov,
“Russia’s Foreign Policy Alternatives,” International Security, Vol.18, No.2 (Fall 1993), pp.5-43; Kyoji
Komachi, Corcept Building in Russian Diplomacy: the Struggle for Identity” (Occasional Paper) (Cambridge:
Center for International Affairs, Harvard University, May 1994); John Roper and Peter Van Kham,
“Zapadnaia politika Possiia,” Mirovaia ckonomika i mezhdunarodnye otnosheniia (-hereafter cited as ME {
MO) No.11, 1994, pp.84-86; Leon Aron, “Emergent Priorities of Russian Foreign Policy,” in Leon Aron and
Kenneth M, Jensen, eds., The Emergence of Russian Foreign Policy (Washington, D.C.: United States Institute
of Peace Press, 1994), pp.17-34; N.Popov, “Vheshniaia politike Rossii (Analiz politikov i eksperiov) (stat’ia
pervaia), (stat’ia vioraia),” ME | MO, No.3, 1994, pp.52-59 and No.4, 1994, pp.5-15; Hannes Adomeit, “Great



80

10

1

KIMURA, Hiroshi

to be Russia? Russia as a ‘Great Power” in World Affairs: Images and Reality,” International Affairs (London:
Royal Institute of International Affairs, 1995), pp.35-68; Leszek Buszynski, “Russia and the West: Towards
Renewed Geopelitical Rivalry?” Survival, Vol.37, No.3 (Autumn 1995), pp.104-125; Jonathan Valdez, “The
Near Abroad, the West, and National Identity in Russian Foreign Policy,” in Adeed Dawisha and Karen
Dawisha, eds., The Making of Foreign Policy in Russia and the New States of Eurasia, Armonk, New York:
M.E. Sharpe, 1995, pp.99-100. ' )

In his memoir Struggle for Russia, Yeltsin himself wrote in this regard: “Two-day before the scheduled trip. I
independently (samostoiatel'no) decided to cancel the visit.” Voris Eltsin,. Zapiski Prezidenta, Moscow:
“Ogonek”, 1994, p.186. o

In his memoir Yeltsin himself discloses how close he has been with Ilyushin and Korzhakov. Boris Yeltsin,
The Struggle for Russia, New York: Times Books, 1994 pp.xix, 28, 142-143.

Evans, Peter B, e al., eds., Double-Edged Diplomacy: International Bargammg and Domestic Politics,
Berkeley: University of California Press, 1993, 490 pp.

Previously in the Soviet days the Kremlin's position on the territorial issue with Japan may be summarized by
the axiom of a German geopolitician, Karl Haushofer, who once stated: “Boundaries are fighting places
rather than norms of decision” {cited from Derwent Whittlesey, German Strategy of World Conquest, New
York: Farrar & Rinehart, Inc., 1942, p.95). Indeed, the writings and statements of Soviet spokesmen reveal
the accuracy of such an assumption. For example, Khaim T. Eidus, one of the Soviet authorities on
Soviet-Russian history, writes simply, yet definitely: The victory of the Soviet Army returned Sakhalin and the
Kuril Islands to the hands of our people”(emphasis added by HK.; Kh. T Eidus, $S5R i Iaponia:
vneshne-politicheskie otnosheniia posle vtoroi mirovol voiny, Moscow: Nauka, 1954, p.9). Leonid Kutakov,
another specialist on Soviet-Russian history, also writes: “The-direct result of defeat of Japan was the
breakup of its rights to the Kuril Islands and the Southern Sakhalin.” (L. N. Kutakov, Istoriia
sovetsko-iaponskikh  diplomaticheskikh otmoshenii, Moscow: IzdatePstvo Instituta mezhdunarodnykh
otnoshenii, 1962, p.473.) '

During and immediately after the Second World War, the U.S.5.R. took territories from the following eleven
countries: the three Baltic States (Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania), Finland, Poland, Germany,
Czechoslavakia, Hungary, Rumania, Quter Mongolia, and Japan. On November 15, 1995, Reuters reported
out of Tallin that Estonia has given up its demand that two strips of land (about 2, 000 hectares) be returned
by Russia,

In the 1995 edition of Boei Hakusho (fapan's Defeme), the following paragra'ph which had customarily been
included in previous edltlons, was deleted: “Russia deploys nuclear submarines carrying SLBMs in the Sea of
Okhotsk and other sea areas, where it can easily obtain support from its own naval and air forces. The
Northern Territories seem to have become an important advance base for ensuring the survivability of
SS5BNs deployed in the Sea of Okhotsk, because the territory is Jocated in a geographical position to control
access to the sea, which is stratcglcally important.” Boei Hakusho (Japan’s Defense) (1994 Edition), Tokyo:

" Defense Agency, 1994, p.65; Boei Hakusho (Japan’s Defense) (1995 Edition), Tokyo: Defense Agency, 1995,

p-69. :

Just which group plays the most influential role in the decision-making process depends on the particular
issne in question. This is brilliantly demonstrated by the work cited below, which explicates how military
matters were decided ‘in the former Soviet Union: Timothy I. Colton, Commissars, Commanders, and
Civilinn Authority: the Structure of Soviet Military Politics, Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press, 1979,
esp.pp.232-249.

K. Sarkisov has concluded that, if Russia and Japan could not reach political agreement in solving the
Northern Territorial disputes, there would be perhaps no other way than bringing the issue into the
International Court of Justice {Yomiuri Shimbun, 1991.10.27). Igor’ Latyshev, a staunch Russian patriot, who
argues that even the two smaller islands, Habomai and Shikotan, should not be handed over to Japan, has
opposed Sarkisov’s idea, by saying: “In such international institutions Japan can always rely upon a suppert
of the majority of members, since the United States and its allied West stands for the Japanese side.” Igor’
Latyshev, Pokushenie na Kurily Sakhalin, 1992 P 218,

Primarily for this reason, Professor Alan K. Henrlkson, Professor and Director of the Fletcher Roundtable,
at the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University, has proposed that “The United States



THE RUSSIAN DECISION-MAKING PROCESS TOWARD JAPAN 81

provide the location for such a Japanese-Russian meeting regarding the territorial problem,” which he called
“a second Portsmouth Conference.” Henrikson, op.cit., pp.23-24.

¥ (I would like to thank Dr. Peter Berton, Professor Emeritus of International Relations at the University of
Southern California for reading this manuscript and offering helpful suggestions.)

07 Rt HEE R R
K H—

EE 191F108, HAEGFMUAOY 7 AMETY V1 vk, AAROM)IZERESH
Oz, BREOHHAZEBFENSEOMEL RoTE AL EIMEOMR Y Higd4xR
BETRo7k, LIAD EAMENRELTEL 2L, BV TERNORMEAE. O
VTRBEEZBOILBIAGHBILL>TEOOTEFEFTENREO L RY, HELE
HRIZEBRET A REEATERDE WS ERITE U &, RHE, §iBEHoissnt
D& D BBUAMBHAKOE L ZOEBEZRE. BEEIIIB VTR, TOKME.
AFELEOTT T AMERMIIBOTHEITHO THA L] & TEAL] BRI, 19944
I0HDIAEER GBI L > TE S IZEbIhAaZ L 2EHLTWE, 2%,
B, AAEEMEBEICHAA LT, EAZPHRIIEWTIRIEREN, It b4
FEBOTERERBER L O “20HFETHERAPEELTVBIDTHS, £H3
A, BUYTHEBERRET D DR, #iFTIEAEL, PRTHD, UL, F0OLS
ZIEHY ET MSROBURHRENZ — RSB0V TIHEFOE T MIBETEY L
FaeEZ L, RELMBENEETH,E LR, TOL3RBHEELZILTWEE
ZBWT, K@i, TVYy VEREONEAL L WY RELET - 2 2 VoD
., BEIITTHALERETIONL 05 —RGEIZIPATE T —X - A X
F4—LUTOHEMEERLTVWS,



