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Abstract 

 

Between Alliance Politics and 

Autonomous Diplomacy 

-Revisiting Koizumi’s Visits to North Korea- 

 

Koshiro Nagai 

International Area Studies 

The Graduate School of International Studies 

Seoul National University 

 

Japanese Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi’s visit to North Korea on the 

17th of September in 2002 was one of the most remarkable incidents in 

Japanese diplomacy since the end of WWII. Including his second visit to 

North Korea in 2004, there are various analyses of Koizumi’s two visits to 
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North Korea. However, understanding this diplomatic effort in a 

comprehensive manner is not an easy task. This is especially difficult 

because evaluation of these visits cannot escape from the sensitive topic of 

the Japan-U.S. alliance. This thesis revisits Koizumi’s two visits to North 

Korea in the context of analyzing the relationship between alliance politics 

and autonomous diplomacy in Japan’s diplomatic pursuits. Diplomatic 

documents, memoirs, interviews, books and articles are employed as first 

and secondary sources. The results show that Koizumi’s diplomatic efforts in 

attempting to create a breakthrough in Japan-North Korea relations 

resulted in a diplomatic retreat from autonomous diplomacy to alliance 

politics on one hand. On the other hand, this created the Pyongyang 

Declaration which became a political roadmap that has been employed in the 

Six-Party Talks. The thesis concludes that Japan wanted to pursue Japanese 

diplomacy as a sovereign nation but that Japanese diplomacy was too highly 

dependent on limitations posed by higher structures such as the nuclear 



 

iii 

 

problem and the Japan-U.S. alliance.  

…………………………………… 

Keywords: alliance politics, autonomous diplomacy, Japan-North Korea relations, 

Japan-U.S. relations, Junichiro Koizumi.  
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1. Introduction: Koizumi’s Visits to North Korea 

This thesis will revisit former Japanese Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi’s 

two visits to North Korea. Japanese foreign policy after WWII has been always 

sandwiched between alliance with U.S. and desire for autonomous diplomacy. The main 

purpose of this thesis is to reconsider about Japanese foreign policy by using Koizumi’s 

visits to North Korea as a case study.  

 

1.1. Koizumi’s First Visit to North Korea  

In 1991, the so called “Ri Unhye Problem,” which is a kidnapping case of a 

Japanese national by North Korea, emerged as a problem between Japan and North 

Korea. Saitama Prefectural Police announced that Ri Unhye was actually TX (Yaeko 

Taguchi)1 in the May of 1991. The Japanese government decided to inquire about 

information regarding the case to North Korea. In addition to this, Ahn Myong-jin, a 

defector from North Korea testified that he heard the kidnapping case of Megumi 

                                                   
1 Soji Takasaki, Kenshou nicchou kousyou [Verification of Japan-North Korea Negotiations] (Tokyo: 

Heibonsha, 2004), 51. 
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Yokota who had been missing since 1977.2 This testimony was made in 1997. The 

National Association of Families of Japanese Abducted by North Korea was 

established in March of this year. The abduction issue became more and more 

recognized by the general public of Japan. Koizumi started preparation to deal with this 

case after his inauguration as a Prime Minister on April 26, 2001.  

Hidenao Nakagawa, the Chief Cabinet Secretary had a secret meeting with 

Kang Sok-ju, the First Deputy Minister for Foreign Affairs of North Korea. Kang 

Sok-ju has been one of the most notable figures in North Korean diplomacy up to today. 

This meeting was held on January 17, three month before Koizumi’s inauguration. 

According to Yoichi Funabashi, Kang said in the meeting that North Korea wanted to 

settle both the colonization issue of the past and “humanitarian issue” simultaneously. 

The “humanitarian issue” indicated the abduction issue.3 North Korea also elucidated 

that they would accept an economic cooperation scheme and not compensation to settle 

                                                   
2 Ahn wrote that he heard the case of Yokota Megumi’s kidnapping from his instructor at the Kim Jong-il 

Political Military University. Ahn Myong-jin, Kitachosen rachi kousakuin [North Korean Abduction 

Agents] (Tokyo: Tokuma Syoten, 1998). 137. 
3 Yoichi Funabashi, The Peninsula Question: A Chronicle of the Second Korean Nuclear Crisis 

(Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution Press, 2007), 8.  
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down past colonization issue.4 North Korea showed their appetite for progress on the 

issue. However, from Koizumi’s and the Japanese government’s perspective, they had 

to confirm North Korean credibility in various ways. It became more important after a 

North Korean spy ship entered the Japanese sea area and sunk after a Japanese patrol 

ship tracked it. This happened on December 22, 2001. The Japanese government 

identified that this ship was importing drugs to Japan. Hitoshi Tanaka, Director-General 

of the Asian and Oceanian Affairs Bureau was in charge of negotiation with North 

Korea. Tanaka’s negotiating counterpart was called Mr. X. What Tanaka needed was not 

the name or affiliation of this Mr. X, but his credibility.5 North Korea was trying to 

increase their credibility. For example, Takashi Sugishima, a former reporter with the 

Nihon Keizai Shinbun was released on February 12, 2002. North Korea did not require 

any conditions for this release.6 Yoriko Kawaguchi and Paek Nam-sun had Foreign 

Ministers meeting between Japan and North Korea on July 31, 2002 by using the 

chance provided by the ASEAN regional forum. The stage for a summit meeting was 

                                                   
4 Haruki Wada. Kitachosen gendaishi [Contemporary History of North Korea] (Tokyo: Iwanami Shoten, 

2012), 208.   
5 Hitoshi Tanaka, Gaikou no chikara [The Power of Diplomacy] (Tokyo: Nikkei Publishing, 2009), 106. 
6 Yoichi Funabashi, The Peninsula Question: A Chronicle of the Second Korean Nuclear Crisis 

(Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution Press, 2007), 12.  
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almost set. Koizumi flew to Pyongyang on September 17, and had a summit meeting 

with Kim Jong-il. As a result of the summit meeting, five abductees were returned to 

Japan. According to the Asahi Shimbun’s public opinion poll, 81% of the Japanese 

people evaluated Koizumi’s visit highly, and the approval rate of the government rose 

from 51% to 61%.7 

 

1.2. Koizumi’s Second Visit to North Korea 

Former Japanese Prime Minister Koizumi repeatedly used the phrase 

“dialogue and pressure.” Sheer pressure alone does not give any incentive to North 

Korea for having negotiations, but at the same time, North Korea also does not take any 

action without pressure. Japanese foreign policy towards North Korea has always had 

this dilemma. After Koizumi’s first visit to North Korea, Japan-North Korea relations 

stagnated again. Normalization negotiations were held from October 29 to 30th, 2002 in 

Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia. However, North Korea demanded that Japan return 

                                                   
7 Shinoda, Tomohito. Kantei gaikou seiji leadership no yukue [Kantei Diplomacy: Whereabouts of 

Political Leadership] (Tokyo: The Asahi Shimbun Company, 2004), 71-72.  

http://ejje.weblio.jp/content/Kuala+Lumpur
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the previously mentioned five abductees to North Korea because it was 

originally planned that their visits to Japan would be temporary ones. In this 

situation, no progress had been made. 8  Furthermore, adverse development 

concerning nuclear issues prevented Japan from taking more actions against North 

Korea. North Korea admitted the existence of a uranium enrichment plan in a high level 

officials meeting with the U.S. in the October of 2002. In response to the International 

Atomic Energy Agency’s (IAEA) demand for inspection, North Korea declared 

secession from the Non Proliferation Treaty (NPT) on January 10, 2003. After the Iraqi 

War started on March 20, 2003, a spokesperson for North Korea’s Foreign Ministry 

issued the following statement on April 6. 

 

The Iraqi war shows that to allow disarming through inspection does not help 

avert the war but rather sparks it…Only a physical deterrence force, a 

tremendous military-deterrence force powerful enough to decisively beat back 

an attack… can avert war and protect the security of the country and the 

                                                   
8 Charles R. Jenkins, Kokuhaku [To Tell the Truth] (Tokyo: Kadokawa Shoten, 2005), 217.  
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nation. This is a lesson drawn from the Iraqi war.9[sic] 

 

China tried to take on the role of mediator in this situation. The first Six-Party Talks 

were held in Beijing under a Chinese initiative from August 27 to 29th. North Korea 

demanded the solution to issues collectively in an action to action manner.10 The U.S. 

opposed this proposal since conditions were favorable to North Korea. Japan tried to 

bring the abduction issue to the negotiation table but China asked Japan not to do so. 

Japan could not take a considerable role in the first Six-Party Talks. Japan used its last 

trump card, a second visit by Koizumi to develop the abduction issue. Even though five 

people were returned from North Korea to Japan, their families were kept staying in 

North Korea. Finally, Koizumi flew to North Korea again on May 22, 2004. Five family 

members returned to Japan as a result of these negotiations. Also, Charles Robert 

Jenkins, husband of Japanese abductee Hitomi Soga and their two daughters met 

Hitomi Soga in Jakarta, Indonesia on July 9 and decided to come to Japan. However, 

                                                   
9 Yoichi Funabashi, The Peninsula Question: A Chronicle of the Second Korean Nuclear Crisis 

(Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution Press, 2007), 126.  
10 Soji Takasaki, Kenshou nicchou kousyou [Verification of Japan-North Korea Negotiations] (Tokyo: 

Heibonsha, 2004), 204. 
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Koizumi’s second visit could not obtain any new information on the abduction issue 

from North Korea.   

 This is brief history of Koizumi’s visits to North Korea. It seems the U.S. did 

not have any obvious role during these two visits. Specifically, the role of the U.S. 

before Koizumi’s first visit was not really visible. Yoichi Funabashi commented that 

diplomatic negotiating for normalization with North Korea was the most autonomous 

and independent diplomatic development in Japanese diplomacy after WWII. 11 

However, without analyzing the role of the U.S., the complete picture of Koizumi’s 

visits is still unclear. This creates the necessity for this research.  

 

2. Theoretical Discussion  

2.1. Literature Review  

Koizumi’s visits to North Korea should not be analyzed as just an independent 

case in Japanese foreign policy. Koizumi’s visits need to be analyzed in the broader 

                                                   
11 Yoichi Funabashi, Chosen hantou no questions wo tsuikyu shite [Pursuit of Peninsula Questions], Japan 

National Press Club, April 23, 2007.  
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history and context of Japanese foreign policy. Outlining previous perspectives on 

Japanese foreign policy, there are several streams of thought. Specifically focusing on 

each political stance towards the Japan-U.S. alliance, this section classifies these 

perspectives into four themes. These are (1) nationalistic autonomy, (2) autonomous 

diplomacy, (3) alliance politics, and (4) non alignment. The nationalistic autonomy 

perspective aims to have an independent defense policy including nuclear armament. 

Shintaro Ishihara, the former Governor of Tokyo is an example of this perspectives. 

Ishihara wrote a famous book titled The Japan that Can Say “NO” coauthored with Akio 

Morita. He claimed that it is not realistic to dismantle the Japan-U.S. alliance right away, 

but excluding that option is the same as giving up a diplomatic card.12 But if, in the 

scenario of a dismantled Japan-U.S. alliance, Japan needs to confront powerful 

China, the region would be caught in an endless arms race and instability.13 The 

autonomous diplomacy view aims to have diplomacy based on a Japanese agenda while 

keeping the alliance with the U.S. Hitoshi Tanaka who was in charge of negotiations 

                                                   
12 Akio Morita and Shintaro Ishihara. No to ieru Nippon [The Japan that Can Say “NO”] (Tokyo: 

Kobunsya, 1989), 150.  
13 Michael J. Green and Patrick M. Cronin. The U.S.-Japan Alliance: Past, Present, and Future. (New 

York: Council on Foreign Relations Press, 1999), 6.  
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with North Korea before Koizumi’s visits could be classified into this category. Tanaka 

explained that Japan has to define its role to get out from pure obedience to the U.S. He 

emphasized the importance of commitment which enables Japan to claim “equal 

Japan-U.S. relations.”14 The alliance politics group has a slightly different perspective. 

They see the alliance with the U.S. as the single most important defense strategy for 

Japan. Former diplomat Hisahiko Okazaki explained that a vitally important thing for 

Japan is to keep friendly relations with the Anglo-American world which rules the 

seven seas.15 Lastly, there is the non-alignment view. This can be explained through 

non-alignment and neutral pacifist policies. This view had been somewhat influential, 

especially among Marxist scholars in Japan, and non-alignment is even a little close to 

nationalistic autonomy in terms of their orientation to be independent from the U.S. 

However, non-alignment views negate the importance of military power and put their 

emphasis on the idea of non-violence. These four are the basic classifications in 

Japanese foreign policy. The basis of Koizumi’s foreign policy toward North Korea was 

                                                   
14 Hitoshi Tanaka, Gaikou no chikara [The Power of Diplomacy] (Tokyo: Nikkei Publishing, 2009), 70. 
15 Hisahiko Okazaki, 21 seiki wo ikani ikinukuka kindai kokusaiseiji no chouryu to Nippon [How to 

Survive the 21st Century: The Currency of Modern International Politics and Japan] (Tokyo: PHP Institute, 

2012), 231. 
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located between autonomous diplomacy and alliance politics. Japan had to find a way 

out of the dilemma between the two perspectives. 

Focusing on Japan-North Korea relations, there are books and articles that 

could be classified into these four classifications. Several books by Tanaka naturally 

support his negotiation strategy from the perspective that this thesis referred to as 

autonomous diplomacy. Soji Takasaki recognized the importance of Koizumi’s visits; 

however, he criticized increasing dependence on the U.S. and an increase in the threat 

perception of North Korea as its consequence.16 On the contrary, Toshimitsu Shigemura 

explained that the distance between the alliance members was getting further into a 

dangerous zone because of Japan’s secret negotiations with North Korea.17 This is the 

claim from the alliance politics perspective. Concerning Koizumi’s visits to North 

Korea there are many articles by authors such as Kent E. Calder (2003), David Fouse 

(2004), Michael J. Mazarr (2007), Gaven McCormak (2008) , and Yeong-ho Kim 

(2010) to just name a few. However, there is room for analysis which exclusively 

                                                   
16 Soji Takasaki, Kenshou nicchou kousyou [Verification of Japan-North Korea Negotiations] (Tokyo: 

Heibonsha, 2004), 212.  
17 Toshimitsu Shigemura, Gaiko haiboku nicchou syunoukaidan to nichibeidoumei no shinjitsu [Defeat of 

Diplomacy: Japan-North Korea summit meetings and Truth of Japan-U.S Alliance] (Tokyo: Kodansya, 

2006 a), 68. 
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focuses on Koizumi’s visits to North Korea in relation to the Japan-U.S. alliance 

through the use of an analytical framework. 

 

2.2. Research Questions  

There has been discussion over Japan’s negotiations with North Korea and its 

impact on the Japan-U.S. alliance. Koizumi considered the possibility of normalization 

with North Korea even under pressure from the U.S. As Funabashi noted, it was the 

most autonomous and independent diplomatic development in Japanese diplomacy after 

WWII. Yeong-ho Kim wrote that there are complex reasons for why Japan-North Korea 

diplomatic normalization was not accomplished: the international environment such as 

the Cold War in East Asia and the divided Korean Peninsula; bilateral relations such as 

the Japan-U.S. alliance, Japan-South Korea relations, and Japan-North Korea relations; 

and domestic politics in each country.18 Among these, it should not be neglected that 

the Japan-U.S. alliance has played the most important role in Japanese foreign policy 

                                                   
18 Yeongho Kim, “Nicchou kousyou niokeru Nihon gaikou no henka doumei to jisyu no hazama no 

shitenkara [Japanese Foreign Policy Change in Negotiations for Diplomatic Normalization with North 

Korea: A Perspective from ‘Between Alliance and Autonomy],” Hiroshima Journal of International Studies 

16 (July 2010): 2. 
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for over a half century. Chan-hoon Kim made close analysis of Japanese negotiation 

patterns toward North Korea. He classified three Japanese negotiation fronts with North 

Korea. These are the foreign front, the domestic front and the opponent front. The 

foreign front is about relationships with third countries including allies. The domestic 

front is about the internal struggle of each nation concerning particular issues, and one 

contentious point in Japan-North Korea negotiation is the abduction issue. The 

opponent front is direct confrontation with the negotiating partner, and the key point in 

Japan-North Korea negotiations is diplomatic normalization.19 By using these levels of 

analysis, this paper’s argument will focus on the foreign front, which focusing on the 

Japan-U.S. alliance. However, to analyze the foreign front, the scope of the domestic 

and opponent fronts should also be considered. Therefore, this thesis uses the case study 

of Koizumi’s visits to analyze the foreign front especially focusing on the Japan-U.S. 

alliance while taking a comprehensive approach towards Japanese diplomacy with 

North Korea. Did negotiations and Koizumi’s visits to North Korea damage the 

                                                   
19 Chan-hoon Kim, “Nihon no tai Kitachosen kousyo pattern ni kansuru kenkyu 3tsu no kousyou 

sensenron ni yoru nicchou kokkou seijyouka kousyou no bunseki [A Study on Japanese Negotiation Pattern 

towards North Korea: Analysis on Japan-North Korea Diplomatic Normalization Negotiation by Three 

Negotiation Fronts Theory],” Fuji Xerox. Setsutaro Kobayashi Memorial Fund, 

http://www.fujixerox.co.jp/company/social/next/foundation/pdf/717.pdf, (accessed May 2, 2015).  
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Japan-U.S. alliance? What kind of development did negotiations have during “Koizumi 

Diplomacy?” Is there any solution for overcoming the dilemma between alliance 

politics and autonomous diplomacy? What kind of diplomatic options did and does 

Japan have toward North Korea? These are the questions that this paper discusses.  

 

2.3. Analytical Framework  

This paper uses diplomatic documents, memoirs of people involved and 

interviews with experts as primary sources. Books and articles are used as secondary 

sources. As a basic analytical framework, this thesis uses two main analytical scopes. 

First, Koizumi’s visits are analyzed through the concept of “between alliance politics 

and autonomous diplomacy.” This is an idea proposed by Mike M. Mochizuki. He 

wrote a paper titled “Between Alliance and Autonomy” in 2005. His main point was 

that Japan has addressed the challenge of North Korea by strengthening its alliance with 

the United States on the one hand, but on the other hand, Japan also tried to have a 
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regional policy that was autonomous from the United States.20 Japanese diplomacy has 

been labeled as reactive policy, especially to U.S. demands, for a long time. For 

example, Kent E. Calder claimed that Japanese foreign policy continues to be in a 

reactive state model, and this had been established since the San Francisco Peace 

Treaty.21 This idea was mostly applicable when looking at Japanese negotiations in the 

past. Japan has been passing the buck to the U.S. on foreign and security policy. 

However, Koizumi tried to act outside of that concept. Therefore, it is appropriate to 

analyze Koizumi’s visits to North Korea by using the framework “between alliance 

politics and autonomous diplomacy.” 

Second, this thesis will analyze Koizumi’s visits through the logic of alliance 

politics. This will mostly rely on Glen H. Snyder’s “Alliance Politics.” Glenn H. Snyder 

analyzed three reasons of alliance. First, alliance is formulated to ease the general 

insecurity of anarchy. Second, alliance is established to check or protect specific 

opponents and interests. The third reason is to cancel or weaken conflicts between 

                                                   
20 Mike M. Mochizuki, “Between Alliance and Autonomy,” in Confronting Terrorism in the Pursuit of 

Power: Strategic Asia 2004-2005 (Washington: The National Bureau of Asian Research, 2005): 104.  
21 Kent E. Calder, “Japan as a Post-Reactive State?” Orbis Fall 2003 (2003): 605. 
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allies.22 The character of the Japan-U.S. alliance had an emphasis on the second reason 

under the Cold War structure. After the end of the Cold War, the importance of the first 

reason was strengthened, and opponents to the alliance changed from the Soviet Union 

to North Korea and China. Alliance basically has a target outside the alliance. This 

“other orientation” distinguishes alliance from other international organizations.23 After 

the end of the Cold War and precisely after the first nuclear crisis on the Korean 

Peninsula, North Korea started taking the role as a common enemy between Japan and 

the U.S. in the region. This was somewhat beneficial to the alliance. By naming North 

Korea as a main threat in the region, Japan and the U.S. could refrain from pointing 

China out as the most critical military rival in the region.  

Alliances do not have compulsory power. Normally, alliances do not or cannot 

have punishment clauses for non-adherence to the alliance treaty. In addition to this fact, 

alliance member’s reputation can easily be damaged by disloyalty, and this is easier 

than getting a good reputation for loyalty.24 In the Japan-U.S. alliance, the U.S. 

                                                   
22 Glenn H. Snyder, Alliance Politics (New York: Cornell University Press, 1997), 24-25. 
23 Ibid, 4. 
24 Ibid, 27. 
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obviously has a greater burden and more responsibility than Japan to protect its partner. 

But at the same time, Japan has its own policy priorities not focused on just keeping the 

alliance. Japanese foreign policy faces the dilemma of managing Japanese originality as 

well as managing policy coordination with the U.S. “Between alliance politics and 

autonomous diplomacy,” and “the logic of alliance politics,” used to depict 

comprehensive picture of Koizumi’s visits to North Korea and their relation to the 

Japan-U.S. alliance.  

 

3. Three Stages of Development  

3.1. Negotiations Before the First Visit (Autonomous Diplomacy Phase) 

The international negotiation scheme towards North Korea has changed many 

times and it has heavily depended on U.S. foreign policy. For example, the U.S. and 

South Korea proposed that North Korea have Four-Party Talks including China in 1997. 

This can be said to be the first attempt to pursue a permanent peace settlement on the 
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Korean Peninsula after the end of the Korean War.25 North Korea was not receptive to 

this proposal in the beginning since their main negotiation target was the U.S. However, 

North Korea agreed in the end, and until 1999 Four Party Talks were held six times. In 

response to this situation, the ninth round of Japan-North Korea normalization talks was 

held in Beijing from April 4 to 8, 2000. In this sense, Japanese foreign policy was still 

bound on the framework of the “reactive state model,” borrowing Calder’s definition. 

The game was shifted dramatically because of new leaders in both Japan and the U.S. 

John W. Kingdon pointed out that a change of administrations may be the most apparent 

element which explains the opening of new policy windows.26 

The appearance of George W. Bush administration changed the whole game. 

Bush established a policy called the Bush Doctrine after September 11. One of the main 

pillars of this doctrine was to not distinguish between terrorists and nations which 

shelter terrorists.27 North Korea was named as an axis of evil member. Under the name 

of ABC (anything but Clinton), the prospects of negotiation between the U.S. and North 

                                                   
25 Soji Takasaki, Kenshou nicchou kousyou [Verification of Japan-North Korea Negotiations] (Tokyo: 

Heibonsha, 2004), 118. 
26 John W. Kingdon, Agendas, Alternatives, and Public Policies (New York: HarperCollins College 

Publishers, 1995), 168.  
27 George W. Bush, Decision Points (New York: Crown Publishers, 2010), 396.  
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Korea became difficult in both multilateral and bilateral schemes. James Mann pointed 

out that important figures in the Bush administration had a more hard line attitude 

toward North Korea than the Democrats including people who were not regarded as 

hawkish.28 President Bush himself was a typical examples of this idea. North Korea 

was not a negotiable partner in Bush’s mind. At the same time, any realistic policy 

options that the administration could take were limited. Condoleezza Rice, National 

Security Advisor during the Bush administration wrote that they considered a “North 

Korea collapse policy” but the possibility of success was quite low.29 North Korea has 

survived in isolation for over 50 years. Instead, Bush decided not to have any bilateral 

negotiation with North Korea.30 This decision later led to the Six-Party Talks. Then, 

what was the consistency of foreign policy on North Korea in the Bush administration? 

Funabashi cited that one senior White House official labeled Bush’s North Korea policy 

as a “hybrid.” 31  Elements of engagement through a multilateral framework and 

                                                   
28 James Mann, Rise of the Vulcans: The History of Bush's War Cabinet (London: Penguin Books, 2004), 

278. 
29 Condoleezza Rice, No Higher Honor: A Memoir of My Years in Washington (New York: Broadway 

Books, 2012), 712. 
30 George W. Bush, Decision Points (New York: Crown Publishers, 2010), 423-424. 
31 Yoichi Funabashi, The Peninsula Question: A Chronicle of the Second Korean Nuclear Crisis 

(Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution Press, 2007), 150.  
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containment policy were mixed without order. There is criticism that Bush 

administration’s North Korea policy was not just confrontational and militaristic, but 

what becomes apparent is the image of a White House with poor conceptual strategies 

and decision-making processes.32 The Bush administration’s policy focus after 911 was 

the War on Terror. The Afghanistan War and the Iraqi War were at the center of foreign 

policy not North Korea. In a State of the Union address in 2002, President Bush 

referred to North Korea, Iraq and Iran as an axis of evil and declared that the U.S. will 

“prevent regimes that sponsor terror from threatening America or our friends and allies 

with weapons of mass destruction.”33 However, North Korea was not the focus. One of 

the speech writers in the Bush administration said that North Korea was added to this 

infamous group at the end of the drafting process.34 

 The Bush administration’s foreign policy cannot be explained without 

considering other distinguished policy makers in the foreign policy circle. These people 

                                                   
32 Michael J. Mazarr, “The Long Road to Pyongyang,” Foreign Affairs 86 no.5 (Sep/Oct 2007) 
33 Mark E. Manyin, Emma Chanlett-Avery and Helene Marchart, North Korea: A Chronology of Events, 

October 2002-December 2004, CRS Report for Congress (2005): 11. 
34 James Mann, Rise of the Vulcans: The History of Bush's War Cabinet (London: Penguin Books, 2004), 

318. 
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were called “the Vulcans.” Simply put the Vulcans are the generation of the military.35 

They accumulated their experiences in the Department of Defense. For example, Vice 

President Dick Cheney and Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld were both 

experienced Secretaries of Defense before the George W. Bush administration. The 

Vulcans put more emphasis on moral judgment as a basis in American foreign policy.36 

Value judgment such as the democratic or repressive character in a regime did matter in 

their foreign policy beliefs. Fault lines in foreign policy were laid down between the 

Department of State and Department of Defense. U.S. foreign policy has been attentive 

to the conflict between these two departments. Secretary of State Colin Powell took a 

different stance from Bush in foreign policy after 911. Basically he was not supportive 

of military intervention in foreign countries. This is based on his personal experiences 

in the military. Bush recalled that Powell and the State Department were sometimes not 

cooperative with Bush’s policies.37 One of Condoleezza Rice’s task was to coordinate 

between Rumsfeld and Powell but this job was not an easy one.38 From the Japanese 
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perspective, this situation was difficult to handle because Japan needed to be aware of 

two main streams in U.S. foreign policy making.  

Along with the change in U.S. leadership, the leadership of Prime Minister 

Koizumi is definitely a critical factor in understanding Japanese diplomacy during this 

period. Hitoshi Tanaka, former Director-General of the Asian and Oceanian Affairs 

Bureau noted that there were many things that only Koizumi could do.39 Koizumi had 

two perspectives in his foreign policy. One side was an alliance oriented attitude. 

Koizumi put great emphasis on Japan-U.S. relations. He established intimate relations 

with the U.S. compared to several previous administrations. Aside from this alliance 

oriented character, Koizumi also had an independent character which was made obvious 

in his negotiations with North Korea. Even though his policy did not run parallel with 

the policy of the U.S., he insisted on this policy.  

 Tanaka also played a critical role in Koizumi’s foreign policy. His ideas were 

different from most of the diplomat in the Japanese Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
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(MOFA). Tanaka wrote in his book that he did not want to be bound by taboos and also 

pointed out that Japan tended to be bound by existing ideas. Being bound by past 

successful experiences such as the constitution, the Japan-U.S. alliance, and the 

economic system, ―these taboos were shown as targets for reconsideration in his 

eyes.40 Tanaka’s passionate will for Japanese diplomacy on the Korean Peninsula was 

formed through the feeling of alienation that Japan experienced. One example was the 

Agreed Framework concluded between the U.S. and North Korea in the October of 

1994. All that Japan and South Korea could do was send diplomats to Geneva and listen 

to the briefing by U.S. representatives after bilateral negotiation between the U.S. and 

North Korea. There was no positive role for Japan in the negotiations. The irritation that 

Tanaka felt at these negotiations strengthened his idea of the need for Japanese 

diplomacy.41 Tanaka believed Japan had “good cause (taigi)” to have negotiations with 

North Korea. The good cause was the need for a solution of abduction issue and 

Japan-North Korea normalization. This belief was also shared by other main characters 
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of Koizumi’s foreign policy circle such as Deputy Chief Cabinet Secretary Teijiro 

Furukawa.42 All that Japanese foreign policy needed was opportunity. From Tanaka’s 

perspective, the hard line attitude of U.S. foreign policy made North Korea need to 

improve relations with Japan.43 Though there could be debate about having a foreign 

policy independent from the U.S., Japan also has its own priority in foreign policy. 

During this period, North Korea changed their negotiations target to Japan. This helped 

to open a new policy window for Japan.  

Negotiations with North Korea in this period have frequently been criticized 

as secret negotiations. There are two key players in prior negotiations before the initial 

visit of Prime Minister Koizumi. These were the so called Mr. X from the North Korean 

side and Hitoshi Tanaka from the Japanese side. According to Funabashi, X introduced 

himself as Kim Chul, a high-ranking official of the National Defense Commission.44 

However, no North Korean representative stated his name, and he did not give a name 

card to Tanaka. It is easy to speculate that his name was a pseudonym, but Tanaka was 

                                                   
42 Ibid, 116. 
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not concerned with his name or title. He wanted to find out whether this person was 

credible or not. X increased his credibility since he made quick decisions often. He 

rarely said “Let me ask Pyongyang’s opinion first.”45 It seemed like he had certain 

power given to him by Pyongyang. These negotiations proceeded without attracting the 

awareness of many people. Who did know the development of the negotiations? 

Funabashi wrote that only Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi, Chief Cabinet Secretary 

Yasuo Fukuda, Deputy Chief Cabinet Secretary Teijiro Furukawa, and Secretary to 

Prime Minister Koro Bessho knew the case in the Cabinet Office. Only Vice Minister 

Yukio Takeuchi, Director-General of the Asian and Oceanian Affairs Bureau Hitoshi 

Tanaka, and North East Asia Division Director Kenji Hiramatsu knew of this case in the 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA). 46  Soji Takasaki gave a slightly different 

explanation, for he included Foreign Minister Noriko Kawaguchi in the informed circle 

and excluded Bessho.47 In any cases, only around 7 people had access to information 

about these negotiations. Another Deputy Chief Cabinet Secretary, Shinzo Abe was not 
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46 Ibid, 24. 
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part of this circle. Tanaka wrote that this was not his first time having this kind of 

confidential negotiation. For example, he adopted a similar way of information 

management when the Japanese government lifted their sanctions on North Korea right 

before the Seoul Olympics. Tanaka explained that if someone had leaked important 

information to other people even inside the MOFA, the goal of the diplomacy might not 

have been accomplished.48 As a more detailed explanation, Tanaka raised 7 principles 

for negotiations when he dealt with North Korea. 1. Drawing a big picture. 2. Unifying 

negotiation channels into one. 3. Believing others only through action. 4. Not 

negotiating alone and making sure to leave a record of negotiations. 5. Not making 

secret agreements. 6. Keeping secret thoroughly. 7. Maintaining the chain of command 

in the informed circle.49  If these principles were kept as such, criticizing these 

negotiations would not be easy.  

However, these principle do not dilute the autonomous character of Japanese 

diplomacy during this period. Fouse named this type of Japanese diplomacy as 
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“heading toward autonomy.”50 The Koizumi administration moved forward to resolve 

the abduction issues and remaining past wounds, namely the history of annexation. The 

U.S. took a different stance from Japan and tried to distance themselves from North 

Korea in this period of time. The idea of former President Bush and his administration 

staff clearly show this tendency. By analyzing both political mainstreams in Japan and 

the U.S. and by also considering the secret character of the negotiations, one conclusion 

can be made about Japanese negotiations with North Korea before Koizumi’s first visit: 

this political phase was one of autonomous diplomacy.  

 

3.2. Koizumi’s First Visit (Balancing Phase) 

The Bush administration’s policy focus after 911 was the War on Terror. The 

Bush administration tried to keep North Korean issues low in profile. The U.S. had 

chosen to just wait and see the situation in North Korea. At the same time, the U.S. 

could not have been happy with the sudden change on the Korean Peninsula. In the case 
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of Japan, National Security Advisor Condoleezza Rice expressed her disagreement with 

Japanese idea of prioritizing the abduction issue before the nuclear issue.51 Simply put, 

the U.S. did not want to deal with North Korea, but at the same time, the U.S. did not 

want to see anybody else deal with North Korea independently from the U.S. On 

September 7, 2002, Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs, 

James A. Kelly told Japan at the Trilateral Coordination and Oversight Group (TCOG) 

which includes the U.S., Japan, and South Korea, “As you know, the North Korean 

nuclear and missile problem is not just a matter for the U.S.”52 Considering this U.S. 

attitude Japan needed to take a balanced position between alliance politics and 

autonomous diplomacy. Japanese diplomacy towards North Korea was heading into a 

balancing phase right before and during Koizumi’s first visit to North Korea. There are 

three focal points concerning the contents of Koizumi’s first visit to North Korea. These 

are the abduction issue, the Pyongyang Declaration and the nuclear problem.  

Concerning the abduction issue, while Japan and North Korea were having 
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negotiations in 2002, North Korea started preparations to reveal the existence of 

abductees to the world. First, North Korea tried to force the abductees to explain that 

they came to North Korea on their own will or accidentally came there because of a 

marine accident.53 However, this scenario had changed into a different one by the 

beginning of September 2002. Abductees were now allowed to tell their story 

honestly.54 As it became obvious through the testimony of Kaoru Hasuike, one of the 

abductees, North Korea attempted to cover up the true story of the abductions up to the 

last minute. In the first summit meeting, North Korea said five abductees were alive, 

and the eight of them had already died. Charles Jenkins wrote that an abductee, Hitomi 

Soga, met with staff of the North Korean Red Cross on September 19 which was two 

days after the summit meeting. Red Cross staff told Soga that she has long been an 

obedient and exemplary citizens, so the “organization” is considering giving her a visit 

to Japan in return.55 

 Second, the Pyongyang Declarations was adopted after the summit meeting. 
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The Pyongyang Declaration was distinct and even strange declaration in many ways. 

During the drafting process of this declaration, the Japanese side had continuously 

proposed drafts to North Korea and North Korea added critical comments to all of these. 

This was an unusual case in diplomatic negotiations.56 The Pyongyang Declaration 

consists of a preamble and 4 clauses. Clause 1 was about restarting the negotiation 

process for diplomatic normalization. Clause 2 was a Japanese apology for its colonial 

past and economic cooperation after normalization on the basis of waiving property 

rights. Clause 3 confirmed that threats should not be used by either side and that North 

Korea should take appropriate measures concerning “regrettable incidents.” Clause 4 

was about the maintenance of peace and stability in the region and an overall resolution 

of the nuclear issues on the Korean Peninsula.57 This declaration became the basis of 

Japanese foreign policy with North Korea. Clause 2 made clear that both countries 

agreed to accept economic cooperation scheme after normalization while mutually 

waiving all their property claims before the end of WWII. This means that North Korea 
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withdrew their claims on compensation and reparation that they had claimed up until 8th 

rounds of normalization talks in 1992.58 The Pyongyang Declaration referred to the 

abduction case as a “regrettable incident.” The Japanese government failed to persuade 

North Korea to include the exact word “abduction” in the document. Moreover, Japan 

and North Korea confirmed an “overall resolution of the nuclear issues on the Korean 

Peninsula―the necessity of resolving security problems including nuclear and missile 

issues by promoting dialogues among countries concerned.59” Thus, this declaration 

took a step toward the future Six-Party Talks, but at the same time, the contents of this 

declaration became the subject of development during the Six-Party Talks. From the 

North Korean perspective, this declaration could be evaluated as a success even though 

they made the concession of having an economic cooperation scheme much the same as 

South Korea did in 1965. This is because Japan recognized that they would provide 

economic aid including grants, long-term loans, and so forth to North Korea after 
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normalization. Chairman Kim Il-sung once said that he would make people eat rice 

with meat soup, wear silk clothes, and live in a tiled roof house.60 This dream never 

materialized. North Korea could receive a meaningful promise from Japan through this 

declaration.  

The third point was the nuclear problem. There was a pressing need for Japan 

to include the North Korean nuclear problem in the declaration. The U.S. had already 

gained information which suggested that North Korea was secretly developing a highly 

enriched uranium program.61 Kelly’s statement to Japan in the TCOG hinted to this fact 

and Japan had to be careful about this matter. Otherwise, this summit meeting would 

purely be bilateral agreement which neglected the international political and security 

environment. Of course, if this was the case, it is easy to imagine that this declaration 

would have been an unwelcomed one to the U.S. Japan and North Korea at least 

“confirmed the necessity of resolving security problems including nuclear and missile 
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issues.”62 Both parties also agreed on North Korea’s further moratorium on missile 

launches. Japan avoided neglecting international and U.S. demands on the nuclear issue. 

Still, it should be noted that this visit itself had diplomatic risk to Japan even though 

they had successfully included nuclear problem into the declaration. As a fundamental 

problem, the possibility of North Korea giving up nuclear weapons through negotiation 

was quite low. Kim Jong-nam, first son of Kim Jong-il responded in an interview that 

the possibility of North Korea giving up nuclear weapons was quite low.63 He said that 

North Korean national power came from nuclear weapons. Syunji Hiraiwa wrote that 

the lesson that North Korea learned from the Tiananmen incident and the execution of 

Ceausescu was that the military is the decisive factor in political change.64 This 

perspective would not easily change through negotiation and Japanese influence in this 

process was quite limited. Koizumi’s first visit shed a ray of hope for Japanese 

diplomacy. At the same time, this unintentionally showed the limitations of Japanese 

autonomous diplomacy in regards to North Korea. It became more and more clear that 
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Japan-North Korea relations could not be detached from the developments of the 

international society including the development of U.S.-North Korea relations. 

Moreover, the U.S. did not want to see Japan independently deal with North Korea.  

 

Figure 1. Interrelationship surrounding Japanese foreign policy to North Korea  

 

Facing the situation depicted above, Koizumi diplomacy had to take a balanced stance 

towards North Korea. Japanese balancing efforts are actually in response to U.S. 
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demands, and this is also closely related to the nuclear problem as an international 

issue.   

 

3.3. After Koizumi’s First Visit (Alliance Politics Phase) 

In the end, five abductees were returned to Japan on October 15, 2002. After 

the five abductees arrived in Japan, there was intense debate on whether the Japanese 

government had to return the abductees to North Korea again or not. Eventually, the 

Japanese government chose to not return them back to North Korea. The will of the 

abductees cannot be dismissed in this analysis. Kaoru Hasuike wrote that he actually 

called the Japanese government and told them that his will was to stay in Japan and 

wait for his children. Japanese diplomacy could not move forward against the will of 

the subject themselves. At the same time, from the North Korean perspective, this 

decision was a clear violation of the agreement, and they hardened the attitude. The 

manner in which to deal with the abduction issue in the Pyongyang Declaration was 

another issue itself, especially in Japan. The Pyongyang Declaration referred to the 
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abduction case as “regrettable incidents.” The Japanese government failed to persuade 

North Korea to include the exact word “abduction” in the document. This has been 

heavily criticized particularly by conservative media and politicians. 65  Tanaka 

countered this opinion by stating that the wording in the document was not everything. 

In a situation where human lives are at stake, solving the issue should be the priority.66 

There was both appraisal for and criticism towards Koizumi’s visits to North Korea. 

Japan’s own apology issue was overshadowed by the abduction issue. McCormack 

pointed out that in the people of Japan’s view the damage and suffering caused by 

Japanese colonialism over thirty-five years seemed as if they were nothing when 

compared to the harm done to Japan through the abduction issue.67  

Less than one month after Koizumi’s visit, the political situation surrounding 

North Korea entered another stage. On October 7, 2002, James Kelly was told by Kang 

Sok-ju that North Korea “come to possess” or has “right to possess” nuclear weapons. 
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Kang might have deliberately chosen his wording which could be understood in two 

different ways.68 In either way, the possibility of North Korean nuclear development 

was incredibly high at that moment. When Secretary of State, Colin Powell reported 

North Korea’s response to President Bush, he replied with surprise, “What? Did they 

admit it?69 Even the U.S. could not have expected that North Korea would actually 

admit the issue. On October 20th, Powell spoke to NBC television stating that “the 1994 

Agreed Framework is nullified since Pyongyang has admitted to U.S. officials that it 

has been pursuing a covert uranium-based nuclear weapons program.”70 Koizumi’s 

autonomous diplomacy became sandwiched by domestic criticism about 

mismanagement over the abduction issue and North Korea’s development of highly 

enriched uranium. Koizumi’s initiative was effectively dead within two months after the 

visit. After the 12th diplomatic normalization talks between Japan and North Korea, no 

normalization talks have been held until even today. McCormack noted that Koizumi’s 

bold and courageous initiative for turning “a hostile relationship into a friendly 
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relationship” had actually turned hostile relationship into something even more 

hostile.71 Koizumi’s diplomacy had no choice but to lean more toward alliance politics. 

However, this does not mean that Koizumi gave up on his independent policies towards 

North Korea. Koizumi maintained his stance of supporting the U.S. War on Terror while 

preparing autonomous diplomacy towards North Korea. He showed quick support for 

the U.S. led Iraqi War in 2003. Koizumi strongly supported the U.S. even though U.S. 

action was criticized as unilateral and as lacking enough consultation with international 

society. This decision making is described as Kantei (Prime Minister’s Office) 

diplomacy. Koizumi had a weaker political basis in his party so he utilized the Kantei 

policy circle ―mainly the Chief Cabinet Secretary and Deputy Cabinet Secretaries for 

making important decisions. Legislation on Iraq which legitimatized the sending of 

Japanese Self Defense Forces (JSDF) reconstruction forces to Iraq was a typical 

example of his Kantei leadership.72 Mochizuki pointed out that there is also the 

influence of Japanese public opinion. Japanese public opinion leaned towards the view 
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that Japan had to support the U.S. because of the problems that Japan had with North 

Korea.73 Mochizuki used a Yomiuri Shimbum survey from March 2003 that stated that 

while only 12 percent responded with “the government had every reason to back the 

U.S. military action,” 64 percent indicated that “the government had no choice but to do 

so,” and that 92 percent felt anxious about North Korea.74  

Koizumi flew to North Korea again on May 22, 2004, while supporting the 

U.S. War on Terror. However, except for the return of a few more abductees’ family 

members, Koizumi’s second visit did not lead to any fruitful results. After Koizumi’s 

second visit to North Korea, whatever was leftover of the autonomous character in 

Koizumi diplomacy faded away. There are two dimensions here. One dimension is that 

Koizumi diplomacy shifted from autonomous diplomacy to alliance politics. This is 

partially because of slow development on the abduction issue and increasing criticism 

within the nation. Moreover, this is also due to North Korea’s development of highly 

enriched uranium and increasing U.S. pressure. Yeongho Kim argued that Koizumi had 
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leaned more the U.S. because he was also irritated by increasing criticism from both 

China and South Korea in regards to Koizumi’s continuous visits to the Yasukini 

Shrine.75 This can be one explanation for the shifting in Japanese diplomacy but cannot 

be the main reason considering the whole context of the issue. Another dimension is 

that Koizumi diplomacy towards North Korea became more embedded into the 

international and multilateral context. On April 10, 2003, North Korea’s withdrawal 

from the Non-Proliferation Treaty became effective. As an international effort aimed at 

dealing with this situation, the Six-Party Talks started in Beijing on August 27, 2003. 

They agreed on the Joint Statement of September 19, 2005. The 2nd clause of the Joint 

Statement of the Fourth Round of the Six-Party Talks stated that “the DPRK and Japan 

undertook to take steps to normalize their relations in accordance with the Pyongyang 

Declaration, on the basis of the settlement of unfortunate past and the outstanding 

issues of concern.”76 The words “outstanding concern” refer to the abduction issue 
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from the Japanese point of view. Bilateral problems between Japan and North Korea 

were passed on to the Six-Party Talks. Koizumi’s initiative of autonomous diplomacy 

was eventually absorbed by the newly created multilateral scheme.  

The Japanese MOFA explains the significance of diplomatic normalization 

with North Korea on their website. According to them, diplomatic normalization 

through the comprehensive resolution of the abduction, nuclear, and missile issues 

along with a settlement over the unfortunate past will contribute to regional peace and 

stability.77 No one can be against a comprehensive solution to all of these issues. 

However, it is impossible for solely Japan and North Korea to solve the nuclear issue. 

Tanaka pointed out that the significance of the declaration was its potential use as a 

road map. The declaration itself does not have the power to change things, but specifies 

the process that both countries have to go through after the declaration. Diplomatic 

normalization would be the final goal of this process, but this needs endorsement from 

the Japanese Diet. A resolution would not be able to pass the Diet without development 
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on the abduction and nuclear issues.78 This unavoidable need for Diet approval works 

as a safety net. In this sense, Koizumi Diplomacy also predicted slow or even backward 

development on the issue, and the situation went accordingly to that worse scenario. 

Japanese diplomacy gradually lost its autonomous character after Koizumi’s first visit, 

and his initiative ended up returning to alliance politics. Also, Koizumi’s initiative 

became more and more embedded in the international political situation.  

 

4. Japan-U.S. Policy Coordination 

4.1. Different Intentions, Explanations, and Evaluations 

Needless to say, explanations on the process and result of Koizumi’s visits 

differed in Japan and the U.S. When the U.S. pursued an engagement policy under the 

Clinton administration, the U.S. and North Korea signed the Agreed Framework, which 

included the provision of light-water reactors to North Korea. However, even under this 

government, the commitment of the U.S. to this framework was slightly questionable 

especially in regards to the provision of light-water reactors. Many senior members of 
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the administration, including Vice President Al Gore and Anthony Lake, National 

Security Advisor, anticipated the possible collapse of the North Korean regime in the 

near future.79 The U.S. would not have to provide reactors, if this speculation was 

correct. The basis of U.S. policy makers’ ideas about North Korea is often connected to 

North Korea collapse theory. For example, current U.S. President Barak Obama stated 

that “over time, you will see a regime like this collapse.”80 However, North Korean 

collapse has until today not become reality and there are no such prospects in the near 

future. Of course, the U.S. has not adopted this collapse theory as their official strategy 

or policy, but this has been the underlying basis for U.S. foreign policy towards North 

Korea. This is one of the reasons why the U.S. wants to avoid negotiations with North 

Korea for as long as it is possible. Japanese policy is currently different from the U.S. 

because of the abduction issue and its colonial past. It is natural that the two countries 

have different foreign policy stances towards North Korea, but if the perceptional gap 
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were to become too big, this would cause an unfavorable situation for the alliance. In 

this regard, U.S. evaluation of first Koizumi’s first visit was one focal point. White 

House Press Secretary Scott McClellan stated to the press gaggle that Koizumi and 

Bush spoke to each other on August 28, 2002 and commented as follows.  

 

Well, the Prime Minister did call the President to discuss his diplomatic efforts, 

and I think it was a brief conversation. The President appreciated the Prime 

Minister's advance notice. And as with other recent efforts to address concerns 

about North Korea, we support the Prime Minister's diplomatic efforts, and we 

hope it will lead to an early resolution of the important issues between the two 

countries and contribute to North Korea's becoming a responsible member of 

the international community.81 

 

Evaluation of the phrase “support the Prime Minister's diplomatic efforts” can be 
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interpreted in different ways. This sentence can be interpreted as U.S. support for 

Koizumi, but there is also a different type of explanation. Toshimitsu Shigemura 

explained that “support…diplomatic efforts” is being used to show that they do not 

wish to actually give support.82 Analysis of this statement is difficult, but one obvious 

thing was that North Korea wanted to negotiate with the U.S. but the U.S. did not want 

to do so. Koizumi’s visit to North Korea was planned and carried out under these 

circumstances. Funabashi gave his impression after lengthy research and coverage of 

the case. He felt that the Japan-U.S. alliance was an extremely complicated one even 

though the two governments had an intimate and friendly relationship between Koizumi 

and Bush.83  

  

4.2. Japanese Policy Coordination with the U.S. over North Korean Issues 

 Alliances do not have compulsory power. Therefore, trust is the most 

important asset in alliances. Both have to keep their promise and keep close 

                                                   
82 Toshimitsu Shigemura, Gaiko haiboku nicchou syunoukaidan to nichibeidoumei no shinjitsu [Defeat of 

Diplomacy: Japan-North Korea summit meetings and Truth of Japan-U.S Alliance] (Tokyo: Kodansya, 

2006 a), 54-55. 
83 Yoichi Funabashi, Chosen hantou no questions wo tsuikyu shite [Pursuit of Peninsula Questions] Japan 

National Press Club, April 23, 2007.  



 

45 

 

communication to maintain the alliance, but this is not always the case in the Japan-U.S. 

alliance. Japanese diplomacy has been shaken by sudden changes in U.S. foreign policy 

in the past. Nixon’s sudden visit to China triggered Japan-China diplomatic 

normalization. Clinton’s possible visit to North Korea also had this kind of political 

impact on Japan. After Secretary of State Madeleine Albright visited North Korea in 

October 2000, Japan feared being left behind. The situation in 2002 had a totally 

different character compared to the Clinton period. Normalization could not be 

envisioned without settling the nuclear problem completely. From the Japanese point of 

view, without the development of negotiations between the U.S. and North Korea, 

development of Japan-North Korea relations would also be difficult. Isao Iijima, former 

Chief Secretary of Prime Minister Koizumi pointed out that it was impossible to solve 

the abduction issue without the development of U.S.-North Korea relations.84 There is 

also a dilemma which Glenn H. Snyder named “support versus conciliate.”85 Japan has 

been dependent on its ally and wants to strengthen their partnership while also having 

                                                   
84 Isao Iijima, Seiji no kyusho [Pressure Points in Politics] (Tokyo: Bungeishunju, 2014), 98. 
85 Glenn H Snyder, Alliance Politics (New York: Cornell University Press, 1997), 196.  
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the thrust for reconciliation with adverse North Korea. This is a critical point in the 

Japan-U.S. alliance.  

 

Figure 2. Four Powers relations in 2002  

 

President Kim Dae-jung’s Sunshine Policy made the situation more complicated. The 

U.S. policy line and the South Korean policy line on North Korea were looking in 

different directions, if not entirely opposite ones. Consultations between Japan and the 
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U.S. were indispensable especially in this situation. Meanwhile, the U.S. has shifted 

their foreign policy without much consultation with their allies in the past. Tanaka 

pointed out Nixon’s visit as such a case. He added that only Japanese people naively 

say ‘Will Japan do what the U.S. opposes?’ is quite shallow.86 Tanaka puts emphasis on 

the importance of consulting with U.S. at the same time. Tanaka explained that he held 

briefings with James Kelly and U.S. Deputy Secretary of State Richard L. Armitage 

many times. Tanaka said that he consulted with the U.S. about the Pyongyang 

Declaration draft as well.87 He clearly rejects the view that the U.S. opposed Koizumi’s 

visit or that Japan carried out the visit without enough consultation with the U.S. 

Tanaka said that Bush knew about secret negotiations between Japan and North Korea. 

According to him, Armitage once expressed U.S. understanding with the Japanese 

agenda and that the U.S. did not have an objections to it.88 Nevertheless, Tanaka 

admitted that information that the MOFA passed to the Department of State may not 

have been understood by a group of neoconservative people in the U.S. government.89 

                                                   
86 Hitoshi Tanaka, interview by author, February 13, 2015. 
87 Hitoshi Tanaka, interview by author, February 13, 2015. 
88 Hitoshi Tanaka, Gaikou no chikara [The Power of Diplomacy] (Tokyo: Nikkei Publishing, 2009), 118. 
89 Ibid, 119. 
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He wrote that this was a problem inside the U.S. government, but that this also shows 

one limitation of MOFA-centered diplomacy. In addition to that, it is obvious that the 

U.S. is more militarily and diplomatically powerful than Japan. A drastic Japanese 

policy change without enough consultation with the U.S. poses a different picture than 

the U.S. doing the same thing to Japan.  

Before Koizumi’s first visit to North Korea, the U.S. had already obtained 

some evidence of North Korea’s highly enriched uranium development. Japan agreed to 

a summit meeting with North Korea at almost the same time. It can be said that the 

distance within the alliance was getting further into a dangerous zone.90 Heigo Sato 

also claimed that problems between Japan and North Korea should be resolved through 

a multilateral scheme, and that an independent Japanese policy could lead to a bad 

result.91 Having such concerns, the U.S. told Japan about their anxiety over North 

Korea’s development of highly enriched uranium. The U.S. feared that Japan was going 

                                                   
90 Toshimitsu Shigemura, Gaiko haiboku nicchou syunoukaidan to nichibeidoumei no shinjitsu [Defeat of 

Diplomacy: Japan-North Korea summit meetings and Truth of Japan-U.S Alliance] (Tokyo: Kodansya, 

2006 a), 68. 
91 Heigo Sato, “Bush dainiki seiken no anzenhosyoseisaku to Nihon no taiou Koizumi seikenka no 

nichibeikankei wo cyushin toshite [Japan-U.S. Security Relations under the Koizumi Administration : 

Implications for the Bush's Second Term],” NIDS International Symposium on Security Affairs, 

http://www.nids.go.jp/event/symposium/pdf/2004/2004_09.pdf (accessed May 5, 2015). 
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to be deliberately blind to the nuclear issue. Tanaka wrote that one U.S. high ranking 

official told him that if there had not been a conference call between Koizumi and Bush, 

some people in the U.S. government might have tried to sabotage this summit 

meeting.92 Koizumi’s supportive attitude towards the U.S.’s War on Terror worked as 

an asset to some extent. Anti-terrorism legislation right after 911 was a big change for 

Japanese foreign policy because it legitimatized additional logistical support other than 

for Peace Keeping Operations (PKO) purposes. Koizumi took high political risk to keep 

the alliance stable.  

Needless to say, this does not mean that Japan received a diplomatic freehand 

by supporting the U.S. War on Terror. Looking back at recent history, Japan faced the 

same kind of U.S. concern towards Japan-North Korea relations during the previous 

Bush administration. Michael Armacost, U.S. Ambassador to Japan under the previous 

Bush administration strongly requested that former Vice Prime Minister Shin Kanemaru 

make nuclear inspection as the pretext for diplomatic normalization with North Korea 

                                                   
92 Hitoshi Tanaka, Gaikou no chikara [The Power of Diplomacy] (Tokyo: Nikkei Publishing, 2009), 120. 
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in 1990.93 Calder explained that embedded stakes in the U.S.-Japan relationship were 

too strong for Japan to have a proactive policymaking process due to the absence of 

broad domestic unity in Japan, the presence of a centralized decision-making system, 

and the possible non-commitment of the U.S. to the alliance. The end result of 

Koizumi’s autonomous diplomacy toward North Korea in the fall of 2002 illustrates 

this difficulty.94 Under Koizumi’s leadership, Japanese diplomacy tried to initiate 

change in the situation on the Korean peninsula. Japan also tried to minimize voices of 

dissatisfaction from their ally, but this faced difficulty and limitation. Since Koizumi 

showed proactive support for the War on Terror, the damage to the alliance was not 

large enough to threaten the alliance itself. However, the Japanese attempts in 

envisioning a new horizon in Japan-North Korea relations turned into a fragmented one.   

 

5. Implications and Conclusion  

5.1. Implications 

                                                   
93 Soji Takasaki, Kenshou nicchou kousyou [Verification of Japan-North Korea Negotiations] (Tokyo: 

Heibonsha, 2004), 36. 
94 Kent E. Calder, “Japan as a Post-Reactive State?” Orbis Fall 2003 (2003): 615. 
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If there is only one issue in negotiations, reaching a compromise becomes 

more difficult since there is only one contentious point. Japan wanted to solve the 

abduction issues as the highest priority. To achieve this goal and redeem itself of its past 

history, Japan considered diplomatic normalization with North Korea knowing that this 

would risk Japan-U.S. relations. However, these issues cannot be detached from 

internationally pressing issues such as the nuclear problem. The nuclear problem is the 

problem that the Japanese government had to overcome before normalization. There are 

two assumptions for normalization. First, tension between the U.S. and North Korea 

needs to be eased. Second, in order to materialize the first assumption, North Korea has 

to give up its nuclear capability in an irreversible manner. As this paper repeatedly 

exemplified, the U.S. was reluctant to negotiate with North Korea at this point of 2002. 

North Korea became more and more addicted to nuclear development. Nuclear 

development was the last trump card for North Korea in the “struggle for 

recognition.”95 Francis Fukuyama explained that desire for recognition forces a society 

to enter into a liberal society which guarantees the equality of opportunities. However, 

                                                   
95 Francis Fukuyama, The End of the History and the Last Man (New York: Perennial, 1992), viii. 
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it seems that North Korea tries to obtain recognition through nuclear development and 

not by joining the liberal international order, and this attempt became successful to 

some extent. It is hard to believe that North Korea would give up this policy.  

 The U.S. did not have the will for negotiation. Nor did North Korea have the 

will to abandon nuclear development. These conditions made and still make 

development of Japan-North Korea relations an enigma. It was natural that Japan was 

faced the difficult situation. Japan wants to do “Japanese diplomacy” as a sovereign 

nation. However, Japan cannot escape from the limitations of higher structure. One is 

the international agenda, especially on the nuclear problem. The other is the Japan-U.S. 

alliance which has been the basis of Japanese foreign and security policy for a long time. 

The alliance needs a common enemy. Normalization between Japan and North Korea 

might lead to a sudden disappearance of the common target of the alliance which is an 

unfavorable scenario for the survival of the alliance. McCormack analyzed that among 

Japan’s four 21st century Prime Ministers (Koizumi, Abe, Fukuda, and Aso), only 

Koizumi (2001-2005) tried to realize a vision that transcended the contradictions 
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between alliance politics and autonomous diplomacy in order to satisfy both U.S. and 

domestic anti-North Korean sentiment.96 This effort turned into a diplomatic retreat 

from autonomous diplomacy to alliance politics. However, the Pyongyang Declaration 

itself still remains as a Japanese diplomatic effort in finding synthesis between alliance 

politics and autonomous diplomacy. 

 

5.2. Conclusion  

Diplomacy needs to envision the big picture. Policy makers have to create this 

big picture while also considering reality and limitations. Japanese foreign policy has 

been sandwiched between alliance politics and autonomous diplomacy since the end of 

WWII. The Japan-U.S. alliance has been the center of Japanese security policy and will 

remain as the main pillar if there are no sudden fundamental changes in the 

international structure. At the same time, Japan has been unable to solve its abnormal 

status with North Korea. The legacy of colonial rule keeps blocking the way to progress 

                                                   
96 Gavan McCormack, “Japan and North Korea: The Long and Twisted Path towards Normalcy,” 

U.S.-Korea Institute Working Paper Series WP08-06 (November 2008): 20. 
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even tough 70 years have passed since the end of WWII. The Japanese abduction 

problem has not been solved yet. Rational explanation from North Korea is necessary. 

The nuclear problem has been escalating in recent years, and North Korea keeps taking 

provocative actions through nuclear tests and missile launches. A comprehensive 

package solution is still needed in this situation. The Pyongyang Declaration was the 

result of the struggle between the Japanese and North Korean governments. Japanese 

negotiators tried hard to oblige their national priorities such as the abduction issues 

while also caring about the nuclear issue and other internationally controversial issues. 

This needed intimate communication with the U.S. and other concerned nations. 

Japanese diplomacy, under Koizumi’s leadership, tried to take a risk in strengthening its 

alliance while tackling a pressing agenda in which human lives were at stake. This was 

an effort to go beyond the enigma between alliance politics and autonomous diplomacy. 

MOFA negotiators such as Tanaka tried to coordinate policy with the U.S. even if there 

were limitations since the U.S. government itself was not acting as a single entity. 

These efforts were unable to make a breakthrough in Japan-North Korea relations, and 



 

55 

 

turned into a diplomatic retreat from autonomous diplomacy to alliance politics. 

However, the Pyongyang Declaration was agreed upon and still remains as a road map. 

Development of U.S.-North Korea relations and the denuclearization of North Korea 

are critical to restart this process. The influence of Japan is quite limited in this effort, 

yet a “wait and see” strategy cannot lead to a breakthrough. Japan needs judgment with 

prudence. Pressuring North Korea in coordination with core stakeholders is a key. Japan 

also needs to continue tenacious negotiation with North Korea. The U.S. is an 

indispensable ally of Japan, and trust is the most important asset. Of course, Japan is a 

sovereign nation that has its own foreign policy agenda and priorities. Japanese 

diplomacy must continue to struggle for the best compromise.  
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Appendix 

Japan-DPRK Pyongyang Declaration 

 

Japanese Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi and Chairman Kim Jong-Il of the DPRK 

National Defense Commission met and had talks in Pyongyang on September 17, 2002. 

Both leaders confirmed the shared recognition that establishing a fruitful political, 

economic and cultural relationship between Japan and the DPRK through the settlement 

of unfortunate past between them and the outstanding issues of concern would be 

consistent with the fundamental interests of both sides, and would greatly contribute to 

the peace and stability of the region. 

 

1. Both sides determined that, pursuant to the spirit and basic principles laid out in this 

Declaration, they would make every possible effort for an early normalization of the 

relations, and decided that they would resume the Japan DPRK normalization talks in 

October 2002.  
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Both sides expressed their strong determination that they would sincerely tackle 

outstanding problems between Japan and the DPRK based upon their mutual trust in the 

course of achieving the normalization. 

 

2. The Japanese side regards, in a spirit of humility, the facts of history that Japan 

caused tremendous damage and suffering to the people of Korea through its colonial 

rule in the past, and expressed deep remorse and heartfelt apology. 

Both sides shared the recognition that, providing economic co-operation after the 

normalization by the Japanese side to the DPRK side, including grant aids, long-term 

loans with low interest rates and such assistances as humanitarian assistance through 

international organizations, over a period of time deemed appropriate by both sides, and 

providing other loans and credits by such financial institutions as the Japan Bank for 

International Co-operation with a view to supporting private economic activities, would 

be consistent with the spirit of this Declaration, and decided that they would sincerely 

discuss the specific scales and contents of the economic co-operation in the 
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normalization talks.  

Both sides, pursuant to the basic principle that when the bilateral relationship is 

normalized both Japan and the DPRK would mutually waive all their property and 

claims and those of their nationals that had arisen from causes which occurred before 

August 15, 1945, decided that they would discuss this issue of property and claims 

concretely in the normalization talks. 

Both sides decided that they would sincerely discuss the issue of the status of Korean 

residents in Japan and the issue of cultural property. 

 

3. Both sides confirmed that they would comply with international law and would not 

commit conducts threatening the security of the other side. With respect to the 

outstanding issues of concern related to the lives and security of Japanese nationals, the 

DPRK side confirmed that it would take appropriate measures so that these regrettable 

incidents, that took place under the abnormal bilateral relationship, would never happen 

in the future. 
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4. Both sides confirmed that they would co-operate with each other in order to maintain 

and strengthen the peace and stability of North East Asia. 

Both sides confirmed the importance of establishing co-operative relationships based 

upon mutual trust among countries concerned in this region, and shared the recognition 

that it is important to have a framework in place in order for these regional countries to 

promote confidence-building, as the relationships among these countries are 

normalized.  

Both sides confirmed that, for an overall resolution of the nuclear issues on the Korean 

Peninsula, they would comply with all related international agreements. Both sides also 

confirmed the necessity of resolving security problems including nuclear and missile 

issues by promoting dialogues among countries concerned.  

The DPRK side expressed its intention that, pursuant to the spirit of this Declaration, it 

would further maintain the moratorium on missile launching in and after 2003. 

 

Both sides decided that they would discuss issues relating to security. 
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Prime Minister of Japan 

Junichiro Koizumi 

 

Chairman of the DPRK National Defense Commission 

Kim Jong-Il 

 

September 17, 2002 

Pyongyang 
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국문초록 

 

동맹정치와 자주외교의 사이: 

고이즈미 총리 북한 방문의 재검토 

 

2002 년 9 월 17 일에 일본 고이즈미 준이치로 총리의 북한 방문은 제 2 차 

세계 대전 이후 일본 외교에 특필할 만한 사건이었다. 또한, 2004 년 두 

번째 북한 방문을 포함, 고이즈미 북한 방문에 대해서는 여러가지 분석이 

있다. 그러나 이 외교의 노력을 포괄적으로 이해하는 것은 쉽지 않다. 그 

이유는 특히 고이즈미의 방문에 대한 평가는 민감한 일미동맹의 성격과 

떼어놓을 수 없는 것이기 때문이다. 이 논문은 고이즈미의 북한 방문을 일본 

외교의 노력이 수반된 동맹정치와 자주외교의 사이 맥락으로 재검토했다. 

이를 위해서 외교 문서, 회고록, 인터뷰, 책과 논문들을 일차나 이차 자료로 

사용했다. 결론적으로 말하면, 일본과 북한 관계에서 국면 타개를 꾀한 

고이즈미 총리의 외교 노력은 자주외교에서 시작했지만 결국 동맹정치로 



 

70 

 

끝나게 되는 외교적인 후퇴를 낳았다. 반면에 고이즈미의 북한 방문으로 

만들어진 평양선언은 6 차 회담으로 이어지는 로드 맵이 되기도 하였다. 이 

논문은 고이즈미 총리 시기에 대북한 일본 외교에서 일본은 일본만의 

외교를 실현하고 싶어 하지만, 핵문제나 일미동맹등의 상부 구조로 인해 

실현하는 것이 불가능했다고 결론 내렸다.  

…………………………………… 

주요어: 동맹정치, 자주외교, 일본과 북한 관계, 일미관계, 고이즈미 
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