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Abstract:
During the 1970s and 1980s, North Korea, or as it is known officially, the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea
(DPRK), abducted a number of Japanese citizens. Especially after the late Kim Jong Il admitted to former Japanese
Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi in September 2002 that agents from the DPRK had kidnapped some Japanese
nationals during the Cold War, the abduction issue, which remains unresolved, became highly politicized in Japan.
Pyongyang, however, has continued to maintain for some time now that the abduction issue was settled several years
ago, while also insisting that Japan must make amends to the DPRK for its past colonization of the Korean Peninsula.
For its part, Tokyo has remained adamant about the need to resolve the abduction issue, repeatedly stressing that it is
one of the few major problems preventing the normalization of Japan-North Korea relations. Largely because of the
strong security relationship between the United States and Japan, which for the past several years has had to contend
with the North Korean missile and nuclear weapons issues, this paper also examines Washington's changing position
on the abduction issue.

Keywords: Japanese abduction issue, North Korean missile acldar weapons issues, the history problem,
politicization of the abduction issue, six-party talks, the U.S. position on the abduction issue.

Resumen:
Durante las décadas de 1970 y 1980, Corea del Nort®l ¢ como se la conoce oficialmente, la Republica
Democratica Popular de Corea (RDPC), secuestrd a una serie de ciudadanos japoneses. Este asunto, hoy por hoy
todavia sin resolver, se ha politizado enormemente en Japon, en particular desde que el difunto Kim Jong-ll
admitiese al anterior primer ministro japonés, Junichiro Koizumi que efectivamente la RDPC habia secuestrado
ciudadanos japoneses durante la Guerra Fria. Pyongyang sin embargo lleva desde hace un tiempo manteniendo que
el asunto relativo a los secuestros quedé resuelto hace varios afios, a la par que insiste en que Japén ha de pedir
disculpas a la RDPC por la colonizacién de la Peninsula de Corea. Por su parte, Tokio se mantiene firme en lo que
respecta a la necesidad de resolver el problema de los secuestros, subrayando que es uno de los principales
problemas que se oponen a la normalizacion de las relaciones Japon-Corea del Norte. En gran medida por la fuerte
relacion de seguridad que liga a Japén con los Estados Unidos, y que en los Ultimos afios se ha tenido que enfrentar
al desafio mdltiple de los lanzamientos de misiles balisticos y los ensayos nucleares, este articulo también trata la
cambiante postura de Washington en relacién con el asunto de los secuestros.
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1. Introduction

Although suspicions existed in Japan for a numlbgrears, Japanese officials first formally
raised the abduction issue in the early 1990s duniarmalization discussions with the
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRKSince then, it has remained an enduring
and significant thorn plaguing Japan-North Koregatrons. For Tokyo, it is one of the three
major problems preventing rapprochement with theRRPof which the other two are the
North Korean missile and nuclear weapons issuesn®uhe 1970s and 1980s agents from
the DPRK kidnapped — without authorization, acaogdio the late Kim Jong Il — a number of
Japanese nationals. These abductions, which odcsutesequent to the Japanese annexation
of the Korean Peninsula from 1910 to 1945 and # dbercion of thousands of Korean
women who were used as comfort women or sex slawedapan’s imperial forces, two
unresolved issues from the DPRK'’s perspective, sjizdd the heightened animosity that
existed during the Cold War between Pyongyang aoklyd. Because of this Cold War
tension, at least some in North Korea believedttatbductees would be able to train DPRK
agents to act and speak Japanese.

As horrific as these abductions were, neither Ndfthrea nor Japan has been an
innocent victim in the poor bilateral relationsthiat has existed between them. For example,
Tokyo sees Japan’s defeat in the Pacific War agehgarcation line between of the atrocities
attendant to its imperialist past and its postwale ras a respectable member of the
international community. This perspective has eraged Tokyo to claim that the abductions
by North Korea were acts of international terroriswhile marginalizing the “history
problem” as it pertains generally to the Koreanifara and specifically to the DPRK.

Since the early 1950s, the United States has niaguta bilateral security relationship
with Japan. Referring to the Asia Pacific regiDeputy Secretary of Defense Ashton Carter
noted during a recent visit to Japan in July 20X2nd of course Japan is our central and
anchoring alliance, and has been for many decaeb,so naturally 1 come here first, to
Tokyo.” A central concern of and justification for the UJapan security alliance today, as it
was during the Cold War, is North Korea. As will biscussed below, since the Clinton
administration, Washington has exhibited shiftimgipons on the Japanese abduction issue.

2. Looking Back

Early on, the abduction issue interfered with Jalarth Korean normalization talKs.
Indeed, Japan and the DPRK did not hold normatimatitalks between 1992 and 2000.
Pyongyang’s decision to launch the Rodong-1 missiday 1993 and especially its firing of
the more advanced and longer-range Taepodong-lugugt 1998, which the North named
the Kwangmyngsing-1 and maintained it was a civilian satellite, woesgthe already-poor
Japan-DPRK relationship. The latter launch, faesput on hold any hopes of Tokyo and
Pyongyang having normalization talks. Launched euthadvance notice, the Taepodong-1
crossed over Japanese territory. Tokyo respondedetdaunch by immediately cutting off
food assistance to the DPRK, announcing its inbentd continue with the plan to strengthen
Japan’s security relationship with Washington, whéwentually included joint research with

2 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan (MOFAYutline and Background of Abduction Cases of Japane
Nationals by North Korearlokyo, April 2002, at www.mofa.go.jp/region/agiaei/n_korea/abduct.html

% U.S. Department of Defense: “Media Roundtable Viigputy Secretary of Defense Carter”, Tokyo (23 Jul
2012), at www.defense.gov/transcripts/transcripiaganscriptid=5082

* Unless otherwise noted, much of this section @&wirfrom DiFilippo, Anthony (2012)JS-Japan-North Korea
Security Relations: Irrepressible Interest®ndon and New York, Routledge, 2012, chapter 4.
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the United States on missile defense, and by endimgt only for a short time — assistance to
KEDO (Korean Peninsula Energy Development Orgaitizjt

Formed as an international consortium (initiallye tbnited States, Japan and South
Korea) in March 1995, KEDO had its origin in thet@er 1994 Agreed Framework between
Washington and Pyongyang. Ending the first Nortmd&n nuclear crisis of the early 1990s,
the Agreed Framework froze the DPRK'’s plutoniumercing activities at Yongybyon and
Taechon. KEDO was mainly created to supply thegnassistance to the DRPK stated in
the Agreed Framework in exchange for its nucleae#e, specifically by providing regular
shipments of heavy oil to the DPRK, and to finatice construction of two light-water
reactors. Because of the continued worseningetétond North Korean nuclear crisis that
emerged in October 2002, the heavy oil shipmeoigo&d in December 2002 and the funding
for the reactors, which were never completed, erinldday 2006°

For many years after Tokyo officially raised thalattion issue in the early 1990s, the
DPRK emphatically denied that it had kidnapped Zagyanese citizens, referring to them only
as "missing persons.” However, Japanese conseegatspecifically the nationalists, were
dogged, and continued to point to the DPRK as beitgable for the kidnappings.

The DPRK’s first responded to the abduction chatygshly, eventually insinuating
that South Korea’s Agency for National SecurityrPimg (ANSP) was somehow involved in
this matter. Pyongyang also maintained that theoakidnapping violated the principals of
juche (self-reliance), the DPRK'’s official ideology. Ored the missing persons, Megumi
Yokota, who came to symbolize the egregiousnessceded with the DPRK’s perpetration
of abducting Japanese nationals, was only 13 yadrsvhen she disappeared in November
1977. Pyongyang’s attempt to dissociate the DPRIhfthe abductions went way beyond
what could be considered reasonable, claiming“itabody's secret that Mayursid was an
agent of the ‘ANSP™”

In early June 1998, thKorean Central News agencthe official news outlet of the
government and the Workers’ Party of the DPRK, shigld the findings of the investigation
asked for by Japan with respect to the missingopstsThe spokesperson for the North
Korean Red Cross Society noted an investigatiorceming the whereabouts of Japanese
citizens (at the time 10 had been identified byadépNational Police Agency) in the DPRK
was meticulously performed for five months earirethe year and that it had been supervised
by government organizations. The DPRK Red CrossieBo indicated: “Regrettably,
however, none of the ten sought by Japan was faundThe results of the search finally
proved that the persons wanted by Japan do not iexihe DPRK territory and that they
never entered nor temporarily stayed hérdust a few days later, the North Korean Foreign
Ministry reiterated the findings of the Red Crosxi8ty, noting also that, although Japan had
withdrawn the use of the words “suspected kidnagpby Pyongyang and asked instead to
locate the missing persons, the thorough investigathowed that the DPRK was not in any
way involved with their disappearante.

® DiFilippo, Anthony (2012):The Challenges of the U.S.-Japan Military ArrangameéCompeting Security
Transitions in a Changing International Environme#trmonk, NY and London, M.E. Sharpe, pp. 45-46;
DiFilippo, Anthony (2006):Japan’s Nuclear Disarmament Policy and the U.S.u8gcUmbrella New York:
Palgrave Macmillan, p. 24.

® See KEDO, at www.kedo.org/Index.asp

"“«Japan’s Papers used by S. Korea in Anti-DPK CadgmjaKorean Central News Agencyl February 1997.

8 “Results of Search for Missing Publishetlgrean Central News Agency June 1998.

°“Japanese Authorities’ Abuses of the DPRK Denodhdéorean Central News Agencyl June 1998.
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Pushed by Japanese nationalists in particularaliseiction issue would not go away.
By early 2000, there was a ray of hope that Jap@R4D relations could realize some
improvement. Because in December 1999 Pyongyaunlgsteted that it was willing to
“continue the investigation as the case of misgagsons,” Tokyo decided in March 2000,
though not without some resistance from the rigghtesume the food aid to the DPRK that it
had cut off because of the launching of the midyeafiaepodong-1 in August 1998. Japan
and the DPRK held normalization talks in April, Aigg and October of 2000. During the
talks in August, Pyongyang said that the DPRK'’s Redlss, working in cooperation with the
government, was performing a “thorough investigatd the missing persons.” For Tokyo,
the abduction issue was a critical obstacle thaemhed the progress of rapprochement, while
Pyongyang remained largely focused on issues pertpio the history problem stemming
from the Japanese colonization of the Korean Patang short, Japan-DPRK normalization
talks held in 2000 did not accomplish much. In Deber 2001, the North Korean Red Cross
Society announced, to Tokyo’s chagrin, that it waspletely suspending the investigation of
the missing persort.The statement issued by the North Korean Red Giisssmaintained
that “riffraffs in Japan are these days making mdwubss about the issue of ‘suspected
kidnapping’, a fiction, at the connivance and igation of the government authorities to
seriously get on the DPRK's nerves.”

By the late 1990s, the abduction issue was getirgpod bit of public attention, to
some extent because of the media. During this time, major support organizations were
formed, the Association of the Families of Victitdglnapped by North Korea (AFVKN, in
1997) and the National Association for the Resclu@apanese Kidnapped by North Korea
(NARKN, in 1998). Both of these organizations wedk(as they still do today) to increase
public awareness and government action. Althoughdifficult to pinpoint the exact date of
when the abduction issue became politicized, cdytaiome evidence of this existed in 2000.
Just a few weeks before the Japan-DPRK normalizattks were held in October 2000,
Prime Minister Yoshiro Mori of the Liberal Demod@Party (LDP) told family members of
the abductees: “It would be unthinkable for the ggoment to normalize relations while
ignoring the alleged abductions.”

Indeed, by October 2000 it would have been poliscécide for any Japanese politician
to ignore the abduction issue. Survey results ftbengovernment of Japan’s Cabinet Office
conducted in October 2000 showed that over 68 perfehe respondents expressed concern
about the abduction issue. In contrast, just 8iiglabove 52 percent of the survey
respondents at this time said they were concerbedtdhe DPRK missile problem and about
39 percent worried about the North Korean nuclssue*?

In April 2001, the LDP’s Junichiro Koizumi becameainpe minister of Japan.
Koizumi’'s politics were generally conservative. #dugh Koizumi was not a nationalist, he
was not averse to the influence of nationalistsorRp becoming prime minister, Koizumi
was far from fully knowledgeable about details agsed with normalizing Japan-DPRK

19 MOFA: “Outline and Background of Abduction Casédslapanese Nationals by North Korea”, Tokyo (April
2002); Manyin, Mark: “North Korea-Japan RelationsThe Normalization Talks and the
Compensation/Reparations Issue”, The Library ofgess, Congressional Research Service, Washingtan,

(13 June 2001), at http://assets.opencrs.com/rpRIB26_20010613.pdf

1 “Report of DPRK Red Cross Societ)prean Central News Agency7 December 2001.

12 «Apduction Politics: North Korea, Japan and thelitks of Fear and Outrage”, 21 January 2008, at
http://ishingen.wordpress.com/tag/new-conservatives
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relations. But he was not opposed to it. And sdwenv Pyongyang began pursuing
rapprochement after he became prime minister, Koizasponded favorably.

However, the Koizumi government faced a major atdstats security alliance partner,
the United States. The end of the Clinton admiaigin’s time in Washington saw some
thawing in the U.S.-DPRK relations, capped by timpracedented trip to Pyongyang in
October 2000 by Secretary of State Madeleine AhtrigHer trip to Pyongyang came on the
heels of a joint statement on international tesmriand a joint communiqué with the DPRK,
both issued earlier in the month. In the joint estaént Washington indicated that “as the
DPRK satisfactorily addresses the requirements.8f law, the U.S. will work in cooperation
with the DPRK with the aim of removing the DPRK rrothe list of state sponsors of
terrorism.” Besides announcing Albright’s trip teet DPRK and the possibility of one by
President Clinton (that never occurred while he imasffice), the joint communiqué stressed
that Washington and Pyongyang would work to builcstt and confidence. The North also
promised in this document “that it will not launidmg-range missiles of any kind while talks
on the missile issue continu¥'” Regarding the Japanese abduction issue, theo@lint
administration had informed Tokyo before the en@@d0 that the (alleged) kidnappings by
the DPRK would not stop Washington from taking MoKorea off of the U.S. list of
countries sponsoring terrorism, which it initiappeared on in the State Department’s 1983
report’ since they were unrelated matt&tédowever, it did not take too long after George
W. Bush became president for there to be discernthlanges in U.S. policy toward the
DPRK. And this new policy required compliance fr@mkyo, the junior partner in the U.S.-
Japan security alliance.

The Bush administration appears to have believeen emore strongly than its
predecessor that the collapse of the DPRK wasyliteeloccur. Moreover, it was not a very
well kept secret that several key officials in tBash administration did not accept its
predecessor’'s policy on North Korea and were eafigcdisdainful of the 1994 Agreed
Framework. Conservative and neoconservative elesneitth the Bush administration saw no
need for the continuation of engagement with Ndftrea; rather, they pushed hard for
adopting a hard-line policy.

At the end of August 2002, the Koizumi governmemh@unced that in September the
prime minister would make a historic trip to Pyoagyg. While publicly President Bush
suggested that he supported Koizumi’s trip, priyate and his administration had an entirely
different position. Bush informed Koizumi that thénited States could not support the
normalization of Japan-DPRK relations until the tdoabandoned its efforts to develop
nuclear weapons. The Bush administration told Takat it did not want Japan to offer food

3 DiFilippo, Anthony: “Kojireta kankei no nichicho okko seijohka (The Troubled Relationship: What
Normalized Relations Would do for Japan and Nortbred)”, in Kitachosen o Meguru Hokutoh Ajia no
Kokusai Kankei to NihofiJapan and Northeast Asian International Relatlamslving North Korea), Hirama,
Yoichi and Sugita, Yone (2003) (ed.): Tokyo, Akashoten, pp. 66—84; Funabashi, Yoichi (200Vhe
Peninsula Question: A Chronicle of the Second Néttinean Nuclear CrisisWashington, D.C., Brookings
Institution Press, pp. 64-66.

14 U.S. Department of State: “Joint U.S.-DPRK Statemen International Terrorism”, Washington, DC. (6
October 2000), at http:/statelists.state.gov/sshiya.exe?A2=ind0010b&L=uskorea-kr&F=&S=&P=74.S.
Department of State: “U.S.-DPRK Joint CommuniquéNashington, DC. (12 October 2000), at
http://usinfo.org/wf-archive/2000/001012/epf407.htm

!> DiFilippo, Anthony: “North Korea as a State Spansd Terrorism: Views from Tokyo and Pyongyang,”
International Journal of Korean Unification Studiesol. 17, no. 1 (2008), p. 2.

'8 pritchard, Charles (2007Failed Diplomacy: The Tragic Story of How North iéar Got the Bomb
Washington, DC., The Brookings Institution, p. 86.
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aid to North Korean as a carrot to move the abdoassue forward, preferring instead that
this assistance come from the United Nations. TirghBadministration also told the Koizumi
government at the end of August that it had infaromethat North Korea had been concealing
a uranium-enrichment program to develop nucleaperst’ The 1994 Agreed Framework
between the United States and the DPRK prohibitedN<orea from having such a program
in that it referenced th&oint Declaration on the Denuclearization of ther&n Peninsud,
which was signed by Seoul and Pyongyang in ear®2J#hd which expressly stated that the
two Koreas “shall not possess nuclear reprocessidgiranium enrichment facilitie®

Koizumi visited Pyongyang for one day on Septenibér2002. Meeting with North
Korean leader Kim Jong I, the two signed the Pyamg Declaration, which established a
foundation for rapprochement. Among other things Pyongyang Declaration stated that
Japan and the DPRK would work to resolve missilé muclear issues, that the North would
continue to suspend missile launches in 2003 anydrisk and that they would work to
normalize bilateral relations, with talks to resumeOctober. Moreover, the Pyongyang
Declaration noted that Japan had caused much isgffemd serious problems when it
colonized Korea and significantly, because Kim athdi to Koizumi that North Korean
agents had previously abducted Japanese natiahalsgocument stated that the DPRK
promised “that these regrettable incidents, thak tplace under the abnormal bilateral
relationship, would never happen in the future.”

During their summit in September 2002, Kim told gami that the abductions were not
authorized by the DPRK but that the agents respta$or the kidnappings acted on their
own. According to Tokyo, at this summit the DPRKmised to punish those responsible for
the abductions. However, Tokyo maintains that altjio the DPRK provided the court
records of the agents’ hearing, parts have beextetband there are few specific references to
the abductions in their trial, which took place 1998 and 1998° Pyongyang later
maintained that the two agents responsible forkideappings — Jang Bong Rim and Kim
Sung Chol — had been executéd.

In April 2002, several months before the KoizumrKsummit, the Japanese Ministry
of Foreign Affairs identified 11 nationals who ieleeved had been abducted by North
Korea?? However, Kim told Koizumi at their September surhthiat 13 Japanese nationals
had been abducted by DPRK agents. Said Kim atirtieg only five of the abductees were
still living; the other eight had died and that BERK could not verify that another person,
who Tokyo had identified as a victim, was ever e DRPK? On the same day of the
summit the North Korean Foreign Ministry issuedtatesment stipulating that the DPRK

" DiFilippo, Anthony: “Security Trials, Nuclear Trititions, and Rapprochement in Japan North-Korean
Relations”, The Journal of Pacific Asjavol. 11 (2004), pp. 13-14.

18 «joint Declaration on the Denuclearization of théorean Peninsula”, 19 February 1992, at
www.fas.org/news/dprk/1992/920219-D4129.htm

1 MOFA: “apan-DPRK Pyongyang Declaration”, Pyongyan(17 September 2002), at
www.mofa.go.jp/region/asia-paci/n_korea/pmv0209fmyyang.html

% Secretariat of the Headquarters for the Abduckisnie: “Abductions of Japanese Citizens by Northeit,
Tokyo (May 2011), at www.rachi.go.jp/en/ratimondgdusai.htmi#rm02Government of Japan, Headquarters
for the Abduction Issue: “For the Return of Alltbie Abductees”, Tokyo (August 2008).

L Author interview with research specialist on Japathe DPRK Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Pyongyang
January 2009.

22 MOFA: “Outline and Background of Abduction Casésapanese Nationals by North Korea” (April 2002).

% MOFA: “Abductions of Japanese Citizens by Northré&a', Tokyo (2012).
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would “take necessary steps to let them return homasit their hometowns if they wisf®
Less than two weeks after the Koizumi-Kim summibkyo sent a team to the DPRK to
investigate the fate of the abductees whose caseasimed unexplained. Tokyo maintains that
Pyongyang was not too cooperative and that the irmma stated might belong to Kaoru
Matsuki, one of the abductees, were not his. AtRDR&RK-Japan normalization talks held at
the end of October 2002, Tokyo raised 150 quesitosad were “inconsistencies” associated
with the abduction issug.

In mid October 2002, Pyongyang allowed the 5 sumghabductees it had identified in
September to travel to Japan, with the understgnthiat they would return to the DPRK.
However, spurred by Japanese conservatives andctaledgupport organizations, such as
NARKN and AFVKN, the abduction issue had taken opoétical life of its own. Toward
the end of November 2002 the announcement cam¢hinditve abductees, despite what was
believgg to be reservations and even resistandkednpart, would not be returning to North
Korea:

Pressed by the right, the public acceptance ofitlesolved abduction issue showed up
clearly in government surveys. Between October 2802 October 2003, concern about the
abduction issue among Japanese survey respondenéased from 83.4 percent to 90.1
percent. These data indicated a noticeably higbecern than that for the DPRK missile and
nuclear issues, even though both had increaseglglsance 2000. That President George W.
Bush declared in his state of the union addresamuary 2002 that North Korea was part of
an “axis of evil” could have only helped to raigegrity concerns in Japan. The nuclear issue
had become even more of a concern amongst the elpagublic after U.S. Assistant
Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Aéfalames Kelly traveled to Pyongyang in
early October 2002 and told officials there thatsWiagton had information that the DPRK
had secretly been maintaining a uranium-enrichnpeogram to develop nuclear weapons.
Eventually, Pyongyang adamantly and continuallymaaned that it had no such program.
This, however, did not convince Washington, Tokydeoul, especially since U.S. officials
had previously maintained that the DPRK had stdekpgplutonium and possibly had enough
to build one or two nuclear weapons. Thus, in Japancern about the North Korean nuclear
issueﬂgrew from 39.3 percent in 2000, to 49.2 pdrae 2002, to 66.3 percent by October
2003:

Things then began to spin out of control, with b&Ffashington and Pyongyang
accusing each other of violating the Agreed Frantkw®o, for example, while Washington
claimed that North Korea violated the Agreed Framswby maintaining a clandestine
uranium-enrichment program, Pyongyang stressedhkaBush administration’s threat to use
nuclear weapons against the DPRK in its 202lear Posture Reviedirectly contravened
the bilateral accortf After KEDO stopped shipments of heavy oil to Nokibrea at the end

24 “DPRK Foreign Ministry Spokesman on Issue of MigsiJapanese,Korean Central News Agency?
September 2002.

%5 “Abductions of Japanese Citizens by North Koresd, cit.

%6 Johnston, Eric: “The North Korea Abduction Issuel its Effect on Japanese Politics,” Center for Raeific
Rim (University of San Francisco), Japan Policy d&aesh Institute (JPRIWWorking PaperJPRI no. 101 (June
2004).

2" “Abduction Politics...”,0p. cit.

% The 1994 Agreed Framework between Washington amhdyang states: “The U.S. will provide formal
assurances to the DPRK, against the threat or fusaatear weapons by the U.S.”. The 209@clear Posture
Reviewindicates that North Korea is one of several caestn which the United States “could be involved
[with] in immediate, potential, or unexpected [resi] contingencies.” SeeNuclear Posture Review
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of 2002, Pyongyang threw out inspectors from theertrational Atomic Energy Agency,
restarted its plutonium reprocessing at Yongbyoat thad been frozen by the Agreed
Framework and withdrew from the Nuclear Nonprobtesn Treaty as a nonnuclear weapons
state in April 2003.

The emergent North Korean nuclear crisis helpeddege nationalists cement their
repeated claim that the kidnapping of Japaneseeosi were acts of terrorism — a position that
in fact Koizumi first conveyed to President BushHebruary 2002 well before the onset of
the DPRK nuclear problem. As noted above, while @haton administration had drawn a
line in the sand telling Tokyo that the removaltbé DPRK from the U.S. list of states
sponsoring terrorism was a separate matter fronkidh@apping of Japanese nationals, the
administration of George W. Bush fully embraced @bduction issue. In 2003, Tokyo began
trying to convince the Bush administration to irgduthe abduction issue as another reason
for the DPRK being on the U.S. State Departmengisdf countries that sponsor terrorism.
This did not require much arm twisting on Tokyo'aripfor two reasons. First, Bush and
Koizumi had established a reasonably good pergefationship. Secondly, the president and
several hard-line officials in his administratioachbecome drawn to the abduction issue,
particularly since it comported well with their @mésts in human rights violations that they
believed were widespread in the DPRK. Tokyo’s apgpé the Bush administration for the
specification of the abduction issue as a reasoth® DPRK remaining on the list of states
sponsoring terrorism paid off. In April 2004, Wasjton informed Tokyo that the abduction
issue would be included as a reason for the DPRkgHisted on the State Department’s then
forthcoming annual report on global terrorism. Tokglso tried hard to have the abduction
issue included in the six-party talks between théead States, North and South Korea, China,
Japan and Russia that began in August 2003 toveetiod North Korean nuclear issue. There
were, however, strong objections from all of théeotparties, with the exception of the
United States. Still, President Bush demonstratear@cularly strong and enduring interest in
the abduction issue.

Prime Minister Koizumi made a second trip to Pyangy in late May 2004 and again
met with Kim Jong Il. In addition to the abductipnoblem, the two leaders discussed the
North Korean nuclear and missile issues and soimer obatters of concern to Japan and the
DPRK. After the conclusion of the one-day summigizami returned to Japan with some
family members of the abductees, with others argvn Japan in July. The North also said at
this summit that it would reopen and fully investig the abduction issugapan and the
DPRK held working-level talks in August, Septembad November of 2004 but to no avail.
In December 2004, Tokyo informed Pyongyang thaorimftion provided by the DPRK
about the abductees was unsatisfactory and didepoésent a complete investigation of the
matter. Moreover, Tokyo maintained that the remaihslegumi Yokota that the DPRK had
provided were not hers. The controversy surrounding the examination of m@ains of
Megumi Yokota provided Japanese nationalists thmpnity to promote even more so than
in the past the unswerving requirement of resoltimreggabduction issue.

At six-party talks held in June 2004, Tokyo formyallnked the normalization of
relations with the DPRK to the resolution of thedattion, nuclear and missile issu€dn

(Reconstructed), submitted to Congress on 31 Deeenf001, Washington (8 January 2002), at
www.fas.org/blog/ssp/united_states/NPR201re.pdfon

29 «Abductions of Japanese Citizens by North Koresy, cit.

%9 MOFA: “Third Round of the Six-party Talks ConcergiNorth Korean Nuclear Issue”, Tokyo (June 2084),
www.mofa.go.jp/region/asia-paci/n_korea/6party/@el®6.htmj Embassy of Japan: “Japan Pursued
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February 2005, Pyongyang announced that the DPRK“manufactured nukes for self-
defence,” in early July 2006 it launched severasies, including a long-range Taepodong-2
and on October 9, 2006 North Korea conducted riss finderground nuclear tédtas it often
said to counter and deter what it saw as a hostrid, potentially military aggressive, U.S.
policy pursed by the Bush administration. Even gfoprospects for rapprochement between
Japan and the DPRK began to wither steadily afiemalization talks failed in October 2002,
Pyongyang’s decision to conduct a nuclear test m#dwi the normalization of relations
between Japan and the DPRK had no chance of besuived anytime in the immediate
future. Tokyo was fully cognizant of what Washingt@xpected, which was that the
denuclearization of the DPRK, in particular, hadoto satisfactorily dealt with before there
could be improvement in Japan-North Korean relation

However, there was also the matter of a changeapankse leadership. In late
September 2006, the nationalist Shidte became prime minister of Japan for a year. This
not only created an additional political chargethie abduction issue, which soared in the
Cabinet Office’s annual survey to 88.7 percent 0972— its highest point since 2003 — as the
problem of most concern to Japanese respondents Blooth Korea, but to the nuclear and
missile issues as well. Although survey data friwe €abinet Office indicated that concern
about the abduction issue remained very high iraddgetween 2004 and 2007, averaging
nearly 88 percent during this period, the Japapebéc clearly began to shift its attention to
the North Korean nuclear issue. Concern about tiséear issue increased steadily from 56.6
percent in 2004, to 63.9 percent in 2005, to 7@&ent in 2006, declining only modestly to
75.1 percent in 2007. Since the 2006 Cabinet OSioeey was conducted from October 6-
17, i.e., the vast majority of it took place in thiéermath of the DPRK nuclear test, it is not
surprising that concern about the North Korean iisssue also spiked in that year, rising
from 52.2 percent in 2005 to 71.5 percent in 2806.

Abe’s fervent commitment to the abduction issueab®e apparent very quickly. Just
three days after taking office as prime ministebeAannounced his plan to establish the
Headquarters for the Abduction Issue within thead@gse government. At this time, he met
with members of AFVKN. In October, serving as claid with all members of his cabinet in
attendance, Abe assembled the first meeting afireelquarters for the Abduction Issue.

Because of Pyongyang’s decisions to launch missileduly 2006 and to conduct a
nuclear test in October, the UN Security Counciégeal two resolutions sanctioning the
DPRK. But Tokyo also independently sanctioned tHeRE. Immediately after the July
missile tests, Tokyo banned the North Korean ve$séahgyongbong-92 from entering
Japanese ports for six months — a sanction thaesists today. The Mangyongbong-92 had
regularly entered the Japanese port at Niigateattsport Koreans living in Japan who view
themselves as overseas nationals of the DPRHKinichi chosenjin— to the their adopted
homeland. Having had its political influence growogressively, AFVKN declared that

Dismantlement of North Korea’s Nuclear Program’she Third Round of the Six-party Talks”, Washingto
D.C. (29 June 2004), at www.us.emb-japan.go.jpishéjitml/pressreleases/2004/040629.htm

$L“DPRK FM on lIts Stand to Suspend Its ParticipaiioSix-party Talks for Indefinite PeriodKorean Central
News AgencylO February 2005; “DPRK Successfully Conducts éfgtbund Nuclear TestKorean Central
News Agencyd October 2006.

2 “Abduction Politics...”,op. cit; The Maureen and Mike Mansfield Foundation: “Palflipinion Survey on
Diplomacy by the Cabinet Office of Japan (Abriddetew York (2011), at
http://mansfieldfdn.org/program/research-educatiod-communication/asian-opinion-poll-
database/listofpolls/2006-polls/public-opinion-seywon-diplomacy-by-the-cabinet-office-of-japan-almed-06-
17/,
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Tokyo should maintain the ban on the Mangyongbang#8til there is a resolution to the
abduction issue. In September 2006, just beforezuni left office, the prime minister’s
cabinet imposed financial restrictions on a numddezompanies and one individual believed
to have been associated with the DPRK'’s militaiggpams, effectively preventing them from
doing business with Japanese establishments. Ag\sudiata indicated, the Japanese public
fully supported Tokyo’s imposition of these sanomn North Korea, moves that Pyongyang
saw as simply towing the line of the Bush admiaistin that was bent on maintaining a hard-
line DPRK policy.

Washington and Tokyo responded very quickly toDiRK’s first nuclear test. Urging
the UN Security Council to react toughly to the thé nuclear test, Prime Minister Abe and
President Bush agreed during a telephone convenstditake “decisive action” against the
DPRK. Although the UN Security Council unanimouglgssed a resolution that imposed
additional sanctions on the DPRK just a few dayteraft conducted its nuclear test,
Washington and Tokyo took the lead in getting #solution approved so expeditiously.

For its part, Pyongyang was not at all pleased witb UN Security Council’'s
resolution, calling it “a declaration of war agditise DPRK.” Pyongyang further maintained
that its nuclear deterrent served to counter UuSlear weapons in Northeast Asia and, for
this reason, helped to stabilize the regfoRor Pyongyang, the DPRK’s nuclear deterrent had
become integral teongun(military-first), the policy that had surfacedtime mid 1990s under
Kim Jong Il. Pyongyang’s was also angered by the Abvernment’'s quick decision to
impose additional sanctions, which apart from thatNs nuclear test, partially resulted,
according to the Japanese Chief Cabinet Secrdiapguse of its lackluster treatment of the
abduction issue. That Pyongyang viewed Tokyo asimyodapan steadily on the path toward
remilitarization did not help improve bilateral giewith the DPRK — nor did the Abe
government’s announcement on the final day of tkearty talks held in December 2006
that Japan would launch its fourth spy satelliteany 2007.

Abe pushed hard to increase both the domestic arinational awareness of the
abduction issue, including additional airtime on lNHapan Broadcasting Corporation — the
public broadcasting organization) specifically feed on the kidnappings. In February 2007
during Abe’s tenure as Japan’s top politician, N®aul Stookey, who had then been part of
the American folk group Peter, Paul and Mary, penied hisSong for Megumat the prime
minister’s residence for Mr. and Mrs. Yokota — Ada next to Megumi’s father — and a small
number of other guestd.When the moderate Yasuo Fukuda took over as pmineéster in
late September 2007, he continued to maintain #metons imposed on North Korea by
Koizumi and Abe governments.

2.1. A Seismic Shift in U.S. Policy: Jettisoning & Abduction Issue

In late 2006, the Bush administration reasoned thatlimited success of the six-party-talks
notwithstanding, its sustained hard-line policy éoevthe DPRK had not worked. The most
telling indicator of this was that the DPRK hada¥etted a nuclear weapon. By early 2007, it
was evident that the Bush administration had adbpteelatively more conciliatory North

Korean policy. How this came about was the conftgeof several factors, which presented a
serious challenge to Bush’s legacy. Bush was facioticeably high disapproval ratings.

Moreover, the Democrats won control of both the $éoand Senate in the midterm elections

% “DPRK Foreign Ministry Spokesman Totally RefuteBISC ‘Resolution” Korean Central News Agency7
October 2006.
3 See, Japanese Government Internet TV, at httfiv/gev-online.go.jp/ena/pra/prg1008.html
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held in November 2006 and the U.S. public was bé&egnmcreasingly uncomfortable with
the war in Iraqg.

But other issues also contributed to the changéhénBush administration’s North
Korean policy. It had scored no foreign policy wiwgh the three countries that Bush had
identified as being part of his “axis of evil.” @emined to stay in Iraq until democracy
prevailed there, and viewing Iran as the biggeatessponsor of terrorism, North Korea
became the Bush administration’s choice for thesides realization of immediate success.
What is more, by late 2006, a number of the inBlexihardliners and neoconservative who
had influenced policy earlier in the Bush admirggtm had left their positions.

Rebuked earlier by the Bush administration as @utife largely because they ignored
the security concerns of South Korea, Japan, RaswiaChina, U.S. Assistant Secretary of
State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs Christapliéll had two bilateral meetings in
November 2006 and January 2007 with DPRK officialmkKye-gwan in Berlin. At these
meetings Hill and Kim evidently came to an underdiag that if Pyongyang fulfilled
specific requirements the United States would resrtbe DPRK from the State Department’s
list of states sponsoring terrorism and end theicéiens of the Trading with the Enemy Act
as they applied to North Korea. Both of these issater appeared in the agreement that came
out of the six-party talks held in Beijing in Febary 2007.

These developments were very troubling to the Jegmand particularly to the hawkish
Abe administration. Of most concern to the Abe gomeent — a concern shared by American
hardliners and neoconservatives — was the prop@sedval of the DPRK from the U.S. list
of states sponsoring terrorism, provided that ietrepecific obligations that would lead to
denuclearization. Recall that Tokyo had previoyslghed hard to have the abduction issue
specifically stated in the U.S. report on globardesm as a reason for the DPRK being
identified as a state sponsor of terrorism. Now, Bush administration’s new and relatively
conciliatory DPRK policy, Tokyo reasoned, plannedabandon Japan, the chief ally of the
United States in East Asia, so that it could pdgsibalize the denuclearization of North
Korea.

In accordance with the “action for action” criteripreviously laid out in the six-party
talks, the joint statement from the February 20@&tings stated that in exchange for taking
specific steps toward denuclearization, includihgt8ng down and in time disabling nuclear
activities at its Yongbyon facilities, Pyongyang wa receive substantial energy,
humanitarian and economic assistance from the gaeies. Determined not to provide aid
to the DPRK until after progress — as defined bkybo— had been made on the abduction
issue, and not at all pleased with the Bush adtnatisn’s proposal to delist the DPRK from
the U.S. terrorism list, the Abe government annednthat it would not contribute to the
assistance package. Quoting the passage contairiee joint statement of the six-party talks
held in February 2007, the U.S. State DepartmeB086 report on global terrorism
(published in April 2007) avowed that Washingtonwab“begin the process of removing the
designation of the DPRK as a state-sponsor ofriemg°

Displeased with the plan, Tokyo, as well as familgmbers of the abductees, tried to
convince the Bush administration to keep the DPRKhe U.S. terrorism list until after the
abduction issue had been settled. At the corepenksse hard-line position was the contention

% U.S. Department of Stat€ountry Reports on Terrorisnthapter 3, Washington, D.C. (30 April 2007), at
www.state.gov/j/ct/rls/crt/2006/82736.htm
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that because North Korea had not returned the abesico Japan it was still a terrorist state
and for that reason it should remain on the US.df states sponsoring terrorism. Having
been repeatedly reminded about the atrocitieseotitiresolved abduction issue, the Japanese
public appeared to see Japan’s relationship wehithited States as having suffered because
of the Bush administration’s plan to remove Nortloréa from the U.S. list of states
sponsoring terrorism. A survey conducted by theadape Cabinet Office in October 2007
indicated that the percentage of respondents wiéwed the U.S.-Japan relationship in poor
shape had increased from 12 percent in 2006 toe2fept in 2007° Although President
Bush and his administration tried to pacify Tokgleclaring from time to time that the United
States would not forget the abduction issue, thas hardly what was shaping up. The Bush
administration was fully prepared to forgo the atithn issue and attendant Japanese
concerns if this would help lead to the denucledian of the DPRK.

This about-face on the part of the Bush administnashould not be minimized, as it
has often been. A former official in the Bush adistiation’s National Security Council
paints the picture that the president was an udiyigl advocate of human rights in North
Korea where violations are frequently said to bepant and that his concern with this
serious problem was virtually tantamount to thathef DPRK nuclear issu’é.However, this
is hardly the track taken by the Bush administratiotwithstanding the repeated contention
from Tokyo, incontrovertibly Washington’s staunch@&sian ally, that the kidnappings were
terrorist acts, thus surely qualifying as major lammrights’ violations, the Bush
administration officially removed North Korea frotine State Department’s list of countries
sponsoring terrorism in October 2088The Bush administration delisted North Korea, much
to the chagrin of Japanese officials who receiveudly viittle notice beforehand from
Washington that this was about to take place.

Besides ongoing Japanese efforts to forestall éistothg of North Korea as a terrorist
state, Tokyo and Pyongyang, in somewhat of a sepnove, announced that they would
have bilateral talks in June 2008 in Beijing, thist discussions in many months. Still
another bilateral meeting took place in Shenyargn&in August 2008. From the beginning,
Tokyo decided to press Pyongyang on the abducsisuei during the talks. Although in the
past North Korea had consistently held that theuation issue had already been resolved,
that it had held “several investigations” of thelhk@ppings and that it is impossible to meet
Japan’s demand, which is “that the DPRK should vevihe dead and return thef,”
Pyongyang nonetheless told Tokyo that it would begreinvestigation. Tokyo reciprocated
saying that it would remove some of the sanctioimsd imposed on North Korea because of
its missile and nuclear testing in 2006, a carhat tAFVKN was wary of and that the
nationalists did not accept.

That these bilateral discussions occurred duringe Jand August of 2008 does make
some political sense, especially from Pyongyan@sspective. First, because the moderate

% “Record 20% of Japanese Say U.S.-Japan Relatimr@end”, Asahi Shimbun3 December 2007.

37 Victor Cha (2012(The Impossible State: North Korea, Past and Fuytitew York, Harper Collins, pp. 203-
211.

% U.S. Department of State, “Briefing on North Kongith Special Envoy for the Six-party Talks Ambadsa
Sung Kim, Assistant Secretary of State for Publitaids Sean McCormack, Assistant Secretary of State
Verification, Compliance, and Implementation Padatter, and Acting Assistant Secretary of State for
International Security and Nonproliferation PatidvicNerney”, Washington, D.C. (11 October 2008), at
http://2001-2009.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2008/octPBOhtm

% Interview with Song Il Ho, Chief Negotiator of DRRIapan Talks: “Pyongyang will not Yield an Inch in
Demanding Japan’s Liquidation of the Pa3ttie People’s Koreal0 March 2006.

148




E UNISCI Discussion Papers, N° 32 (Mayo / May 2013) | SSN 1696-2206

Yasuo Fukuda was at the time prime minister of dapPyongyang was considerably more
inclined to meet with Tokyo, to discuss the abduttissue and even agree to a
reinvestigation of the kidnappings than it wouldédad the nationalist ShimAbe still been

in office. Second, since the DPRK had not yet bemmoved from the U.S. list of states
sponsoring, something Pyongyang very much wantesbting with Tokyo could only help
North Korea score some political points with at skeasome officials in the Bush
administration.

When Fukuda unexpectedly announced his resignatiazarly September 2008, the
political equation suddenly changed for Pyongyapaticularly since there was a strong
possibly that the former foreign minister and nadilist Tad Aso would become Japan’s next
prime minister. Pyongyang maintained that when Briviinister Fukuda quit it immediately
notified Tokyo that its position with respect teethilateral agreement reached in August in
Shenyang, China was “invariable.” However, Pyongyalso told Tokyo at this time that it
“wanted to wait to see the attitude of the new priminister.*® Tokyo acknowledged that
Pyongyang notified Japan in September explainiagittwould “refrain from” conducting an
investigation of the abduction issue until it cowddaluate the response of the new prime
minister to the August agreemént.

Now no longer concerned about losing political p®iwith Washington, Pyongyang
hastily reasoned that with Asas prime minister, Tokyo would be very unlikelyemove
some of the sanctions it had imposed on the DPRiKs#sd it would in August in exchange
for the DPRK'’s willingness to reinvestigate the attibn issue. Just a few days after 6As
assumption to the prime minister’s position in l&@eptember 2008, his administration
announced that the sanctions Japan had imposdw®dRRK would be extended for another
six months. Pyongyang concluded that “by extendgysanctions the Asgovernment was
following the previous Abe government’s hostileipgl toward the DPRK'?

Last held in December 2008, the six-party talksntlemded with Washington and
Pyongyang unable to reach a protocol agreementedfication. This left Tokyo out in the
cold with respect to making progress on the abdoassue. With no six-party talks, Tokyo
had lost a major access point with which could eorfAyongyang on the abduction issue.
Moreover, because Pyongyang viewed the then ndisoted Japanese government as hostile
to the DPRK, it was not about to engage in any nmggunl bilateral discussions with Tokyo.

3. Another U.S. Administration, Still Another Commitment on the
Abduction Issue

It did not take very long for the Obama administratto change the United States’ position
on the abduction issue. In office less than onetmdpecretary of State Hillary Clinton gave
a speech at the Asia Society in New York City inialhshe resurrected America’s
commitment to the abduction issue — somethingthdtbeen transmuted into just a rhetorical
matter by the Bush administration. During her spe€tinton stated: “I will assure our allies
in Japan that we have not forgotten the familie3agfanese citizens abducted to North Korea.
And | will meet with some of those families in Takynext week* She did just that.

“0 Author meeting with an official from the DPRK Msiiy of Foreign Affairs, Pyongyang, 8 January 2009.
“L«abduction of Japanese Citizens by North Korea, cit.

“2 Author meeting with an official from the DPRK Msiiy of Foreign Affairs, Pyongyang, 8 January 2009.

43 U.S. Department of State, Hillary Rodham Clint6b.S.-Asia Relations: Indispensable to Our Future,”
Remarks at the Asia Society”, New York (13 Febru2099), at accessed at
www.state.gov/secretary/rm/2009a/02/117333.htm
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According to one of the AFVKN representatives whetrwith Clinton when she was in
Tokyo, the secretary stated that “she would thimkiosisly about how to treat the
[kidnapping] problem” and that she believed that sWiagton needed to prioritize the
abduction issue so that it could be setffe@linton also gave an interview to Japan’s largest
daily newspaper, th¥omiuri ShimbunDuring this interview, which took place after gnet
with members of the abductees’ families, Clintaated the following:

Well, | was very touched by their stories. It's dhéng to read about pain that families
have been suffering because of the abduction aflthesd ones. And it is very personal to sit
with a brother who lost a sister and parents wisbdodaughter and to see their pictures at the
time that they disappeared, and to hear aboutdhy @hguish that the families feel, because
they have — they heard no word for years, did maiwk what happened, and then they learn
that their loved ones have been abducted. Andeinseso cruel to have done it in the first
place, and then not to provide information andese people come home with, you know,
their own families. So | reassured the familieg thraet with that the abductee issue is part of
the Six-Party Talks; it remains a matter of graseaern to the United Staté&s.

Apart from the fact that the six-party talks neweonk place during the Obama
administration’s first term, Clinton’s unequivocabmmitment to the Japanese that the
abduction issue would be discussed at these meatalameetings was somewhat of a shaky
step. As noted above, that Tokyo had early on vaatdebring up the abduction issue at the
six-party talks was met with resistance by mosthef other participants, who felt that these
multilateral discussions were about denuclearipatimd not a specific bilateral problem
between Japan and the DPRK.

Indeed, in addition to believing that the Obama mistration fully supported Japan’s
efforts to settle the abduction issue, Tokyo appeddo hold out hope that this matter would
be resolved together with the North Korean nucissme. With President Obama along side
of him, in late May 2011 then Prime Minister Nadtan stated the following in Deauville,
France: “And we have the issue of North Korea asaiclear development, and how to stop
their nuclear development is a challenge. And aledhave this issue of abduction by North
Korea, and we will continue to pursue its resolutwith the assistance of the United
States.*®

4. Wither New Hope

Because the discussions in August 2008 betweendlakg Pyongyang failed to resolve any
historical problems, relations between Japan aadfRK remained poor. And with no six-
party talks, Tokyo and Pyongyang had lost a foro@nnel of communication with which
they could possibly restart bilateral talks. WhearcTAs6 resigned from his position in
September 2009, the series of prime ministerscsirey back to 1998 that came from the
LDP had ended. More importantly, from the time YiosiMori made his commitment to the
abductees’ family members in September 2000 th@nJaould not normalize relations with
North Korea while disregarding the abduction issuecessive prime ministers from the LDP

4 «Clinton Meets Abductees’ Relatives, Pledges todpHEind Resolution”, The Japan Times Onlinel8
February 2009.

% U.S. Department of State: “Yomiuri Shimbun Intewi The Importance of U.S.-Japan Relations,” 17
February 2009, at www.state.gov/secretary/rm/2@29al 7620.htm

“® The White House, Office of the Press SecretareniBrks by President Obama and Prime Minister Kan of
Japan before Bilateral Meeting in Deauville, Frdn@s May 2011, at accessed at www.whitehouse.bev/t
press-office/2011/05/26/remarks-president-obamagaimde-minister-kan-japan-bilateral-meeting-d
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had announced their steadfastness to resolve thiblgmn. This same unswerving
commitment to the abduction issue was also paliyicategral to the policies of successive
prime ministers from the Democratic Party of JaflaRJ) who held office from September
2009 until December 2012. Not much of an altermagxisted for Japanese prime ministers,
particularly after the second half of 2002. Sinbent the abduction issue had become so
politicized in Japan that no prime minister, oripaln with the ambition to further his or her
political career, could afford to be remiss of timatter.

Although the DPRK and Japan had not held officigkcdssions since August 2008,
Kim Jong II's death in December 2011 created tluspect, at least for some Japanese, that
Tokyo and Pyongyang could begin to take positivepstto resolve the abduction issue.
Family members of the abductees were cautiouslynigitc. In the wake of Kim Jong II's
death, Shigeru Yokota, Megumi’s elderly father, coemted that he hoped that the Japanese
“government will take steps to resolve the abdurciigsue as soon as possible.” Another
family member remarked that he hoped that the dgsatgovernment grabs this rare chance
to take some serious action,” adding that perhia@snéw North Korean leader, Kim Jong Un,
will conclude that the “abductee problem isn’t stinreg from my regime, and that will lead
to the possibly that the abductees will be freeddwever, Japanese Prime Minister
Yoshihiko Noda offered nothing new, stating “Jagaftindamental position is for the earliest
possible return of abduction victims. We must awni to gather information to see how the
current situation may affect this policy.”

Although himself not demonstrating much optimisnodd did still want the backing of
the Obama administration on the abduction issuerinDua telephone discussion with
President Obama after Kim's death, Prime Ministesd&l requested the United States’
support in resolving the abduction is$fieLike Koizumi had done when he visited
Pyongyang for the second time in May 2d84apanese Foreign Minister Koichiro Gemba
had a blue ribbon — which had become Japan’s ratisymbol for the rescue of the
abductee® — pinned to his jacket when he talked with Secyetaf State Clinton in
Washington soon after Kim’s death. Noting the iaset interest in the kidnappings in Japan
in the wake of Kim’s death, Foreign Minister Gendiated, “taking into account this new
situation, | ask for continuous understanding amgpsrt from the United States for resolving
the issue ™

Whatever amount of optimism existed in Japan alesblving the abduction issue
quickly faded away. When Pyongyang announced incM&012 that it would launch the
Kwangmyongsong;3wvhich it described as an earth observationallgaten April to honor
the 108" birth anniversary of its founder and eternal mtest Kim Il Sung, Washington
moved first to suspend and then to cancel the Bedcdeap year deal” it had made with
Pyongyang in February. The gist of this deal waat #Washington had promised food
assistance to the DPRK in exchange for Pyongyangéementation of some trust-building

" Quoted material from: “Kim Jong II's Death Awakeldspe to Resolve Japanese Abduction IssTieg Wall
Street Journal19 December 2001.

“8 “Regime Change in Pyongyang/Hopes Rise for Endlbiductions Impasse Yomiuri Shimbun23 December
2011.

“9 Funabashiop. cit, p. 51.

% See: “Abductions of Japanese Citizens by Northeltyrop. cit, for an explanation of the symbolic meaning
of the blue ribbon.

®l U.S. Department of State: “Remarks with Foreignnister Koichiro Gemba after Their Meeting”,
Washington, D.C. (December 2011), at www.state sgoretary/rm/2011/12/179127.htm
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measures, both of which created the prospect ®mrésumption of the six-party talks and
perhaps the North’s denuclearization.

Washington, Tokyo and Seoul insisted that #wangmyongsong-3vas really a
disguise for a long-range missile test. Washingiad its regional allies, including Japan,
maintained that the April launch violated previoudl Security Council resolutions that
prohibited the DPRK from deploying any type of kit missile technology? Although not
a member of the Security Council, Tokyo wantedoitpass another resolution that would
impose additional sanctions on the DPRKBecause Beijing preferred to exercise some
restraint at this time, instead what resulted ist ja few days after the launch was a
Presidential Statement that strongly condemnedRRK>* Thus, the collapse of the deal
reached in February between Washington and Pyoggpah Tokyo in dire straits, since
increased U.S.-DPRK tensions and no near-term pobsor the resumption of the six-party
talks translated into no immediate chance for Tolkygress Pyongyang on the abduction
issue.

In May 2012, Glyn Davies, who had only few monthslier taken over the position of
U.S. Special Representative for North Korea Poliegs in Tokyo to meet with Jin
Matsubara, then Japan’s Minister for the Abductgsue. Davies, who had already met with
Megumi Yokota’'s parents and other victims’ familgmbers, remarked to Matsubara before
their meeting that every chance that it has thetddniStates presses Pyongyang on the
abduction issu& Davies also again made clear the Obama admindstigtcommitment to
the Japanese abduction issue. Said Davies, it periant that Pyongyang recognize “that
there will be no ultimate resolution of the diffaoes between North Korea and the United
States and the Six Parties unless they resolvasie — and in particular, unless they keep
their promise, their undertaking that they madekhiacAugust of 2008 to reinvestigate the
cases of abductee¥’”

Though not revealed until more than a year andfddtar, Pyongyang had proposed in
May 2010 to reinvestigate the abduction issuenifeturn, Tokyo would remove some of the
sanctions — one in particular was the resumptiochafter flights from Japan to North Korea
— it had imposed on the DPRK. This proposal wasemalen the DPJ’s Yukio Hatoyama
was prime minister. Pyongyang supposedly stated itheould establish a committee to
reinvestigate the abduction issue “at any time.” cbmvince the Japanese public that the
findings were legitimate, Tokyo wanted some Japartesbe members of the committee.
However, the reinvestigation matter abruptly endédr Hatoyama resigned and the DPJ’s
Naoto Kan became prime minister in June 2010, siPygengyang believed that the new
Japanese leader would not work in a friendly mamriter the DPRK3’

2 DiFilippo, Anthony: “Time for North Korea Peace €kty”, The Diplomat 11 April 2012, at
http://thediplomat.com/2012/04/11/time-for-northr&a-peace-treaty/2/

3 “Govt to Seek UNSC Resolution/Plans to Work witlBl S. Korea in Condemning N. Korea Laundbgjly
Yomiuri Onling 14 April 2012.

** United Nations Security Council: “Statement by Bresident of the Security Council”, New York (1@ri
2012), at_www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?syn®®IRST/2012/13The Presidential Statement read in
part: “The Security Council underscores that thighlite launch, as well as any launch that uséstia missile
technology, even if characterized as a satellii@dh or space launch vehicle, is a serious viatatibSecurity
Council resolutions 1718 (2006) and 1874 (2009)".

*° Notably, there were only a small number of bilateneetings between Washington and Pyongyang dthizg
Obama administration’s first term in office.

% U.S. Department of State: “Remarks with Japanesgshdr for the Abduction Issue Jin Matsubara Ptr
Their Meeting”, Tokyo (25 May 2012), at www.stat@vép/eap/rls/rm/2012/05/190917.htm

" “North Offered to Launch Abduction Probe in 201The Japan Times Onling December 2011.
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5. Recent and Other Developments

The horridness associated with the abduction by ORBents of Megumi Yokota in 1977
when she was a young teenager eventually led tpdments, Mr. Shigeru Yokota and Mrs.
Sakie Yokota, becoming well-known in Japan and dme extent around the world. The
Yokotas became outspoken about the abduction issfien critical of the Japanese
government’s failure to do more to press North lote account for the abductees and to
return them to Japan.

In April 2006, Mrs. Yokota and Megumi’s brother il President Bush at the White
House. After talking with Bush, he remarked that“hest had one of the most moving
meetings since I've been the President here i®tra Office.”®®

Reflecting the extent to which the abduction isead become politicized in Japan, in
March 2008, the Japanese government’s Headquéotetise Abduction Issue published the
manga(cartoon — a very popular reading format for giesiin Japan) book entitlddegumi
authored and edited by Mr. and Mrs. Yokdta.

The Yokotas’ political position corresponded wiktat of the nationalists, who strongly
supported taking a hard-line position toward theRBP After Kim Jong Il admitted to the
DPRK'’s culpability for the kidnappings in 2002, iaalist heavyweights, such as Shinz
Abe, pushed hard with the help of the media totlgetlapanese abduction issue to the top of
Japan’s national security list. A former official the Bush administration’s National Security
Council recounts the following pertaining to wheonikumi, who was accompanied by Abe,
then the deputy chief cabinet secretary, visitedngyang in September 2002 for his one-day
summit with Kim Jong Il. Responding to former Asarg Secretary of State for East Asian
and Pacific Affairs Christopher Hill's prodding th#he DPRK resolve the abduction issue,
Kim Kye-gwan, Pyongyang’s chief negotiator in thegarty talks, angrily remarked during
a luncheon in New York City: “It's the Japaneset tkeep raising it. We accounted for all the
cases, living and dead. Abe knows that. He wasetlstanding next to Prime Minister
Koizumi in 2002 when we agreed. He was noddinggreement, too. And now he’s raising
the issue for his political gain. We can never waith him [Abe, who was then serving his
first stint as prime minister]?®

5.1. The Yokotas Change Their Minds

The Yokotas support of the hard-line, sanctionsetaapproach toward North Korea was
apparent before Abe became prime minister in SdpeerB006 and for years after he left
office twelve months later. In their boolegumj Shigeru Yokota writes: “Economic
sanctions are not an end but a means of resolfiisggsue, in that they will compel North
Korea both to admit it made a mistake in reportimgvictims as dead and to understand that
resolving the abduction issue is to its own beriéfitHowever, the Yokotas experienced
somewhat of a political epiphany in the spring 6.2. At this time, Mr. Shigeru Yokota
publicly separated himself from the position cotesifly held by the nationalists and by
NARKN, which has been to strengthen sanctions agaie DPRK. Mr. Yokota suddenly

*8 The White House: “President Meets with North Ker&efectors and Family Members of Japanese Abducted
by North Korea”, Washington, DC. (28 April 2006}, a
http://georgewbush-whitehouse.archives.gov/nevesises/2006/04/20060428-1.html

9 Yokota, Shigeru and Yokota, Sakie (2008gumi,Tokyo, Headquarters for the Abduction Issue.

¢ Quoted in Chagp. cit, pp. 370-371.

%1 Yokota and Yokotagp. cit, Afterword 1 (in ed. 2005).
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decided that it was wrong to press for beefing apcgons against North Korea. The
Yokotas’ new position has become that the passin§jro Jong Il and the transfer of power
to his youngest son Kim Jong Un has created thertymty to work with Pyongyang to
resolve the abduction issue, which they still f#®buld precede normalized relations between
Japan and North Korea.

The Asahi Shimbunone of Japan’s largest newspapers, reported m 2p12 that
Shigeru Yokota stated: “Strengthening sanctionddcbe taken as a sign that Japan is not
interested in negotiating.” In contrast to the Riamé position endorsed by Japanese hawks,
Mrs. Sakie Yokota commented: “I hope Prime Minidterda will send a message directly to
Kim Jong Un ... that they can jointly build peaéfh June 2012, the Yokotas repeated their
views in an interview with the Japanese languagbligation Weekly Friday In this
interview, the Yokotas said that the Japanese gowvent should establish an environment
that facilitates negotiation with Pyongyang and caricentrate solely on sanctions so that the
abduction issue should be resolVad.

However, the Yokotas apparently do not see eye/¢ooa everything concerning how
to deal with the abduction issue. According togberetary general of AFVKN, while Shigeru
wants bilateral talks between Tokyo and Pyongyand e removal of sanctions, Mrs.
Yokota wants to keep some pressure on North K¥re&d. COMJAN (Investigation
Commission on Missing Japanese Probably Relatddotth Korea) official has similarly
stated that there is “some difference” between\bkotas with respect to how to deal with
Pyongyang. According to this official, while Mr. Xota wants the Japanese government to
rem(gg/e the sanctions it has imposed on North Kdnsawife does not necessarily agree with
him.

In any case, one explanation for the Yokotas’ adopdf more conciliatory positions is
that these ageing parents (in their late seveatidsearly eighties) became frustrated because
there had not been any official dialogue betweeky®@nd Pyongyang between August 2008
and the summer of 20£2 Another explanation is that the nationalists eitptbthe Yokotas
for their political purposes. Proffered by Chongry@General Association of Korean
Residents in Japaf),this explanation proposes that Japanese hardimere “politically
abused” the Yokotas by using their personal grefud Megumi and their political naiveté to
help promote a far-right, hard-line DPRK agendat Bcause the Yokotas recently have had
a change of heart, they now believe that the haelgosition toward North Korea that the
Japanese government has been using for years hasmhed®®

Whatever the real explanation is for the Yokotasftened positions, one thing is
unambiguous: for them genes trumped Japan’s pallitiglture with respect to the abduction
issue. Their innate desire to see their daughtEréd¢hey die meant moving away from the
hard-line approach and creating some political adist from the nationalist-promoted
position that the Japanese media has helped tdgrzmu

2 «parents’ ‘Last Word’ to Abducted Daughter Pubdigh, Asahi Shimbur21 April 2012.

83 “An Interview with Mr. and Mrs. Yokota"Weekly Friday 15 June 2012 (in Japanese).

8 Author interview with the secretary general of ARV (Association of the Families of Victims Kidnappey
North Korea), Tokyo, 18 July 2012.

% Author interview with representatives of COMJANKyo, 17 July 2012.

% Author interview with senior official in Japan’siMstry of Foreign Affairs, Northeast Asia Divisipfiokyo,
20 July 2012.

67 Established in May 1955 in Tokyo, Chongryon peiitly identifies with the DPRK. For more informatiand
analysis of Chongryon, see DiFilippo, “US-JapaniNdKorea Security Relations...8p. cit, Chapter 5.

8 Author interview with senior official of Chongrypimternational Affairs Bureau, Tokyo, 18 July 2012
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The Yokotas believe that Megumi is still alive irofth Korea. This is consistent with
the official position of the Japanese governmanf005 and 2006, the Japanese government
officially recognized two additional abductees niging the total number of abductees to 17.
However, Tokyo points out that it has not ruled the possibility that more Japanese people
have been kidnapped by North Koféahe private advocacy organization COMJAN, which
has been regularly broadcasting the short-wave adigramShiokazgSea Breeze) to North
Korea since October 2005, claims that approximai€l§ Japanese citizens were probably
kidnapped by the DPRFK. According to Tokyo, since Pyongyang has not prestidufficient
evidence that the 12 unaccounted for abducteesleaé (5 returned to Japan in 2002, see
above), as the North has repeatedly claimed, thenassumption is that they are alive.
According to the Japanese government's Headquafterthe Abduction Issue, these 12
abductees “are still in captivity in North Koreayr from their families and loved ones and
living in hope of being rescued sooft.”

In 2006, Kim Young-nam, a South Korean living in rittoKorea since 1978 stated
during a press conference that he was Megumi’'sangshand the father of their daughter Eun-
gyeong. Kim Young-nam denied reports that he hash ladducted by North Korea, where he
eventually became a citizen. Kim maintained thaehded up in the DPRK “by accident.”
According to Kim, at the age of 16 he had fallelegs in a boat that drifted into the sea and
that after he awoke he was rescued by a North Kosb# that took him to Nampo in the
DPRK. Kim Young-nam stated that Megumi sufferedrfrdepression and committed suicide
in April 1994, something that both the Yokotas afmkyo have never accepted. When a
Japanese delegation visited Pyongyang in 2004, YXomng-nam said that they were given
Megumi’'s ashes, which a subsequent DNA analysifopeed in Japan maintained were not
hers. However, this DNA analysis was controversigice the young Japanese analyst had no
previous experience working with cremated remairtslater admitted that his findings could
have been contaminated. Making this matter worse that Japan’s National Research
Institute was unable to perform a DNA analysis dmaivPyongyang said were Megumi’'s
remains. Kim stated that Tokyo’s assertion thatablees given to Japan were not Megumi’s
was “humiliating” and “If she is alive, how can dysthat she is dead.” Significantly, results
from DNA testing that had been supported by thedape government in 2006 revealed that
Kim Young-nam was likely Megumi’s husband and ththér of her daughter Eun-gyeofig.

Tokyo acknowledges the likelihood of this familie¢lationship. However, Tokyo
contends that there is evidence that Megumi was sedlorth Korea after it was stated she
had died, which initially Kim Young-nam indicatedas/ in March 1993. Subsequent to a
media report in Japan that Megumi was later seie,ale., after her reputed death, Kim
Young-nam said that he had made an “illusional akist and that she had died in April
1994”° Former abductee Kaoru Hasuike, who returned t@rdap October 2002 and who

9 «Abductions of Japanese Citizens by North Koresy, cit.

0 Author interview with representatives of COMJAN,oKyo, 17 July 2012; see also COMJAN at
http://www.chosa-kai.jp/indexeng.htm

" Government of Japan, Headquarters for the Abdudssue: “Toward a Solution to the Abduction Issue:
Directions Given at the Fourth Meeting of the Haaafters for the Abduction Issue”, Tokyo, 29 Novembe
2010.

2 DiFilippo, “US-Japan-North Korea Security Relason”, op. cit, p. 184; “Kim Young-nam Says His
Japanese Wife Killed HerselfThe Hankyoreh30 June 2006; “Son in NK Denies Abductidtdrea Times30
June 2006; “Media Resources, Japan Brieforeign Press Center Japanl3 April 2006, at
http://fpcj.jp/old/e/mres/japanbrief/jb_622.html

3 Author interview with the director of the Japangseernment’s Headquarters for the Abduction Is3iaéyo,

12 July 2012; author interview with the secretaeperal of AFVKN (Association of the Families of Wios
Kidnapped by North Korea), Tokyo, 18 July 2012; tlgtions of Japanese Citizens by North Koreg’, cit.
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testified to the Japanese government that he ha BEgumi Yokota alive in 1994, was
responsible for causing Pyongyang to change treafater deatfy

Several claims of Megumi being appearing to beeahave cropped up from time to
time. In May 2008, the Japanese newspapanichi Shimbunreported that Fuki Chimura, an
abductee who was kidnapped along with her futursband in July 1978 had several
months before informed government officials thatguimi moved into a house next to hers in
June 1994, two months after she was said to haa'Hiln October 2011, a South Korean
politician maintained that a North Korean defedtad testified that in 2004 he had overheard
a DPRK official in charge of Japanese matters iongyang say that Megumi was still alive.
The defector also testified that the North had igivapan “fake remains” of Megumi and that
she had too much sensitive information to be altbeereturn to Japafi.In early November
2011, a story in th®Veekly Chosyra South Korean publication, stated that a femétle the
same birth date and same family members’ names eguMi Yokota appeared on a
Pyongyang residency list that had been compiled2005 by the DPRK'’s intelligence
agency’® Pyongyang was particularly critical of one of ttlaims that Megumi was still
living. In June 2005, the DPRK'&orean Central News Agencstated that a Japanese
publication, theWeekly Postreported that in the summer of 2004 British iigehce had
acquired information from military satellite surlt@nce that eventually proved that Megumi
was alive. Maintaining that it was a “baselessystdPyongyang stated that the Japanese far
right was using it in “their foolish attempt to &gt fresh energy into the waning smear
campaign” associated with the abduction isSue.

Besides Megumi Yokota, there have been other claindspanese abductees who have
been said to be alive after they have been repadad by Pyongyang. NARKN has recently
stated that it has acquired reliable evidence $thatichi Ichikawa, who was abducted in 1978
and who Pyongyang claims died in the following yeaas teaching Japanese to North
Korean agents from 1982 until 19856 Although Pyongyang has claimed that Ichikawa died
of a heart attack while he was swimming, the Japargovernment says that he was not
known to have been able to do this when he wasdiun Japafi® In November 2012, the
leader of a South Korean family organization fodattion victims maintained that he had
acquired information from knowledgeable sourcesdmsthe DPRK revealing that the
Japanese abductee Kyoko Matsumoto, who disapp@arEel/7 at the age of 29, may have
been relocated to Pyongyang in November 2011. Aloagrto this account, the current North
Korean leader Kim Jong Un, who had been in chafgeeabductees when his father Kim
Jong Il was living, ordered Matsumoto to be mowedyongyang to improve the monitoring
of the abducte€¥.

" «Ex-Abductee Hasuike Determined to Help Settle Adtibn Issue”Mainichi Daily News 15 October 2012.
5 Following former Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumivisit to Pyongyang in September 2002, Fukie Chému
and her husband Yasushi returned to Japan in Qc2alo2.

5 See Megumi Yokota “Seen Alive” in 1994The Chosunilbp27 May 2008.

""“South Korean Lawmaker Says Japanese Women Abdibgt&lorth in 1977 Alive”Yonhap News Agency
October 2011.

8“Megumi Yokota Seen Alive in 2005Jjji Press 6 November 2011.

"9 “K CNA Blasts Japan’s Despicable Political Pld€grean Central News Agency3 June 2005.

80“Info Contradicts North’s ‘Dead’ Abductee ClainiThe Japan Times Onliné1 August 2012.

“Abductions of Japanese Citizens by North Korexg, cit.

“Woman Abducted by North may have been Moved torfigyang”, The Japan Times Onlin@6 November
2012,
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6. Still Politicized with No End in Sight

The abduction issue has remained thoroughly paiécin Japan today; it is accepted staple
of Japanese political culture, making virtually @dlliticians — and not just at the national level
— aware of the necessity to appear sympathetitisgptoblem. In October 2002, shortly after
Kim Jong Il revealed the DPRK’s culpability pertiaig to the abductions and just before the
five abductees returned to Japan, the Tokyo-basgahization R-Net was formed; thus the
launching of the Blue Ribbon Movement, which hasta®bjective the return of all of the
Japanese kidnapped by North Kof&&ince then myriad blue ribbons have been disturbed
throughout Japaft. Not only do many Japanese people have these iblbens but they are
regularly worn by politicians. What is more, oveb &nillion people in Japan at the beginning
of 2012 had signed a petition, which was submitiedhe prime minister, designed to
encourage the central government to rescue theconated for abducteés.

Recent survey data from the Japanese governmeabsé& Office indicates that the
abduction issue remains very much on the mindeefast majority of citizens in Japan and
that they are fully cognizant of this problem. ©®6 percent of the respondents in the
Cabinet Office’s survey conducted in June 2012caidid that they were aware of the details
pertaining to the abduction issue and another 8r6gmt said that were aware but not of the
particulars. Only .3 percent of the Japanese relpun said that they had not heard of or did
not know about the abduction issue. Demonstratiegpower of the Japanese media, nearly
all of the respondents (99.3 percent) said that kiael learned about the abduction issue from
watching television and a very large percentage3{d8dicated that newspapers had provided
them with information on the kidnappinds.With such heightened sensitivity to the
abduction issue in Japan today, it is very diffidor Japanese public servants to attempt to
minimize or marginalize this matter.

This, however, does not mean that demonstratedesiten the abduction issue is
necessarily an indication of the actual willingnésstake action to resolve this problem.
During her interview withAsahi Shimburmn April 2012, Sakie Yokota tells of her disliké o
posing frequently for photographs with municipatlgsrefectural politicians in the different
places she visited in her and her husband’s ongmngpaign to rescue their daughter. If not
ulterior motives, certainly at least self interdgsat the root of the desire to be photographed
with the Yokotas. And in the interview witWeekly Fridayin June 2012, Mrs. Yokota notes
with some frustration the myriad ministers for tabduction issue, stating “it is a pity
ministers change easily even if we convey our inber’Appointed by different prime
ministers, the many ministers for the abductioruessrave conveyed the impression of
government concern, but their brief tenures strprsgiggest perfunctoriness at the national
level. In this same interview Mrs. Yokota speaksh# journalists she and her husband have
met with so that they could increase public awassenef the abduction issue. Sounding
disillusioned and quite skeptical, Mrs. Yokota stht“l really don’t know who | can believe
among those politicians or journalists and whattth#h is.” That many Japanese politicians,
journalists and media personnel have so facilelyched themselves to the abduction issue

8 Relying on R-Net’s explanation of what the blugbon symbolizes, the Ministry of Foreign Affairstes the
following: “Blue. That is the color of the Sea aipan that separates Japan, the victim’s homelatNarth
Korea. The color also represents the blue skyotitygthing that connects the victims and their figasi”

8 “Blye-ribbon Fever Sweeping NatiorThe Daily Yomiuri23 December 2002,

8 «Abductions of Japanese Citizens by North Koress, cit, p. 2.

% See: “What Japan Thinks: The North Korean Abductisue”, 26 July 2012, at
http://whatjapanthinks.com/2012/07/26/the-northdeor-abduction-issue
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captures both the extent to which this unresolvexblpm remains politicized in Japan and
their willingness to use the kidnappings to accasmpiheir specific objectives.

There has been nothing short of a revolving dodin waspect to individuals holding the
position of Minister of State for the Abduction u&s Indeed, between September 2009, when
the DPJ took control of the Japanese government,Catober 2012, eight politicians have
held this position. Japanese prime ministers hasgauffled their cabinets to score political
points and the Minister of State for the Abductimsue has not been spared from this
exercise. When Prime Minister Yoshihiko Noda fisshuffled his cabinet in January 2012,
he appointed the conservative Jin Matsulfara the position of Minister of State for the
Abduction Issue. Attempting to bolster public supipfor his increasingly unpopular
government, Noda’'s third cabinet reshuffle in edadgtober 2012 pushed Matsubara out;
replacing him was

Keishu Tanak&® Claiming health problems, which the Noda governmemerscored,
Tanaka resigned at the end of October. Howevematigcal calls for Tanaka to be replaced
were widespread after a story appeared in the weeljazinesShukan Shinchthat indicated
that in the past he had connections to the Japanebe(Yakuza and had received illegal
political donations from a company run by a Taiwsan@dividual residing in Japan. Noda
immediately tapped Chief Cabinet Secretary Osamiimkta to hold simultaneously the
position of State Minister for the Abduction Iss@ounting the previous administrations run
by the LDP before the DPJ came to power in 2009nfewa became the sixth chief cabinet
secretary to hold at the same time the positidBtafe Minister for the Abduction Issée.

Just prior to Tanaka’'s resignation a top membeAEVKN stated: “It'll be a farce if
he’s going to quit without doing anything.” Althduign office only three weeks, Tanaka, who
had no experience whatsoever relating to the kigings before becoming Minister of State
for the Abduction Issue, was apparently going trrieabout this matter while on the job.
Tanaka upset members of the victims’ families bilirgathem “bereaved families,” thus
implying that the abductees were dead — somethigigfisantly more than daux pasin
Japan. Disillusioned by the very likely departufeTanaka and the general failure of the
Japanese government to resolve the abduction ifseie/okotas stated: “We have no idea
what to believe anymoreé®

Though there had been no real substantive progmesssolving the abduction issue
since former Prime Minister Koizumi visited Pyonggan May 2004, the Noda government,
facing a likely defeat in the next election and pmespect of the return of the LDP to power,
contacted Pyongyang sometime near March 2012. Tddalgovernment believed that with
Kim Jong Un holding power, perhaps it could be éagian in the past to make progress on
the abduction issue. Beginning in late June uhel ¢nd of August, Tokyo and Pyongyang

87 |gnoring the request by Prime Minister Noda, Mbars and Yuichiro Hata, another cabinet membeiteds
the Yasukuni Shrine. The Yasukuni Shrine in Tokyenmrializes Japan’s military deceased, including a
number of war criminals, and is seen by severah@giountries, including China and both North andtSo
Korea, as a symbol of Japanese imperialism. Sedafian Ministers, in Controversial Move, Visit Yksni
Shrine”,Xinhua 15 August 2012.

8 “Noda Shakes up Cabinet Third Tim&he Japan Times Onlin& October 2012.

8 “Besieged Tanaka Exits over ‘Health Reason3te Japan Times Onlin@4 October 2012; “Scandal-hit
Tanaka Resigns/ Justice Minister Steps Down ovenablons, Gangster Ties'Daily Yomiuri Online 24
October 2012; “Taki Back in Office to Replace Taaals Justice MinisterJiji Press 25 October 2012.

% “North Korean Abductee Families Call Justice Mieiss Possible Resignation a ‘FarceThe Mainichj 20
October 2012.
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held secret and unofficial meetings in Beijing watHittle discussion given to the abduction
issue’ Soon after these secret bilateral talks, TokyoRymhgyang held official discussions.

As we will see below, these official bilateral dissions were short-lived and they
ended very abruptly. But during the time when thdsxussions took place, the Noda
government apparently had asked Pyongyang sometiowend November 2012 to let the
Yokotas travel to DPRK to see their granddaughtem-g§yeong. The Japanese government
denied that any such talks had taken place an¥dketas said that they had not received any
information about a possible trip to PyongyahgStill, ratcheting up government action with
respect to the abduction issue and specificalgngtting to arrange for the ageing Yokotas to
visit Pyongyang to visit their granddaughter cooldy be viewed as an achievement for
Noda and the DPJ.

7. A Ray of Hope — Quickly Dashed

In early August 2012, thus at the same time wheky@and Pyongyang were believed to
have been having secret, off-the record discussioffigials from the Japanese and North
Korean Red Cross organizations had a two-day ngeetiBeijing, which had been called for
by Japan, the first between them in a decade. Theting of Red Cross officials was
specifically intended to deal with the Japanesdiain/ and military personnel who died in
North Korea at the end of World War IlI, with theaj@f having their remains (still, some
21,600 individuals) sent back to Japan. A top @fiof the Japanese Red Cross commented:
“Overall, | think the meeting was a success.” Thees, however, no discussion about the
abduction issue during the meetitig.

About two weeks before the meeting of the Red Cofigsials, Pyongyang indicated its
annoyance with Jin Matsubara, then Minister ofé&tat the Abduction Issue, who had been
repeatedly demanding the return of the abductederebetheir family members die.
Pyongyang labeled Matsubara's statements as ‘galigimotivated fraud,” since the
intention was “to win popularity by portraying titead persons as aliv&"Soon after the
meeting of Red Cross officials, Pyongyang agaieated vitriol at Matsubara and at Chief
Cabinet Secretary Fujimura. Pyongyang maintainatdttiese officials were not genuine with
respect to settling the remains issue, since thapted to include a discussion of the
abductions in the meeting of the Red Cross officiShaid Pyongyang, these Japanese officials
wanted to politicize the remains issue, which wasi@anitarian matter,

Still, the meeting of the Red Cross officials bgoelitical fruit, since Tokyo and
Pyongyang agreed to hold official government tatk8eijing in late August 2012, the first
since discussions were held in Shenyang, Chinaugust 2008. Chief Cabinet Secretary
Fujimura made clear that Tokyo would press Pyongyarinclude the abduction issue in the

L“Govt to Assess N. Korea’s Stance on Abductiofi$ie Daily Yomiuri16 August 2012; “Japan, North Met in
Secret for Months before Beijing Talk§’he Japan Times Onling@ September 2012.

92 “yokota Visit to Pyongyang in Works?The Japan Times Onlind6 November 2012; “Abduction Talks
Give Families Hopefl Meeting with N. Korea Since '08 held 35 Years aft@kota Vanished” The Daily
Yomiuri 16 November 2012.

% «Japan, N. Korea Red Cross to Hof§Talks in 10 yrs in Beijing’Kyodo News Internationa® August 2012;
“North Korean Red Cross Pledges to Work to Repatfifemains of Japanese Wartime Era De@lg Japan
Times Onling11 August 2012.

% “KCNA Commentary Rebukes Japan’s Rhetoric overdadtion Issue™ Korean Central News Agencg5
July 2012.

% “KCNA Commentary Denounces Japan’s Intention tditieize Humanitarian Issue’Korean Central News
Agency 16 August 2012.
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upcoming government talk§ At the same time, Washington appeared to be sgradsignal

to the Noda administration not to lose sight of itmportance of the six-party framework,
which was the disablement of the DPRK’s nuclearpeea and programs. Asked about the
then pending talks between Tokyo and Pyongyang,Sa Btate Department spokesperson
stated that the Obama administration does not @ppmliscussions between Tokyo and
Pyongyang but “we assume that it will — Japan withat its position that we see in the Six-
Party Talks will be the samé&”™

Tokyo and Pyongyang had three days of official tewikl talks in Beijing at the end of
August 2012. These working-level talks focused lba tremains issue,” which had been
requested by the DPRK during the discussions betwiegpanese and North Korean Red
Cross organizations earlier in the month. Thesgalnbilateral talks seemed to improve
Tokyo’s and Pyongyang’'s awareness of each otltersterns. The talks concluded with an
agreement to have additional discussions very smween higher-lever foreign ministry
officials from Japan and the DPRK. Although thetiati intergovernmental talks did not
include any discussion of the abduction issue, {0B&binet Secretary Fujimura insisted that
the kidnappings would be addressed at any futuretingg® However, a DPRK official
involved in these initial working-level discussiopsinted out in Beijing before returning
home that agenda items in future talks “will beaaged through diplomatic channefs.”

Within just a few days after the conclusion of twerking-level talks, Pyongyang
presented its position. A spokesman for the DPREiga Ministry remarked that contrary to
what Japanese political and media sources aregsayhich is that Pyongyang had agreed to
include the abduction matter in future bilaterdkgaand that the North anticipates that it will
reap economic benefits from Japan by dealing withremains issue, “this is a sheer lie.”
Similar to what it had previously said, Pyongyanrtarged that the remains issue is a
humanitarian problem and that Tokyo is using it“its sordid political purpose,” which will
undermine future bilateral discussiofis.In mid September, Pyongyang, exhibited a
discernibly more acrimonious position, stressingt thapan’s strong adherence to the United
States’ hostile DPRK policy, which has caused ickamor about the nuclear, missile and
abduction issues, contravenes the 2002 Pyongyastafagon. Pyongyang maintained that
Tokyo has continued to “concoct fresh informatiani the abduction issue, even though it
has already been resolved. It charged that Japsrise& up government organizations and
conspiratorial bodies handling the *abduction issnevarious places, using them as a lever
for winning the popularity of conservative poliagis.” Pyongyang advised that if Japan was
truly interested in rapprochement with the DPRKntitemust abandoned it hostile policy and
execute the Pyongyang Declarati8hin mid October, Kim Yong Nam, the president of the
DPRK'’s Presidium of the Supreme People’s Assembtlthe second-highest ranking North

% «Japan and North Korea to Hold First Governmenk3an Four Years”The New York Timed4 August
2012,

°7U.S. State Departmeraily Press BriefingWashington, August 14, 2012.

% «Japanese and North Korean Officials Hold Firsik§an Four Years”The New York Time&9 August 2012;
“Japan and North Korea Agree to New TalkEhe New York Time81 August 2012; “North Korea Talks to
Include Abductions, But Discussion Likely to be BraOut”, Asahi Shimbunl September 2012.

% “N. Korean Official Mum on Response to Japan @alDiscuss AbductionsThe Mainichj 1 September
2012.

190 “Egreign Ministry Spokesman Clarifies the DPRK’sa®d on DPRK-Japan Inter-governmental Talks”,
Korean Central News Agency September 2012.

01 «DpRK-Japan Relations Hinge on Japan’s Attitud&N@ Commentary” Korean Central News Agency7
September 2012.
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Korean official, stated: “Before talking about tlabduction issue, Japan must reflect on
criminal acts it committed against Korean Peopfé.”

After some delay by Pyongyang, in mid November 28igher-level talks took place
for two days between foreign ministry officials finoJapan and the DPRK in Ulan Bator,
Mongolia. Leading the Japanese delegation was GkenSugiyama, the director general of
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs’ Asian and OceaniAffairs Bureau; the DPRK'’s top delegate
was Song Il Ho, its official responsible for normalg relations with Japan. Although
Japanese and DPRK officials involved in these talkscribed them as “content-rich”
discussions dealing with “wide-ranging issues,” @tieluction issue was not an agenda item.
However, this was not because Sugiyama did notestghat the abduction issue be placed on
the agenda. At the conclusion of these talks, Tadaid it had made “minimum progress” on
the abduction issue — perhaps because Japan arldPlRK had agreed to continue with
discussions on this matter. Tokyo had not beenofmonistic about making much progress
during these talks, since it was well aware thabri@yang saw the impending national
elections in Japan and the likely return of the LEP power as a being potentially
problematic:®®

Coincidently, the first day of the senior-leveldtdral talks (November 15, 2012) in
Ulan Bator was the 35anniversary of the abduction of Megumi Yokota 871. This created
a sense of tepid optimism for the abductees’ famigmbers, who could not erase from their
memories the failures of the past. “I am devotinglypand soul to activities to rescue my
daughter, dreaming of her joyful return somedagrharked Mrs. Yokota, who also said:
“But the [anniversary] day has come again — the ddyate to remember. | want the
government to seriously work on the issue this finvlr. Yokota commented: “Every year,
I'm saddened to see no progress.” | want the &sgagovernment to resolve the issue as
soon as possible.” Another family member statedie€"Bbduction issue will not be resolved
unless the two governments communicate. We haveéime to waste. We want Kaoru
[Matsuki] and the others back as soon as posstBfe.”

Talk about future discussions on the abductioneiggireed to by Tokyo and Pyongyang
at the November meetings soon became meaninglessthdé end of November, U.S.
intelligence and satellite surveillance pointethéaghtened activity, similar to that which took
place before the North’s failed rocket launch inriR@012, at the DPRK’s Sohae Space
Center in Dongchang-ri, which is located in Northy&nhgan Province in the western part of
the country® The suspense ended on the first day of Decemben Wlyongyang announced
that it would be launching “another working satelli the Kwangmyngsng-3-2 using the
Unha-3 rocket sometime between th& 20d the 2% of the month.

Tokyo responded immediately. On the same day asa@ymg’s announcement, Prime
Minister Noda indicated that Japan would suspendsdevel talks with the DPRK that were
to take place on the™sand & of December in Beijing. Japan’s Minister of DeferBatoshi

1024pyongyang: Settle Past Before Talking of Abduasiy The Japan Times Onlingé4 October 2012.

103 «Talks with N. Korea to Resume Next Weelaily Yomiuri Online 10 November 2012; “Japan Calls for
Abductions to be on Agenda for Talks with N. Kore@lhe Mainichj 16 November 2012; “North Korea Agrees
to Continue Talks on Abductee§’he Japan Times Onliné8 November 2012.

104 «“Aging Parents of Abductee Megumi Yokota in Racgaist Time”, Kyodo News International 13
November 2012; “Abduction Talks Give Families Hdpt¥eeting with N. Korea Since '08 held 35 Years afte
Yokota Vanished”Daily Yomiuri Online 16 November 2012.

195 “North Korea May Be Planning Rocket Test, Satel@perator SaysThe New York Time€7 November
2012,
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Morimoto ordered the country’s military to readyg mmissile defense system to intercept the
DPRK rocket, should any of it infringe on Japantsetory. Then not likely to be in power
too much longer, the Noda government also pointédimat, although Japan did not impose
new sanctions on the DPRK after its failed launchApril 2012, should Pyongyang make
good on its announcement, this time Tokyo wouldsaer doing it:°® Japanese Maritime
forces quickly responded to Morimoto’s order. Jap&tatriot Advanced Capability-3 (PAC-
3) ballistic missile interceptors were transportedOkinawa where they would be ready to
deal with any parts of the DPRK rocket that entaredapanese territory. Washington and
Seoul also began to take steps to deal with thehoexpected launch, authorizing spy
satellites and aircraft to keep a close eye orDiARK’s Sohae Space Center at Dongchang-
ri.’%” All of this heightened military preparedness by sSMagton, Tokyo and Seoul was
reminiscent of the unsuccessful launch that toakein April 2012.

Setting the political tone for its Japanese andits&lorean allies, Washington said: “A
North Korean ‘satellite’ launch would be a highlyopocative act that threatens peace and
security in the region. Any North Korean launchngsballistic missile technology is in direct
violation of UN Security Council Resolutions (UNSE§RL718 and 1874"* Washington,
Tokyo and Seoul also maintained, like they did vtttk rocket launch in April 2012, that
notwithstanding Pyongyang'’s claim ivangmyngsing-3-2being a satellite, it was nothing
less than a disguised attempt to test a long-ramgsile. China, the DPRK’s chief ally, had a
more temperate response to Pyongyang's announceifemtChinese Ministry of Foreign
Affairs stated: “We are concerned about the DPRiKBouncement of its plan to launch a
satellite and noticed the reactions of other parfldne DPRK is entitled to peaceful use of the

outer space which is subject to relevant UN Seg@iiuncil resolutions*®®

On December 10 the first day of the window in the DPRK’s laundhyongyang
announced that scientists had discovered a tedtpriglem and that it would extend the last
day of the launch from the 2Go the 28 of December’® But whether there was indeed a
technical problem or Pyongyang was simply attengptio circumvent the heightened
surveillance initiated by Washington, Tokyo and @eothe DPRK launched the
Kwangmyngsing-3-2on December 2and immediately announced that it had succeeded in
putting a satellite into orbit:*

Again setting the tone for its Japanese and Souwtle&allies, Washington stated that
the DPRK launch, which violated UN Security Counesolutions, was “highly provocative
and a threat to regional security” and that “thereuld be consequencet? However,
Beijing once again responded in a much more medsueg than the U.S. and its allies in

1% «japan to Postpone Bilateral Talks with N. KoreEtie Mainichj 2 December 2012; “Govt Scuttles N. Korea
Talks over Rocket Launch’Paily Yomiuri Online 3 December 2012; “Bilateral Talks with Pyongyang
Postponed over Launch Plan$he Japan Times Onlin8 December 2012.

107 «pAC-3 Interceptors Sent to Okinawa to Intercepttdrean Rocket”The Mainichj 3 December 2012; “S.
Korea, U.S. Step up Military Posture Ahead of Nré&m Rocket LaunchYonhap News Agencg December
2012.

198 y.S. Department of State: “North Korean Announcen Launch”Washington, D.C. (10-22 December
2012), at www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2012/12/2011345.

199 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People’s Repigbbf China: “Foreign Ministry Spokesperson Qin @an
Remarks on the DPRK's Announcement of Satellite nchli Beijing (3 December 2012), at
www.fmprc.gov.cn/eng/xwfw/s2510/2535/t994638.htm

10«DPRK to Extend Satellite Launch PeriodCorean Central News Agency0 December 2012.

MDPRK Succeeds in Satellite Launckorean Central News Agency2 December 2012.

112 'U.S. Department of State: “Daily Press BriefingWashington, D.C. (12 December 2012), at
www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/dpb/2012/12/201930.htm#NORDREA.
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Tokyo and Seoul. Once more noting that the DPRK thadright to use space for peaceful
purposes but that existing resolutions from theu8gcCouncil prohibited this, Beijing said
that it was regrettable that Pyongyang went ahe#dtive launch. With respect to the likely
international response to the DPRK launch, Beigtaged, “China believes that the Security
Council's reaction should be prudent, moderate @mtlucive to maintaining peace and
stability of the Korean Peninsula so as to avoithier escalation of situatiort®

In the final days of the Noda administration, Tsuhshida, Japan’s ambassador to the
United Nations stated more than a week after thehNKorean launch that the Security
Council had not reached an agreement on the nuttesw to deal with the DPRK. Nishida
noted that Washington, Tokyo and Seoul’s positiat wespect to the North’s launch, which
is to impose additional sanctions on the DPRK, camag to that of Beijing, which opposes
the hard-line approach, “are far too divided” foein to “sustain discussions-*

In late December, however, some saw another pessibroach that could lead to
punishing Pyongyang for the launch earlier in thenth. Because South Korea would
become a nonpermanent member of the UN Securityn@loim 2013 for two years, some
believed that Seoul could have an impact in pusthrggbody to take punitive action against
Pyongyang for the rocket launth. At the time this appeared to be closer to wisktinking
than reality, since although Beijing certainly hedncerns about the North’s December
launch, it gave no indication that it was willing pile additional sanctions from the Security
Council on the DPRK.

The DPJ lost badly to the LDP in Japan’s Decemi@dr22elections. Since Abe had
been elected president of the LDP in Septembempdhnty’s electoral victory almost assuredly
meant that he would once again become prime miniNi& at all pleased with his approach
to the DPRK from just a few years earlier, Pyongyardicated that Abe is on “the extreme
right.”

Abe lost no time in establishing his new admintstrals position toward North Korea.
Just two days after becoming prime minister, Albeailate December meeting with the
relatives of the abductees, including the Yokotasd that the Japanese government could
unilaterally impose additional sanctions on the BP& a way to persuade Pyongyang to
discuss the kidnappings and to make progress snigbiie. In the typical exaggerated and
rhetorical style used by many politicians, Abe ttiid family members at the meeting: “I am
determined to resolve the issue. | will be makiffgres every day to deliver results, not just
words.” These comments appeared to reignite somienisg among the family members,
who undoubtedly recalled Abe’s establishment withie government of the Headquarters for
the Abduction Issue in October 2006 when he was@minister and his margd hominem
proclamations from the past about resolving thabfam. A member of AFVKN stated: “We
are filled with expectations that the governmerit priovide a path [to settling the abduction
issue] at an early time next year. | hope the guwent will seek to resolve the issue
regardless of the situation it facé$®

13 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People’s Repighbf China: “Foreign Ministry Spokesperson Hong'se
Regular Press Conference on December 12", BeifiBgdecember 2012), at
www.fmprc.gov.cn/eng/xwfw/s2510/2511/t997918.htm

114«No Viable UN Talks on North SeenThe Japan Times Onling2 December 2012.

15«5 Korea to Join UN Security Council amid Deadloover N.K. Rocket”,Yonhap New Agency29
December 2012.

118«Ape Vows to Resolve AbductionsThe Japan Times Onlin@9 December 2012.
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Abe’s comment about persuading via sanctions N&dhea back into negotiations
notwithstanding, it was Pyongyang that made th& finove to initiate bilateral talks after
they had been abruptly ended by the Noda admitimirabecause of the North’s
announcement that it was preparing to launch disat®uring the second half of December,
Pyongyang requested bilateral discussions to bpgrhaps in February 2013; however, it
specifically stated that the earlier agreement adenwith the Noda administration that the
abduction issue be taken up at future talks beadiled. Seeming nonplused, a senior official
in the Abe administration remarked: “We're not gelke to figure out what Pyongyang means,
and it's still likely the North may repeat provaeatacts, such as an additional missile test
and a nuclear test® How shirking Pyongyang’s offer comported with egigg in daily
efforts to resolve the abduction issue promisedbg to the relatives of the abductees is not
clear, given that this problem can only be settligdomatically though bilateral discussions.

8. Analysis and Prospects

It remains to be seen just how much different Als&sond run at prime minister will be from
his first. But early indications are that he wilkhibit even more of the predilections
associated with the hawkish, nationalist agenda biedore.

Soon after becoming prime minister in December 2082 had plans to visit the
Washington to discuss with President Obama the-Iafan security alliance. Abe has made
no secret that he wants to whitewash Japan’s agjgreassociated with its imperialist past, as
well as strengthen both its military capabilitiesdasecurity alliance with the United States.
Relative to the Noda administration, Abe’s governmdas placed on a fast track
consideration for buying the U.S.-made Global Haat,advanced unmanned surveillance
aircraft, which if purchased — something that Sddtiea has already done and has angered
the NortH*® — will be used for collecting intelligence on Caiand North Kore&™® The Abe
administration has intimated that it is considetting revision of the 1995 Kono Statement in
which Japan officially apologized for its militas/use ofjuugun ianfu(comfort women)
during World War 11,**° a move that will instantly create animus in somsaA countries,
including North and South Korea. The Abe admintgira plans to raise Japan’s military
budget, the first time in more than 10 yeHrs.In fact, in early January, the Abe
administration revealed its plan to spend an aulthdi ¥180.5 billion (approximately $2.1
billion) for fighter planes, missiles and helicogt@ver and above the anticipated increase in
military spending for 201%% The day after he was elected president of the ilD&eptember
2101, with the expectation of becoming Japan’s pexie minister, Abe maintained, “I have
long emphasized the need to exercise the righblieative self-defense in rebuilding the
Japan-U.S. alliancé®® And showing deference to Washington's dominanttjposin the
bilateral alliance, he commented soon after becgmmme minister: “Reviewing the right to
collective self-defense is one of Abe administr@acentral policy aims, and because of that

117«North Asks to Resume Talks in Februaryhe Japan Times Onliné January 2013.

118 «Global Hawk Sale to South Korea Helps in Creatibipbal Surveillance Network'DefenseWorld.net8
January 2013, at
www.defenseworld.net/go/defensenews.jsp?id=79798bb&8%20Hawk%20Sale%20T0%20South%20Korea
%20Helps%20In%20Creating%20Global%20Surveillancelle@ork “U.S. Reckless Hostile Policy towards
DPRK Under Fire”Korean Central News Agency January 2013.

119 “Govt Eyeing Purchase of U.S. Spy Drones/GlobaWkiwould Cover China, N. KoreaDaily Yomiuri
Onling, 1 January 2013.

120«3apan Hints It May Revise an Apology on Sex S&v&he New York Time&7 December 2012.

12L«5DF Spending Targeted to Rise in Fiscal Year 20TBe Japan Times Onlin@ January 2013.

1224¢180.5 in Extra Defense Outlays Eye@he Japan Times Onlingé0 January 2013.

1Z3«pApe Eyes Lifting Ban on Collective Self-defens@sahi Shimbun27 September 2012.
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| want to discuss it with President Obani&''Specifically, what Abe plans to do is to revise
the U.S.-Japan Guidelines for Defense Cooperatitich was last updated in the 1997,
and to change the Japanese government’s inteiipretdtthe constitution to permit collective
defensé?® Since collective defense — participation in wativities with an ally (the United
States) — is currently interpreted as a violatibrthe Japanese constitution, changing this
would be still another step along the path of mgkiapan dutsu kokka(normal country),
i.e., a nation with a strong and constitutionallyfaitered military**’ Article 9 of Japan’s
constitution prohibits “the threat or use of fol@e means of settling international disputes”
and the possession of “war potential.” Unable tase Article 9 during his first one-year stint
as prime minister, Abe, like other conservative k&wvould like to succeed this time in
revising this war-renouncing constitutional claugde, specifically, wants Japan’s Self
Defense Forces as stipulated in Article 9 changed tnational defense military*® Given
Japan’s past behavior of military aggression, &lthas, which Washington has generally
endorsed, has not only disturbed Pyongyang anéhB&ij but Seoul as weff*

The Obama administration objected to former New ig@xgovernor Bill Richardson
and Google boss Eric Schmidt’s trip to North Konmeaarly January 2013, maintaining that
their traveling to the DPRK, which had only the rtfobefore launched a rocket in violation
of UN Security Council resolutions, would send theong signal to Pyongyang. The U.S.
State Department’s spokesperson made clear thaaRigon and Schmidt “are traveling in an
unofficial capacity. They are not going to be acpamed by U.S. officials. They are not
carrying any messages from us. Frankly, we donftktthe timing of this is particularly
helpful.”*! Because Washington had not yet succeeded in géttinUN Security Council to
agree on the “consequences” it had promised to sepo the DPRK for its December rocket
launch, it is certainly plausible that the Abe adistration appeared to be perplexed when
Pyongyang offered to restart Japan-DPRK talks. g then unable to get the Security
Council to move on Pyongyang because of its rolzketich, Washington, with support from
Tokyo and Seoul, was still trying in early 2013 vé&h the value to the Abe government of
both strengthening Japan’s military and its seguatliance with the United States,
responding positively to Pyongyang’'s offer for néiateral talks without coordinating its
actions with Washington would likely have angerbd Dbama administration, somewhat
similar to the way Richardson and Schmidt’s trig.dihus, the Japanese abduction issue was
put on hold. In mid February 2013, immediately mftee DPRK conducted its third
underground nuclear test (see below), Megumi’'s ero8akie Yokota, showing her mistrust

124«phe: “'ll Discuss Right to Collective Self-defee with Obama”Asahi Shimbunl4 January 2013.

12 DiFilippo, “The Challenges of the U.S.-Japan Milit Arrangement”, op. cit, esp. pp. 33-36.

1264Govt Seeking Expansion of SDF Rol@aily Yomiuri Online 17 January 2013.

127 DiFilippo, “US-Japan-North Korea Security Relasori’, op. cit, Chapter 3; Hughes, Christopher: “Japan’s
Military Modernisation: A Quit Japan-China Arms Raand Global Power ProjectionAsia-Pacific Review,
vol. 16, no.1 (2009), pp. 84-99.

128 “Ahe Seeks Partners to Pave Way for Constituti®elision”, International Herald Tribung18 December
2012; “Abe Pushes Constitutional Reform, “NatioDafense Military’ in Diet”,TheMainichi, 2 February 2013.
For Pyongyang’'s reaction, see: “Japan’s Moves falitdvization, Overseas Expansion AssailedKorean
Central News Agenc¢yY0 February 2013.

129 «japan Accused of Working Hard to Realize ‘Gredfast Asia Co-prosperity SphereKorean Central
News Agencyl5 January 2013; “Abe is Taking Japan Down a [Bemgs Path”China Daily.com 17 January
2013, at www.chinadaily.com.cn/opinion/2013-01/bhtent 16132153.htm

1304y S. Keeps Strategic Hush on Japan’s Military Atioins”, Yonhap News Agency6 January 2013.

131 U.S. Department of State: “Daily Press Briefing/ashington, D.C. (3 January 2013), at
www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/dpb/2013/01/202480.htm
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of the Japanese government, remarked “I wonder Japan did not respond when North
Korea suggested resuming government-to-governratks at the end of last year?

In mid January 2013, new Japanese Foreign MiniBtanio Kishida traveled to
Washington and met with Secretary of State Clintwhp remarked: “On North Korea we
shared our joint commitment to strong action in e Security Council” because of its
December launch. Kishida too was forthright on thatter: “On North Korea, we confirmed
that close collaboration be continued between Japdrthe United States, as well as between
Japan, United States, and South Korea. Specificgallgrring to the missile launch last
December, we agreed to continue with our close e@djpn so that the United Nations
Security Council takes effective measures as efipedly as possible**® Supported by
Tokyo and Seoul, Washington’s tenacity finally paid. In late January, the UN Security
Council passed Resolution 2087, which condemned®RK for its December launch and
imposed sanctions beyond those that had been @étosince 2006 for its missile and
nuclear test$®* Rejecting the resolution, which it said Washingtoitiated and Seoul
fabricated, Pyongyang immediately promised to laumore satellites and long-range rockets
and conduct another “nuclear test of higher 1&%2l.

It is worth pointing to the possibility that Japamy not necessarily place a high
premium on rapprochement with North Korea and eesplving the abduction issue, despite
the ongoing political rhetoric to the contrary.dgjrit can be plausibly argued that the DPRK
and China, which is currently involved in a heatkspute with Tokyo over possession of
islands (Senkaku, Japanese and Diaoyu, Chinegbgiitast China Sea, have been used by
Japanese politicians to push Japan along the péatcoming dutsu kokkaAs we will see in
more detail below, the abduction issue is primaailgecurity issue in Japan. Second, some
North Korean supporters in Japan maintain that daigims that all of the abductees are still
alive in North Korea today because the Japanesergment does not want to provide
compensation to the DPRK for its past colonizatdiKorea*® something that if true could
more easily reflect the sentiments of the hawkistl mationalist-inspired Abe government.
Rapprochement with the DPRK would cost Japan plesdgy and Tokyo is well aware of
this. When Japan normalized relations with Soutineld in 1965, it provided Seoul with a
package amounting to $800 million — $300 milliongirant aid, $300 million in credits from
Japanese financial institutions and $200 in govemtniong-term, low-interest loan¥. To
get Pyongyang to agree today, any reparations divédorth Korea today would need to be
considerably higher than the amount provided neaittalf century ago to the South. Add to
this Japan’s struggling economy and the predisposiof nationalists to minimize past
imperial aggression and what plausibly emerges Ja@anese position that gives more lip
service than substance to rapprochement and ragdive abduction issue.

Japanese politicians have long politicized the abdn issue, typically crafting it for
public consumption as an unresolved humanitarisneicaused by terrorist acts perpetrated

132«Kin Fear N. Korea Nuclear Test Could Push Backiédtion Resolution”The Mainichj 13 February 2013.
133 U.S. Department of State: “Remarks with Foreigmister Fumio Kishida after Their Meeting”, Washiogt
D.C. (18 January 2013), at www.state.gov/secreatar2013/01/203050.htm

13 United Nations Security Council: “Resolution 2087"New York (22 January 2013) at
www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=S/RESZ282013%29&referer=http://www.un.org/en/sc/docu
ments/resolutions/2013.shtml&l ang=E

135 “DPRK NDC [National Defense Commission] Vows toumeh All-out Action to Defend Sovereignty of
Country”, Korean Central News Agencg4 January 2013; “S. Korean Authorities Accusééabricating UN
‘Resolution’ with Foreign ForcesKorean Central News Agenc®5 January 2013.

136 Author interview with senior official of Chongrypmternational Affairs Bureau, Tokyo (18 July 2012

137 Manyin, op. cit.

166




E UNISCI Discussion Papers, N° 32 (Mayo / May 2013) | SSN 1696-2206

by the DPRK. The Abe administration’s recent gamiih respect to the politicization of the

abduction issue came early in 2013 when it annaliticat in February it would present a
resolution to the UN Human Rights Council requeastime establishment of an expert group
to investigate the Japanese kidnappings by the D&RKsome of the North’s other human
rights violations. Appearing only to demonstratelitmal bark for Japanese public

consumption rather than bite, the Abe administraticas well aware that even if the UN

Human Rights Council adopted such a resolution, etkggert group would have no legal

authority to enforce it*®

Since 2002, when Kim Jong Il revealed the Northigpability, Japanese politicians
have frequently remarked that there can be no Haratian of relations between Japan and
the DPRK until there is a resolution to the abdurcissue. Shirz Abe helped play a big part
in establishing this national criterion. During @ipy speech he delivered just three days after
becoming prime minister for the first time in Sepher 2006, Abe announced his intention to
create the Headquarters for the Abduction Issue eerdarked: “There can be no
normalization of relations between Japan and Né&iea unless the abduction issue is
resolved.™® Thus, a statement still appearing on the webditth® Headquarters for the
Abduction Issues states: “The abduction of Japaniizens is a matter of grave concern that
affects the national sovereignty of Japan andities land safety of the Japanese people. Until
this issue is resolved, there can be no normatizatif relations with North Kored®
Moreover, Tokyo has often used Washington as adngrboard for the abduction issue.
During Foreign Minister Kishida's visit to Washimgt in January 2013, he remarked to
Secretary of State Clinton how important the ahidacis to the Abe administration and
requested ongoing support and assistance fromitedJStates. Clinton told Kishida that the
United States “would continue to support Japarferesf to return Japanese citizens who have
been abducted by the DPRK®

While the abduction issue does represent a hunm@mitproblem, it is inextricably tied
to security in Japan, specifically the DPRK missited nuclear issues. Washington, as the
dominant player in the U.S.-Japan security alliatas insisted on the nuclear disarmament
of the DPRK, as well as an end to its long-rangssita testing. Although Japan has shared
these objectives, Tokyo has yet to stray too famfiWashington’s leadership to resolve the
abduction issue independent of the missile andeauncproblems. This is because the
denuclearization of the DPRK, which Washington esthates for Tokyo and for Seoul as
well, trumps everything, including the abductiosus when it comes to security in East Asia.
From the first meeting of the six-party talks in gust 2003, Tokyo has stressed that the
resolution of the abduction issue is a prerequisiteormalized Japan-DPRK relatiot$ But
apart from working to bring up the kidnappings la¢ six-party talks, it is clear that even
before the beginning of these multilateral disaussi Tokyo tied the resolution of the
abduction issue to security matters. Indeed, ativelg recent statement from the
Headquarters for the Abduction Issue indisputabbBkes this connection. The statement
reads: “As set down in the Japan-DPRK Pyongyanddbation [September 2002], we wish
to reach a comprehensive resolution of outstan@dsges of concern, including the abduction

138«Tokyo to Turn up Heat on North at UNThe Japan Times Onlind February 2013.

1% prime Minister and His Cabinet: “Policy SpeechRiyme Minister Shinzo Abe to the 1B%ession of the
Diet”, Tokyo (29 September 2006), at www.kanteijgfforeign/abespeech/2006/09/29speech_e.html

190 5ee “Abduction of Japanese Citizens by North Kor&aop. cit

141 U.S. Department of State: “Remarks with Foreigmilter Fumio Kishida after Their Meeting”, Washiogt
D.C. (18 January 2013).

142 MOFA: “Japan-North Korea Relations”, Tokyo (May (), at www.mofa.go.jp/region/asia-
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issue and North Korea’s nuclear and missile programsettle the unfortunate past between
us, and to move to normalize diplomatic relatioi®ward that end, it is absolutely
indispensable to resolve the abduction isstie.”

Insisting that they are still alive in North Korea position also taken by Washington,
Tokyo has not reasonably answered the questiorhgfRyongyang would want to keep the
abductees today. During the Cold War, Japanesectstl had value to the DPRK’s
intelligence agencies. Today, they do not. To symphintain, as does Tokyo and private
groups in Japan, that the abductees have informatiout the DPRK that Pyongyang does
not want to reveal to the outside world is somewdfad political stretch. Would not the
abductees and their family members that were ptthib return to Japan have some state
secrets as well? Would Pyongyang — or any goverhfioerthat matter — reveal high-level
state secrets to foreign abductees?

Ironically, Tokyo has never articulated a specifietailed explanation of how the
abduction issue can be satisfactorily resolved.s Thiggests that history and ideological
disparity have created serious roadblocks to tle®luéon of the abduction issue. For
example, Tokyo has complained that the recordfPRBK furnished to Japan about the so-
called deaths of the abductees is inconsistentiandnvincing. Presented with the possibility
that record-keeping in the DPRK may not be the sasi¢ is in Japan, a senior official in the
Japanese Ministry of Foreign Affairs remarked tifwere some other country Japan could
accept poor-recording keeping, but not with Nortréa’**

That the abduction issue remains unresolved isaiodyt not only Tokyo’s fault.
Because North Korean agents perpetrated the kidmggpdespite whether or not they
received Pyongyang’s imprimatur, DPRK officials dde work much harder to resolve the
abduction issue. Whether or not it is true thatrgmaining victims who have not yet been
accounted for are dead or never entered the DPRRyangyang maintains, it is simply not
sufficient to state this while insisting that thiedaction issue was resolved sometime ago
when former Prime Minister Koizumi visited the Nart

If Pyongyang has nothing to hide, then it needdeimonstrate to Tokyo and the global
community complete openness and willingness to igeoall there is to know about the
abductees. Tokyo has repeatedly sought a reinedisiigof the abduction issue. It could do
no harm for Pyongyang to invite a Japanese teamméoDPRK to carry out a thorough
investigation of the abduction issue with full ceogtion and assistance from the North.

Just a Tokyo has politicized the abduction issudogohas Pyongyang. As we saw
above, in June and especially in August 2008, whew finalized their agreement, Japanese
and DPRK officials held bilateral talks. Pyongyaagreed to reinvestigate the abduction
issue, for which Tokyo promised that it would Bbme of the sanctions it had then recently
imposed on the DPRK. Recall also that after FuKetteoffice at the end of September 2008
and the nationalist TarAso became Japan’s new prime minister his administiaguickly
announced that it would extend for another six msrhe sanctions that Japan had imposed
on the DPRK for its missile and nuclear testingwidger, the A8 government did state that

143 Government of Japan, Headquarters for the Abdudssue: “Toward a Solution to the Abduction Issue:
Directions Given at the Fourth Meeting of the Haaalters for the Abduction Issue”, (29 November 2010

144 author interview with senior official in Japan’siMstry of Foreign Affairs, Northeast Asia Divisipfiokyo,

20 July 2012.
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Japan would honor the bilateral agreement anddifbe of the sanctions it had imposed on
the DPRK as soon as Pyongyang began a reinvestigaftthe abduction issué&’

Because of the Asgovernment’s decision to extend sanctions, Pyongyamgrily
complained that Tokyo had once again linked theuetion issue to the six-party talks.
Pyongyang also intimated that Japan’s refusal twige the DPRK the energy assistance,
which the joint statement produced by the six-ptatls held in February 2007 had stipulated
as obligatory for all of the other participantsteat the nuclear matter could be resolved, was
consistent with Tokyo’s undermining of the bilaleagreement reached in Augdét.instead
of abandoning it, Pyongyang could have moved forwaith the reinvestigation of the
abduction issue. Had Pyongyang proceeded witheineestigation, particularly with sincere
enthusiasm, this would have put thedAmvernment in the position where it either hadfto |
some of the sanctions Japan had imposed on the OiPR&Ce the charge of unequivocally
reneging on the bilateral agreement reached in 8g008. By reacting hastily to the #As
government’s announcement to extend the sanctieggne on the DPRK, Pyongyang
effectively jettisoned the reinvestigation of tHedaction issue and therefore provided Tokyo
with the justification for not lifting some sanatis.

In late 2012, Pyongyang expressed an interestimvestigating the abduction issue.
However, as we have seen, the DPRK'’s rocket teBteicember put a quick end to Japan-
North Korea discussions. And Pyongyang’s unwise raegiited decision to conduct a third
underground nuclear test in February 2013 becausarited to demonstrate its disapproval
of the Washington-led UN Security Council resolatganctioning it for its December 2013
satellite launch, put the prospect of Japan-Nortineld talks in political limbo, certainly for
the near term. Prime Minister Abe and Presidentn@baxpressed the same view of further
sanctioning the DPRK because of its third nucleat't’ That Abe called on the Security
Council to respond quickly to the DPRK'’s third nest test and promised to extend Japan’s
sanctions against North Korea, while urging “it take concrete action towards
comprehensively resolving outstanding issues oteon including the abductions, nuclear
and missile programs® offers little optimism for resolving the abductigssue anytime
soon.

Indeed, the family members of the abductees aréainbr cognizant of thid?*
Expressing concern that the North’s third nuclesst twould further defer bilateral talks
between Tokyo and Pyongyang, Shigeru Yokota, Megufather, commented: “I wish the
[Japanese] government would conduct negotiationd®mbduction issue separately from the
issue of the nuclear test® However, even in the unlikely event that Japan-RR&ks do
take place relatively soon, Tokyo has long tied #feluction issue to the North Korean
nuclear and missile problems and both of theseordy be resolved by approbation from

15 DiFilippo, “US-Japan-North Korea Security Relasdop. cit, p.182.

146 “)K CNA Slams Japan’s Dishonest Stance towards Is§ueulfillment of Its Commitment”’Korean Central
News Agency22 October 2008.

147«pbe, Obama Share Stance on N. Korea/2 Leadets Baegh UNSC ResolutionDaily Yomiuri Online 15
February 2013.

148 Prime Minister of Japan and His Cabinet: “Statenignthe Prime Minister of Japan (on the NucleastTey
North Korea)”, Tokyo, 12 February 2013, at
www.kantei.go.jp/foreign/96_abe/decisions/2013/G2afement_e.htmlFor Pyongyang’s reaction to Japanese
sanctions stemming from the DPRK’s launch in Deceni#®13, see: “KCNA Denounces Japan for Tightening
Sanctions on Koreanskorean Central News Agency/7 February 2013.

149«pahductees’ Kin Angry After N-test’Daily Yomiuri Online 13 February 2013; “Kin Fear N. Korea Nuclear
Test Could Push Back Abduction Issue Resolutidie Mainichj 13 February 2013.

130«Apductees’ Kin Worry N-test May Delay TalksDaily Yomiuri Online 14 February 2013.
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Washington. This ultimately makes the settlemernthefabduction issue contingent upon the
resolution of the nuclear and missile problems.tThbath Tokyo and Pyongyang have
politicized the abduction issue is just part — #lbebig one — of the reason why it remains
unresolved. For Pyongyang, the abduction issuesp@lecomparison to the outstanding
historical matters that stem from Japan’s colomrabf the Korean Peninsula. However,
Pyongyang’s failure to work to disentangle the altidm issue from Japan’s perceived
security interests in East Asia have served toerkate its politicization.

Considerably lessonguninspired bravado from Pyongyang would help essabhn
opening for ameliorating the security environmemtNortheast Asia and thus plant the
political seeds for improving North Korea-Japaratieins. Pyongyang’s decision to perform a
third nuclear test specifically “to express thegaug resentment of the army and people of the
DPRK at the U.S. brigandish hostile act” (i.e.,dieg the way in punishing the North for its
December satellite launch via UN Security Coun@k8lution 2087) is not a pragmatic way
to conduct foreign policy>* That China, the DPRK’s closest ally, has been liimgito veto
UN Security Council resolutions sanctioning the thaince 2006 does indicate that Beijing’'s
tolerance of Pyongyang®ngundecisions has been running thin. Responding tOPRK’s
third nuclear test, Beijing stated: “The Chinesev&ament is firmly opposed to this act.”
What is more, after summoning the DPRK’s Ambassaddeijing Ji Jae Ryong, Chinese
Foreign minister Yang Jiectald him that China was “strongly dissatisfiedwiand “firmly
opposed to” Pyongyang’s decisions to conduct itsl thuclear test:>?

Pyongyang has long wanted a permanent peace teeayd the Korean War. Much
more consistent emphasis on the need to estabfishee treaty® and much less willingness
to demonstratesongun particularly by relying on nuclear testing, coulissipate some
regional tension and create a foundation for aluéiso to outstanding problems, including
the abduction issue.

151 «Spokesman for DPRK Foreign Ministry Urges U.S.Ghboose between Two OptionKprean Central
News Agencyl? February 2013.

152 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People’s Repigbbf China: “Statement of the Ministry of Foreigffairs

of the People’s Republic of China”, Beijing, 12 Fedry 2013, at
www.fmprc.gov.cn/eng/zxxx/t1013361.shtmlQ13China ‘Firmly’ Opposes DPRK’'s Nuclear Test; Yang
Summons AmbassadoiXjnhua 12 February 2013.

133 For the specifics of a “conditional peace treatftat would fairly address both Washington's and
Pyongyang’s concerns and that could become a pemhatcord, see Anthony DiFilippo, “North Korea's
Denuclearization and a Peace Trealyorth Korean Revieywol. 7, no. 1 (Spring 2011), pp. 7-20.

170




