E UNISCI Discussion Papers, N° 32 (Mayo / May 2013) ISSN 1696-2206
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Abstract:
Due to the territorial dispute created at the end of World War Il, Japan and the Soviet Union/Russia have been in opposition
and have yet to conclude a peace treaty. The territorial negotiations between Japan and Russia which resumed with the
conclusion of the Cold War have continued for more than twenty years. However, there is no resolution in sight. Japan has
been demanding the return of the Northern Territories (Southern Kuril Islands, according to their Russian definition), which
are under Russian administration. Why is it that Japan and Russia cannot compromise over the issue of the ownership of
these small islands? The purpose of this article is to demonstrate where the difficulties are in resolving this problem from a
border region perspective. First, the article will trace the origins of, and shifts in, the territorial dispute, and next, examine
the standpoints of the indigenous peoples and Japanese who formerly inhabited the Kurile Islands, as well as the Russiang
who presently reside there. Also, it will investigate the situation in Nemuro, Hokkaido, which practically lies in the Russo-
Japanese border region. As the resolution of the territorial dispute is drawn out, a “territorial myth” is established in which
both sides, Japanese and Russian, state that the Northern Territories (Southern Kurile Islands) is rightfully their territory,
making resolution all the more difficult.

Keywords: the Northern Territories, Southern Kurile IslanBlerder Region, Russo-Japanese Territorial
Dispute, Territorial Myth.

Resumen:

Debido a la disputa territorial creada a partir déihal de la II* Guerra Mundial, Jap6n y la Unién Soviética llevan
manteniendo posturas opuestas y tienen desde entonces como consecuencia, pendiente la firma de un tratado de paz. L3
negociaciones territoriales entre Japdn y Rusia que se reanudaron con el fin de la Guerra Fria se llevan manteniendo desde
hace mas de veinte afios. Sin embargo, no hay resolucion a la vista. Japén persiste en su peticion de que le sean devueltg
los conocidos como Territorios del Norte (Islas Kuriles del Sur, segun su definicion rusa) y que efectivamente se mantienen
bajo administracion rusa. ¢ Cudl es la razén por la que Japén y Rusia son incapaces de alcanzar acuerdo alguno sobre la
posesion de estas pequefias islas? El propdsito de este articulo es el de demostrar donde se sitdan los obstaculos que S
interponen en la resolucién de esta disputa desde la perspectiva de una region fronteriza. En primer lugar, este articulo
reastrea los origenes y vicisitudes de la disputa y a continuacion, examina las posturas de los pueblos indigenas y japoneses
gue anteriormente habitaban las Islas Kuriles, asi como de la poblacion rusa que actualmente reside en ellas. Se va a
examinar igualmente la situacion en Nemuro, Hokkaido, que se encuentra cerca de la frontera Rusia-Japon. Al haberse
hecho esperar tanto la resolucion de la disputa territorial, se han acabado estableciendo "mitos territoriales" a ambos
lados de la frontera, reforzandose con ello las respectivas narrativas, lo cual hace que la resolucién de la disputa se vuelva
aun mas dificil.

Palabras claveTerritorios del Norte, Islas Kuriles del Sur, regifmonteriza, disputa territorial ruso-japonesa,
mito territorial.
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1. Introduction

In the summer of 2012, Japan’s foreign policy was ynder pressure by the simultaneous
escalation of three territorial disputes. In JRyssian Prime Minister Dmitry Medvedev paid
a visit to the ‘Northern Territories’ (Southern Karlslands) and in August, South Korean
President Lee Myung-bak visited Tokdo (Takeshimid)e purpose of both visits was to
underlie the Russian and Korean possession oegpective territories. Since both territories
are considered by Japan as its own territory, fs#svhad a negative impact on Japan’s
relations with the two countries. In September,n@ahand Taiwan fiercely reacted to Japan’s
nationalization of the Senkaku Islands (Dyaoyutai)ynainland China, anti-Japanese protests
became violent and in a number of cases involvddclg and pillaging of Japanese
businesses.

All three of the territorial disputes involve smisllands located on the remote fringes of
Japan. However, there are some important diffeserietween the Northern Territories
dispute and the other two. Firstly, while Takeshiamd the Senkakus are mostly uninhaBited
the Northern Territories have had permanent ressdien a significant time. Today, there are
approximately 17,000 Russian citizens permaneiilyd on the island&.Secondly, unlike
Takeshima and the Senkakus, there are numeroug pldduments related to the Northern
Territories. These include historical Japanese Radgsian documents related to the Kurile
Island chain, various bilateral conventions andeptimternational agreements. The third
difference is that while in the case of Takeshima #he Senkakus, the positions of the
Japanese on one side and the Korean, Chinese aman€ae on the other, exist in direct
opposition to each other, however in the case ef Northern Territories, the Russian
government admits the existence of a dispute amtintes to negotiate with the Japanese
government. After the visit of Medvedev to KunasRussian President Vladimir Putin met
with the Japanese Prime Minister Yoshihiko Nod&aptember 2012 in Vladivostok and both
reachedél an agreement that negotiations aimed dingna solution to the dispute would
continué.

Arguably, the most logical solution to the North@etritories dispute would be a high-
level political agreement that would consider thwenlan rights of the current residents of the
disputed territory and reflect the various intelorl legal agreements relevant to the dispute.
However, so far both states have failed to finduually acceptable solution. The purpose of
this paper is to analyze the continuing difficudtief the Japan-Russia territorial dispute from
a ‘border region’ perspective.

The ‘Northern Territories’ that Japan demands tadiarned by Russia consist of the
islands of Iturup, Kunashir, Shikotan and Habomahgelago, located at the Southern part
of the Kurile chain. The overall territory claimeég Japan is about 5000 sg. km. Habomai is
actually an archipelago but for the sake of cornmece is considered as one island. Thus,
combined the islands are called in Japan as ther ‘Northern Islands’. The Kurile chain
consists of thirty islands of various sizes and erous rocks that stretch over 1200

“To be more precise, since 1991 there are two @ethtorean fishermen residing on Takeshima. On the
Senkakus, some Japanese fishermen resided froemthef 19" century till the end of WWII. At its peak, the
population has reached 200 residents.

*According to the Russian Federal Statistics Ageasyof January®12012, the population of the islands is 16,
969: TOCKOMCTAT POCCHMU: "UncneHHOCTh HAcENEHUS] POCCHICKOW (enepanuy no ropojam, padbodum
nocenkam U paiionam Ha 1 sasaps 2012r." (2012).

“Japan-Russia Summit Meeting on the Occasion of @REaders’ Meeting in Vladivostok (Overview)", 8
September 2012, at http://www.mofa.go.jp/annoufme/2012/09/0908-03.html
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kilometers from the southern tip of the Kamchatkaipsula to the eastern part of Hokkaido.
Waters adjacent to the islands are abundant indrgh in terms of marine resources are
considered to be one of world’s richest areas.&arcient times, the Kurile archipelago was
known in Japan as the Chishima archipelago. HowekerJapanese official position in the
dispute states that the ‘Northern Territories’ ao¢ part of Chishima but Japan’s ‘inherent
territory’ that has never been part of another tguiContrastingly, in Russia, these islands
are referred to as the ‘Southern Kuriles'. In théper | will use both ‘Southern Kuriles’ and

‘Northern Territories’ interchangeably to referth® disputed islands.

This paper will proceed as follows. First, it waetkamine the historical shifts in Japan-
Russia border, the history of the territorial digpand the ways past and present residents of
the Kurile islands have related to this disputewilt continue to analyze the situation of
Nemuro, a town located at the eastern tip of Hakiaacross the strait from South Kuriles, in
an area which can is basically a border region.terAbutlining Japanese and Russian
governmental attitudes towards the disputed aheapaper will conclude by sketching some
possible future developments in the territoriapdi®.

2. The Shifting Border between Russia and Japan
2.1. Conditions in Northern Japan prior to the Territorial Dispute

Russian people first crossed Siberia and arrivatiérKurile Island chain at the beginning of
the 18" century. From there they proceeded southward albeghain, collecting from the
local indigenous people valuable sea otter fura fsm of taxation. As the administrator of a
vast region stretching from Siberia to North Amarand seeking furs and mineral resources,
Russian interest in Japan as a potential tradingngraand supplier of provisions and
commodities increased greatly. Though the actwité Japanese people in the area at that
time were limited to small scale fishing operatioms1800 the Edo Shogunate, spooked by
Russia’s southward advance, set about establismngdministrative office on the island of
lturup.

Concluded in 1855 between Russia and Japan, tlayToé Shimoda determined that
“the boundaries between Russia and Japan will patsgeen the islands Iturup and Urup...
The island Karafuto (Sakhalin), will remain unpéotied between Russia and Japan”.
Twenty years later, in 1875, the two countries tahed the Treaty of St. Petersburg,
changing their national boundaries. Sakhalin candeuRussian control while all remaining
Kurile Islands north of Urup were handed over tpaia giving Japan ownership of the entire
Kurile chain. The border was changed yet againhardhirty years later in 1905, when in the
Treaty of Portsmouth Russia ceded Sakhalin’s sonthaf to Japan.

Prior to Russian and Japanese expansion into #as aorth of Japan, local indigenous
people maintained a primitive way of life throughhing and hunting. The northern Kurile
Islands were inhabited by the Chishima Ainu peeyide the southern islands were inhabited
by Hokkaido Ainu, each conducting exchanges witn dther. However, the drawing up of
borders by Russia and Japan across the archipdiaigied their territories, forcing them to
choose between Russian and Japanese nationalitdaado forced migration and policies of

°Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Fedeoatiand Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan (1992):
"Sovmestny isbornik dokumentov po istorii terrimhogo razmezhevaniya mezhdu Rossieii i Yaponiei "
Moscow, Tokyo, p. 9.
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assimilation, these people gradually declified.

Once the Kuriles and the southern half of Sakhdetame Japanese territory,
indigenous populations were displaced by Japandse came to live there. The Southern
Kuriles developed as part of a fishery based ardéecshuro on Hokkaido and at the end of
WWII contained a population of around 17,000 pedpl@e central Kurile Islands remained
unpopulated, while the northern islands, thoughirgadew established residents, became a
base for fishing operations in the northern Pa@hd saw up to 18,000 fishermen visit from
the Japanese mainland during the fishing sei€mthe southern half of Sakhalin, fisheries,
agriculture and paper manufacturing industries eapd and its population grew to more than
400,000 peoplé.

Ever since the Russo-Japanese War, Japan and fhes$saviet Union have clashed
repeatedly. Upon the breakout of revolution in Rais§apan sent its army into Siberia,
occupying the northern part of Sakhalin and plad¢hwg entire island under its control from
1920-25. In 1925, Japan and the Soviet Union st diplomatic relations by signing a
Convention of Basic Principles. Nevertheless, oiice de facto Japanese colony of
Manchukuo was established in north-eastern Chinitang clashes between Japanese and
Soviet armies occurred repeatedly along the SdWatehukuo border.

In December 1941 the Japanese combined fleet sétomn Iturup and attacked Pearl
Harbour in Hawaii, entering into total war agairise Allied Powers. Although military
personnel were stationed along the Kurile chaie, ifthands remained quiet and had little
experience of supply shortages or of any militaryston. As Japan and the Soviet Union had
concluded a five-year Neutrality Pact in April 1944e Japanese people did not conceive of
war with the Soviets. Moreover, when Japan’s ddfeaame all but certain in July 1945, the
Japanese government had appealed to the Sovieh thhict as intermediary for a cease-fire
with the United States.

2.2. Origins and Evolution of the Territorial Dispute

The seeds of the Russo-Japanese territorial disgariebe found in the Yalta Agreement
signed behind closed doors in February 1945 betweeinited States, the United Kingdom
and the Soviet Union. The US, which at that timd et to successfully develop the nuclear
bomb, hoped for the Soviet Union to open a fronairgt Japan in the Far East. As
compensation, Stalin sought the transfer of Jagateestory. In contradiction of the principle
of non-expansion, the Yalta Agreement establishat“The southern part of Sakhalin as well
as all islands adjacent to it shall be returneithéoSoviet Union.... The Kurile Islands shall be
handed over to the Soviet Uniol"This agreement was made public in February 1946 a
year after it was brokered.

®In 1884, ninety-seven Chishima Ainu were forcefutjocated by the Japanese government from théerort
Kuriles to Shikotan Island and, unable to adapth® new environment, these people died out; segcZa
Malgorzata (2009)Chishima Ainu no kisekiTokyo, Sofukan; Kosaka, Yosuke (199Rubo, Nichiro ni
owareta Kita-chishima ainuapporo, Hokkaido Shimbunsha.

" The population of the Southern Kuriles as of 15ést, 1945 was 17,291 people: Ministry of Foreidfaits
of Japan (2012)Warera no Hopporyodo 201Tpkyo, p.9.

8 Hokkaido government (1957¢hishima chosash&apporo, Hokkaido Government, p.23.

® The population of the southern half of Sakhaliroh81 December, 1944 was 417, 976 people. Additign
Japanese army personnel and Koreans conscriptedh@tJapanese army were also based there: Wakatsuk
Yasuo (1995)Sengo hikiage no kirok@,okyo, Jijitsushinsha, p.99.

19 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Fedévatand Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japaop.cit.,p.21.
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In August 1945 the Soviet Union broke the stillaetneutrality pact and declared war
against Japan, invading north-eastern China andKtrean Peninsula. The Soviet Union
commenced its attack on 9 August, the same dayhachvan atomic bomb was dropped on
the city of Nagasaki, following in the wake of thaclear attack on Hiroshima. On the 14
August Japan accepted the Potsdam Declaration améndered, however the Soviet
offensive continued and both southern Sakhalin thedKurile chain were occupi€d.The
occupation of the Southern Kuriles was completesb$eptember, after Japan has already
signed the instrument of surrender to the Allies2o&eptember. Around 20,000 Japanese
officerslzand men on the Southern Kuriles becameopars, and most were interned in
Siberia.

Thus Sakhalin and the Kurile chain fell to Soviehirol and a de-facto border known
as the ‘middle line’ was drawn between these igaanttd Hokkaido. From April 1946, Soviet
border patrols began seizing Japanese fishing isesaeght crossing this line. This practice
has continued until the present dayin February 1946, the Regiofoblast’) of South
Sakhalin was officially established in the occupteditory. This was expanded in January
1947 to include the north Sakhalin, together nownfag the territory of Sakhalin Region
(oblast), and all place names were changed to Russian snalhahe end of WWII most
Japanese people living in Sakhalin returned torklzgem mainland, and by 1948 all Japanese
people who had remained in the Southern Kuriles hegh expelled. The new residents of
Sakhalin, replacing the Japanese, were to be Satie#ns assembled from every part of the
Union within the framework of a colonial settlemeylicy. In the Northern and Southern
Kuriles, fishing industries were expanded using itlfeastructure, industrial facilities and
housing built by the Japanese. Sakhalin had “mdmde ttansition from capitalism to
socialism” within the extremely short timeframeweén the end of August 1945 to January
1947 By the beginning of the 1950s, Sakhalin Regiowpuation reached 480,000 people,
and by the time of the opening of the San Frandieace Conference it was fully established
as an administrative region of Soviet Rugsia.

With its signing of the San Francisco Peace Treafyeptember 1951 along with forty-
eight other countries, Japan made its return trmational society. The peace treaty, framed
under the leadership of the United States and é¢ordance with the Yalta Agreement, made
clear that Japan would renounce ownership of thel&wchain and southern Sakhalin.
However, the treaty failed to clearly demarcate élReent of the Kurile Islands, nor did it
indicate which country the abandoned territoriesiddelong to, thus sowing the seeds of

YOn the northern Kurile island of Shumshu a brutataainter between Japanese forces and the Sovigt arm
which had launched an attack from the KamchatkanBala, saw more than 1,500 dead on both sideselestw
August 18-23: Itani, Hiroshi: “Shumushu Island imghist 1945” Japan Border Reviewo. 2 (Nov. 2011), p.
31; Slavinsky, Boris (1993hishimasenryo, 1945 nennat3igkyo, Kyodo Tsushin sha, pp.120-121.

Zpid., p.156. Russian Academy of Science, Institute obdB@phy RAS and Pacific Institute of Geography
RAS Far Eastern Branch (200®tlas of the Kuril IslandsMoscow, Vladivostok, Publishing and Production
Center “Design, Information, Cartography”, p.109.

'3 The Nemuro branch of the Japanese Coast Guaritrosrif, 339 vessels seized and 9, 489 people @etain
between the years 1946-2008: Honda, Ryoichi: “N@hiankei to anzensogyolaking a Discipline of Slavic
Eurasian Studies30.15 (July 2006), p. 67; Nemuro-shi and Hoppooybtbndai Taisaku Kyokai (2009Nihon

no ryodoHopporyodd\emuro, Tokyo, pp. 91-92.

ysokov, Mikhail; Vasilevskii, Aleksandr; Kostanowleksandr and Ischenko, Marina (2008%toriya
Sakhalina i Kuril'skikh ostrovov s drevneishikh men do nachala XXI stoletipayzhno-Sakhalinsk,
Sakhalinsko eknizhnoe izdatel'stvo, p. 454.

15 vysokov, Mikhail; Golebev, Valerii; Kozhukhova, irera; Kolesnikov, Nikolai; Lopachov, Aleksandr and
Tvarkovskii, lev (1995):Istoriya Sakhalinskoi oblasti s drevneishikh vremdm nashikh dnei,Yuzhno-
Sakhalinsk, p. 156.
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future discord between Japan and the Soviet Ufitmhis speech at the San Francisco Peace
Conference, Prime Minister Yoshida Shigeru maimdinhat the islands of Habomai and
Shikotan were parts of Hokkaido and could not lotuished in the Kuriles and that historically
speaking, both Kunashir and lturup were Japanesi#otg. Opposing to the content of the
Peace Treaty, the Soviet Union did not sign. Innthést of increasing Cold War confrontation
between the United States and the Soviet Uniomardapncluded its own Security Treaty
with the US at the same time as the Peace Treaty.

Separate negotiations between Japan and the Sdwieh commenced in June 1955.
Nikita Khruschev proposed that Shikotan and Habdmaianded over. However as Japanese
negotiators made additional demands for the retwfrrKunashir and Iturup no peace
agreement was reached. At the end of negotiatidnshwasted one year and five months,
both countries signed a Soviet-Japanese Joint iicia to restore diplomatic relations. The
Joint Declaration made clear that the parties woalttinue negotiations for the conclusion of
a peace treaty, and that the islands of HabomaBGhikbtan would be returned to Japan once
this was achieved.

Nevertheless, negotiations for a future peaceytraater resumed. In retaliation for
Japan’s renewal of the US-Japan Security Treafaimuary 1960, the Soviet Union added as a
further condition for the return of Habomai and®&i@n the withdrawal of all foreign armies
from Japanese territory. In response, Japan adstde it “would persist in demanding the
return not only of the Habomai and Shikotan islabds of all territories which inherently
belong to Japan®’ The two countries were now diametrically opposed.

In 1957, the Soviet Union removed the around 200G&$ citizens previously settled
on the islands of Shikotan and Habomai in prepamdtr their handover. However, losing the
determination to complete the transfer, it setdadther 1500 laborers on Shikotan in 1960.
The Habomai islands currently remain uninhabited.

Until around 1960, Japanese domestic opinion wesnsistent regarding the extent of
territory to be demanded back from the Soviet Unwith some voices pressing for the entire
Kurile Chain and others for the return of Habomad &hikotan only. While the Japanese
government post-WWII had set its aim on the retfrilabomai and Shikotan, the return of
the four islands of Kunashir and Iturup, in additio Habomai and Shikotan, has since

'8 Wwithin the San Francisco Peace Treaty the fatesthafr former Japanese possessions, such as Taiwtan
Korea, was left unclear. For further detail on hitwe left Asian countries with unsolved territorjaoblems
readers are encouraged to consult the followindigation: Hara, Kimie (2007)Cold War Frontiers in the
Asia-Pacific, Divided Territories in the San Frasco Systeni,ondon, New York, Routledge.

" Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Fedésatand Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japaop.cit.,pp. 39-
40.

¥n February 1957 the Soviet Union closed a crabtroeaning factory on the largest Habomai island of
Zelenyi and decided in June of that year to closeafood factory on Shikotan. In March 1960, howege
further two factories were slated for construct@m Shikotan: Bondarenko, Oleg (199R)eizvestnye Kurily,
Moscow, VTI-Deita Press, p. 116; Wada, Haruki (20Ryodo mondai o do kaiketsu suruka, Tairitsu kara
taiwa e,pp.150-151). According to Khruschev's memoirs, iistivation for offering to hand over the islands
came from the fact that uninhabited Habomai andk&an islands would have had little value both
economically and militarily, yet the amount of gedlll to be garnered from the Japanese people wbeld
immense if they were returned. (Schecter, Jerroldahd Luchkov, Vyacheslav V. (1990Khruschev
Remembers, The Glasnost Taf&aston; Toronto; London, Little Brown and Compapy,89). Nevertheless,
there were indeed inhabitants on these islandbeatilme, which can only mean that Khruschev waseeit
ignorant of the actual conditions in the Southetmil€s, or that his recollection is mistaken.
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become firmly entrenched government politylapan took on the position that these four
islands do not belong to the Kurile chain, whiclpalarelinquished when it signed the San
Francisco Peace Treaty. Japan also prohibited skeofi the name ‘Southern Kuriles’ and

officially named these islands the ‘Northern Temigs’. Moreover, since the latter half of the

1960s Japanese government has been actively im/alvexpanding the ‘Movement for the

Return of the Northern Territories’. For its paithe Soviet Union declared in 1961 that
“territorial issues between Japan and the SoviebbtJrare resolved”, denying the very

existence of a dispute, breaking down negotiataes territory between the two countrié$.

Only in the second half of the 1980s, when Gorback&rms were implemented, did
serious discussions resume between the two cosntBieth Japan and the Soviet Union
adjusted their previous hardline stances, estabish working group for the creation of a
Soviet-Japan peace treaty and conducting rigor@esiskion in eight meetings held between
1989 and 1991. As a result of having exhaustetbgdll and historical arguments concerning
the disputed territories, diplomats on both sid@stly recognized that the only remaining
option would be a political decision emerging frarhigh level leadership confererfce.

With the collapse of the Soviet Union at the end @81, Boris Yeltsin, as president of a
newly reborn Russia, picked up the negotiationskaeghn to show a desire for a resolution to
the territorial dispute. Commencing in 1992 was phegram of ‘visa-free exchange’ which
had been agreed to during the Soviet era. Thisrano@llows Japanese and Russian citizens
from the Southern Kuriles to visit the other withdbe need for a visa, and is aimed at
increasir;g mutual goodwill and understanding ad aslcontributing to the resolution of the
dispute’

The 1993 Tokyo Declaration affirmed a resolve tillséssues relating to the ownership
of the four islands and to conclude a peace tréa@urthermore, Prime Minister Ryutaro
Hashimoto and President Yeltsin agreed that theypt(d) do their best to conclude a peace
treaty by the year 2006*

The year 2000 came and went without producing amgte of compromise between
Japan and Russia, Vladimir Putin became the newsi&ugpresident, while Japan saw a
continuous succession of prime ministers. The #ku$tatement signed by Prime Minister
Yoshiro Mori and President Putin clarified the dély of the various past agreements between
Japan and the Soviet Union/Russia, starting with 1856 Joint Declaration, but little
noticeable headway has been made since.

One of the causes for the breakdown in negotiatisrthe divergence between two
camps of domestic opinion in Japan, with one iimgisbn the ‘simultaneous return of the four
islands’ fonty ikkatsu henkanwhile the other demanding the ‘return of two msla first’

9 Hara, Kimie (1998)Japanese-Soviet/Russian Relations since 1945 fiauttifpeace,London, New York,
Routledge, pp. 24-30.

Suezawa, Shoji; Shigeta, Hiroshi and Kawabata,rdci2003): Nichiro (Soren) KihonbunshoShiryoshu
(Kaiteiban),Tokyo, Zaidanhojin Radio Press, p.175.

! panov, Alexander (1992Fushin kara shinrai e, Hopporyodo kosho no uchimdlakyo, The Simul Press
INC., p. 60; Togo, Kazuhiko (1993)ichiro shinjidai e no josoTokyo, The Simul Press INC., p. 74.

22 visa-free exchanges continue today, with 18,078igipants in total as of March, 2012. Cabinet €xfi
Government of Japan, at http://www.cao.go.jp/hogipioyou/kouryu/html#2

“Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Fedeoatiand Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan (200Mpvoe
izdanie sovmestnogo shornika dokumentov po igtaritorial’nogo razmezhevaniya mezhdu Rossieipofaei,
Moscow, Tokyo, p. 7.

“Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan (2012011 nenban, Warera no Hopporyodo, Shiryofakyo, p. 46.
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(nito senk henkan referring to Habomai and Shikotan. The oppositi@tween these two
camps ended when Diet member Muneo Suzuki, a pkatlg strong supporter of the two
island solution, was arrested on suspicion of grite peddling in June 2002. As a result,
diplomatic officials close to Suzuki also lost thatanding and Japan lost some of its
diplomatic strength vis-a-vis Rus$faMeanwhile, President Putin has hinted at a setieém
based on the handover of Habomai and Shikotanyasded by the 1956 Soviet-Japanese
Joint Declaration. Nevertheless, Japan has noedeiés demands for the return of all four
islands.

3. The Territorial Dispute from the Perspective ofKurile Island Residents
3.1. Indigenous People of the Kurile Islands

Because of their absorption into the Japanese abpn) there were practically no pure
blooded Ainu people on the Kurile Islands by the ef WWI1.2° The few remaining Ainu
people left the islands along with the Japaneseulptipn, becoming dispersed within
Japanese society and disappearing. As a resulg #re no remaining direct descendants of
the indigenous people of the Kurile chain. Howewbgre are moves towards claiming
specific rights to the Northern Territories basadltoe argument that the indigenous people of
the Kuriles are the ancestors of the Ainu people aghole. In 2002, the Hokkaido Utari
Association (from 2009, Hokkaido Ainu Associati@agopted a policy to demand indigenous
rights over the Northern Territorié5A 2008 Indigenous Peoples Summit — ‘Ainu Mosir’
resolved that “the Ainu people must be included@sgereign owners in any negotiations for
the return of the Northern Territories”. Moreovitre Kurile—East Hokkaido Ainu Association
was launched in 2009 with the intent to tackle ésseoncerning the disputed territorfés.

In Russia, an Association for Northern, Siberiard dfar Eastern Minorities was
established in 1990 to assert the rights of indigengroups, though there is no group
advocating the rights of people indigenous to theilés?® In museums on lturup and
Kunashir one can find displays relating to the Aprople indicating they were the original
inhabitants of the Kurile Islands. However, theigahous issue is often raised in opposition
to Japanese demands for the return of the Northemitories. Valentin Fyodorov, a former
governor of the Sakhalin Region and a strong opmookthe return of the islands to Japan,
requested that Ainu representatives be invited daree 1992 Hokkaido-Sakhalin dialogue as
he was aware of Ainu grievances against the Japag@g&rnment. Also, in October 2008 the
head of the Russian delegation visiting Nemuro urtie visa-free exchange program
proposed making the Southern Kuriles an independennhtry of the Ainu, the islands’

“More than ten people were arrested on suspicionmeagularities relating to the Japanese aided cocison of
a diesel fueled power plant on the island of Kumagfhcluding Suzuki’s secretary, diplomats and ¢émeployees
of large trading and construction companies. Méshese were found guilty.

%Stephan, John (1974yhe Kuril Islands, Russo-Japanese Frontier in thaeific, Oxford, Clarendon Press, p.
110; Kodama, Sakuzaemon (1969): “Ainu no bumpuirtko]’, in Ainu minzokushiyolume 1, Tokyo, Daiichi
HokiShuppan, p.17.

2" According to a 2006 survey by the Hokkaido regiag@vernment, the Ainu population of Hokkaido wé 2
782 people; Members of the Hokkaido Utari Assooiatinumber 3, 234: Hokkaido Ainu Kyokai, at
http://www.ainu-assn.or.jp

“Hokkaido Shimburfebruary 2, 2010.

Morris-Suzuki, Tessa (2000tenkyo kara nagameriokyo, Misuzu Shobo, p.200.
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original inhabitants?

Meanwhile, the Japanese government has been s#igatding the original owners of
the Kurile Islands, simply insisting that “the mati has inherited these lands from our
forefathers™! In 2007 the United Nations adopted the Declaratom the Rights of
Indigenous Peoples, and in October 2009 Yukio Hatwy became the Japanese first prime
minister to recognize the Ainu as an indigenousietigroup of Japan. As such, both Japan
and Russia will need to examine the position ofgadous peoples within the context of the
current territorial dispute.

3.2. Former Japanese Islanders

The small number of Japanese islanders on the &orturile Islands moved back to the
Japanese mainland at the end of the war, scattévirdjfferent regions of the countt.
However, many of the roughly 17,000 former residesftthe Southern Kuriles came to live
in and around Nemuro in Hokkaido. As many of themravsmall-scale fishermen, they
gravitated towards Nemuro as a center of the fgsimdustry. Due to the impoverished post-
war conditions many of them ventured into the wateif the Kuriles to fish, only to be
captured by Soviet border patrols.

As they struggled to maintain their livelihoods amad little to spare on becoming
involved in the territorial dispute, it was not irit958 that former islanders established their
own group. As a corporation with the official appab of the Japanese prime minister, the
League of Kurile-Habomai Residents (henceforthe ‘tteague’) supported the welfare of
impoverished former islanders as well as collecsiggatures and submitting petitions to the
National Diet for the return of the Southern Kusile

More energetic participation in the movement tametthe islands amongst the former
islanders began to occur from around 1965. Accgrdanformer League chairman Mitsuo
Takenami, former islanders were criticized by otaelivists seeking the return of the islands
for being too self-serving, as they would spealy afltheir former lives and fishing ventures
on the islands. Therefore, from around 1975 onwathey avoided speaking of their
individual stories, and if asked about the islaodse returned to Japan would respond in the
following manner: “We are not saying that the Karislands are our lands. We want to use
them for providing food for the whole of Japan asda world utopia”.  Spearheading a
movement for the return of the islands initiated thg Japanese government, the former
islanders took on somewhat of a symbolic existemce thus could no longer afford to
emphasize their individual losses of property amstlimg rights. In 1964 Soviet authorities
granted a permission on compassionate grounddaw &rmer Japanese residents to visit
family graves on the Southern Kuriles without aavislowever in 1976 this was suspended
for a period of ten years: the Soviet Union reqliifi@mer islanders to provide passports and
obtain visas but this was prohibited by the Japamevernment as undermining its claim to
the islands. Only from 1992 were former islanddyle &0 visit areas other than grave sites on
the Southern Kuriles with the commencement of ika-free exchange program. The League
has stated that the role of former islanders witthis program is to “deepen mutual
understanding and friendship, and to contributartcatmosphere congenial to the return of

®Hokkaido ShimburQctober 2, 2008.

$IMinistry of Foreign Affairs of Japamp.cit.,p. 4.

32 At the end of WWII, 82 households comprised of pe@@ple withdrew from the Northern Kuriles. Of taes
only two households were living in Hokkaido in 196®kkaido Government (1963ita chishima moto kyoju
shasei katsu jittai chos&apporo, pp. 1; 4.
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the territories™® It has also overseen the delivery of humanitarimsistance to the
economically impoverished Russian residents oSiethern Kuriles.

As of 31 March 2012, around sixty percent of thealese former islanders had passed
away, leaving 7,260 survivors with an average dgewventy-eight’ As only 2,420 people of
that number remained as members, the League isntiyrrseeking to develop its future
successors. Descendants of former islanders, imgudhe second, third and fourth
generations, number around 36,000 people, but arttiamsg only 1,607 are League members,
or four per-cent of the totd!. Furthermore, questions are being raised amongsinde
generation League members about the movementttredhe islands to Japan. For example,
eighty-five members of the youth division of therllgo branch declared in a March 2007
general meeting of the League that the “current enmnt for achieving the simultaneous
return of the four islands cannot overcome the gmesituation”, showing a more flexible
response towards the resolution of the territatispute®®

Work to compile interviews and commentaries by tlogv elderly former islanders is
also being carried out. Most of the recollectionatained in these paint a picture of the rich
natural environment of their former Southern Kuhlemelands, of a peaceful lifestyle and a
spirit of cooperation on the islands, and alsdheffear of Soviet invasion and of the sadness
and hardships endured on being driven from theinéland®” On comparison with survey
results conducted by the Hokkaido regional goveminie 1939-1941, however, it is clear
these new histories have been considerably beaditiand that a rewriting of collective
memories has taken place amongst the former islantlee government survey reveals an
environment characterized by large numbers ofnll @ high mortality rate due to heavy
labor, harsh climate, austere diet and excessisehal consumption, a group of children
without school education and entrenched closetlidéts to the people outside of islantls.

Since 2000, even the former islanders recognizethiear work to reclaim the islands
has reached a limit. With no obvious prospectgHersolution of the territorial dispute, there
are some suggestions for compensation to be sdumght the government for the loss of
propertrglgrights and for the mental anguish thatdwginued for sixty years since the end of
the watr:

3.3. Current Russian Residents

For residents of the Southern Kuriles during thei&cera, no territorial dispute ever existed.
In 1974 John Stephen noted that “few places inwtbdd today are more inaccessible to
foreigners than the Kuril Island§® As this suggests, during the Soviet time, thedissts of

the Kuriles never heard demands for the returtnefSouthern Kuriles by Japan. If anything,

% Chishima Habomai Shoto Kyojusha Renmei (ed.) (1:98to tominni yoru Hopporyodo henkan undo no
ayumi,Sapporo, p.200.

% Hopporyodo Mondai Taisaku Kyokai, at http://wwwaipou.jp

% Chishima Habomai Shoto Kyojusha Renmei, at htipighima.or.jp/outline.htm Nemuro-shi and
Hopporyodo Mondai Taisaku Kyokai (201ihon no ryodo, Hopporyod®&emuro, Tokyo, p.119.

% League of Kuril-Habomai Residentsdemuro shibu seinenbtiUndo hoshin ni kansuru ketui hyomeit9
March 2007.

$'ChishimaHabomaiShotoKyojushaRenmei (2002-20@6joidenowagakokyoHopporyoddol. 1-4, Sapporo.
Chishima Habomai Shoto Kyojusha Renmei (1997-2000&rerano shimano omoidé&/ol. 1-10. (Video),
Sapporo.

#¥Hokkaido Government (1957¢hishima chosash&apporo, pp. 21;164.

%Chishima Habomai Shoto Kyojusha Renmei (20@3jisima Renmei 50 nen no ayuapporo, p.46.
““Stephanpp.cit.,p. 171.
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when these were broadcast by the Soviet authotiteswere presented as illegal demands of
Japanese militarists and those seeking retaliatjamst the Soviet Union.

The particular characteristic of Kurile society amcbnomy is expressed in the word
vremennogttemporary’). Its economy specializes only in fisty, agricultural productivity is
low and its construction and service industries aeenarkably outdated. With little
improvement to its infrastructure there is no optiout to rely on fuel, food and daily
necessities from outside the islands. That peapmieecto live on islands such as these mainly
as a result of a system of ‘northern privilegesaaed on 1 August 1945 and still guaranteed
under current Russian labor legislation. This afiatlve residents of the Kurile Islands to
enjoy preferential treatment of the same type éladts for the far northern regions of Russia.
These include a higher salary, guaranteed hougxignded vacation times and a lower
retirement age. Many comparatively young residemts attracted to the island by such
privileges, though there are also many cases oplpeteaving and returning to their
hometowns upon reaching retirement age. Troopsalacestationed on the islands along with
a few thousand seasonal workers who stay only duhie fishing season. Amongst these
groups there is little ambition to help develop thlands. As a result, profits taken from the
fishing industry are seldom returned to the islandd residents themselves live with the
attitude that they too have merely come to makeesmoney'*

The collapse of the Soviet Union, and the politenadl economic disorder that followed,
had a huge impact on these ‘temporary’ islands<Riis shipping costs slowed the movement
of goods, while delays of several months in thenpayt of salaries amidst continuously rising
prices impoverished island residents. These isklandsed the opportunity of the visa-free
exchange program begun in 1992 to appeal to Japaeésgations for economic cooperation.

The open-mindedness of Southern Kurile residentshattime in relation to the
territorial dispute surprised the Japanese. InlA®93, a local referendum held in the village
of Malokuril'skoe on Shikotan Island revealed tf&& percent of voters (or 916 people)
supported the Soviet-Japanese Joint Declaratioichvdutlines the handing over of Shikotan
and Habomai to Japdh.Several surveys conducted by both Japan and Rdssiag that
time show that a considerable number of residepgscaed of the return of the Southern
Kuriles to Japan, in particular on the island oik8tan

As for the reasons behind such flexibility shownSxguthern Kurile residents, one can
look to the favorable impressions of Japan garnbyeits efforts to improve goodwill through
the visa-free exchange program, as well as itsigiamv of humanitarian aid. Also, having
witnessed Japan’s economic development and highglistandards via the exchange

“IBondarenkopp. cit, p. 131; Alekseeva L.; Belashko V.; Voronov G.; Gmv V.; Danchenko V.; Zlobin T.;
Shubin A. (1992)Yuzhnye Kuril'skie ostrova (Prirodno-ekonomicheskiherk),Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk, Russian
Academy of Science, Far Eastern Branch, p. 135.

“sysokov et al., "Istoriya Sakhalina i Kuri'skikhstrovov...", op.cit., p. 521; Williams, Brad (2007):
Resolving the Russo-Japanese Territorial Disputakkdido-Sakhalin relationg,ondon; New York, Routledge,
p. 140.

“*Differences in the survey results show that arosinty to seventy percent of Shikotan residents ettgpl the
return, with conditions, of all four islands. Therpentage of supporters decreased amongst Kuraaghiturup
residents, in that order. Around seventy to eigigycent of Iturup residents were opposed the hasrd@iso,
since 2000 the number of handover supporters dto&in and Kunashir has decreased. NHK shuzai 1898§1
Hoppo yonto, Chishima retto kikd@,okyo, NHK Shuppan, p. 152; lwashita, Akihiro (Z)0Hopporyodo
mondai, Tokyo, Chuko Shinsho, pp. 177-181; Willianag. cit., pp. 132-134; 140-143; Williams, Brad: “The
Russo-Japanese Visa-free Exchange Program: Opjimsusind Limits”,East Asia: An International Quarterly,
vol. 20, Iss. 3 (Autumn 2003), pp. 116-118.
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program, residents may have compared this to theossic woes of the Southern Kuriles and
felt resentment towards the Russian governmerttdeing ignored them. In September 1991,
the Russian Deputy Foreign Minister GeorgiiKunadzsited three of the South Kurile
Islands and spoke candidly about the possibilitglmfling by the Joint Declaration. As the
specific methods and conditions of the handoverevedso discusses in central and regional
newspapers, in early 1990s it seems that Shikotasdents believed that an eventual
handover to Japan was now unavoiddble.

The Japanese government prohibits any economicviteedi with the Northern
Territories, under the reasoning that this wouldarmine its claim and be default recognise
Russia’s effective control. Thus, the Japanese Ipgmgrticipating in the visa-free exchange
program cannot respond to any business proposéiated by the Russian residents.
Furthermore, the Russian side has gradually Issinierest in interactions with Japan, and
there has been an increase in residents abandéméengstruggling island economy and
migrating to the Russian mainland. The populatibthe Kuriles peaked at 29,500 people in
1989, but has been diminishing ever since 1990imr2002 passed below 20,000 peofle.
The Kuriles have suffered the peculiar experiencksing one third of their population in
just twelve year§®

From 2000, under the initiative of the then Lowerude member Muneo Suzuki and as
part of broader humanitarian aid, Japanese conistnucompanies built warehouses,
dwellings and diesel power generation facilities thie Southern Kuriles, though these
activities finished with Suzuki’'s demise.

Since then, the Sakhalin regional government, ltamaintained its unyielding stance
on the territorial issue, began to apply pressaréhé visa-free exchange program. In July
2003, the Sakhalin parliament petitioned PresidRrtin and members of both houses of the
Russian Federal Assembly for the program’s ternonatarguing that “Japan is using the
visa-free exchanges as a vehicle for ideologicaljp@ses towards the residents of the
Southern Kurile Islands” When a fatal shooting incident of a Japaneseriishioat crew
member by Russia’s border patrol occurred in Au@Q@§i6, the mayor of Nemuro City also
proposed that the exchanges be suspended, andhattatriginally been designed for the
spread of goodwill between Japan and Russia indieadme a source of trouble. In 2009,
Russia announced that it would stop accepting &ggahumanitarian aid, and this has since
been limited to accepting medical aid only.

“In an August 1992 edition of Izvestiya appearedisgussion on various issues that would arise uhen
transfer of Shikotan to Japan, such as the quesfioompensation from Japan for property left bdtiy those
leaving the island, as well as problems arouncaemiiship under Japanese sovereignty for those thgeds
(Kondrashov, Stanislav: “Mukizamireniya s Yaponjd#vestiya,14 August 1992.). In September of the same
year, a Southern Kurile newspaper discussed théyllkgal status of residents after the handovevelkas any
compensation issues, and wondered out loud whéibse wishing to would be able to learn Japanesd, o
children would be able to visit Japan on their dhayis: “Kunashir Iturup vypaliizterritorial’nogosprPoka” Na
rubezhel September 1992.

“*Russian Academy of Science et. ap,cit.,p.449.

“SExtreme changes in population are not rare on tmdé<Islands. In 1959 their population was 21, pa@ple.
When Khrushchev put a stop to the system of “nontipgivileges” in 1960 around thirty percent of péoleft
the islands, leaving a population of around 15,080ple by 1970. Afterwards, when this system wasstated
the population returned. An earthquake and tsurhatioccurred on 5 November 1957 killed 2,331 peapl
the Northern Kuriles. Also, as discussed aboveyraa@,000 people were forced to leave the islafi@hikotan
and Habomai in 1957: Vysokov et al., "Istoriya Salikim i Kuril’skikh ostrovov...,' op.cit.,p. 484; Russian
Academy of Science et abp.cit.,p. 135, 449.

4" Ponamarev, Sergei (2008)a Vam pishpYuzhno-Sakhalinsk, p. 23.
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A Social and Economic Development Plan for the Kulslands, which was initially
proposed in 1994 but did not materialize, was teduced as a special federal project to run
between 2007 and 2015. This time federal governnrargsted significantly. On Iturup,
Kunashir and Shikotan islands sealed roads, aldjgborts, hospitals, schools and homes
were constructed. Ironically, Japanese made catgtru vehicles and materials were
deployed in this process, being delivered to thestraction sites via Sakhalin.

In July 2011 representatives of Kunashir and ltugrpeted a Japanese ‘no visa’
delegation to the islands with a statement thatH'liresident Medvedev and the governor of
Sakhalin are showing great interest in the devetayinof the Southern Kurile$®. Amongst
the island residents themselves there is now aadprg recognition that there will be no
handover to Japan.

4. The Border Region: Myths and Realities
4.1. The Border Town: Nemuro

The Nemuro region of Hokkaido has been impactedentiban any other by the territorial
dispute, since the end of WWII until today. Havilugt access to waters required for its
predominant industry of fishing, it has also ree€ivormer island residents from the Southern
Kuriles and been deeply disturbed by the seizur@denty both the Soviet Union and Russia.
As Soviet authorities employed the seizures to gatitical messages, their frequency would
increase during moments of tension between JapdthanSoviet Union. The highest number
of seizures recorded was in 1955-1956, coincidiith @wrawn out negotiations between the
two countries”® Because of the richness of the fishing waters isierround the Southern
Kuriles, poaching became widespread and variouspgr@merged to conduct illegal trade
with the Soviet Union/Russia.

After many years of hostility towards the Sovietidin Nemuro underwent a sudden
change in 1991 by supporting exchanges with theheon Kuriles, and emerging as a place
in which solutions to the territorial dispute mighg worked towards. lllegal fishing vessels
were eradicated; Russian ships were permitted emivyNemuro port, and, in the following
year, ships for the visa-free exchange program rbegeerating between Nemuro and the
Southern Kuriles. Moreover, Russian fisheries pamsband Southern Kurile residents began
to stay in Nemuro, an area previously prohibitedRtessians. With more than twenty years
having passed without serious incident since Raogseéple began visiting Nemuro, it can be
said that the turnaround in the relationship, frdisengagement to engagement, has been
successful.

The residents of Nemuro themselves have previoespressed their hopes on two
occasions for a resolution of the dispute through return of only two islands of Shikotan
and Habomai. The first occasion was in May 1956wimch an ‘Assembly of Nemuro
Residents for the Restoral of Japan-Soviet Relatimas held. The declaration stated that
“based on a challenging international environmefthe Assembly) calls for the

“8 This comment was heard during a visa-free exchangehich the author participated. It was made on
Kunashir by Vishirova, Vice-Chariman of the South&urile Regional Assembly on 8 July 2011, and tomup

by Oshikina, the Chairperson of Kurile Regional é&mbly and Head of the Region on 10 July 2011.

9 The number of seizures made in 1955 was 67 veardlg40 people. In 1956, the number was 89 veasdls
677 people: Nemuro-shi and Hopporyodo Mondai Taid&okai,op.cit.,p. 92.
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commencement of negotiations between Japan arfsiayiet Union for the return to Japan of
Shikotan and the Habomai Islands and for the astabkent of safe fishing conditions in the
Nemuro straight”. A second declaration was madébyAssembly of Nemuro Residents for
a Japan-Soviet Peace Treaty’, held in March 1980ddclaration called for “the signing of a
peace treaty with the return of Shikotan and thidfaai Islands, with an agreement to ensure
safe fishing conditions® The “safe fishing conditions” mentioned here refethe desire to
fish without fear of seizures by Soviet authoriti€&idently, Nemuro residents saw the
guarantee of these conditions as being every bihpsrtant as the resolution of the territorial
dispute itself.

Since then, Nemuro has been actively engaged imthveement, led by the Japanese
government, to return the Northern Territories dad not issued any compromise plan at
odds with the government’s own position. Theresaeeral possible reasons for this. Firstly,
the era of crisis in which Nemuro received formeut®ern Kurile islanders while being
deprived of its fisheries has now passed. Secomrdlya region impacted by the territorial
dispute Nemuro has received financial support ftbengovernment. Finally, it was generally
thought that petitioning the nation more broadly e issue, with the support of the
government, would be more effective in solving disgpute.

During the 1990s, Nemuro began to experience steadyomic benefits from dealings
with Russian fishing vessels, from the visits oftjggpants in visa-free exchanges and from
the humanitarian aid to the Southern Kuriles. SewrthKurile residents also purchased all
types of goods, from food to used vehicles, in Nemuring this period, in which the
territorial dispute approached a resolution, plaree envisaged for enhanced economic
activity with the Southern Kuriles. In 1995, the i&ro branch of Junior Chamber
International released a plan for the economic ld@wmeent of Nemuro City and the Southern
Kuriles by creating a free-trade zone in the regwhile in 1998 the Nemuro Chamber of
Commerce set up a Russian Economic Exchange P®jéce > In recognition of the fact
that the Southern Kuriles had once been part ofNBmuro fishery, the emergence of a
‘Nemuro-Northern Territories Economic Zone’ waostyly anticipated.

Nevertheless, since 2000 these hopes have beaydxttrlapan and Russia failed to
sign a peace treaty, Japanese relations with Russiained tumultuous and the reforms of
local financial affairs begun by former Prime Mieis Koizumi in 2001 further damaged
Nemuro’s economy. The 2005 Japan-Russia summitimgedteld 150 years after the signing
of the Treaty of Shimoda and 100 years after tiieadfrthe Russo-Japanese War, ended with
no particular outcome. In response to this, Nensudeputy mayor commented, “the anger of
Nemuro citizens has eruptetf’In June 2006, Mayor Hiroshi Fujiwara declared dqurcil
chambers that he would be the first Nemuro maydnistory to support the ‘two islands first’
solution (i.e. to continue negotiation on lturugadunashirafter the return of Habomai and
Shikotan) in order to break the deadlock in the@ulis>*

In February 2006, Nemuro and four other municipditocated on Hokkaido’s eastern
coast delivered a ‘Proposal for the Renewal of i&fdo Solve the Northern Territories
Dispute’ to the national government. While the duoeat did not directly criticize the
government, it asserted that the current “condgticaguire a readiness to deal with protracted

**Takakura, Shin’ichiro (ed.) (1968¢temuroshishiyol. 1, pp. 576-578.

*Ljunior Chamber International Nemuro (1998jrino Free ZoneNemuro.
*)shigaki, Masatoshi (2011): “Kokkyo to yobenai mademuro no chosen”, at
http//:borderstudies.jp/essay/live/pdf/Borderliveir.

*>*Hokkaido Shimbur28 June 2006.
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negotiations for the return of the Territories” ahdis a “more strategic approach leading to
their return” was necessary. The submission alsotwea to illustrate the willingness of
Nemuro, as the “mother city of the Northern Terigs”, to carry on with the political
movement for their return. It also outlined theskes suffered by Nemuro and surrounding
areas as a result of the territorial dispute anbador concrete economic stimulus for the
region. The submission also listed several areaafiomic undertakings with the Southern
Kuriles and far eastern Russia that would benediniNro, for example, having Nemuro-based
firms participate in the construction of infrastiwre announced in the Russian government’s
2007-2015 Social and Economic Development Plan tfer Kurile Islands; receiving
come_gnsation for the supply of goods to the Soutkeriles, and expanding the safe fishing
zone:

The population of Nemuro in the 1960s had beenectos50,000 people. In 2010 it
dropped below 30,000, and by the end of 2011 dedist low as 29,139 peopleCompared to
twenty years ago, the roles have been reversedNgmuro now seeking economic exchange
with the Southern Kuriles, which has been energimeRussian investment and construction.

4.2. The Foundations of Territorial Myths

The starting point of the ‘Movement for the Retwifithe Northern Territories’ is considered
to be a petition sent to General MacArthur, Supré&oenmander of the Allied Powers, by
former Nemuro mayor IshisukeAndo in December 19451950 the group led by Ando
integrated with several other Hokkaido based omgiins and begun demanding the return
of the entire Kurile chain.

The return of the four islands became nationalcgaodioal from the middle of the 1955
Soviet-Japan negotiations. Japan began to arguétiieafour islands are inherently part of
Japanese territories and do not belong to the Kslahds which were abandoned as a result
of the San Francisco Peace Treaty”. After thisahee it was not possible to reason that the
“Southern Kurile Islands do not belong to the Kairdhain”, Japan began to use the term
‘Northern Territories’ instead of ‘Southern Kuriles

In 1964, Japan’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs reledsa national directive requesting that
the use of ‘Southern Kuriles’ be avoided. In th#oleing year of 1965, Nemuro City also
began to use the term ‘Northern Territories’ incglaf ‘Southern Kuriles’. The ‘mission’ of
the city official in charge of territorial issuesass now to be “awakening public opinion and
conducting public awareness campaigiisit was assumed that if movements local to
Nemuro were to spread nation-wide, this would hagte resolution of the dispute. Also in
1965, a lobby group for the return of the terrigerlaunched by the mayor of Nemuro became
a semi-governmental corporation with the appro¥ahe Minister for Foreign Affairs. ‘The
Alliance for the Return of the Northern Territori@versaw the irredentist movement on
Hokkaido.

Furthermore, in 1969 yet another semi-governmemaanization, the ‘Policy
Association for the Northern Territories Problen@swestablished by the Diet. The motivation
behind this, it was explained, was that becaus®lipwpinion on the matter is regrettably
sluggish...There is an acute need for an organizaib® to carry out national awareness and

**Hopporyodo Rinsetsu Chiiki Shinko Taisaku Nemurara Shi-cho Renraku Kyogikai (2006yoppo ryodo
mondai no kaiketsu ni muketa torikutdemuro, Saikochikuteigensyo.

*Nemuro city official website, at http://www.city.meiro.hokkaido.jp/dcitynd, nsf

*Nemuro-shi and Hopporyodo Mondai Taisaku Kyoks, cit.,p. 79.
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publicity campaigns” in regard to the return of therthern TerritorieS! On the initiative of
the Association, a ‘Citizens Assembly to Demand Return of the Northern Territories’
(Hopporyodohenkangkyizundbkenminkaigiwas organized in each of Japan’s forty-seven
preferth8ures and the knowledge about the ‘Northesmitdries problem’ spread throughout
Japarr.

Posters, pamphlets and maps in support of thenretuthe Northern Territories were
distributed across the nation, and a discourseeraimy these ‘inherently Japanese territories’
spread nationwide. These remote islands, to wiaehJapanese have ever paid a visit or had
even heard of, began to be imagined as Japaneseryethat should have been regained from
the Soviet Union. Various strategies were also gnmeg for the area around Nemuro: a small
museum and a monument explaining the ‘Northernitdeies problem’ were built on the area
of coastline from which Kunashir and the Habomé&anids are visible and a program to
encourage Japanese to ‘see the Northern Territorigs your own eyes’ was established.
When ‘Northern Territories Day’ was enacted in 1L98® Prime Minister, various politicians
and high government officials began visiting the ¢f the Nemuro Peninsula to conduct
‘inspections of the Northern Territorie¥.

These efforts are not directed at Russia, but agstwards the Japanese people
themselves, arguing the need for the Northern foeiles to be returned, and has continued
even after the fall of the Soviet Union. The Jagangovernment contends that “in order to
vigorously push forward the negotiations with Rasshe consensus of opinion amongst the
Japanese people on the return of the Northerntdees must be strengthened, and this must
continue to be clearly expresséd’Because of this, a similar campaign to that ofdCofar
era efforts for the return of the islands continues

Challenging Japan’s territorial demands, thereadse Russian installations to declare
Russian ownership of the Southern Kuriles. Manthete contradict historical facts related to
the islands. For example, there is a monumentdivais an impression of ancient Russian
position of the disputed territories as it is eeélcto celebrate the ‘incorporation of Iturup into
the Russiam Empire’. Another is a war memorial giges the impression of battles having
taken place on the Southern Kuriles during WVI1.

In 2010 Russia designated®2f September, the day on which Japan signed the
instrument of surrender, as the anniversary ofetig of WWII in the Pacific. On this day,
grand ceremonies are held across the Kurile Islanddocal newspapers run articles on ‘the
liberation of the Kurile chain’ by the Soviet Arfi§/In 2011, the Southern Kuriles celebrated
the 6% anniversary of its founding as a Russian regior20i1, while in 2012 the &5
anniversary of the establishment of the SakhaligiéGtewas also held.

On occasion, the movement against the return oSthehern Kuriles that has emerged
on Sakhalin shadows the Japanese campaign, forpdxam its selective referencing of

>"Hopporyodo Mondai Taisaku Kyokai (ed.) (19968pppo ryodo henkan undo 50 nendfokyo, p. 91.

*% In Shimane Prefecture, to which Takeshima is h#dc a ‘Citizens Assembly to Demand the Return of
Takeshima and the Northern Territories’ was establil.

% The date of ‘Northern Territories Day’ is 7 Febmyahe date on which the Shimoda Treaty first lalihed
the border between Japan and Russia.

%0 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japamp.cit.,p. 42.

¢ The particular moment mentioned on lturup states tOn the & of June 1778 the Ainu people of this island
received Russian nationality”. This is probablyrasgy exaggeration of the historical fact that Ipuwas visited

in that year by a Russian called Dmitri Shabalin.

®2Tak zakonchlas’ vtoraya mirovaya voin&rasnyimayak? September 2011.
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historical documents, maps, slogans and pampletshalin’s regional flag, introduced by
the Sakhalin regional parliament in 1997, contan® shaped image of Sakhalin and the
Kurile chain to emphasize the unity of the islandslditionally, hanging from a fish
processing plant on Iturup Island a large signatesl that “The Kuriles are Russian Lands”.

Thus, both Japan and Russia have continually detler their own people that the
Northern Territories/Southern Kuriles belong tonthe

5. Conclusion

At a ‘Mass Rally to Demand the Return of the Nomth&erritories’, held in Tokyo on the

‘Northern Territories Day’ (7 February) in 2013 dapse Prime Minister Shinzo Abe declared
that he would “pursue the negotiations with fervéetermination®® However, on that very

day it was revealed that two Russian fighter jeis fiegally intruded into the airspace above
the north-eastern part of Hokkaido, for which Japdticized the Russian government the
following day. This news summoned memories of ti®Var era, during which the Soviets
would step up seizures of Japanese fishing vesHdlse Southern Kuriles whenever an event

concerning the Northern Territories was held inafap

Despite the fact that a quarter of a century hasgxhsince the reopening of Japanese
and Russian territorial negotiations, there is mmspect of the issue being resolved. Though
one cause is the inability of Japan and Russieetmtiate a problem that has become very
complicated during the Cold War era, the emergearidevo different conceptions of justice
around the Southern Kuriles is a further impedinterthe resolution of the dispute. On one
hand, having been completely ruled by the Soviegbifrom immediately after WWII and
with a history of isolation from the rest of the nebh for the Russian people there is no
question that the Southern Kuriles have been gaRugsia for a long time. Conversely, for
the Japanese, who have been completely removedtifi®mnlands and now no longer have an
understanding of actual conditions there, an attssanse that the islands are somehow
‘inherently Japanese’ has become entrenched isdtiety.

Though both the Japanese and the Russian govemmstenild act to break down some
of the myths that their nations maintain concerrilmgterritories, in reality both sides exploit
these myths and moreover rely upon them. In 1988, Japanese government by cabinet
agreement decided to prohibit uncontrolled crossimgto the Northern Territories by
Japanese, reasoning that it would be unacceptablapanese nationals to obtain a visa from
Soviet authorities while they continued to illegadiccupy the islands. This cabinet agreement
has been continually renewed even after the fathefSoviet Union. Japanese citizens are not
only prohibited from economic activities in the MWwrn Territories, but they are not even
allowed to visit what is purportedly the territooy their own country. Permission to visit the
Territories is granted only in limited cases sushhe via visa-free exchange program and for
those visiting family graves. Furthermore, in recgears high level government officials
from Russia, above all President Medvedev, freduefsit the Southern Kuriles, each time
declaring them to be Russian territory and impeaimg further progress in the negotiations.

The residents of Nemuro and the Southern Kurildgchvhave essentially become the
border zone between Japan and Russia, have shiiexitde approach towards the territorial

®3Asahi ShimburB February 2013.
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dispute. After controlled interactions began in 198r the first time since WWII, both
regions have eschewed any hostility and amicablatiosas between them have been
maintained. However, with a combined populationaolittie under fifty thousand people,
neither yields sufficient influence towards theiwrogovernment. During the period of turmoil
just before and after the fall of the Soviet Unidime hopes of the Southern Kuriles were
invested in Japan. But as the Russian economythbdized these hopes have reverted back
to Russia. The previous indigenous inhabitants hef Kuriles (the Ainu) have all but
disappeared, and the former Japanese islandersicavereaching the end of their life
expectancy.

In recent years, new considerations have emergadnthy potentially impact on the
territorial dispute. Primarily these relate to enmmental protection, natural resource
management and disaster prevention. More spedyficdlese are issues concerning the
protection of the unique ecologies on the Kurilangs, appropriate exploitation of their rich
marine resources by Russia and earthquake andnswadety measures. There is also the
issue of how Japan should involve itself in the nexnic development of the Southern
Kuriles. Russia has shown ambitions to develop te®politically and economically
important region positioned in “the contact zonéaeen the Pacific Ocean and Eura$ia”.
There is also the possibility that other countnesy embark on investments in the Southern
Kuriles, linking them by air and shipping routesotter countries. Other developments, such
as the opening up of Arctic shipping routes duglaial warming and security issues in the
North Pacific are also changing the global releeaotthe Southern Kuriles. If the rise of
nationalist sentiments and the impasse betweem JaghRussia continue, both countries will
likely need to shelve any territorial issues fag thme being and jointly seek ways to stabilize
and develop this border region.

%4 Russian Academy of Science et ap, cit.p. 109.
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