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NOTA EDITORIAL / EDITOR’S NOTE

Antonio Marquina *
UNISCI Director

This new issue of the UNISCI journal focuses on togics. The first is Japan and its major
challenges in foreign policy and defense. Thisaegas programmed taking into account the
dual year Spain - Japan 2013-2014 recalling theh4@@niversary of the first Japanese
diplomatic mission to Spain and Rome. The secoerddiic group focuses on the Benedict
XVI pontificate, given his unexpected resignatisomething quite unusual, memorable and
exemplary. For this reason we hastily sought thialooration of three good specialists,
professors José Luis Santos, Carlos Corral andagarnetschen, inviting them to write some
brief reflections on the pontificate of Benedict¥/[XThe journal thus collects three analyses.
The first, on the moral guidelines of the encydlitritas in veritate" and the vision of the
Pope on human development and the global humanyfaiiie second, on the diplomatic
activities of the Holy See during his pontificatend the third, on the agreements signed
between the Holy See and various States in theféastyears, an important aspect of the
Vatican diplomacy, in order to understand the gwadie that different States attribute to the
agreements and concordats with the Holy See.

On the topic of Japan, the journal invited very Ivkelown specialists from different
countries. They focus on several key issues inigareand defense policies of Japan:
Territorial conflicts, the security environmentcaaty and defense relations with the United
States, foreign policies with his closest neighpaevgh the States of ASEAN, and with
Australia and India, taking into consideration thereasing bilateral exchanges with the last
two states.

This issue attempts to discuss and clarify the #Rsieific regional environment and
also the policies that Japan is developing or domgevelop. It is precisely this new regional
environment the center of gravity for Japan. Amat, this reason it has to devote unusual
efforts and energies in order to avoid bitter awakgs. The speed of the changes that are
taking place in Asia-Pacific and the transformatainthe regional strategic balance in less
than fifteen years forces it to do this. For Jap#@no longer a question of managing regional
sensibilities. The challenge is deeper and morew®r It is a question of defending its
national interests in a regional environment whemshy states, new military deployments
and modernizations, including nuclear weapons dhdraVMD, and new regional economic
designs are in a process of rapid development mptementation. The dilemmas, difficult
dilemmas for Japan, are obvious.

! Antonio Marquina Barrio is Chair of Security anddperation in International Relations, Directorthé
Department of Public International Law and Inteioral Studies of the Universidad Complutense de ridad
(UCM), Director of UNISCI and President of Foro pléso-Argelino. His main research lines are secunty
Europe, the Mediterranean, Asia-Pacific, arms ad@ind food security.

Address Departamento de Estudios Internacionales, FatdkaCiencias Politicas y Sociologia, UCM, Campus
de Somosaguas, 28223 Madrid, Espafia.

E-mail: marioant@cps.ucm.es
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This set of perspectives on foreign, security amdemkse policies leaves out an
assessment of the Japanese international econaly;dts approaches and policies with
respect to global issues such as the environmeetgg, food, migration flows, the fight
against poverty; or its relations with other coatits and regions. We hope to do so on
another occasion.

Finally, | present the UNISCI gratitude to all thethors for their selfless contribution
and in particular to the coordinator of the studiaslapan, Eric Pardo.
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THE SENKAKU/DIAOYU ISLANDS TERRITORIAL DISPUTE BETVEEN
JAPAN AND CHINA: BETWEEN THE MATERIALIZATION OF THE
"CHINA THREAT" AND JAPAN "REVERSING THE OUTCOME OF

WORLD WAR I1"?

Reinhard Drifte*
University of Newcastle

Abstract:

The territorial dispute between Japan and China the sovereignty of the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islandgamed by
economic interests, domestic circumstances, ndtideatity issues, requirements of international kEnd historical
grievances. The article provides an analysis ofahissues which are indicative of the bilaterahtrehship in
general. The analysis of the 1972-2010 period $rélee reasons for the erosion of the implicit agreat in 1972
and 1978 between the two countries to shelve thétoal dispute, using Constructivist as well Bealist
approaches. The second part contains a case stutlg @010 and the 2012/13 Senkaku incidents, dtterland
most serious one started by Ishihara Shintaroridie-wing Governor of Tokyo, when he declared iprin2012 his
intention to have his local government buy somthefcontested islands from its private owner wigobmpted the
national government of Prime Minister Noda to blugrh instead. The ensuing Chinese reaction has kedrisis in
the bilateral relationship which has political, itaity and economic implications of considerable amance for the
future of Japan and China but also for the stgtilitthe whole East Asian region.

Keywords: Japanese-Chinese relations; Japanese-Chinese ecortatiins; Senkaku/Diaoyu islands; Law of the
Sea (UNCLOS); territorial conflicts; East China Sea.

Resumen:

La disputa territorial entre Japon y China sobredaberania de las Islas Senkaku/Diaoyu esta muyidlafl por
una serie de intereses econdémicos, circunstanaasegticas, cuestiones de identidad, exigenciasa tieglslacion
internacional y agravios histéricos. Este articyiwoporciona un analisis sobre estas cuestiones wmebién
resultan a su vez indicativas del estado de laaciehes bilaterales en general. El analisis delipdo 1972-2010
indaga en las razones de la erosion de los acued#0%972 y 1978 que ambos paises acordaron pararpim
lado la disputa territorial, usando para ello peesgivas tanto constructivistas como realistas. egunda parte
contiene un estudio de caso de los incidentes sleSénkaku en el 2010 y 2012/13, el ultimo de lasesufue
iniciado por Shintaro Ishihara, el marcadamente senvador gobernador de Tokio, cuando manifestéheil del

2012 la intencion de su administracion local de peoen algunas de las islas en disputa a sus propiesaprivados,
lo cual a su vez obligé al gobierno central delnper ministro Noda a adelantarse y comprarlas edugiar. La
respuesta ulterior por parte de China llevo a unsisren las relaciones bilaterales de consecuenpilgicas,
militares y econdmicas de considerable importarteiao para el futuro de las relaciones entre Chindapo6n
como para la estabilidad de toda la region de ABi#&ntal.

Palabras claveRelaciones Jap6n-China, relaciones econémicas siporiesas, islas Senkaku/Diaoyu, Convencion
sobre el Derecho del Mar (UNCLOS), conflictos temidtes, Mar de la China Oriental.

Copyright © UNISCI, 2013.
Las opiniones expresadas en estos articulos spraprde sus autores, y no reflejan necesariamente |
opinién de UNISCI. The views expressed in theselastare those of the authors, and do not nedbssar
reflect the views of UNISCI.

! Reinhard Drifte is Emeritus Professor of Japarfestitics at the University of Newcastle, UK, Assatei
Fellow at the Royal United Services Institute, Loncand has been Visiting Professor at various Jeggaand
French universities.

E-mail: R.F.W.Drifte@ncl.ac.uk
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1. Introduction

The Senkaku Islands (about 6 square kilometerg)wknto the Chinese as Diaoyu dao,
consist of five uninhabited islets and three barrecks, located approximately 170 km
southwest of Okinawa, the same distance from ththemn tip of Taiwan, and 380 km from
Wenzhou on the Chinese mainléndhe disputes between Japan and China over the
sovereignty of these islands and the closely linisstie of the Exclusive Economic Zone
(EEZ) border demarcation in the East China Sedramneed by security concerns (territorial
integrity; maritime defence space, Japan-US aléaneconomic interests (oil, gas, fishing,
seabed resources), international law requiremedtanestic circumstances (political
instability, the rise of non-governmental actoregtional identity issues and historical
grievances. The 2012 crisis which erupted oved#panese central government’s purchase of
some of the islands of the Senkaku Islands grogeptember 2012 from their private owner,
has turned out even more severe than the previoeisno2010 when the Japanese authorities
arrested the Chinese captain of a fishing vesseha of the island's territorial waters after
two collisions with Japanese Coast Guard vessdiesd recurring confrontations have
grievous implications not only for Japanese-Chinegations, but also for regional security
and economic welfare. The similarly not-yet-demsedeEEZ border between China and the
Republic of Korea has led to even worse clashewdsst the Korean Coast Guard and
Chinese fishing vessels, claiming lives and caugmjgries on both sidesThe Japanese-
Chinese confrontations have arguably also led twoesening of Japan's other territorial
disputes: with Korea over the Korea-held Dokto Hd& (known to the Japanese as
Takeshima), or the Russian-held Southern Kuriléands (referred to by Japan as the
"Northern Territories’). The territorial and bordesmarcation disputes in the East China Sea
also have implications for similar conflicts betwe€hina and several countries around the
South China Sea. The US policy towards these atsfland its support for its allies against
the background of its pivot towards Asia, will hiyaunfluence both the conduct of these
regional players and US credibility as an alliangartner. Finally, in view of these
confrontations and disputes, countries worldwide neassess China's stance towards the use
of economic and military power and the countrylgkglity as a business partner.

The first part of this article discusses the hisarbackground of the Senkaku dispute,
l.e. the history-based arguments advanced by JapdnChina to justify their respective
claims, and how these arguments are being linkedtéonational law. China approaches the
historical background very differently from Japamnd argues today that Japan's claim
ultimately aims at reversing the outcome of the M/&Var Il. The analysis of the history of
the Senkaku Islands is also linked by China towfter historical dispute about Japan's past
aggression against China.

In the second part, the author looks at the unaffianderstanding in 1972, and
reconfirmed in 1978, between Japan and China (reggots for the normalization of
diplomatic relations and the Treaty of Peace andnBship, respectively) to shelve the
Senkaku territorial dispute. The author then aresyshe domestic and international
circumstances which led to the erosion and findélynise of this unofficial consensus which
had helped to manage the dispute until about tlellmiof the 1990s. The author concludes
that the leadership of both countries did not dough to protect the 1972/1978 consensus,

2 For the sake of simplicity, the name “Senkakunid$a is normally used in this article.

% Roehrig, Terence: “South Korea-China Maritime Digs: toward a SolutionEast Asia Forun{27
November 2012), at
http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2012/11/27/south-kearB@a-maritime-disputes-toward-a-solution

10
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and instead took measures which, in Japan's casmjrded to strengthening the Japanese
sovereignty claim, or in the case of China, to distiing Japan's sovereignty claim, which
finally led to the major crises of 2010 and 2012.

The analysis of the two crises shows the escalatfobhina’s political and economic
retributions, which have undermined Japan's offigiance that there is no territorial dispute
to be discussed and that Japan is in full contfothe islands. China's regularized law
enforcement counter-measures (i.e. ship and aepbeatrols by its coast guard and fishery
agencies) since September 2012 have now led toxbkvement of the military on both sides
and heightened the risk of accidental clashes.rGilrte domestic and international dynamics,
as well as the entrenched positions on both sidhesconflict over the sovereignty of the
Senkaku Islands is not likely to go away very sodme best one can hope for is management
of the dispute and the prevention of armed clasletéseen the two sides so that the regional
and global implications can be minimized.

2. Historical Background
2.1 History-Based versus Modern International Law-Bsed Claims

Japan bases its sovereignty claim on the factithatorporated the islands #&srra nullius
(vacant territory) on the 14 January 1895 and hees kzontinuously occupying the islands
since therf. China, however, argues that it discovered thenilalong before and quotes
several historical documents going back to the Miygasty (1368-1644) which mention the
islands as part of Taiwan, although Taiwan was noa@ted by the Qing Dynasty only in
1683° After Japan's incorporation of the islands in 18%rivate person (Koga Tatsushiro)
used some of the islands for commercial purposesefeeral decades until World War 11, also
providing habitation for workers who were employed his fish processing plant. The
government of the PRC claimed the islands only éxddnber 1971 after a report in 1969 by
an UN-related organization mentioning the posgipibf substantial oil and gas reserves
around the area (Reedman/Shimazaki 2006, p° Z8)s late claim was also very much in
response to the Guomindang government in TaiwapyBRe& of China, ROC) which had
already in February 1971, and again on the 11 1Qii&, publicly opposed the return of the
Senkaku Islands (called by the ROC "Diaoyutai pas of the reversion of Okinawa to Japan
in 1972. Applying contemporary rules of internaabhaw, the Japanese side has a strong
claim to the sovereignty over the islands becadigkeoincorporation as vacant territory, and
Japan's effective control which went unchallengedstich a long time.

China’s argument about "discovery’ is not veryrgrim terms of modern international
law because it never exercised effective contrdl @hinese never inhabited the islands. In a
recent publication of the State Ocean Administrgtioowever, it is argued that China not

* “Japan-China Relations Surrounding the Situatibrihe Senkaku Islands In response to China's Aispa
Incursion”, GaimushoRosition Papel(18 December 2012), at
http://www.mofa.go.jp/region/asia-paci/senkaku/giosi paper2_en.html Shaw, Han-yi (1999): The
Diaoyutai/Senkaku Islands dispute: its history amdanalysis of the ownership claims of the P.RRCQ.C.,
and JapanBaltimore, University of Maryland School of Lap, 22.

® Shaw,op. cit.,pp. 42-69.

® Reedman, Anthony and Shimzaki Yoshihiké: world of Difference. Forty Years of the Coordingt
Committee for Geoscience Programmes in East Anth8ast Asia, 1966-200@Bangkok, CCOP, (September
2006), at http://www.ccop.or.th/digital-publication 43.

11
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only discovered the islands and used them, butetsecised long-term control over thém.
"Discovery” according to the Chinese accounts gimpans that the islands were mentioned
in records written by people who passed them aed tleem as orientation points on their sea
voyage between China and Okinawa/Japan, and coedideem as part of China’s coastal
defencé Moreover, the assertion that Japan acquired thads as the result of the Sino-
Japanese War 1894-95, which was ended by the gighithe Treaty of Shimonoseki in April
1895, depends on whether one considers the Serlkdads part of Taiwan or part of
Okinawa. The Shimonoseki Treaty included the cessfolaiwan and the Pescadores but did
not mention the Senkaku Islands. The latitude anditude of the Pescadores were given and
a joint committee for demarcating territories was ? In the map of Taiwan printed at the
time the Senkaku Islands were not included. Chioayever, states that the Treaty included
also the Senkaku Islands since they belong to Taiwaich Japan refuté$.

2.2. Political and Moral Caveats Regarding Japan 895 Acquisition

The historical circumstances of incorporation bgalasomewhat cast a shadow on Japan's
claim. lvy Lee and Fan Ming — although they araiminority — even express doubts about
the legal basis of Japan's claim in view of théssumstances® In the first instance, at the
end of the 19 century, the region was in an amorphous transitiom a Sino-centric East
Asian world order to one dominated by Western img&onal law. Imperial China insisted on
sticking to the former, while Meiji Japan warmly leraced the latter. As Shaw explains
territorial ownership meant different things undeese two different concepts and Chinese
scholars use it as a base to refute Japan's daitesitorial accessiotf.

From 1885 onwards, there was pressure from thé ¢mseernment in Okinawa and the
entrepreneur Koga Tatsushiro, to incorporate tlamds. But there is correspondence in 1885
between the central government in Tokyo and locakgiment in Ryukyu (called Okinawa
today) where the former demanded caution in asgedny claim or putting markers on the
islands. The reason given was concern over raiiegire and suspicion of the Qing
government, which at that time was militarily sstronger than Japan. This is interpreted by
some as Japan at least implicitly admitting thegQiovernment's title to the islantfsin
contrast to the official Japanese version distatdutince 1972 that, from 1885 on, there had
been a series of surveys conducted by the Japgogsenment, documents clearly show that
there were no such survel/lsMoreover, in 1880, negotiations between the Maijd Qing
governments had taken place over the establishofeatsouthern border because the Qing
government opposed Japan's incremental takeovtbe ®yukyu island chain which, in 1879,
had been incorporated into Meiji Japan as a pnefecafter having been under dual Chinese
and Japanese suzerainty since 1609. A draft treasyfinalized where the Japanese proposed

" Zhang, Haiwen and Gao, Zhiguou (ed.) (201Zjongguo de lingtu DiaoyudadBeijing, Haiyangqu
Chubanshe, p. 2; p. 11.

8 "Diaoyu Dao, an inherent Territory of China 25 ®epber’ White Pape(2012), at
http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/china/2012-09/2581872152.htm

° "Treaty of Shimonoseki", Article 2c, and 3: httpasvw.taiwandocuments.org/shimonosekiol.htm

1% Shaw,op. cit, p. 25.

| ee, Ivy and Fang Ming: "Deconstructing Japan'air@lof Sovereignty over the Diaoyu/Senkaku Islands"
The Asia-Pacific Journalyol. 10, Iss. 53, no. 131 December 2012), at http://www.japanfocus.oramd-
Ming/3877.

12 Shaw,op. cit, p. 64-68; see in particular p. 66 footnote 82tipgoa Chinese complaint in the 1870s during
the negotiation about Okinawa.

3 Hane, Jiro: “Senkaku mondai ni naizai suru horitekjun”, Sekai(November 2012), p. 113; Shaeg. cit, p.
70.

4 Shaw,op. cit, p. 84.
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to draw the border between Ryukyu and China byngihina the Ryukyu islands of Miyako
and Yaeyama and everything to the south of thenexichange for commercial rights in
China. There was no specific reference to the Senkdands, but according to Hane this is
not surprising since they belonged in the undedstan of the Qing government to the
Ryukyu island chain which as a whole was the oljécegotiations?® The treaty would have
put the Senkaku islands on the Chinese side. Fayugreasons, China was reluctant to sign
the agreement at the time, and from 1885 onwaagsmnIno longer had any interest in signing
either'® Hane argues that these two circumstances — Tolyesiation to incorporate the
Senkaku Islands, as well as making them the olgéa deal — raise doubts about the
Japanese government's claim today that the iskadsnherent territory kpyu no ryodp of
Japan. Incidentally, there are some Chinese ondidés of the Taiwan Strait (including even
President Jiang Jieshi in 1965), who also claim Kgyu(Okinawa) because it was under
Chinese suzerainty and allegedly only ceded tonJapaa result of the Sino-Japanese war in
1895 (which Japan had to repudiate in the 1951F8ancisco Treaty), but this claim is not
pursued officially by either the Chinese or thewi@iese government5.Such demands are
today mentioned as a further reason by those urdgpgn to take a strong position on the
Senkaku Islands, because giving in on the Senkslands would only lead the Chinese to
aim next at undermining Japan's sovereignty ovén@va:®

Other historical circumstances used to contestnJapdaim to the Senkaku Islands are
the timing and secrecy of their incorporation onJaduary 1895. The incorporation occurred
when China had lost decisive battles in the Sipadase War, had put out peace feelers to
Japan on 22 November 1895, and its ultimate défedtbecome predictabl Therefore,
from the documents quoted, for example by Hane &hdw, it is clear that the Meiji
government felt free in January 1895 to go ahedl mcorporation of the islands, in contrast
to its earlier hesitation. The Chinese surrenddovied in March 1895, and the Treaty of
Shimonoseki ended the war in April 1895. The incogtion by the Meiji government is
therefore strictly speaking not related to the Simnioseki Treaty although the timing and
historical circumstances establish a causal linkéoSino-Japanese War. The Treaty does not
contain any mention of the Senkaku Islands, ordy @hina would cede to Japan "the island
of Formosa together with all islands appertainindgpelonging to said island of Formosa’, as
Taiwan was then referred to. The PRC and ROC utatets, however, that this wording
applies also to the Senkaku Islands because thesidsy the Senkaku Islands as part of
Taiwan?°

The Japanese government never made public thef &tarporation?® Although the
act allowed the setting up of markers, accordinBrimfessor Inoue Kiyoshi, who did most of

!> Hane,op. cit, p. 120.

'® Hane op. cit, pp. 117-8; McCormack, Gavan and Oka Norimatstpk®a "Ryukyu/Okinawa, From Disposal
to Resistance", The Asia-Pacific Journal,vol. 10, Iss. 38, no. 1(17 September 2012), at
http://www.japanfocus.org/-Satoko-NORIMATSU/3828

" Shin, Kawashima; Urara, Shimizu; Yasuhiro, Matsadd Yang, Yongming (Yang, Philip) (eds.) (2009):
“Nichi Tai kankeishi 1945-2008", Tokyo, Tokyo DaigaShuppankai, p. 87; Hille, Katherin and Dickieyd:
“Chinese Nationalists eye Okinawdinancial Times23 July 2012, at
http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/9692e93a-d3b5-11e1-b5644lfeabdcO.html#axzz21SXSzRGEIdridge, Robert,
US-Japan-China  Comparative  Policy  Research  Institut(CPRI) (10 June  1999), at
http://cpri.tripod.com/cpr1999/ryukyu.htmi

'8 Higurashi, Takanori (2009Pkinawa wo nerau Chugoku no yashliokyo, Shodensha, p. 212.

19 Shaw,op. cit, p. 85.

20 "\White Paper Diaoyu Dagbp. cit.

2l Gaimusho (1952)Nihon gaiko bunshq vol 23, quoted in: Shawgp. cit, p. 100. Text of the act of
incorporation at http://www.mofa.go.jp/region/agiaei/senkaku/pdfs/fact_sheet 02.pdf
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the original research on the history of the islatdsy were put up only in May 1969 by the
local government of Ishigakf. When the Meiji government decreed the geograpktient of
Okinawa prefecture in 1896, there was also no eefe to the incorporation act or to the
Senkaku island®® The withholding of publication of the 1895 act wesnfirmed to the
author by a senior official of the Japanese Miwistf Foreign Affairs on 9 October 2012,
who, however, pointed out that the islands weremwdbited at the time of incorporation.

Under international law, appropriation of territasylegally strengthened by making it
public and by not being contested, but notificatismot an absolute condition. However,
even if the islands were incorporated without tieéng officially made public, it must have
come to the attention of succeeding Chinese gowvemtsnthat the islands were being
economically exploited and temporarily inhabitedJapanese citizens, since fishermen from
Taiwan and China pursuing fishing activities in #grea sometimes landed there to escape
storms. Even at the beginning of the 1950s fisharfmem Irabujima near Miyakojima had
stayed on Minami Kojima for up to three months t@gess bonito and keep vegetable
gardens, but were told in 1971 by the Japanesergment not to go there anymore when
China suddenly claimed the Senkaku Islands. Unéht Japanese researchers had also gone
to the islands on several occasions and the islaeds used as shelter during typhoths.

There is a letter of appreciation from the cons$uhe Republic of China in Nagasaki in
1920 which thanked the people of Ishigakijima fsauing Chinese fishermen washed ashore
on one of the Senkaku islands, stating that tleniis are part of Okinawa prefectufeAn
article in thePeople's Dailyin 1996 dismissed this letter as the perceptioneofain people
given the circumstance of Japan having colonizeivdia at the timé® Even after the
establishment of the People's Republic of Chingetlaeas an article in theeople's Dailyon
8 January 1953 reporting Okinawan demonstratiomsnagthe US and explicitly including
the Senkaku Islands in the description of the Ryulstands’’ Interestingly, the Chinese
government does not mention this latter item incsinter claim. Instead, it simply asserts
that the islands had been controlled by China @ years since the Ming Dynasty (referring
to the above-mentioned accounts) and “in 1895ha®)ing government's defeat in the First
Sino-Japanese War was all but certain, Japan lijegacupied the Diaoyu Island and its
affiliated islands®® One more recent historical proof for China's coinaf the islands is a
document according to which the islands were giteera Chinese herb collector by the
Empress Ci Xi in 1893. This document is now con®deby both Chinese and Japanese
historians alike as a forgefy.The Chinese White Paper of 2012 no longer mentichis
document, but an article in tiBeijing Reviewin 2012 still doe§”

2 Shaw,op. cit, p. 101.

2 bid., pp. 101-102.

2 “A home away from home / Fishermen worked, tookltsh, grew vegetables on Senkaku¥bmiuri
Shimbun7 July 2012, at www.yomiuri.co.jp/dy/national/TAZD6004188.htm

% Text of the letter at http://www.mofa.go.jp/reglasia-paci/senkaku/pdfs/fact_sheet_03.pdf

%6 Zhu, Jianrong: “Chugokugawa kara mita “Senkakudabh, Sekai(November 2012), p. 107.

" Text of the article at "Japan-China Relationsag, cit.

8 "Statement of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs dfet People's Republic of China", Ministry of Foreiffairs
of the PRC(10 September 2012), at http://www.fmprc.gov.cn/endétsfgiaodao/t968188.htm

29 Shaw,op. cit.,pp. 60-62; p. 104; Mine, Yoshiki: “Empress Dowag@xi's Imperial Edict: Can it be a Basis
for the Chinese to claim Ownership of the SenkakuBRe Canon Institute of Global Studies (4 Julyi2)) at
http://www.canon-igs.org/en/column/security/2012470399.html

%0 Zhong, Yan: “China’s Claim to Diaoyu Island Chaidisputable” Beijing Reviewno. 45 (17 August 2012),
at http://www.bjreview.com.cn/special/2012-08/1 Htamt 476764.htm
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2.3.The World War Il Agreements and the Senkaku Isknds

Based on its assertion about the Sino-Japanesemndathe Senkaku Islands being part of
Taiwan, the PRC government argues that the albgelesments concerning the postwar period
(Cairo Communique and Potsdam Declaration), andsdre Francisco Peace Treaty of 1951
(neither the Guomindang government on Taiwan n@PRC government were invited to the
conference leading to the treaty) required Japaretiorn the Senkaku Islands. The Cairo
Declaration in December 1943 demanded the retuthedRepublic of China of "all the
territories Japan has stolen from the Chinese, sashManchuria, Formosa, and the
Pescadores® Article 8 of the Potsdam Declaration states thathe terms of the Cairo
Declaration shall be carried out and Japanese asigvey shall be limited to the islands of
Honshu, Hokkaido, Kyushu, Shikoku and such minkanids as we determin& Article 2 (b)

of the San Francisco Treaty stipulates that = Japaounces all right, titte and claim to
Formosa and the Pescador&sThe Senkaku Islands are nowhere mentioned in these
documents, but because of its assertion aboutstards being part of Taiwan the Chinese
consider them to be includédHowever, the PRC has never recognized the legafitje
San Francisco Peace Treaty and the Treaty itsel dot even clarify to what China Taiwan
should be returne®, In an unsigned draft planning document of May 185én the Chinese
Ministry of Foreign Affairs for the PRC’s possilparticipation in the San Francisco Peace
Treaty, and published in the Japanese media onlpeoember 2012 as proof of China
recognizing Japan's ownership, the islands arereefdo by their Japanese name, and it is
proposed to examine whether these islands are gbaftaiwan, thus throwing doubt on
China’s claim today that they have always been @faftaiwvan and not Okinawa, and had
been ceded to Japan in 1895 as part of Taiwarofessor Liu Jiangyong of Qinghua
University explained the use of the Japanese nantéecircumstance that this name was,
after the Japanese colonization of Taiwtae, more popular nanié.

Another battle field between Japan and China fowipg their sovereignty is the use of
maps. Both sides have been trying to prove théérto the islands by referring to maps where
the islands are either shown as belonging to Cfonalaiwan) or Japan, or using Chinese
names instead of Japanese naffiétowever, until 1970 when the islands became arabbj
of dispute, the inconsistencies on both sides seerhave more to do with ignorance,
disinterest and confusion concerning these veryomamd far-flung islands rather than being
the object of centrally-directed and authorized megking, as was also demonstrated in the
above-mentioned May 1950 draft document of the PR@ing World War Il and in its
aftermath, there was considerable confusion wittie Guomindang government about
whether it should or could claim the Ryukyu Islaritséit no explicit mentioning of the

%! Cairo Declaration at http://www.ndl.go.jp/constitution/e/shiryo/0D2_46/002_46tx.htm|

%2 potsdam Declarationat_http://www.ndl.go.jp/constitution/e/etc/cO6rtit

% san Francisco Peace Treast

http://www.mofa.go.jp/region/europe/russia/terntedition92/period4.html

3 "White Paper Diaoyu Dagbp. cit.

% Shaw,op. cit.,p. 121.

% Text excerpts at http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sekls_Islands_dispute#or a full discussion of this document
see Shiroyama, Hidemi:"Fuin sareta Senkaku gaiksho”, Bungei ShunjuJune 2013, pp. 264-271.

%7 Liu, Jiangyong: “US, Japan cannot change Histgrgdnfusing the Public'People’s Daily Onlineg8 January
2013, at_http://english.peopledaily.com.cn/90778A81 1.html For a thorough discussion of maps by all sides
see Shawgp. cit, pp. 52-55.

% Zhu, op. cit.,p. 108; Guo, Jiping: “Ironclad Evidence Shows fhiatoyu Dao is China's Territory”, Chinese
Embassy New Zealand (23 October 2012), at
http://www.chinaembassy.org.nz/eng/gdxw/t981502;h#hong, op. cit; Shaw, op. cit, pp. 52-55; 94-96;
MOFA, Fact Sheetno. 4 at http://www.mofa.go.jp/region/asia-paci/senkaklis/fact sheet 04.pdf
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Senkaku Islands) or ndt.Ishii mentions that the ROC government at oneestigmanded to
take part in the Trusteeship of Okinaffaccording to an article in the newspaper of the
Chinese Communist Party, Roosevelt even offereagdizeshi Okinawa (which then would
have naturally included the Senkaku Islands) dutivegCairo conference in 1943, but Jiang
turned it dowrf'!

3. The Genesis of the Controversy
3.1. Turning Point: The Reversion of Okinawa in 197

As a result of World War Il, Okinawa, including tl&enkaku Islands as part of the Nansei
Shoto Islands (south of 29°north latitude), was@taunder US administration and became a
central anchor of the US military deployment in@dburing the San Francisco Peace Treaty
negotiations, the US and the UK agreed that Japardaretain “residual sovereignty™ over
Okinawa, and that the US would not require Japarretmounce its sovereignty over
Okinawa®? It is obvious that the Japanese felt encouragemnsider the Senkaku Islands as
being included in the ‘residual sovereignty oveimawa’ since, for Tokyo, the islands were
part of Okinawa. Moreover, when the government @@ Republic of China normalized
diplomatic relations with Japan in 1952 (TreatyP&face between Japan and the Republic of
China), the subject of the islands had not beesedaby either side. In a separate exchange of
notes, both sides had agreed that the Treaty jnéecaple to all the territories which are now,
or which may hereafter be, under the control ofGevernment” which refers to the ROC
government?

But when the US announced in 1953 its intentioretarn to Japan the Amami Islands
(north of Okinawa main island) as part of the Nas$®to, the ROC government (but not the
PRC) protested against the US legal justificatibda@ing so under the concept of Japan's
‘residual sovereignty’ over these islands becabie doncept was not part of the San
Francisco Peace TredtyWhen the US started to discuss with Japan thesfearof the
administrative rights over Okinawa to Japan, legdim the conclusion of the "Agreement
Between Japan and the United States of America €omg the Ryukyu Islands and the
Daito Islands™ (signed on 17 June 1971), Taibekedrthe US in September 1970 not to
include the Senkaku Islands, and to keep the sigveyeissue opeft® The ROC ambassador
to the US, in a note of 15 March 1971, explainesl dovernment’'s silence concerning the
Senkaku Islands until then by saying “for regiosedurity considerations the Government of

% Liu, Xiaoyuan (1996): “A Partnership for Disord€hina, the United States and their Policies ferRlostwar
Disposition of the Japanese Empire, 1941-1945", @age, University of Cambridge Press, pp. 77-78;
Eldridge,op. cit.

“%1shii, Akira: “Chugoku to Nihon. ASEAN kan no aide kokkyo mondai”, in Iwashita, Akihiro (ed.) (@6):
Kokkyou. Dare ga kono sen wo hikiitaka- Nihon toasia, Sapporo, Hokkaido Daigaku Shuppankan, p. 140.
4 "Jiang Jieshi houhui jushou Liujiu qundao’News of the Communist Party of Chinat
http://cpc.people.com.cn/GB/68742/114021/1140231600.html This is also confirmed by an article on the
Japanese version of the Guomindang website: Jiashiyla Ryukyu wo sesshu shinakatano wo kokagdas
an article in Taiwan ghongguo Shiba® September 2012, at
http://www.kmt.org.tw/japan/page.aspx?type=articl@@m=119&anum=8214

2 Shaw,op. cit.,p. 27, fn. 26.

3 Treaty of Peace between Japan and the RepublibioiaCat

http://en.wikisource.org/wiki/Treaty of Peace betwelapan and the Republic_of China

* Shaw,op. cit.,p. 114, fn. 135.

4 "Foreign Relations of the United States (FRUS)S. XVII (1969-1976), p. 292, fn. 6, at_http://2D0
2009.state.gov/documents/organization/70142.pdf
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the Republic of China has hitherto not challended WS military occupation of the Senkaku
Islands under Article 3 of the San Francisco Pedceaty. However, according to
international law, temporary military occupation ah area does not affect the ultimate
determination of its sovereignt{f.He then asked for the restoration of the islarmshe
ROC. "Regional security considerations™ certaingant that under the Cold War conditions
and its confrontation with Beijing, the ROC goveemhdid not want to do anything which
might have diminished the military power of or @eod relationship with its American
protector. Moreover Japan was an important antimmamst neighbour for Taiwan, and
therefore the ROC government had, in 1951, waivikdeparations from Japan. Under
pressure from both allies (the US still had diplameelations with Taiwan in 1971!), the US
had to choose whether to go against Japan or Taiarah in the end decided to be more
supportive of Japan's demand. As a compromisd)JghAdministration stated during Senate
hearings on the reversion that” The United Stadessrhade no claim to the Senkaku Islands
and considers that any conflicting claims to tHands are a matter for resolution by the
parties concerned’, the latter including the RO@ ére PRC Since the reversion in 1971,
the US has stuck to not taking a position on theessgnty of the Senkaku Islands and
emphasizing that the 1971 Agreement transferregl thrd "administrative rights™ to Japan.
But not only did the US in this way allow Japanrégain control over the Senkaku Islands
and enable it to reinforce its sovereignty claimantks to the reversion, it also agreed the
application of the 1960 revised Japan-US Secungaily over the Okinawa area, including
explicitly the Senkaku Islands. When reading theppsal by the National Security Staff
member John Holdridge to return ‘the Ryukysg)(and the Senkakus™ but to pass no
judgement as to the conflicting claims to them, Rinesident’s Assistant for National Security
Affairs, Henry Kissinger, wrote on the margin oetimnemo of 13 April 1971: "But that is
nonsense since it gives islands back to Japan.ddowve get a more neutral positicfi?*

While the above sheds some light on why the ROCnhdidmake any public claims to
the title of the Senkakus between 1945 and 197@0és not explain its silence before that
period, or even for the period 1945-1949, i.e. betbe establishment of the PRC. Shaw
offers the theory that this was because the Guaanigdjovernment did not have any history
of ruling Taiwan and had to rely on Japanese calomicords and maps when it took over
Taiwan in 1945° The US Department of State documents (FRUS) rethed) for the ROC
government, it was very much the opposition by fubpinion in Taiwan to the islands’
return to Japan, as well as by overseas Chinesehwgut pressure on Taibei in 1970 to
oppose the transfer of the islands to JafaAnother reason not mentioned in these
documents is the report of hydrocarbon reservesnardhe islands. The Committee for
Coordination of Joint Prospecting for Mineral Resas in Asian Offshore Areas (CCOP),
under the auspices of the UN Economic Commissio\&ma and the Far East (ECAFE), had
conducted a geophysical survey in 1968. The Coramgaid in a report in May 1969 that the
continental shelf between Taiwan and Japan mayxbrereely rich in oil reserves. Soon

“ bid. p. 296.

4" Niksch, Larry: “Senkaku (Diaoyu) Islands Disput&he U.S. Legal Relationship and Obligations”,
Congressional Research Commit{@896), p. 4, at

http://congressionalresearch.com/96-
798/document.php?study=Senkaku+Diaoyu+lslands+Desfiihe+U.S.+Legal+Relationship+and+Obligations
“8 FRUS 20060p. cit, p. 297.

“9 Shaw,op. cit.,p. 119.

0 FRUS,0p. cit.,p. 292. On the Overseas Chinese see also $ipawit, pp. 13-14.

*l Gao, Zhiguo and Wu Jilu: “Key Issues in the Eastin@ Sea: A Status Report and recommended
Approaches”, in: Harrison, Selig (ed.) (2005gabed Petroleum in Northeast Asia: Conflict or @mation?
Washington D.C., Woodrow Wilson International Cerite Scholars, p. 32.

17




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

after the publication of this report, Japan stattedxplore with Taiwan and the Republic of
Korea possibilities for joint development of theaSehydrocarbon resources. In March 1969,
Japan began protracted negotiations with TaiwanSandh Korea, leading to an agreement in
principle in September 1970, to set up a joint tw@ent project?

If the ROC had until 1945 no experience of rulingwan, then the PRC government
had even less experience with the area of the Ranlsdands. Their negligible size and
remote location before the likelihood of hydrocarb@serves was raised certainly did not
draw any attention to thenThe above circumstances explain also the timinthefPRC's
claim. In addition, and probably more urgent atiraet when the government was just
emerging from the political ravages of the CultutRavolution, the PRC could not stay quiet
in the face of Taiwan's and the overseas Chinesmslif it wanted to be recognized as the
sole representative of China. The first newspapponts about China's claims came out in
May 1970, after Japan and Taiwan had started tallsintly exploring the energy resources
around the Senkaku Islands, and Okinawa's revervgasnannounced. Only on 30 December
1971 did the Chinese Foreign Ministry publish aficl statement claiming the islands.

The weakest point of the territorial claim to then8aku Islands by the Republic of
China and, since 1949, that by the People's RapwablChina is, therefore, that, until the
ECAFE survey of the East China Sea, the islandg wet claimed by either the PRC or the
ROC governments, and Japan's control over thedslaad been uncontested. Shaw calls this
absence of objection a “serious political misstéprhe contrast to the Chinese claims to
almost the whole of the South China Sea is revgathre 9 dash line (originally 11 dash line)
on which China’s claims to the South China Sease8 was already established in 1947 but
had appeared in Chinese maps in one form or thex sthce 1936, and was then taken over in
1949 by the PR

In meetings with PRC academics in February 2018 thithor was given several
reasons for the long silence of the Beijing goveenmwhich include some of those
mentioned above. First of all the government nesaaw a reason to specifically claim the
islands because according to the PRC interpretafitime Shimonoseki Treaty they had been
taken away from China as part of Taiwan and Jamahtb return them as a result of the
above mentioned wartime and postwar agreementscodlhterarguments about the islands
not having been mentioned in these agreementxfitrast to e.g. the Penghu Islands) were
swept away by the assertion that the Diaoyu Islands part of Taiwan. The US
administration over Okinawa which explicitly inclesl the Senkaku Islands and the US/UK
statement concerning Japan's residual sovereigrdy Okinawa during the San Francisco
Peace Treaty negotiations (at that time no diffeeebetween Japanese sovereignty over
Okinawa and administrative rights over the Senkiskands had yet been made) were simply
considered as counteracted by two PRC statemerit85h which declared the treaty illegal.

*2 Drifte, Reinhard: “From “Sea of Confrontation®ea of Peace, Cooperation and Friendship'? - Japamy
China in the East China Sedgpan Aktuellno.3 (2008), at

http://www.giga-

hamburg.de/dl/download.php?d=/content/publikatidaehiv/ja_aktuell/jaa 0803 fokus_drifte.pdf

*3 Urano, Tatsuo (ed.) (2001iaoyutai qundao (Senkaku Shoto) wenti, Yanjiaaihiuibian Hong Kong, Lizhi
Chubanshe, pp. 35-Beople’s Daily18 May 1970, 4 and 29 December 1970.

** Shaw,op. cit.,p. 121.

%5 Bonnet, Francgois-Xavier: “Geopolitics of the Saadugh Shoal”,IRASEC's Discussion Papeno. 14
(November 2012), pp. 22-23, at
http://www.irasec.com/component/irasec/?task=paliiim_detail&publicationid=335

Buszynski, Leszek and Sazlan, Iskandar: “Maritinlaif@s and Energy Cooperation in the South Chind,Sea
Contemporary Southeast Asial. 29, no. 1 (April 2007), p. 151.
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Interestingly in our context, in these statementsjildy claimed the Paracel Islands, the
Spratly Islands and the Pratas Islands as parthifiaC® Even if the PRC considered the
Senkaku Islands as part of Taiwan, it is strange tio claim to the Senkaku Islands was
made although Taiwan was under the control of thwrdndang whereas the Senkaku
Islands in contrast were put under US administnaigmd moreover joined to Okinawa) while
the Pratas Islands were put under UN Trusteeshmptihfer explanation given by these PRC
academics for China's silence is the absence dbrdgiic relations between Beijing and
Tokyo until 1972. It is not clear to this author yihis should have prevented Beijing from
protesting against Japan's territorial claim to thlands since the government on many
occasions before 1972 protested Japanese poliogseaen concluded private” fishery
agreements which managed to circumvent the tegitdispute. Another reason mentioned
was China's domestic instability during the CultuReevolution 1966-69 which certainly

distracted the PRC leadership from dealing witthsamor islands.

3.2. Was The Senkaku Issue Shelved in 1972 and 1978

What had been keeping the territorial dispute betwBokyo and Beijing under control from
the 1970s until the 1990s was an unofficial un@deding (‘fanmoku no ryokai' in Japanese)
in 1972 and 1978 to shelve the dispute (‘tana mgéapanese, ‘gezhi' in Chinese). However,
the Japanese government later explicitly deniedh suc understanding. Since this shelving
agreement helped to keep the territorial conflistier wraps for such a long time despite
several incidents and played a critical role in #4.0 and 2012 crises, it is important to
investigate the circumstances of what was undelsino1972 and 1978, and why this
understanding fell apart.

In 1972, the two countries normalized diplomatiatiens, and in 1978, they concluded
a Peace and Friendship Treaty. On the occasiontbfregotiations, it was the Japanese side
which raised the issue of the Senkaku Islands,amnded to proceed to a conclusion of the
respective negotiation despite diametrically oppgodaims to the ownership of the Senkaku
Islands. In other words, both governments agreeshédve the issue, albeit not in writing or
in any public or legal form. In the case of the t8apber 1972 negotiations between Prime
Minister Tanaka Kakuei and Prime Minister Zhou Enllae territorial issue (as well as the
exact wording of Japan's apologies about its petstres in China, which Tanaka offered to
Zhou Enlai) was so sensitive for the Japanese gowenmt that the record of the Gaimusho
omits the reaction of Tanaka to Zhou Enlai's rdftsaliscuss the territorial issue. This part
was deleted by the then head of the China Divigidhe Gaimusho, Hashimoto Hiroshi, who
later admitted this in an interview in 2000. In tinéerview he said that Tanaka Kakueli, in
reaction to Zhou Enlai's reasoning that it wouldble¢ter not to discuss the problem of the
Senkaku Islands, replied, “Let's discuss it anotinee*>’ Yabuki corrobates this reaction by
guoting the book by Zhang Xiangshan, an advis¢heocChinese Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
who was present at one of the meetings. Accordingid record, Tanaka replied, "All right!
Then it is not necessary to talk anymore aboutét's do it another time® Before this
summit meeting, Komeito Chairman Takeiri Yoshikatsho served as an important go-
between for the Japanese government to prepareigiidy Prime Minister Tanaka, had a
similar exchange with Zhou Enlai in July 1972, whirwas also decided to shelve the
Senkaku issue. When Takeiri met Zhou Enlai on 2§ 1872, the latter is quoted as saying,

% See http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Treaty of San raiaca

" Yabuki, Susumu: “Senkaku mondai no kosho keiifiaso”, p. 1, at
http://www25.big.jp/~yabuki/2012/senkaku.p@évised edition of 28 September 2012).
%8 Yabuki,op. cit.,p.2; See also Guop. cit.,p. 5.
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"There is no need to touch on the Senkaku Islasgigei Mr Takeiri, you also had no interest.
| also had no interest. But the historians raisasita problem due to the oil issue, and Mr
Inoue Kiyoshi is very keen on it. However, theraedsneed to place importance onaimoku
miru)".>° It is an irony that Zhou Enlai even referred tdapanese academic, Professor Inoue
Kiyoshi, whose historical studies favour China aim on historical grounds, and whose
opinion had been presented in an article ofRtbeple’s Dailyin May 1971 and had obviously
been read by Zhou. In these discussions, it wasenomite clear by both sides that the
normalization of diplomatic relations was the miogportant goal, and therefore they agreed
to shelve the Senkaku issue.

When both sides negotiated the Treaty of PeaceFaeddship in 1978, there was a
similar willingness to put the territorial probleaside in order to achieve the conclusion of
the Treaty although the Gaimusho (Japan's Minisfry-oreign Affairs) has so far not
released the documents. According to Fravel, andiogy fianpuin Chinese) of Deng’s
activities published by a party research office swanzes a meeting between Deng Xiaoping
and Japan's Foreign Minister Sonoda Sunao, acgptdinvhich Deng stated, "It's not that
China and Japan do not have any problems. For dedtmere are] the Diaoyu Island and
continental shelf issues. Don't drag them in ndweytcan be set aside to be calmly discussed
later and we can slowly reach a way that both sid@saccept. If our generation cannot find a
way, the next generation or the one after that fivitl a way.?® After the ratification of the
Treaty, Deng Xiaoping visited Japan and declarea tess conference on 25 October 1978
that the issue should be left to future generatishe may be wiser. In Diet discussions, it
was also made clear by LDP Secretary General OQWimaayoshi and Foreign Minister
Sonoda Sunao that it was in Japan's national sttécego along with Deng Xiaoping's
proposal to leave things for the next 20 or 30 y&€aOhira declared at the time on the
question of an agreement to shelve the issue @gepthat tana age” was not correct, rather
the other party (senpo) would not bring the isspgmochidasanaff’ Or, as Sonoda wrote
later, while it is true that China is claiming tkeslands as their territory, the islands are
currently in Japan's hands, and have not beconsetaial issue among Japan and China. If
Japan takes the trouble to bring up the subjetiistoccasion and wakes up a sleeping dog
(literally “disturb a bush only to let a snake ouyabu heby), it will be a total lossrioto mo
ko mo naj for Japarf?

One cannot but conclude from these accounts thét Hdes agreed to shelve the
territorial issue while in no way abandoning thdaims to the islands, otherwise there would
not have been a normalization of diplomatic reladion 1972 or a Treaty of Peace and
Friendship in 1978. It did not mean that the Chenascepted Japan's territorial claim since
China had stated its own claim these negotiations and has since 1971 neveidabead the
claim. It is also obvious that both sides knew tih&re was a territorial problem, otherwise
‘shelving™ would not have made sense. The direxdttre Treatise Division and later Director
General of the Treatise Bureau, Kuriyama Takakaha was involved in the negotiations in
1972 and in 1978, stated in an interview in 20H2 ke understood it both then and today that

%9 |shii, Akira (2006): “Chugoku to Nihon. ASEAN karo aida no kokkyo mondai”, in: Iwashita, Akihirod(®
(2006):Kokkyou. Dare ga kono sen wo hikiitaka- Nihon toa¥ia, Sapporo, Hokkaido Daigaku Shuppankan, p.
142; Yabukiop. cit, p. 3.

% Fravel, M. Taylor: "Explaining Stability in the Blaku/Diaoyu Islands Dispute”, in Curtis, Geraldikgbun,
Ryosei and Wang, Jisi (eds.) (201@etting the Triangle Straight: Managing China-Japdf Relations
Washington D.C., Brookings Institution Press.

®L yabuki,op. cit.,p. 5; Ishii,op. cit, p. 144.

62 Okada, Takashi (2012%enkaku shoto monddiokyo, Sososha p. 102.

% Sonoda, Sunao (1988ekai, Nihon, AiTokyo, Daisan Seikei Kenkyukai, p. 184.
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there was a ‘tacit understandinghinoku no ryokaibetween Japan and China to shelve the
territorial issué* Asai Motofumi, who was director of the TreatiseviBion in 1978-80 and
director of the China Division in 1983-85, also fioned that it was the understanding not
only in the Gaimusho but also among the politiegldership (Nagatacho) that there was a
territorial problem concerning the Senkaku Islaffdgliyamoto Yuiji also mentioned in 2012
that in his time as head of the China Divisionha 1990s, there was still on the one hand, a
clear position that the Senkaku Islands were Jaganerritory, but on the other, the
fundamental stance of maintaining the status geoj6 iji) and a tacit understanding that no
action needed to be tak&Another indirect indication of Japan tacitly acéegtthe existence

of a territorial problem and willing to suspend thsue to protect the overall relationship with
China has been the government’s restraint for soneeafter 1972 and 1978 in taking actions
which might have been interpreted by China as nmilg the territorial dispute. The
government never allowed prospection and productibril or gas reserves around the
islands, and showed restraint in allowing landimgoo making economic use of the islands.
As we will see in the next part, however, thisnast was not absolute and still left room for
measures which eroded the shelving agreement.

It is obvious from the historical context of the7P9and 1978 negotiations that both
sides had much greater interests at stake thaseh&aku Islands. Moreover, the shelving
agreement was very much in favour of Japan as ¢ty in de factocontrol over the
islands, and thus reinforcing Tokyo's ownershipinelan international law. Later, when
China’s political, economic and military weight ieased and it became doubtful whether the
US would really invoke the Security Treaty guarante protect the militarily-indefensible
islands against a Chinese military challenge, thelving agreement was useful for Japan
against any such contingenty.

3.3. The Erosion of the Shelving Agreement

While one can well understand the desire by thadege and Chinese leaders to deepen the
bilateral relationship through the two agreememntsl®72 and 1978, and to trust that all
remaining problems, including the territorial digpuwould then be easier to solve, with
hindsight, this faith looks more like wishful thinlg. It is indeed rather unusual to even
conclude a Peace and Friendship Treaty withouifyilag an open territorial issue, the very
heart of a country's security policy. Since the@9his dispute has not only been a sensitive
issue within Japan, but also within the much maretéd circle of the autocratic Chinese
leadership, with political groupings in both couegrinstrumentalizing it for their own narrow
purposes.

The main conceptual problem with the bilateral ustdeding has been that it was
based on the assumption that the conditions allpwis formulation in the 1970s could be
frozen for as long as it would take to find a sioltto the opposing territorial claims.
However, maintaining the conditions for the conddueliance on the bilateral understanding
would have demanded much greater efforts by baolsdio clarify what thetatus quas, and
what measures would be seen as violatingstatus quo Instead, as Ishii Akira put it, the

% Yabuki, Susumu: "Sasae gaimu jikan to Kuriyamaakalzu moto gaimu jikan no sekinin wo tou”, 6
November 2012, at

http://www.21ccs.jp/china_watching/DirectorsWataiity ABUKI/Directors_watching_72.html

%5 “Gaimusho ni mai jita no gimanAera 8 October 2012, p. 66.

% Roundtable with Nakanishi, Terumasa; Sato, Masslikio, Haruna and Miyage, Kunihikd®Bungei Shunju
(November 2012), p. 101.

" Magosaki, Ukeru: “Senkaku mondai. Nihon no gok&ikai(November 2012), p.90.
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leaders on both sides wasted time and allowedethiorial issue to become the symbol of
the nationalism in both countri€$As a result, various changes and pressures idatmestic
and international environment were allowed to gediguerode these conditions, with Japan's
government in the end publicly even denying thatéhwas a dispute which could have been
the object of shelving, and prompting the PRC i 2010 and 2012 crises to shower Japan
with political and economic sanctions, which weraptecedented for two countries
supposedly bound by a Peace and Friendship Treaty.

The shelving agreement had obviously no legal fobtg denying its existence was
politically unwise and morally wrong. Okabe Tatsuangues that for political convenience,
Japan agreed in 1978 to shelve the issue, buthisavas different from accepting it in a legal
sensé€’. The following official Japanese statements camtspreted in this light: in October
1990, Cabinet Secretary Sakamoto Misoji, after m@wiestated Japan's sovereignty claim,
still declared that the island issue between Japhma and Taiwans(c) should be solved by
a later generation, thus implying that there wéar@torial dispute which had been put adfde
But by the time China promulgated its law on terrdl waters in February 1992 (see below),
the Japanese government would unequivocally andichuldeny that there had been any
agreement to shelve the issue and even that tresewerritorial issue. When Prime Minister
Miyazawa Kiichi protested against the Chinese lawFebruary 1992, referring to a prior
understanding with Deng Xiaoping over the Senkakanids, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
(MOFA) issued a correction denying such an undeditgy’’ In September 1996,
Administrative Vice-Minister Hayashi Sadayuki sdiicht Japan had not agreed with Deng’s
‘put on the shelf’ proposal, i.e. arguing that theras no territorial issué.In the following,
the author analyses the three main circumstanceshvatcount for the breakdown of the
bilateral understanding.

3.3.1. The Corrosive Role of International Law

The requirements of international law regimes,ipaldrly the UN Convention on the Law of
the Sea (UNCLOS) which was ratified by Japan arel BRRC in 1996, prompted both
countries to take domestic and/or international iathstrative and legal steps (for example,
passing legislation related to the administratibtheir maritime space, demarcating their sea
borders, and claiming borders for their EEZ) whithd a general purpose but did not
sufficiently take into account the need to prota bilateral understanding of putting the
territorial dispute aside. Moreover, internatiomagjimes have ‘vested otherwise worthless
islands with immense economic valdé They encourage the assertion of sovereignty and
penalize states for appearing to acquiesce inah state's claim to a disputed territory. Paul
O Shea applied the term “sovereignty game’ to dipfomatic-legal tit-for-tat, based on
Alexander Wendt's conception of sovereignty asaaflp constructed institutiof Finally

the vagueness of international law allows stateh&sry pick those norms which fit best their

®8 |shii, op. cit.,p. 158.

%9 Okabe, Tatsumi (2006Nitchu kankei no kako to shordiokyo, Iwanami Gendai Bunko, p. 91.

9 China Aktuell(October 1990), p. 781, quotiyodo,23 October 1990.

" Hagstrém, Linus (2003Enigmatic power? Relational power analysis andestedft in Japan’s China poligy
Stockholm, Stockholm Studies in Politics 93, Depent of Politics, Stockholm University, pp. 150515

"2 |shii, op. cit, p. 158.

3 Ramos-Mrosovsky, Carlos: "International Law's Uphe Role in the Senkaku

Islands",University of Pennsylvania Journal of Internatiothaw (2009), p. 906, at
http://www.law.upenn.edu/journals/jil/articles/vohe29/issue4/RamosMrosovsky29U.Pa.J.Int per ceht AT3
per cent 282008 per cent 29.pdf

4 O'Shea, Paul: “Sovereignty and the Senkaku/DiaDigpute”, Stockholm School of Economicé/orking
Paper, no. 240 (September 2012) p. 6, at http://www $d1&1JS/Research/Documents/240.pdf
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interests and clain'S. It is probably with this situation in mind thatrfoer Chinese
ambassador to Japan and the UN, Chen Jian, exglain¢éhe beginning of a talk on 30
October 2012 that international law is a root canfsthe current territorial disputéS.This
author has too much respect for international laetably UNCLOS, to agree with this strong
statement, but is aware of the weaknesses of negyay stipulations.

With regard to the Senkaku dispute, internatioaal tegimes have thus brought with it
the following complications:

- Both countries must always consider that whatésetecided in relation to the disputed
Senkaku Islands might have implications for thentous other territorial disputes (Japan's
territorial disputes with Korea and Russia; ChinBEZ dispute with Korea or territorial
disputes with the other littoral claimants in treug China Sea )

- Any action taken by the Japanese government regjard to the Senkaku Islands can be
interpreted as the official expression of the gaweent in control of the islands, and China
will therefore feel obliged to protest in orderdefend its claim

- Both countries had to comply with UNCLOS in order benefit from this regime and
officially draw sea borders which start with basee$ on which are dependent the extent of
the Territorial Waters (12 nm from the base liref)the Contiguous Zone (24 nm from the
base line), of the EEZ (200 nm from the baselia@yd of the Extended Continental Shelf
(under certain conditions, up to 350 nm from theebline can be claimed). The issues arising
from this are whether Japan and China would appdydrawing of the sea borders to the
disputed territory, and, if so, whether the Senkédtands could be classified as ‘islands
which are entitled to an EEZ, or just ‘rocks™ whigbuld entitle them only to territorial
waters under UNCLOS Article 12.3, and how to draes EEZ border in the East China Sea’s
Senkaku area. These issues were bound to havepattion the bilateral understanding in
one way or the other, and would have required spacition in order to keep the territorial
dispute shelved.

When China passed its Territorial Law in 1992 pleeitly included the Diaoyu Islands
which, naturally, was immediately protested by dapanese government while still showing
a considerable amount of understanding and spaityfisaying that the law did not violate
Japan's sovereignty over the islahsAt that time, the Japanese government was still
preoccupied with preventing China’s isolation aftexr 1989 Tiananmen crackdown. China
also played down the impact of this law and evéerred to Deng Xiaoping's 1978 statement
of leaving the territorial issue for the futuféWhen Jiang Zemin visited Japan in April 1992,
he also reaffirmed the shelving according to Denm@mise in 1978, while still stating
China’s claim to the island$.However, the Chinese Ministry of Foreign Affaitseteafter

> Ramos-Mrosovskylbid.

"% Shisakiblog (31 October 2012), at http://shisaku.blogspotkio.u

" Okada, "Senkaku shoto mondaify.cit, p. 111.

8 Drifte, Reinhard: “Japanese — Chinese Territobdgputes in the East China Sea — between Military
Confrontation and Economic CooperatiohGE Asia Research Centre Working Paper. 24 (April 2008) p. 9,

at http://wwwz2.Ise.ac.uk/asiaResearchCentre/ ARSEWP24-Drifte.pdf
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Waijiaobuor CMOFA) originally had not wanted to include t8enkaku Island® Including
them did undermine the strength of the shelvingeagrent, and one can arguably date the
start of the process leading to the ultimate breakdof the shelving agreement to around this
time. When it ratified UNCLOS in 1996, China refmirto the 1992 Law and promulgated the
precise location of its base lines, but left ouhecoof them, including those for the Senkaku
Islands® In 1998, the National People's Congress promutigiiite PRC Exclusive Economic
Zone and Continental Shelf Act, which did not mentiany specific geographical areas.
Clearly, the Chinese leadership was trying to vaafine line between its territorial and EEZ
claims (including the need to respond to domes@mahds, increasingly dominated by
nationalist tendencies), the requirements of thermrational law regime, and the maintenance
of good relations with Japan.

Japan ratified UNCLOS in June 1996, and establishede following month the Law
on the Territorial Sea and the Contiguous Zonewali as the Law on the EEZ and
Continental Shelf, which were supplemented by dinde for implementation. The latter also
established an EEZ around the Senkaku IslandsnJdiganot include the Senkaku Islands
into its straight baseline claifi.Two separate bills creating the Basic Law of tlee& and
the Law on Establishing Safety Areas for MaritimieuStures were passed by the Diet in
April 2007, and came into effect on 16 July 260 The latter two laws were passed mainly
having in mind any future exploitation of naturakources in the contested EEZs. Naturally
China does not recognize the validity of these l&avghe Senkaku Islands, or for the EEZ
border between the two countries. The territorigdpdte is also a major obstacle for
agreement on the EEZ border in the southern ar¢laeoEast China Sea, which is not made
easier by the fact that an agreement on the titteeé Senkaku would have a major impact on
the size of the EEZ area of the successful claimant

3.3.2. Fishing and other Economic Interests

Fishing is a major interest for all littoral statesSthe East China Sea. Although Japan and
China have concluded consecutive fishery agreemiemtshe East China Sea, the 1997
agreement (effective from June 2000) excludes fribra application of the fisheries
agreement the territorial waters adjacent to thek&eu Islands. Instead, the extant 1975
Fishery Agreement, which deemed the areas arown8ehkakus as part of the high seas, was
allowed to prevaif® In 2012, a letter related to the 1997 Agreemenuafishing in the EEZ
was revealed in which Foreign Minister Obuchi h&atexl to the Chinese ambassador in
Tokyo, Xu Duxin, that Japan’s laws and regulatiomsuld not apply to the "waters in
guestion” {ogai no suiik). It is understood that the “waters in questioiude the Senkaku
Islands, although their name is not mentioned aedJapanese government today deni&s it.
Sato Masaru, a former analyst of the Japanese dgroidinistry, explained that this letter

8 Takahara, Akio (2011): “The Senkaku Trawler CadiisIncident” (to be published in: Mochizuki, MiKed.):
The Okinawa question: regional security, the USakaplliance, and FutenmaVashington, D.C.: Sigur Center
for Asian Studies), p.3.
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8 Dzurek, Daniel: “The Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands DiggutDurham University,International Boundaries
Research Unjtl8 October 1996, at http://www-ibru.dur.ac.uk/reses/docs/senkaku.html

8 For their texts see
http://www.ron.gr.jp/law/law/kaiyou_k.htrand_http://law.e-gov.go.jp/announce/H19HO034.html

8 Gupta, Sourabh: “China-Japan trawler incidentad&punwise — and borderline illegal — detentionthus
Chinese skipper'fast Asia Forunf30 September 2010), at
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referred to the EEZ around the Senkaku Islands appdied only to Chinese fisherm&h.
However, the Japanese government seems not to vearallow foreign fishermen
uncontrolled access to the territorial waters adodine Senkaku Islands, and has been
patrolling the area, which has resulted in the &ipn of Chinese fishermen and subsequent
protests by Taiwan and the PRC. The Japanese tomave apparently increased in the
decade since 2000, while Chinese fishing activitiewe also vastly increas&d.More
research is needed on these developments to judiggher here there is yet another
“unofficial understanding” between Tokyo and Bejjmhich has been undermined.

Finally, in this context, one has to mention th&ues of private and state ownership of
the Senkaku Islands which falls under the headafgsternational law, as well as the role of
non-state actordn 1896, Koga Tatsushiro obtained a free leaseDofers for the islands of
Uotsurijima, Kubajima, Minami Kojima and Kita Kojian After the death of Koga Tatsushiro
in 1918, his son, Koga Zenji, took over the bussnes the islands. In 1926, after the end of
the free lease, the Japanese government convetted rental basi® In 1932, the Japanese
government changed the status of these four islonsstate-owned to privately-owned land
by selling them to the Koga family. After 1945, Kajima and Taishojima (the latter was
always state-owned) were leased to the US as franges. In 1972, Koga Zeniji sold Kita
Kojima and Minami Kojima, followed by Uotsurshima 1978, and Kubajima in 1988, to
Kurihara Kunioki, a real estate investor, and hmily. In 2002, Kitakojima, Minami Kojima
and Uotsurijima were leased to the state which aid25 million per year for them in refit.
The US military used Kubajima and Taishojima fro8@61 as firing ranges, and after the
reversion of Okinawa in 1971, continued to do sol 1979. It paid rent to the private owner
of Kubajima, but after 1971, the rental payment effscted by the Japanese governniént.

The relevant point here is that, since the shelahghe territorial issue in 1972 and
1978, the islands changed private owners, andt#te gented three of the islands from their
private owner and owned one. The leasing in 20@Rthe "nationalization” (no money was
involved) of the Uotsurijima beacon in 2005 caugehlinese protests, but the private
ownership changes did not cause any Chinese redtfitis is an important point, because it
was the sale of three islands to the Japaneseatstate which touched off the 2012 crisis.

3.3.3. The Impact of Oil and Gas Developments

The 1969 ECAFE Report had led to claims by the R&®@ the PRC over the Senkaku
Islands. The most promising area defined in th®refor hydrocarbon resources happened to
be around the Senkaku Islands. Since Japan abahdspent exploration plans with Taiwan
in 1972 with the diplomatic recognition of the PR, Japanese activities have taken place
because of concern about China’s reaction.
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In order to quell its growing demand for oil andsgand to diversify away from its high
dependence on Middle Eastern supplies, China dtantehe 1970s with prospecting and
extraction of energy resources in the East Chire’S€o overcome the territorial dispute in
the south of the East China Sea, and the diveggesition on how to draw the EEZ border in
the rest of the East China Sea, China proposeut geivelopment™ of hydrocarbon resources.
In October 1980, PRC Deputy Premier Yao Yilin eymoposed to a Japanese business
delegation that development of off-shore oil researaround the disputed islands be done
jointly by China, Japan and the G%Another bilateral proposal was made in 1984 byden
Xiaoping, who proposed solving the territorial pievhs of the Spratly Islands in the South
China Sea and the Senkaku Islands, by jointly dgned the disputed areas before discussing
the question of sovereignty. But in this case, al as later proposals until 1996, Japan first
demangfd a settlement of the maritime border oogmition of its title to the Senkaku
Islands:

China’s relentless progress and expansion of all ges development increasingly
caused friction between Japan and China, whichialpacted on the territorial dispute. Since
1996, Chinese research vessels have entered teeswadithe Senkaku Islands, including its
territorial waters” Japan exerted great restraint and until 2004, rditl allow Japanese
companies to survey the ECS even in the area whdhimed as its EEZ, let alone around
the Senkaku Islands. Moreover Tokyo's permissiansfoveying in 2004 by a Japanese
exploration company (never followed up becausehefgolitical risks involved) in response
to Chinese oil and gas development near JapanimmedaEEZ border was only for an area
further north, away from the disputed islands.

The Senkaku Islands dispute contributed to theurilof following up on the joint
understanding in June 2008ydgkai in Japaneseliangjie in Chinese) to engage in joint
development of an area in the north of the Eash&Ildea and to allow Japan to join the
Chunxiao gas field exploitation which had been ttgwed by China in a disputed EEZ aréa.
During the negotiation of the 2008 joint undersiagd the Chinese had demanded joint
development of energy resources in the area arthen8enkaku Islands in exchange for their
compromise on joint development in other areahefiast China Sea. Although the Chinese
government agreed to the understanding withouingesatisfaction on its demand, the failure
to achieve greater reciprocity from the Japanesethen Senkaku area then made it
domestically impossible for the Chinese governntengo any further with negotiating an
implementation of the understandifigin December 2008, two Chinese patrol vessels ®f th
China Marine Surveillance (CMSaijiandui in Chinese) which is under the State Ocean
Administration (SOA), entered for the first timeetherritorial waters around the Senkaku
Islands in an apparent move to strengthen its daithe island$®

2 For a detailed account see Drifte, Japanese-Ghieestorial disputes...'gp. cit, pp. 15-18.

% Funabashi, Yoichi: "China proposes 3-Nation OilvBlepment off Senkakus’Asahi Evening Newsl1
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3.3.4. Instrumentalization of the Senkaku Disputé°bliticians and Non-State Actors

The raising of the territorial issue by China (R@@d PRC) and the campaign of the Bao
Diao (Protect the Diaoyu) movement, notably in Taamand Hong Kong, since the ECAFE
report, led to a similar involvement of the Japaneslitical right and other nationalistic
groups which took up the issue as a symbol of natism. In 1973, several rightwing
politicians within the ruling Liberal Democratic g including Ishihara Shintaro who in
2012 became the trigger for the central governmseptirchase of some of the Senkaku
islands, established the so-called Seirankai. Is warticularly Ishihara who raised the
territorial issue and opposed its shelving by Pritirister Tanaka® Against the increase of
tensions between Japan and China since the middlieeo1990s, the supra-partisan Diet
Association for the Preservation of Territorialdgtity was established in 2004 which had 60
members by 2011. On 30 March 2004, the Security i@ittee of the Lower House passed a
resolution on preserving territorial integrity addmanded a stronger Japanese stance. It was
the first time the Diet passed a resolution reléwanthe Senkaku Islands in this véifi.
Edano Yukio, chief of the Constitution Research @uttee of the Democratic Party of Japan
(DPJ), then in opposition, proposed that Self-De¢eriForces (SDF) troops should be
stationed on the disputed Senkaku Islands to aiwmidrsions by other countrié& Since
SDF members are civil servanto(nuir), this demand sounds very familiar to the demands
by Abe Shinzo in December 2012 to stati@muinon the islands (without clarifying whether
he meant soldiers or other civil servants), altliobhg postponed a decision when taking over
the government in December 2012. This shows thertypistic exploitation of the territorial
dispute for electoral purposes.

Nationalist politicians and activists have alsorbédemanding to erect facilities on the
islands such as a weather station, a beacon, pohetir a harbor, in order to assert Japan's
sovereignty. The Nihon Seinensha (Japanese Youtler&on), a nationalist organization
affiliated with the major yakuza group Sumiyoshi:l@used several incidents by landing on
the islands, starting with erecting a light towerbe@acon first on Uotsurijima in September
1978 which was enlarged in 1988, and another onKitakojima Island in 1996°* Each
such landing caused protests in China and amongkiveese diaspora, and prompted the
PRC government to complain officially. It also lEddemands by the Seinensha that the light
towers be officially recognized by the governmend @ahe maintenance be taken on by the
Maritime Safety Agency (later called Coast GuaBl)t even the compromise of including
the light tower into official charts was an offitiact, reinforcing Japan's effective control
over the islands. The discussion about the officaldling of the light tower also raised the
nationalist fever in Taiwan, and its military evprepared (but then cancelled at the last
moment) a commando action at the end of 1990 torajethe facility’® In February 2005,
amidst rising tensions over China's energy devetopmin contested parts of the East China
Sea and Chinese protests against Prime Ministezuais Yasukuni Shrine visits, the
Japanese government finally ceded to the demantteajroup to take over the Uotsurijima

% Babb, James: “The Seirankai and the Fate of itmbas. The Rise and Fall of the New Right Politisia
Japan Forumvol. 24, no 1 (2012), p. 83.

10 przystup, James J.: “Not quite all about Sovetgigrbut close”, CSIS, p. 2, at
http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/0402gjapaimalipdf

01«ppJ exec wants SDF on Senkakukipan Times2 May 2005.

192 Drifte, "Japanese — Chinese Territorial Disputethe East China Sea..dp. cit, p. 14.

193 Murakami, Takio: "Taiwan had secret plan to lafiteeroops on Senkakus to destroy lighthous&sahi
Shimbun5 December 2012, at http://ajw.asahi.com/artsia/china/AJ201212050086
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lighthouse structure and its maintenatfeUntil then, the Gaimusho had succeeded in
delaying this state takeover as “too prematuretder not to provoke Chin'd>

As can be seen, the Japanese government triedith tikese nationalist claims but it
could not fully circumvent them, thus keeping Chéauspicion alive. Moreover, whereas it
always tries to prevent the landing by any foreigran the islandst has not prevented until
fairly recently the landing by Japanese. In ordekdep foreigners out of the islands and their
territorial waters, the Japanese Coast Guard (@S)oeen patrolling the area which again is
an official act. It may have been the nationaligsgure from within the LDP as well as from
right wing circles which prompted Ohira Masayoshien he was Prime Minister to send in
1979 a general survey team of 50 persons (includimghara Hiroyuki) to the islands in
order to investigate the building of facilitiesdila helioport. Such demands had already been
made by the LDP on 24 March 1978 Although the final report of the survey spoke agai
building facilities and nothing followed from ithé Kurihara family considered Ohira to be
the most supportive prime minister of all for ttepdnese assertion of effective control over
the islands. Before that Ohira had also agreedunhidra Hiroyuki's proposal to set up on
Uotsurijima a monument to honour Koga Tatsushiractviwas done with the government’s
material and financial suppdft’

Even on the relatively much more cohesive sidénefG@hinese leadership, the territorial
issue has been divisive and has been instrumesdali3ust when the two sides were
negotiating the Peace and Friendship Treaty inlA®78, about 100 Chinese fishing vessels,
some armed, appeared around the Senkaku area avittets declaring China’s title to the
islands. While this was explained at the time ipafaas possibly a means to put pressure on
the Japanese during the treaty negotiations, ihse®w more likely that the Senkaku issue
was used by the followers of the Chairman of thétdy Commission, Hua Guofeng, as a
means of attacking the re-emerging Deng Xiaopirge PRC central leadership explained at
the ti£r018e that this was "accidental” and Deng Xiagppromised it would never happen
again.

3.3.5. The General Deterioration of Japanese-CaiRetations since the 1990s

In addition to these developments which changeddmelitions for maintaining the shelving
of the territorial dispute, Japanese-Chinese mlathad generally been deteriorating since the
middle of the 1990s. Japan became suspicious ohaChi non-transparent military
modernization, particularly of the navy which haseb expanding its operations, including
the East China S€&° Other negative developments were the progressisfeSe oil and gas
exploration in the East China Sea despite disageatwver the common EEZ border, visits
by Japanese political leaders to the Yasukuni Wain8, and other issues related to Japan's
past aggression against China.

A nadir in the bilateral relationship was reachediy the rule of Prime Minister
Koizumi Junichiro (2001-2006) because of his anmigts to the Yasukuni Shrine. But while

104 K qijo Hoan Report(2007), p. 16.

195 Nomura, Hataru: “Senkaku shoto Kaitei yude®thokun(May 2005), p. 64.

1% Okada, "Senkaku shoto mondaify.cit, p. 102.

7 Kurihara, Hiroyuki (2012)Senkaku shoto wo urimasTokyo, Kosaido, pp. 78-82.

198 Takahara, Akio: “Gendai Chugokushi no saikentoaHBuofeng to Deng Xiaoping, soshite 1978 nen no
gakkisei ni tsuite”,Toa, no. 495 (September 2008), p. 36; Li, Enmin (2008)chu heiwa yuko joyaku. Kosho
no seijikatej Tokyo, Ochanomizu Shobo, p. 71.

199 Drifte, Reinhard (2003)Japan’s Security Relationship with China since 198%om balancing to
bandwagoning?Oxford/London, Nissan Institute/Routledge Japari&sidies.
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the political relationship got colder, the economaationship expanded and prospered ("Cold
Politics, Hot Economics’). This also had — maybe dirst glance counter-intuitively — a
deleterious effect on the motivation to work hardermaintaining the conditions for putting
aside the territorial conflict since this dichotomggve the false impression that politics and
economics could be kept separate forever while tdrgtorial issue was pending. The
worsening of the territorial conflict from 2010, daparticularly from 2012, with China’s
harsh political and economic retribution, would s out.

Part of the rationale for the Chinese navy's inseegoresence in the East China Sea is
China’'s oil and gas developments, as well as teh Wi keep the navy's access to the Pacific
Ocean less vulnerable to Japanese/US observatiorieoception in a crisis. This could not
but affect the territorial dispute. In May 1999, CRinese warships conducted a manoeuvre in
waters north of the Senkaku islands. The exercaethe first of its kind to be carried out by
China in that region'® Other Chinese naval movements in the East ChimaiBzeased,
including reports about intelligence-gathering shipn the last few years, the political
influence of the PLA, and particularly of the PLAaW (PLAN), has considerably
increased The Japanese reacted by increasing their militdeployment and a
strengthening of Japanese-American military codpmra However, the Senkaku area is
controlled by the CG which is a law enforcementrage and the Japanese navy keeps away
from policing. This incidentally reinforces Japartlaim, as policing is done only within
national territory or EEZ areas.

Until the central government's purchase of thre¢hefislands in September 2012, it
was the activities of non-state actors from Jadamvan, Hong Kong and the PRC, be it
nationalist activists or fishermen, which caused gneatest direct confrontations because
Japan’s countermeasures were a demonstration ekéneise of sovereignty which the PRC
became increasingly less likely to tolerate. In@,9%%9 Hong Kong protester who tried to cover
the last meters from his boat to one of the islairds/ned. Another incident occurred in 2008
when a Japanese Coast Guard ship rammed a Taiwspasdishing boat which had entered
the territorial waters of the Senkaku Islands. @bion caused the boat to sik.

In March 2004, for the first time since 1996, sew€hinese activists landed on
Uotsurijima. For the first time, the Japanese molicade arrests, and the Chinese Foreign
Ministry protested and called it a serious violatmf Chinese sovereignty. The arrests were
made under the immigration management law whicludes a clause on expulsion of illegal
foreign trespassefs® In light of the 2010 incident, it is important tote that despite
guidelines which were to give the law enforcemegéreies the authority to deal with
trespassers "according to the law’, it was repdttatithe central government intervened at
the last minute, did not press for an indictmend amdered the release of the arrested
Chinese. The government did not want any furthengdacations in order not to endanger the
planned China visit by Foreign Minister Kawaguchoriko, and was satisfied to have
demonstrated effective control over the Senkakant$ by arresting and expulsing the
Chinesée** A Japanese journal reported that there was a dapgimomise to China after this
incident that in future an intruder would not be pio detention but only arrested as long as
it was not a serious case, and that in turn Chioaldvprevent the departure of vessels with

10 prifte, “Japanese — Chinese Territorial Disputes in the¢ Eaia Sea..."op. cit.,p. 22.

1 prifte, "Japan’s Security Relationship with Chitaop. cit.,pp. 64-67.

12 prifte, "Japanese — Chinese Territorial Disputethe East China Sea..dp. cit, p. 31.

13 The information about the application of the imratipn law is from Professor Takahara Akio, EmaMay
2013.

114 Asahi Evening New®7 and 29 March 2004.
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protesters from its harbours. Such an understanaasgnot surprisingly been denied by the
Japanese as well as by the Chinese governttent.

The China Marine Surveillance started irregularrglaactivities near the Senkaku
Islands in December 2008 when two CMS vessels dtiyreover nine hours in the territorial
waters of the Senkaku Islands as mentioned abdve.Was interpreted in Japan as a major
escalatior’® Former ambassador to China, Miyamoto Yuji, calleid new development a
qualitative change in the Senkaku dispute whichtveeryond the previous cases of intrusion
by fishermen or protestet$’ This deployment was followed by others in thedwling year
against a background of China reinforcing its nraet control. Japan responded by building
up its own defence efforts in the south, includihg consideration of stationing some troops
on Yonaguni Island, one of the closest islandfi¢goSenkaku Islands.

4. 2010 and 2012/13 Incidents
4.1. The 2010 Fishing Trawler Incident

It is against this complex background that the €binfishing trawleMinjinyu 5179with a
crew of 15 entered the territorial waters of thek&du Islands on 7 September 2010 near
Kubajima. There were many other Chinese fishingl&es in the same area and several ships
of the Japanese Coast Guard were trying to chase #way. Pursued by three Japanese CG
vessels, theMinjinyu 5179twice collided with two of the CG vessels. There different
interpretations whether the Chinese captain ZhaxioQg intentionally rammed the CG
vessels, and there are some strange inconsistehaédighted in the reports of the
incident'*® Some non-Japanese authors like Sheila Smith andsLHagstrém are non-
committal on the question of the collision, but tmdspanese authors blame the trawler and
this author is more inclined to believe that thexming was intentiondf:® The Chinese
unsurprisingly blames the CG vessgfsThe issue of intention is important insofar agives
some indication about the risk of recurrence andsafalation. The following circumstantial
evidence seems to indicate intentional rammingieyGhinese captain:

- There is ample video footage leaked by a CG efffighich is interpreted by specialists as
indicating intentional ramming by the Chinese capt&

- The captain seemed to have been drunk and isajgneonsidered a volatile persdf?

15 «Nitchu “Senkaku mitsuyaku® attaAera,25 October 2010; Okada, Takashi: “’Botan no kalgadi wa naze
okotta ka”,Sekai(December 2010), p. 129.

118 Shimizu,op. cit.,p. 65.

17 Miyamoto, Yuijji: “Nitchu shomosen wo kachinuku ehjBungei ShunjDecember 2012), p. 145.

118 Takahara, "The Senkaku Trawler Collision Incidehtop. cit., p. 7; Kaneko, Hidetoshi: “Truth behind
collision off Senkaku Islands awash in mysteryMainichi Shimbun 12 November 2010, at
http://mdn.mainichi.jp/perspectives/news/201011 HATPNOna003000c.html

119 Smith, Sheila A.: “Japan and The East China Sepudé”, Orbis, vol. 56, Iss. 3 (2012), p. 374; Hagstrém,
Linus: “Power Shift’ in East Asia? A Critical Reajasal of Narratives on the Diaoyu/Senkaku Islaimdsdent
in 2010”, Chinese Journal of International Politicgol. 5, no 3 (Autumn 2012), p. 272, fn. 29.

120 “Riben xunluochuan Diaoyudao zhuang wo yuchuarorgifang tichu yanzheng jiaosh¥inhuawang 8
September 2010, at http://news.xinhuanet.com/w20tiD-09/08/c_12529310.htm

12ZLwilliam D. O"Neil: "Senkaku Incident on YouTubeéNBR, Japan Forum(9 November 2010), at
http://nbrforums.nbr.org/foraui/message.aspx?LIDsf&FromName&pg=1253&MID=38174
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- Fishing in the East China Sea is very competiine Chinese fishermen are particularly
annoyed about the patrols and controls by Japaare$dorean law enforcement agencies in
the as yet un-demarcated EEZs among all three gesint

The Chinese fishermen have a reputation of oftemgbgolent, as many incidents in the
South China Sea and in the Yellow Sea seem to pfnky three months later, in December
2010, another Chinese fishing trawler captain rachen8outh Korean coast guard vessel in
the Yellow Sea and his boat sank as a result, tvéhChinese captain drowning.Chinese
crews are often armed with metal pipes and at@ekeihforcement agents which have led to
other fatal casualties in 2011 and 203%.

The 2010 trawler incident is further relevant inr @ontext in view of the Japanese
government's handling it (legal aspect; denial loé tshelving understanding), China's
countermeasures, and the aftermath of the govermsngurchase of three islands in
September 2012. After the collisions, the CG aegkshe crew and confiscated the trawler.
The following day, the Chinese government demaridedelease of the crew and the trawler,
which the Japanese government did on the 13 Septeimint keeping the captain in custody.
The Japanese ambassador to China, Niwa Uichiro,swasnoned six times by the Chinese
between 8 and19 September. Beijing's reaction &schhfter the Chinese captain's term of
detention was extended on 19 September to last 2@mo 29 September. On 20 September,
Chinese authorities detained four Japanese citifmnentering a restricted military area in
Hebei province. Even without the trawler incideimé¢ tdetention of the four Japanese would
have harmed the bilateral relationship, but, hapgeimn this context, it was, rightly or
wrongly, immediately linked by the Japanese to dlfeer Chinese sanctions and seems to
have been the final straw for the Japanese toselée Chinese captdifr.Even immediately
after the crew's arrest, the Chinese governmenthiaddy begun to cancel the second round
of the negotiations for the implementation of tmelerstanding on energy cooperation in the
East China Sea concluded on 18 June 2008. Othesalspand sanctions followed, including
the suspension of rare earth exports to Japan ahwlie country's high technology industry
is very dependent. Although, before the incidam, €hinese government had already moved
to reduce rare earth exports, which naturally &gah most as the biggest importer, Japanese
media reported that the Chinese customs authotdtedly suspended exports temporarily in
late Septembél?® The exact circumstances of this alleged embargastlt not yet clear as
discussed in detail by Alastair JohnstéhThe crisis ended when the deputy prosecutor in
Ishigaki announced on 24 September the releadeeafdptain, citing the "diplomatic impact’
of the case on the bilateral relationship. Somesiciened this ending as surrender by the

122 personal email to this author by Andrew Horvat,®tember 2010, giving an account of a NTV broadcas
on 23 December 2010.

123«China urged to rein in Fishermeryapan Times21 December 2010, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/text/nn20101221a5.html

124K orea must get tough on illegal fishingrhe Chosun 1lbpl8 November 2011, at

http://english.chosun.com/site/data/html_dir/201118/2011111801200.html “Coast Guard kill Chinese
Fisherman”The Choson Ilbpl7 October 2012, at

http://english.chosun.com/site/data/html_dir/200217/2012101701262.html

125 |Interview with a senior Japanese diplomat in Ch@aMay 2011; “Power Shift’ in East Asia? .op. cit, p.
281.

126 “No improvement in China's rare earths banJapan Times 13 October 2010, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/text/nn20101013f3.html

127 Johnston, Alastair lain: "How new and assertiv€lisna’s new assertivenessiternational Securityvol.
37, no. 4 (Spring 2013), pp. 23-26.
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Japanese and the result of a dubious politicalrference into the legal process. The
opposition had a field day attacking the governnsemiandling of the inciderit® The
Japanese Foreign Ministry spokesman declared ligagovernment had applied domestic
law, and again refuted the idea of there beingritdgal problem to be resolved® Others
argue that the incident had several benefits ferJépanese government because it obtained a
reconfirmation of the US security guarantee to udel the Senkaku Islands, it helped to
convince the public about the necessity of moredage defence efforts and it exposed China
as an assertive if not aggressive potwer.

China claimed that the incident showed that Japahdhanged its approach to handling
this type of incident and this could be interpressda confirmation that both sides had indeed
reached an informal understanding after the 20@idémt™>* However, this incident was
much more severe since the captain’'s two collisigitis CG ships were interpreted by the
Japanese government as intentional ramming. Thiaioawas charged with obstruction of
Performance of Public Duty as a result of the rangmOn the other hand, one cannot blame
China for allowing this boat to leave its Chineseldour because it was a fishing trawler and
not a protesters’ campaign vessel. What made rihidant so serious for the Chinese was
Japan’s very public assertion of its sovereigntgrdhe islands, by the way it handled the
Chinese captain and the explicit denial of the \shgl understanding of the 1970s. On 21
September, Foreign Minister Maehara stated thafag not the case that Japan had agreed
with China to shelve the territorial dispdfé.This declaration followed the second extension
of the captain's detention on 19 September whiompted the Chinese government to allow
widespread demonstrations in China and to placeeréess of sanctions against Japan
(cancellation of ministerial meetings; “self restions™ on visits to Japan by Chinese tourists;
postponement at very short notice of the visit 60@ Japanese youth, planned from 21
September, to the Shanghai World Exhibition, etapan’'s consumption is estimated to have
fallen by ¥31.8 billion due to a decline in the rhenof Chinese tourists®

It is difficult to judge whether these unpreceddntmuntermeasures were centrally
directed or not, and it is more likely that it wascombination of various power centres
competing and/or feeling the need to be seen austiagcordance with the increasingly anti-
Japan mood.

Japan’s domestic circumstances made a speedyosofuich as that in 2004 difficult.
The DPJ had come to power only in 2009 and lackesidn policy experience. There was no
effective communication between the two governmeatsleast at the beginning of the
incident, in contrast to earlier times. The Japareadership obviously misjudged how the
Chinese would interpret the Japanese handlingeointident, which was perceived by China
as a reversal of the Japan's previous (albeit gibgudiminishing restraint. Although the
DPJ had initially a more pro-China leadership wheame to power (notably Prime Minister

128 Shimizy op. cit, p. 62. Okada, "Botan kakechigae.op, cit, p. 130; “Japanese government tipped off
Chinese officials about fishing boat captain'sasé®, at
http://mdn.mainichi.jp/perspectives/news/201012G@&IEN0Na006000c.html

129°«Senkaku shoto shuhen ryokainai ni okeru Wagakunshisen to Chugoku gyosen to no sesshoku jian”,
GaimushoPosition Papel(25 September 2010, at
http://www.mofa.go.jp/mofaj/press/danwa/22/dga_Q8aSl.

1%0'see e.g. Hagstrom, “Power Shift’ in East Asid? op. cit, p. 296.

131 Smith, Sheila A.: “Japan and The East China Seaudé”,Orbis, vol. 56, Iss. 3 (2012), p. 377.

132 Hagstrom, “Power Shift’ in East Asiap. cit.,p. 285.

133 »Standoff over Senkakus could stall growth in bathtions", Japan Times 4 October 2012, at,
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Hatoyama Yukio and then Secretary General Ozawolgtihis had changed by 2010. The
minister in charge of the CG (which is under thenisliry of Land, Infrastructure, Transport
and Tourism) on the day of the incident, was Maa!&iji, who is a known defence hawk,
and who then became Minister of Foreign Affairainabinet reshuffle on 17 September. He
was therefore much more at liberty to take a haeditance against China while the DPJ
presidential election — won again by Kan Naoto ektplace on 14 September, followed by
the prime minister's departure to New York to altéime UN General Assembly on the 22
September. The foreign minister before the 17 3eipte was Okada Katsuya, who was also
more inclined to take a strong stance. Maeharaadlsas Okada had seen the CG's video of
the collision which could not but have left themtlwia very negative impression of the
Chinese captain's actioh¥. It certainly did not help when Maehara, in his npast as
foreign minister, qualified China's reaction in thet on 18 September as “very hysterical’,
and then declared on 21 September that there hat heen an understanding about shelving
the territorial disputdé® On 23 September, Secretary of State Hillary Ctirassured visiting
Foreign Minister Maehara that the Senkaku Islandseveovered by the bilateral Japan-US
Security Treaty, an intervention that was certaalgo not welcome to the Chinese. However,
there have been speculations that in exchangehfser sirong US reconfirmation of the
security guarantee, in order to get out of theestalte, the Japanese had to promise to release
the Chinese captain, which happened the following'tf

4.2. The Impact of the 2010 Incident

The 2010 incident had several consequences whicle maiecurrence very likely. First of all
the incident raised tensions to a degree lastdeeng the anti-Japan demonstrations in 2004
and 2005, which had been mainly concerned with Japattempt to gain a permanent UN
Security Council seat and the history issue. Theissions had made it impossible to have any
new negotiation round to conclude a treaty aboubpecation in the exploitation of
hydrocarbon resources in the East China Sea asdé¢duce another major source of bilateral
tensions which is moreover related to the Senkaguea. Against this background, but also in
line with its previous position, Japan refused an€se proposal made in October 2010 for
joint resource development in the Senkaku ate@he legal aftermath of the incident kept on
for some time, with Japan claiming compensatiomfitbe Chinese captain for the damage
caused to the two CG vessels, which was rejecte@haya and countered with demands for
compensation and an apology. The Japanese prosecapped the case against the captain
only in January 2011, but the CG still sent atoilthe captain in February 201,

While the incident helped the Japanese governneeget strong US support on the
applicability of the bilateral security treaty thet Senkaku Islands, and generally helped to
convince the Japanese public about the need fategrdapanese defence efforts (including a
strengthening of the US leverags-a-visJapan concerning the realignment of its forces on
Okinawa), it reduced Japan's independence regatiindegree of support for the US China

policy.
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Secondly, the incident further undermined the cools which were the foundation for
the unofficial shelving of the Senkaku issue. livds not yet clear to everybody that there was
a territorial dispute over the Senkaku Islandsntli@s incident, with the unprecedented
Chinese sanctions against Japan, had lifted therdasnants of doubt. Maehara Seji, who
repeated on 25 occasions in Diet debates betwe&eptember and 16 November 2010, that
there existed no territorial dispute, made thisc@f position even less convincifidf The
incident prompted Beijing to publicly undermine dafs territorial claim even more by
announcing on 29 October 2010 permanent deploymwieriarge fisheries patrol vessels in
waters near the Senkaku Islands, which was reapeddoy the CG deploying patrol vessels
of over 1000 tons in the same atéaln a further tit-for-tat, on 17 December 2010, tiky
government of Ishigaki, the administrative authoritf the Senkaku Islands, passed an
ordinance to designate l1danuary the day to commemorate the Senkaku Islands
incorporation in 189%*

4.3. The Further Erosion of the Shelving Agreemenrafter October 2010

The next major confrontation over the Senkaku $am September 2012 occurred against
the background of more measures taken by both stdsspport their respective territorial
claim, and domestic circumstances in both countsibEh were even less conducive to re-
establish trust and good relations. The growingQ@¥#ia political and military rivalry in East
Asia, as exemplified by the Asia pivot which Chimerceives as directed against its rise did
certainly not help. Initially, the year 2011 saweaovery of relations from the 2010 incident.
The bilateral trade reached a new high with a veluh$345 billion. Japanese foreign direct
investment in China soared nearly 50 per cent ihl2® $6.3brt*?> Moreover, the Chinese
public was very impressed with the disciplined vilag Japanese people reacted towards the
triple disasters which hit the country on the 11réha2011, and there was an outpouring of
sympathy which also included the sending of a lersearch-and-rescue mission to the
affected Tohoku ared? Yet, this improved atmosphere was quickly spoildten the results
of the textbook review were published on 27 Mardtcl asserted Japan's territorial claim to
the Senkaku Islands (as well as to Takeshima/Do&tw) denied the Chinese figure of
300,000 victims in the Nanjing massatteé.

In the meantime, the Japanese government contittuédgrn the legal screws which
affected the Senkaku Islands by implementing doiméaivs in order to be congruent with
international law and strengthening maritime cdntiro February 2012, the Japanese cabinet
passed bills to enhance the Japan Coast Guardsniisrcement powers in territorial waters
which would, for example, authorize the CG to orideeign ships to leave Japan's Territorial
Waters without first boarding theff° Other administrative measures derived from théBas
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Law on Ocean Policy, which had been enacted in 20@7which provides the framework for
administrating remote islands. Since 2009, Japarghv&@n names to hitherto unnamed islands
to clarify its claims to an EEZ. For this purpose August 2011, the government placed 23
uninhabited islands under state control, but felets near the Senkaku Islands were exempt,
out of consideration for China. In March 2012, hoer the government abandoned this
caution and registered Kitakojima as national a$8dh November 2011, the government
had let it be known that it would shortly releaseeav list of names for islands which would
include islets of the Senkaku grotf.China protested and a meeting in Beijing planmed i
February 2012 between President Hu Jintao and wefintesentatives of seven bilateral
friendship groups from Japan was cancelled. Aniopipiece in thd?eople's DailyRMRB)

on 17 January 2012 said Japan's move ‘is a blataxe to damage China's core intere&ts’.
On 2 March 2012, Tokyo finally announced a list38fislands which included four islets in
the Senkaku Islands grotfy. The Chinese protested immediately on the sameaddyin a
tit-for-tat, the State Oceanic Administration reled on 3 March standard names and
descriptions of the Senkaku islands and its 70li@#d islets™ Another Chinese
countermove was the announcement on 16 March b8 @7 that they had started patrolling
near the Senkaku Islands. This was followed proynptl the same day by one CMS ship
entering the Territorial Waters of the Senkakundl and the same vessels with another
CMS ship cruising in the Contiguous Waters of tlarids->* In November 2010 an official
of the Ministry of Agriculture's Bureau of Fishesiavhich operates the Fisheries Law
Enforcement Command (FLEC) had already announcedthk organization would from now
on deploy fisheries patrol vessels of over 1008 tormaintain continuous patrdfs.

4 4. Lighting the Fuse: Ishihara Shintaro's Purchas Announcement

It was in this tense environment that Tokyo Govertshihara Shintaro announced on 16
April 2012 that the Tokyo Metropolitan GovernmemtMG) was negotiating the purchase of
three of the four privately-held Senkaku islandshmy end of the year, i.e. Uotsurijima, Kita
Kojima and Minami Kojima. The lease of the cenggallernment for these three islands was
due to expire in March 2013, and no incident wotdde happened if the government had
quietly renewed the lease. The central governmdntitéeed that it had not known about
Ishihara’s intention, but that there had been @b®tan various occasions between the
government and the private owrtét. This seems convincing since state ownership would

http://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2012/02/29/newastajuard-enhancements-okd/#.URzL2PL-MSw

146« Japan declares Islands near Senkakus nationat’Adapan Times27 March 2012, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2012/03/27/newsdimdeclares-island-near-senkakus-new-national-
asset/#.URzMOvL-MSw

147 Eor the official lists of islands see http://mwarkei.go.jp/jp/singi/kaiyou/ritouhoushin/meisyountht

18 “Hy Meeting nixed amid Senkaku Spalapan Times12 February 2012, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2012/02/12/newsteeting-nixed-amid-senkaku-spat/#.UROKA L-MSw
149423 remote isles put under state ownershyfmmiuri Shimbun8 March 2012, at
http://www.yomiuri.co.jp/dy/national/T120307006858n.

1%0“China opposes Japan's naming Diaoyu Islandiihua 3 March 2012, at
http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/china/2012-03/0822784453.htm “China releases Standard Names of
Diaoyu Islands” Xinhug 3 March 2012, at
http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/china/2012-03/0822784452.htm

13INHK, 16 March 2012, at http://www3.nhk.or.jp/daily/éish/20120316_20.htmlChinese ship enters
Japanese Waters near disputed Islantig;,16 March 2012, at
http://jen.jiji.com/jc/eng?g=eco&k=2012031600478

152 Minemura, Kenji: “China to establish permanent i@ Patrols” Asahi Shimbun20 December 2010.
133«Governor seen as goading administration intooaéti16 April 2012, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2012/04/18/natlm@ernor-seen-as-goading-administration-into-
action/#.UZX8Mg7Ppak
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have provided better prevention of incidents, emere than just leasing. Taken aback by
Ishihara’s surprise move, the Chief Cabinet Sexgrétajimura Osamu declared the following
day that the central government might acquire gtends 'if required’, and Prime Minister
Noda implied in a Diet speech on the 18 April tagiurchase by the central government was
one of the options. Both statements were widelpntepl in Chind>* Ishihara had chosen his
announcement for maximum effect on the occasionaotpeech at the conservative
Washington DC-based Heritage Foundation. He madeatr that this project was meant as a
criticism of the DPJ-led central government, whicl considered failing in its duty to
sufficiently protect Japan's sovereignty by saythgt the central government should be
buying the islands but that the Gaimusho was toaicabf offending China. The location of
his announcement was meant to get stronger supmont the US for Japan's territorial
claim® As we have seen above from Ishihara's activitietheé 1970s, this announcement
was in many ways the logical conclusion of his Idagting obsession with the Senkaku
Islands. It was the 2010 incident in particular ethihad encouraged him to renew his old plan
of buying the islands after his earlier failuredo so. His good connections with the owner
Kurihara Kunioki, who shared his nationalist tencles, helped Ishihara to become the
favoured purchasér®

The possibility of having the three islands undher ¢control of the nationalistic governor
of Tokyo who wanted to build facilities on the istis to strengthen Japan's sovereignty was
extremely unpalatable to the Noda government wheened complications with China. In a
meeting on 18 May, Noda and his top advisers dddid@rinciple to purchase the islarids.
Pressure on the government increased, to pre-eshgitara because he was astonishingly
successful in raising voluntary contributions frahe public to buy the three islands, thus
circumventing any legal difficulties in using ToKgotaxpayer money and also proving the
popularity of his move: By 1 June he had collect®00 donations totaling around ¥1.01
billion which increased to ¥1.46 billion by 6 Sapteer’®® On 27 July, the TMG ran an
advertisement in th&Vall Street Journabsking for US understanding and support for the
purchase plar® The TMG had to demand the central government’mjssion to conduct a
survey of the islands, which the government refusegrant on 27 August, forcing the TMG
to conduct a survey from a ship on 2 Septemfdn the end, it was the higher sum and the
shortest delay of concluding the deal which promig€arihara Kunioki, who was apparently
in some financial difficulties, to accept the cahtyovernment’'s offer of ¥2.05 billion ($26
million) and to sign the contract on 11 SeptemBéiis was quite an embarrassing turn for
Ishihara. In addition he did not succeed in ushedffer of his collected money to entice the

134 «“Tokyo gov't in talks with owners to buy Senkalslahds: Ishihara’Kyodo News15 April 2012, at
http://english.kyodonews.jp/news/2012/04/153304Lhtm

Tiberghien, Yves: “Misunderstadings, Miscommunieatiand mis-signaling. Senkakus through Chiness’gye
The Oriental Economistol. 80, no. 12 (December 2012), p. 8.

1%54Tokyo negotiating purchase of Senkaku Island#4K, 17 April 2012, at
http://www3.nhk.or.jp/daily/english/20120417_23.htm

1% Hijikata, Shinji and Nakayama, Shozo: “Ishiharaltdnges Govt on territorial Issues / Plan to beyk&ku
Islands, a Slap at DPJ-led Administration, was tedcMonths ago in Secretf;,omiuri Shimbunl9 April 2012,
at http://www.yomiuri.co.jp/dy/national/T1204180QE3htm

157«genkaku konyu ni fumidashitaAsahi Shimbun26 September 2012, pp. 1-2.

138 «Donations to metro government to buy Senkakunk$atop ¥1 billion"Japan Times2 June 2012, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/text/nn20120602b4.htfdmiuri Shimbunat

“Govt to buy 3 Senkaku isles for 2 billion yen”Yomiuri Shimbun 6 September 2012, at
http://www.yomiuri.co.jp/dy/national/T12090500468€m.

139 «Ad in Wall Street Journal seeks U.S. support $enkaku purchase planJapan Times29 July 2012, at
www.japantimes.co.jp/text/nn20120729a2.html

180«Tokyo metro government's inspection team setsfeaSenkaku IslandsJapan Times02 September 2012,
at www.japantimes.co.jp/text/nn20120902a9.html
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Noda government to promise the building of anyliigcon the islands. Noda was presented
by his administration with several options, inchglihis favoured option of repairing the
existing light house on Uotsurijima, but in the emals convinced by Foreign Minister Gemba
to leave things as they were in order not to furthBame the Chines&*

The central government’s purchase of the threadslan 11 September immediately
led to a very harsh reaction by the Chinese whiek aven worse than in 2010. But before
looking at the Chinese countermeasures after th8eftember in detail, it is important to
investigate why the Chinese reaction was so stemugwhy the Japanese apparently did not
anticipate it, particularly in view of China’'s uegedented reaction in September 2010.

4.5. Chinese Warnings before the Nationalization ohl September

Prime Minister Noda admitted on 19 September, anght days into the comprehensive
Chinese sanctions and counter measures that hendedestimated their extefit.

The question arises, therefore, whether Japan coulshould have anticipated the
strong Chinese reactions, and what this incidergnsdor the future of the territorial dispute
and for the bilateral relationship in general. Aistpoint, one has to rely solely on media
reports and only some tentative conclusions arsiples

Looking at the Chinese reactions to the Ishiharmoancement on 16 April 2012 and
afterwards, one can detect at least two stagdwimtensity of Chinese warning signals. The
initial Chinese reactions to the Ishihara annouresgnon 16 April 2012 were rather
moderate, albeit firm, on the principle of China®@vereignty claim to the islands. On 18
April, the spokesperson of the Chinese Ministry~ofeign Affairs said that the islands were
part of China and that it can exercise its sovergight over them. He added that any
unilateral action by Japan on the islands was idwahd could not change the fact that they
were Chinesé®® In a named commentary of Xinhua on 18 April, aftemwas drawn to
Ishihara's known right wing and anti-Chinese statei®m but also pointed out that the
CMOFA "would not hesitate to take any necessarysomres to safeguard sovereignty over
the Diaoyu Islands®®* Vice-President Xi Jinping told visiting Kono Yohe known pro-
China hand, that Japan should not worsen the talatelationship and that core issues should
be resolved by the two countries in an appropriaégner:®® At the end of April, the State
Oceanic Administration announced a plan to deseis#nds and their surrounding waters as
strategically vital and to protect their environrtseand develop marine resour¢&sMore
specifically targeting the Senkaku Islands was, éxew, the entry on 3 May of two FLEC
vessels into the Senkaku Islands’ Contiguous Wdtarghe first time since Ishihara's

181«Govt to buy 3 Senkaku isles for 2 billion yetWomiuri6 September 2012, at
WWW.yomiuri.co.jp/dy/national/T120912004075.htm

162«3apan should see things clearlZhina Daily, 25 September 2012, at
http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/opinion/2012-09/25/temt_ 15779727 .htm

183 “Foreign Ministry Spokesperson Liu Weimin Pressnf@oence” Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the PR(8
April 2012, at_http://www.fmprc.gov.cn/eng/xwfw/sP&/2511/t925289.shtml

184 Haiging, Wang: “Commentary: Provocation by Japanaficial over Diaoyu Islands detrimental to tigih
China”, Xinhua News18 April 2012, at
http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/china/2012-0471881535887.htm

165« Jinping checks Japan on Senkaku Islani#4K, 24 April 2012, at
http://www3.nhk.or.jp/daily/english/20120424 37.htm

186 “China to set up Protection of Island8IHK, 20 April 2012, at
http://www3.nhk.or.jp/daily/english/20120420_07.htm
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announcemerit’ Bilateral tensions also increased after a Japamige wing group
supported the holding of a meeting of the World hiygCongress in Tokyo from 14 to 18
May, which led to the cancellation by Beijing of/seal official visits'®® On 13 May, Premier
Wen Jiabao raised the Senkaku issue and the Uiglegting during talks in Beijing with
Prime Minister Yoshihiko Noda, cautioning that i€ important to respect China’s core
interests and matters of great concéfAWhile there might be some ambiguity whether the
Senkaku issue was meant here to be a ‘core interesinly "a matter of great concern’,
Wang Jiarui, head of the Communist Party's Intésnat Department, was quoted by Eda
Satsuki, a foreign policy adviser of the DPJ, thath the Senkaku and the Uighur issue were
described as core issues’ and Wen's statemensessed in a Chinese TV broadcddt.
The Xinjiang issue, as well as Taiwan and Tibetehelearly been referred to for some time
by the Chinese government as ‘core issues’, buBéim&kaku issue had been called a "core
issue” apparently for the first time only in anropn piece by thd&kenmin Ribaan January
20121 Only on the 23 March 2013 did the Chinese Fordiinistry Spokesperson clearly
state that China regards the Diaoyu Islands asoits interest although the written record
subsequently softened this statentént.

The above chronology gives certainly the impressiat there was a series of Chinese
reactions which expressed strong Chinese concdinany purchase (whether by the TMG or
the central government) of the Senkaku Islandghadt had not been enough, it was the
interview of theFinancial Timeswith Japan's ambassador in China, Niwa Uichirothat
beginning of June which showed strong concern atimuimplications of a purchase. He was
quoted as saying that ‘if Mr Ishihara’s plans arted upon, then it will result in an extremely
grave crisis in relations between Japan and Chikée. cannot allow decades of past effort to
be brought to nothing’. He warned that such assgiuld affect busines$® Niwa must have
been truly concerned about the severity of theasitn to make such a rather undiplomatic
public statement for which he was reprimanded breigo Minister Gemba and criticized by
some media outlets and politicians, ultimately Irgdo his recall later in the ye&f*

The Chinese warnings became sharper at the setagel when Prime Minister Noda
announced on 7 July that his government would sedbuy the islands because now the

167«Chinese ships near the Senkakus agaiapan Times04 May 2012, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2012/05/04/natlfaidanese-ships-near-senkakus-again/#.UZX_xa7Ppak
188 “China calls off Yang-Yonekura talksJapan Timesl6 May 2012, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2012/05/16/busihesina-calls-off-yang-yonekura-talks/#.UZY Av67Ppak
189«Are Senkakus a ‘core interest’ for China24pan Times24 May 2012, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2012/05/24/natltara-senkakus-a-core-interest-for-china/#.UZY BEGTIR
Przystup, James J.: “Japan-China Relations: “Hagp{l Anniversary...? Part 2", CSISComparative
ConnectiongSeptember 2012), at http://csis.org/files/pultiam@1202qgjapan_china.pdf

170 «pre  Senkakus a 'core interest for China?"Japan Times 24 May 2012, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/text/nn20120524a8.htmuma, Yoshisuke: “SenkakusThe Oriental Economist
vol. 80, no. 12 (December 2012).

" «Are Senkakus a ‘core interest’ for China®@}. cit.

172 “Eoreign Ministry Spokesperson Hua Chunying's RagRress ConferenceNinistry of Foreign Affairs of
the PRC 26 April 2013, at_http://www.fmprc.gov.cn/eng/xw62510/2511/t1035948.shtmFor a critical
discussion of this issue see Campbell, Caitlin;ddeEthan; Hsu, Kimberley and Murray, Craig: “ChHs&Core
Interests and the East China Sed$-China Economic and Security Review CommissBiaff Research
Backgrounder10 May 2013, at

www.uscc.gov/sites/default/files/Research/ChinaseGnterests and the East China Sea.pdf

3 Dickie, Mure: “Tokyo warned over Plans to buy ftsla”, Financial Times 6 June 2012, at
www.ft.com/cms/s/0/af98fc54-aef7-11el1-a4e0-00144ded. html#axzz2EpzsIwiX

174 «japan's main Opposition Party calls on Gov't tcks Envoy”, Kyodo News 16 June 2012, at
http://english.kyodonews.jp/news/2012/06/162766LlhtiNo need to pander to China over Senkaku Islands”
Yomiuri Shimbunl3 June 2012, at www.yomiuri.co.jp/dy/editoridlZD612003987.htm
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purchase could no longer be put down to a mere lomeverick with strong anti-Chinese
inclinations. TheGlobal Timeseditorial of 9 July showed the frustration by so@einese:
‘Each time Japan takes one step, we should takeandehalf or even two steps forward,
making Japan aware of the grave consequences caysedaggression against Chirft&.A
Xinhua commentary on 7 July quotes the CMOFA's sppkrson referring probably for the
first time in this row to a ‘consensus’ against cluhthe Japanese government went by
wanting to buy the islands, meaning of course tieving consensus of 1972 and 1973.
On 9 July a Xinhua commentary titled "Japan playiith fire over Diaoyu Islands™ called
the purchase by the central government a “faromditon’, an expression repeated thereafter
many times.’”” On 11 July, the Japanese media reported the bptilyree FLEC vessels into
the territorial waters of Kubajima, the first tinsece the 16 March 2012, followed by one
vessel cruising the following day in the islandtiguous zoné’® Public opinion became
also increasingly inflamed and tli&obal Timesreported on 19 July that 90.8 per cent of
Chinese people surveyed approve using the milimmgnforce China's sovereignty over the
islets, \/l\/7|gh 52.1 per cent saying a military clashikely’ between China and Japan over the
islands:

Even the US gave Japan ‘strong advice not to ptbeéth the purchase because it
could “trigger a crisis” as was revealed in Ap@iL2 by Kurt Campbell who was at the time
Assistant Secretary for East Asian and Pacific igfd' Even though we warned Japan, Japan
decided to go in a different direction, and theyugjht they had gained the support of China,
or some did, which we were certain that they hal'@ampbell is quoted in an interview

with Kyodo*°

4.6. Failure of Communication

The above chronology and escalation of Chinesetiogacto the planned purchase of the
islands over the summer 2012 seem to give a ahelicdtion that a Japanese purchase of the
three islands was not considered just another emtidvithout major consequences. So why
did the Japanese government still go ahead witlpainehase? In the final analysis, the failure
to avoid the crisis escalating in September 2032itathe wide difference between the
interests of the two governments. Domestic circamsgs on both sides and the inherent zero
sum nature of territorial disputes prevented thadition from dialogue to preventive action,
let alone solution. Aggravating events over the m@m2012, which raised the tempers on
both sides, were the demands by the TMG to senoha\s team to the Senkaku Islands (the
Noda government after some initial conflicting repalid not allow a landing), the landing of
Hong Kong activists on Uotsurijima on 15 Augustm@d with the anniversary of Japan's
surrender), followed by the landing of Japaneskiats (including local parliamentarians) on
19 August, and an attack in Beijing on 27 Augusttioa car carrying Ambassador Niwa.

17 Richardson, Michael: “Time to dial down Senkaktstion”, Japan Times19 July 2012, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/opinion/2012/07/19/coemtary/time-to-dial-down-senkakus-
friction/#.UZYDPq7Ppak

176 «Commentary: Japan playing with fire over Diaoglahds”, Xinhua Newsat 09 July 2012, at
http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/indepth/2012-0/680131704237.htm

7 \bid.; “"Buying-Islands" farce to badly damage hard-w@iina-Japan relationsXinhua News13 July 2012,
at http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/china/2012t8/¢ 131713259.htm

18 «China patrol ships enter waters near Senkakigian Times]2 July 2012, at
www.japantimes.co.jp/text/nn20120712a6.html#.T_5BibM; “Another Chinese Patrol Ship spotted near
Senkaku Islands'Jiji Press 12 July 2013, at http://jen.jiji.com/jc/eng?g=8652012071200425

179 «Central government would have to build harboris Kfuys isles from metro authorityJapan Times21 July
2012, at www.japantimes.co.jp/text/nn20120721a3#tdAp005GibiM.

1804y S. warned Japan against purchase of SenkalampBell”, Kyodo News10 April 2013.
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Despite ongoing communication and dialogue throwghious channels, these adverse
circumstances did not help with proper communicabeer the summer 2012 between two
very different governance systems.

The Japanese central government had been caugit Bholshihara's sudden
announcement on 16 April, and became totally alexbrvith preventing the maverick
politician from going ahead with the purchase of thlands, fearing rightly that he would
seriously complicate the Japanese-Chinese rel&ijpnishihara wanted to embarrass the
Noda government which was constantly losing pesmgpoints in popularity, and to force
its hands to deal more assertively with the isladdswe have seen, for Ishihara it was not
just about purchasing the islands, but about kngldiaciliies on them. For the Noda
government, buying the islands by the state waretbie the lesser evil. The government
tried all along to convince the Chinese of Tokyg®od intentions, for example, when
Foreign Minister Gemba met with his Chinese coy@drYang Jiechi on 11 July, that the
purchase was only a "domestic commercial trangactiod not a diplomatic matter, and was
only meant to ensure that the islands would be fiaidtered peacefully and stabRf™. In
December 2012, when the full extent of China’'s eogdented reactions had become known,
the new Japanese ambassador Kitera still statedTtha change in ownership should not
have caused a problem in relations with China’jragithat Japan had given China sufficient
explanations ahead of the purch&eForeign Minister Gemba even tried to highlight in
November that the purchase was actually a retutheetatus quaante ‘The measure taken
by the government of Japan was just a transfeitlefunder Japanese domestic law and just
means that the ownership of the islands — heldhbygbvernment until 1932 — was returned
from a private citizen to the governmett.In short, for the Japanese, the purchase of the
islands was aimed at maintaining 8tatus quavhich China should consider to be also in its
own interest. That expressions like ‘peaceful adstration’, or ‘transfer of title under
domestic Japanese law™ could only be interpretetthédyChinese as acts of asserting Japanese
sovereignty was apparently simply ignored. Undesghcircumstances it was impossible to
convince the Chinese that transfer of ownershiprating to do with sovereignty. Instead,
the Chinese even suspected that the Noda governamhtishihara were conniving at
strengthening Japan's control over the isldfitis.

Any intended conciliatory overtone in the above larptions by Gemba and many
similar declarations before and later were furthegated by the insistence that there was no
territorial dispute, exactly the position the Cliaevanted to change. The frequent references
to “core interest’ by China were ignored by theadape government. For the Chinese leaders,
the “offer’ to choose between the Tokyo MetropoliGovernment or the Government of
Japan buying the islands was, as Vice Foreign K&inighang Zhijun later put it, like being
asked to choose between two doses of paison.

181 «3Senkaku talks with China end in stalematédmiuri Shimbunl13 July 2012, at
http://www.yomiuri.co.jp/dy/national/T120712005068n.

182 “New ambassador to China upbeat on improving fie3dpan Times 11 December 2012, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2012/12/11/newshaanbassador-to-china-upbeat-on-improving-
ties/#.UZ064UrnSww

183 Genba, KoichiroNew York Times20 November 2012, at
http://www.nytimes.com/2012/11/21/opinion/koichigenba-japan-china-relations-at-a-
crossroads.html?ref=japan

184 Miyamoto,op. cit, p. 146.

185 “China Voice: Japan should face up to past, ptesenngdoing”, Xinhua News29 October 2012, at
http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/indepth/2012-8(/2131938015.htm
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It was also unfortunate that the Japanese governaflewed the expressidkokuyuka
(nationalization) to prevail, even among governm@eimbers, instead of the original term
agreed by the Japanese cabisteitoku(acquisition)®® Chinese media has taken over the
Japanese term of ‘nationalization’ which certaifuyther confused Chinese public opinion.
Since it does not know the historical background ad@&pan's effective control of the islands,
‘nationalization” tended to be understood as acahdihange in thatatus quoor even as
invasion*®” A well known Japanese observer in China, Kato ¥@stu even argued therefore
that the 1972 and 1978 understanding about shehangprevented the Chinese people from
learning about the issué&®

Both sides made it impossible with their extremd dimametrically opposed positions to
find a compromise. The Noda government was too waa#t also too preoccupied with other
issues like the passing of the law to introduceka bf the value added tax, coping with the
aftermath of the triple disaster of March 2011 amdply trying to stay in power) to find an
alternative to the now abandoned ‘shelving compgemand to admit that there was a
territorial problem. At the end of August, Noda wasced to promise Lower House elections
‘'sometime soon’ despite the grim outlook for higypa chances in the elections. Making a
compromise on the territorial issue would not haeked to gain popular support. While the
Chinese probably felt encouraged to escalate igsspire by its success in making the
Japanese government hand over the captain in Septe2010, it most likely had the effect
on the Noda government to stay inflexible in ortdeavoid being seen yet again as caving in
to Chinese pressure. But the Chinese were alsabietto compromise on their demand that
the Japanese should admit the existence of aowatiissue. The preparation for the™8
National Party Congress in November 2012, and tiseiag leadership change to be finalized
only in spring 2013, similarly did not allow the i@hse leaders whether in or outgoing, to
appear soft. Eight out of nine Politbureau memipeitsicly expressed their opposition to the
purchase either before or after the announcemetfteopurchase on 11 SeptembB8Public
opinion in China had grown increasingly hostile apan over the summer and was
particularly inflamed when the landing of the HoKgng activists was followed by the
landing of Japanese activists which were treatedhbyJapanese authorities more leniently
than the former, i.e. not arrested despite haviotated private land leased to the state. Riots
in several Chinese cities started theredfter.

Although both sides agreed to continue dialoguel several official meetings at
different levels took place, they could only endréstating known positions. China did not
make things easier by later cancelling such mestimgpriving both sides of possible
opportunities to find a breakthrough. The starCbinese sanctions across the whole gambit
of bilateral relations deprived the Japanese ofewmre domestic wriggle room for a
compromise.

It seems that the above circumstances did not allapan’s central decision-makers
concerned with the issue, in particular the Primaister and his immediate circle, to admit
to and/or understand until the purchase announcearedl September 2012, how strongly

18 Nakanishi, Sato, Haruna and Miyage, cit, p. 97.

187 Takahara Akio: “interview”Jiji Press 24 October 2012 (provided to the author by Psafe3 akahara).
8%cato, Yoshikazu: “Ecouter lautre plus que jamai€ourrier Internationa] 27 September 2012, at
http://www.courrierinternational.com/article/2019/@7/ecouter-l-autre-plus-que-jamais

189 Zhu, op. cit.,p. 103.

190 «Chinese stage anti-Japan rallies over Senkakugipan Times 20 August 2012, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2012/08/20/natlfmidnese-stage-anti-japan-rallies-over-
senkakus/#.UTxp2zfxmig

41




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

the Chinese felt about it. Ambassador Niwa's ratimeliplomatic statements in tikénancial
Times interview seem to indicate that he felt that thentral decision-makers did not
understand the strength of the feelings of the €enand how far they might go. Niwa
warned in his interview that even a possible presipase survey of the islands could be
diplomatically incendiary, since such a survey wW&ssussed already at the time to enable the
TMG to go ahead with the purchaSé.As late as the 3 September, themiuri Shimbun
reported that the Chinese government was reacahyglg as long as three conditions were
observed to maintain thetatus quobut the conditions contained no opposition tamasible
purchase and instead just mentioned abstention l&nding, surveying and building facilities
on the island$®? For now, one can only speculate whether the gowemt was misled by
such reports. However, in view of the growing dsffun of power in China’s policymaking, it
Is also conceivable that the CMOFA (or other Chenesmmunicators) was trying to send out
more conciliatory signals, but not having the sgrower as other policy-making institutions,
sent in this way a wrong message to Japan. AcapidirProfessor Takahara Akio, General
Zhu Chenghu said on 5 September that a purchatieelyentral government would be better
and Qu Xing, director of the China Institute ofdmtational Affairs is said to have expressed
a similar opinion>® The above Campbell interview seems to suggestXéaan was more
inclined to act upon Chinese statements which wiaser to what it wanted to understand.

4.7. The Chinese Reaction: Rhetoric Warfare

The final miscommunication or clash of irreconciaimterests occurred when Prime Minister
Noda met President Hu on the sidelines of the Rsieific Economic Cooperation (APEC)
summit in Vladivostok on 9 September but annountved days later the signing of the
purchase contract with the Kurihara family. Accoglito one account Hu did not want to
meet Noda in Vladivostok, but the Japanese emhbasBgijing told later some Chinese that
Hu had wanted to meet Nod#Whatever the circumstances were or the reasoritfeereHu

not sufficiently conveying his strong feelings cemtng the purchase, which had been known
and bilaterally discussed at least since the Jaganéicial announcement of its purchase
intention on 7 July, or for Noda not understandimg Chinese feeling for the possible reasons
discussed above, Hu apparently felt he had logt ¥eren Japan announced the purchase on
11 Septembel®® Moreover, the Japanese announcement could not t@ve at a more
awkward time because of the anniversary of the Mualdcident on the 18 September which,
like several other carefully cultivated anniversarregarding Japan's past misdeeds in China,
always arouse latent anti-Japanese feelings. Asudty the Japanese announcement caused an
avalanche of virulent rhetoric outbursts relatimy the past, political sanctions, further
measures to assert China’s territorial claim (f@meple, including the islands in the Chinese
TV weather forecast; an exhibition of ancient mapsprove Chinese control), economic
sanctions, and an escalation of patrols by Chiké£eC and MSA ships and aircraft around
the Senkaku Islands.

The mildest part of China’s rhetoric avalanche vabng the government's purchase a
“farce’, a rather undiplomatic expression alreasduby Xinhua in July 2012, but then taken
up at the highest level by Vice President Xi Jigpivhen meeting Secretary of Defence Leon

L Financial Times6 June 201p. cit

192y omiuri Shimbun3 September 2012, at http://www.yomiuri.co.jpfihtional/T120902003029.htm

193 |Interview with Professor Takahara Akio 10 Octopet2.

19 |Interview with a Chinese member of CASS, 26 Felyr2813.

19 “sles row puts chill on 40th anniversary of tiesJapan Times 30 September 2012, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/text/nn20120930al.html
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Panetta on 19 SeptemBét.But the main line from now on was that Japan &tk the
Senkaku Islands was a denial of the post-World Wigsults. In its statements and rebuttals
the Chinese showed their frustration at not hawegn able to fundamentally change the
status quoand they did not hesitate to use expressions wiviete rather undignified for
diplomats and political leaders. Japan on the dtlaed argued for peaceful resolution along
the lines of international law and dialogue whicblh@ably infuriated the Chinese even more.
On 10 September, the CMFA issued a statement wihaesalled Japan's position on the
disputed islands "an outright denial of the outcemkthe victory of the World Anti-Fascist
War and ... a grave challenge to the post-war intemal order™®’ In a heated exchange at
the UN General Assembly between China's UN ambasdadBaodong and Japan's Deputy
UN ambassador Kodama Kazuo, Li called the motivepiarchasing the three islands to
‘legalize its stealing and occupation of the Chenesritory’ and stated, ‘This action of Japan
constitutes a serious encroachment upon China'sraignty, and intends to continue and
legalize the result of Japan's colonial policyslan open denial of the outcomes of victory of
the world anti-fascist war, and a grave challergéhe post-war international order and the
purposes and principles of the Charter of the Wnit&tions'>®® In a further rebuttal of
Japan’s assertion of its claim, Li characterizedishand purchase as ‘nothing different from
money laundering'®® At the Asia Europe Meeting (ASEM) in Laos Foreilinister Yang
Jiechi repeated the reference to the "outcome eofattii-Fascist war™ while Prime Minister
Noda spoke of peaceful resolution of conflicts advmy to international la¥”® On 11
October, the CMFA spokesperson Hong Lei refutedeigor Minister Gemba historical
account justifying Japan's claim by calling it “gater logic?**

On the Chinese side, therefore, there are now tesely-linked history narratives: one
is about the islands having been part of Chinaesthe Ming and Qing dynasties, the other
connects the islands to what is the better knowtohy narrative, i.e. Japan having victimised
China since 1894 and as part of its imperialismeard the islands. These two narratives
continue to be cultivated by the Chinese leadership October 2012, the Chinese
announcement of the publication of 80 volumes an Flar East War Criminal Court was
clearly meant to link the latter narrative to Japaacquisition of the Senkaku Islarfds.
Former Foreign Minister Gemba explicitly tried irctOber 2012 to delink the territorial issue
from Japan's aggression against China, only tebménded by the Chinese ambassador to the
UK in an article in thd=inancial Timegas part of the ensuing worldwide press campaign b

both sides) that ‘the Diaoyu Dao issue is all atiostory’ 2%

1% Buying-Islands” farce to badly damage hard-worin@hlapan relationstp. cit; “China delays approval of
working visas. Firms made to wait as Beijing retEs amid Senkakus disputdgpan Times23 September
2012, at http://www.japantimes.co.jp/text/nn2012BE@P htm!

197 «Statement of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs dfe People's Republic of China”, 10 September 2@12,
http://www.fmprc.gov.cn/eng/topics/diaodao/t968 18

1% «China's U.N. ambassador rebuts remarks by Japamepsesentative on Diaoyu IslandXinhua News28
September 2012, at http://news.xinhuanet.com/emghéna/2012-09/28/c_123777391.htm

19“China says Japan 'stole’ isles, in verbal was.BL”, Mainichi, 28 September 2012, at
http://mainichi.jp/english/english/newsselect/ne2@4/20928p29g00m0Odm067000c.html

20 «japan, China engage in war of words at ASEM sufamlapan Times 07 November 2012, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2012/11/07/natlifapan-china-engage-in-war-of-words-at-asem-
summit/#.UZYMX67Ppak

291 Foreign Ministry Spokesperson Hong Lei's RegulasP Conference, 11 October 2012, at
http://www.fmprc.gov.cn/eng/xwfw/s2510/2511/t9793ttml

292%China to publish books on Tokyo Trials”, Xinhua We 24 October 2012, at
http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/china/2012-1@2481927888.htm

23«Foreign Minister Koichiro Gemba interviewFinancial Times19 October 2012, at

43




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

4 .8. Political Sanctions

Chinese political countermeasures ranged from Hrecallation of official and unofficial
visits to further legal acts to reinforce Chinalaira to the Senkaku Islands. Around 40 per
cent of ceremonial events in Japan to mark 201tBedd" anniversary of the normalization
of diplomatic relations with China were cancelledpmstponed, and even more events in
China?®* These cancellations were not always the resuttirect government intervention,
but sometimes more indirect official "discouragethelmelped by the Chinese preference of
not being seen to do something in contradictiorthi® (initially fomented and later self-
propelling) anti-Japan atmosphere, or by fear ofiggpants of running into demonstrations if
not assaults. The legal screws were further turwéd long-term implications: On 10
September, the Chinese government announced tbebags and baselines of the territorial
waters of the disputed islands and their affiliatddts, as well as the names and coordinates
of 17 base point®> On 16 September, reports appeared that China wimasiting proposals

for its extended continental shelf to the UN Coatital Shelf Commission which included the
Senkaku Islands, but in fact the actual submissizmurred only on 14 December 20820n

20 September, a government agency published a tltemap of the Diaoyu Island and its
affiliated island$®’ China’s Meteorological Administration started picimg weather
forecasts for the Senkaku area on the state-rurst@iion’*® On 16 September, the fishery
bureau announced the lifting of the fishery bathien East China Sea and stressed that China
planned to strengthen its sovereignty claim over3enkaku$®

There were rumours that 1000 fishing vessels wawolthe to the Senkaku area and
though this did not materialize, it helped to festhaise tensions?

Most attention in Japan was focused on the widesiireget protests in over 100 Chinese
cities, the destruction of Japanese shops, restayrears and production facilities and the
attacks on Japanese citizens in CHilaThe websites of at least 19 Japanese banks,

http://www.mofa.go.jp/mofaj/annai/honsho/gaisho/derpdfs/ft 1210 en.pdEiu Xiaoming: “China responds
to Japan’s ProvocatiorFjnancial Times1 November 2012, at
http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/83440fd8-22¢c2-11e2-938d-MMfeabdc0.html#axzz2BI9FakMww

204440% of Japan-China 40th anniversary events cadcatross Japan?apan Times30 September 2012, at
www.japantimes.co.jp/text/nn20120930a5.html

205 «3apan to take "all possible measures" in respemsghinese patrol around Diaoyu Islands: repottihua
News 14 September 2012, at

http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/world/2012-09¢14/31850153.htmFor a critical discussion of these base
lines see Roach, J. Ashley: "China’s Straight BaseTlaim: Senkaku (Diaoyu) Islandshsights (13 February
2013), at http://www.asil.org/pdfs/insights/insitig0213.pdf

2% Asahi Shimbun28 September 2012; “Submission by the People silitiepof China concerning the Outer
Limits of the Continental Shelf beyond 200 Nautikhles in Part of the East China Sea”, p. 5, at
http://www.un.org/Depts/los/clcs _new/submissiongsfchn63_12/executive%20per%20cent%2020summary
EN.pdf

207 “Foreign Ministry Spokesperson Hong Lei's RegiPaess ConferenceMinistry of Foreign Affairs of the
PRC,21 September 2012, at http://www.fmprc.gov.cn/ewiis2510/2511/t973304.htm

298 “China to Provide Weather Forecasts for Islandair@éd by JapanBloomberg 12 September 2012, at
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-09-12/china-tovyide-weather-forecasts-for-islands-claimed-by-
japan.html

29 «“Chinese Fishing Boats to head for Senkaku WaterSIHK, 14 September 2012, at
http://www3.nhk.or.jp/daily/english/20120914 06.htm

219 «Chinese armada reports conflict over fishing kbatosition”, Japan Times 02 September 2012, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/text/nn20120920b4.html

2l «China-Japan Dispute Takes Rising Toll on Top Asieconomies” Bloomberg News9 January 2013, at
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2013-01-08/china-japiispute-takes-rising-toll-of-asia-s-top-
economies.html
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universities and other institutions came under opyigck®? At a demonstration in
Shanghai, about 7,000 protesters chanted slogacts &8 ‘Beat Japanese imperialism’,

‘Boycott Japanese products’ and ‘Destroy Japamremigve Okinawa”*®

Although only 63 per cent of polled Japanese esagstheir support for their
government's nationalization of the islands, dovamf 73 per cent in a previous poll on 15
and 16 September, 82 per cent of respondentddaimichi Shimbursurvey said the Japanese
government had not protested strongly enough tgirebver anti-Japan protest$. The
Chinese government denied any official involvemamd the spokesperson of the Waijiaobu
went only as far as saying that the protests amdodstrations were "completely caused by
the Japanese government's illegal "purchase" of Dieoyu Islands and are people's
spontaneous act$*® There were, however, reports that some of the detrations were
tolerated, if not abetted, by government agerfdie¥he demonstrations soon died down
because tolerating them much longer would havethrarrisk that they would turn into anti-
government demonstrations. Even the Chinese Acadginfyocial Sciences reported that
some demonstrators who were arrested did not emew kvhere the Senkaku Islands were
and that anger over the widening wealth gap wasntetheir acts!’ In contrast to these
Chinese demonstrations and acts of lawlessness, Was hardly any public demonstration in
Japan, which shows the relative detachment of #pankse from the dispute. On 22
September, "Nippon Gambare’, a right wing orgaitmnathaired by former Air Self Defence
Force chief Tamogami Toshio, staged a march thrquagts of Tokyo which this author
witnessed. A brief fire was started at a Chinesmakin Kobe and two smoke bombs were
thrown into the Chinese Consulate General in Fuladtk

4.9. Economic Sanctions

Protest measures of a longer duration and as yeedittable consequences for the bilateral
relationship have been China's economic sanctiadsaaboycott of Japanese goods by the
general public, although the authorities deniedimagany government intervention. A
commentary of Xinhua half admitted, however, gowsent intervention when it made the
unconvincing difference between ‘measures’ andci®es . Since Japan "purchased"
China's Diaoyu Islands in September, the Chineseergment has taken a series of
countermeasures in the economic, legal, diplonaatat military fields, which have helped it
to wrest the initiative to resolve the islands disp ...despite China not imposing any
economic sanctions, the Japanese economy has tmiy hit'>*° The Renmin Ribao

212« Japanese websites come under attack as Senkalibldg continues”Japan Times20 September 2012, at
www.japantimes.co.jp/text/nn20120920b7.html

213 “protests flare in China on contentious annivers@he pretext for invasion 81 years ago fuelsaslin 125
cities”, Japan Times]9 September 2012, at www.japantimes.co.jp/texda@R919al.html

21448204 rap lukewarm response to anti-Japan probesthina over Senkakus: Mainichi polMainichi, 01
October 2012, at

http://mainichi.jp/english/english/newsselect/nex@4/21001p2a00m0Ona015000c.html

215 “Foreign Ministry Spokesperson Hong Lei's RegiPaess ConferenceMinistry of Foreign Affairs of the
PRC,20 September 2012, at http://www.fmprc.gov.cn/ewiids2510/2511/t973304.htm

21 Tiberghienop. cit.,p. 3.

217«Japan protests No.1 topic on China wekHK, 18 December 2012, at
http://www3.nhk.or.jp/daily/english/20121218 29.htm

“18«Noda urges dignity”Japan Times21 September 2012, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/text/nn20120921a7.httklan throws smoke bombs into Chinese consulate
general in Fukuoka'Japan Times]8 September 2012, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/text/nn20120918a7.html

#94Good move on Diaoyu IslandsXinhua News26 October 2012, at
http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/indepth/2012-66y2131932004.htm
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compared "economic punishments™ with a ‘gun’ angh&chthat through its island purchase
Japan had already touched the ‘trigger'. In a rdibavy hint, the paper pointed out how
vulnerable Japan's economy was because of the &fifiquake and the dependence of key
economic sectors on ChiA®. Even more official was Vice Minister of Commerdant
Zengwei's warning that the island purchase woutditably have a negative impact on Sino-
Japanese economic and trade {fés.

After the 11 September, it soon became very obvilbasthe heavy hand of the Chinese
government was imposing sanctions and making difeJapanese business more difficult. On
21 September, it was reported that Chinese custamtborities were strengthening
inspections of imports from and exports to Japaut, this was denied by the Chinese
authorities’? In the same week, reports appeared about Japanegganies experiencing
delays in obtaining working visas for their Japanemployee$* Big Japanese companies
with investments in China were experiencing holgd-up gaining regulatory approvals for
Merger & Acquisitions?* In contrast to the interference in rare earth esptm Japan after
the trawler incident in 2010, however, no such embavas implemented, because this
particular economic weapon had lost its effectigsngince then (see beloft;.

The greatest damage to Japanese economic actidpast from the above mentioned
destruction of Japanese commercial and industiies,swas caused by a partial consumer
boycott, notably the fall of car sales in China &fdnese tourism to Japan. Overall, bilateral
trade decreased by 3.9 per cent in 2012 to $388rhithe first drop since the collapse of the
Lehman investment bank in 208%8.The worst hit sector is automobiles: Toyota satd,800
vehicles in China in 2012, the first annual drapcei 2002. Nissan experienced a 24 per cent
drop in December China sales, and Honda saw a rléepé December faff’ In November
2012, it was announced that, compared with theipuswear, Toyota's production in China
fell by 61.1 per cent, Nissan's production by 44 gent , Honda's by 54.2 per cent and
Mitsubishi Motors by 84.6 per cerft® This has a strong effect on the individual car emak
given that China accounts for 25 per cent of Nissaet profit, 21 per cent of Toyota's and 16

220 “people's Daily implies economic measures agaifegpan”, Xinhua News 17 September 2012, at
http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/indepth/2012-8871131855730.htirsee also Ye, Xiaoweop. cit.
22lwpyrchase” of Diaoyu Islands could cost Japaithua Newsat
http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/indepth/2012-8871131849093.htm

?22«3apan Boosts Info Gathering on Customs Procednrésina”, Jiji News 21 September 2012, at
http://jen.jiji.com/jc/eng?g=eco&k=201209210043Foreign Ministry Spokesperson Hong Lei's Regliaess
Conference”Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the PRQ1 October 2012, at
http://www.fmprc.gov.cn/eng/xwfw/s2510/2511/t9793#in.

22 «China delays approval of working visas. Firms mad wait as Beijing retaliates amid Senkakus dispu
Japan Times23 September 2012, at http://www.japantimes.c@yp/iin20120923a1.html

224« Japanese investment in China falls sharpijfiancial Times20 November 2012, at
http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/31020a3e-330e-11e2-aaBB4dfeabdcO.html#axzz2CnaHIILD

25 Seaman, John: “Rare Earths and the East ChinaV@eg:hasn't China embargoed Shipments to Japan?”,
IFRI-CIGS Op-Ed Series(2012), at

http://www.canon-igs.org/en/column/pdf/121009 seanaped.pdf

2% «Trade with China falls first time in three years’Japan Times 11 January 2013, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2013/01/11/busifieade-with-china-falls-first-time-in-three-
years/#.UZYpyg7PpakAccording to JETRO, the bilateral trade fell 835 billion: “Japan-China Trade Deficit
hits Record in 2012\HK, 19 February 2013, at http://www3.nhk.or.jp/daiyglish/20130219 30.html

227 “Toyota delays plan for China expansion”Japan Times, 09 January 2013, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/text/nb20130109n3.html

228 «japan car production in China down 49 per cent Qotober’, NHK, 29 November 2012, at
http://www3.nhk.or.jp/daily/english/20121129_33.htm
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per cent of Honda’¥® However, the figures seem to be recovering siheebieginning of
2013. The tourist industry has also been hardnhiiath countries. Chinese visitors to Japan
decreased by 44 per cent from September to DeceBlied from the year befofé’ The
number of Japanese tourists on group tours to Gdlimeged by more than 70 per cent year-
on-year in the last three months of 2012, anddbisnward trend is continuing in 20%%.

The effect of China’s economic retributions hightighe extent to which Japan has
become dependent on its economic exchanges withaGind cast doubt on the continued
viability of the earlier "Hot Economics and ColdliRes™ dichotomy. The answer to the
question which country is more dependent on therpthr more vulnerable to sanctions, is
dependent on the economic indicators and sectang baosen and is also a political question
because the answer can be politically manipulalagan's economic difficulties since the
1990s (and its dependence on economic interactidth ®hina to cope with these
difficulties!), and China pushing Japan to No. 3waorld GDP ranking has diminished the
Chinese perception of Japan as an economic powssehdt means that, for China, the
relationship with Japan became less important whdétical relations deteriorated at the
same time. The strong effect of the Chinese embangare earth exports to Japan in 2010
can be viewed in two diametrically opposed waysn€se observers may be inclined to put
emphasis on the strong effect it immediately hadlapanese public opinion and industrial
circles, contributing to a certain extent to theeggmment’'s surrender of the trawler captain.
Others may point out that the case demonstrateduthigéy of abusing a dominant supplier
position because even within a short time, theigated accumulation of high stocks of rare
earth by Japan's industry, followed after the emdry securing alternative resources, and
demand reduction through recycling and productngireeering not only provided enough
breathing space, but in the end reduced China &ahgiower. Still, Chinese experts are
convinced that Japan is now more dependent on Gharathe other way round. According
to some experts, China's imports accounted in 20128.7 per cent of Japan's exports
volume. The bilateral trade volume in 2011 took 2ipb per cent of Japanese gross trade
volume of that year, while it merely accounted %o per cent of China's annual gross trade
volume®*? There seem to be only few voices which expressamnover the negative impact
of China’s sanction on China’s economy itself, bigtat a time of worldwide economic
contractior’>®

The Chinese market is certainly too important f@amyJapanese companies to leave. A
survey in November 2012 to which more than 10,088adese companies in China replied
showed that for almost 30 per cent of them thetoeral dispute had affected their business,
but still more than half want to maintain their cgg@ns, and only 16 per cent said that they
wanted to either cut back or pull 6if.This is also borne out by the FDI figures: in 2011
Japanese FDI to China had increased by 55 per lmgnin 2012, by "only” 16.3 per cent to

229 “Factory shift to non-Chinese sites seen acceteyaCompanies reopen as anger eases in Chiagan
Times,21 September 2012, at http://www.japantimes.cexhb20120921al.html

230«Chinese visitors fall since Septembeiapan Times]7 January 2013, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/text/nn20130117b4.html

#3L«Tour travelers to China down by over 70 per ceN#IK, at
http://www3.nhk.or.jp/daily/english/20130124 11.htm

232 «China Focus: Diaoyu lIslands rift takes toll on i@hJapan economic, trade tieXjnhua News at
http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/indepth/2012-8872131872368.htm

23 Ding, Gang: “Spat costs Sino-Japanese business”, d&lobal Times 5 December 2012, at
http://www.globaltimes.cn/content/748399.shtml

234 Nakata, Hiroko: “Not all, but sundry find niche @hina”, Japan Times4 January 2013, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2013/01/04/newsalbbut-sundry-find-niche-in-china/
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$7.4 billion?* Although Japanese car sales seem to be increagaig, Chinese car dealers,
worried about a repeat of the boycott, are deangasith long term implication$° Japanese
companies in certain sectors are likely to beconmeenmeluctant to make investments in
China, all the more as other Southeast Asian cmsn{notably, Myanmar is currently the
New Frontier for Japanese business!) have cheamut cost§®’ However, Chinese
consumers still prefer Japanese products for $adel; drinks and daily necessities, and those
Japanese companies were hardly affected by theotSye

A wide gap between both sides™ perception about theonomic dependence and
vulnerability to sanctions is dangerous for the agement of their bilateral relationship,
particularly when one side tries to leverage ifspgsedly stronger position to achieve victory
in a sensitive area like territorial integrity. VhiIChinese commentators and experts may be
inclined to overrate Japan's vulnerability, theipdnese counterparts have a tendency to look
at the issues too much in purely economic termglecéng the impact of Chinese emotions
and government propaganda, as well as the widdicpailinsufficient knowledge about the
overall impact of bad economic relations with Jaman China's own econonfy® The
Japanese perception has been lingering on unayttdtht China in the end needs Japan more
than the other way round, which, in view of Chinaige problems or its dependence on
Japanese high technology components for its manufag industry, is arguably the case.
This Japanese perception has fostered the convi@mis, for example, demonstrated by the
belief in the sustainability of "Hot Economics afabld Politics’, that, despite recurring
political crises in the relationship, China would, the end, compromise, as it had done
several times in the paSt Yet the problem with the perception of “needingali® is, that it
can be politically manipulated, particularly in aathoritarian system. This gap between
Japanese and Chinese observers and experts orssine of dependence can seriously
influence the willingness of both sides to comprsefit® It also challenges the liberal view
that close economic relations can prevent, or atlsoften, deep political differences like
territorial conflicts which, moreover, are linked tconomic interests like hydrocarbon
resources.

4.10. From Policing to Military Involvement

The most serious consequences for the bilateraioakhip — let alone for the solution of the
territorial dispute — may arise from the constaitusions of Chinese official vessels into the
Contiguous Zone (CZ) or even Territorial Waters (TW the Senkaku Islands since
September 2012 and the growing involvement of tineed forces of both sides. The aim of

2% “Direct investment in China off in '12Japan Times]7 January 2013, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/text/nb20130117a2.html

2% “China deserting Japanese brand carsThe Japan Times, 08 December 2012, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2012/12/08/busiigtina-deserting-japanese-brand-cars/#.UZYusK7Ppak
237 «Factory shift to non-Chinese sites seen acceéteyaCompanies reopen as anger eases in Chiagan
Times, 21 September 2012, at http://www.japantimes.c@x/tb20120921al.htimNakata, Hiroko: “Firms
move some eggs out of China baské#pan Timesl9 December 2012, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2012/12/19/referdfirms-move-some-eggs-out-of-china-
basket/#.UZYvIK7Ppak

238 Nakata, “Not all, but sundry..8p. cit.

239 For examples of overrating see Wu , Daijing, 9 September 2012, quoted Bhina Analysisno 40 2012,
p. 44, at chinaanalysis@centreasia.eu

240 Drifte, Reinhard: “The Future of the Japanese-€&in Relationship: The Case for a Grand Political
Bargain™,Asia-Pacific Reviewyol. 16, no. 2 (2009), p. 56.

241 “Factory shift to non-Chinese sites seen acceéleyaCompanies reopen as anger eases in Chiagan
Times,21 September 2012, at

http://www.japantimes.co.jp/text/nb20120921al.html
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the Chinese is obvious: to demonstrate that thankge can no longer claie factocontrol

of the islands and to force Tokyo to admit the &xise of a territorial dispute. Apparently, a
task force at the highest level, headed by Xi digpwas set up in September 2012 to achieve
this goal through escalating presstifeSo far law enforcement actions by Japan in the
Senkaku area had been limited to the deploymenheflapanese Coast Guard and police,
which is now, however, constantly challenged byGénese with patrols by CMS and FLEC
vessels asserting the same rights in the islandsa@ TW. The Chinese escalated its
pressure on Japan by first deploying FLEC vesselse CZ and TW of the disputed islands,
then ratcheting up their pressure with CMS vessksg the same, followed later in
December 2012 with air patrols by CMS, which ledhe deployment of the air force of both
sides in January 2013.

As we have seen, after the September 2010 incisreNpvember 2010 FLEC started to
regularly send its vessels to the Senkaku areahadritered from time to time the islands’
CZ and also, in August 2011, twice the TW. Appdserihe more serious intrusions which
are those into the TW were sometimes timed witltiipespikes of tensions, such as the TW
incursion on 16 March 2012 (the Japanese namisgrok islands), July 2012 (Noda's
announcement of purchase intention on 7 July) sradly on 19 September, when six vessels
entered the TW, starting a series of more freqardtregular incursions. In December 2012,
FLEC deployed its newest and biggest ship, the(®t80 FLEC vessefuzheng 206a
former ship of the Chinese naf}

The entries of the vessels of the CMS into thendda CZ and TW seem meant to send
an even higher degree of warning and denial of apeontrol over the islands. On 17
September, the number of FLEC and CMS vesselseilfCthand TW had reached the record
of 172* Since then the frequency of incursions into thea®d TW increased but decreased
after March 2013. On 30 October, Xinhua even requbtihat the CMS had “expelled a number
of Japanese vessels illegally sailing in watersiadothe Diaoyu Islands™ although it is not
clear what exactly this meant since the CG didauatfirm such an inciderit> By 17 May
2013, the CMS and FLEC vessels had entered the dtwthie 4%' time since the 11
September announceméfit.

A new level of depriving Japan of the ability taaich sole actual control over the
islands was reached on 13 December 2012 when d tumabprop aircraft of the CMS
(Harbin Y12 type) flew over Uotsurijim@’ Since then, regular CMS air patrols have been
conducted but the aircraft normally stay about k20from the islands. With this move, the
Chinese measures to undermine Japan's controltbgeislands were expanded to the air

242 Chubb, Andrew: “Radar Incident obscures Beijingpaciliatory turn toward JapanGhina Brief vol. 13, Iss.
4 (15 February 2013), at

http://www.jamestown.org/programs/chinabrief/sif@te ttnews[tt news]=40462&tx_tthews[backPid]=25&cH
ash=f0dc74bbb5b2591002ea8abc2f576f05

243 «China sending helicopter-carrying ships in Senlakdispute”, Asahi Shimbun 4 March 2013, at
http://ajw.asahi.com/article/asia/china/AJ201303BH)

244 «yessel carrying Taiwanese activists is spottegr ne Senkaku Islands/apan Times22 September 2012, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/text/nn20120922a6.html

#5«Japanese vessels expelled from Diaoyu Islandergiainhua News30 October 2012, at
http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/china/2012-1@3081939991.htm

24643 Chinese vessels enter Japanese waters neaaksijKyoda 17 May 2013, at
http://english.kyodonews.jp/news/2013/05/225401lht

247«Senkaku air intrusion prompts radar upgradeipan Timesl5 December 2012, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2012/12/15/natltsenkaku-air-intrusion-prompts-radar-
upgrade/#.UZYxGa7Ppak
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space which, for organizational reasons, had imatelyi military implications because only
the Air Self Defense Force (ASDF) is responsible ifgercepting aircraft which intrude
illegally into Japan's air space. The incidentmd happen out of the blue because already in
January 2012, the SOA had announced a plan to yléhl Y12 in "2012%*® On 24
September, the SOA had also announced plans toydejpbnes by 2015 following the
successful test the previous d4y.

The low altitude flight of the Y12 on 13 Decembeasaparticularly upsetting for the
Japanese government because it was not picked theldSDF radar (the closest one being
on Miyakojima, about 200 km from the islands) mdtead by CG ships in the area. In this
case, eight ASDF fighters scrambled but could mytreore detect the Y12. Interception of
aircraft is by nature much more difficult and casria certain risk of accident, as happened in
2001 when a US intelligence aircraft collided wigh Chinese interceptor jet. Without
explaining the standard Japanese proceedings fal @efence,which solely relies on the
ASDF, the Chinese media interpreted the use otanfliaircraft by Japan as "aggressive™ and
the Global Timescautioned against any interception, warning thiewvise China may
respond by sending its air for€8.0n the Japanese side, even the centréAthi Shimbun
called the Y12 flight = a highly provocative actttcould lead to an armed conflict between
the two countries®>! At the beginning of January 2013, there were agpfr erroneous
reports that the ASDF may consider firing warnihgts (tracer bullets) at intruding Chinese
aircraft which prompted further bellicose commerits the Chinese pre$d® As a
consequence, the Chinese air force also becamé/@azcon 10 January, when the Chinese
Ministry of Defence announced that the People gtahion Army Air Force (PLAA) had sent
two fighter jets against two ASDF F-15 interceptbesause they were following a Chinese
military Y8 transport aircraft which was patrollitige airspace of Chinese oil platforms in the
East China Se&® The Japanese reported that more than ten Chiresaft including
military aircraft, had approached the Japanesedaience identification zorfé? Another
worrying development is the enhanced patrollinghef PLAA over the East China Sea which
caused the ASDF to increase scrambling against PlakAraft to 91 times within the
October-December 2012 period, whereas the totathi®rsame period of the previous year
was 140 time$>®

With these escalating deployments, the Chinese sattainly achieved its goal of
showing that the Japanese authorities are no landeil control of the disputed islands. In

248«China to boost surveillance flights over disputeast China Sea areagapan Times27 January 2012, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2012/01/27/natliriana-to-boost-surveillance-flights-over-disputeast-
china-sea-areas/#.UZYxig7Ppak

249 Beijing plans drones to monitor isletsfapan Times25 September 2012, at
www.japantimes.co.jp/text/nn20120925a7.html

%0 Avic International, at

http://www.y-12.com.cn/y-12/home/index.do?cmd=goheafnel&language=US

%1 «China's provocations could lead to armed corflicAsahi Shimbun 15 December 2012, at
http://ajw.asahi.com/article/views/editorial/AJ20P4 50020

%2 «japan tracer bullets will bring war closer”Global Times 10 January 2013, at
http://www.globaltimes.cn/content/754886.shtml “EARMEEES IFACT %R i#F =X T4 7VS. FHDGEE,
Sankei26 January 2013, at

http://sankei.jp.msn.com/world/news/130126/chn1 B0AH10003-n1.htm

#53«China sends fighters to counter Japanese aitcdéifthua News11 January 2013, at
http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/china/2013-01¢1182096805.htm

#4«China accuses Japan as increasing tensiH¥, 11 January 2013, at
http://www3.nhk.or.jp/daily/english/20130111_40.htm

#5«ASDF scrambles 91 times against China in Oct.-Dext

Yomiuri Shimbun26 January 2013, at http://www.yomiuri.co.jp/cional/T130125003790.htm
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the case of CMS or FLEC vessel intrusions, thetima®f the Japanese CG is limited to
shadowing the Chinese vessels, to inform themtkiegt are violating Japan's CZ or TW, and
to ask them to leave which, however, they do at then discretion (the time span hovering
in the CZ or TW has become a further means of Geir@essure!), followed by diplomatic
protests. Otherwise, the CG has avoided any pHysicafrontation or contact. When
confronted by the CG, the Chinese vessels simpbfade (by radio or even electronic
displays) that they are patrolling Chinese waterd #hat the CG ships were operating
illegally in these waters. This ritual has so feeyented any violence. This is in contrast to an
exchange of water cannon salvos between the CGtltendaiwanese coast guard in the
territorial of the Senkaku Islands on 25 Septen2®dr2 and again on 24 January 2633.

The increase of patrols by Japan and China is mguperational strain for both sides
(also raising the risk of miscalculations or ovantons) but this has not reduced the
willingness of either government to scale down dhmost daily demonstration of "effective
control’. In October, it was reported that the C@&vralways has ten vessels against eight
from China®®’ The 11" regional headquarter responsible for the Senkada ia in Naha and
has nine patrol ships (but only seven vessels tdast 1,000 tons) but now needs additional
ships which are dispatched from other regional tgaard headquartefs®. In April 2012,
the CG had a total of 357 patrol vessels, but &ilyover 1,000 tons which are those most
needed for a far flung area like the Senkaku IS$4ffdOn 14 September 2012, Senior Vice
Minister of Fisheries lwamoto Tsukasa mentionechglto increase the number of fishery
patrol vessels to ensure fishermen's safety amehsifying territorial disputes with China
and South Kore&® On 26 October, the Ministry of Land, InfrastrueuiTransport and
Tourism, which heads the CG, announced plans twlsudgetary requests for more ships
forward?®* The Abe government plans to build more vesseladwance the calendar than
originally planned, retrofit vessels which were lie retired, and considers extending the
retirement age of the officef&

The Chinese have even fewer vessels which can pleydel as far as the Senkaku
Islands. In addition, leave of the sailors has kestricted, and their deployment length at sea
has increaset’® In March 2013 the Chinese side announced closgpezation between the
military and various maritime law enforcement agescas well as the merger of four
maritime law enforcement agencies under the Staea@® Administration (administered by

%6450 Taiwanese boats intrude near Senkakus. Coastigutters deploy water cannondipan Times26
September 2013, atww.japantimes.co.jp/text/nn20120926al.ht@bast guards’ water duel ends Taiwanese
isle trip, AFP-J1JI, Kyodq 25 January 2013, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2013/01/25/natlfmast-quards-water-duel-ends-taiwanese-isle-
trip/#.UQKdRVJSENOD

%7 Interview with a senior official of the Japanesmistry of Defense, 12 October 2012.

#84JCG stretched thin over Senkaku¥miuri Shimbup4 October 2012, at
Www.yomiuri.co.jp/dy/national/T121003003773.htm

29 “Coast guard needs more ships, sailors amid mteaisle-row: commandantlapan Times14 December
2012, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2012/12/14/newasteguard-needs-more-ships-sailors-amid-protraisted-
row-commandant/#.UZY40K7Ppak

#0«3apan to increase fishery patrol vesslé#iK, 13 September 2012, at
wwwa3.nhk.or.jp/daily/english/20120913 27.html

#61«Japan Coast Guard closes in on more ships, chspheodo News26 October 2012, at
http://english.kyodonews.jp/news/2012/10/190181Lhtm

%62 «Japan Coast Guard to bolster patrols around Senkslands”, Asahi Shimbunll January 2013, at
http://ajw.asahi.com/article/behind_news/politic3281301110049

%3 «Chinese surveillance fleet busy due to island pdis”, Xinhua News 08 January 2013, at
http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/china/2013-0120832088487.htm
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the Ministry of Land and Resources), i.e. the Chitarine Surveillance, the coast guard
forces of the Public Security Ministry, the fishe=ilaw enforcement command of the
Agriculture Ministry and the maritime anti-smuggjipolice of the General Administration of
Customs® This will likely enhance the Chinese control of &urrounding seas or at least
provide better coordination.

There has also been a gradual involvement of the vy (PLAN) and the Maritime
Self Defence Force (MSDF). The Japanese MOD anmaolon the 16 October that, for the
first time, PLAN ships were observed navigatinghe 22-km-wide CZ between Yonaguni
and Iriomote islands, although the ministry lefeoghe possibility that they did so in order to
avoid a typhoon. Nevertheless the Gaimusho sougpiaeations from the Chinese about
these ship movement®. In December 201fur PLAN ships sailed through the CW of the
[romoto-Yonaguni islands on the way back from drith the Pacific, after having gone into
the Pacific through the more normal route of thraisbetween the Okinawa main island and
Miyakojima?®® Again, there was nothing illegal about it, butdtsed attention at a time of
tensions. However, there are signs of greater gatipa of the PLAN with CMS and FLEC
vessels as was shown in the standoff between Gmdahe Philippines around the disputed
Scarborough Shoal in the South China Sea andegagrcises took place between the three in
the East China Sea in October 2642 The patrolling activities of the MSDF in the Sakl4
area became known when the Japanese reported a&nthef January 2013 that, on 19
January, a Chinese frigate’s target radar had tbekd#o an MSDF helicopter and, on 30
January, another frigate sailing close to an MSDkstrdyer did likewise. The Chinese
vehemently denied it“°® However, in March this year the Kyodo news agempprted that
senior Chinese military officials had admitted theident of 29 January. Even more
worrisome is that the Chinese vessels acted aphareithout prior approval from the fleet
command or navy headquartet’s™'s was again denied by the Chinese side.36%4j not help that under
Prime Minister Noda the MSDF had been ordered #fieeruption of the 2012 crisis to keep
a greater distance from PLAN ship than the hith&km in order avoid incidents, but this
policy was revised by the more hawkish Abe admiaiiin to the previous 3 km distarf¢é.
The fire radar locking incident had happened astadce of 3 km.

The Chinese acts are apparently carefully planmeldcaordinated since the officials in
the above Kyodo report also said that the airspaalations on 13 December 2012 by an
airplane of the CMS was planned by the staff sactibthe national Land and Sea Border
Defense Committee, which acts as a liaison offarettie Chinese military, the State Oceanic

264 »Chinese military to further cooperation with nimie law enforcement'Xinhua News29 March 2013, at
http://english.peopledaily.com.cn/90786/8187240Lhtm

265 «7 Chinese warships pass waters near Okinawa dglaNainichi Shimbun, 16 October 2012, at
http://mainichi.jp/english/english/newsselect/ne@4/21016p29g00m0dm042000c.html

%% “China navy ships pass contiguous zone in souttemeslapan”Asahi Shimbun10 December 2012, at
http://ajw.asahi.com/article/asia/china/AJ20121216%)

%7 “Report: China military beefing up civilian 'manite surveillance”Asahi Shimbun20 December 2012, at
http://ajw.asahi.com/article/behind_news/politic3281212200029

28yoshida, Reiji: “Beijing denies MSDF Lock-onJapan Times9 February 2013, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2013/02/09/natlfivedjing-denies-msdf-target-lock/#.URytxvlL -MSz
#89"Chinese officials admit to MSDF radar lock allégas", Japan Time48 March 2013, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2013/03/18/natlmanese-officials-admit-to-msdf-radar-lock-
allegations/#.UUbitDfxmig“Japan's radar targeting allegations groundlessistry”, Xinhug 18 March 2013,
at http://english.peopledaily.com.cn/90786/81 7 2[t1l.

20«Noda told MSDF to stay away. Vessels instructedvoid Chinese Navy near Senkakdtmiuiri Shimbun
9 March 2013, at http://www.yomiuri.co.jp/dy/natedfT 130308004672.htm
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Administration and the fishing bureau of the Agtiate Ministry, with the aim of raising
tensions’’!

Against the background of greater involvement ofitary forces, it is particularly
regrettable that a plan to build a maritime liaisoechanism between their defense authorities
on which they had agreed in June 2@d2nake later that year was shelédUnfortunately
it is still Chinese practice to consider Confidemglding Measures (CBM) not as the first
step to build confidence, but as a tool to extfemn the other side prior concessions under
the pretext of ‘creating a better atmosphere’ fecussing CBM. The outbreak of the
September 2012 crisis was therefore a conveniegtexir for the Chinese to cancel the
project. The latest confirmation was in March 20if3en General Yin Zhuo explained that
there could be no military trust if the politicaidadiplomatic relationship is b&& Since the
target radar lock-on incidents, the Japanese gowamhis publicly calling for resumption of
negotiations for the maritime liaison mechanismthet Chinese will certainly want to extract
some concessions before even considering a posgsp®nse.

4.11. How Far are China’s Demands Going?

The current confrontation is still continuing, noifa in the economic as well as law
enforcement/military arena, whereas the 2010 imtiéaded quickly with Japan's release of
the captain. One reason for this difference isapet the fact that China's demand in 2010
was relatively clear and achievable (release of ¢hptain) if painful for Japan and
confronting a weak and inexperienced governments Time, the crisis has first hit a
government which reacted intransigently becauseit®f previous defeat, and other
unfavourable domestic circumstances, and was teptaged by the more hawkish Abe
government. China’s aim now is less clear. WoulBetsatisfied with going back to the
‘understanding about setting aside the dispute’Japdn’s recognition of the existence of a
territorial dispute, or does it even demand a r&adesf the purchase of the three islands? Does
it demand the end of Japanese CG patrols arounldrels? China's demand of Japan to
“correct its mistakes’, is rather ambiguous becéus®mild be interpreted as going back to the
shelving understanding and the recognition of tkistence of a dispute, or demanding a
reversal of the government's purchase of the isl&fidhe latter would simply be impossible
in legal and practical terms and one can only ltbpethe ambiguity is only aimed at raising
China’s negotiation position and/or leaving enowgiggle room for negotiations which
would satisfy all Chinese stakeholders™ interests.

2" “Chinese officials admit to MSDF radar lock alléigas”, Japan Times, 18 March 2013, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2013/03/18/natlfmianese-officials-admit-to-msdf-radar-lock-
allegations/#.UUbitDfxmig

272 «China opposes Japanese military drills: DM spahkas’, Ministry of National Defense of PR€6 October
2012, at http://eng.mod.gov.cn/TopNews/2012-102tent 4408605.htm

273 “Higashi Shinakai de no Chu-Nichi shototsu kaibi kagi wa Nihon ni aru”Xinhua 11 March 2013, at
http://jp.eastday.com/node2/home/xw/gjpl/useroldject5704.html

2" The latest repetition of the demand to ‘correcétakies” is by Foreign Minister Yang Jiechi whichswa
interpreted byKyodobut not all other media as reversal of the purchdsjing urges Senkaku Nationalization
Reversal’Japan Timesl0 March 2013, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2013/03/10/natlfivedjing-urges-senkaku-nationalization-
reversal/#.UTxUBTfxmigFor a different interpretation see e.g. Hayasbzomu: “China calls for “restraint”™ by
Japan over SenkakuAsahi Shimbu® March 2013, at

http://ajw.asahi.com/article/asia/china/AJ201 3033 for the original Chinese report see e.g. “Jagaoukl
not escalate over Diaoyu Islands: China’s FKihhug 9 March 2013, at
http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/china/2013-03/0982220476.htm
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It seems that it is already too late for going bdokthe shelving agreement of
1972/1978 which would imply that the two sides samehow go back to thetatus quoof
the 1970s which, as we have seen, has been suparegdleeds and words on both sides.
The Chinese have now not only gone to publicly al@ay the shelving agreement having
been ‘broken’ by Japan, but after the first Y12rplabn 13 December 2012, commenting that
Japan's administrative control over the Senkakantd now no longer existed. The bilateral
relationship has deteriorated to the extent thdeast shelving the conflicting sovereignty
claims without officially admitting that there is a territoriaisphute is no longer an option
acceptable to China, because it feels Japan hagale shelving consensus through a series
of administrative measures, with the final strawihg been the central government's
purchase of three islands. When studying the variohinese official statements and news
reports after the 2012 crisis had fully eruptedSeptember, it becomes clear that until
October 2012, the Chinese still raised the demhatitapan should go back to the previous
‘understanding’ or ‘consensus’. However, since thirs demand has been dropped, until it
briefly reappeared in remarks by Wang Jiarui, thadhof the Communist party's International
Department, when meeting Yamaguchi Natsuo, theelead the junior coalition partner
Komeito, in January 2013° Before, a comment on the Xinhua internet site orO2€ber
said that ‘The ‘purchase’ showed that the Japagesernment has wholly abandoned the
attitude of laying aside disputes and has fundaafignthanged the situatidi® On the 30
October, the CMOFA spokesperson declared thapan's illegal "purchase" of the Diaoyu
Islands broke the important consensus...The Japasi@s should not have any more illusion
of occupying the Diaoyu Islands. What the Japaseteshould do is to face up to the reality,
admit the sovereignty dispute, correct mistakes @rde back to the track of a negotiated

settlement®’’

The recognition of a territorial problem would belatively easy for Japanese public
opinion (and even more so for Japan’s friends direspto accept because they would not see
the need for any kind of diplomatic sophistry fohat is obviously a territorial conflict
whatever the legitimacy of the Chinese claim migét given also the fact that the current
Japanese position comes down to refusing to evecuss whatever settlement might be
possible. According to a survey conducted by Genogether with Zhongguo Ribaoshe in
June 2012, 62.7 per cent of Japanese agreed thm #xists a territorial probleff®
However, consecutive Japanese cabinets have refissadcognise the existence of a
territorial dispute, which is often the default gims of a government in actual control of a
disputed territory (for example, the Korean goveentis position on Takeshima/Dokto). This
position has been reinforced by the explicit Japandenial since the 1990s of a shelving
agreement which would have been an implicit admissthat there is a dispute. To
circumvent the risk of being perceived as admitting existence of a territorial problem, the
deputy prime minister of the previous Noda govemim®©kada Katsuya, was reported to
have mentioned in a speech in October 2012 thaeé thvas no territorial dispute but as a
matter of fact a debate exist€d However, this compromise solution was never cordil by

2’5 «China official: Senkaku issue can be shelvédP{K, 25 January 2013, at
http://www3.nhk.or.jp/daily/english/20130125 01.htm

2’8 «China Voice: Japan should face up to past, pteserongdoing”, Xinhua 29 October 2012, at
http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/indepth/2012-9M2131938015.htm

2'" Foreign Ministry Spokesperson Hong Lei's Regulas® Conference’Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the
PRC,30 October 2012, at www.fmprc.gov.cn/eng/xwfw/s22511/t984041.htm

28 7hu, op.cit,p.109.

219 «Japan's deputy PM admits Diaoyus dispute, opepity to China talks"South China Morning Posg3
October 2012, at
www.scmp.com/news/asia/article/1067564/japans-depmt-admits-diaoyus-dispute-opening-path-chinagalk
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the Noda government and did not become policys &vien less likely to be acceptable to the
new Abe government. Even among influential opimagkers there is hardly any support for
admitting the existence of a territorial conflict of a shelving agreement. Even more
conciliatory statements on this subject are ratlague. Japan Business Federation Chairman
Hiromasa Yonekura mentioned in September J@1g2h NHK interview that the government
should be more flexible since otherwise its stacma@ld be taken to mean that Japan has no
intention of solving the dispuf&® Miyamoto Yuiji, the former Japanese ambassadohiod;

is quoted as saying that ‘The government does metinio alter its basic position, but in
reality, a conflict does exist over the Senkakess®' This is also the stance which the
previous Japanese ambassador Niwa Uichiro takas amticle after his returff?

5. The Regional and International Context
5.1. Negative Implications Arising from fhe Regionband International Context

There is a series of international circumstanceihvinake a resolution of these opposing
territorial claims difficult because of their preemt-creating implication. Japan, and
indirectly the international community, is basigdihced with the fundamental question: how
to deal with a rising power which, all of a sudddemands a territory which has, at least
according to modern international law, legally bemrguired and peacefully controlled
without being challenged by any other country feero70 years?

The inherent zero sum nature of a territorial dohfiiemands great efforts to reach a
compromise. China’s claim and modus operandi rasefsindamental challenge to the
structure of the international system as well ash® widely-agreed modalities of solving
territorial disputes. China has been questionirgténritorialstatus qudn Asia (even leaving
aside for the moment the unfinished civil war betsweghe Communist and Guomindang
leaderships over Taiwan) not only in case of thek8ku Islands, but also in the case of the
South China Sea. The modalities of resolving tietdeial dispute in the East China Sea, as
well as its outcome, will have implications for tharious territorial conflicts and unresolved
EEZ borders between China and other claimants whiehmuch weaker than Japan. China
has not yet resolved the delimitation of its EEZdaos with Korea or Japan, which is causing
tensions and has already resulted in casualtiesrqumdes. China’s use of rather contested
asymmetrical political-economic-military means tsatlenging the role of international law
for settling disputes peacefully. If might turnstaio be right, it would set dangerous
precedents not only for the other disputes in thstand South China Sea, but worldwide.
Japan is responding to these circumstances bygtigirrely even more on closer military
cooperation with its American military ally, engagiin regional political power balancing
(for example, establishing closer links with IndMietham and Myanmar) and soliciting
political support from around the world. It is demstratively supporting Vietnam and the
Philippines’ efforts to protect their maritime sety because they are most concerned about
the outcome of the Senkaku problem in view of tloswn territorial conflicts with China in
the South China Sea. These moves, as well as baparg become more vocal in demanding

280«yonekura urges flexibility by Japan over SenkakidHK, 28 September 2012, at
wwwa3.nhk.or.jp/daily/english/20120928 36.html

#luEx_ambassador to China calls for Senkakus talkapan Times27 September 2012, at
www.japantimes.co.jp/text/nn20120927f4.html

82 Niwa, Uichiro: “Nitchu gaiko no shinjitsu'Bungei ShunjFebruary 2013), pp. 120-131.
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a peaceful resolution of the South China Sea dispwdre naturally resented by China and
have unclear implications for the resolution of 8enkaku dispute.

The regional context puts considerable pressurdapan not to be seen as ceding to
Chinese pressure, particularly after the 2010 adtl2crises. China cannot fail to see a
similar precedent value. Other pressures prevemtiogmpromise arise from the US promise
that the security guarantee of Article 5 of thealsgse-American Security Treaty applies also
to the Senkaku Islands, although the US takesamasin the sovereignty issue and Article 5
does not imply an automatic US military involvemenf Japan compromises its
administrative rights over the Senkaku Islands iheal with China, it would risk these US
guarantees, and cast a shadow over the wholerhilagtationship as well. For the supporters
of the Japan-US military relationship, the disphés become a test case for the security treaty
while they fear at the same time that the US wsk Japan’s reliance on the US to extract
from Tokyo more military burden sharing, forceatfind a resolution to the relocation of US
forces on Okinawa, and draw Japan even more imt@tbwing US-China rivalry in Asia>
At the same time there are doubts whether the Ud3dveally risk war with China over the
islands, doubts which are stirred by Chinese contaters?®* The US is torn between its
desire to develop a politically positive and ecoraaity lucrative relationship with China,
and its reflexes aim at maintaining its militaryeponderance in Asia. At the same time it
needs Japan, for the latter but does not want @ lts relationship with China further
complicated by Japanese-Chinese tensions. For égathp US announced on 19 December
2012 that it planned the deployment of F35 stefidfhters in Iwakuni, at the same time it
insists on a diplomatic solution of the island disp %> During the preparations for Prime
Minister Abe's visit to the US in February 2013wds reported that the US does not want to
openly welcome Abe’s intention to allow collectidefence or to have Obama call for
Chinese restraint in the territorial dispute beeaws concern about China's negative
reaction’®® These dynamics of Japan’s eternal US dilemma dfapment versus
abandonment do not facilitate a territorial compisanm

The position of Taiwan in the Senkaku Islands goni§ another complicating regional
factor. Taiwan’s claim to the islands is framedthg importance of the American support for
its security from the PRC (which, in conjunctiontlwilaiwan’s fishing interests around the
islands, also constrains the vigour with whichaib @onfront Japan on this issue), its domestic
politics dynamics (the current ruling Guomindangvggmment being more assertive in
claiming the islands than the opposition DemocrRiicgressive Party), its will to represent
the ‘All China interest’ without simultaneously bgiseen to act in unison with the PRC, and
the need not to be forgotten in what is a dispusénm fought between Beijing and Tokyo.
As we have seen above there have been clashesebpetive coast guards of Japan and
Taiwan in the area of the Senkaku Islands becaliaiwanese support for protesters and
fishing vessels from Taiwan. Such intrusions bywkaiese protesters are bound to continue.

283 Magosakiop. cit.,p. 92.

84 5ee: "Japan should see things cleady!,cit.

2854.S. Preparing to Deploy F-35 in Japan in 201ahétta” Jiji, 19 December 2012, at
http://jen.jiji.com/jc/eng?g=eco&k=2012121900223enkaku air intrusion prompts radar upgrade”, 15
December 2012, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2012/12/15/natltsenkaku-air-intrusion-prompts-radar-
upgrade/#.UZZFiq7Ppak

284S, doesn't want Abe to bring up collective sidfense at summitMainichi Shimbun2 February 2013, at
http://mainichi.jp/english/english/newsselect/ne@d/30202p2g00m0dm011000c.html
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The strongest domestic force is, however, therighndustry which has traditionally
been active in the Senkaku area, while this haaysween less the case for the PRC fishing
industry. Taiwan has been urging Japan since 189mclude a fisheries agreement, and
only on 10 April 2013 a compromise was found todpe deep differences over the
delimitation of their overlapping EEZ. The implent&tion of this private sector agreement
will still need further negotiations on rules anad e delimitation of parts of Japan's EEZ
around the Senkaku Islands (the territorial waseoaind the islands are excluded). It seems
that Japan finally relented in order to preventwiai-PRC cooperation against Japan while
Taiwan was keen on getting access to the richrigsgrounds around the Senkaku before the
start of the new seasdf. It is doubtful that this “unofficial agreementlMie a model for an
agreement between Japan and China and may insteakd e compromise even more
difficult. The PRC has several times protestedaipeement because it undermines Beijing’s
negotiation position and strengthens Taiwan's iaonal positiorfe It is also worth noting
that the local fishing industry in Okinawa is agdigiving Taiwanese fishermen access to the
waters around the Senkaku Islaitfs.

5.2. International Arbitration

Since all the above analysed dynamics point topatiteon of crises with a growing risk of
clashes between the law enforcement agencies ith@imilitary, there seems to be only
international arbitration which could help to fiadway out of thempasseof the two rigidly
entrenched and diametrically opposed territoriahings. However, there are strong
countervailing forces on the Japanese as well @&se€b, and even structural problems with
international arbitration.

Since Japan considers that there is no territpr@blem, consecutive governments have
refused to take the issue to international arbamatWithin the Gaimusho it seems that the
legal department has been the most decisive famceefusing international arbitration.
However, according to a now-retired ambassadorutabalf of the Gaimusho staff in the
1970s was in favour of putting all three Japanesetdrial conflicts (Senkaku; Takeshima,
Northern Territories) to the International CourtJfstice (ICJ) but the Treatise Bureau was
against it So far Japan has only been willing to take theeShkma/Dokto territorial
dispute to international arbitration but South Korefused three times (1954, 1962 and 2012)
when Japan officially suggested®it. It does not look very convincing that Japan githes
impression of wanting to apply international lawaim a la carte fashion, i.e. it favours it in its
territorial dispute with South Korea where thedatis inde factocontrol of Takeshima, but
takes a passive position in the case of the Sen#tesgute. The reason given for its passivity
in the case of the Senkaku issue is the concetrapipmoaching the ICJ would be interpreted
by China that there is a territorial dispaté.

27 «japan, Taiwan agree on fishing rights around Skuk Asahi Shimbun 10 April 2013, at

http://ajw.asahi.com/article/behind_news/politic3281304100058

288 “Eoreign Ministry Spokesperson Hong Lei's RegiPaess ConferenceMinistry of Foreign Affairs of the
PRC,10 April 2013, at

http://www.fmprc.gov.cn/eng/xwfw/s2510/2511/t103@2htm| “Taiwan should consider mainland’s feelings
on Diaoyu”,Global Times12 April 2013, at

http://www.globaltimes.cn/content/774416.shtml#. A\koUPoc

“89«Okinawa protests Japan-Taiwan fisheries accdwK, 12 April 2013, at
http://www3.nhk.or.jp/nhkworld/english/news/2013@4 20.htm|

29 |nterview 10 October 2012.

291 «Take Takeshima row to ICJ despite South Koresfissal”, Yomiuri Shimbun31 August 2012, at
www.yomiuri.co.jp/dy/editorial/T120831004205.htm

2924Govt: Senkaku plan not diplomatic matte¥omiuri Shimbunl0 July 2012, at
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Which judicial forum would be appropriate? The ditp settlement mechanism of
UNCLOS is not applicable here because it is onlguant in case of the interpretation or
application of issues contained in the Conventiemy.(sea boundary delimitations) which
excludes territorial disputes. This leaves the ibid#gy for Japan and China to seek a decision
by the ICJ or any agreed international arbitrapanel. Unfortunately, China refuses judicial
settlement by the ICJ and other international eatidn, and agrees in general only to
international arbitration in non-political areasbkias tradé®

It is therefore very doubtful that China would @atdrally, or together with Japan, call
upon international arbitration. Since China's legajjumentation is rather weak, and a
negative judgement could have implications for @fsnlegal claim to most of the South
China Sea, there is even less of a chance for Gheildng an exception for the Senkaku
dispute. The most recent case of China rejectiteynational arbitration is its reaction to the
Philippines’ unilateral move in January 2013 to #sk UN for arbitration concerning the two
countries’ overlapping jurisdictional claims in tSeuth China Se&*

Other circumstances related to the mechanics efriational arbitration also cast some
doubt on this approach. It may seem the best solltut as Ramos-Mrosovsky warned, "the
unpredictability of litigation, the probable domestlegitimacy of any adverse result, and the
lack of any means short of force to enforce a juelgimall work to discourage litigation or
arbitration*?®>. One can also add the long time it takes to gesalt, which may be too long
to hold back the domestic forces which want to grest a negative result, particularly if
natural resources are at stake and the disput fisush linked to historical grievances and
animosities.

6. Conclusions

The first part of this paper discussed the validityhe claims by both sides to the legal title
to the Senkaku Islands and the question whethemJapd the PRC agreed in 1972 and 1978
to shelve the conflicting territorial claims to thelands, and if they did so, why this
agreement fell apart.

In terms of modern international law, Japan seemnbave the stronger arguments
because of its consistent and unchallenged comvel the islands and the failure of
successive Chinese governments to publicly claintitte to the islands between 1895 and
1971, and patrticularly after 1945.However, timidggcision-making process and secrecy of
Japan’s territorial acquisition, as well as the gohous transition at the end of the 19th
Century from a China-dominated East Asian Ordam® dominated by Western international
law somewhat puncture the political and moral fatmhs of Japan's incorporation of the
islands. But even if the document of incorporatodrihe islands was made public by Japan
only in 1952, it must have been known by succesSivmese governments that Japan was in
control and Japanese citizens partly living on emrtdmercially using the islands. At the same
time, the timing and circumstances of the Chindaans (i.e. by the People’s Republic as

www.yomiuri.co.jp/dy/national/T120709003776.htm

2% Hong, Nong (2010)Law and Politics in the South China Sea, Assestirgrole of UNCLOS in Ocean
Dispute SettlemenPh. D. Alberta University, Edmonton, Alberta,17.2.

2% Eor a summary of the Philippine’s Notification éBtatement of Claim see:
http://www.dur.ac.uk/ibru/news/boundary news/?itert6498

295 Ramos-Mrosovskyop. cit.,p. 907.
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well as the Republic of Taiwan) at the beginningh&f 1970s cast suspicions on the motives
behind their belated claims as former Prime Mimigtbou Enlai hinted himself in 1972.
William B. Helflin, an international lawyer, themt concluded his discussion of the issues
arising from the historical and international laincamstances by writing in 2000 that “Under

a variety of different guises, Japan has maintametority over the Diaoyu/Senkaku Islands
for over a century. Although historically inequiteppJapan appears to have a more persuasive
case merely by its peaceful and continuous exeafisathority over the islands, which China
did not timely protest®?

The US occupation of Okinawa included explicitlg tBenkaku Islands. During the San
Francisco Peace Treaty in 1951, the US and Brtfgrred to Japan’s ‘residual sovereignty’
over Okinawa. According to the US official positjaime reversion of Okinawa to Japan’s
sovereignty in 1972 transferred only Tokyo’s admstirative rights over the Senkaku Islands,
but this event opened for the first time the daopublic sovereignty claims by the ROC and
the PRC. To what extent these arrangements arewaEmgwith international law needs still
some research. The ROC government argued that itye@omsiderations against the
background of the Cold War and its confrontatiothwihe PRC explained its silence over the
Senkaku Islands until then. The demands for thek&en Islands’ return to the ROC
government, which also claimed to represent thelevbbChina, as well as the report in 1968
about the likelihood of major hydrocarbon resouilicethe area, certainly played a role in the
PRC'’s belated claim to the island in 1971. Rathantclarifying its stance on the Senkaku’s
legal title, the US opportunistically left it in 79 to the contesting parties to decide, while
implicitly reinforcing Japan’s claims by statingaththe Senkaku Islands enjoy the same
security protection under the bilateral Securitgaity as the rest of Japan. This could hardly
be called a neutral position, as Henry Kissinggrapriately noted.

The following unofficial and undocumented agreemieetween Japan and China to
shelve the dispute helped for a considerable tonleeep it under wraps. From the available
evidence, it is indisputable that Japan and the B§t€ed in 1972 and again in 1978 to set the
territorial dispute aside. This was politically wmnstandable because both sides had other
more urgent issues to address, and normalizingmiiglic relations and concluding the Peace
and Friendship Treaty, respectively had the highmegirity for both sides. In 1972, the
greatest problems were how to deal with the Taiwssue and the burden of history
(reparations; apology), and, in 1978, how to datih @hina’s demand for a joint front against
the Soviet Union (anti-hegemony clause). Howeusgs agreement had a congenital defect
because it was never integrated into a public ceeydocument, it never got legal force and
any side could therefore deny it at any time. Alilo both sides never conceded their
sovereignty claim, shelving of the dispute couldaohieved for a considerable time because
China did not challenge Japan's effective contreérothe islands while the Japanese
government exerted restraints in taking any measwvhich China would interpret as
unacceptable acts of sovereignty (e.g. not allowgragpection for hydrocarbon resources or
limiting access to the islands). The fundamentahceptual problem with the bilateral
understanding of shelving the dispute was the agsamthat the conditions allowing its
creation and continuity in the 1970s could be froter as long as it would take until a
solution to the opposing territorial claims could found. The conclusion from the author’s
analysis suggests, however, that maintaining tmeliions for the continued reliance on the
bilateral understanding would have demanded mueatgr efforts by both sides to maintain a
good overall relationship and to clarify what tatus quas and what measures would be

% Heflin, William B.: “Diaoyu/Senkaku Island Dispytdapan and China. Oceans apatsja-Pacific Law &
Policy Journal,vol. 1, Iss. 2 (2000), at http://blog.hawaii.edhlfg/volume-1-issue-2/p. 20.
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seen as violating thetatus quoInstead, various changes and dynamics in the skienand
international environment were allowed to, andrl&een instrumentalized, gradually erode
these conditions. As can be seen from the aboviysasait is difficult to pinpoint a date
when this process of erosion started, or an indaligneasure taken which set it off because
of the accumulative nature of this process angtigical aggregation of it.

The appearance in the Senkaku Island waters ohdrdQ0 PRC fishing ships, some of
them armed and with banners claiming Chinese smyregein April 1978 was brushed away
by the Deng Xiaoping regime’s promise that this Mot happen again. The general survey
conducted in 1979 and the subsidized erection ohesmorial monument during Prime
Minister Ohira’s cabinet was certainly not in thpgris of the shelving agreement but did not
lead to more than Chinese protests. The 1992 Ghifes on the territorial waters was
definitely one turning point, as can be seen froem@hinese policy-making process as well as
the political packaging when China tried to negtite law’s revisionist implications by
denying any change of the Deng Xiaoping stateméshelving the territorial dispute. Even
Japan's official reaction at the time tried to ptloyvn the impact of the Chinese law. Later
Japan reciprocated with its own series of admagtiste measures which affected the disputed
islands against the background of a worsening dvdditrelationship after 1992. By 2008,
when the Chinese started sending patrol vesselsthet territorial waters of the islands, the
shelving agreement was all but dead. Both sides Haarefore to carry the blame for letting
things get out of control in an age of rising nagibtsm in both countries (albeit of a higher
order in China) and interventions by non-stateooal government actors.

The fishing trawler incident in September 2010 medrla serious aggravation of the
territorial conflict because China took offencelapan’s detention and indictment of a trawler
captain who was accused of twice ramming Japanesst@uard vessels in the territorial
waters around the Senkaku Islands. The handlingth®y Japanese authorities was
accompanied by statements about dealing with ttident according to Japan’s laws, as well
as repetitions of the denial of any shelving agenor the existence of any territorial
conflict. China reacted to this reassertion of daga sovereignty over the islands by a series
of unprecedented political and economic sanctiomsratributions which forced the Japanese
government to release the captain uncondition@lys crisis made a solution of the territorial
conflict more difficult, and was bound to lead ke thext crisis which happened in September
2012 when the central government bought threeefdlands from its private owner in order
to pre-empt a purchase by the anti-China orientaeeignor of Tokyo, Ishihara Shintaro.
Further research will have to elucidate beyond théhor's own speculation why
communication between Japanese and Chinese aigb@itout the well-meant prevention of
a purchase of three islands by the Tokyo mayor wenérribly wrong.

The ensuing demonstrations in many Chinese citines Chinese official rhetoric, and
Chinese retributive measures in the political, @oic, law enforcement and military spheres
have been even more unprecedented than those th &l are hardly congruent with the
conduct between nations which had concluded a Peaté&riendship Treaty. The linkage to
Japan’s past aggressions against China by calitngdsition on the disputed islands "an
outright denial of the outcomes of the victory betWorld Anti-Fascist War and a grave
challenge to the post-war international order’ @mitts past official Chinese appreciation of
Japan’s peaceful development after 1945. So faineClmas demonstrated through its
incursions into the Senkaku Islands’ Contiguous &editorial Waters, as well as into their
airspace, that Japan no longer enjoys full cordvelr the islands. Denying the existence of a
territorial conflict by Japan has become incredgingconvincing, and appears like a refusal
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to deal constructively with the confrontation. lontrast to the confrontation in 2010 it is still
unclear what exactly the Chinese want to achiedevdrere a new compromise can be found.

In a way, both sides are at the same time too vaihe as well as too strong, to allow
much room for a compromise. China feels vulnerdlgleause it is faced with an apparently
insurmountable territoriadtatus qualwhich Japan is perceived as reinforcing to itadbi¢)
and its actions are under close international soruiecause of the danger of conjuring the
"China threat™ perception. This vulnerability islW@dden in the following comment by Ye
Xiaowen in theChina Daily. ‘China's adherence to its peaceful developmetit {ganot to
persuade, please or cheat anyone in the worldsnbbecause China fears any other country.
China has proposed "shelving the dispute and caymut joint development" while claiming
its sovereign rights over the islands, which derrates its restraint and tolerance. But if a
country mistakes China's restraint for weaknesss imaking a serious misjudgmefit'.
Moreover, at least for some Chinese analysts tlamdsdispute is a means to undermine
"America’s strategy of suffocating China and ofhegsng regional dynamics to benefit
China ?®® This ambiguity of China's position makes it difficfor example to evaluate the
full intentions of the government - beyond tactioanoeuvering - behind the invitation of
several high ranking Japanese politicians with @hina reflexes to China in January 2013,
the cancellation of trilateral Japan-China-Koreansut and ministerial meetings, or the
toning down of the anti-Japan rhetoric. If M.T. ¥ehis correct about his assumption that a
weakening bargaining power in a territorial dispateates an incentive to use force in order
to prevent a further decline of bargaining powkent the current confrontation could lead to
bloodshed?®

Moreover, China perceives Japan as weakening andwh political, economic and
military strength rising. The new leadership is hawo continue for the time being the severe
Japan policy of its predecessors until it feelsa§r in power. Moreover the new Chinese
president, Xi Jinping, is much closer to the miljtéghan his predecessof™He has been a
member of the Leading Group on Maritime SecuritycsiAugust 2012 and thus involved in
the issue directl§’* China is also able to mobilize considerable digtm capital for its
claim, be it sowing doubts about US support of dagrabuilding a "United Front™ with South
Korea by accusing Japan of historical revisionismthie case of the Senkaku as well as
Takeshima islands.

Japan is worried about China’s bullying and doeswamnt a repetition of being seen as
ceding to Chinese pressure as in October 201@aisfChina’s ‘salami tactics’: if it gives in
now, will China demand Okinawa next? Or will Chimaoceed arbitrarily with the
exploitation of the oil and gas resources in thetHahina Sea without waiting for an

297 Ye, op. cit.

2% Ren, Weidong: “China wants to resist pressure fthenUnited States and force the Japanese to gie u
Zhongguo Wang3 November 2012, quoted @hina AnalysisFebruary 2013, p. 8., at www.ecfr.eu

29 Fravel, M.T.: “Power Shifts and Escalation: Chivd&)se of Force in Territorial Disputesthternational
Security vol. 32, no. 3 (2007), p. 52.

390 Minemura, Kenji: “China’s Senkakus operations eeen by party task force led by X&sahi Shimbuné
February 2013, at http://ajw.asahi.com/article/abiaa/AJ20130204008%am, Willy: “All the Secretary
General's Men: Xi Jinping's inner Circle revealetémestown Foundatio€hina Brief vol. 13, Iss. 4 (15
February 2013), at

http://www.jamestown.org/programs/chinabrief/sin@te_ttnews[tt news]=40461&tx_ttnews[backPid]=25&cH
ash=a2948d5ab8d0b3e6c8a29033e263839a

%01 Buckely, Chris: “China Leader Affirms Policy on asids”, New York Times29 January 2013, at
http://www.nytimes.com/2013/01/30/world/asia/incoipichinese-leader-will-not-to-bargain-on-disputed-
territory.html? _r=0
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agreement on the delimitation of the EEZ bordersPJapan also feels itself too strong for a
compromise because it is in a comfortable posiiestatus qudolder with effective control
over the islands (although diminishing by the wedkjends to overrate China’s economic
dependence on Japan, and it is being assured Isgtheity guarantee of the US.

The question is whether any Japanese government thei face of unprecedented
Chinese pressure - can get the balance right beteideer relying too much on the Japan-US
Security treaty and its own defence efforts, oreative comprehensive China policy which
makes use of all of Japan’s political, military awbnomic strengths. Abe declared in his first
news conference as prime minister in December 20&2ognize that the first step in turning
Japan's foreign and security policy around is geihg ourkizuna— our bonds of friendship
— once more under the Japan-U.S. alliance, whicthescornerstone of Japanese foreign
policy’.3*> He has several times since denied the existence tHrritorial problem and
announced strengthening of Japan's military aneéref cooperation with the US. This
would indicate that the former is unsurprisinglye tdefault option. Moreover, given his
revisionist stance on issues related to the hisssye, there is not much optimism warranted
for an incident-free management of the territorggdue, let alone a solution. Abe or his
successor(s) as well as the Chinese leaders widl tafind a new bilateral "understanding
which hopefully takes into consideration the lessbom the circumstances which led to the
demise of the 1972/1978 “shelving consensus’. Hekyesuch a new consensus risks being
less favorable to Japan's current territorial pasjtwhile giving sucour to those arguing the
"China threat’ theory.

%92 yamamoto, Daisuke: “Isle rows, TPP, ‘comfort wornaih pose challenges to improving tiesapan Times,
8 January 2013, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2013/01/08/nevisfi®ws-tpp-comfort-women-all-pose-challenges-to-
improving-ties/#.UZZIHa7Ppak
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1. Introduction

Japan is in a process of redefining its positiornthia international arena. This factor has a
critical impact on its security and defense poland carries important consequences for its
traditional relations with the United States, whilealso affects its international economic
policy. The new LDP government is attempting toitedize the economy after a very weak
performance in recent years and is avoiding astme time a strong degree of dependence
on Chinese economic policies. This government o abary of any possible economic
integration of Asia- Pacific under Chinese aegis.

At the same time, Japan's relations with the UnBt&ates are influenced by a broader
context determined by U.S. policies toward Asiaiftaas well as all changes that the U.S.
has undertaken in recent years.

In the international relations literature, the glahat Asia-Pacific was not a priority in
the United States security policies after the enith® Cold War is very recurrent. In fact, still
in the nineties these policies were essentialljused on Central and Eastern Europe and
eventually, on the Middle East. Although the figeorge W. Bush Administration initially
intended to focus on Asia-Pacific, it was the Ma@ast and Afghanistan which at the end
ended up occupying a central stage in his secanitidefense policy.

In this respect, this article deals with severghgicant changes in the U.S. policies
toward the region as well as in the US- Japan amylitAlliance and leaves open many
questions on the possible evolution of the US- ddgilateral relations.

| President Obama Administration and Asia-Pacific
2. Strategic Reassurance

The first Obama Administration initially emphasizéb@ importance of the Asia-Pacific in its
foreign and security policies and coined thus thiecept of Strategic Reassurance to capture
the security relations between United States anmhahanked as a priority issue. On the
other hand, with the victory of the Democratic Pat Japan (DPJ) on the “1&September
2009 and the rise to power of Yukio Hatoyama, th@ese many signs pointing to Japan
seeking to develop a foreign policy more indepenhdéthe United States.

With respect to China, James Steinberg, Deputyefagr of State stated in a speech at
the Center for the New American Security on 24 Sejer 2009 that: China must reassure
the rest of the world that its development and gngwglobal role will not come at the
expense of security and well-being of others. Boisg that bargain must be a priority in the
U.S.-China relationship. And strategic reassuranast find ways to highlight and reinforce
the areas of common interest, while addressingtiieces of mistrust directly, whether they
be political, military or economié"

2 Steinberg, James B.: “China’s Arrival: The Longrbtato Global Power”, Keynote Address by U.S. Dgput
Secretary of State, Transcript of Recor@enter for a New American Security (CNAZ) September 2009), at
http://www.cnas.org/files/multimedia/documents/Da20Secretary%20James%20Steinberg%27s%20Septe
mber%2024,%202009%20Keynote%20Address%20Trangmitipt.
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These approaches, which echoed some of those bgirBaGarrett became the
object of intense criticism. Republican and conave groups expressed a deep skepticism
on this approach that “naively assumed that Chiheddership does not see the world in
terms of power politics” and which changes the fertdS concept demanding China to be a
“responsible stakeholder” in the international syst On the contrary according to the State
Department the new policy was actually toughenethefBush Administration concept of
“responsible stakeholder” as it focused on whan@meeded to do for reassuring the United
States and the worfd.

In fact, the concept barely accomplished anythi@bina became more assertive,
clashing at sea with Japan, Vietham and the Plmiggy and refusing to pressure the
government of the Democratic People’s Republicaield after its military aggressions to the
Republic of Korea; while the US tried to maintaionee level of neutrality in regards to
territorial issues and made tactful responses tows Chinese initiatives seeking to take
advantage of its economic power and obtain diplamatd security dividends in the regidn,
China did not deliver accordingly, dashing thus éXpectations created with the new concept
of strategic reassurance. A partnership with Chijsgeared to be a complicated task indeed.

Shortly afterwards we would assist to the launcluhgnother concept: “The US pivot
in Asia”, which broadened the former concept. Hyll&€linton in a speech at the East West
Center in Honolulu on 10 November 2011 entitled Aoes Pacific Century, launched and
explained the concept.

% "Strategic reassurance measures" (SRMs) seek doesslthe deeper causes of mistrust among nations,
especially suspicions about the perceived long-t@utitical, military, and economic objectives—thast,
strategic intentions—of other powers”: Garrett,nBag: “The Need For Strategic Reassurance in that 2
Century”,Arms Control TodayMarch 2001, at http://www.armscontrol.org/prinit?8

4 See for instance: Strategic reassurance is ‘@waiormula for managing the increasing propensitythe
U.S. and China to rub up against each other inrggamatters, such as U.S. naval operations thatishin
what China claims is its exclusive economic zonea® a mechanism for calming Chinese fears abaut th
security of their large pile of dollar-denominateskets. But there is also a more damaging intepyet given
the administration's downplaying of human rightstlom bilateral agenda, the decision not to meédt thi¢ Dalai
Lama during his recent visit to Washington, and ¢helless chase for Chinese cooperation on a rajthefr
"important” issues from climate change to Iran. Whéstrategic reassurance" is nothing more thdarey way

of saying "appeasement"?”: Currie, Kelley: “The Dowe of 'Strategic Reassurance' What does the @bam
formula for U.S.-China relations really mean®/all Street Journal 22 October 2009, at
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704xM574488292885761628.hintlee, Peter!The New
Face of U.S.-China Relations: “Strategic Reass@waac Old-Fashioned Rollback?The Asia-Pacific Journal
(19 July 2010), at http://www.japanfocus.org/-pd&s/3385 Osmos, Evan: Strategic Reassurarfides New
Yorker, 6 October 2009; Kagan, Robert and Blumenthal,: D8trategic Reassurance that isn\Washington
Post 10 November 2009.

® Kagan, Robert:” The meaning of “strategic reassces The Washington Past1 November 2009.

® Lieberthal, Kenneth G.The American Pivot to AsiaBrookings Foundation (21 December 2011) at,
http://www.brookings.edu/research/articles/201171%bama-asia-lieberthal

" Some of the main ideas were the following: In 21& century the world’s strategic and economic ceafer
gravity will be located in Asia and the same wag thS played a central role in shaping the econanit
security architecture across the Atlantic during @old War, they will try to do the same acrossRheific. The
21% century will be the America’s Pacific Century. Whappen's in Asia in the years ahead will have an
enormous impact on our nation’s future and we caafford to sit on the sidelines and leave it thess to
determine our future. There are challenges fadiegAsia-Pacific right now that demand America’ sl&rahip.
The United States has unique capacities to brifgsw in these efforts and strong national inteaestake. Now
that’s the why of America’s pivot towards the AB&cific.
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Hillary Clinton presented six key lines of actimme of which was “strengthening our
bilateral security alliance’”

This announcement was made just when President ®hea® starting his third trip to
visit Asia. In Australia, in his remarks to the Awdian Parliament on 17 of November,
President Obama emphasized that the US was a daaiver, eager to help laying the
ground for economic success, ready to stay in #ggon, maintaining a strong military
presence, enhancing its presence across Southgasad helping both allies and partners to
build-up their military capacities. The US-Japaiaate was to be the cornerstone of regional
security, while a cooperative relationship with @hishould nevertheless be maintaihdthe
US commitment to Asia and the Pacific was mader@ed it was to be perceived as such, as
the US wanted to secure a strong position in th@ne

The US announcement of a new “pivot to Asia” sggtehat rather than a
transformation represented an enhancement of prewime®’, arouse suspicion and drew
widespread criticism in China. Statements and imgsfby Pentagon officials on the Air-Sea
Battle concept to be implementéand official US documents published by the Pemago
such as Defense Strategic Guiddfcenly reinforced this perception. The US shift from
land wars to the “Air-Sea Battl&" and Joint Operational Access Concéptgas seen as a
bad sign for China. The provision for capabilittesenable operational access in anti-access
and area-denial environments was especially imporita the Pacific where China was
developing exactly the capabilities to deny the BEI&ry in areas of special strategic
importance to China such as the first island ch&@ifihough at the official level the
explanation was that the concept was not exclusieelused on China, the fact is that articles
and explanations mostly ended up focusing on Clawen detailing the battle plan to thwart
any anti-access and anti-area denial strategies.cohtext in which the different documents
and concepts were launched was crystal clear: Ghemonomic and military modernization
wasde factochanging the regionatatus quoThe United States did not want to allow China
either alone or in tandem with other Asian coustsbape the Asia- Pacific according to its
own interests. From this perspective, the conceat & strong economic and diplomatic
component.

The implications were important. The Chinese pefoapthat the US pretended to
divide and rule, separating China from its neigkbamd contain China implied that dialogue

® The six key lines were the following: strengtheniour bilateral security alliances; deepening oworking
relationships with emerging powers; engaging widgional multilateral institutions; expanding traded
investment; forging a broad-based military preseaod advancing democracy and human rights.

*“Remarks by President Obama to the Australian &agnt”, 17 November 2011, at
http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/201117{femarks-president-obama-australian-parliament

9 Marlin Mark E. (coord): “Pivot to the Pacific? T@bama Administration’s “Rebalancing” towards Asia”
CRS (28 March 2012), p.2, at http://www.fas.org/sgglicatsec/R42448.pdf

1 US Department of Defense (DoD): “Background Brigfion Air-Sea Battle by Defense Officials from the
Pentagon”, 9 November 2011, at http://www.defermgtoanscripts/transcript.aspx?transcriptid=4923

12 US Department of Defense (DoD): “Sustaining U.8lal Leadership: Priorities for the 2XCentury
Defense” (January 2012), at http://www.defense.gews/defense_strategic _guidance.pdf

¥Weliz, Richard: “Asia Overreacts to US Military B, The Diplomat 25 January 2012, at
http://thediplomat.com/2012/01/25/asia-overreasts-s-military-pivotf A good example of the Chinese
perception is: Feng, Zhu:" Obama’s “Pivot to Astrategy and Sino-US Relation<hina Institutes of
Contemporary International Relations (CICIRaf http://www.cicir.ac.cn/english/ArticleView.aspnid=4087

* The concept of Air-Sea Battle was announced irthadrennial Defense Review of 2010.

15 US Department of Defense (DoD): “Joint OperaticdBahcept” (17 January 2012), at
http://www.defense.gov/pubs/pdfs/joac_jan%20201ghesi. pdf
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and cooperation with China in critical global amgjional issues would become much more
difficult. This would necessarily exacerbate tensiavith China.

But this new orientation had crucial implicatioms the allies of the United States in
the region too. They feared that all this would lyngreater expenditures and greater military
budgets and the potential loss of significant psofbbtained in economic and financial
relations with China if a policy of economic realigent was attempted. This was a fear
equally shared by the US allies in Europe and trebAvorld. The latter in fact feared that
this shift would mean a reduction in capacities amthe American military commitments in
the Middle East as the US defense resources weresaisingly constrainéd eroding thus the
US influence in a critical region.

On the other hand this change in approach and ponesulted in the departure of key
figures in the Obama administration which had beemrharge so far of monitoring and
implementing US policies in the Asia-Pacific regidames B. Steinberg, Deputy Secretary of
State, and Jeffrey Bader, director for East AsithatNational Security Council resigned and
left.

3. From Pivot to Rebalance: The Military Component

In order to avoid criticism, the military componeof the “pivot to Asia” was soon de-
emphasized, being the official discourse that Angariforces” presence in the region was not
meant to contain China, as the US even welcomedithing integration of China in the
region. At the same time the “pivot to Asia” wabnanded as “rebalance”. The crucial role of
Asia, not only China, in the world economy was at®ssed. Many observers were in any
case not very much convinced with the new shades.

On 2 June 2012, the Secretary of Defense, Leontarmghose the Shangri La
Dialogue in Singapore to clarify the strategy; t@marks were given much attention: The US
had always been a Pacific nation and America’s Veds thus inexorably linked with the
Asia-Pacific region; some of the world’s fastestwing economies were in Asia and defense
spending in the region was to surpass that of EunoR2012.

The Secretary of Defense highlighted the goal a$elcooperation with all to confront
common challenges and to promote peace, prospanitysecurity for all nations in the Asia-
Pacific region, emphasizing the crucial part thatamacy, trade, and development played in
the US engagement. As for defense policy, he &atit plays an essential role in promoting
strong partnerships that strengthen the capabilitiehe Pacific nations to defend and secure
themselves.

He mentioned the necessity to rebalance towards Asie-Pacific region with
innovative rotational deployments, emphasizing ¢heation of new partnerships and new
alliances as well as the strengthening of thosenaks already existing with Japan, Korea,
Australia while at the same time enhancing partnpsswith Indonesia, Malaysia, India,
Vietnam and New Zealand in support of shared sicurierests. But, at the same time, he
underlined that this involvement in Asia was futtgmpatible with the development and
growth of China: the U.S. involvement in the regiateepening the regional security

16 Marlin, Mark E (coord): “Pivot to the Pacific? Tt@bama Administration’s “Rebalancing” towards Asia”
CRS 28 March 2012, p.9, at http://www.fas.org/sgpftassec/R42448.pdf
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architecture, should benefit the shared security@osperity for the future of China and the
Us.

On military capabilities, he unveiled some cruédralestments contained in the five-
year budget plan: the retirement of older Navy slapd the replacement with more than 40
far more capable and technologically advanced shipsncrease in the number and the size
of military exercises in the Pacific and port \8sihcluding the Indian Ocean; six aircraft
carriers should be deployed in the region as welthee majority of cruisers, destroyers,
Littoral Combat Ships, and submarines, reaching thwatio of 60/ 40 between the Pacific
and the Atlantic naval forces; investment in weapsystems to project military power such
as an advanced fifth-generation fighter; an enhdMinia-class submarine; new electronic
warfare and communications capabilities; impropegtision weapons; new aerial-refuelling
tankers; a new bomber model; advanced maritimelpatd anti-submarine warfare aircraft.

Leon Panetta also mentioned the development ofaugwepts of operations such as
the Joint Operational Access Concept and Air-SettleBand said that, although these
concepts and investments will take years to beg fgicomplished, the United States military
was rebalancing and bringing enhanced capabiligldpment to this vital region in a steady,
deliberate and sustainable Way

The impact of this speech was notorious, but theneained a crucial question to be
solved, which were uncertainties about the resiljeof these changes after the presidential
elections had taken place as important doubtsezkish the sustainability and content of the
new strategy.

4. Rebalancing in the US Global Leadership Prioriges

After the reelection of Barack Obama on 6 Noven®@t?2 things started to change. In an
effort of clarification, Thomas Donilon, US Natidrtaecurity Adviser, presented on the 15th
of November the President Obama's Asia Policy leefios first trip to the region. The speech
made at the Center for Strategic and InternatiStadlies in Washington was rich in details.

First, he made clear which was the overarchingabbbe of US policies in the region,
namely to sustain a stable security environment @agional order rooted in economic
openness, peaceful resolution to disputes, demogavernance and political freedom. The
exceptional economic growth of Asia-Pacific reqdiee stabilizing American presence. And
one of the core elements of the US approach wasi@gy of rebalancing. This strategy was
meant as a long-term effort to better position i for opportunities and challenges to be
faced in the 21st century and went far beyondghgting military resources.

He mentioned the following set of objectives fohigving the strategy:
1- To Strengthen and modernize security alliancessa the region.

2- To forging deeper partnerships with emerging @sw

" «“The US Rebalance Towards the Asia-Pacific: Leand®a”, Shangri-La Dialogue, The 1ISS Asia Sewurit
Summit (2 June 2012), at http://www.iiss.org/enf@gtshangri%20la%20dialogue/archive/sld12-43d%ffirs
plenary-session-2749/leon-panetta-d67b
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3- To strengthen regional institutions and to eregamre deeply in institutions, both global
and regional, in order to promote regional coopenatpeaceful resolution of disputes and
adherence to human rights and international law.

4- To pursue a stable and constructive relationglitip China by ways of seeking a balance
between elements of cooperation and competition.

5- To advance the region’s economic architectunethis regard, the TPP should deepen
regional economic integration.

Regarding the sustainability of the military redgphent he stressed that the Obama
administration should continue allocating enougdoueces to maintain a strong, flexible and
broadly distributed regional preseri€e.

However, the appointment of John Kerry for Secsetsr State and the departure of
Leon Panetta from the Department of Defense reaptreedebate and stoked fears regarding
the real prospects of implementation.

John Kerry was ambivalent during his confirmatitvesirings and said frankly that he
was not convinced that “increased military ramphug\sia was critical yet”, adding: “that’s
something I'd want to look at very carefult{His first travel abroad was to Europe and the
Middle East and in Berlin he said in reply to a sfien: “We are paying attention to Asia and
so are you”... “but we're not doing it at the expen&urope, not at alf’. More than two
months after his confirmation John Kerry traveled\sia.

The obvious question was that the US could nottpiwdAsia if possible crisis in the
Middle East and the Gulf could turn into very coroaled wars.

Obvious was also that in the new Obama administratthere were disagreements
regarding the policies to be implemented. The Whitaise wanted to hold the liffeand
apparently the State Department was quite relud@anprovide full support to the new
strategy. John Kerry in his remarks at the Tokystilate of Technology on 15 April 2013
while mentioning that President Obama made a smad a strategic commitment to
rebalance the interests and investments in Asiayd®not sharp and provocative enotgh.
John Kerry did not want to further alienate a Chimaich was carefully watching every
movement by the US administration. Although the Deratic People’s Republic of Korea
nuclear and ballistic challenges justified the @B8alance, China on the contrary insisted that
the American pivot to Asia had escalated tensiosveould destabilize the region. In fact, on
the 16th of April the Chinese government publishegew White Paper on national defense

'8 Donilon, Thomas: “President Obama's Asia Policgt &fpcoming Trip to the RegionGenter for Strategic
and International Studies (CSI&)5 November 2012), at

http://csis.org/files/attachments/121511 Donilomt&mens Forum_TS.pdf

9 La Franki, Howard: “US ‘pivot to Asia’: Is John Kgrretooling it?”,CS Monitor 20 February 2013, at
http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Foreign-Policy/2013ZTPU S-pivot-to-Asia-ls-John-Kerry-retooling-it

0 Goodenough, Patrick: “In Europe, Kerry Says U.9voP to Asia Won't Come at Europe's Expens€S$
News.com 27 February 2013, dtttp://cnsnews.com/news/article/europe-kerry-sag/piuot-asia-wont-come-
europes-expense

2 Remarks by Tom Donilon, National Security Advisdoythe President: “The United States and the Asia-
Pacific in 2013", The White House (11 March 20133t http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-
office/2013/03/11/remarks-tom-donilon-national-géguadvisory-president-united-states-a

22 US Department of State: “John Kerry: Remarks off @entury Pacific Partnership”, 15 April 2013, at
http://www.state.gov/secretary/remarks/2013/04/37 dtm
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where this statement was included: “Some countgydtgengthened its Asia-Pacific military
alliances, expanded its military presence in tigiorg and frequently makes the situation
there tenser®?

Nevertheless a week later, the US chairman of thet Thiefs of Staff, General
Martin Dempsey, in a news conference at China’sidin of National Defense in his
response advocated the reorientation of the Uy3aliThe problem remained however, how
to fingnce the military redeployment when spendiats were already affecting operations in
Asia:

All these changes and innovations have accelertdtedprocess of change and
adaptation in the Japan Alliance with the Uniteat&. The main question to solve in the next
coming years is how far Japan can go if the newst8egy is maintained.

[I. The US-Japan Alliance Transformation after the Cold War

5. The Rapid Change of the Asia-Pacific Security Baironment and the US Realignment

After the Cold War, the US tried to reorganizenititary presence in Asia Pacific. The
George H. W. Bush Administration described the aflthe US military forces in Northeast
Asia as a "regional balancer, honest broker, atchale security guarantor”. Later on, the
Clinton Administration, after an evaluation of ghessible threats, in particular the complex
situation of the Korean peninsula, reconsideredritially planned withdrawal of military
forces. In April 1996, President Clinton in a sgeezthe Japanese Diet explained that the
withdrawal of American forces from Japan and Sdd{dhea "could spark a costly arms race”
in Northeast Asi&. In this context, both military alliances were eéided.

In the case of Japan, the Japan-US defense coopegatidelines were modified in
1997. The new guidelines redefined and reinvigardtee Alliance, establishing a higher
degree of coordination in time of peace and incse of emergencies, going thus beyond the
former contingencies contemplated during the Colal:Whajor international crisis or armed
attacks against Japan. The principal revision efghidelines authorized logistical support to
the US in the case of military operations in “arsasrounding Japan that will have an
important influence on Japan’s peace and secufihg Korean Peninsula and Taiwan).
However no authorization was granted to the Sefebse Forces of Japan to participate in
combat missions along with the US military forc&be right of participation in collective
defense was not mentioned and Japan thus did Hptefkpand its military role. Changes

% “The Diversified Employment of China's Armed Fastelnformation Office of the State Council, The
People’s Republic of China, Beijing (April 2013), a
http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/china/2013-04/1632312681.htm

2 “In China, U.S. top military officer defends U.Sivot to Asia”, Reuters 22 April 2013, at
http://www.reuters.com/article/2013/04/22/us-chusa-idUSBRE93L0OLR20130422Days later, in Yokota,
General Dempsey said that “We’ll continue to do tekiar exercises we need to do to make sure we thave
right command and control, the right skills, thghti collaboration, interoperability with our alli@s the region
in the event that there is a miscalculation”: “UnSt backing down, Dempsey tells troops at Yokodahanese
Online News26 April 2013, at http://japaneseonlinenews.cdih704/26/u-s-not-backing-down-dempsey-tells-
troops-at-yokota/

5 Yuka, Hayashi: “Pentagon Cuts Feared Tripping W\miPto Asia”, Wall Street Journal3 May 2013, at
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424127887 322B®1578456683694045890.htm

% Zhu, Zhiqun “America's Military Presence in Northeast Asia mfthe Cold War: Winning Without
Fighting?”, Institute for East Asian Studiesl. 12 no. 2 (Summer 2000), at

http://www.ieas.or.kr/vol12 2/chiqunzuh.htm
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were not very ambitious and the Alliance was stilhsidered as regional but not global. At
the same time the Clinton Administration tried tmediorate its relationship with China
developing a “strategic partnership” and thus fyio avoid any strong Chinese reaction and
suspicions to the new guidelines.

Later on, the President George W. Bush Administratiied to give more prominence
to Asia and the Pacific with a restructurationhs JS global military deployment which
implied upgrading and globalizing the US-Japanahltie. Military cooperation was extended
and deepened, focused particularly on the Air FdleeNavy and ballistic defeneThe US
government went as far as to openly urge Japagvtea the constitution and to include the
right of collective defense. This went in line witie Japan government’s interest in
becoming a permanent member of the United Nati@asi8y Council. In this endeavor
Japan was supported by Condoleezza Eietowever one crucial constraint for becoming a
permanent member responsible thus to deal witlhnat®nal peace and security was the
article 9 of the Japanese constitution.

The regional context also encouraged changesidablnd security relations between
Japan and China were constantly deteriorating. écember 2004 the National Defense
Program Guideline, FY 2005 of Japan mentioned Chsa challenge to national security
because of its growing military modernizatioh.

Some months later, the US-Japan Security Consudtafiommittee made public a
document entitled “US-Japan Alliance: Transformatand Realignment for the Futur®”
that was qualified as “full of Cold War mentalitif China®* A substantial list of technical
military cooperation in bilateral security and defe along with essential steps to strengthen
its international posture was included. But thessgjuent internal political turmoil in Japan
prevented any full implementation of the variedaar@f operations considered, even less
those new duties the Self Defense Forces of Japafdwhave to assume as well as initiatives
proposed for the US realignment in Japaithe common strategic objectives for working
together were also established in 2005 and 200TthéyUS- Japan Security Consultative
Committee® In both statements, the Democratic People’s RapabKorea and China were

%" See in this regard: Niksch, Larry A.: “U.S. SetuiPolicies in the Western Pacific”, Presentedhat 2005
Pacific Symposium sponsored by the National Defdoswersity, the U.S. Pacific Command, and the Asia
Pacific Center for Security Studies p.7-8, at
http://www.dtic.mil/cqi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&deGetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA441176 Medeiros, Evan
S.: “Strategic Hedging and the Future of Asia-Rac8tability”, The Washington Quarterlwol. 29, no. 1
(Winter 2005-2006), p.150, at http://www.ceriumlb&B/pdf/Strategic Hedging_and_the Future of Asia-
Pacific_Stability. pdf

%8 Secretary Condoleezza Rice: “Remarks at Sophiavewsity”, 19 March 2005, at_ http://2001-
2009.state.gov/secretary/rm/2005/43655.htm

% The Guideline stated: “China, which has a majopdot on regional security, continues to modernise i
nuclear forces and missile capabilities as welltesiaval and air forces. China is also expandiagaiea of
operation at sea. We will have to remain attentovéts future actions”. Wu, Xinbo: “The End of ti&lver
Lining: a Chinese View of the US-Japanese Allianddie Washington Quarterlyol. 29, no. 1 (Winter 2005-
2006), p.123, at
http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/file$¢des/2006/12/winter%20china%20xinbo/xinbo20060pal.
f.

% Security Consultative Committee: “U.S.-Japan Altia: Transformation and Realignment for the Futupg”
October 2005, at http://www.mofa.go.jp/region/n-giceus/security/scc/doc0510.html

%1 Xiang, Xinfeng: “US-Japan Military Alliance Cold & Mentality”, People’s Daily5 November 2005.

%2 Klingner, Bruce: “How to Save the US-Japan AlliahcThe Heritage FoundatioBackgrounder no. 2308
(26 August 2009), p. 3.

¥ US-Japan Security Consultative Committee: “Jotate3nent”, 19 February 2005, at
http://www.mofa.go.jp/region/n-america/us/secustg/joint0502.html
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mentioned. In the case of China, the question afisjparency of its military affairs and
consistency between his stated policies and actiassunderlined.

6. The Alliance during the Governments of the Demaatic Party of Japan

Years later the strategic vision of Japan was agalefined under the new government of the
Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) which rose to paw@009. If the US-Japan alliance was
not in the “DPJ’s DNA* and the Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama created ifiicant
problems to the US-Japan AlliariéeChina’s military and economic expansion stilylfiten
Japan as well as the dangers implicit in any ptessil$-China rapprochement, as occurred in
1972, if the management of the US- Japan bilatdi@nce happen to deteriorate. Adding to
this, the sustained Japanese economic declineranelasingly weak official approaches on
military security were a matter of concern in theitdd State¥. On 17 December of 2010 the
cabinet of the Prime Minister, Naoto Kan, approtlegiNational Defense Program Guidelines
for FY 2011 and the Mid-Term Defense Program (FY26Y2015). The guidelines had
introduced several important changes, taking irsicteration “the global shift in the balance
of power with the rise of powers such as Chinajadrahd Russia”. Japan would participate
more actively to improve the international secuetyironment, including United Nations
peacekeeping operations and activities to deal wih-traditional security issues and in
international nuclear disarmament, consideringiBenuclear deterrent a vital element until a
nuclear zero is not achieved. A large-scale landivgsion against Japan was considered
unlikely to occur and the emphasis was put on thehsvest of Japan where a security and
defense vacuum had to be filled. Japan had to ptacee importance on a “dynamic
deterrence which takes into account an operatiosal of the defense forces” and “will
develop a dynamic defense force that possessemesadmobility, flexibility, sustainability
and versatility”. The guidelines mentioned someity aread’ and the necessity to enhance
the bilateral cooperation with the US, strengthgrtime joint training and joint/shared use of
facilities and further development of equipment aachnology cooperation. According to
these guidelines, Japan had to play an activénaelving regional and global issi&s

The restructuring and re-location of the Japanese@ forces was quite ambitious
and challenging, given its cost. The Air Force, Nevy and antisubmarine warfare, ballistic

Joint Statement of the Security Consultative Corarit“Alliance Transformation: Advancing United &is
Japan Security and Defense Cooperation” (1 May RGQ7
http://www.mofa.go.jp/region/n-america/us/secustg/joint0705.html

% Glosserman, Brad: “Breaking point for the alliaPitePacific Forum CSISPacNet no. 19 (12 April 2010).

* Yukio Hatoyama became Prime Minister in 2009. Bgrithe electoral campaign he promised to the
Okinawans that he would oppose the relocation ®fRihtenma Marine Corps Air Station in a less cotagegart

of the island, as was agreed in 2006. Later, thé@ §overnments, trying to appease the Okinawans, wable

to solve the problem, creating local expectatidmat twere impossible to meet, thus escalating tisesef
grievance in the island and casting an increadiag@w over the bilateral Alliance.

% Sunohara, Tusuyoshi: “The Anatomy of Japan’s BhifSecurity Orientation”The Washington Quarterly
vol. 33, no. 4 (October 2000), p.53.

37 |In particular: Ensuring security of sea and aiac® surrounding Japan; Response to attacks onoodfsh
islands; Response to cyber attacks; Responseattkatby guerrillas and special operation forcespRase to
ballistic missile attacks; Response to complex iogehcies; Response to large-scale and/or chemical,
biological, radiological and nuclear disasters.

% yamaguchi, Noboru: “Deciphering the New Nationafénse Program Guidelines of Japan”, The Tokyo
FoundationPolicy Research Brief2011 at

http://www.tokyofoundation.org/en/additional_infé&2B_N.Ymgc.pdf Defense Minister's Statement on the
Approval of the “National Defense Program Guiddifer FY2011 and beyond” and the "Mid-Term Defense
Program (FY2011-FY2015)", 17 December 2010, at
http://www.mod.qgo.jp/j/approach/agenda/quidelinéd/P@aijin_e.pdf
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defense and ISR capabilities received special tief? All these changes implied an
accommodation to the US strategies for the reghanit could have been expected, China
was very critical: “the alliance should not go begdahe bilateral scope and undermine the
interests of a third party”.

But Japan and even the US had a good argumentioe ®f the changes that were
promoted in the new guidelines and the defensergnogThe unstable nuclear Democratic
People’s Republic of Korea and its ballistic cajiéds. At this time, a possible growth of
Russian military strength in the region was notetaknto consideration, despite the Kuril
Islands perennial issue. Northeast Asia had a IaMilg in the Russian foreign and security
policy.*® However the Russian debut in the East Asian Susntoitk place in 2010 and a
reorganization and build-up of military forces retKuril Islands was decided.

The main problem lay in the real possibilities fonplementation of the new
guidelines and the defense program and the rengainonstrains emanating from the
constitution of Japan. The impact of the nucleaaster of March 2011 on the Japanese
economy was colossal, affecting ttempofor the procurement of the new platforms and
systems, which added to the fact that the Japamégary budget would not substantially
grow. In addition to this, a more active role in4¢8 military operations out of Japan needed
some more time and efforts than the governmentwitiag to make. On the positive side,
the US patrticipation in Operation Tomodachi, wheretal of 130 aircraft, 12,510 personnel
and over 16 American naval ships took part, supppdapan in disaster relief, was highly
appreciated by the Japanese government and thae¥@ppeople, even if it increased fears
from the US side that this tremendous disaster evouply a “more inward-looking focus on
humanitarian assistance and disaster relief opasgtiby the government and the Japanese
Self Defense Forcé&s

On the other hand, the thorny issue of the Marimgp€ Air Station in Futenma
relocation was not solved, distracting both cowstrirom the principal strategic objectives
and providing some ammunition in the United Stdtesnew proposals in the direction of a
rethink of the US strategy and force structurehin Pacific*?

Nevertheless in June 2011, the joint Consultatieen@ittee updated the common
Strategic Objectives, taking into consideration #msessment of the changing security
environment. China, Russia, India and ASEAN werentmeed. In the case of China,
questions linked to the openness and transparehdis amilitary modernization and its
activities as well as confidence building measwvese again underlined. the following areas
were emphasized in the field of mutual cooperati@trengthening deterrence and
contingency response; Alliance cooperation in aiorey and global setting; enhancing

% Fouse, David; “Japan’s 2010 National Defense RragGuidelines: Coping with the ‘Grey Zoneasia-
Pacific Center for Security Studiégpril 2011), at_http://www.apcss.org/wp-contempilads/2011/12/Fouse-
Japan-Final.pdf

40 Amirov, Viacheslav B.: “Russia’s Posture in andidyatowards Northeast Asia”, in

Blank, Stephen J. (ed.): “Russia’s Prospects im"Asitrategic Studies Institut§SI MonographHDecember
2010), pp 1-6.

“! Fouse, David: “Japan unlikely to Redirect DefeRs#icy”, Pacific Forum CSISPacNet no. 26 (5 May
2011), at http://csis.org/publication/pacnet-26ajaqunlikely-redirect-defense-policy

* Ennis, Peter: “Pressure builds for US shift orimawa”, Pacific Forum CSIRacNef no. 29 (19 May 2011),
at

http://csis.org/publication/pacnet-29-arabia-andatplanning-worst-pressure-builds-us-shift-okinawa
Senators Carl Levin, John McCain, and Jim Webbhcaéd the realignment plan as “unrealistic, unvedalie,
and unaffordable” and the Congress finally establisstrict limits for funding the planned realignme

73




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

Alliance foundations; improving information secyribilateral frameworks for more effective
operational cooperation and closer cooperation qoipenent and technolo$¥ Space,
cyberspace, ballistic missile defense, informasenurity, bilateral planning, non-combatant
evacuation operations, joint training and exerciadsoth countries and trilateral cooperation
were also mentioned. All this was again emphasizeitie meeting of the defense ministers
that took place in October 2011. The Minister ofddse of Japan, Yasuo Ichikawa, in the
press conference said that “we have come to beditotfurther promote this dynamic Japan-
U.S. defense cooperatiof{".

Thus, once the Obama administration launched thet'po Asia” and “the rebalance
to Asia-Pacific’ and once the new Strategic Guidaont the Department of Defense was
published, the US- Japan alliance was sufficieptigpared to move in this new direction.
Although the DPJ had demonstrated its inabilitefi@ctively handle national security issues
in a period of rapid change as a consequence ainitsalistic pacifism and that despite the
efforts of the Prime Minister Yoshihiko Noathe concept of dynamic defense adopted by
Japan fit well into the new operational conceptshef US* Jointness and interoperability
across the services in Japan and the US was ermhantiee Armitage-Nye report, as well as
closer defense industry collaboration, exports angorts of defense hardware and joint
developmentt. In fact, in 2003 the Japanese government hacdyrallowed providing
weapons technology to the US and in 2004 the pewelopment of a missile defense system
had been approved. These exceptions in the arnmstexqontrol policy were institutionalized
in December 2011, when the Japanese governmesd lifte ban on exports of components
for the F-35 fighter¥.

In this new context, after almost a decade of mwisl and discussions on relocations,
transfer of Marines and return of land, the thasspe regarding the US realignment in Japan
had to be solved quickly and decisively. In thiganel, the Security Consultative Committee
in its meeting in April 2012 focused on the kind grbblems affecting the Allianc&.The
Joint Statement was a step forward, but serioulkectyges still remained in the way for a final
solution, in particular budget cuts, new tensionsirlg on burden sharing and the still
lingering strong opposition of the people living@kinawa.

43Joint Statement of the US-Japan Security Contwét&Committee”, 21 June 2011, at
http://www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2011/06/166597.htm

44 «Japan-U.S. Defense Ministers’ Joint Press Comfeg& 25 October 2011, at
http://www.mod.go.jp/e/pressconf/2011/10/111025ajapis.html

4 “Japan under DPJ ruleHarvard International Review31 January 2013, at http:/hir.harvard.edu/mebile
might/japan-under-dpj-rule?page=0,1

“® See in this regard Arrmitage Richard L. and Nysepd S.: “The US-Japan Alliance. Anchoring Stapil
Asia”, CSIS, August 2012, p.11, at
http://csis.org/files/publication/120810_ArmitageSlhpanAlliance_Web.pdf

“"Ibid., pp.12-13.

8 See in this regard: “Abe administration changesicbaoncept in approving export of weapons part$ie
Asahi Shimbun2 March 2013, at http://ajw.asahi.com/articleibdhnews/politics/AJ20130302005% oshida
Reiji: “Japan to join F-35 parts output, exportagtgy’, The Japan Times,2 March 2013, at
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2013/03/02/natlfapan-to-join-f-35-parts-output-export-
strategy/#.UaaQRdieTcs

“%Joint  Statement of the Security Consultaton Cottesl, 26 Aprii 2012, at
http://www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2012/04/188586;ht@n 8 February 2012, the two governments released
Joint Defense Posture statement in which it was that they had agreed to delink two aspects efplanned
relocation of US forces in Japan, the relocatiomMafines within Okinawa and moving some of the ésr¢o
Guam from the relocation of Marine Corps Air Statleutenma at Henoko-saki area.
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Nevertheless, the strategic dialogue remained degetoped’ and Japanese politics
remained unpredictable. In this annoying politieavironment, Noburu Yagamuchi from the
National Defense Academy of Japan, noticed thabddmd “to work hard to foster the
preconditions for a US emphasis on Asia’s securnigace and stability in the Asia Pacific
region calls for Japan to pay keen attention toafwdrea security problems and thus secure
the US’s political commitment to the regiot”.

In order to ameliorate the bilateral relationshmgl &0 decisively move forward, Prime
Minister Noda met President Obama in the White ldaus the 30th April 2012. Both leaders
reaffirmed the Alliance and pushed the agenda feepdning the bilateral trade and
investment, which was an important part of the @Sigh for the rebalance to Asia Pacific.
But Japan had to resolve its internal political atebon whether to enter the Trans-Pacific
Partnership Agreement (TPP) negotiations and ageheral elections were very close, few
were the significant measures the Japanese govaetrooeld adopt at the current stage. It is
important however to note that in August 2012 Japablished the annual defense White
Paper, clearly linking the implementation of thendwic defense concept with the US and
Japan defense cooperatitn.

7. The new Shinzo Abe Government

As it was already anticipated, given the deteriorabf the DPJ party, on 26 December 2012
Shinzo Abe became Prime Minister following the L®mRindslide victory in the general

elections of 16 December. On the same day, thedpPriinister instructed the Defense

Minister Itsunori Onodera to review the Nationalf@ese Program Guidelines for FY 2011,
the Mid-Term Defense Program (FY2011-FY2015) anel ti5-Japan defense cooperation
guidelines of 1997 to study how to respond to then€se military buildup and to its maritime

expansion. It was expected that the Prime Minigteuld use the revision to reconsider the
right of collective self defense, not allowed undée traditional interpretation of the

constitution, but, as mentioned, considered to bendamental pillar for strengthening the
US-Japan Alliance, as well as to support activiteesoops of third countries through the use
of force.

The process of revision was quite rapid. On thé BitJanuary, the US and Japan
initited a revision of the defense cooperation glirs at a working level meeting, in order to
facilitate cooperation between the Armed Forces ianorder to explore the different roles,
missions and all military capabilities considereecessary to meet the regional security
challenges. On the 25th of January the cabinetdddcio review the National Defense
Program Guidelines and Mid-Term Defense Program fann days later approved the
increase in the defense spending, reaching 52i6rblUS dollars, the first modest increase
(0.8%) in eleven years. On the 12th of FebruaryDbenocratic People’s Republic of Korea
conducted its third nuclear test and the Ministenriori Onodera defended that Japan had the
right to develop its ability to preemptively strikgainst an imminent attack.

%0 See Tatsumini, Yuki: “The US and Japan Make a G®teg) Forward, for Now”, Pacific Forum CSFacNet
no. 29 (3 May 2012); McDevitt, Michael: “The Evahg Maritime Security Environment in East Asia:
Implications for the US-Japan Alliance”, Pacificriion CSIS,PacNet,no. 33 (31 May 2012); Smith, Sheila A.:
“A Strategy for the US-Japan Alliance. Policy Inatien Memorandum”, Council on Foreign Relations iiAp
2012), at http://www.cfr.org/japan/strategy-us-jagdliance/p28010

*1 yamaguchi, Noburu:"US Asian pivot calls for Japsmstrategic responsé2ast Asia Forum4 May 2012, at
http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2012/05/04/us-asiamipcalls-for-japanese-strategic-response/

2 Ministry of Defense of Japan: “Defense of Japah2?at http://www.mod.go.jp/e/publ/w_paper/201faht
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A study panel was formed to study the creation n&tonal security council to solve
the lack of coordination among ministries and agtgroup of experts examined the cases for
exercising collective self-defense.

And on the 22nd of February, President Barack Obanth Prime Minister Shinzo
Abe held a meeting in the White House. Both leadbeged their views on security, how to
strengthen the Alliance, the revision of the guited, the realignment, the final relocation of
the Marine Corps Air Station without further deldlye security environment in Asia Pacific
and closer cooperation with third countries, thieation in the Middle East and North Africa,
global issues such as climate change, energy andjltdbal state of the economy and an
extended discussion on TPP, a key initiative tegrdte the economies of Asia Pacific,
excluding Chin'".

In a speech at the Center for Strategic and Intiermal Studies, Shinzo Abe told the
audience: "l am back and so is Japan".

But the process of Japan normalization called fanaging important challenges and
entailed significant complications in the econosaic military domains.

In the military domain, Japan, given the new sgatesituation, had to continue
adopting new critical policies and to take pradtgtaps to put on the table new assets needed
in order to become a predictable and reliablefaliythe United States. This was the only way
for Japan to become as strong and solid an allthasUnited Kingdom. Otherwise, the
relevance of Japan would decrease for the UnitateSts other Asian states start acquiring
greater relevance.

In the economic domain, the new Japanese governhasntommitted Japan to join
the TPP but TPP negotiations ahead will be tougth warl probably require the final
parnership to be watered down in order to makedeptable, given the complex interests to
be considered and the slow process of negotiations.

The main question to be answered in the next colygags is how can Japan manage
a changing security environment, adopting at tineesame strong cooperative initiatives with
China and not provoking it while approving new does and operational concepts,
acquiring new military assets and suppressing thastdutional constrains that limit the
collective self-defense.

%3 Green, Michael J. and Szechenyi, Nicholas: “USaddRelations”, in Baker, Carl and Glosserman, Keats.)
Comparative Connectiongol. 15, no. 1 (January — April 2013).

>« Remarks by President Obama and Prime Minister Abkapan After Bilateral MeetingThe White House
22 February 2013, at http://www.whitehouse.govfbhess-office/2013/02/22/remarks-president-obama-and
prime-minister-abe-japan-after-bilateral-mee

5 “Statesmen’s Forum: Shinzo Abe, Prime Ministed@ban”, Center for Strategic and International Bgi¢22
February 2013), at http://csis.org/files/attachre&r82202 PM_Abe_TS.pdf
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8. Rethinking Possible Future Scenarios

Several scenarios have been presented for the2988t°. Let me say first that some of them
are not very convincing, as they simplify too maetd focus only on the possible actions and
reactions of China, Japan and the United Statesh&Ve to take into account the following
factors: the role of nuclear weapons in the regidmch will endure because of the limited
steps taken for global and regional denuclearimatibe soft (and suicidal could we add)
approaches of China regarding the nuclear activiticthe Democratic People’s Republic of
Korea, the extreme weakness of NPT, and the sogmifimodernization and expansion of
nuclear arsenadlsversus the NPT obligations; Russia’s growing anjireorganization in the
Pacific® the impact in the region of the increasing glab& of China; the process of rapid
change in the balance of power that is taking plaasus a go slow policy of adaptation in
Japan determined by the political-economic consétathe extreme weakness of Asian
institutions for dealing with hard security issuasgd the uncertainties linked to the economic
growth of the different states. These factors ak sufficiently integrated in the different
analysis.

The NIC report,” Global trends 2030”, presents fscgnarios:

1. A continuation of the present order and US leadgrsiContinued US maritime
preeminence and the preponderance of power enjoydae United States and its allies deter
aggressive actions by Beijing or Pyongyang. Ecoramtiegration continue® be oriented
around a Pacific rather than an exclusively Asias.a

2. A balance of power order of unconstrained great @owompetitionfueled by dynamic
shifts in relative power and a reduced US role. &dwian powers might develop and seek to
acquire nuclear weapons as the only means of casapeg for less US security.

3. A consolidated regional orden which an East Asian community develops alonglitines
of Europe’s democratic peace, with China’s polltidaeralization a precondition for such a
regional evolution.

4. A Sinocentric order centered on Beijintbat sustains a different kind of East Asian
community on the basis of China’s extension of laesp of influence across the region. The
biggest uncertainty in this scenario is the sustality of the economic model of China and
its consequences.

In my opinion the most likely scenario is n.2.

%% Jimbo, Kem: “Dynamics of Power shift from US toi4rAsia-Pacific Security and Japan’s Foreign Rblic
Japan Foreign Policy Forum nos. 13-15, Special Extensive Edition (March-Apr2013), at
http://www.japanpolicyforum.jp/en/archive/no13/0@®htm{ More recently Swaine, Michel D. and al.:
China’s Military and the US-Japan Alliance in 2030arnegie Endowment for International Peace, 2@13,
http://carnegieendowment.org/files/net_assessmalhpdf, “Global Trends 2030. Alternative Worlds”,
National Intelligence Council (NIQDecember 2012), at
http://globaltrends2030.files.wordpress.com/2012thal-trends-2030-november2012.pdf

>’ China’s nuclear developments are problematicadtagland regional level.

8 “The Defense of Japan 20123p. cit presents the deep military reorganization of Rushe modernization
of the Armed Forces, including the nuclear forees] the deployments and operations in the vicwfityapan.
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A recent report by Carnegie Endowment for Inteorsl Peace presents six
alternative security scenarios in 2030 that | sunwed as follows:

1. Eroding Balance China will make notable absolute gains in severdical military
capabilities. In this scenario the regional segwitvironment would be more unstable than at
present, although it would still be manageable.

2. Limited Conflict China will increase his relative military capatigls vis a vis Japan and
the US- Japan Alliance. In this unstable scenafimareasing competition and rivalry, the
probability of serious crisis or limited conflictomld likely increase.

3. Mitigated Threat High levels of cooperative engagement betweem&hnd Japan and
China and the US- Japan Alliance and a decreageaktitya for serious tensions and crisis
could exist. In this not likely scenario cooperatwould be reinforced by deepening levels of
economic interdependence between China and Japan.

4. Asian Cold War The strategic rivalry and competition in the poél, economic and
military domains increases the likelihood of seveoditical-military crisis in the absence of
credible mutual security assurances. In this lés$yl scenario, Japan would become close to
a normal conventional military power and a fullyiae security partner of the US.

5. Sino-Centric AsiaAs the result of a major withdrawal of US foreeshe Western Pacific.
In this scenario, considered highly unlikely butt rentirely inconceivable, Japan will
accommodate to an economically pre-eminent butipallly and militarily non-threatening
China.

6. Sino-Japanese RivalnAs the consequence of the US withdrawal or hatgwout in the
Western Pacific. In this scenario, Japan will yachieve an independent military power,
including nuclear weapons.

In my opinion 1, 2, 4 and 6 scenarios are likely.

On the other hand, Tokyo Foundation presents foenarios® where the US-China
relations are the key variable in the Asian rediander:

1 A hierarchical liberal orderin which cooperation between the United States @hisha is
sustained under the US superior power diffusion.

2 An asymmetric balance of powef sustained US superior power-diffusion that il
deeper conflicts between the United States andaChin

3 A great power ordein which cooperation between the United StatesGmda is sustained
with the power diffusion of the two states headimgard equilibrium.

4 A Cold War type bipolar ordeof deeper conflicts between the United StatesGimda as
the power diffusion of the two states reaches alibgum®.

% In these scenarios there are many uncertaintiekeChina continuous rise as well as the pathwialeoUS
and Western economic decline.
% Jimbo, lbid.
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According to the scenarios presented by NIC andyddkoundation, professor Ken Jimbo
considers that Japan must be prepared for scergridsand 4, while trying to maintain the
first scenario of hierarchical liberal order asdass possible. | share this opinion with some
nuances. Taking into consideration the difficultig®sented in the transformation of the
Japanese military in the period covered by thielart1997-2012, where the balance of power
in the region was transformed, | think that a sdenaf increasing erosion in the regional
balance of power due to economic reasons is the iikely.®* Several factors work towards
this direction: cuts in the Western military budggand political constraints, different actors
that try to modify the present US military predoamice in several regions, the global
engagement of the US, and the global economic aamgtion and competition by emerging
economies. In this scenario, China and Russiatwillo favor the military decline of the US.
Japan, given the modernization of the nuclear afsethe proliferation and expansion of
WMD in the region and beyond, the untenable NPT #o&l erosion of the conventional
balance of power, will try to develop and deployclear weapons and reinforce missile
defense. Some specialists will dismiss this assesseonsidering that the possibility of a
military independent Japan is not realistic. | d share this opinion. The US requirements
for the Japanese military transformation are a bas. The new doctrine of Air-Sea Battle
and its application to East Asia requires as aqréition for its implementation too many
and rapid political and economic changes that J&panobably not in a condition to deliver
in this decade and beyond: Rapid revision of thesttution; substantial increase of the
military budget; greater joint planning, trainingdaoperations with the US; additional C4ISR
capabilities and its defense; doctrinal and tecinistegration of Forces and assets plus
increasing integration of his Armed Forces with rened Forces of the US; advanced naval
capabilities; increase and modernization of theotdie Japanese air forces; development of
operational aerospace strategies; and closing thdow of vulnerability of the Japanese
bases in the case of a first stfike

Let me finish this article emphasizing that allgsbechanges and likely scenarios have
critical consequences for the Atlantic Alliance.eTapproaches of a substantial number of
European NATO countries are still very parochial,an some sense, pretty blffid

9. Conclusions

The Japan-US Alliance needs an important and pnaf@daptation to the new situation in
Asia-Pacific. In the last few years, the Unitedt&aafter some hesitation and some
modifications, has proposed a strategy to rebaldreecreasing military imbalance in Asia-
Pacific createdle factoby China, although it is not the only goal in thew strategy
proposed. Looking at the present official statermemid requests for clarification from both,
the United States and Chirnthe reality is that China can’t be considerathtus qugpower

as was intended at the beginning of this centudysame of us defended. Its military and

®1| consider that it is quite reasonable to maintamincreasing economic and military rise of Chindeast in
this decade.

®2 See Swaine, Michel D. et al.: “China’s Militargcathe US-Japan Alliance in 2030”, pp 127-148, @gia
Endowment for International Peace, at http://caieermdowment.org/files/net _assessment_full.pdf

63 See for instance the recent report by IAl, Reatituto Elcano, PISM, Ul: “Towards a European Globa
Strategy. Securing European Influence in a Chandindd” (28 May 2013), at
http://www.iai.it/pdf/egs_report.pdf

In general, the EU defense approaches made in &suss the last decade are very questionable. Thst m
interesting thing, looking at the present mes#has nobody takes responsibility for this lack @fion, the very
inappropriate nominations (corruption), Kantian rmggehes and the dilapidation of the taxpayer money,
experimenting and playing with the EU defense.tA, saying something soft, has led to the preisapasse.
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economic growth in comparative terms, its pushyvaies and the different estimates and
scenarios for the next coming years do not alloepkey this thesis any longer. We have to
call things by name, ignoring word games that ameegeflatus vocis On the other hand the
pivot to Asia strategy or the rebalance are mordroatational than cooperative strategies
and forget the possible Russia’s role in the region

This “sea change” breaks the security design hitheaintained in Asia - Pacific and
means a remarkable challenge for China’s neighdratsn particular for the US-Japan
Alliance and its reconfiguration. At the same time can’t put aside the challenges posed by
this transformation to China itself. Confidenceltiuig and deeper dialogues among different
actors are needed.

The problem that appears on the Japanese militarydm is the great difficulty in
adaptation to the new security environment adoptirgyrelatively short period of time all the
concepts and strategies that US will seek to devielthe region, in order to avoid a greater
military imbalance. At the same time, the fearsarding possible cuts in the US military
spending, a possible temptation in the US to resira its relations with China at the expense
of its neighbors or else, the accommodation of Asauntries to the interests and designs of
China are still there and are viewed with conceruifferent countries.

All this will entail important consequences in the slow course adopted by Japan in
its military adaptation since the end of the Coldn&nd its possible deep military
transformation.

This impasse in the Asia-Pacific is also a gressde to be learned by the EU security
and defense alchemists in Brussels headquartetsdd(t worry. Disneyworld is more fun.
Nobody assumes responsibilities.
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JAPAN-AUSTRALIA SECURITY RELATIONS AND THE RISE OF
CHINA: PURSUING THE “BILATERAL-PLUS” APPROACHES *

Yusuke Ishihara®
The National Institute for Defense Studies (NID&pan

Abstract:

Japan-Australia security relations have been visifstbwing for the past six years since the landmaoint
Declaration on Security Cooperation was announgdddrch 2007. Although many scholars point out that
rise of China is a key driving force for this emieagysecurity partnership, there is no updated, cehgnsive
and detailed study which focuses on the questidmef and why Japan-Australia cooperation especsitige
2007 can be related to their joint approaches t@a&hn answering this question this paper makestse that
Japan-Australia joint approaches towards China ldhba understood in a broader perspective beyoad th
bilateral context if one aspires to understandntieire of their security relations. Such broadespectives can
be termed as “bilateral-plus” approaches in whiagbah and Australia seek to embed their bilateraperation
into a wider formula of their trilateral cooperatiwith the U.S., and their regional multilaterdabefs.

Keywords: Japan, Australia, Rise of China, Bilateral-Plusdéts Trilateral Cooperation.

Resumen:

Las relaciones de seguridad Japon-Australia hanpdafundizandose ostensiblemente en los Ultimasass
desde el hito de la Declaracion Conjunta sobre Gmapion en Seguridad anunciada en marzo del 2007.
Aunque numerosos académicos apuntan al hecho desjeleascenso de China el principal factor aglarite

en la incipiente asociacion, no existen estudidsl@elos, integrales y actualizados, sobre commsgpé la
cooperaciéon Japon-Australia, especialmente desd®08l7, ha de relacionarse con sus aproximaciones
comunes a China. Este articulo intenta respondguarentando que las estrategias comunes entre Japon
Australia hacia China han de ser entendidas deieouna perspectiva amplia mas alla de los paransetro
estrictamente bilaterales, si uno realmente aspirantender la naturaleza de sus relaciones de saaplir
Aproximaciones de este tipo, teniendo en cuenta per@pectiva mas amplia, podrian definirse como
“bilateral-plus”, donde Japon y Australia buscantégrar su cooperacion bilateral dentro de una fétanmas
amplia, ya sea el marco de cooperacion trilaterahdos EEUU, o esfuerzos de cooperacion regional de
caracter multilateral.

Palabras claveJapén, Australia, ascenso de China, Bilateral-Pantencion, cooperacion trilateral.
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1.Introduction

A number of indicators suggest that Australia ipales second, if not most important,
security partner in the Asia-Pacific region. As best example of this, Prime Minister Shinzo
Abe during his first term and then Prime Ministehd Howard signed the historic Joint
Declaration on Security Cooperation in March 20@%jch was the first that Japan agreed
with any country other than its long standing athye United State$Since then, Japan and
Australia have succeeded in establishing the utginal foundations for furthering security
cooperation including the conclusion of treatieslagistic support and intelligence sharing.
On the current horizon of Japan’s internationaltrgaship building, no other bilateral
relation, excepting the Japan-U.S. alliance itdes matched so far relations between Japan
and Australia both in depth and in the range ofisgcand defense interactions.

Worth highlighting is the fact that such closenisssbservable not only in their words,
but more importantly, in their deeds too. A goo@rmaple is the response to the March 2011
triple disasters, where Australia offered its url&sarch and Rescue team, three C-17s and
remotely pilotable water pump equipments to JdpEne C-17s operated in close cooperation
with US forces and the Japanese Self-Defense K&E), turning the Australian Defence
Force (ADF) into the only military unit operating such close and substantial manner except
for the United States. In fact, the total volumetmainsported material offered by Australia
reached about 500 tons. This is a substantial velwiren compared to the 3,700 tons that the
Air Self-Defense Force (ASDF) transported in mumhger operational periods.

Given such close collaboration, it can hardly lsigrise that a number of experts have
explored the reasons why Japan and Australia arengianto such direction. In fact, many
observers in Japan, Australia and elsewhere limk ritionale for this growing bilateral
cooperation to the China factor. Among JapaneserexpYoshinobu Yamamoto argues that
Japan-Australia security relations are developisg dcollective hedging” aimed at China,
while Takashi Terada characterizes the two counageputting China “in check’Likewise,

a Japan hand in Australia, Aurelia George Mulgagscdbes the motivations behind the
Japan-Australia relations through the lenses of-Realism and conceptualizes the bilateral
cooperation as a “containment coalition” againstn@h Similarly the well-known Japan-
Australia watcher and IR scholar, William Tow udeis own concept of “competitive
strategsic geometry” to characterize the bilateraitrpership in the context of dealing with
China:

3Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan (MOFA): “Japakustralia Joint Declaration on Security Coopenatjo
Tokyo (March 2007), at http://www.mofa.go.jp/reglasia-paci/australia/joint0703.html

* Australian Department of Defence: “Operation Hadssist”, at
http://www.defence.gov.au/op/pacificassist/index.ht

® “Australia’s Security Policy”, in National Instites for Defense Studies(eds.) (2018gst Asian Strategic
Review 2013 (Japanese versiohpkyo, Prime Station, p. 87.

®yamamoto, Yoshinobu: “Triangularity and US-Japaneskations: Collaboration, collective hedging and
identity politics”, in Tow, William; Thomson, Markyamamoto, Yoshinobu, and Limaye Sato (eds.) (2007)
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Although these experts explicitly consider Japarstfalia relations as an expression of
their joint China policy, the logic of these argurtgeis either not very clear or not thoroughly
investigated. Most importantly various concepts eeped to analyze Japan-Australia
relations are employed without sufficient explaoatof what these might suggest about the
linkage between Japan-Australia relations and Chitnathermore, what makes this question
more puzzling is the two countries’ apparent diesige in perception and approach towards
China. Nick Bisley, for example, is one among maaeiiolars to point out that Japan and
Australia have “palpably different attitudes” towtarChina and that unlike Japan, Australia
“does not feel the PRC to be at all threateningstanterests™ If this is truly the case, what
warrants us to say that Japan and Australia doeratg closely for the purpose of dealing
with the rise of China?

This paper directly addresses the question of veipad-Australia security relations can
be considered as a joint approach towards China.cBmclusion of this paper is twofold.
First, any analysis looking at Japan-Australia @apon through the narrow bilateral context
will never sufficiently account for what the twouwrdries are trying to achieve amidst the rise
of China. In fact, the paper highlights that whia¢ two countries are pursuing in strictly
bilateral settings is either limited, underdevelbme constrained in terms of effectiveness
regarding their China policy. The second part efplaper’s conclusion is that one should take
a broader perspective in order to fully shed light the China factor in Japan-Australia
security cooperation. In other words, the papeuesghat Japan and Australia do cooperate
to deal with the rise of China not in strictly kdeal manner but in much broader “bilateral-
plus” contexts such as trilateral cooperation wth U.S., multilateral institution building and
assistance towards third countries. Without plachng Japan-Australia cooperation in such
broader contexts one could never grasp the futupgcof Japan-Australia’s joint approach
towards China.

This paper offers two perhaps unique contributitmghe study on Japan-Australia
relations. The first derives from the paper’s timess in being written in 2013, an especially
high time for examining Japan-Australia securitiatiens. This is so because most of the
agendas set by the landmark Joint Declaration @urg Cooperation in March 2007 have
now been largely implemented and the two counaresaspiring to enter a new phase of their
bilateral cooperation. In this sense, 2013 is gor@wiate year for doing some stocktaking
upon what the two countries have achieved for thst geveral years. Second, this paper
offers a comprehensive and detailed study abouthall aspects of Japan-Australia joint
approaches towards China. By so doing, the pagderso& full picture of how Japan and
Australia deal with China together as no othergtuas done to date.

2.Backaround: Proaress of Japan-Australia Security Riations

In retrospect it cannot be an exaggeration to tiweJapan-Australia relations have marched
a long road from the ashes of the Second World Md#ne present stage of close and active
cooperation. In the immediate aftermath of the Whaustralia, which was bombed by a
foreign military force for the first time in its $tiory and fought Japanese troops on the Papua
New Guinea Island, was also one of the countri@sasheling the harshest treatment for post-
War Japan. In fact, Australia’s concerns over Japare of such magnitude that a real policy

%Bisley, Nick: “The Japan-Australia security dectara and the changing regional security settingeels, webs
and beyond?”Australian Journal of InternationalAffairvol. 62, no. 1 (March 2008), p. 47.
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issue was to attempt securing as strong a secguigdyantee as possible from the United
States, concluding thus the ANZUS treaty in 1851.

Over the decades of Cold War, however, Japan arstrdlia did slowly develop a
limited and low-key frame of security cooperatiom two areas. The first one was in
intelligence exchange. Cooperation in such areduglly emerged over the course of the
1950s and 60s driven by the combination of multfpletors, among which were Australia’s
concerns over Southeast Asia, in particular thenfromtation” of Sukarno regime in
Indonesia as well as Japan’s growing role and @njgerspectives on Indonesia, China and
other regional countri€SAs such bilateral exchanges matured and expantiedievel of
cooperation reached the point where the two caestestablished the liaison arrangement
between Australian Secret Intelligence Service @%ind Japanese Cabinet Research Office,
or Naicho in 19762 Similarly the 1970s saw the liaison arrangemertiveen Australian
Joint Intelligence Organisation (JIO) and Japaikfense Agency, or BoeicHd.

Another field of security cooperation that Japad Amstralia explored during the Cold
War had to do with mechanisms of regional coopenatin the 1970s and 1980s Japan and
Australia engaged in intensive dialogues on rediamoperation involving both policy
planners and academics and which both in practicdlintellectual terms set the ground for
their diplomatic collaboration towards the creatAPEC in 1989

By contrast, after the end of the Cold War, the teauntries started building an
impressing record of more active cooperation. Idd&ere is a wide range of areas in which
the two countries pursued cooperation over thedewades of the post-Cold War period but
International Peace Cooperation activity has peshpgyed the pioneering role in this regard.
In 1992 Japan for the first time dispatched itsf Sefense Force (SDF) units to PKO in
Cambodia, the military section of which was comnmehlly the Australian Army Lieutenant
General John SandersbhLater in 2000, Japan again sent its SDF persdonggrticipate in
PKO in East Timor, both initiated and led by Aub&ia government providing at its peak as
much as a 5,650 strong fortfeFurthermore, when Japan dispatched an about 5Gstreng
SDF engineer unit to Samawa, Muthan-na Province lira 2004 to 2006, Australia
operationally cooperated with the deployed SDF pgsooffering to maintain the security
environment in the city’ More recently Australia and Japan cooperated i© RK South
Sudan, for which two Australian officers worked it the Japanese PKO office to provide
information relevant to the SDF’'s work and to faate communications with UNMISS
command and other international organizatitins.

Another area of active cooperation is Humanitarfessistance and Disaster Relief
(HA/DR). In the wake of the Boxing Day Tsunami imitf a significant part of Southeast Asia

wamoto, Yujiro (1993)Ousutoraria no naiseito gaiko boei seisaiokyo, Nihonhyoronsha.

1 Wwalton, David: “Australia-Japan and the region52%5: the beginnings of security policy networks,
Williams, Brad and Newman, Andrew (eds.) (2008apan, Australia and Asia-Pacific Secuyityew York,
Routledge, pp. 9-29.

Ball, Desmond: “Security cooperation between Jagah Australia: current elements and future prospeirt
Williams and Newmautop. cit,pp. 164-185.
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*National Institute for Defense Studies.cit,p. 86.

®Ohnishi, Ken: “Coercive Diplomacy and Peace Openrsti Intervention in East TimorNIDS Journal of
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in December 2004, Japan and Australia formed the gooup of countries along with the

United States and India which provided vitally neddhumanitarian supplies to the affected
areas.’ As the introductory part of this paper alreadyctie®d, in the disaster relief operation
in March 2011, Australia deployed its C-17 aircrgteying a substantial role in the

transportation of Australian Search and Rescue tasmwell as the cargos and SDF units
across Japaff.

While many security gatherings in the Asia Pac#ie often characterized as a “talk
shop”, it would be safe to nickname the Japan-Alistipartnership as a practical “action
shop” given the increasing record of close andvactiooperation. In 2007 the growing
momentum of expanded joint efforts finally mataret in a more conscious decision to
establish institutional arrangements which coulgriove bilateral cooperation when the two
countries announced their Joint Declaration on SgcCooperation in March 2007. This
institutionalization in search of a more robust a&taker security partnership has been since
2007 largely successful in the following three aspe

First, Japan and Australia have to a great extattimad the mechanism of both policy
and the military-to-military dialogues. In terms pblicy dialogues, Japan and Australia
frequently hold a Two plus Two meeting (2007, 20@810, 2012) while conducting a
number of pol-pol/pol-mil/service-to-service megsnon a regular basis.In addition to
those talks, the SDF and the ADF have begun comdydint trainings such as the Nichi-Go
Trident in which surface vessels, submarines andtima surveillance aircraft from the
Maritime Self Defense Force (MSDF) and the Royaktfalian Navy (RAN) take paft.
During June-July of 2011, the F-15s of the ASDF tredF/A-18s of the Royal Australian Air
Force (RAAF) conducted their first bilateral airngbat training. These service-to-service
interactions help mature their military relationsland enhance the interoperability of the two
countries” defense forces. Japan does not havesarcind active military relationship with
any other state excepting, needless to say, thied)Bitates.

The second successful aspect in their bilaterahpeship has been in the field of legal
arrangements. In fact, the two countries signed legal agreements for closer bilateral
cooperation in this area, the Information Secufiggeement (ISA) and the Acquisition and
Cross-Servicing Agreement (ACSA). ISA and ACSA anportant legal frameworks which
help enhance the interoperability between the taweghnments. The ISA was signed by the
foreign ministers in 2012, and came into effect widgplomatic notes were exchanged in
March 2013, while the ACSA was concluded in 20k&,dming effective in January 201%3.

The third element of success is the increasinggible bipartisan support in both
countries regarding the importance of Japan-Auatraécurity relations. When bilateral
security relations started their institutionalipatiin 2007, the personality of the leaders
appeared to be playing important roles. In the cdgeustralia, John Howard was famous for
his personal commitment to relations with Japadeasonstrated by many episodes earlier, as
for example his vocal advocacy for closer cooperatwith Japan even before his

“For the details of SDF’s operation, see Japan Befekgency (2007)Defense of Japan 2005 (Japanese
version) Tokyo, Gyosei, pp. 251-259.

“National Institute for Defense Studiem.cit, p. 87.

“bid., pp. 87-88.

“bid., p. 88.

“Carr, Bob: “Australia-Japan Information Security rAgment enters into forceMedia Release: Australian
Minister for Foreign Affairs26 March 2013;

National Institute for Defense Studieg.cit,p. 88.
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inauguration in 1996. Reflecting this,“A Defenceddpe 2007”, the last major public defense
document produced by his government,clearly stitat “Australia has no closer nor more
valuable partner in the region than Japantikewise, the Japanese leader who signed the
Joint Declaration with Mr. Howard was Shinzo Abdyorpersonally advocated for the idea of
closer partnerships with like-minded democracieshsas India and Australia. The strong
personal commitments to the bilateral relationsbbyh Mr. Howard and Mr. Abe appear
indeed to have played a very important role.

The truth is, however, that for the past six yesarnge the declaration, the successive
governments in both countries have remained coradhito advancing Japan-Australia
security relations, surviving thus the bilateraftparship the historic change of government in
Japan. Within a few days of its inauguration in 20e then newly elected Prime Minister
Yukio Hatoyama met his Australian counterpart Priktimister Kevin Rudd in New York
and reassured the Australian side about the newergment’s intention to continue
developing bilateral ratiorfS.As a matter of fact, it was the Democratic Paftyapan (DPJ)-
led government which maintained the two plus twa ather bilateral mechanisms and
concluded the aforementioned two treaties. In Dés#n2012, the general election of the
House of the Representatives in Japan returnetiltieeal Democratic Party (LDP) to power
through a land-slide victory, which brought Mr. Altlee signer of the 2007 Declaration, back
into the Japanese Premiership. In spite of hisclkdtaon the DPJ’s foreign policy, it is
noteworthy that Prime Minister Abe has praised hieJ for pursuing Japan-Australia
cooperation in the same line he had laid out irfitss term?®

Australia also experienced two transitions for plast six years, which have proved the
resiliency of Japan-Australia security relations. the first several months of the Rudd
Government, it was widely perceived both in Auséraind Japan that Kevin Rudd held a
more lukewarm attitude towards Japan. This image lar@ely created when Mr. Rudd'’s first
overseas trip including China, left out Japanuhéd out, however, that Kevin Rudd was
committed to building upon the groundwork foundgdhiis predecessor. On his first visit to
Japan in June 2008, Mr. Rudd and then Prime Miniéésuo Fukuda agreed to issue a Joint
Statement on “Comprehensive, Strategic and EconoRectnership”, which largely
confirmed the existing bilateral momentum. Later after Mr. Rudd stepped down and the
current Government by Julia Gillard was inauguratathteral relations did not experience
any downward turn. Under the leadership of Primaisder Gillard, Japan was designated as
Australia’s “closest partner in Asi&”

This quick overview reveals that the year 2007 watear turning point with the Joint
Declaration visibly accelerating Japan-Australiantoefforts to consciously develop
institutions to improve bilateral security cooperat In fact, the two countries have
successfully developed policy dialogues, militakcleanges as well as some political and
legal foundations while further work for enhancihg bilateral relationship is still underway.
Building upon such multifaceted success, Japan Australia released another milestone
document in September 2012, called “Common Visiod @bjectives”. The Vision
Statement outlines a list of concrete action-iteavgards the end of further accelerating the

4 Department of Defence Australia (200Australia’s National Security: A Defence Update 20Canberra,
Department of Defence, p. 19.

% “Nichoshunokaidan"Gaiyo (Press Release by MOEFA&B September 2009.

“Abe, Shinzo: “Asia’s Democratic Security Diamon&tpject Syndicate27 December 2012.

'Carr, Bob: “Address to the Japan National Pres®'ClBpeech by Minister for Foreign Affajirs8 May 2012.
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momentum created by the 2007 Joint Declardfiofihe Vision Statement identified new

areas of cooperation such as technology and equipm@operation, defense capacity-

building assistance and cooperation in the field cgber security. Given such rapid

developments in their bilateral relations, it slibbke no surprise that a number of analysts
have been discussing the reasons why Japan anchkaisre coming closer.

3. Limits to Japan-Australia “Bilateral” Cooperatio n as a Common Policy
vis-a-vis China

Can the growing Japan-Australia security relatites regarded as a joint effort to deal
directly with the rise of China? Japan, Australia anany other countries pursue a dual-track
strategy known under various definitions as “engag® and balancing,” “congagement,”
and “integration but hedge”, whose essence lighenbehavior of many countries exploring
at the same time engagement in parallel with hegdgigainst risks coming from China. In
fact, many scholars often claim that Japan andrAlistcooperate for the sake of hedging
against China. Hedging is an increasingly used @oint the contemporary Asia-Pacific
security literature, defined by Evan Medeiros asalist-style balancing in the form of
external security cooperation with Asian states amational military modernization
programs™® In this context one agenda currently on the tabléapan-Australia cooperation
that is worth close scrutiny is the ongoing Japastfalia dialogue on technology and
equipment cooperation. It is the following combiaatof two factors that encouraged Japan
and Australia to engage in this kind of cooperation

First, Japanese government recently changed itg-dtanding export control policy.
For a long period the Japanese Government was kifmvwapplying an uniquely tight policy
of control over arms export. In April 1967, therpdaese Prime Minister Eisaku Sato made
remarks in the Diet that arms exports would notapgroved if destined to any of the
following three types of countries: communist s$atgates sanctioned by the UN resolutions
and countries which were currently engaged or yiked be engaged in international
conflicts® Sato’s statement known as the three principleshenarms exports was further
developed and turned in February 1976 into a fayablished policy in the name of the
peaceful character of the nation. Under the salitypalapan decided (1) not to approve any
arms exports to the aforementioned three typesoohtcies, (2) to refrain from exporting
arms even to countries that do not fall in any leése categories and (3) to consider
manufacturing machines necessary for arms produdito the same way as the arms
themselves! In this way, Japan established a de-facto embangarm exports except when
the specific project was approved on a strictlyeelag-case basis. In December 2011,
however, the Japanese government reviewed and iewdifis policy in light of a growing
international trend of joint capability developmer{such as for example the F-35) and a
shrinking domestic defense industfyThe new policy allowed to (1) transfer equipmemt t

8 «pustralia and Japan-Cooperating for peace artilisga Common Vision and ObjectivesJoint Statement of
4™ Australia-Japan Foreign and Defence Ministerialr@altations 14 September 2012, at
http://www.mod.go.jp/j/press/you;jin/2012/09/14 jshtenl
“Medeiros, Evan S: “Strategic Hedging and the Futfrésia-Pacific Stability’The Washington Quarterly
vol. 29, no. 1 (2005), p. 145.
MOFA: “Buki yushutsu sangen sokuto”, at
211ttp://www.mofa.qo.ip/mofai/qaiko/arms/mine/sannrjm_rm.
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foreign countries when necessary for internatiopahce cooperation missions and (2)
international joint developments and productionthwdountries which maintained security
cooperation with Japan. This opened up the podgyilaf joint development with foreign
countries including Australia.

Second, Australia sees Japan as a potential supfporits on-going submarine
development project. In the Defence White Paper2@9, the Australian government
announced the plan called SEA1000, which aims tabdncing twelve new conventionally
powered submarines to replace the current flesixo€ollins class submarin€s.Since this
announcement however, it has been revealed tharalasfaces a significant shortage in
skills, technologies and material infrastructurecessary for developing the planned
submarines on schedule, forcing thus the governtoeaglay the scheduling of SEA1000. As
the government-commissioned report suggests, Aussisacurrently seeking support from
foreign partners to fulfill the planned constructiof the SEA1000 submarines, cooperating
with companies such as Kockums in Sweden, DCNSande, HDW in Germany, Navantia
in Spain and Japan’s Technical Research and Deweloplnstitute (TRDI} In this context,
Japan’s submarine technology clearly stands ounhgaoed to significantly smaller European
submarines that have a much narrower operatiomajerahan that of Australia, Japan’s
submarine is much larger and is suitably desigmedperate in as wide a theatre as the
Western Pacifié® For this reason, Japan and Australia recently egéilateral talks on the
possibility of equipment cooperation. The Visiomt8ment released in September 2012 after
the two plus two meeting, for the first time inchedreferences to technology and equipment
cooperation and both countries are in fact alreadyntaining close talks to establish a
framework agreement to steer future cooperationapabilities>®

At the first glance, Japan’s assistance of Austrédi acquire more sophisticated
submarines might appear to be a form of externiniosang or hedging. Indeed, one of the
two primary rationales which Australia’s Defence Mg¢hPaper 2009 mentions for the
introduction of a larger and more robust submafieet is to be ready for a major power war
in the region in which Australia may be asked Iyailies to assume operational roléSince
there is no other conceivable prospect for war betwAustralia’s allies and a major power in
the region except that between the U.S. and Cliing,safe to assume that the Australian
submarine development program is at least partlyctid against China. If this is the case,
could ongoing Japan-Australia talks on technolaggt equipment cooperation be considered
as the former’s contribution for the latter’s haugvis-a-vis China?

One should not overlook, however, two significaaveats to such interpretation. One
of them has to do with Japan’s real intentions witstering technology and equipment
cooperation with Australia; is Japan’s policy’sl gective to help Australia muscle up its
military capability against China? Should it be tbie contrary considered in more symbolic
terms with Japan seeking to publicly demonstragectbseness of their bilateral relations by
pursuing a new and promising agenda? Or is maypankgoal to simply gain tangible
economic and technological benefits from Australid® second limit to the argument of
Japan-Australia capability cooperation as jointperation for hedging against China regards

http://www.kantei.go.jp/jp/tyokan/noda/ _icsFilefi#idfile/2012/03/13/20111227DANWA.pdf

% Department of Defence Australia: “Defending Auk#ran the Asia-Pacific Century: Force 2030Nhite
Paper, Canberra (2009), p. 64.

*National Institute for Defense Studiem.cit,p. 93.

*Ibid.
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37«Defending Australia in the Asia-Pacific Century,ap.cit, p. 55.
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the current status of cooperation. At the time oftimg this paper, Japan and Australia are
still in the process of agreeing on the terms forsping cooperation, namely, how and to
what extent will Japan be able to assist Austmli@EA1000, so much still remains

undetermined. This cooperation is arguably stili swafficiently developed as to be already
considered as a hedging policy towards China. el e fact to clarify these two questions
regarding Japan’s intentions and real role in &mgisAustralia’s submarine capability

development, before claiming that Japan-Austradipability development is effectively an

act of hedging vis-a-vis China.

Another aspect that also deserves analytical ate@ire joint exercises and trainings.
Can this be considered as an example of Japanalashilateral hedging vis-a-vis China?
What is unequivocally clear is that the two cowedrinave already conducted a variety of joint
trainings and exercises. As this paper already ioeed, MSDF/RAN have undertaken joint
trainings and exercises on a regular basis inctutiiichi-go Trident® Nichi-go Trident is a
bilateral maritime training, the first round of whi involved an anti-submarine warfare
exercise in 2009. Nichi-go Trident has been takplgce since then. In the case of
ASDF/RAAF exchanges, both sides held their firgteral training in Alaska in 2011 where
fighter aircraft of both countries were successgfdiéployed and where they conducted an air
combat exercis& The significance of these exercises should be extumalized before
relating it to the Chinese factor and certain o@ists taken into account. First, the current
legal stance of Japanese government is that Japamohibited from exercising the right of
collective self-defense. Thus, the fact that Japad Australia conduct joint air combat
exercises or anti-submarine warfare trainings cdm¢sautomatically mean that Japan is ready
to fight together with Australia. Second, Japan Andtralia have signed no agreement as for
where and in which situation they may be able ghtfitogether. Because of these clear
limitations, considering the Japan-Australia bilateexercises as evidence of a joint hedging
vis-a-vis China would be too simplistic.

To sum up, the argument that Japan and Austratsupisome kind of bilateral hedging
vis-a-vis the rise of China is limited by existiagnstraints and the not yet fully developed
potential for cooperation. Pursuing cooperation aapabilities and maintaining frequent
exercises is a highly symbolic element that may tantribute to show the advanced state of
bilateral cooperation to any international audiemmuding China, and if current efforts are
actively maintained in the future, a day may comieemv Japan and Australia pursue a
common military build-up and engage in joint exses with clearer expectations of real joint
operational situations. Until this happens, thi r@main in the realm of speculations and in
no case should a future potential be mixed withdiecription of the current reality in which
many constraints limit bilateral security coopesati In this light, it is clear that the
characterization of Japan-Australia security refaias a bilateral endeavor to hedge the rise
of China is exaggerated.

4. Japan-Australia “Bilateral-Plus” Approaches Towards China

Should we then consider that Japan-Australia mrlatican be seen largely unrelated to the
rise of China? Is the bilateral partnership whiclyages in joint efforts as for example the

*National Institute for Defense Studiem.cit,p. 88.

39 Ministry of Defence of Japan: “Beikugu nenshu besanka oyobi beikoku ni okeru nichigo kyodo kunnen
jisshi ni tsuite” (22 June 2011), at
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United Nations Mission on South Sudan (UNMISS) aretye practical framework of
cooperation only aimed at achieving the stabila@atf a newly born African country? This
purely practical understanding of Japan-AustraBausity relations is also too narrow an
account. In fact, if one steps back and overviegysad-Australia cooperation in broader
contexts, it becomes clear that the two countriegpdrsue a joint policy aimed at China
beyond strictly bilateral cooperation through whah be called “bilateral-plus” frameworks.
There are at least three approaches that Japahuastidhlia employ in this respect:

4.1. “Bilateral-Plus” Approach 1: Bilateral Dvad Embedded within Wider Multilateral
Enaaagements with China

One example of Japan-Australia “bilateral-plus” m@ehes towards China is their joint
support for multilateral efforts to engage Chinartigularly in the Asia-Pacific region. Of
course, the oldest example in this context is tieaton and expansion of APEC in the late
1980s to early 1990s. But there are more recemhpbes as well. One of them is the creation
and expansion of the East Asia Summit (EAS). Inglezess of the EAS launching in 2005,
Japan had been a consistently strong advocatetofthe idea of expanding the membership
beyond the original ASEAN Plus Three (APT) courdrie include Australia, New Zealand
and India into the EAS. Japan’s efforts in thisarggwere not limited to intensive diplomatic
campaigns to convince other regional countriedag &lso translated into a tangible support
for Australia. One of the issues which made the aloMGovernment initially reluctant about
the EAS was the existence of the Treaty of Amitgd &ooperation (TAC), the signing of
which was set by ASEAN as one of the criteria tarmuded in the EASC The issue was
that it remained unclear what sort of implicatiomdC would have upon Australia’s
obligations under the ANZUS treatyIt was Japan precisely who provided Australiaits
legal studies where it was concluded that TAC wdwdde no negative implications as for its
treaty obligations with the U.S. Japan’s such supihus decisively helped pave the way for
Australia’s signature of the TAC and inclusiontie EAS as a founding membéreven if of
course, other countries such as India and Singaptse played an important role in
expanding the EAS. In this sense, Japan-Australi@eration should be considered as part of
a wider multilateral efforts.

The ramifications of this multilateral effort tumh@ut to be far reaching.The inclusion
of Australia, India and New Zealand establishesadgprecedent showing that the EAS was
open to other countries outside of the original ASEplus China, Japan and South Korea
core group of countries. In addition, the critarsed for Australia’s entrance into the EAS set
the standard for conditions, including signing bé tTAC, any other countries wishing to
enter the EAS would have to satisfy. These predsdesurely helped the Obama
Administration to consider entering EAS, which eivetly happened in 2011.

The importance of these multilateral efforts arenttess and potentially huge as they
allow the regional countries to engage China omouarissues including the maritime codes
of conducts, transnational security issues, pralctailitary to military exchanges and the
regular leader’s level communications. In this sen¥apan-Australia cooperation within
multilateral contexts is an integral part of th€hina engagements. And of course, such
efforts can be also seen in other institutionsudicig ASEAN Defence Ministers’ Meeting
Pus and Western Pacific Naval Symposium.

“*Terada, Takashi: “The origins of ASEAN+6 and Japaimitiatives: China’s rise and the agent-structure
analysis”, The Pacific Revieywol.23, no.1 (March 2010), pp. 83-84.
41
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4.2. “Bilateral-Plus” Approach 2: Active Cooperation with the United States

Second, by far the most important expression oh sbdateral-plus” approaches is the two
countries’ joint support for U.S. regional engageimand presence. Japan and Australia are
well positioned for assistingin that regard: wilte teffective installation of both ACSA and
ISA between Japan and Australia, all the sidesapfd-Australia-U.S. triangle have now
these legal infrastructures. In this context thieise leaders of the three countries released a
joint statement in 2012 and agreed to create a pmtion plan for a “strong dynamic and
flexible” partnership® Such action plans will improve trilateral coopéat which has
already a strong record of practical cooperationdesonstrated in their disaster relief
collaborations in response to the Boxing Day Tsunan004 and the Great East Japan
Earthquake 2011.

Another area of trilateral cooperation far more stabtial than the Japan-Australia
bilateral trainings are the active trilateral exses: the three countries have for example
conducted the Pacific Global Air Mobility Semina?GAMS), which evaluates trilateral
transportation cooperation among Japan, the Urfiedes, and Australi4. In the 2007
PGAMS, such aircraft as US Air Force C-17 and ASDE30 were displayed and each of the
three countries provided relevant briefings abdt transportation operation at the Yokota
Air Base in Japan. Later in February 2008, theehreuntries gathered again in another
PGAMS meeting in which a USAE-17 transport aircraft performed the loading ©f-47
helicopters of the Ground Self Defense Force (GSPR)ore recently in June 2012, for the
purpose of enhancing trilateral HA/DR and PKO coapen, the Australian Army
participated for the first time in a Senior Levensinar between the GSDF, the US Army and
Marines. These peacetime trilateral commitmente leready given early fruif§.One of the
ADF officers who participated in PGAMS happenedake part in the ADF’s disaster relief
operation in the wake of Great East Japan Eartheftiakhis was fortunate because that
officer contributed a lot to the effective coopeatamong Japan, Australia and the U.S.
proving thus the importance of the aforementioneacptime activities.

These practical trilateral activities in nontragital areas can help the U.S. in three
ways. First is burden-sharifffEffective and efficient trilateral cooperation Mlilelp reduce
the burden upon the shoulders of a declining suegp which for a long time has played a
dominant role as a provider of international puldicods. Furthermore, even if burden-
sharing is pursued in non-traditional security ayés implications are far-reaching. Trilateral
burden-sharing in such activities as PKO and HA/BIRws the U.S. to allocate more
resources into other agendas including more taaditi mission areas. Second, visible
cooperation among the U.S. and its allies demadestréds solidity to various audiences
including U.S. domestic actors. Third, conducting/BIR and PKO more effectively, will

“3U.S. Department of Defense: “Joint Statement ofuWh®.-Australia-and Japan Meeting at Shangri-INgéws
Release2 June 2012, at http://www.defense.gov/releaslkesise.aspx?releaseid=15338

“National Institute for Defense Studieg.cit,p. 89.

“lbid.

“Ipid.

“'Gellel, Timothy: “An Australian Defence Force Pagspve of the Humanitarian Assistance and Disaster
Relief Response to the 11 March 2011 Great Easin)&arthquake and Tsunami, and Nuclear Crisis”, in
National Institute for Defense Studies (eds.) (90Xternational Symposium on Security Affairs 20Takyo,
Urban Connections, pp. 47-57.

“8For the updated theoretical discussions on the einof burden-sharing, see Satake, Tomohiko: “Japan
Australia and International Security Burden-Shanivith the United States”, in Tow, William; KersteRjkki
(eds.) (2012):Bilateral Perspectives on Regional Security: AusraJapan and the Asia-Pacific Region
Australia, Palgrave MacMillan, pp. 183-244.
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help strengthen the regional standing of the Uds.dxample, the swiftness and visibility of
the Disaster Relief activities will surely contrteuo improve the public image of the United
States in disaster-stricken countries and willumtallow the U.S. to come even closer to
these countries.

Of more timely relevance in this context is thetfdéitat these active patterns of
cooperation among the three countries have becameeasingly important from the
perspective of the Obama Administration’s “rebalagt towards the Asia-Pacifit’. One of
the main features of this rebalancing policy iseitsphasis on U.S. Armed Forces’ regional
activities as a key element of the U.S. presenoce.ekxample, one of the concrete policy
outcomes produced by Obama’s Asia-Pacific strategy been U.S. Marines rotational
deployment to Darwin and its Air Force’s increasaxgess to Northern Australia. The first
round of the Marines rotational deployment was alye implemented from April to
September of 2012, when the deployed company-sieénieks unit engaged in joint trainings
with Southeast Asian countries. The U.S. enhartsaggional presence deliberately avoiding
the creation of any new U.S. bases and choosesathgd rely on its allies (as opposed to
forward-deployed presence through permanent basaseans) as a source of presence for at
least two reasons: First, an increasingly diffididtal situation does not allow the Obama
Administration to additionally establish costly ba2’ Second, as history shows, establishing
its own bases has often complicated America’siolatwith its host countrie¥.In any case,
if the U.S. rebalancing strategy increasingly el the active engagement through joint
trainings as it is the case of the Japan-Austtalia- trilateral cooperation, these active
exercises and nontraditional military operations kecome only more important.

To what extent can all this be regarded as a Clairgeting policy? Supporting the U.S.
regional presence contributes in many ways to magage rise of China. For one, its strong
regional standing allows the U.S. to engage witlin&€Hrom a position of confidence and
strength. For another, the credibility of the Ur&gional commitment is an essential part of
the foundation for the U.S. regional alliance systavhich plays a vital role in deterring
Chinese activities on many fronts. What is moreahgps the third and least visible role
played by the U.S. in dealing with the impact ofif@s rise is through reassuring Japan. In
fact, part of Australia’s intention in pursuinglateral cooperation is to assist the U.S in this
reassurance function. One former official of thestalian Department of Defence revealed
the internal discussions about Australia’s appreadb Japarf In the 1990s when Australia
increased its approaches to Japan, there was angrogcognition inside the government of
the strategic significance of the U.S.-Japan atk&n That is, amidst the rise of China, one of
the core functions of the alliance was to provittatsgic reassurance to Japan, increasingly
facing a rising neighbof In Australia’s view, this reassurance functionpseprevent an
extensive Sino-Japanese rivalry from emerging aetlpting the regional ordér.In this
context, Australia judges that it is in its natibmaterest to support Japan’s expanding
involvement within the alliance and becoming a maotive partner for the U.S., as this
would no doubt strengthen the U.S.-Japan alliambech in turn helps reassure Japan about

“9Satake, Tomohiko and Ishihara, Yusuke: “Americasb®&ance to Asia and its Implications for Japan-US-
Australia Security CooperationAsia-Pacific Revieywol.19, no. 2 (2012), pp. 6-25.
50| i
Ibid.
*libid.
*AWhite, Hugh: “Trilateralism and Australia: Austrland the Trilateral Strategic Dialogue with Amarand
Japan”, in Tow; Thomson; Yamamoto and Mimaye.cit, p. 104.
531 i
Ibid.
*bid.
**Ibid.
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the rise of China. In this respect, the Japan-Aliatt).S. trilateral cooperation is, from the
Australian perspective, a means to assist thenaltian its core function of containing Japan-
China rivalry.

There is however one note of caution. SupportirggWhS. engagement in the region
does not have to be done through trilateral pagtefrcooperation and neither is it necessary
that cooperation takes place only within the reamsecurity. Quite on the contrary,
multilateral cooperation on economic agendas caredbe same purpose. The Trans Pacific
Partnership (TPP) for example, sheds some lightham As the Obama administration has
repeatedly emphasized, the US economic cooperatitin regional economies is also an
important pillar for its regional engagement. Td pa example, figures are eloquent enough
when they show that in 2011 about 25% of U.S. espeent to East Asia, while about 35%
of the imports to the U.S. also came from East ASEhus the U.S. regional presence should
be enhanced by a future conclusion of the TPRIthough the current Abe Government is
still negotiating with futureTPP participant couas including Australia, Japan’s potential
participation in this partnership should open aaotkenue for Japan and Australia to
strengthen the U.S. economic presence in the Aat#i® region.

4.3. “Bilateral-Plus” Approach 3: Capacitv-Buildina Cooperation for Third Countries

On top of these long standing “bilateral-plus” pas, there is an emerging third approach
which is joint assistance to the development angac#y-building of third countries.
Especially in the case of Japanese Ministry of Dede capacity-building assistance has been
established as a new mission item since the Ndtefense Program Guidelines 2010. The
Japanese Government has already started implerger@apacity-building through assistance
for vehicle maintenance skills in East Timor, eatian provision regarding engineering skills
in Cambodia and medical education in Vietridnn the case of Australia, capacity-building
activities have been since long a mission areatlier Department of Defence and the
Australian Defence Force.The best example is tlodi@#&atrol Boat (PPB) program, which
Australia started in the South Pacific Region ia 1980s?° The trigger was the adoption of
the United Nations Convention on the Law of the YAICLOS) at the UN General
Assembly in 1982. That prompted Australia to agsistsmall island countries in the Pacific
to effectively govern their vast Exclusive Econordane (EEZ). In this context, the PPB was
initiated to provide these Pacific insular statéthwwatrol boats and a maintenance service as
well as all necessary trainings so that they cediectively control their EEZs. This helped
stabilize Australia’s immediate neighborhood aslaslpromote effective governance for the
global maritime regime.

Of course, capacity-building cooperation still rémsalargely unimplemented in many
respects where the two countries are neverthetlegdved in discussions. But if it is fully
carried out, capacity building cooperation will in@ther countries assume more active roles
in their own domestic governance and eventuallyrawg international security if it may help
increase the number of capable supporters of iatiemal rules and principles such as

*Data Page on the United States in the website gfanlaExternal Trade Organization, at
http://www.jetro.go.jp/world/n_america/us/stat 01/

>’Prime Minister Shinzo Abe made the point about gheurity implications of TPP. See “Abe shusho TPP
hamasa ni kokka hyakunen no keida kankei kakurygidel’, Asahi Shimbunl2 April 2013, at
http://digital.asahi.com/articles/TKY20130412038ltPref=comkiji_txt end_kjid TKY201304120354

*8For the information on the past and current capduiilding projects, see the following page of Mimy of
Defense Japan, at http://www.mod.go.jp/|/approadatiiange/cap_build/

*National Institute for Defense Studieg.cit,p. 77.
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freedom of navigation and maritime rights espegiathidst the rise of the "Chinese dragon”
which occasionally expresses unease with the egistider.

5. Diveraence about China and Convergence about letnational Order

This paper has so far put forth the argument tapad-Australia joint China approaches are
developing largely in a “bilateral-plus” patterncinding trilateral formats and wider
multilateral contexts whereas the strictly bilaterafforts remain either limited,
underdeveloped or constrained. Why is this the Tadse key question in examining this
Issue is to what extent Japanese and Australiazepgons with regard to China converge or
diverge. It is important in this context to notattlhere are both elements of divergence and
convergence in their views onChina’s rise.

The main element of divergence lies in the visibiferences between their China
policy. On the one hand, given geographic proximatyd long standing issues in their
bilateral relations, Japan has a much more acutgesef risks about China. Such perceptions
about China are reflected in the National Defensiam Guidelines 2010 (NDPG2018).
NDPG2010 introduced the new concept of Dynamic BsdeForce envisioning a Self
Defense Force able to conduct a range of operatiaciavities on a more swift, more
sustainable and more seamless way. What does #@sA large part of the thinking behind
the Dynamic Defense Force concept is Japan's eggbraf its strategic environment.
NDPG2010 uses the term “gray zone” to describesth@&egic environment facing Japan
which is understood as a security limbo situatiatween completely calm peacetime
conditions and outright war. The “gray zone” coiwtitis the situation in which SDF is
required to conduct and sustain operations atlateignpo in order not to fight in a large-scale
conventional war but taking at the same time pasarious peacetime activities such as, for
example, SDF’s Intelligence, Surveillance and Reemssance (ISR) activities meant to
check Chinese increasing naval activities in théevgasurrounding Japan. The “gray zone”
appraisal of the strategic environment has requigggzhn to build a Dynamic Defense Force
capable of conducting various activities on a swi#tistainable and seamless way. In
retrospect, NDPG2010’s description of Japan’s efjiatenvironment as well as its vision for
the SDF to become a Dynamic Defense Force waswellyadapted to what would in fact
happen in the following years, as when Chineseelgesdarted increasingly operating in the
waters near Senkaku islands in East China Seaichn situations, SDF too has been required
to deploy both naval and air assets such as theceucombatants, P-3Cs and E2-Cs at a high
tempo and for a longer durati6h.

Of course, SDF’s countermoves are only a part pAds overall China policy as Japan
concurrently also seeks engagement with the ridiiagon. This should be no surprise as
China is Japan’s leading trade partner and the dauntries share a number of critical
national interests such as the stability over tloeein Peninsula, peaceful development of
regional economic cooperation, and tackling a rasfgeontraditional security issues. This is
why Prime Minister Shinzo Abe has repeatedly shat flapan is open to dialogue with the
Chinese side. And this is also the reason why JapdrChina have been working together to
create a maritime communication mechanism betweein defense organizations in order to

®9satake, Tomohiko: “Japan’s Security Outlook in 20Tbward a More “Dynamic” Defense Posture”, in
Katahara, Eiichi (eds.) (2012Becurity Outlook of the Asia Pacific Countries atsl Implications for the
Defense SectoiTokyo, Urban Connections, pp. 137-154.

®1«Japan Chapter”, in National Institute for Defei®tediespp. cit, pp. 98-130.
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avoid accidental escalatioffs.Despite Japan’s hope to engage China, both higH-le
dialogues and working level negotiations for mar@& communication mechanism are
currently frozen (at the time of writing this papéue to the continuing tension in the East
China Sea.

Like Japan, Australia pursues a dual strategy mjagement and hedging, the
substance of which, however, is significantly diiet from that of Japan. Prime Minister
Julia Gillard’s visit to China in April 2013, in vith she met the newly elected Chinese
President Xi Jiping and Premier Li Kegiang, materéal in the historic achievement of
annualizing bilateral leadership meetings includirgme Ministerial meetings, Strategic
Economic Dialogue of Treasurer and Finance Minjstand Foreign Minister-led
dialogue®®This is a tremendous diplomatic success that fdverotountries have achieved
resulting from Australia’s longtime efforts. Althgh  negotiations for deepening
institutionalization started in April 2012, Austiab efforts to engage with China started
much earlier, as can be demonstrated by the regati@n of defense and foreign ministerial
meetings, military to military joint exercises inding live-fire exercises and joint Search and
Rescue (SAR) training between the two Navies sBegtember 2010, followed by the SAR
and communication training in May 2012, and theeseof HA/DR training first in Sichuan
Province of China, in November to December 201 1again in Australia in October 20$2.

The contrast between Australia’s visible success &apan’s continuing struggle for
even resuming leaders’ level communication is nprsse given that Japan faces a number of
risks derived from the rise of China, while Austeratan afford far more stable relations. This
however, is far from meaning that Sino-Australiglations are completely immune to
controversies. Quite on the contrary, bilaterahtiehs have hit several bumps from time to
time, as when for example the Australian employdeRio Tinto were arrested in 2008 and
when Uyghur leader Rabiye Kadeer visited Austrai2008°° On balance, however, these
issues never damaged bilateral relations as sériaaghe current tensions in the East China
Sea are currently harming Japan-China relationthitnsense it is fair to note that there is a
clear and perhaps natural gap between Japan antdlakaisn terms of their respective
bilateral approaches to China. Because of suclblgiglifferences in their engagement and
hedging vis-a-vis China, it appears only natural there are certain limits and impediments
that have to be overcome if Japan and Australiataipursue bilateral cooperation vis-a-vis
China in more direct, effective and explicit marmer

Despite this divergence, however, there also exastslear convergence in both
countries’ thinking about the rise of China. Evemough Japan and Australia have
significantly different relations with China, theirews are closely aligned when it comes to
the broader question of what type of internaticmaler Japan and Australia aim to preserve
and promote amid the historic rise of China. Tkixpressed in at least three interrelated
aspects.

First, Japan and Australia agree regarding the itapoe of their respective alliances
and hence support the U.S. role in the Asia-Pargfigon. Although some scholars argue that

®For the publicly available information on the firsecond and third meetings on a maritime commitinita
mechanism between Japan and China, see the pgjristiry of Defense Japan, at
http://www.mod.go.jp/j/approach/exchange/nikokudashina/kaijou_mechanism.html

83 “Transcript of Joint Press Conference”, Pressd@féif Prime Minister, Beijing (9 April 2013), at
http://www.pm.gov.au/press-office/transcript-jopitess-conference-43

®National Institute for Defense Studies, op.cit. p-82.

®Ibid., pp. 82-83.
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the rise of China makes the alliance no longerdyalapanese and Australian governments
disagree. The Abe Government of Japan is currenlyaged in a series of initiatives to
further strengthen the alliance with the U.S. idahg an on-going review about the
interpretation on the Constitution and more speaily the right of collective self-defense.
The motivation behind this move is partly related&pan’s recognition that the rise of China
on the contrary makes the U.S. and the alliance eware important® Japan also cooperates
with the U.S. through wider regional cooperatiootsas in the annual Cobra Gold exercise,
the Pacific Partnership activities, Khan Quest eises, trilateral engagements with India and
South Korea and so forth. Through this activitiéspan explores ways for supporting U.S.
engagement within the Asia-Pacific region.

Similarly, Australia has also been moving to enlaits alliance with the U.S. In
November 2011, President Barrack Obama and Primaistdr Gillard made the
announcement that the two countries would starperaiing on the Force Posture Initiative,
which includes the deployment of rotational Marime®arwin and enhanced access for U.S.
Air force to Northern Australia as this paper athganentioned earliY. The purpose of this
allied cooperation is largely the re-affirmationAudstralia’s long-standing policy to assist the
U.S. in its regional engagements. In the joint presnference with President Obama, Prime
Minister Gillard noted: “We live in a region whigk changing, changing in important ways.
And as a result of those changes, President Obathalaave been discussing the best way of
our militaries cooperating for the futur® What Prime Minister Gillard meant is that the
Australian government intends to maintain its suppar the alliance both in words and in
concrete deeds. Australia also aims at further e@djmg with the U.S. in the face of China’s
rise.

Japanese and Australian governments’ policies rehgthening the alliance with the
U.S. amid the ongoing power shift in the region @osely aligned. In fact, this convergence
is reflected in the Japan-Australia Vision Statemesued in September 2012 suggesting that
it is in their joint interest to ensure “mutual pa@pt for our respective alliances with the
United States, which continue to help underwritages stability and prosperity in the Asia-
Pacific, and work together as active partners tintaen and strengthen comprehensive US
engagement in the regiof®.

The second element of Japanese and Australian cammew about the international
order can be seen in their joint support for arbbenternational order, which is seen to have
underwritten peace and prosperity since the enthefSecond World War. Prime Minister
Abe’s major policy speeches all underscored Japhmigstanding support for a liberal
international order underpinned by such principle$reedom of navigation and commerce on
the maritime domain, flourishing economic relatiohaman security, rule of law, common
international rules and so forth.Far from a merely personal orientation, Prime ISt
Abe’s such stance is widely shared in Japan assaendal part of the country’s foreign

®Prime Minister Abe made this point at one of theimr Ministerial policy review committees.
See:http://www.kantei.go.jp/jp/96_abe/actions/2@BB8anzenhosyo.html

®“Remarks by President Obama and Prime Ministera@illof Australia in Joint Press Conference”, at
http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/201116lfemarks-president-obama-and-prime-ministergitla
australia-joint-press

*¥bid.

%% Australia and Japan-Cooperating for peace andliyalCommon Vision and Objectives:oint Statement of
4" Australia-Japan Foreign and Defence Ministerial r@altations (14 September 2012), at
http://www.mod.go.jp/j/press/youjin/2012/09/14_jshtenl.

“For example, see his speech prepared for his aldres CSIS Indonesia, at
http://www.mofa.go.jp/announce/pm/abe/abe_0118d.htm
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policy. Likewise, Australia’s Gillard governmentsal repeatedly stresses the importance of a
liberal international order. For example, her goweent's White Paper "Australia in the
Asian Century" and the National Security Strateggyart both note that even though there are
some uncertainties arising from the changes tasdace in international politics, as the rise of
China, Australia remains confident because of thistence of international and regional
instituti(731r15, economic interdependence, and diptamizes in the Asia-Pacific region and
beyond.

Lastly, Japan and Australia hold a common viewlanimportance of supporting other
countries” increasingly active roles on the redi@mal global stages and the need to develop
closer ties with them. Reflective of this are Japgnowing efforts in creating a wide network
of security relations with such countries as Indra@onesia, Vietnam, the Philippines and
South Korea (though it is not a smooth pathwéyjurthermore, Japan’s efforts through the
long-standing Official Development Assistance ahd newly initiated defense capacity-
building is a clear evidence of Japan’s supportrifomerous countries for increasing their
international protagonism. As one of the governnmmrthmissioned reports about Japanese
security and defense policies explains, by buildingetwork of cooperation and helping other
countries to play a bigger role, Japan attempisiccease support for a liberal international
system’® Similarly, Australia emphasizes the importancerefognizing the other rising
powers such as India, Indonesia and many otheh8asit Asian countries. In fact, Australia
has been an energetic promoter of its own regiaiations by, to name just a few examples,
institutionalizing the relationship with India, tr@ting annual leaders’ summits as well as
regular two plus two meetings with Indonesia, anakimg joint security statements and
establishing two plus two meetings with South Kdfea

Common views about the importance of the U.S. raiengagement, the liberal
character of international order and the activeegoplayed by other partners are the
foundation for Japan-Australia “bilateral-plus” apaches. Because the two countries agree
on the continuing importance of the U.S. engagenmerthe region including their own
alliances amidst the rise of China, it appears oakyral that Japan and Australia go beyond a
narrow bilateral relation and establish a trilatdramework including the U.S. Similarly,
given that the importance of the liberal elememsthe current international order is
commonly recognized not just by Japan and Austabae but by many other like-minded
countries too, it is again only natural that thpaleAustralia partnership is deeply woven into
wider multilateral collaborations such as EAS, ADMMIs, Lower Mekong Imitative and so
forth. In other words, Japan-Australia convergaatvg about international order are so broad
that other countries often share them. If so, emimgdthe bilateral cooperation into broader,
either trilateral or multilateral, contexts is ama@ptimal approach than confining themselves
within a narrow bilateral framework.

" Commonwealth of Australia (2012): “Australia iretAsianCentury”White PaperCanberra, (2012).
"?3ahashi, Ryo: “Conceptualising the Three-Tier Appioto Analyse the Security Arrangements in theaAsi
Pacific’, SDCS Working Papeno. 415 (December 2009).

3 Government of Japan: “The final report of The Czibian Security and Defense Capability”, Septen?@d9,
at

http://www.kantei.go.jp/jp/singi/ampobouei2/200908koku.pdf

" For example, see: “Joint Communiqutidonesia-Australia Annual Leaders’ Meeting”(20Wember 2011),
at http://www.pm.gov.au/press-office/1st-indonesisstralia-annual-leaders-meeting-joint-communique
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6. Conclusion

This article argues that Japan-Australia secustgitions can be considered as a joint policy
towards a rising China, when we go beyond the diddtcontext and consider broader
“bilateral-plus” frameworks as trilateral coopeoatiwith U.S., multilateral engagements with
China and joint assistance to third countries.t$nconclusion, this paper sees two modest
implications for the current debate about Japantralia relations. First, to claims that Japan-
Australia cooperation pursues hedging, containraadtbalancing against China, the paper’s
response isindirectly yes, but it also states that given the limitednst@ined and
underdeveloped character of their bilateral codpmra bilateral relations can hardly be
regarded as an effective way of hedging. Howewagrad and Australia do cooperate for the
purpose of at least indirectly hedging China astthe countries clearly support the U.S.
engagement in the Asia-Pacific regionas well agroéttliances which clearly play important
roles in deterring some of Chinese activities. T&ian indirect way of hedging against China
as a close Japan-Australia partnership helps tBetd.deterthe rise of China.

Second, the nature of the “bilateral-plus” appr@schunderlying Japan-Australia
relations reflect a good deal of liberalism, nostjuealism. Although such concepts as
hedging, containment, and balancing convey the esgon that the Japan-Australia
partnership is an expression of realism, much dtvthey jointly do in their “bilateral-plus”
approaches to China is not necessarily realisntete For example, Japan-Australia joint
cooperation within the regional multilateral ingtibns offer a chance for the participant
countries to discuss common issues with Chinadbpérsonal relationships with Chinese
leaders and bureaucrats, and in some cases evperat®to create rules together with China.
In this sense, any concept that aims at descrilbépgn-Australia cooperation vis-a-vis China
should incorporate both realism and liberaliSm.

Of course, this article concentrates largely ontwizes happened in the past and what is
happening at present, but not how Japan-Australaions will look like in the future; there
is a variety of conceivable possibilities for Japfarstralia relations. For example, it is highly
possible that Japan-Australia relations may becomoee realist vis-a-vis China than this
paper has described. If the U.S. starts demantsngllies to take part in countering Chinese
Anti-Access and Area-Denial capability, they magairage Japan and Australia to enhance
their interoperability far beyond the current leélJapan is going to modify its current legal
position about the right of collective self-defengebecomes possible for two countries to
cooperate more closely in conventional militaryrsges. In the eyes of those who assume
that this will happen in the future, Japan-Austraturrent efforts to build closer ties may
appear to be only a first step for such future evapon. This paper does not deny any of
those possibilities because the aim of the papeotiso make predictions but to find out what
Japan and Australia are doing and achieving togetbe.. The “bilateral-plus” approaches
are not a future prospect but an on-going poliat the two countries pursue together right
now.

For example, Michael Green and Daniel Twining offer argument reflecting this point, even thougtirthe
analysis does not necessarily examine Japan-Aiastedhtions in detail. See: Green, Michael J. @adhing,
Daniel: “Democracy and American Grand Strategy isiaA The Realist Principles Behind an Enduring
Idealism”, Contemporary Southeast Asial. 30, no. 1 (2008), pp. 1-28.
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JAPAN AND SOUTHEAST ASIA: FROM THE FUKUDA DOCTRINE
TO ABE’S FIVE PRINCIPLES
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Abstract:
The Fukuda Doctrine, announced in 1974, markedaah®ginning in the relations of Japan with Southéas
and was determinant in their relations for thedieihg decades. By the end of the 90s the combinesspres of
Japan’s stagnating economy and an emergent Chaweshthe need of a reinvigorated strategy towakd/s.
Primer Minister Junichiro Koizumi tried to bring @it such a strategy and introduced new directiansvb
areas: security issues and economic partnershignSgears after Koizumi, the new government of hiAbe
finds that the same geopolitical constraints oflétte 90s are still alive.
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Resumen:
La doctrina Fukuda, anunciada en 1974, marcaba uave inicio en las relaciones de Jap6n con el Sares
Asiatico y fue determinante para las relacionesuasten las décadas posteriores. Para finales dafiws 90,
las presiones combinadas de una economia estancada China emergente, mostraban la necesidad de un
estrategia mas activa hacia el Sureste Asiaticopfiiher ministro Junichiro Koizumi trat6 de plasmtal
estrategia e introdujo dos nuevas direcciones en @leas determinadas: asuntos de seguridad y asidcia
econbémica. Siete afios después de Koizumi, el mmahierno de Shinzo Abe se encuentra con que lavasis
limitaciones geopoliticas de finales de los 90 satienen.
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1. Introduction

The relations of Japan with Southeast Asia till¢hel of the 60’s evolved in the framework
set by the Yoshida Doctrine that encompassed th@nving parameters: 1) Reliance on the
alliance with the United States to ensure Japagcsirsty, following the signing of the 1954
Mutual Defense Assistance Treaty; 2) Emphasis am@uic relations; 3) Low profile in
international politic&

In the case of S.E.A. this parameters were comgediiby the need to normalize the
relations through the reparations for the Japamesepation during 1l World War. Japan
signed Reparation and Economic Agreements with Burindonesia, the Philippines and
Vietnam. The reparations amounted to around 20hilluS dollars at 2013 rates and were
discontinued in 1976. Japan was allowed to makaradjons in kind so that the reparations
turn out to pave the way for the future export apanese goods and services. Also some
minor amounts were given to Cambodia, Laos andI|dimdi listed as economic assistance,
not as compensation for damages done during 11 8\ibidr.

By the end of the sixties and the early seventiesdpproach to Southeast Asia had
reached its limits. The Ministerial Conference tbe Economic Development of Southeast
Asia®, convened for the first time in Tokyo in 1966, wledl that the countries in the region
were reluctant to let Japan play a conspicuous irol&.E.A. The Vietham War and its
aftermath were changing the geopolitics of the aegiThe rapprochement between
Washington in Beijing in 1973 introduced a new hakof power in the region. The embryo
of a regional architecture had made its appearaiitethe creation of ASEAN in 1967. In
later years, specially after the 1976 Bali SummBERN countries became more self-
conscious and ready to play a role in the inteomali arena. The countries of the region were
progressing in their industrialization and econodiiersification efforts. Along the way, the
countries were opening their economies and intrimdusome market-oriented reforms. The
kind of passive and mostly economic approach pedly the Yoshida Doctrine could not
cope with such a changing environment. It was tihen the so-called Fukuda Doctrine was
formulated.

2. The Fukuda Doctrine

The need of a new approach became evident durengisit that Prime Minister Tanaka made
to the Philippines, Thailand, Singapore, Malaysid &ndonesia from January 7 to 17 1974.
That was the first visit by a Japanese Prime Maenistnce the tour of Prime Minister Sato in
1967. Seven years is an eternity in foreign retetio

Tanaka’s visit was a debacle in terms of imageldkarta thousands of students took
the streets in protest. In the following riots @ewpersons were killed. In Bangkok he was

2 A good discussion on the Yoshida Doctrine andhislication for Japan’s foreign policy during thel@ War

can be found in “Politica Exterior de Japon en dsd®erra,” by Potter, David M., in Rubio Diaz-Lelshura

(ed.) (2008)China y Japon: Modernizacion Economica, CambiodtRok y Posicionamiento MundjaCiudad

de México, Editorial Castillo.

® Of the nine countries invited, Burma refused tgtation and Cambodia and Indonesia sent only viese.

For a discussion about the rationale behind theeming of the Conference see Terada, Takashi: JHpanese
Origins of PAFTAD: The Beginning of an Asia Pacikconomic Community”Pacific Economic Papemn® 292

(June 1999).
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received at their airport by protesters with baarsaying “Get out ugly imperialist”. Even if
domestic considerations fuelled partly the protebis impact for the Japanese policy-makers
was important.

Tokyo’s 1974 “Diplomatic Bluebook” stated:Cfiticism of Japan has increased in
various Southeast Asian countries in recent yeayairest its sharply increased enormous
economic presence, the business methods of Japanegprises and also the behaviour of
Japanese residents in those counttrie®n the occasion of the Primer Minister’s visitzal
students staged anti-Japanese demonstrations atglin Bangkok and Jakarta. Protests also
occurred in Malaysia and elsewhereThe Bluebook was somewhat aware that S.E.A.
countries wanted to go beyond mere economic reigiidut fell short of suggesting which
design a renewed Japanese policy to SoutheassAgidd adopt.

The events of 1975 made unavoidable a change abeo&aigon, Phnom Penh and
Vientiane fell to communist forces. United Statemnted to disengage partially from S.E.A.
and wished Japan to increase its political rol¢hm region. ASEAN was becoming a full-
fledge actor in the region. The new policy to capiéh these challenges was the Fukuda
Doctrine.

In August, 18th 1977, during a visit to Manila, iReé Minister Takeo Fukuda gave a
speech in which set the new principles that wouldtig the Japanese policy to Southeast
Asia. Those principles as stated in the “Diplomd&iaebook for 1977” are: 1) Japan is
committed to peace, and rejects the role of a anyitpower; 2) Japan will do its best to
consolidate the relationship of mutual confidenasd @rust based on “heart-to-heart”
understanding with the nations of Southeast Asja)apan will cooperate positively with
ASEAN while aiming at fostering a relationship khss mutual understanding with the
countries of Indochina and will thus contribute ttoe building of peace and prosperity
throughout Southeast Asta.In other words: 1) Japan renounced to play anytamlirole in
the region, assuaging any fears coming form Hist®yylapan was aware of the limitations of
an approach based only in the economy and waswitlb undertake a multi-dimensional
approach, encompassing politics, culture and peoppeople; 3) Japan was ready to
contribute to the healing of the divide in Indochinafter the Vietnam War and the
Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia.

“ In this respect the impact of Japanese sex tewisthe image of their country cannot be deniaxtoAding to
Yoshimi Yoshiaki (Yoshiaki, Yoshimi (2000Comfort women: sexual slavery in the Japaneseanjlitiuring
World War 1, New York, Columbia University Press): “.Japanese male sex tourists travelling abroad
outnumber those of other nations.”

® The Bluebook, for instance, stated: ‘the Southeast Asian countries need Japan’s aiccon@mic strength
for their own nation-building efforts and, in thontext, they are showing the basic posture of iptac
increasing expectations on Japan’s cooperationand “... the common understanding was reaffirmed that it
was necessary to promote such relations further @onstructive manner in the direction of mutuatéfg.”

® This formal formulation of the Doctrine doesn't kegjustice to the more passionate speech of Fukndas
own words: Diplomacy toward Southeast Asia until now was contarough money and goods. It was not
contact based on the policy of good friends actorgmutual benefit. Even when viewed from our coutitere
was an impression of economic aggression and ambgsnners, and it was a situation which was syiméed|
by the expression economic animal.”
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3. The aftermath of the Fukuda Doctrine

The Fukuda Doctrine and its potential became sasiblg in three areas: 1) Bridging the gap
between the ASEAN countries and the three Comm8teties in Indochina; 2) Serving as
economic model and helping the ASEAN economiesuiginoODA and FDI; 3) Promoting
Japanese soft power.

3.1. Bridging the Gap in Indochina

In the aftermath of the end of the Vietnam Wahne Japanese assumption was that Vietnam,
Laos and Cambodiavould be amenable to a compromise in exchangeestemn aid. The
“Diplomatic Bluebook for 1975 defined Japan’s pylio the three Indochinese countries this
way: “It is the policy of Japan to establish good relasowith the three countries of
Indochina where socialist regimes have been esiabdtl by transcending the difference in
political and social systems. It is considered thipan’s assistance in the postwar
reconstruction and development of Indochina wilitcibute to the peace and development of
that region and thereby of Southeast Asia as a&vhol

In that spirit, Japan made a contribution of 5.3liam dollars’ to the Indochina
Emergency Assistance Program of the Internatiorel Rross in 1975 and over 3 million
dollars to the UNHCR for relief activities for Indaina refugees abroad. Japan also granted
an aid of 21.500 million dollars to Vietham in ths&ame year and extended to Laos an
additional credit for the Second Nam Ngum Developihfeund. In subsequent years Japan
settled the question of the Government of Southindie debt to Japan and gave a grant of 55
million dollars for the purchase of Japanese eqaipmand materials necessary for the
postwar reconstruction of the country. Concerniag4, in 1976 Japan granted an additional
loan of over 4 billion dollars for the second-stagastruction of the Nam Ngum Dam. Till a
certain point, Japan was replicating what had beemolicy to S.E.A. in the Fifties and
Sixties.

This policy broke down when at the end of 1978 waet invaded Cambodia and the
international community led by U.S. and China ardoaby most ASEAN countries
condemned the invasion. In April 1979 Japan ndatifi@officially Vietnam the freeze of all
assistance. Subsequently Japan would refuse tgnmeeothe Heng Samrin Government set
by Vietnam in Phnom Penh and would continue to icemsghe Government of Democratic
Kampuchea in exile the legitimate one. Most likédypan would have preferred a softer stance
to Vietnam as shown by its efforts to keep the detsof dialogue open, but it was unwilling
to adopt a high-profile and marked positidn

This episode showed that, even with the Fukuda rihagt Japan was not ready to
assume political protagonism, especially if it meparting ways with US. At that moment

" In the last stages of the war, after the Pariz®eacords and once the eventual demise of Soutmyin
became a possibility, Japan tried to have a mdenbad approach and establish diplomatic relatiaitts North
Vietham in September 1973; See: Shiraishi, Masda@®(): Japanese relations with Vietham: 1951-1987
Ithaca; New York, Cornell University.

8 Japan had established diplomatic relations wiemtNorth Vietnam in September 1973. It had relatinith
Laos since March 1955 which were not discontinuedng the regime of the Pathet Lao. Relations with
Cambodia were discontinued by the government okbimeer rouge when it took power in April 1975 ahen
restored in August 1976.

° Unless otherwise expressed, all amounts are giv@a12 dollars.

19 Shiraishi, Masaya: “Japan toward the Indo-Chinar&gion”,Journal of Asia-Pacific Studieso. 13 (October
2009), pp. 13-36.
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there was still a big gap between Japan’s econpmier and the political projection of that
power in the international arena.

3.2. Japan as Economic Model and the Role of its FAnd ODA

The economic crisis of the 70s imposed some chamgéise economic strategy of Japan, that
made an effort to diversify its supply sources sbtn be dependent on one specific supplier.
Furthering the interests of Japanese business leeaanmportant component of the foreign
policy of Japan. Accordingly Ministries such as Miry of Finance, the Ministry of
International Trade and Industry (since 2001, Mgi®f Economy, Trade and Industry) or
the Ministry of Posts and Telecommunications aagla strengthened role in the formulation
of the foreign policy to the detriment of the Mimisof Foreign Affaird™.

These changes coincided with some transformationthe so called “flying geese”
pattern of developmelft Japanese decision-makers could assume in théh@bdapan had
reached the third stage of the model, so that labwensive industries started being
transferred to S.E.A. The first industries to bansferred were textiles followed by basic
electronics and vehicle-assembly. S.E.A. countmesbarked in their own industrialization
process were eager, to receive Japanese FDI. Tivergence of interest between Japan and
the receiver countries plus the synergy betweendrdl ODA helped to foster the economic
links between Japan and S.E.A. and to enhancertiaige of Japan in the regidn

By 1980 over 30% of total Japanese ODA was direttie8.E.A. countries. The ODA
would focus in improving the infrastructures of $\E* while promoting the penetration of
Japanese companies and paving the way for FDlal@unt of ODA increased since 1978,
when Japan set the Medium-term goal, a five-yeantjiative target to increase its volume.
The main recipient of Japanese ODA in S.E.A. waehesia and focused in natural resource
projects. Thailand and the Philippines came in sdand third places with similar amounts
of ODA, with a volume that was 50% of the one aldnesia. Malaysia was a distant fourth
recipient at roughly 25% of the volume directednidonesia.

1 potter,op. cit.

2 The “flying geese model” was made popular by Kaeahkamatsu in his article: “A historical pattern of
economic growth in developing countriesdgurnal of Developing Economiesgol. 1, no. 1 (March-August
1962): Akamatsu described the process of Asiantcdesncatching up with the West as a flock of flyigeese:
the different Asian countries would shift from pumtion models based on high intensity of laboucapital-
intensive ones in a hierarchical way so that tiss eveloped countries would follow the most dgwetbones
in the region. Japan would be the leading goose. Sdtond tier would be the New Industrialized Coest
(South Korea, Taiwan, Singapore and Hong Kong). e tier would be composed by the main ASEAN
countries (Philippines, Indonesia, Thailand and aysia). In the rearguard there would be China. Adgo
technical discussion of the model can be foundKigjima, Kiyoshi: “The “flying geese” model of Asian
economic development: origin, theoretical extensioand regional policy implications'Journal of Asian
Economicsyol. 11, no. 4 (2000), pp. 375-401; not every exoist, especially in the Anglo-Saxon world would
agree with this model. The point is that by the 160s this model was already very influential amdaganese
decision-makers and it continued to be so, eithésioriginal Akamatsu’s version or in its Kojirsadaptation.

13 A good discussion on this can be found in: Platiitugh: “Legacies of Change: The TransformativéeRuj
Japan’s Official Development Assistance in its Ewoit Partnership with Southeast Asia”, APEC Stueyi@r,
Columbia UniversityDiscussion papem®54 (January 2008).

14 According to OECD, in 1973/74, 59,1% of Japan’sAOas devoted to infrastructures, divided roughly
equally between economic and social infrastructured979/80, the percentage was of 74,15%, of wiie
thirds went to economic infrastructures.
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During the 80s, FDI would become progressively moetevant. This process
accelerated after the Plaza Accord of 1985, thptempated the yen and gave an incentive to
Japanese companies to produce abroad. The maifidenmes of this increased FDI flows
were Indonesia, Singapore and Thailand. By 1992anj&yad overtaken the US as the largest
investor in S.E.A., except in the Philippines.

Summarizing, the combination of the Fukuda Doctrarel the changes in Japan’s
economy led to a deepening of the economic linkag#s S.E.A. Asia so that by the early
90’s Japan was the main economic partner of themeg

3.3. Promoting Japanese Soft Power

The Fukuda Doctrine was born partly out of the esndor Japan’s image in S.E.A. Kazuo
Ogoura has described the situation first found blguga thus: The 1970s brought another
shift in Japan’s cultural diplomacy, this time iesponse to the rise of an anti-Japanese
sentiment in Asia, as typified by the eruption eflihgs in Southeast Asia against the
perceived Japanese economic onslaught. Rapidhgasing economic dependence on Japan
in terms of trade, investment, and developmenstsgie provoked a backlash in many parts
of Asia. Some people sarcastically labelled thentgu“Faceless Japan” or “Banana
Japan”, the latter implying that the Japanese diot mnderstand Asia because they were
yellow on the outside (Asian in appearance) buttevbn the inside (Western in thinking).
Others complained that Japan was always represdmgefony and Honda or by the yen note,
without any direct person-to-person contacts wishAisian partners®®

These misperceptions had an influence in the wpgrlahose to project its soft power,
even before that expression had been inventedisltalready been mentioned how FDI and
ODA, two elements of soft power, evolved in theeaftath of the Fukuda Doctrine. Now it is
the turn to focus on the socio-cultural aspectiaplan’s soft powét.

In 1977 the ASEAN Cultural Fund with an amount &02million US dollars was
founded to promote intra-ASEAN cultural exchangesa@ll as between ASEAN countries
and third parties. In 1979 the Southeast Asia Ydatitation Program was set in order to
promote better mutual understanding through th&ahen of outstanding young Southeast
Asian leaders to Japan. Also a Japan Scholarship Far ASEAN Youth for an yearly
amount of 3 million dollars was instituted. Otheitiatives were: the Human Resources
Development Project (1981); the Japan-ASEAN Rese&ooperation Fund (1982) to
promote intra-ASEAN area studies and Japan-ASEAAdamic exchange; the ASEAN-
Japan Friendship Program for the®2Century (1983) to promote students trips and
exchanges.

The soft-policy strategy adopted then used mordess traditional tools and was
boosted by two factors: 1) Japan had become thendduiggest world economy and it had
become a model for Asian countries; 2) There wereotiner Asian countries capable of
making such an use of soft-power. As we will se¢er|ahese advantages didn’t survive to the
beginning of the Z1century.

!> Ogura, Kazuo (2009)tapan’s Cultural Diplomacy, Past and Presehokyo, Japan Foundation.
16 A list of soft-power initiatives can be found imin, Peng Er (2013): “Japan’s Relations with Sowthéaia:
The Fukuda Doctrine and Beyond”, London, Routledge.
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4. Primer Minister Nobuo Takeshita and the New Pamership for Peace
and Prosperity

1987 marked the 3Danniversary of the Bangkok Declaration that créa@&SEAN and the
10" anniversary of the Fukuda Doctrine. The recentlgcted Prime Minister Noburo
Takeshita chose the ASEAN Summit held in Manil®gcember of 1987 as the destination
of his first official overseas trip. Prior to hispt a large-scale Cultural Mission travelled to
S.E.A. in November 1987. This is symptomatic of ithereasing relevance of soft power and
image issues in the way Japan chose to projeditiiss.E.A.

In Manila Takeshita announced a New PartnershigP&ace and Prosperity to support
ASEAN development. This announcement was mategilis:

+ The creation of a 4 billion US dollars Japan-ASEBevelopment Fund. The Fund had two
components: loans to the private sector for jo@riture projects in the region at a low-interest
of 3% per annum and untied loans to the developmstitutions of the ASEAN countries.

+ The Japan-ASEAN Comprehensive Exchange Programedaiat promoting further
exchanges between civil societies and the académe. complement to this program, new
offices of the Japan Foundation were opened in AB&EAN countries and an ASEAN
Cultural Center was opened within the Japan Foumuat

+ The Japan-ASEAN Investment Fund establishednnaky 1988.

To understand the rationale behind these initiatitas interesting to refer to the speech
Takeshita gave in Jakarta in May 1989 at the enkissPremiership under the title: “Japan
and ASEAN: thinking together and advancing togéther

“Soon after becoming Prime Minister of Japan, | haset forth and International
Cooperation Initiative premised in the followingrek pillars. The first pillar is the
strengthening of cooperation to achieve peace. 3&eond is the expansion of Japan’s
Official Development Assistance. And third is theerggthening of international cultural
exchange. | believe that South East Asia is ondhef most important areas for this
International Cooperation Initiative and | inten@ fpromote actively the initiative in the

region”.*’

During the 80s, that golden age of Japan’s econdanmad become clear that Japan was not
playing an international role commensurate withdt®nomic stature. Besides that Japan
needed to assuage the fears and anxieties provykisl rise, so the new focus on its image
and soft powet® S.E.A. became the choice ground to show the amtate and active role

7 Sudo, Sueo (2002): “The International Relationdagan and South East Asia: Forging a New Regama|i
London, Routledge.

'8 Some excerpts for the 1990 Diplomatic BluebooK sllow how this issue was perceived by the Japanese
themselves: “..Japan should realize that the sense of distrustfeads for Japan has tended to increase as its
economic power and influences grdw.) in the face of the mixed feelings of expectatiomd fears about
Japan, Japan must not only make utmost effortsaimtribute to world peace and prosperity, but also
endeavours to secure the understanding of othentci@s about its position and efforts by explicigiiating
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Japan was ready to play internationally. That wassubstance the rationale behind the
policies of Takeshita. A good occasion to put thédeas into practice would be the
Cambodian Peace Process, where Japan played aretele.

5. The Cambodian Peace Process

The comparison between Japan’s role in Indochinthénlate 70s and in the early 90s is
significant. Then Japan chose to follow Washingtandications instead of defining its own
policy course. In the early 1990 Japan felt conftdEnough as to play a substantial role in the
solution of the Cambodian conflict. As then Primenigter Tshiki Kaifu said: I‘feel acutely
that Japan is expected to make even greater caioifis in the Asia-Pacific region- not only
in the economic sphere, but in the political spresavell.”™®

In June 1990 Japan sponsored the Tokyo Confereheeevthe four warring factions
met together in order to explore a peace settlemenForeign Minister Nakayama told at the
ASEAN Post-Ministerial Conference held in Kuala Loum on July, 22 1991, the convening
of the Tokyo Conference was a good example of Japaifi to play a more active political
role in order to ensure regional stability. Latdigpan, together with Thailand, was
instrumental to convince the khmer rouge to actteptl991 Paris Peace Agreement.

Japan’s role was also to secure the resources achdeddghe implementation of the
Agreement. In June 1992 Japan convened the Mir@kt€onference on the Rehabilitation
and Reconstruction of Cambodia, where assistarta#ling 1,4 billion dollars was pledged.
Japan pledged 20/25% of the total. Japan co-chdmedirst meeting of the International
Committee on the Reconstruction of Cambodia (ICQRf€)d in Paris in September 1993,
and organized in Tokyo the second meeting of thO@RC in March 1994. Japan also
contributed to the reconstruction of Cambodia tgrodhe bilateral channels of its ODA,
being the largest donor since 1594.

As a novelty that required the passing of a new, ldn@ International Peacekeeping
Operations Law, Japan also sent a constructionofiis Self-Defense Forces, civilian police
officers and military observer to join the Unite@tiddns Transitional Authority in Cambodia
(UNTAC). In total roughly 1.300 Japanese police anditary personnel took part in
UNTAC. The Japanese national Yasushi Akashi washéag of the peacekeeping mission as
recognition of the prominent role played by Japan.

Unexpectedly and in spite of the success of UNTA&pan renounced to play such a
prominent role in other crisis arising in S.E.A.thre 90s and early Z1century. It played a
mute and secondary role in the Mindanao peace gsdceother actors such as Malaysia or
Libya. In Myanmar it followed an ambivalent apprbawever putting too much pressure on
the military regime, but never breaking ranks vitie Western like-minded countries. Most

them.” The Bluebook then stressed the importance of pditiomacy, of promoting the internationalizatioh o
its society and of contributing to the maintenaotmternational order.

19 vatikiotis, Michael: “Kaifu soothes fears over aafs political plans: The Gentle GiantFar eastern
Economic Review,,6 May 1991.

21n 1993, 1994 and 1995 ODA amounted respectiv@®7 million $, 102 million $ and 242 million. Belsis
that, Japan made contributions both bilaterally emdtilaterally to the safeguarding and developmeithe
historical, site of Angkor Wat.
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tellingly, especially when compared to the Cambodiase, Japan was only one of many
contributors to East Timor after the independeréerendum of 1999.

6. Beyond Cambodia: Japan’s Contribution to the Buding of a Reqgional
Architecture in S.E.A.

6.1. ASEAN Regional Forum

The Cambodian conflict highlighted the role ASEANutd play as the meeting point and
facilitator of talks between the great powers imeal in the region. It was a seminal moment
for the creation of a regional architecture in 8.Bvith ASEAN at its centél. Japan became
deeply involved in the regional architecture preessengaged in the 90s as they fitted with
the new international role for the country promabgdPrime Minister Takeshita.

In fact, the first suggestion of what later woulecbme the ASEAN Regional Forum
(ARF) came from the Japanese Foreign Minister Tdakayama. During his speech to the
General Session of the ASEAN Post-Ministerial Cogriee held in Kuala Lumpur on July,
22 1991, Nakayama sketched a possible model fargemal architecture in Asia-Pacific
based in the existing international fora, espegiahose concerned with economic
cooperation, that is the most vital element in regional sectritASEAN, AEAN Post-
Ministerial Conference, APEC and PECC (Pacific Erait Cooperation Council). These for
a could be complemented with ffum for political dialogue where friendly courds in this
region could engage in frank exchanges of opinionnmatters of mutual interest'The
ASEAN Post-Ministerial Conference could be, acaogdio Nakayama, such a political forum
“for addressing the regional peace and security assuNakayama suggested the
organization of a senior officials’ meeting thatwieb report to the ASEAN Post-Ministerial
Conference for further discussions.

Mala Selvarajéf has explored how this initiative was most convenfer both ASEAN
and Japan’s interests. Because of its economiceste Japan needed a peaceful and secure
S.E.A. The international geopolitical situation helthnged: US remained the sole, but not
omnipotent superpower and its willingness to bepbeengaged in the region was not
granted; the Soviet Union, and later Russia, hanledsed its involvement in S.E.A.; China
was emerging as a main player at least in the medgB®cause of misgivings arising of
History, Japan wanted to show its readiness told¢as&curity issues from a peaceful and
cooperative instance. Therefore, a multilateraraagh with ASEAN taking the lead, seemed
the best solution. For ASEAN, this kind of forumum serve to reduce tensions between its
members and promote friendly relations with andvieeh the great powers. An added value
for both ASEAN and Japan was that this approachwaltl to keep US engaged with the
region in security issues.

2L Chanto, Sisowath Doung: “The ASEAN Regional Fortthe Emergence of “Soft Security”: Improving the
Functionality of the ASEAN Security Regime”, Cambad Institute for Cooperation and Peace, Dialogue +
Cooperation (3/2003), offers a good discussionhenprocess leading to the creation of the ASEANidted
Forum (ARF), the first multilateral forum on sedyrihat appeared in Asia-Pacific.

%2 Selvaraju, Mala: “Diplomatic Issues in Japan-ASERNIations” Journal of Southeast Asian Studiesl. 6,

Iss. 1 (December 2001), pp. 105-118, at http:Aeral.um.edu.my/filebank/published_article/4317/30405-
118%20Mala%20Selvaraju..%20Diplomatic%20lssues%@a@BJapan-ASEAN..%20Jati%206.pdf
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This confluence of interests allowed the creatibthe ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF)
in 1994. The members of the ARF where ASEAN anditdogue Partnef Its objectives,
as stated in the First ARF Chairman’s Statemenew@ér To foster constructive dialogue and
consultation on political and security issues ofntoon interest and concern; and 2. to make
significant contributions to efforts towards comicte-building and preventive diplomacy in
the Asia-Pacific region.”

6.2. The Asian Crisis and the Emergence of ASEAN 3

By 1997 Japan seemed to be well positioned in S.lEApite of the high turnover of its
Prime Ministers and the problems with its econonmyJanuary that year Prime Minister
Ryutaro Hashimoto visited several ASEAN countriesSingapore, his last stop, Hashimoto
gave a speech where he defined how he envisageépemed and broadening Japan-ASEAN
relationship for the Z1century. The three pillars he highlighted for swh achievement
were: 1) Broader and deeper exchanges between Zemh®WSEAN at the top and other
levels; 2) Multilateral cultural cooperation aimatthe preservation of each country’s unique
cultures and traditions; 3) Promotion of joint eadaurs to address global challenges such as
environment, terrorism, health and welfare and dradficking?* Hashimoto went further
than anything proposed by previous Japanese Primistits, as he suggested the holding of
regular political summits with ASEAN and bilatetalks on security issues.

Japan had a chance to show its new assertiveness whs asked, together with
France, to mediate between the two Cambodian GoePMinisters, Hun Sen and Ranariddh
in June 1997. The fragile arrangement reached waseb the following month and a fierce
fighting ensued. The crisis finished with the fligif Ranariddh from Cambodia and Hun Sen
becoming the sole Prime Minister of the countryetastingly Japan followed its own line
and refused to follow US admonitions to suspend Gi)A.*Japan later facilitated the
arrangement between Ranariddh and Hun Sen thawealldhe first one to go back to
Cambodia and run the general elections in July 1998

The Asian financial crisis started early July 1997 hailand and expectations about the
role Japan could play were high. Japan’s first treacwas a conventional one: it offered
assistance to the bail-out packages planned biMReas the 4 billion $ it announced would
provide to Thailand in August and the 5 billionitolonesia in November.

Then, in August Japan came with a revolutionaryaidiéhe creation of an Asian
Monetary Fund. The AMF would be a 100 billion $ durts members would be: Australia,
China, Hong Kong, Indonesia, Japan, Malaysia, pilies, Singapore, South Korea and
Thailand. As a show of the new assertiveness adnldpS was neither invited nor consulted
previOLljzzséy and it was stated that the AMF would netessarily coordinate its activity with
the IMF™.

% The current participants in the ARF are the 10 ASEountries plus Australia, Bangladesh*, Canadaine,
DPRK*, European Union, India, Indonesia, Japan, §fdia*, New Zealand, Pakistan*, Papua New Guinea*,
Republic of Korea, Russia, Sri Lanka*, Timor-Lestetd US. Those countries with * are not Dialogugrigas

of ASEAN.

24 At the webpage of the Japanese MOFA (http://wwyiemuym.jp/region/asia-paci/asdaseveral documents
concerning this visit can be consulted.

% Sothirak, Pou; Wade, Geoff and Hong, Mark (ed®01@): Cambodia: progress and challenges since 1991
Singapore, Institute of Southeast Asian Studies.

% This statement would be softened later when trigngnake the AMF more palatable to US.
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The AMF was scuttled during the Regional Finandahister's meeting held in Hong
Kong on November 211997. The opposition of US to an initiative whérbad no role and
where the IMF was sidelined plus the lack of suppbiChina, fearful of a confident Japan,
torpedoed the AMF. Instead of the AMF, the so-chN&anila Framework, less ambitious and
IMF-centered, was creatéd.

It would take Japan one year to come out with geht initiative. In October 1998
Minister of Finance Kiichi Miyazawa announced thecalled New Miyazawa Initiative.
Japan set a fund of 30 billion US$. Half of it wbdde available for the medium to long-term
financial needs of the economic recovery of theaAstountries; the other half would cover
short-term capital needs during the implementatitthe economic refornts.

From the political side, the New Miyazawa Initisican be seen as an attempt to
recover the leadership role in the solution of Asan financial crisis, that had lost the
previous year. The New Miyazawa Initiative was ssstul from a technical point of view
and allowed Japan to show a certain independersza-vis US and the IMF, for instance
making of Malaysia, which was following policiespmsed to the IMF orthodoxy, one of the
main beneficiaries of the Initiative. Neverthelessterms of image it could not make up for
the withdrawal of the AMF the previous year thatl lshowed Japan to be a reluctant leader.
In comparison, China’s image came out strengthemigd its decision no to devalue its
currency and its extension of financial aid to Tdwad and Indonesia, even if its volume was
lesser than the one provided by J&pan

In parallel to the different initiatives to helpESA. economies to cope with the effects
of the crisis, the relationships between ASEAN #mel three countries of East Asia were
institutionalized.

In December 1997 the first Japan-ASEAN Summit nmgetvas hold in Kuala Lumpur
in order to materialize the new relationship Prifuinister Hashimoto had envisioned during
his January trip. As promised, the summit opened aeecas to dialogue: environment,
energy, international terrorism, international erigad crime, health and welfare. Global and
regional security issues were reviewed and it wgreeal to cooperate closely on them in
international fora. In spite of its broad scope aisdambition, the Summit was somehow
overshadowed by the convening of the first ASEAIS §China, Japan and Korea Summit).
ASEAN + 3 was formally institutionalized during itisird summit which was held in Manila
in November 1999.

6.3. An assessment of Japan-S.E.A relations in tB€s

It is usually asserted that the 90s were a losadiedor Japan’s economy. Something similar
could be told of Japan’s relationships with ASEANidg those years.

In the early 90s it seemed as if Japan had firthkywill to develop a foreign policy
equal to its economic stature. S.E.A was the filate to test this new will and Japan passed
the exam with honours in Cambodia. Japan’s invobmmand meaningful role in the
inception of a regional architecture was a consecgei®f its success in Cambodia. The new

" Lipscy, Phillip Y.: “Japan’s Asian Monetary Fundoposal”,Stanford Journal of East Asian Affairgol. 3,
no. 1 (Spring 2003)

28 Specific details of the working of the fund canfbend in the webpage of Japan’s MOFA.

29 A legacy of these initiatives would be the Chidaj Initiative of 2000 that is out of the scopetiik article.
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turn to the Japan-ASEAN relationship that Prime ister Hashimoto envisioned was the
natural evolution in this process. Then the Asiaaricial crisis came.

The Asian financial crisis showed the shortcomiafydapan’s leadership. The episode
of the AMF was reminiscent of the shyness depldygdapan in the late 70s in Indochina.
Japan’s prestige in the region never recover fiuthyn the failure to create the AMF because
of the US opposition. In contrast China managedide the Asian financial crisis as an
opportunity to introduce herself as a meaningfalypl in the region. Japan was neither able
nor willing to stop this development. The creat@dSEAN + 3 meant that Japan could not
invoke for itself the role of main Asian interlooutof the region anymore.

7. The relationship with S.E.A. during the governmat of Koizumi
7.1. General Plan

Japan'’s foreign policy during the five years thatidhiro Koizumi was Prime Minister (April
2001- September 2006) was marked by several develois:

1. 11-S and its aftermath that made security coiscand counter-terrorism come to the
forefront of the international agenda.

2. US, under the Bush Administration, trying togsat its status as the sole superpower and
opting for unilateral actions instead of resorttagmultilateral fora. This more active and
even forceful presence in the global arena wend tgnhand with a lessening of its presence
in Asia-Pacific.

3. A increasingly self-confident China appearingasnajor actor and competitor in the
region.

4. An economy weakened by the so-called “lost detadhis had not only economic
implications, but also had a strong influence amithage of Japan and how it was perceived
by other international actors, as well as beingctgse for the decrease in the ODA since the
end of the 90s.

5. Changes in the concept of soft-power. Japaritgoeaver incorporated more and more new
cultural expressions, such as manga, videogames...

How did Koizumi reacted to this changed environfieRormally he adopted a more
nationalist stance, a closer relationship with W8 a more proactive attitude in international
affairs, specially in security issues and coungererism. But discontinuities with previous
Prime Ministers were more apparent than real. Kmizdidn't mean any substantial break in
the traditional lines of Japan’s foreign policyafmatism was the norm as us@at.

% Heginbotham, Eric and Samuels, Richard J.: “Jap&nial Hedge” Foreign Affairs (September/October
2002).

3L A very good article on the redefinition of Japastgategy brought by Koizumi is Tang, Siew Man:gda’s
Grand Strategic Shift from Yoshida to Koizumi: Reflions on Japan’s Strategic Focus in th& @&ntury”,
Akademikano. 70 (2007), pp. 117-136, at
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Koizumi unveiled his plans for S.E.A. in the speé&idpan and ASEAN in East Asia- A
Sincere and Open Partnership'that he delivered in Singapore, on th& b4 January 2002,
at the end of his tour by the 5 original ASEAN cties™. The main points of his speech
were:

1. The need of reforms to create the new economictares required by the 2Tentury.
Koizumi offered Japan’s cooperation to provide ®8EAN countries with the needed
capabilities. Koizumi identified the Mekong Submagias an area of special interest because
of the less developed status of its members. AntbagASEAN initiatives of major interest
Koizumi highlighted the ASEAN Free Trade Area ahd ASEAN Investment Area.

2. Japan’s readiness to contribute to the stalwlitthe region, even through the dispatching
of Self Defense Force units. Specific cases ofrastehe mentioned were Mindanao, Aceh
and East Timor. Koizumi suggested even to estabigian-ASEAN cooperation to promote
stability worldwide, proposing Afghanistan as thaltground.

3. Five concrete initiatives: 1) Exchange and coafpen between universities; 2) 2003 as the
Year of Japan-ASEAN Exchange; 3) Japan-ASEAN Cohensive Economic Partnersfiip

4) An Initiative for Development in East Asia meegfito re-examine and consider future
models of development; 5) A deepened security aadip@ including new issues such as
energy security.

4. Some proposals related to regional architectré&n East Asia Community with ASEAN
+3 plus Australia and New Zealand as core memhwaisaaclose partnership with US. Later
this initiative would evolve into the present Eastia Summit>; 2) A strengthening of
ASEAN + 3 so that linkages could be created betwiegran-ASEAN cooperation and the rest
of East Asia.

The real novelties of Koizumi’'s proposals wereeaawed stress on security issues and the
will to transfer Japan-ASEAN cooperation to othegions and multilateral fora.

Japan organized in December 2003 the ASEAN-Japannt@&morative Summit in
Tokyo. The debates of the Summit were condenseleriTokyo Declaration”, intended to
be the roadmap of a renewed Japan-ASEAN partneirstie 22 century. Its full name was

http://www.ukm.my/penerbit/akademika/ACROBATAKADEIA70/akademika70%5B07%5D.gdf another
detailed and complete analysis of Koizumi’'s forefplicy can be found in: Togo, Kazuhiko: “GreateslfS
Assertion and Nationalism in Japaithe Copenhaguen Journal of Asian Studnes 21 (2005).

32 A good example of the expectations raised by $peech even before it was delivered is: Jain, Puainae
“Koizumi’s ASEAN doctrine”,Asia Times10 January 2002.

#)t was a crucial trip. Previously scheduled for ®epber 2011, it was postponed because of the igregtacks

in New York. During the following months Koizumi ga the impression of neglecting S.E.A. in ordefaige
close relationship with US.

% In Koizumi's vision this partnership would includ=operating in the new round of multilateral trade
negotiations under the WTO.

% Since the late eighties two different approaclesegional architecture in Asia-pacific have coteds The
first one defends the centrality of ASEAN in angimnal architecture. The second one, whose maipgorents
are Australia and Japan, prefers a broader comistnumot centred in ASEAN and with some kind of US
participation. In any regional architecture schelapan’s priority is to avoid the hegemony of Chihlaerefore,
Japan has consistently tried in all the processelsave Australia, India, New Zealand and, espegidllS
associated.
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“Tokyo Declaration for the Dynamic and Enduring A@¥eJapan Partnership in the New
Millenium”. The Declaration insisted in the sameues and orientations set by Koizumi’'s
Singapore speech. The main difference is that petmppeople and cultural relations received
more attention that in the aforementioned sp&ech Plan of Action was attached to the
Declaratiori’.

It is now the moment to turn to the two areas whHepezumi’'s impact was the most
relevant: security issues and economic partnership.

7.2. Security Issues

In July 2004 Japan acceded to the Treaty of Amity @ooperation with ASEAN (TAGS.
The reasons for the accession were: 1) ASEAN hadenthe accession to the Treaty a
condition to participate in the East Asia Summi}; Ghina had already acceded to the
Treaty”®. In addition to this, acceding to the Treaty wassistent with the new stress in
security issues and the traditional Japanese engaden regional architectures processes.

In the field of security Koizumi’s government pagecial attention to the fight against
maritime piracy and counter-terrorism.

The interest in piracy predated Koizthiln April 2000 Japan organized in Tokyo the
Regional Conference on Combating Piracy and ArmedbRry against Ships. The 10
ASEAN countries were invited as well as India, Banka, Bangladesh, Korea, China and
Hong Kong. The Conference adopted an Action Plath wguidelines to improve the
cooperation between maritime policy authorities g@midrate-sector maritime parties. As a
follow up of the Conference, in the second halftlé year Japan started exchange of
information and technical assistance with PhiligginMalaysia, Singapore and Indonesia and
a patrol vessel of the Japan Coast Guard held cwdbexercises with the Malaysian Navy
aimed at combating piracy. In following years tbisnbined exercises would extend to other
ASEAN countries also.

Koizumi invigorated those efforts. As soon as hevad in power, he proposed the
establishment of a regional cooperation agreemeainat piracy. This initiative led to the
signing of the Regional Cooperation Agreement om@Bating Piracy and Armed Robbery
against Ships in Asia (ReCAAP) in 2004. In 2006e£CRAp Information Sharing Center was
launched in Singapore and the following year it Vi@sally recognised as an international
organisation. Presently there are 19 contractimigsato the ReCAAB.

% Qut of the 7 points included in the Declaratioa #th “Facilitating and Promoting Exchange of Pecghd
Human Resource development” and the“Enhancing Cooperation in Culture and Public Retes”.

%" It can be consulted at: http://www.asean.org/nagesin-statement-communiques/item/the-asean-japan-pl
of-action

% The Treaty of Amity and Cooperation was signed 976 by the ASEAN members in order to secure peace
and cooperation in the region. It created mechasitomsettle controversies. In 1987 it was opene8tttes
outside of the region and later became a sine qndambe accepted as member of the East Asia Summit

% Kesavan, K.V.: “Japan and the ASEAN: Their ChagdgBecurity Relations"ORF Occasional Papeno. 22
(August 2011).

0 A good analysis of the geopolitical issues behlagan’s interest in the fight against maritime @jraan be
found in: Bradford, John F.: “Japanese Anti-Pirdeijiatives in Southeast Asia: Policy Formulatiand the
Coastal States ResponseStntemporary Southeast Asial. 26, no. 3 (2004).

“! The contracting parties are: 9 ASEAN member céemigll of them except Malaysia), 3 East Asiannttias
(China, Korea and Japan), 3 South Asian countBas@ladesh, India, Sri Lanka) and 4 European c@mtr
(Denmark, Netherlands, Norway and United Kingdom).
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Cooperation in counter-terrorism received spedignéion in the 2003 Plan of Action.
It provided for the launching of a joint meeting ocounter-terrorism, the supporting of the
activities of the Southeast Asia Regional CentreGounter-Terrorism in Malaysia and the
training of law enforcement official from ASEAN méer countries. On 2004 Japan and
ASEAN adopted the ASEAN-Japan Joint Declaration fGpoperation to Combat
International Terrorism. The dialogue on counteretésm started in 2005 and has been held
annually since then, becoming a forum to enhanopaation in the subject and to have a
frank exchange of views on it. The Japan-ASEANdré&on Fund established in 2006 had a
one of its targets to contribute to the counterstésm efforts.

Under Koizumi, Japan tried also to present itsslfaaprovider of traditional security
based on its Cambodian experience of the 90s. Jdigpatched forces for peacekeeping
operations in Timor Leste in 2002 and also to AceR005 to assist to the recovery efforts
after the 2004 tsunami. In 2005 japan participdtadthe first time in the US-Thai Cobra
Gold exercise. It is remarkable that this contidnutof Japan to the security in S.E.A. didn’t
provoke strong reactions anymore. On the other, sideder Koizumi and in spite of his
efforts, Japan was not able to play the kind ofsdee role in the region it had played in the
90s.

7.3. Economic Partnership

Since his trip to the region in January 2002 Koizpnoposed a closer economic partnership
with ASEAN and a deepened regional cooperations froposal led to the Initiative for
Development in East Asia (IDEA) which held its igaval Ministerial Meeting in August
2002 in Tokyo. IDEA focused on the new developmehtllenges (human resources
development, consideration to vulnerable membemsooiety to counter the negative effects
of globalization...) and on the need to create lidsagetween ODA, trade, investment and
finance. The ideas promoted by IDEA were to beoohiced into the existing processes
(ASEAN + 3, Japan-ASEAN Framework Agreement on Cahensive Economic
Partnership...).

More important than IDEA in Koizumi’'s design wasetdapan-ASEAN Framework
Agreement on Comprehensive Economic PartnershifE. JACEP aimed at the signing
of a FTA between Japan and ASEAN. It was to complgnand expand the bilateral EPAs
(more about them below), pushing for a further ridieation of goods, services and
investments. In order to understand fully the nmetions behind JACEP, the general context
must be considered: the ASEAN Free Trade Area wagressing; the ASEAN Community
was expected to be created in 2015; there was erglemovement towards the creation of
free trade areas (APEC, TPP...). In November 200@ira& Declaration on the JACEP was
issued and in October 2003 the Framework was sigNedotiations started in earnest in
2005 and the Agreement was concluded in Novemb@r 20d entered into force between 1
December 2008 and 1 January 2010 for the differenitrie&?.

Nevertheless in a context of deepened competitiothe S.E.A. markets with Chitta
a multilateral approach was not enough. Koizumiotaed the economic partnership

“2The dates for the entry into force were: 1 Decer@9€8 for Japan, Singapore, Laos, the Philippixéstnam
and Myanmar; 1 January 2009 for Brunei; 1 Febr2§9 for Malaysia; 1 June 2009 for Thailand; 1 Zanu
2010 for Cambodia.

43 An overview of the economic competition betweepairand China in S.E.A. at the beginning of thet 21s
Century can be found in: Avila, John Lawrence: ‘Tdietween Two Lovers: ASEAN and its Evolving
Economic Relations with China and Japa@ASCN Discussion pap€002-06).
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agreements (EPA), a broader kind of free tradeemgeat, as the tool to keep its economic
position in S.E.A and, in addition, to strengthes bargaining power in the WTO
negotiations. The first EPA was signed with Singapm January 2002. Singapore was
chosen because of the nonexistance of an agrialactor in the country and because of its
role as a hub for ASEAN. By the end of Koizumi’s mdate further EPAs had been signed
with Malaysia and the Philippines and negotiatibasl been started with Brunei, Indonesia
and Thailand.

7.4. An Assessment of the Koizumi Years

The Koizumi policy to S.E.A. was remarkable as @&nmaged to keep Japan as a main player in
the region and a increasingly relevant actor inusBcissues. Nevertheless it could not
counterbalance the growing relevance of China. dfadbeyond Koizumi's reach were at
play, starting with the difference between Chinalsrant and growing economy and Japan’s
stagnating one. So, in relative terms, Japan lositipns to China.

Nevertheless, different polls conducted immediatgter Koizumi’'s tenure show a
positive attitude of S.E.A countries to Japan a&swish to have Japan engaged in the region.
A poll conducted by “Yoimuri Shimbun” in June/Ju®)06 showed that more than 90% of
Indonesians, Malaysians, Thais and Vietnamese tiidhgir country had good relations with
Japan and between 70 and 90% thought Japan totriostaorthy nation. However, when
comparisons are made with China, China comes otbmnspecially in Singapore, Malaysia
and Thailand. Another survey conducted in 2008HgyNlinistry of Foreign Affairs showed
that economic and technological cooperation wasdperea where ASEAN countries would
like to see Japan engaged. Only 6% of respondeats eager to see Japan to enhance its
military presence. Somehow the attempts by Koiziengromote Japan as a security provider
in S.E.A. were not completely successful.

8. Japan and S.E.A.: Future Perspectives

The seven years elapsed since the end of Koizugovernment have been marked in Asia-
Pacific by the geopolitical confrontation betweeneanergent China and a US that is back in
the region with President Obama. In this contex, priorities for Japan have been: 1) To
entertain the security linkage with US as a detgragainst China and DPRK; 2) To manage
the relationship with China, developing economid aevelopment ties, shelving historical
and territorial issues and actively collaboratingrégional for a; 3) To keep its position in
S.E.A., as a way to enhance its international stadnd to counterbalance China as well as to
have a space of its own to avoid an excessive digmee on US.

The need to manoeuvre in S.E.A. between US andaClooking for an independent
path has increase the relevance of ASEAN for Japastirong ASEAN that keeps its
centrality in the regional architecture processeseéen by Japan as a must, as a way to
cushion the contradictions between US and Chinabaiid a third ground where Japan can
be a meaningful player. In this respect the ASEANNGunity 2015 and its Interconnectivity
Master Plan are important steps not only for theirmss opportunities they can offer to
Japanese companies but also because an ASEAN eicallgnntegrated is a preferable
option to an ASEAN whose members are dependerti@ntilateral trade links with China.
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Even if the priorities were clear and the grasphef geopolitical realities was accurate,
the governments of the Democratic Party of Jagsat, ruled Japan in the period 2009-2012,
didn’t introduce any new initiatives in S.E.A. asidhply continued the policies implemented
by the preceding governments of the Liberal Dentari@arty (LDP). With a certain irony
Peng Er Lam has written.." the new DPJ government (...) has not repudiated-theida
Doctrine in its foreign policy pronouncements, polysfor want of a better doctriné®. This
lack of new initiatives can be attributed to a céemppolitical situation at home that absorbed
the energies and precluded the formulation of egfiol and innovative foreign policy towards
S.E.A.

The election of a new LDP government led by ShiAbe last December has created
the expectation of a forceful comeback of JapaB.EaA. Abe confirmed the expectations by
choosing S.E.A. and not US as the destinationfitst overseas trip as Prime Minister

The visit took Prime Mnister Abe to Vietnam, Thaithand Indonesia. In Jakarta, on
January the 18 Abe formulated the Five Principles that will leahpan’s ASEAN
diplomacy:

1.- The protection and promotion together with ASEAember states of universal values,
such as freedom, democracy and basic human rights.

2.- To ensure that free and open seas are govéméalvs and rules and to welcome the
United States rebalancing presence in the region.

3.- The promotion of trade and investment, as aglthe flow of goods, capitals, people and
services, through various economic partnership owdsv

4.- The protection and nurture of Asia’s divers#uwal heritages and traditions.

5.- The promotion of exchanges among the youngrgénas to foster mutual understanding.

The reaction to these principles has been mutddeibest of cases. It has been stressed how
the trip and the declaration showed Japan’s wiltdatinue being a main actor in ASEAN.
Nevertheless, four issues can be raised aboutivieePFinciples:

1) They lack the kind of broad and inspiring visembodied in the Fukuda Doctrine or in the
2002 Koizumi address.

2) The mention to universal values as freedom, deacy and basic human rights may not be
so welcomed by some ASEAN member states.

3) The reference to US would show a certain lackeatf-confidence and may cast a shadow
on the actual Japanese resolution to be its ownimtne region.

4) Many have seen as a subtext to the declardt®will to contain an emergent China.

44 .
Lam,op. cit.
> Singh, Bhubhindar: “New Japanese Premier’s Fioseign Trip: Why SE Asia?’RSIS(16 January 2013).
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We are yet at the beginning of Abe’s mandate, luhawve already got a first glimpse of what
could be in store in the coming years: the contionaof Japan’s efforts to remain a relevant
and independent actor in S.E.A.
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THE GEOPOLITICAL CONTEXT OF CHANGING JAPAN-INDIA
RELATIONS

Sanjana Josht
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Abstract:
A significant, but, under-researched political atlijpent in international relations in recent yearshie
upgrading of low-key relations between Japan addhlio a global and strategic partnership. Padityl
in the last decade Japan-India relations have gattsgnificant momentum. The focus of this papesri
the geopolitical context in which Japan-India rielas are evolving. It is in tandem with the riseGifina
and Indo-US engagement that Japan has soughtsitaibilateral relations with India to a highevél
with stronger economic and politico-strategic disiens.

Keywords: Japan, India, strategig partnership, geopoliticaltext, rise of China.

Resumen:
Uno de los cambios mas recientes en las relaciontesnacionales y aunque significante, no estudiado
con el merecido detenimiento, es la mejora de &aciones entre Japédn y la India, pasando de una
relaciéon de perfil bajo a una auténtica asociacesiratégica. Las relaciones bilaterales han cobrado
énfasis particular en la Gltima década. Este ariicse centra en el contexto geopolitico actual leque
las relaciones Japoén-India estan desarrollandos&& par que han ido teniendo lugar el auge de China
el acercamiento entre los EEUU vy la India, Japonitigntado elevar sus relaciones bilaterales a un
mayor nivel con dimensiones econdmicas y politatoagicas mayores.
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1. Introduction

In the aftermath of World War Il, when Japan wamg@ehumiliated and trampled upon by
the victorious powers” newly independent India Iregisted that the world concede to Japan a
position of honor and equality among the communityree nations. India invited Japan to
participate at the New Delhi Asian Games as anpeddent nation in 1951; India actively
supported Japan’s entry into the United Nations daquhn’s participation in the first Afro-
Asian Conference in Bandung in 1955India also dissociated itself from the victorious
powers and did not sign the San Francisco Treatly $apan in 1951 but signed a separate
Peace Treaty in 1952, a few months after havingbéshed diplomatic relations, in which it
waived any claim to war reparations.

The relations between the two countries cooled idensbly, with the advent of the
Cold War, as Japan and India set out on quite réiffitepaths. Japan’s post-war position
towards Asia was derived from the way Tokyo waslifyr incorporated into the United
States’ global strategy, within which it took orethole of America’s ally. Indian foreign
policy, on the other hand was focused on an ewptildferent perspective in international
relations — non-alignment. This was the importafiedence that conditioned the responses of
both India and Japan to international issues afideimced how they viewed each other.
Bilateral relations therefore moved haltingly andrily and for a long time remained limited
to economic and cultural matters.

With the end of the Cold War the strategic dividdéveen the two nations was over and
there appeared to be a convergence of interestgimaining peace and stability in Asia. The
beginning of the 1990s, therefore, saw India angadaresume high-level interaction to
establish close ties with each other. In May 19@@anese Prime Minister Kaifu visited India
as part of his sojourn to the South Asian regidre &fforts of Prime Minister Kaifu led to the
promotion of a South Asia Forum within the JapanEeesign Ministry with a view to
promoting relations with South Asian countries.

The Indian Prime Minister Narsimha Rao who paidofficial visit to Japan in June
1992 to commemorate the@nniversary of post-war bilateral relations méiree the pace
set by Prime Minister Kaifu. He and his Japanesenmypart Miyazawa Kiichi talked of “a
unique opportunity to add several new dimension®uo relationship”. The two leaders
shared the view that India and Japan must “coopémnaestructuring international relations in
a manner that permitted global and regional issuée tackled both effectively and in a more
democratic international environment”.

There was even talk of the need for a bilateralsgcdialogue between India and
Japan during this period as both New Delhi and dastarted to view their ties in a regional
context. The stagnancy which had been observeth&my years in Indo-Japanese economic
relationship was also broken in the early 1990#nd& undertook major economic reforms
and unveiled a “Look East” policy.

India’s nuclear explosions in May 1998, howevew Japan taking an aggressive stand
on the issue of proliferation particularly nuclgmoliferation. The diplomatic impasse ended
with Japanese Prime Minister Mori’s visit to IndmAugust 2000. The two countries agreed
to establish a “Global Partnership in theZentury” and Japan lifted all nuclear-related

2 Jain, Purnendra and Todhunter, Mauree: “Indiaamhn: Newly Tempering Relations”, in Jain, Purmar@l
(ed.) (1996)Distant Asian Neighbours: Japan and South Asiaw Delhi, Sterling Publishers, p.88.
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economic sanctions on India on October 26, 200dceSdapanese Prime Minister Junichiro
Koizumi’s visit to India in April 2005, Japan-Indeummit meetings have become an annual
feature.

2. Japan’s Relations with Rising China

The relations between China and Japan started cigaimgthe 1990s. The Chinese economy
began its rapid takeoff, while the Japanese econdesgended into a decade of stagnation.
Often referred to as the “lost decade,” this pesad the Japanese economic bubble burst and
by 1997 Japan entered into a period of severe sieres Even though Japan remained well
ahead of China in absolute economic and techna@bgapabilities, China started to narrow
the gap at an impressive pace. For Japanese cagspéaging economic stagnation at home,
China’s growth provided new opportunities. The fatiility of doing business in China,
combined with the assumptions that Japan’s teclgnzdb superiority would permit it to
maintain its economic lead indefinitely while beialgle to shape China’s strategic direction,
resulted in substantial Japanese investments largsr neighbor.

However by the late 1990s China’s increased defesgending and military
modernization along with the aggressive Chineséiposwvith regard to the various territorial
disputes with its neighbors was ringing alarm beailsTokyo. A new image of China as a
security threat took shape in the context of Chenmsclear and missile testing and military
exercises off the coast of Taiwan. The Japarigsiense White Papeof 2000 stated —
‘China’s recent modernization of its nuclear, naeald air forces and the scope of its
maritime operations....demand continued scrutiny.€Owe next few years Japan noted the
increasing frequency of incursions by ‘observatiand ‘scientific’ maritime vessels into its
exclusive economic zone around the disputed Senisidds. Relations reached a new low
in November 2004 when a Chinese submarine passedgth Japanese territorial waters
without surfacing. It in this background that Japgin2005, adopted new National Defense
Program Guidelines (NDPG) which for the first timamed China as a security concern
clearly stating — “China, which has a strong infloe on the security in this region, has been
modernizing its nuclear and missile capabilitiesvall as naval and air forces, and expanding
its area of operation at sea. We have to remagmtate to its future course.”

The change in regional perception about China dfter Asian financial crisis of
1997/98 reinforced Japan’s concerns. In the e&904, China was perceived as a threat to its
Southeast Asian neighbors in part due to its cotily territorial claims over the South China
Sea and past support of communist insurgency. péiseption began to change with the
Asian financial crisis when China resisted pressor@evalue its currency, which would have
exacerbated devaluations in Thailand and Indonas@ portrayed its decision as standing up
for other Asian nation§Chinese leaders further enunciated a doctrinevif-win” relations,
highlighting that Southeast Asians can benefit fribrair relationship with China even as
China benefits from its relationship with them.

% Pei, Minxin and Swaine, Michael: “Simmering Fiire Asia: Averting Sino-Japanese Strategic Conflict”

Carnegie Endowmen®olicy Briefno. 44 (November 2005), at
http://carnegieendowment.org/files/pb44.pei.FINAdf.p

* Kurlantzick, Joshua: “China’s Charm Offensive inuSwast Asia”,Current History vol. 105, no. 692
(September 2006), at http://www.carnegieendowmagifites/Kurlantzick_SoutheastAsia_China.pdf
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Over the next few years China ended nearly alttbbrder disputes and signed the
Southeast Asia’s Treaty of Amity and Cooperatioat tbommits the signatories to mutual
respect for sovereignty and equality. Beijing espegl commitment to creating a code of
conduct on the South China Sea and enthusiastisghed bilateral cooperative agreements
with several Southeast Asian states and also meweits previous reluctance towards
multilateral diplomacy. Japan felt edged out ofgtssition as the dominant East Asian state
and leader of regional integration efforts as Chiapidly concluded bilateral free trade
agreements (FTA) with the ASEAN states and promambatn alternative developmental
model predicated on the ‘Beijing Consensus’.

Adding to the Japanese unease about China’s long-t@entions was the fact that
China was narrowing the economic gap between tlte dwuntries at an impressive pace.
China has been Japan's largest trade partner 200G On the other hand Japan was China's
largest trade partner until 2003 and was surpasgdte Europe Union and United States in
2004 and then by ASEAN in 2011. China also replabedUnited States as Japan’s biggest
investment destination in 2007 and in 2010 surghsSsgan to become the second largest
global economy.

Fig 1: Japan-China Bilateral Trade
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Fig 2: Japan’s Outward FDI to China
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Japanese anxieties regarding ‘asymmetric interdbpere weighted towards China’ seemed
to come true on April 3, 2005, as angry Chineseavdsoin Chengdu, Sichuan Province
smashed the windows of a Japanese-owned supernaerketrt of a protest against Japan’s
bid for a permanent seat on the United Nations @gddouncil. What began as a relatively
small protest in central China soon developed iatseries of full-scale anti-Japanese
demonstrations. Tens of thousands people, across thman twenty major cities in China took
part in the largest and most sustained mass psaeste those at Tiananmen Square in 1989.
Citing Japan’s perceived lack of remorse for WoN@r 1l atrocities, protesters vandalized
Japanese restaurants and shops, damaged Japawclesears and called for boycotts of
Japanese goods.

Since then Japan has watched with grave concerim¢hease in frequency as well as
level of aggression in the recurring cycles of tens over historical animosity and territorial
disputes and China’s use of economic instrumentsregsure at these times. The Japanese
policy of separation of economics and politics, vee Sino-Japanese relations are
“economically hot and politically cold” is undensge strain.

On 7 September 2010 a Chinese trawler captain rahtwe Japan Coast Guard vessels
in disputed waters. Japan detained the Chinesainagmd charged him under domestic law.
China responded with punitive measures includingcebation of bilateral exchanges at the
provincial and ministerial level and suspended sleipts of rare earth metals essential for
Japanese high-tech industries. There were also caasellations of trips to Japan by Chinese
tourists and protests in front of Japanese diplamnmaissions and schools in China.

The territorial dispute over the Senkaku Islandse#o a head once again last year in
September 2012, when Japanese Prime Minister YigshNoda announced his government's
decision to purchase three of the five islands. iBlends were privately owned, but a new
wave of activism, including Chinese attempts tallan the islands and a public campaign by
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the Tokyo Governor Shintaro Ishihara to purchassdlprompted Mr. Noda’s announcement
in an attempt to neutralize nationalist presstres.

The flare-up in tensions over disputed islands oagain triggered massive anti-
Japanese demonstrations in Chinese cities and thogtcdapanese products. Japan's total
trade with China dropped 3.3 percent in 2012, nmarkhe first drop since 2009 and exports
to China fell 10.4 percent also marking the firspglsince 2009. A release from the Japan
External Trade Organization (JETRGStated that serious decrease was seen in Japanese
exports of general machines such as motors, catisinuand mining machines, steel and
automobiles.

In particular, those of automobiles drastically | fefter the September 2012
demonstrations began; in comparison with the presigear, there was an 82.4 percent drop
for the month of October, the year's largest decland a 63 percent drop for the entire period
of September to December 2012. This boycott of deg@ automobiles was one of the main
factors for a decline in Japan's overall exporthil®/China remains Japan's largest trading
partner in terms of import, export and total traddue, Japan's share of exports to China
dropped to 18.1 percent dipping 1.6 points and ngakionly 0.6 points higher than the share
of exports to the US, which was ranked second.

In addition Japanese pharmaceutical companies teghar sharp increase in products
being returned from Chinese hospitals and thatraohtenewals were being refused. There
were instances of Chinese construction companigsing to use Japanese elevators or
construction materials. JETRO also reported a stowdof customs clearance procedures in
China for Japanese imports. Beijing travel agen@psrted receiving guidance from China’s
tourist authorities to advise against travel toaddp

Since then public response in China has damperedever, an increased number of
Chinese and Japanese maritime vessels now patmbge proximity in disputed waters,
heightening the risk of an accidental clash anddrascalation of hostilities. According to
U.S. government statistics, there were two violai of Japan’s territorial waters in 2008,
none in 2009, one in 2010, 2 in 2011, and 23 in2200he Japanese Air Self Defense Forces
(ASDF) scrambled missions against Chinese incussiato its air defense identification zone
(ADIZ) 31 times in fiscal year 2008, 38 in FY 20®% in FY 2010, 156 in FY 2011, and 160
from April to December of 201%.

® Smith, Sheila A.: “A Sino-Japanese Clash in thetEhina Sea’CFR Contingency Planning Memorandum
no. 18, at http://www.cfr.org/east-asia/sino-japamelash-east-china-sea/p30504

® Japan External Trade Organization (JETRO): "JETd@&vey: Analysis of Japan-China Trade in 2012 and
outlook for 2013"News and Updated 9 February 2013), at
http://www.jetro.go.jp/en/news/releases/201302194&&'s

" Details from: Przystup, James J.: “4@nniversary: “Fuggetaboutit!” Comparative ConectiongJanuary
2013),at http://csis.org/files/publication/1203gjapan nehjpdf

8 Cited in Dreyer, June Teufel: “Sino Japanese Rwiai The Security Perspectiveiotingham University,
China Policy Institute Blog18 February 2013), at
http://blogs.nottingham.ac.uk/chinapolicyinstit@@13/02/18/sino-japanese-relations-the-securitgpestive/
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3. India-China Relations

As for most other countries in the region, Chinaaischallenge for India. There is a
“multiplicity of roles” that China plays vis-a-vidia. The long-standing boundary dispute
between the two countries remains unresolved; Ghirdationship with Pakistan remains
strong; its military modernization efforts are atguaial military threat; and, it is steadily
increasing influence in neighbouring Nepal, Bangtdd Sri Lanka and Myanmar. In 1998 the
Indian government officially cited the Chinese #iras a rationale for its nuclear tests. On the
other hand China is today India’s largest tradiagner and often the diplomatic positions of
the two countries converge in the global arena.sThilateral relations are a mixed bag of
competition and cooperation.

Although India and China have held several rourfdsil&s since 1988 to resolve their
territorial boundary dispute a resolution has remadielusive and border relations remain a
serious source of friction. In fact the India-Ghimoundary dispute is the only territorial issue
that China has not resolved.Particularly in thé tasiple of years China has frequently and
aggressively asserted its territorial claims witkrisions across the line of actual control,
denial of visas to Indian citizens of the staté&aninachal Pradesh and even protesting against
the Indian prime minister’s visit to Arunachal Peatl. The latest was the three week military
standoff in Ladakh in April this year that almosbpardized Chinese Premier Li Kegiang's
visit to New Delhi.

China’s rapid expansion and modernization of ies$port infrastructure across the
border along with the militarization of Tibet adwsIndia’s concerns. Examples include the
build-up of infrastructure in Tibet and Chinesergdo extend the Beijing-Lhasa railway line
to Yatung just a few miles from Sikkim’s Nathu Ladasubsequently extend this to Nyingchi,
north of the Indian state of Arunachal Pradeshhattri-junction with Myanmar.China has
deployed advanced aircraft including SU-27 alontip\@urface-to-Air anti-aircraft missiles in
Tibet and conducts regular military exercises ia tagion. According to Indian government
estimates China now possesses the capability te muore than 10,000 troops to the Indian
border in twenty to twenty-five days compared t@éhto six months a decade batk.

Then there is the issue of China’s relations witdid’s neighboring countries. Sino-
Pakistan ties gained particular momentum afterli®@? Sino-Indian war, when China and
Pakistan signed a boundary agreement recognizirige§# control over portions of the
disputed Kashmir territory. Since then, strongteilal relations between them have remained
a priority for both countries and Beijing has pied extensive economic, military, and
technical assistance to Pakistan over the yearnsiaGs Pakistan’'s largest defense supplier
and Pakistan’s military modernization is criticatlgpendent on Chinese assistance as evident
in China supplying Pakistan with short-range M-1issikes and helping Pakistan develop the
Shaheen-1 ballistic missifé.Indeed, notwithstanding Chinese restraint in t8891Kargil
conflict the widely held view in India is that, the context of continued Chinese provision of
civilian and military resources to Pakistan to bakIndian power in South Asia, India must
be prepared for a potential two-front war theater.

° Pant, Harsh V.: “China and India: A Rivalry Tal&sape” Eurasia Review15 June 2011), at
http://www.eurasiareview.com/15062011-china-andaratrivalry-takes-shape-analysis/
10 f

Ibid.
1 «pakistan Profile”,Nuclear Threat Initiativ§February 2011), at
http://www.nti.org/e_research/profiles/Pakistanérdhtml
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In addition China’s is influence in neighbouring pé& Bangladesh, Sri Lanka and
Myanmar is also substantial with steadily incregsmilitary ties and economic interaction.
Chinese arms supplies to these countries and widviement in infrastructure projects of
strategic significance are extremely sensitive @ssfor India. As Kanwal Sibal points out
China’s economic relations with India’s neighbore assentially strategic in natufeThe
focus is on building strategic infrastructure anot so much on assistance aid or direct
investment and the balance of trade is also inrfab&€hina. The active Chinese participation
in the development of deep-sea ports in the liktstaes in India's neighborhood — Myanmar,
Bangladesh, Sri Lanka and Pakistan is viewed byam@nalysts as a “string of pearls”
strategy of China to encircle and contain India.

At the same time, China is currently India’s latggading partner and both the sides
have targeted 100 billion US$ bilateral trade byt20Total bilateral trade was US$ 67.82
billion in 2012.

Fig 3: India’s Trade with China (US$ million)
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Data Source: Ministry of Commerce and Industryjdnd

However, as in the case of Sino-Japanese relatitateral economic relations with China are
beginning to worry the Indian side. China accouotsa fifth of India total trade deficit of
US$ 190.9 billion with the world. If oil is excludehen it accounts for almost half. In 2012
the trade deficit with China touched a new higtu&$ 40 billion.

12 Kanwal Sibal “String of Pearls or A Garrott&’|F India (6 August 2012)at
http://www.vifindia.org/article/2012/august/06/sigi-of-pearls-or-a-garrotte
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Fig. 4: India’s Trade Deficit with China (US$ bdh)
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Also challenging from India’s point of view is th#te bilateral trade framework that has
emerged has India primarily exporting iron ore atiter raw materials while China’s exports
are mainly finished goods and machinery. India waatdiversify its export basket to China
with manufactured goods, pharmaceuticals and IT.

The overall confidence deficit between India andn@thas been the main reason for the
low level of Chinese foreign direct investment (FIM India. As per the latest available
figures FDI from China is less than 0.5 perceringtia. There have been very visible cases of
Chinese firms wanting to invest in telecom etc whigere prevented from doing so. There is
also strong domestic opposition on pursuing a dnédtfree trade agreement (FTA) with
China. Energy also is increasingly becoming a sowfcfriction between China and India.
They are two of the world's fastest-growing enarggsumers, with China importing about 50
percent of its energy needs and India importingo@tcent. There are several examples in
recent years of bidding wars between the two irctimapetition for energy sources.
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At the regional level, India’s Look East Policy hesgularly confronted the China
challenge, both in relation to the moves towardgioral economic integration and the
expansion of India’s maritime presence in the east.

First, from India’s perspective the region has egadras a critical destination for
exports as well as a significant source of impdtts.interest in being an integral part of East
Asian economic integration in thus obvious. Howewelthis regard China has been a major
obstacle.

Fig. 5: India’s Export Import Data for East Asiald012 (% share)

Region Exports % Growth Imports % Growth
NE Asia 14.8 21.5 20.1 29.5
ASEAN 12.0 43.3 8.6 38.9

Data Source: Ministry of Commerce and Industryjdand

While not overtly opposing India, China has suppdrthe ASEAN+3 process as “the main
vehicle” and “the main channel for East Asian caapen”. Despite several studies showing
greater welfare gains for an ASEAN+6 FTA China stesl that the sequencing of FTA
consolidation in East Asia should be in the formtleg East Asian Free Trade Agreement
(EAFTA) comprising ASEAN+3 (China, Japan and Sdkitrea) before opening up to other

countries” and that it would be open to participatby other members of East Asia Summit
(Australia, New Zealand and India) in an “approg@iéime”. In fact the current Chinese

active support for a Regional Comprehensive EcoooRartnership (RCEP) is more a

strategic initiative to counter the US led Trangiffa Partnership (TPP) rather than any
warming towards a broader regional FTA.

The second issue where Sino-Indian strategic codtplenanifests regionally is with
regard to India’s maritime moves to the East of ddah Straits. It is due to rising concerns
with China’s “string of pearls” strategy in the lad Ocean that have led to a more aggressive
Indian naval posture. India has taken to dispatehi® ships on forward presence missions
designed to “show the flag” in the South China Seaparitime domain that China claims
exclusively as its own. Bilateral exercises haverbendertaken in the South China Sea with
the navies of Singapore, Vietnam, and the PhilippinThe Indian navy has also initiated
plans to bolster its forces deployed in the easR0d05, a Far Eastern Naval Command was
established at Port Blair in the Andaman Islandsated midway between the Bay of Bengal
and the Straits of Malacca, a key chokepoint ligkime Indian Ocean to the South China Sea.
Airfields in the Andamans bring the straits, aslvesl much of the South China Sea, within
the operational radius of India’s frontline fightrcraft. In fact the Prime Minister of India,
Prime Minister Manmohan Singh himself has assettiatl India’s strategic footprint covers
Southeast Asia and beyond.
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4. The Evolution of Japan-India Strategic Partnersimp

In the year 2000 when Japanese Prime Minister Misiied IndiaThe Global Partnership
between Japan and India in the 21st Centwas announced term which had previously
been used by Japan only to describe its relatioith the United States. The first
comprehensive bilateral security dialogue was heldokyo in July 2001 and in October
2001 Japan decided to lift the economic sanctibhad imposed after India’s nuclear tests in
1998. Since then, a multitude of Joint Statementsdaalogues have added substantive layers
to this strategically oriented partnership. In 200®%as decided to establishStrategic and
Global Partnership between Japan and Inthat emphasized contributing to greater regional
peace and stability via closer political and dipédim coordination on bilateral, regional,
multilateral and global issues and stronger defeakdions. It proposed, among others, (a)
holding annual summit meetings between the topeeadf the two countries, and (b)
institutionalizing strategic dialogue at the leg€foreign ministers.

The prelude to thé&trategic and Global Partnership between Japan &mtla was
Japanese Foreign Minister Taro Aso’s spéeatating Japan’s hope to build an “arc of
freedom and prosperity”. Presenting it as a nevaupih Japanese diplomacy Mr. Aso spoke
of this sweeping arc stretching from Northeast Agi€entral Asia and the Caucasus, Turkey,
Central and Eastern Europe and the Baltic statesravapan would serve as an "escort
runner" through diplomacy that emphasizes valuegdom, democracy, and respect for
human rights and the rule of law. To this end Japauld actively work with other countries
that share the same beliefs.

In April 2007, the first ever trilateral naval exeses were held between the United
States, Japan and India in the Western Pacificianflugust 2007, the annual India-US
Malabar naval exercise was transformed into lacgdesmultilateral exercises in the Bay of
Bengal involving the United States, India, Japaanstfalia and Singapore. Soon after Japan
and India unveiled thRoadmap for New Dimensions to the Strategic andb&@IBartnership
between Japan and Ind@early stating that “a strong, prosperous and dyodndia is in the
interest of Japan and a strong, prosperous andndgniapan is in the interest of India and
recognized that Japan and India share a congrugnicterests.*

The roadmap envisioned deepening and broadenititeddtrategic dialogue as well as
strengthening defense exchange and cooperationebetithe coast guards. The issues of
common concern that were highlighted included thestEAsia Summit (EAS), stable
development of South Asia, promotion of multi-lag@frameworks for regional cooperation,
UN reform, progress of Six Party Talks on denuckzdion of the Korean peninsula, and
Japan-India civil nuclear energy cooperation.

In addition visiting Japanese Prime Minister Shidoe presented his views on the
future of Japan and India in an address at theaind®arliament® The address titled
Confluence of the Two Sestated:

The Pacific and the Indian Oceans are now bringifgput a dynamic coupling as seas of
freedom and of prosperity. A "broader Asia" thabke away geographical boundaries is now
beginning to take on a distinct form. Our two coig® have the ability -- and the

13 Text of Mr. Taro Aso’s speech, at http://www.mafajp/announce/fm/aso/speech0611.html
14 Text of the Joint Statement, at http://www.mofajgioegion/asia-paci/pmv0708/joint-2.html
15 Text, at http://www.mofa.go.jp/region/asia-paci@ii08/speech-2.html
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responsibility -- to ensure that it broadens yattar and to nurture and enrich these seas to
become seas of clearest transparence.

Further, Mr. Abe emphatically stated that facedhwhis wide, open, broader Asia, it was
incumbent upon the two democracies, Japan and, ied@arry out the pursuit of freedom and
prosperity in the region

The address followed the “assertive diplomacy” psgd by Mr. Abe in his book
Towards a Beautiful Countipyublished in 2009n the book he had stated that “It is of crucial
importance to Japan’s national interest that ithiesr strengthen ties with India,” adding, “It
would not be a surprise if in another 10 yearsaddpdia relations overtake Japan-US and
Japan-China relations.” Drawing India into the anabithe new Japanese grand strategy, Mr.
Abe had proposed a quadrilateral strategic dialdmtereen Tokyo, Washington, Canberra
and New Delhi to promote their shared values cfdmm and democracy in Asia.

The next year, when Indian Prime Minister ManmoBamgh visited Japan in October
2008, the joint statement read Aslvancement of the Strategic and Global Partnership
between India and Japafhe two countries also issued thaint Declaration on Security
Cooperation between Japan and Indidnerein it was decided to create a comprehensive
framework for the enhancement of security coopenatfhe declaration affirmed “similar
perceptions of the evolving environment in the eagand the world at large” and on signing
the declaration, the Japanese and Indian Primeshnsi asserted that the strategic partnership
between the two countries would become “an essemlliar for the future architecture of the
region”® The only other country with which Japan has sigmedimilar declaration is
Australia in 2007.

With the coming of the Democratic Party of JapafJPgovernment in Tokyo there
were concerns that Japan-India ties may lose irapoet Not only was India not mentioned in
the DPJ manifesto, there was talk of pursuing aemmoature a more ‘mature’ alliance in
which Japan is less dependent on and deferentitidetdJnited States and advocacy of an
“East Asian Community”. However the new JapaneseéMinister Yukio Hatoyama kept
the commitment of the two countries to an annuairsit and visited India in December 2009
signaling bipartisan  support for Japan-India rel®i The Action Plan
to advance Security Cooperation based on the Joatdlaration on Security Cooperation
between Japan and Indiwas adopted during this visit. In June 2012 Japath ldia
conducted their first bilateral exercise off theasbof Tokyo.

Japan and India strategic partnership appearoset fiew high after Mr. Shinzo Abe
once again becoming the Prime Minister of Japagnd&ing strengthened intent in this
regard, Mr. Abe has spoken As$ia’s Democratic Security DiamoriéIn his words:

| envisage a strategy whereby Australia, India, alapand the US state of Hawaii form a

diamond to safeguard the maritime commons stregcfriom the Indian Ocean region to the

western Pacific. | am prepared to invest, to theagest possible extent, Japan’s capabilities
in this security diamond.

'® Brewster, David: “The Australia—India Security Daration: The Quadrilateral Redux8ecurity Challenges
vol. 6, no. 1 (Autumn 2010), pp. 1-9, at http://wwecuritychallenges.org.au/ArticlePDFs/vol6nol1Bitewpdf

" See: Abe, Shinzo: "Asia’'s Democratic Security Doawi’, Project Sindicate 27 December 2012, at
http://www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/a-stoat-alliance-for-japan-and-india-by-shinzo-abe
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Deputy Prime Minister Taro Aso has also recentliyetd of the need for Japan to re-think the
self-imposed ban on the export of defense equipraadttechnologies and for Japan and
India to become net providers of regional securty Asia's two largest maritime
democracies® Indeed, media reports suggest that during the mpmpvisit of Indian Prime
Minister Manmohan Singh to Tokyo agreement will digned for the sale of amphibious
aircraft used by Japan’s Self Defense Forces amdlgged by ShinMaywa Industries with
the proviso that the aircraft be used for non-i@mit purposes such as search and rescue
missions.

5. The United States, Japan and India Trilateral

The rise of China has created simultaneous trefid®mpetition and cooperation in both

Sino-Japanese and Sino-Indian relations and notdbebworsening Sino-Japanese security
relations have significantly impacted the coursetl# Japan-India strategic partnership

However, as one delves deeper, linear correlatyives way to a strategic web of complex

interaction. Notably the Japan-India partnershipsimibe seen in tandem with Indo-US

engagement.

It has almost become the norm to speak of Indiata@dUnited States as ‘natural allies’
as bilateral relations have undergone significeamigformation over the past decade. In the
past, Indo-US relations were marked by divergentldveews. In particular, relations were
deeply strained in the aftermath of India’s nuclessts in 1998. The commencement of a
series of intense discussions between the two sitiéise level of Indian Foreign Minister
Jaswant Singh and U.S. Deputy Secretary of Stateb&tTalbott over the next two years
resulted in a slow normalization of the relatiopshi

Despite Japan strong stance on India’s nucleas,télsé two countries were also
engaged in talks. Hints of the rethinking in thepal®ese government emerged during
"meaningful meetings" between Indian External ABaWinister Jaswant Singh and Japanese
Foreign Minister Masahiko Komura in Singapore ityJ1999 on the sidelines of the ASEAN
meeting and in September 1999 in New York. In Jillg, two foreign ministers affirmed the
“importance of developing Japan-India relationdHer as we go into the 21st Century”. In
the meeting in New York, they underlined the “imjamice of developing our bilateral
relations through dialogue”. During Mr. Jaswant ghits subsequent visit to Tokyo in
November 1999, he was quoted saying “I have suftdBsaccomplished my mission which
was to end the present state of frigidity,” and tha Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty “is now
more a conceptual hurdle than an actual hurdled’ mm longer linked to normalization of
ties® Indeed Japanese Minister Mori's visit to IndiaAngust 2000 followed the visit to
India by US President Bill Clinton in March 2000hih was the first by a US President to
India after more than twenty years and marked andgjange in US policy. Japan’s October
2001 decision to lift all nuclear related econosamctions came soon after the 9/11 terrorist
attacks in the United States.

18 Text of Mr. Taro Aso’s lecture, at http://www.imé-japan.go.jp/PDF/aso_lecture.pdf
9 Arora, Ramesh: "Normal ties with Japan 'restoreidiswant Singh"Rediff 26 November 1999, at
http://www.rediff.co.in/news/1999/nov/26japl.htm
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Since then Indo-US relations have further strenggbdeand the ambit of India’s
importance to US interests has steadily widenedlayathe geopolitical importance of a
liberal, democratic and economically rising Indiadarlines most contemporary US global
strategic formulations. The view that has gaineellence is that the United States has to
"strengthen political, economic and military-to-it@ty relations with those Asian states that
share our democratic values and national interdgiat spells India?® In the words of
Nicholas Burns, US Under Secretary of State foritieal Affairs®* - As we Americans
consider our future role in the world, the riseaoflemocratic and increasingly powerful India
represents a singularly positive opportunity to adee our global interests. There is a
tremendous strategic upside to our growing engagéemath India. That is why building a
close U.S.-India partnership should be one of thetdd States' highest priorities for the
future. It is a unique opportunity with real promisor the global balance of poweBince
2004, Washington and New Delhi have been pursuitgjrategic partnership”. In 2005, the
United States and India signed a ten-year defeassefvork agreement to expanding bilateral
security cooperation. The high point of course Was 2008 peaceful nuclear cooperation
agreement between the two countries that dramigticalversed three decades of US
nonproliferation policy.

At the highest level has been the statement of WSidRent Barack Obama when he
visited India in November 2010 thdthe United States does not just believe, as sozoplp
say, that India is a rising power; we believe tiadia has already risen. India is taking its
rightful place in Asia and on the global stage. Amel see India’s emergence as good for the
United States and good for the world&long similar lines, in May 2011, US Assistant
Secretary of State Robert Blake summarized U.Salm€elations under the rubric of four
major “agendas®:

aninnovationagenda that includes collaboration on energy scuwivil nuclear cooperation,
agriculture, space, climate, and other sciences;

asecurityagenda that includes military-to-military relatipasms sales, and nonproliferation;

a people-to-peopleagenda that encourages civic engagement, and opegrngnce and
democracy initiatives; and

agrowthagenda focused on increasing bilateral trade arestment by removing barriers to
both.

Clearly in the initial phase Japan’s strategic gegaent with India was prodded by the
United States. Consider Japanese Foreign Ministenky Kawaguchi's statemefit in
January 2003:

2 "Statement by the U.S. ambassador to India, Rdbletkwell’, cited in: “U.S. and India consider iAs
NATO”, Newsmax29 May 2003, at http://archive.newsmax.com/arediarticles/2003/5/29/162032.shtml

2L Burns, R. Nicholas: “America’s Strategic Opportyniith India” Foreign Affairs (November/December
2007).

?2 Blake, Jr Robert O.: “The Current State of U.S.-India Coofieraand Prospects for the Future”, Assistant
Secretary, Bureau of South and Central Asian AdfaidS State Department (13 May 2011), at
http://www.state.gov/p/sca/rls/rmks/2011/163312.htm

23 Text, at_http://www.mofa.go.jp/region/asia-paci¥®301/india.html
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Within the new strategic environment, India hasrbe®rking to strengthen its ties with the
United States and other major countries with whidilad had limited engagement during the
Cold War era, and its recent advances in defenspeation with the United States are of
particular note. This Indian initiative will contrute to peace and stability in Asia. Japan is
likewise helping to foster stability and prospeiitythe Asian and Pacific region through the
Japan-U.S. Alliance.

The placing of bilateral relations with India iretlvider strategic context of Asia came only
in 2006 with theStrategic and Global Partnership between Japan arda. Only in June
2012 did Japan and India conduct their first bitexercise off the coast of Tokyo. It is in
line with rising importance of India in US stratedormulations that Japan assessment of the
usefulness of India as a strategic partner hagased. It is for nothing that the consistent
emphasis on democracy as a common core value amdinmasecurity as a common
objective underpins Japan-India strategic partrgrsh

Indeed after India and the US launched a Strategilogue on the Asia-Pacific in 2010
“to ensure that the world’'s two largest democragiessue strategies that reinforce one
another” the United States hosted the first US-Jdpdia Trilateral in December 2011.
Reflecting this objective was the Joint Statementhe U.S.-Japan Security Consultative
Committee meeting in June 2011 which stated aaraé common strategic objective to -
“Welcome India as a strong and enduring Asia-Pagifirtner and encourage India’s growing
engagement with the region and participation inioeg architectures. Promote trilateral
dialogue among the United States, Japan, and 1Atligince then four such dialogues have
taken place “to exchange views on a wide rangeegional and global issues of mutual
interest” marking the beginning of a series of adt@gions among the three governments,
“who share common values and interests across sleePPacific and the globe”.

6. The Economic Imperatives of Japan-India Relatios

From a bilateral standpoint the most noteworthy tmjible improvements in Japan-India
relations have been in the sphere of economicioemtand it is here that the China factor is
directly evident.

Economic relations between India and Japan in tegesrs have gathered significant
momentum after years of stagnation. According ®I#test figures available, total bilateral
trade in 2012-13 was approx US$ 18.76 billion. Tigin items of India’s exports to Japan
are iron ore, metal products, food products ineglgdmarine products, raw materials and
chemical products. The main items of Japan’s esprindia are general machinery, metal
products, electrical machinery, metal products tagaasport machinery.

The institutional framework to further accelerated aconsolidate business activities
between India and Japan has been put in placeth@tomprehensive Economic Partnership
Agreement (CEPA) that came into effect in AugustR0As part of the CEPA, India will
eliminate tariffs on 90 per cent of its importsifrdapan, and Japan will remove tariffs on 97
per cent of Indian imports on a trade value badgibinv 10 years. In addition the CEPA
relaxes barriers on investment, trade in servicesraovement of professionals. With tariffs

24 Text, at_http://www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/201 1166597 .htm
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slashed on more than 8,000 products including gemkeugs, apparel, agricultural products
and machinery the bilateral trade between both trmsnis expected to reach US$ 25 billion
by 2014.

It is soon after the anti-Japanese demonstratiwatsthe Prime Ministers of Japan and
India directed that the Japan-India Joint Studyupr@SG) be launched by June 2005. The
JSG was tasked to comprehensively consider meastgettgthen economic relations between
Japan and India and submit its report within a y@&e JSG recommended that the two
countries launch inter-governmental negotiationddweelop CEPA. It is also in the context of
Chinese suspension of shipments of rare earths s®oraeans to pressure Japan in the 2010
flare up over the Senkaku islands that Japan adid Boint Statement that year recognized
the importance of rare earths and rare metalsutoré industries and it was agreed to explore
the possibility of bilateral cooperation. Thougte tBhinese suspension was temporary Japan
is looking to diversify the procurement of raretkaressential for its high tech electronics
industry and Japan in India have in 2012 signedeanarandum of understanding to enable
the import of rare-earth minerals from India.

Fig 6: India - Japan Bilateral Trade
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Data Source: Export-Import Databank, Departmer@aihmerce, Govt. of India

Importantly, Japan is also currently India’s latgesateral developmental assistance donor
and India has been the top recipient of yen loams fJapan since 2003 surpassing China,
which had been holding that position for many yelrdact as the argument that China was
an economic threat gained momentum in Japan camesgpgly ODA disbursements to India
increased. The share of Japanese developmentaassish total ODA received by India has
been significantly increasing over the past fewyéa stand at 42 percent in 2010.
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Fig7: Japan’s Overseas Development Assistance (@@Mkdia
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Given that Japan’s ODA tends to be focused on #@mnamic infrastructure needs of
recipients the major sectors attracting the atbendf Japanese ODA in China and India have
also been largely similar. In China, from April I88 December 2007, 48 percent of Japan’s
ODA projects belonged to the transportation, eleqgiower and gas sector. In the case of
India, from March 1976 — March 2012, 50 percenttlté# projects have belonged to the
transportation, electric power and gas sector.

In India, as part of the Japan-India Special EcanoRartnership Initiative (SEPI)
several high visibility flagship projects like th2elhi-Mumbai Industrial Corridor (DMIC)
have been initiated. The DMIC is projected to attfareign investment worth about US$ 92
billion and will include cooperation in developmeot sea ports on the west coast and
industrial estates and Special Economic Zones \kithh quality physical and social
infrastructure through collaboration between pevahd governmental sectors of India and
Japan. The Japanese government has announcedomtenimake available for the DMIC
projects Japan’s public and private finance totali¥s$ 4.5 billion in the next five years.

However, as shown by Hidemi Kimura and Yasuyuki @,aabt only does Japan’'s ODA
have a positive “infrastructure effect” it also hagositive “vanguard effect” on Japanese
FDI. % Currently, Japan is the fourth largest investomniia with a share of about eight per
cent in total cumulative inflows of foreign direicivestment (FDI) between April 2000 and
February 2013. As shown in Fig 3, in 4 years thenloer of Japanese companies with
business operations in India has more than doubledThe sectors attracting Japanese
investment are automobile industry, electrical pment, trading, service sector (financial &
non-financial), and telecommunications.

% See: Kimura, Hidemi and Todo, Yasuyuki: “Is Foreigid a Vanguard of FDI? A Gravity-Equation
Approach” RIETIDiscussion Paper Serié¥-E-007 (February 2007).
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Fig 8: Japanese FDI in India (US$ million)
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Fig 9: Number of Japanese Companies in India
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Of course several factors have also contributedth® changing Japanese companies’
perception of the Indian economy. These includéalsceconomic growth despite the global
economic downturn; domestic demand; projections egpansion of India’s working
population aged 15-64 over the long term; strengtiteties with other East Asian economies
particularly South Korea; and geographically styateposition of India to develop as a
production and export base for the growing markehe Middle East and Africa. However,
increases in ODA disbursements are indicative pada economic interest in India and have
also been an important determinant of increasipgilese FDI inflows into India. Using

At the level of the private sector also the woragniapan-China relations have had an
impact on the increasing interest in India. Sin@®22the results of the annual survey of
Japanese manufacture's overseas business operatodscted by the Japan Bank for
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International Cooperation (JBIC) have rated Indsathe 39 most promising investment
destination after China in the next ten years. Amdhe backdrop of recent tensions with
China, the 2012 JBIC survey shows that India hasrtaken China as the most attractive
investment destination in the next 10 years. Imgof the medium term of the next three
years China is still the most attractive market theé gap between China and India has
substantially reduced.

Fig 10: Japanese Investors Perception of PromSmgtries for Overseas Business (3 years)
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When specifically questioned about China the Deaar@b12 survey states:

Two out of every three companies say that theiinass operations in China have been
negatively impacted by the recent anti-Japanesedsimations.

With regard to future operations in China, 55.7cpat respondents say that although they are
yet to decide their direction they feel the needhtinitor the situation and act cautiously.

With regard to the vision for future operationgdhina and the Chinese market, 74.4 percent
say that diversifying risk to other countries/rewias important.

7. Concluding Remarks

Japan is no longer complacent about China’s rifess increasingly seeing economic
relations with India as an insurance policy and rdical component of its economic
diversification strategy to reduce dependence enChinese market. At the same time Japan
continues to be firmly committed to the alliancehathe United States as the primary vehicle

% See Nishizawa, Toshiro: “How Could we Interpret@B FDI Survey Results”|CRIER (9 March 2013), at
http://www.icrier.org/pdf/nishizawa09mar13.pdf
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to advance its national security. The strategi¢tneaship with India is still largely ideational.
It is the vision emanating from Washington linkilmglia, Japan and the United States in the

realm of Asian security that has stimulated Japawhktico-strategic initiatives involving
India.
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STILL AT ODDS: THE JAPANESE ABDUCTION ISSUE AND NOR TH
KOREA'S CIRCUMVENTION

Anthony DiFilippo *
Lincoln University

Abstract:
During the 1970s and 1980s, North Korea, or as kniown officially, the Democratic People’s Repuahiif Korea
(DPRK), abducted a number of Japanese citizens.cidiyeafter the late Kim Jong Il admitted to form#&apanese
Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi in September 2002t agents from the DPRK had kidnapped some Japanes
nationals during the Cold War, the abduction issu@ch remains unresolved, became highly politicieedapan.
Pyongyang, however, has continued to maintaindarestime now that the abduction issue was settdgedral years
ago, while also insisting that Japan must make ds&nthe DPRK for its past colonization of the &m Peninsula.
For its part, Tokyo has remained adamant aboundeel to resolve the abduction issue, repeatedigsitrg that it is
one of the few major problems preventing the noizatibn of Japan-North Korea relations. Largelgduese of the
strong security relationship between the UnitedeStand Japan, which for the past several yearbdwso contend
with the North Korean missile and nuclear weapasses, this paper also examines Washington's eitapgsition
on the abduction issue.

Keywords: Japanese abduction issue, North Korean missilenadéar weapons issues, the history problem,
politicization of the abduction issue, six-partikta the U.S. position on the abduction issue.

Resumen:
Durante las décadas de 1970 y 1980, Corea del Nart@l y como se la conoce oficialmente, la Repablic
Democratica Popular de Corea (RDPC), secuestrd a sarée de ciudadanos japoneses. Este asunto, hoh@or
todavia sin resolver, se ha politizado enormemeamteJapén, en particular desde que el difunto Kimgdd
admitiese al anterior primer ministro japonés, Xzhiro Koizumi que efectivamente la RDPC habia secads
ciudadanos japoneses durante la Guerra Fria. Pyangysin embargo lleva desde hace un tiempo mamgnique
el asunto relativo a los secuestros quedé resuwite varios afios, a la par que insiste en que Jdmode pedir
disculpas a la RDPC por la colonizacion de la Peniagle Corea. Por su parte, Tokio se mantiene fiemdo que
respecta a la necesidad de resolver el problemdodesecuestros, subrayando que es uno de los pales
problemas que se oponen a la normalizacion dediiones Japén-Corea del Norte. En gran medidalpduerte
relacion de seguridad que liga a Japén con los @s$aUnidos, y que en los Gltimos afios se ha tegudoenfrentar
al desafio mdltiple de los lanzamientos de midi@ésticos y los ensayos nucleares, este articutobtén trata la
cambiante postura de Washington en relacién casehto de los secuestros.

Palabras claveSecuestro de japoneses, problema nuclear de Cotegodite, problema histérico, politizacion de
los secuestros, Conversaciones a Seis Bandas, pat#uos EEUU sobre los secuestros.
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1. Introduction

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

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

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

2. Looking Back

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

® See KEDO, at www.kedo.org/Index.asp

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

2" “Abduction Politics...”,0p. cit.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

% U.S. Department of Stat€ountry Reports on Terrorisnthapter 3, Washington, D.C. (30 April 2007), at
www.state.gov/j/ct/rls/crt/2006/82736.htm

147




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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

% Interview with Song Il Ho, Chief Negotiator of DRRIapan Talks: “Pyongyang will not Yield an Inch in
Demanding Japan’s Liquidation of the Pa3ttie People’s Koreal0 March 2006.
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Yasuo Fukuda was at the time prime minister of dapPyongyang was considerably more
inclined to meet with Tokyo, to discuss the abduttissue and even agree to a
reinvestigation of the kidnappings than it wouldédad the nationalist ShimAbe still been

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

4. Wither New Hope

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

“9 Funabashiop. cit, p. 51.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

5.1. The Yokotas Change Their Minds

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

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

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

¢ Quoted in Chagp. cit, pp. 370-371.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

“Abductions of Japanese Citizens by North Korexg, cit.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

7. A Ray of Hope — Quickly Dashed

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

% “KCNA Commentary Denounces Japan’s Intention tditieize Humanitarian Issue’Korean Central News
Agency 16 August 2012.

159




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

upcoming government talk§ At the same time, Washington appeared to be sgradsignal

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

MDPRK Succeeds in Satellite Launckorean Central News Agency2 December 2012.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

8. Analysis and Prospects

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

137 Manyin, op. cit.

166




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

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

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

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

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

authority to enforce it*®

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

170




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

JAPAN’S NATIONAL IDENTITY, TERRITORIAL DISPUTES AND
SUB-STATE ACTORS: NORTHERN TERRITORIES/SOUTH KURILE S
AND TAKESHIMA/DOKDO COMPARED *

Alexander Bukh?
Victoria University of Wellington

Abstract:
This paper joins the constructivist debate on Japaational identity and foreign policy. Mainstre@anstructivists that look at norms as
main components of national identity have focusedapan's anti-militarist or pacifist identity. Whpaying attention to the process of the
emergence and institutionalisation of the antitanilst norms their works have implied the existenfeertain coherence between the
intentions of the various actors that participatethis process and the final institutionalisedmo©n the other hand, critical constructivists
that construe identity of the national "self" asistoucted in opposition to the difference of muéifothers" have focused on broad identity
discourses and have paid little attention to the 06 concrete issues and events in the contintepreduction of these discourses as well as
the processes through which these identity disesuesnerge. This talk is guided by the critical tamsivist ontology. It will focus
however on the processes that led to the emergéne® territorial disputes, Northern TerritoriesdaTakeshima, as main building blocs in
the discursive construction of Japan's postwartityevis-a-vis Russia and South Korea respectivitlgxamines the role of sub-state actors
such as municipalities and civil society groupdhiase processes. | will argue that while both effthal constructs are quite similar, the
processes that led to their emergence have somémportant differences. Furthermore, by analystmginterests of these actors the paper
argues that their interests had little in commothwie final identity constructs. This argument stiens the ideational coherence of the
process of national identity construction impliadnainstream constructivist works.

Keywords: Japan, Takeshima, Northern Territories, ConstrisctiyNon-State Actors.

Resumen:
Este articulo se une al debate del constructiviemaorno a la identidad nacional de Japén y a slitjga exterior. El constructivismo de
corte convencional que examina el marco normatimoaa el principal componente de la identidad naciaeaha centrado en su identidad
pacifista y en su explicito antimilitarismo. Al mis tiempo que se prestaba atencién al proceso @egemcia e institucionalizacion de las
normas antimilitaristas, sus obras han dado portaéa la existencia de una cierta coherencia enaihtenciones de los varios actores
que formaban parte del proceso de institucionalizacPor otra parte, constructivistas de la escueliica que observan la construccion
de la identidad nacional como un proceso en el&ugo" se contrapone a una serie multiple de "strse han centrado de forma amplia
en discursos identitarios y no han prestado atemeibpapel de asuntos y sucesos concretos en tadepcion de esos mismos discursos y
en los procesos a través de los cudles tal discigiesatitario emerge. En esta discusion, nos guiapor la ontologia del constructivismo
critico. Sin embargo, nos fijaremos igualmente angrocesos por los que emergieron dos disputasaieales, la de los Territorios del
Norte y las islas Takeshima, como bloques discogsan la construccién de la identidad del Japorpdsguerra frente a Rusia y a Corea
del Sur respectivamente. El articulo examina elgbale actores sub-estatales tales como las admasishes municipales y agrupaciones
civiles en tales procesos. Argumentaré que si lmerconstructos finales de ambos procesos acaterdsisimilares, los procesos que
llevaron a su emergencia contienen importantesefil@as. Ademas, analizando los intereses de estoges, este articulo explica como
sus intereses tenian poco que ver con el constfingbgue acabd emergiendo. El argumento principall articulo por tanto pone en duda
la coherencia del proceso de identidad nacional sgieresupone en las obras del constructivismoeararional.

Palabras claveJapon, Takeshima, Territorios del Norte, constristno, actores no estatales.
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1. Introduction

This paper joins the debate on the constructiodaplan’s national identity. The theoretical
premises that guide paper are located within thiécal” branch of IR constructivism. Unlike
the liberal branch of constructivist theory thatudees on social structures constituted by
norms and ideas, critical constructivism emphasthesrole of difference attributed to the
“other” and meanings associated with this diffeesras a key element in the construction of
the (national) “self® Following these ontological premises, most of émepirical works
associated with the critical constructivist schfimus on broad identity discourses in which
the national “self” is hierarchically juxtaposedthwiits significant “others” through broad
historical narratives, depictions of cultural dttries of the “other” and normative analyses of
the “other’s” political structures and institutions

Arguably however, these broad discourses rely oy specific events and issues for
legitimization of the various meanings embeddetheam and even more importantly when
competing with other discourses for dominance. Tiews would dispute the argument that
Stalin’s purges or China’s Communist Party’s inegroensorship have played an important
role in the construction of US identity vis-a-vieet Soviet Union and today’s China
respectively. Focusing on the broad discourses,elierwy quite often critical constructivist
scholarship tends to ignore the processes throulgithwcertain issues and events are
incorporated into various identity discourses. amse cases, like the examples above, the
answers may be quite obvious and not requirinché&urtacademic scrutiny. In other cases
however, including the territorial disputes dis@aasbelow, the actual process of
incorporation of a specific event or issue intaaval identity discourse is more complex than
it may seem. This paper seeks to address thisigndsy analyzing the role of the various
sub-state actors in bringing the territorial digsuto the fore of national identity discourses,
their interests and interactions with other actors.

The centrality of territorial disputes in nationdentity constructs seems to be rather
obvious. Territory is one of the main attributes aofnation and thus any instance of its
contestation can be expected to play an importamtoi central role in the discursive
construction of the national “self”. Furthermoree tprocess of the "self" identity construction
involves complex instances of ideational differatiin between the self and the outside. On
the other hand, borders, as sharply drawn tergittiries, by definition, create a geographical
distinction between the "self" and the outside.s@ish, it can be argued, issues that relate to
the geographical delimitation of the national “Selfe potent tools in the process of ideational
construction of borders that distinguish the “s&éfm its “others”.

This paper focuses on two territorial disputes thablve postwar Japan: the Northern
Territories/ South Kuriles dispute with USSR/Russna the Takeshima/Dokdodispute with
South Korea. As this article focuses solely on daparely for the sake of convenience the
Japanese names for the disputed territories (Northerritories and Takeshima) will be used
throughout the main body of the paper. The histébrizmackground of the disputes and the
historical arguments forwarded by Japan and theroparties to support their respective
claims have been thoroughly discussed and analgyedther scholars. Some of them are
mentioned in other articles in this issue. Thusléak of space | will refrain from repeating

® Rumelili, Bahar (2004): “Constructing identity amelating to difference: understanding the EU's enod
differentiation”, Review of International Studiegol. 30, no. 1 (2004), pp. 27-47.
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these facts and argumefiEr the purposes of this paper it suffices to rioé in both cases,
the roots of the disputes can be traced to theigwbf early Cold War that drastically altered
the US perceptions of its national interests arnatioms with its main WWII ally. Namely,
increasingly complicated relations with the Souktion, the Korean War and other Cold
War events, resulted in the various bodies of tiseddvernment (the main architect of the
peace process with the defeated Japan) issuingrderuof contradictory statements and
decrees with the final draft of the Peace Treaty Wapan being rather brief and ambiguous.
This ambiguity combined with multiplicity of documis and statements that preceded the
signing of the Treaty enabled the parties to tlspulies to produce interpretations supportive
of their respective claims to the islands in questi

The paper will proceed as follows. In its first piurwill examine the various sub-state
actors that participated in the Northern Territorend Takeshima related activism, their
interests and actions. In particular, it will focus the role of local governments
(chihgjichitai) and grassroots groups. The second part of therpefp examine the processes
of incorporation of the territorial issues into ioaal identity discourses, the domestic
political changes that enabled this incorporatiow @ghe roles “Northern Territories” and
“Takeshima” came to play in Japan’s identity comstion vis-a-vis Russia and South Korea
respectively. In a nutshell, this paper argues #fiadf the actors have pursued their rational
(maximization of material utilities) goals in thegrritorial disputes related activism. These
goals, | argue had little to do with the “otherts idifferences or the national “self’
construction but can be traced to other, more pedignmterests of the actors.

2. Grassroots Groups
2.1. Northern Territories

The grassroots movement for the return of the $@aeupied territory sprung on Hokkaido

almost immediately after the completion of the bwccupation in September 1945. The
numerous groups consisted of former residents efdbcupied territories or residents of
Hokkaido proper with vested interests in the teri@s.Reflecting the background of their
members, some of the groups demanded the retwlh afthe Kuriles, others focused on the
four islands known today as the ‘Northern Terrigsij some only on Habomai and Shikotan,
and some hoped for the return of southern Sakhairwell® Besides the variety in the

geographical scope of the territory, the variousugs varied in terms of their interests related
to the territory in question. Some were interestethe islands per se due to property rights.
Other groups that included not only former residemtit also fishermen from villages on
Hokkaido or Northern Honshu had more interest m fishing areas located in the waters

* For the Northern Territories/South Kuriles dispaée for example: Stephan, John (197%)e Kuril Islands:
Russo-Japanese Frontier in the Pacifixford, Oxford University Press; For the Takeshibakdo dispute, see
for example: Koo, Min Gyo (2009)slands Disputes and Maritime Regime Building iasEAsia,London,
Springer, pp.63-102.

® Hara, Kimie (2006)Cold War Frontiers in the Asia Pacific: Divided Tieories in the San-Francisco System
London, Routledge.

®Kuroiwa, Yukiko: "Dvijenie za vozvrashenie Severnghritoriii Nemuro (The movement for the returntbe
Northern Territories and Nemuro)‘iberal Arts (Iwate Prefectural University), no.3 (2009), pRQ.-
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adjacent to the islandsThe analysis below will focus mainly on the movamnformed the
city of Nemuro which is considered to be the spaitorigin of the irredentist cause.

The first appeal to reverse the Soviet occupatpeared almost immediately after its
completion in the town of Nemuro. Prior to the Swccupation, Nemuro was the center of
the economic zone that encompassed the islandthar@hstern part of Hokkaido. It was also
the place where most of the former residents ofdisputed islands have settled after the
Soviet occupation. The movement was led by #sldisuke, the mayor of Nemuro. Ahdnd
his followers formed an organization called the @ussion to Petition for Returning Islands
Attached to HokkaidoHokkaidy fuzokusshofukkikonseiiinkaihereafter the Commission).
Most of initial members of the movement belongeatiezi to the local administrative elite or
held senior positions in the local fishing indus#y of them had clear personal stakes in the
islands.An@ for example, owned a farm on Shikotan and waslw@gbin running a crab
cannery on Etorofu prior to the Soviet occupafiobater, however, probably as the result of
the Soviet expulsions of the remaining resideramfthe islands, the movement expanded to
include other members of the community.

Similarly to the grassroots organizations today @ommission activities involved
submission of petitions to the occupation authesitand the Japanese government and
organization of rallies. Like other civil societyganizations that emerged in Japan in the
aftermath of the defeat, they campaigned againstpiblicy pursued by the authorities,
demanding its amendment. Thus it is not surprisingt some of the activists were
occasionally detained and questioned by the ocirpauthoritieSAs the main purpose of
the irredentist activism was to improve the livellds of its members, the rationale
behindtheir demands was dominantly economic. Byoagkaking, the ultimate purpose of
the activism was reinstatement of the pre-1945l@anomic zone that included eastern
Hokkaido and the southern part of the Kurile chadinis local economic zone having Nemuro
as its center was interrupted by the Soviet occopaand the imposition of the so-called
‘MacArthur line’ that severely restricted the aregsere Japanese fishermen could engage in
fishing activities. Thus the early petitions suliedt to the Occupation Authorities
emphasized the economic importance of the watgexat to the Soviet occupied islands
and urged the authorities to place them under ®@®ttupatiort’

Similarly to the later discourse on the Northernriteries, the petitions did champion
the return of four islands and appealed to histbriacts and international justice. The
petitions also argued for a deep natiomainzokuteRi connection of the islands to the city of
Nemuro. In their attempt to attract attention tip®sitioned the territorial issue within the
broader question of postwar national revit/althese arguments, however, were perceived as
means in mobilizing governmental and public suppartthe irredentist cause and providing
it with broad legitimacy rather than ends in thelwsg As the main parts of the petitions as
well as the internal debates of the Commission shibe return of the islands was seen as a

Kajiura, Atsushi: "Rigai &5 ni yoru hoppryoudo henkan uridno bunseki" (Analysis of the irredentist
movement for the return of Northern Territoriesnfrthe perspective of interests structuk)kusai kankeiron
kenkyuno. 7 (1989), pp. 97-127.
® Kushiro (1988):Ands Ishisuke to hopfrysdo (Ands Ishisuke and the Northern Territories), Kushiraiskiro
Shimbunsha.
? |bid.
12 Nemuro City (1997)Shima o kaes@Return the four islands!), Nemuro, Nemuro CityficH.

Ibid.
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matter of economic life or death for the city of M&o and hence carried a local and
pragmatic agends.

To summarize the above, the irredentist movemerntiemuro was propelled by the
severe aggravation of the local economy that reduftom the Soviet occupation of a
significant part of the economic zone of easterkkaglo. The perceived value of the islands
was dominantly economic and appeals to history r@ferences to the nation in the early
irredentist discourse were made based on stratadgalations in an attempt to draw a broad
public and official support to their cause. Otheoups formed by the former residents and
local fishermen also pursued a pragmatic agendaréfiacted their economic interests and
the feasibility of their demands based on theierptetation of broader political issues that
shaped Japan-USSR relations. In 1953, anotherfismmi grassroots group was formed in
Nemuro. The group was called ‘Nemuro Area Peacesdpvation Economic Revival
Alliance’ (Nemurochildheiwaijikeizaifukkdomei) and its members were mainly local
fishermen and common residents. Headed by TOGAS&hdMu who later became one of
the local leaders of the left leaning civil movermprotesting US war in Vietnam and Japan’s
complicity in it®, this Economic Revival Alliance championed theiretof only two islands,
perceived as the most pragmatic solution to th@tdeel dispute and subsequent alleviation
of local fishermen livelihood¥'

2.2. Takeshima

The first organized citizen’s group devoted to Tlakeshima issue emerged only in 2004 and
will be discussed in the final section of this @di However civil activism did exist on
Shimane Prefecture’s Oki Island, the administratieater of Takeshima, starting from early
1950s. Before proceeding further with analyzingadhases of this activism, it is important to
briefly outline the international situation in tearly 1950s in relation to Takeshima.

Takeshima islets or rocks were officially incorpechinto Japan’s Shimane Prefecture
in 1905. The rocks cannot sustain human habitadimh thus did not have any permanent
residents but administratively they were part of&ackllage located on Oki Island. After
Japan’s defeat, the above-mentioned MacArthur imgosed by the Occupation authorities
precluded Japanese vessels from engaging in fishrtyities in waters adjacent to
Takeshima. In July 1952 due to its location andt laicpermanent residents, Takeshima was
designated by the US-Japan Joint Commission ingehaf implementing the security
arrangements as a special area used as bombirg paagtice area for US aircrafts engaged
in the Korean War. Thus, while certain individuslhermen conducted trips to Takeshima,
officially Japanese fishing and other vessels vpeohibited from approaching the islets until
March 1953. Six months prior to imposition of théstriction however, in January 1952, in
the midst of Korean War and three months beforeRbace Treaty with Japan came into
force, South Korea’'s Syngman Rhee government issuéBresidential Proclamation of
Sovereignty over the Adjacent Seas” under whicheldadleclared national sovereignty over
the seas within the designated line, known as gda®Line or Rhee Line. The purpose of the
line was to replace the Mac Arthur Line and estfibKorean sovereignty over what the Rhee

" Ibid.

¥ Honda, Ryo'ichi (2006): “Nichiro kankei to anzewgyo (Japan-Russia relations and safe fishing)” in
Iwashita, Akihiro and Honda, Ryo'ichi (edsNichiro kankei no atarashi iapurochi wo motoméie search for

a new approach to Japan-Russia relations), Hokkdidwersity, Slavic Research Center,*2Tentury COE
Occasional Papers no.25, pp.67-72, at http://13BA0227/coe21/publish/nol5/contents.html

“Matsu’ura Yoshinobu testimony in front of Fishexi€Committee",House of Councilor§April 1% 1954),
National Diet Library database.
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government saw as Korean territorial waters. Thisven by the Korean government
significantly increased the tensions in Japan’'siti@hs with its neighbor, led to heated
diplomatic exchanges, seizures of Japanese fislgagels and clashes between the Japanese
and Korean fishermen.

However, already in summer 1951, well before theacBe Line Declaration,
representatives of Oki fishing unions submitted petitions, one to the Prefectural Assembly
and another to the central government. Both ofpitions argued that resulting from the
massive repatriation of soldiers and civilians apah’s mainland from former colonies that
followed Japan’s defeat, Oki has experienced a esuddcrease in overall population and
inthe number of fishermen. This, the petitions argued, brought the urgentrteedevelop
new fishing areas in order to be able to sustanettonomy of the island that was completely
dependent on maritime products. The petitions afghat the MacArthur Line restrictions
aggravated the economic situation on the islandaashed for the removal of restrictions on
fishing activities in waters surroundingTakeshitfiehe conclusion of the San Francisco
Treaty in September of the same year and the subse@bolition of the MacArthur Line
were met with high expectations by the local resisieand manifested in a number of festive
activities celebrating the expected resumptionfishing on Takeshima®’

Thus at a first glance it may seem that the plajl@ki’'s fishermen was identical to that
of the Nemuro area activists who sought to reeistalthe local economic zone interrupted by
Japan’s defeat and the subsequent occupation. Tlaeablels between the two movements
can indeed be drawn, however with an important aa\wamely, in the case of Takeshima,
Oki fishermen’s view of the islets as their rightfishing zone was made possible by the
occupation and the subsequent reforms. In othedsyon a somewhat paradoxical fashion,
the activism was spurred by the defeat and ataheedime lobbied against its consequences.
This paradox can be better understood if we briegmine the economic activities on and
around Takeshima during the pre-1945 years. Inyez(ﬂh century Takeshima was an
important ground for seal hunting and to a lesseerg for abalone gathering. These two
activities were monopolized by the Takeshima Fighand Hunting Company established in
1905 and the successors of its three original osvner 1908 the extent of Company’s
monopoly was extended to include fishing rightadfacent waters. The Company employed
Oki locals for seal hunting and Korean female divErr abalone gathering. In late 1920s,
these exclusive rights were leased to a Japandseaialoentrepreneur based on Korean
Ulleung Island who continued to monopolize the abalgathering and fishing activities on
and around Takeshima till Japan’s defeat and hisréo Japan propéfln 1953, in line with
the broad reforms initiated by the Occupation arties, Shimane Prefecture abolished this
monopoly and granted the rights to “fishing” (adtyaabalone, sea urchin and seaweed
gathering and octopus catching) on Takeshima toF@kiing Union. Thus the celebrations of

!> The appeal to a sudden rise in population wasanotere rhetorical tool as statistical data fromn@trie
Prefecture shows that in 1947 the population of Wés$ 42,400- 33% more than the 31,794 resident940.
Shimane Prefecture (2011): "Shimane kekeisho (Statistical data of Shimane Prefecture)atdde, Shimane
Prefectural Statistics Association.

16 Oki Fishing Union (1951)Takeshimagyoku nasgysseigen no kaijofnitsukuching (A petition to lift the
operation restrictions in the Takeshima fishingedon

Y"Sugihara, Takashi (2011): “San Francisco heigyaliu teiketsu kinen Oki Gokamura no shokuju nitesui
(Tree planning activities in Oki’'s Goka village ebtating the conclusion of San Francisco Peacetyljfe&Veb
Takeshimaat http://www.pref.shimane.lg.jp/soumu/web-takesditakeshima04/takeshimaO4-1

¥Hayamizu, Takashi (1954)akeshima gyogyno henser{Transitions in Takeshima fishing), Tokyo, Ministry
of Foreign Affairs, Asia Bureau, Second Section.
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the Peace Treaty on Oki and the petitions werersguby the memory of the colonial
economic subzone that included Oki, Takeshima alhelibly Island and where members of
Shimane elite controlled the economic activities.tihe same time however, Oki fishermen
activism was triggered also by the reforms initlatey the Occupation Authorities that
enabled Oki fishermen to perceive Takeshima as tiodiective fishing grounds.

Oki fishing unions and the municipal authoritiesitoued their petitioning activities in
the 1950s and 1960s. Overall the arguments anpdifeeptions of the territorial dispute were
similar to those espoused by the prefectural aittesr

3. Regional Governments
3.1. Hokkaido Prefecture and the Northern Territories

From 1950 onwards the Hokkaido prefectural govemtméender the leadership of the
Socialist Governor Tanaka Toshifumi fully embractdte irredentist cause. Hokkaido

Prefectural government under the leadership of Hanplayed an important role in

establishing another major non-governmental orgdioiz called the Alliance for Petitioning

the Return of the Chishima and the Habomai isld@Gtéshima oyobi Habomai henkan konsei
dome) (hereafter the Alliance). In an attempt to esshbit as representing Hokkaido as a
whole, the board of directors included the maydralbof the main cities and towns in the
prefecture. Its funding was coming mainly from theefectural government. The active
involvement of prefectural government in the irneiikd cause and the formation of the
Alliance which was dependent on the prefectureffmding signified the beginning of a

process of a gradual appropriation of the irred¢rtause and its institutionalization on the
prefectural level.

The main explicit reason that drove Tanaka’s adstiaiion to engage in the territorial
issue was the fear that despite the heavy investofeesources into the development of the
Kurilessince the 19 century, the central government may give up theiesooccupied
territories during the peace settlem&hfTanaka’s prior carrier as a public servant at the
Department of Forest Management of the Hokkaiddetere as well as his vision for an
overall development of Hokkaido also probably pthya important role in arousing his
interest in the islands that included the timbeh iKunashiri. At the same time however, it is
important to remember that in 1950, the year ptafat government embarked on its active
participation in the irredentist movement, Tanakadsinistration engaged in a fierce conflict
with the central government over the establishnoérthe Hokkaido Development Agency
within the Cabinet Office. The rationale behind ttreation of this administrative body,
whose responsibilities overlap with those of thefg@etural administration, was generally
understood as a conservative attempt to wrestledgheol over Hokkaido from the influence
of the Socialists and fiercely contested by Tarfdkahus, the irredentist cause provided
another platform for Tanaka to criticize the celhgavernment and to enhance his own
legitimacy in the eyes of Hokkaido residents. Imeliwith the general focus on economic
development espoused by Tanaka, his rationaleh@mpioning the return of the islands was
similar to that of the grassroots organizationsnily, the islands were argued to be the main

*Tanaka, Toshifumi (1950Chishima henkan konsei ni kan suru shoi@pinion regarding the appeal for the
return of Chishima), Hokkaido Prefectural Librargkkaido Prefectural Government..

Hanno, Akihito (2003)Hokkaido kaihatsukyoku to wananik&/hat was the Hokkaido Regional Development
Bureau), Sapporo, Juyrosha.
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source of protein for Japan and constituting aregretl part of Hokkaido economic zofle.
Contrastingly to the grassroots organizations tpatsued an improvement of their
livelihoods, the struggle with the central govermmnglayed an important role in shaping
prefectural and its affiliate, the Alliance for Rening the Return of the Chishima and the
Habomai islands agenda. Thus, in opposition to PdghYda’s government which, however
reluctantly, renounced Japan’s rights to the Karilg San-Francisco Peace Conference,
Tanaka and the Alliance followed the position gbal@s Socialist Party and advocated the
return of all of the Kurile chain as well as thaketan and the Habomais.

Thus, in early 1950s the Hokkaido prefectural gowent went against the
conservative government’s policy and advocatedrétiern of all of the Kuriles, Habomais
and the Shikotan. Tanaka admitted the renounceaiel#pan’s rights to all of the Kuriles in
the Peace Treaty and at the same time arguedhisaadtion did not reflect the wish of the
people of Japaff By following this line of argument the Alliance @&nTanaka’'s
administration engaged in implicit critique of Yas&'s government for its lack of adherence
to the democratic principles. Just like the conagve government brought the struggle with
the left to Hokkaido by establishing the Developimégency, Tanaka and his affiliates
utilized the territorial dispute in their attempd bring their struggle with the central
government to Tokyo. Thus for example, a mass splynsored by the Hokkaido Governor,
Hokkaido Assembly and the Alliance was held in Tokgn 19" of July, 1953. The
declaration issued by the rally contested the semesof the Kuriles in San-Francisco.
Appealing to the ‘instinctive desire’ shared by lllmans to protect a territory which was
developed by shedding ‘sweat and blood’, it cali@dthe correction of this injustice and
demanded the return of all of the Kurlies as wslte Habomais and ShikotahBearing in
mind the importance of the broader rivalry with ttenservatives dominated center, it can be
argued that despite the nationalistic rhetoric, giabolic value of the islands for Tanaka’s
Hokkaido administration was mainly in their delagizing effect on Yoshida led central
government.

During the 1955-56 peace treaty negotiations betwdpan and the Soviet Union,
many on Hokkaido believed that they will resultarreturn of at least parts of the occupied
territories. In February 1956, taking advantagehi§ widely spread belief the prefectural
administration established a new department nameddélarters for Countermeasures
Related to Reversion of Territory and Fisherieshimitits General Affairs Division. The
official purpose of this department was to colldeta and to plan the reconstruction and
development of the territories that will be retudney the Soviets but also to engage in
“nurturing” and “guiding” related grassroots orgeations®* Thus this further
institutionalization of the territorial cause oretprefectural level can be seen as an attempt to
capitalize on the possible return of the two iskaadd to consolidate the local public opinion
under the banner of “return of all of the KurilesS'hree years later, however, Socialist
candidate lost the gubernatorial elections andrméo LDP Diet member MachimuraKingo,
became the new Governor of Hokkaido. This mearit ftloan now onwards, the prefectural
policy on the territories will be in line with thaf the state and that the various institutions
established under Tanaka will now serve the paiaye central government.

I Tanakaop. cit.

22 Kuwabara, Teruji (1965)The History of the Movements for the Return ofNbethern Territories Sapporo,
The Association for the Return of the Northern iteries.

8 (1953): Chishima oyobi Habomai shibthenkan konsei kokumintaikaHokkaido, Hokkaido Prefectural
Library.

4 “History of the Northern Territories”, Hokkaido é&ecture Website, at
http://www.pref.hokkaido.lg.jp/sm/hrt/hp/histo.htm
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This policy of creating a national mission out airthern Territories related irredentism
pursued by the LDP led government can be seenlgsdtional within the domestic political
context of the 1970s and 1980s. The end of the @Wdand the changes in domestic politics
that took place in the 1990s, however, strippesl plalicy of its initial rationality. The idea of
the “Northern Territories” however took a life déiown and proved to be invisible against
attempts to question its rationality in the contextradically different international and
domestic environments.

3.2. Shimane Prefecture and Takeshima

Shimane Prefecture’s Takeshima related activismiestan early 1950s and was spurred by
petitions that emerged from Oki. On the™6f March, 1953 a week prior to lifting of the
“special area” measures that restricted Japanesssado Takeshima Shimane Prefectural
Assembly adopted a resolution on the issue. Theimwusly adopted resolution argued that
the islets are an integral part of Oki Island’s @olllage administrative area and are in need
of further development under the forthcoming Renist@nds Development Law. It called the
central government to recognize the importanceadeshima as a fishing area and to take all
possible measures to protectit.

There is little doubt that the prefectural authestsincerely believed that Takeshima
belongs to Japan and the ownership of the rockslitiedto do with Japan’s colonial rule
over Korea. Furthermore, Korean seizures of Japafisking vessels and detainments of
fishermen prompted the prefectural authoritiesrigage the issue and appeal to the state to
take measures. At the same time, to a certain e#tenimportance attached to the rocks by
the prefectural authorities is directly relatedJapan’s colonial legacy. Namely, as the result
of the defeat and the loss of colonies Japanekerfrgen lost access to fishing grounds in
waters adjacent to the Korean Peninsula. Along tighalready mentioned sudden increase
in population, and natural calamities in precedjegrs® this was one of the factors behind
Shimane Prefecture’s sense of urgency to estaittisights to Takeshima and develop new
fishing grounds in adjacent watéfsThus, regardless of the question of legality qfaies
claims to the rocks, the initial attention paidthbe issue by the prefecture stemmed directly
from Japan’s colonial history.

From early 1950s onwards, Shimane Prefecture agmusly lobbied the government to
establish territorial rights over Takeshima ancet@able safe fishing conditions. During the
final round of normalization negotiations betweapah and Korea in early 1960s, Shimane
Prefectural authorities vehemently opposed the idkegoint ownership over Takeshima
floated by one of LDP heavyweigHtSin the same year local activists proposed to éskab
an Alliance for Securing the Territorial Rights Takeshima tekeshima rgdo ken kakuho
kisei dme). The purpose of the organization which accordimghe proposal was to be
headed by the governor of Shimane Prefecture ara$evbxecutive body would have been
comprised of high level prefectural politicians amehd of the prefectural fishing union was
to act as an advocacy agent aimed at mobilizingleats of Shimane but also the broad

%5 Shimane Prefectural Assembly (195&ecords of 147th Shimane Prefectural Assembly Ngefilatsue,
Shimane Prefectural Assembly, pp.81-82

*Tamura, Kyosaburo (1955)akeshimamondai no kerk$tudy of Takeshima Problem), Matsue, Shimane
Prefecture, General Affairs Division, p.65.

%" Shimane Prefecture (1965): Takeshima no@&Butline of Takeshima), Matsue, Shimane Prefecture

2 “Takeshima, nikkanky yaan mo aru” (Takeshima: there is also a proposaljdorg ownership)Asahi
Shimbun 10 January 1963, Tokyo, morning edition, p.1.
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public in Japan and exercise direct and indireesguire on the government “not to abandon”
territorial rights to Takeshima in the process efatiating with Kore&?

After the conclusion of the Japan-Korea Treaty @siB Relations which normalized
the relations between the two countries and sheltred territorial dispute, Shimane
prefectural authorities continued their petitioniagtivities. In 1977 after over a decade of
relative calm, the tensions around the territatiapute have heightened again. Following the
US and Soviet declarations of 200 miles exclusisikeiry zones Japan and Korea declared 12
miles territorial waters and 200 miles exclusiv&éry zones. In this context the question of
territorial rights to Takeshima surfaced againhe tlomestic debates in both counties and
resulted in a number of heated exchanges.

During this period, Shimane Prefecture made a nunabeattempts to revive the
Takeshima issue and apply pressure on the govetriméming it back to negotiations table
with Korea. In February 1977, the Prefectural Adsignpassed a resolution calling for
“maintenance of territorial integrity and secursgfe fishing.” Two years later, in April 1979,
after over a quarter of a century of petitioning tbentral government to resolve the
Takeshima issue, Shimane Prefecture establishedgamization called Shimane Prefectural
Council for Facilitating the Solution of TakeshirRaoblem. It purpose was to coordinate
Takeshima related activities of the various bodhweslved such as the prefecture, municipal
authorities and fishing unions, and to engage titipeing and enlightenment activities. This
was the starting point for enlightenment activitiesnducted by the prefecture. These
activities that included publication of pamphlet&l aonstruction of road signs that called for
the return of Takeshima, were directed at the ptefal residents with the purpose of raising
residents’ awareness and deepening their undeistpafithe Takeshima probleffi.

What accounts for this escalation in prefecturalegpment’s activities and how can
their nature (enlightenment of Shimane’s resideb&skxplained? One could argue that the
damage suffered by Shimane’s fishermen as a reSKlbrean policy of excluding them from
the radius of 12 miles zone around Takeshima emthtite sense of urgency among the
prefectural authorities. In June 1978, the prefectoublished a report that estimated the
losses from the exclusion of Japanese fishermem fn@ters around Takeshima at three
hundred and twenty million yet.

Statistical data however shows that during the [E&0s the actual catch did not
decrease and for some kinds of fish and squidtitadly increased in 1979 and 1980t
could be argued that regardless of the actual dartm&himane’s fishing industry, simply a
perception of damage drove the prefectural govemimewards intensification of its
Takeshima related activities. To a certain extdrd,perception of damage probably did play
a certain role. This however does not explain theune of the activities initiated by the
prefectural authorities. In other words, one coeMgect enhanced demands from the central

29 Shimane Prefectural Assembly (1965): Takeshimarygdoken kakuho ni kan suru kenmin@nduishin
yokdan (An Outline of Proposal to Promote Prefecturiiz€n's Movement for Securing Territorial Rights t
Takeshima), Matsue, Shimane Prefectural Assembly.

%0 Shimane Prefecture (1983%ensei no ayumishowa 54-%Rrefectural Politics 1979-1982), Matsue, Shimane
Prefecture, General Affairs Division.

%! Cited in Fukuhara, Yuji: “Gyogymondai to rgdomondai no &saku (The interplay of fishing and territorial
disputes)" Shimane Journal of Northeast Asian Reseanch 23 (2012), pp. 65-78.

%Chugoku Regional Agricultural Administration Offiq@984): Shimane ken gyogyno ugoki(Changes in
Shimane Prefecture's fishing industry), Matsue j@gdtural Administration Office.
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government but what is the rationale for enlightgnihe citizens of the prefecture about the
Takeshima issue? A different light can be shedhos issue if we examine the nature of
Shimane Prefectural authorities’ relations with ¢leatral government in late 1970s.

In 1972, Tanaka Kakuei published his famous “Reringeof Japan’s Archipelago”
plan which became the backbone of governmentatyainder his leadership and envisioned
industrialization and economic alleviation of urndkreloped areas of Japan through
improved infrastructure and connectivity. Shimareswne of these areas but the benefits it
gained from the new plan were rather modest. Famgte, the plan for Sanin Shinkansen
line that was supposed to connect Shimane’s Maedeother prefectures in the San’in area
with Osaka

The plan however was put on hold and did not meltee until the present day. Thus in
can argued that the territorial dispute was seeamamportant channel to express prefectural
discontent with the overall disparity in the exéeontof the “remodeling” plan and continuous
economic disparity between Shimane and other regiand simultaneously to draw central
government’s attention to the economic plight & grefecture. Furthermore, it is important
to remember that from 1975 till 1987, the goverabShimane Prefecture was Tsunematsu
Seiji, a former economist and one of the most fiodcadvocates of domestic decentralization,
arguing that regional governments should be giverenndependence that should eventually
lead to establishing a federal system in Japan.s Tdwring Tsunematsu’'s governance,
Shimane was an integral part of “progressive mpaidies” (kakushinjichita) who opposed
the LDP led central government of a wide range omestic issues. In this context,
intensification in prefectural activism relatedTtakeshima can be seen as an integral part of
Tsunematsu led Shimane in legitimizing the clain®uh the ineffectiveness of central
government and provide further support for fedemalias an ideal political structure for
Japan.

Between mid 1980s and mid 1990s, Shimane Prefecamenued to submit its annual
petitions to the central government but otherwise dcope of prefectural activities related to
Takeshima was rather limited. The territorial digpflared up again in mid 1990s, when both
Korea and Japan ratified the United Nation’s Cotieenof the Law of the Seas (UNCLOS)
and engaged in prolonged and difficult negotiatiameed at amending the fishing treaty
without resolving the territorial dispute. In 2008himane Prefecture passed a prefectural
ordinance that designated thé'®@f February, the day Takeshima was officially inmated
into Shimane Prefecture in 1905, as the prefecilaaeshima Day. The fierce reaction from
Korean authorities and public as well as the submeguse of the Takeshima issue by
domestic politicians swiftly elevated “Takeshimabrh virtual oblivion to one of the most
important issues in Japan’s identity discourse fm Korean “other”. Thus for example a
search on one of Japan’s magazine articles searehigines Oya Bunko gives only 65 hits
for a search with “Takeshima” and “problem” keywsifdr the years 1951-2003 and 539 hits
for a similar search conducted for the years 200#22This intense media attention played an
important role in public’s interest of the issuEsr example, in a poll conducted by Yomiuri
Shimbun in 2006, 59% of the respondents said they tire interested in the dispute-this
while four years earlier only 13% believed that @stkima is an important problem in
bilateral relationd® There is little doubt that intensification in Jajsa other territorial
disputes and most notably the one with China olrerSenkaku/Diyaoyu islands played an

¥ Cited in: Nakajima, Kentards Japan Maritime Strategy Changing? An Analysighef Takeshima/Dokdo
Issue USJP Occasional Papel07-08 (2007), at_ http://www.wcfia.harvard.edu/apdn/research/pdf/07-

08.Nakajima.pdfp.23.
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important role in drawing public attention to thakéshima dispute. At the same time the role
of Shimane Prefecture’s “Takeshima Day” ordinaniceusd not forgotten. Thus while not
ignoring other factors, we can plausibly argue théier over half-century of activism
Shimane Prefecture managed to elevate “Takeshinaati obscurity to the fore of public
discourse on the Korean “other”. Mechanisms thabkd this move will be discussed in the
following section.

4. Nationalization of Territorial Disputes
4.1. Northern Territories

Both the grassroots organizations and Hokkaido eetefal government failed in their
attempts to spark a nationwide interest in the thNem Territories” issue and draw attention
to the plight of former residents and others a#iddby the dispute. In mid 1960s, even on
Hokkaido the interest in the territorial disputeswainimal. A public opinion poll conducted
on Hokkaido in 1966 shows that around 40% of thepeadents did not know the
geographical scope of “Northern Territories”, mtran half of the respondents did not know
the historical justification for Japan’s claims tioe islands and less than 10% chose the
“Northern Territories” as an issue of interest agather international issues directly or
indirectly related to Japaf.

“Nationalization” or the incorporation of the Noettm Territories dispute into national
identity discourse was achieved through intenticefédrts of the LDP led government. It
must be noted that the government did not compleighore the plight of the former
residents and fishermen and did take a number abures aimed at addressing their material
needs in the 1950s and early 1960s. Governmernésest in the dispute and in particular its
domestic aspects increased dramatically in late 0496In 1969, Association for
Countermeasures related to the Northern Territafeppy ryodo mondai taisaku kiai,
hereafter the Association), a new quasi-governnheagancy in charge of the domestic
activities related to the ‘Northern Territories’ svastablished. One of the main activities of
this organization has been to enhance and spreadrbwledge of the territorial issue
(meaning Japan’s official interpretations of thetbiy of the dispute and various documents
that justify its claims) among the Japanese people.

There is no definite answer regarding the ratiotiad¢ drove the LDP led government
towards embracement of the irredentist cause. dimsethough that political calculations
related to domestic politics played an importarle.rd@he reason, it has been argued, was
directly related to the Japan-US negotiations iiggrthe reversion of Okinawa. Namely,
through enlightenment activities, the ruling LDPsa®ping to sway the public support away
from the Socialist Party which opposed the reversid Okinawa with American bas&s.
Thus, the territorial dispute gained further impore in the LDP’s rivalry with its opponents.
The symbolic meaning of the “Northern Territoriggsided mainly in their association with
the Soviet Union and by default with the domestiogpessive forces that included the
socialists and the communists. In pursuing its goflconsolidating the nation, the
government embraced the terminology and the tedesigdeployed by the grassroots

*Hoppo rysdo fukki kisei dmei (1966): "Hopp rysdo mondai ni kan suru seiron

chosa (Public opinion survey on the Northern Terrée)f, Sapporo, Ho@pryodo fukki kisei dmei.

% |keda, Naotaka: "Showa 45 nendai no Hopgpdo mondai (The problem of the Northern Territorieghe
1970s)",Gunjishigakuy vol. 39, no. 3 (2003), pp.39-53; p.42.
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organizations. Government sponsored publicationsthlen issue adopted such strongly
nationalistic terms as ‘our inherent territory’ attehd inherited from our ancestors’ initially
introduced by the Hokkaido based movement. Furtbegnthe enlightenment strategies such
as distributing pamphlets, organizing ‘people’dieal and public events became an integral
part of the government led campaign. The driveetdighten’ the public quickly spread in the
society. Newspapers, magazines and even deparsteeas quickly became mouthpieces of
the irredentist caus®.

Along with the process of nationalization of theedentist cause the domestic discourse
on the lost territories and related events gragiuadcame homogenized. In a somewhat
ironic fashion, the institutionalization of the adentist cause on Hokkaido initiated by the
Governor Tanaka in the early 1950s as a tool ofygte with the central government came to
serve the interests of his foes after the conseevatictory in the 1959 gubernatorial
elections. . Along with the general demise in pulalctivism in Japan, the abovementioned
‘Nemuro Area Peace Preservation Economic Revivdiade’ which belonged to the
progressive grassroots activism and received n@astgrom the government, faded into
oblivion. Those organizations that survived tilletlpresent day are fully dependent on
governmental assistance. The institutionalizatibtine irredentist cause on the grassroots and
Hokkaido prefectural levels contributes to the ewmus reproduction of the illusion of a
synergetic relationship among the central governite prefectural administration and the
people. This creates a certain illusion of the goweental position on the islands as being
dependent on public opinion or of a certain intergooup. However, today the non-
compromising stance can hardly be traced to anycphar interests.

4.2. Takeshima

The process of nationalization of Takeshima dispstatrikingly different from the one
described above. While nationalization of North&emritories can be attributed to the efforts
of LDP pursuing their domestic political goals, temergence of Takeshima as one of the
central points of reference in Japan’s discoursther{South) Korean “other” can be traced to
the collapse of LDP’s internal control mechanisiefore proceeding further however it is
important to outline LDP’s long standing positiam the territorial dispute with South Korea.

In early 1950s, Japanese government vehementlggteat Korean de facto occupation
of Takeshima and the territorial dispute was onehef main stumbling stones in bilateral
normalization negotiations. The situation howeVearged after the 1961 coup de etat that
brought Park Chung Hee to power. Park viewed Jadaréncial assistance as vital to Korean
development and he embarked of developing clossnith Japan soon after seizing power.
On the Japanese side, the rapprochement was diwéme so-called “Korean lobby”-loose
association of business executives and strongliycamimunist conservative politicians that
formed around KISHINobusukg.

The negotiations eventually led to the conclusibnhe Japan-Korea Treaty on Basic
Relations that normalized the relations betweentw neighbors and a fishing agreement
that enabled the two governments to shelve thédeal dispute. According to Daniel Roh,
the two governments reached a secret pact accormlindpich status quo will be maintained

% Stephangp. cit.
3" Roh, Daniel (2008 )JTakeshima mitsuyak{The Takeshima Secret Pact), Tokyo, Soshisha.
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and domestically both sides will continue to makenes of sovereignty but will not contest
the other side’s claims internationaffy.

Roh does not provide any hard evidence in his aklapan/LDP policy related to the
dispute indirectly supports his argument. Throudghbe years, references to the dispute in
governmental and party publications were kept mairimum or were simply omitted?In the
Diet interpolations in 1964 and 1965 that precethexl conclusion of the Basic Relations
Treaty none of the LDP MPs, including those eledigdShimane constituency, raised the
Takeshima question. With only a limited number ateptions, this policy of keeping
theTakeshima issue on the back burner of domesfiticswas maintained by the LDP
throughout its years in power. This continued rdbtgss of the changes in power relations
among various fractions the LDP.

What enabled then Shimane Prefectural Assembly mlatend by LDP members to pass
an ordinance that went against the will of LDP heaights like AOKI Mikio? The idea
itself of inspired by the “Northern Territories D&$but the political mechanisms that enabled
the passage of the ordinance can be attributechgocollapse of LDP’s internal power
relations that resulted from PM Koizumi’s reforms.

In 1972 SATO (Eisaku) fraction came under the lestiip of Tanaka Kakuei and
became the strongest fraction within the LDP. I87.% was renamed Takeshita (Noboru)
fraction (orKeiseikai)and continued to play central role in the partyegoance. Takeshita
was a native of and elected from Shimane. Ironycalbwever, as a faithful student of SATO
Eisaku under whose premiership Japan’s relatiotls Korea where normalized, and a one-
time Chairman of Japan-Korea MPs Alliance he wae ahe of the heavyweights in the so-
called “Korean lobby”, which attributed more impamte to maintaining good relations with
Korea over demanding the return of Takeshima. Traka@s reluctance to engage in the
territorial dispute and to follow the arrangemeuoitshe “secret pact” discussed above can be
seen in his attitude to the dispute in the Diettibjthe four decades of his political carrier he
referred to the dispute only twice and very briadiyring the parliamentary interpolations-
once as the Minister of Finance during discussminthe fishing issues between Japan and
USSR in 1987 and once during his questioning awverSagawa Kyubin bribing incident in
1992 Takeshita fraction split into two (Ozawa group &lslichi group) in 1992 as the result
of growing in-fraction dissatisfaction with Ozawehiro who by that time became the most
powerful figure in theKeiseikai The importance of the fractions in general furtiemised
after the 1994 elections system refd¥irNeverthelessKeseikaibosses continued to play
central role in the LDP after the split and thecetms reform throughout the 1990s: for
example, all of the Prime-Ministers (expect for thréef period of the socialist Murayama)
were from the former Takeshita fraction. There @sdirect evidence thdeisekaileaders
directly obstructed Takeshima related initiativek tbe Shimane prefectural assembly
members prior to 2004. At the same time it canrigeed that the emphasis on solidarity and
strict top-down relations that characterizéeiseikaf“as well as the importance of the party in

% Ibid.

% For example, see: Namgb hoen gokai (1965)Nihon nsdo no hanashiA talk on Japan's territory), Tokyo,
Nan @do hoen gokai.

40 Nagai, Yoshihito: "The Process of Establishing &stlima Day in Shimane Prefecture” (in Japanese),
Hiroshima Journal of International Studie®. 18 (2012), pp.1-18.

1 Search conducted on the™26f March 2013 at National Diet Library search ewgiat http://kokkai.ndl.go.jp/.
“’Kitaoka, Shin’ichi (1995)Jimint (LDP), Tokyo, Yomiuri Shimbunsha.

3 Ferkov, Anton: "Jimirit saikys habatsu 'Tanaka ha/Keiseikai' no bunseki (AnalgsisDP's strongest faction
"Tanaka faction/Keiseikai")'Kadokagakukenky, vol. 49 (1997), pp. 63-78.
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mobilizing funding for politicians made an emergeraf any local level initiative that went
against its policy structurally impossible. Theerisf Koizumi Junichiro to chairmanship of
the LDP and subsequently to premiership in 2001dwvew dealt an invincible blow to the
internal governance of LDP still dominated by thieessors oKeiseikai Besides coming
from a rival faction $eiwakaliFukuda faction), Koizumi saw it as his missiond&stroy the
LDP which for him was synonymous with the dominanfi€eiseikai The concentration of
policy-making in the Prime-Minister’s Office (as mpsed to the previous center of gravity
that rested with the faction’s leaders) and thdt siflthe old LDP during the debates over
privatization of the postal service that culminaiedthe “postal elections” of 2005 had
probably its merits for Japan’s politics but frohe tperspective of intra-party governance it
eroded if not completely destroyed the existing ma@isms. Arguably this collapse of the
intra-party governance can be seen as the keyrfdotd enabled a group of Shimane
prefectural lawmakers dominated by LDP membersass @n ordinance that went again the
existing party policy and despite strong suggestioot to enact it that were given by a
number of powerful party members.

The passage of the ordinance was mainly an actelbéllion against the central
government and thus its broad implications wereambicipated by the prefectural assembly
members that initiated the moffe.The Korean side fiercely reacted to the ordinance,
perceiving it as having central government backifige exchange of rhetoric that followed,
the symbolic gestures such as lifting the ban amestic tourism to the islets by the Korean
authorities and symbolic retaliations, the pos#ibibf clash between the two countries’
navies after Japan’s decision to send survey $hige06 as well as the political usage of the
Takeshima issue by Japanese and Korean politicattrected intense attention from the
media and placed the territorial dispute in theteewnf Japan’s debates on Korea. Thus,
unintentionally Shimane prefectural authoritiesatee an important symbolic milestone in
Japan’s national identity construction vis-a-vie Korean “other”.

"Nationalization” of Takeshima was further enhandsda newly established citizen’s
group, called “Group to Protect Prefectural Tergitdakeshima” Kendo takeshima o
mamoruka)l. The Matsue (Shimane’s administrative center) astablished in May 2004, in
the midst of exchanges between the Prefecture laadcéntral government regarding the
enactment of “Takeshima Day”. The core of the graaigomprised of local activists that
initially became acquainted when collecting signeguor petitions related to people abducted
by North Korea and it is headed by one of the I&t@hto priests. The group is the first and
only grassroots organization dedicated to Takeshissae? Since the escalation in
Takeshima related activities and the spread indttmaestic interest in the issue, this group
which according to their own estimates has abo00Ifupporters nationwide, has played an
important role in organizing related events andaating local but also national level
politicians to participate in these eveffimitially largely unnoted, over the years the
activities of the Groupcame to be covered by magwspapers and thus its existence became
quite important in creating the semblance of a gead citizens’ interest in the Takeshima
issue.

4 Nakai,op. cit.

“5 For the purposes of this paper, | exclude theauight-wing organizationsugoku)that have continuously
used all of the issues (including territorial ditgm) that exist between Japan and its neighbors wteocating

their militant agenda.

 Interview with Kajitani Mariko, Secretary Generafl “Group to Protect Prefectural Territory-Takeshim
conducted on the T6of December, 2012, Matsue, Shimane Prefecture.
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5. Conclusion

This paper has examined the domestic processetrahatormed the territorial disputes over
Northern Territories and Takeshima into importassues in Japan’s national identity
construction vis-a-vis USSR/Russia and South Koespectively. It showed that while the
final results are quite similar, the processes #rabled this transformation have been
fundamentally different. In the case of the North@&erritories, the “nationalization” of the

dispute took place as part of an intentional pobfythe LDP aimed at diverting Japanese
national sentiments away from the US and its coiiis military dominance on Okinawa
towards the Soviet Union. In the process howeuss, ItIDP led government adopted the
strategies originally developed by the grassrootgamizations and Hokkaido prefectural
authorities. Furthermore, the existence of thegmmizations and their selective nurturing
enabled the prevalence of the semblance of a rstission with both the government and
the people working towards achieving one goal. @mtingly, in the case of Takeshima, |
argued that the “nationalization” of the disputeuwrted against the intentions of the LDP and
can be attributed to the collapse in its internalegnance that resulted from Koizumi’s
reforms.

In this paper | also argued that the interests ymdsby the various actors can be
classified as rational and had little to do witmirdouting to national identity discourse. As
Michel Foucault, has noted"...every sentiment, patédy the noblest and the most
disinterested, has a histo§/ This history can be traced to very pragmatic anthédiate
interests of the actors and it's the winding roafishistory with its unexpected shifts in
relations of power that enable the transformatidn certain pragmatic interests into
sentimental identity constructs.

4" Foucault, Michel (1991): “Nietzsche, Genealogysthiy” in Rabinow, Paul (ed.JThe Foucault Reader
London, Penguin, pp.76-100; p.78.
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RUSSO-JAPANESE TERRITORIAL DISPUTE FROM THE BORDER
REGION PERSPECTIVE

Yukiko Kuroiwa *
Iwate Prefectural University

Abstract:
Due to the territorial dispute created at the eihd/orld War Il, Japan and the Soviet Union/Russiaéhbeen in opposition
and have yet to conclude a peace treaty. Thedsalitnegotiations between Japan and Russia whistinred with the
conclusion of the Cold War have continued for mbnttwenty years. However, there is no resolutingight. Japan has
been demanding the return of the Northern Terato(Bouthern Kuril Islands, according to their Rarsglefinition), which
are under Russian administration. Why is it thatadapnd Russia cannot compromise over the issueeabwimership of
these small islands? The purpose of this articte temonstrate where the difficulties are in reisg) this problem from a
border region perspective. First, the article wiice the origins of, and shifts in, the territbd&spute, and next, examine
the standpoints of the indigenous peoples and &aspamho formerly inhabited the Kurile Islands, adl\as the Russians
who presently reside there. Also, it will investigahe situation in Nemuro, Hokkaido, which praatli lies in the Russo-
Japanese border region. As the resolution of tiiiéaial dispute is drawn out, a “territorial mytfs established in which
both sides, Japanese and Russian, state that ttieeNoierritories (Southern Kurile Islands) is tighly their territory,
making resolution all the more difficult.

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

Resumen:

Debido a la disputa territorial creada a partir déinal de la 112 Guerra Mundial, Japén y la UniéroBética llevan
manteniendo posturas opuestas y tienen desde @st@oeno consecuencia, pendiente la firma de uadeate paz. Las
negociaciones territoriales entre Japén y Rusia sgieeanudaron con el fin de la Guerra Fria sedlewanteniendo desde
hace mas de veinte afios. Sin embargo, no hay @énla la vista. Japdn persiste en su peticién de lg sean devueltos
los conocidos como Territorios del Norte (Islas Kesildel Sur, segin su definicién rusa) y que etetiinte se mantienen
bajo administracion rusa. ¢ Cual es la razén por leeglapon y Rusia son incapaces de alcanzar acuagimo sobre la
posesion de estas pequefias islas? El propésitetieagticulo es el de demostrar dénde se sitiarobs$aculos que se
interponen en la resolucion de esta disputa deadeefspectiva de una region fronteriza. En primggdr, este articulo
reastrea los origenes y vicisitudes de la dispugacgntinuacién, examina las posturas de los puelsidigenas y japoneses
que anteriormente habitaban las Islas Kuriles, asio de la poblacién rusa que actualmente residel&s. Se va &
examinar igualmente la situacion en Nemuro, Hokkagle se encuentra cerca de la frontera Rusia-Japdrhaberse
hecho esperar tanto la resolucién de la disputait@nial, se han acabado estableciendo "mitos temiales" a ambos
lados de la frontera, reforzandose con ello lagpestivas narrativas, lo cual hace que la resoludinla disputa se vuelva
aun mas dificil.

Palabras claveTerritorios del Norte, Islas Kuriles del Sur, regifronteriza, 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.

195




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

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.

201




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

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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JAPAN AND RUSSIA AT THE BEGINNING OF THE TWENTY-FIR ST
CENTURY:
- NEW DIMENSION TO MARITIME SECURITY SURROUNDING TH E
“KURIL ISLANDS”

Mihoko Kato*
Hokkaido University

Abstract:
Since Moscow decided to host the APEC Summit indWiastok, Russian policymakers and scholars
have argued that Russia should be a “Euro-Pacdigep’. However, Russia’s regional and bilateral
priorities in Asia as well as her strategy to beearPacific power remain uncertain. With the iasee
in the strategic significance of an ice-free Arctite sea of the Far Eastern region is gainingtamli
importance for the Russian Navy. This article eixea® how the emergence of an ice-free Arctic could
influence the security situation surrounding theufiIslands”.

Keywords: Japan, Russia, China, Territorial Disputes, theidi®ea Route, Maritime Security in the
Asia-Pacific Region.

Resumen:

Desde que Moscu decidié albergar la cumbre APECVédivostok, tanto decisores rusos como
académicos han estado discutiendo sobre Rusia eoradpotencia Euro-Pacifica”. Sin embargo, las
prioridades regionales y bilaterales de Rusia efmaAasi como su estrategia para convertirse en un
poder Pacifico siguen siendo inciertas. Con el aubmen importancia de un Océano Artico libre de
hielo, el area maritima de la region del Lejano &gana en importancia para la armada rusa. Este
articulo examina cémo el deshielo en el OcéanocArtiodria influir la seguridad en torno a las Islas
Kuriles.
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1. Introduction

This article discusses the influence of the growmpgortance of maritime security both in the
Arctic Sea and the Sea of Okhotsk on the secutitatson in Northeast Asia, by focusing on
the Japan-Russia relationship. Since Russia a2@hé APEC Summit in Hanoi proposed
hosting the 2012 APEC summit, the development ef Russian Far East has become a
national priority and one of the main areas obpégiublic investment. By the end of Putin’s
second presidency (May 2004—-May 2008), the Rusgiaernment revised the federal target
program “Economic and Social Development of thedrus Far East and Transbaikal from
1996 to 2010* and extended the period of the program to 2013lik® Yeltsin's federal
target program that did not work because of funattsige, the revised federal target program
secured financial resources by the federal budgth luinder the Putin and Medvedev
presidencies. Although Russia’'s GDP growth raté $blarply to -7.8% in 2009 after
recording a 7% average annual growth rate for #st pight years, the federal government
did not reduce public investment in APEC preparati@rks.

As President Putin expressed in his speech at BieECAEconomic Leaders’ Meeting on
8 September 2012, Moscow'’s policy makers regardiivistok to be a Russian gateway to
the Pacific Ocean and Southeast Asia as well ashibetest passage to Europe for Asia-
Pacific countries. In terms of Russia’s integnatpolicy towards the Pacific Rim countries,
foreign observers tended to conclude that Moscambk its dependence on China to gain a
legitimate political and military presence in thsi&Pacific region since the collapse of the
Soviet Union and is striving to diversify its reéas with other Asia-Pacific countriés.
There seems to be a consensus among experts oo-@hisga relations that the close
cooperative relationship between the two counteashed a peak around 2005 when Russian
arms exports to China hit a new record of 3.1dnllUS$! Since then, the amount of arms
trade has decreased and both countries have suffera contradictions of national interests
in military-technology cooperation, gas and oilces, and relations with North Korea.

Sharing the view on Russia’s diversification stggteNatasha Kurt paid attention to the
fact that in the Russo-Chinese border region oRbssian Far East, there areoncerns that
the federal government's development policy is Haea the most optimistic scenario.
Besides the federal target program for the perodl3, the federal government adopted a
“Long term development strategy for the Far East Baikal for the period to 2025” in
December 2009. In the “Strategy,” the federal goreent set out to integrate the Russian Far
East both with other Russian regions and neighboAsia-Pacific countries by primarily
securitizing Russia as an energy resource supphmwever, Kurt noted that although this
official development “program” and “strategy” weskaborated as one of the means to lower
the economic dependence on China, the Russiandsamvidl not be able to implement these

% This program was originally signed by the fedg@ternment in April 1996.

® Christophersen, Gaye: “Russia’s Breakthrough iheoAsia-Pacific: China’s RoleInternational Relations of
the Asia-Pacificvol. 10, no. 1 (2010), pp. 61-62.

* The total amount of Russian arms export to Chtagtedl to fall from 2006. In 2012, it was 0.68 ibili USS$.
See SIPRI, at http://armstrade.sipri.org/armstizatgd/values.phpAs a cause of the reduction in arms trade
between Russia and China, it is pointed out thasRuwas displeased with China’s practice of capjRnssian-
made weapons and selling them to third countries: $he National Institute for Defense Studies d4@a10):
East Asian Strategic Review 2QT®kyo, The Japan Times, Ltd., p. 189.

® Kuhrt, Natasha: “The Russian Far East in Russsm Policy: Dual Integration or Double Periphery?”
Europe-Asia Studiesol. 64, no. 3 (May 2012), p. 482.
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projects without China as a biggest energy impagewell as a major foreign investor into
this region®

On the one hand, Russia’s Asia policy since 20@6heen examined primarily from the
perspective of the necessity to reduce economiertmce on China in the Sino-Russian
border region. On the other hand, the potentiatiieérsification of the relations between
Russia and Pacific Rim countries has not yet bedficiently elucidated even after the
Vladivostok APEC Summit. The following sections@is on Russia’s growing interest in
maritime security in Northeast Asia, particularherhrelations with the major Pacific
countries, China, and Japan. The second sectiplaieg the background regarding why
Russia’s strategic interests are growing not omlgantinental Asia but also in the Arctic and
the Pacific Ocean under the third Putin adminigira{since 7 May 2012). The third section
considers Japan’s priority inRussia’s Asia policy based on official document$he fourth
section argues about the changing importance dkting Islands for Russia and the potential
to expand Japan-Russia relations in the sphereaafime security.

2. Change in Regional Priorities in Putin’s ForeignPolicy

The revised version of the Concept of the Foreighicl of the Russian Federation was
approved by President Putin on 12 February 2013eéfier “the Concept of 2013%).
Originally, President Boris Yeltsin approved thenCept of the Foreign Policy of the Russian
Federation in April 1993, and it was elaboratedmyaby the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
Since then, the Concept was revised on the occaditimee change in administration both in
2000 and 2008. The Concept consists of five sestiovhich are “general provisions,”
“foreign policy of the Russian Federation and thedern world,” “priorities of the Russian
Federation for addressing global problems”, “reglopriorities” and “development and
implementation of the foreign policy of the Russitederation”, and shows the basic
principles, priorities, and goals of Russia’s fgrepolicy during the presidential term. Under
the third Putin administration, the Concept of 2008s revised taking into account the
growing new trends in the international strategiocuwmmstances during the Medvedev
presidency.

In terms of Russian foreign policy makers’ peraeptdf current global politics, the
Concept of 2013 says that “the ability of the Wastdominate the world economy and
politics continues to diminish. The global powedatevelopment potential now is now more
dispersed and is shifting to the East, primarilyhte Asia-Pacific region” and also that “the
emergence of new global economic and political racteith Western countries trying to
preserve their traditional positions is enhanciladpgl competition, which is manifested in the
growing instability in international relations.’h these surroundings, Russia strives to provide
support for emerging new powers through multildtésamats such as G20, BRICS, SCO,
and RIC, while putting emphasis on her positionaagermanent member of the Security
Council of the United Nations. The substance ofrte foreign policy concept is in principle
based on the Concept of 2000, which was approvetkruthe first Putin presidency.

® Kurt, op. cit, pp. 481-485.

" “Contseptsiia vneshnei’ politiki Rossii’skoi” Fealsii”, signed by President V.V. Putin of the Rass
Federation (12 February 2013), at

http://www.mid.ru/bdomp/ns-
osndoc.nsf/e2f289bea62097f9¢c325787a0034c255/c33801¢434944257b160051bf7flOpenDocument
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However, there are significant changes in the regigriorities and the order of bilateral
relations concerning the Asia-Pacific policy in thencept of 2013 as shown below.

Although the need for Russia’s reorientation tasing Asia-Pacific region has been
actively discussed among Russian policy makersaaademics for the past seven yé&dise
position of the Asia-Pacific region was lowered te list of regional priorities in the
Concept of 2013. The previous two Concepts of 28 2008 set the regional priorities as
follows; post-Soviet space, Europe-Atlantic regithe United States, Asia-Pacific region, the
Middle East, Africa, and Latin America. In additi¢o this, for the first time, the Concept of
2013 refers to the Arctic and puts the Arctic ahd Arctic states in fourth place after the
United States and before the Asia-Pacific regioBehind the growing emphasis on the
Arctic, the number of days suitable for navigatitmough the Northern Sea Route is
increasing with the changing climatic conditionshe north. As President Putin stated at a
news conference on 20 December 2012, the federagrgment intends to revive the
Northern Sea Route by establishing security pomltsng its entire length. He also
mentioned the need to revive the airport at Tiksiich is located on the Arctic sea coast of
the Sakha Republi®

The Northern Sea Routeas initially formed to transport ordinary cargoegwever, it
was used to supply Soviet frontier posts and mylitatelligence bases in the Arctic Ocean
with equipment during the Cold War peritid.For ten years since the collapse of the Soviet
Union, the Northern Sea Route lost its militaryerals well as cargo transport via the Arctic
Ocean. However, since around 2000, the permanerdap that covered much of the Arctic
Ocean has been melting caused by global warming lygayear during summer. In this
context, the Northern Sea Route, particularly tleetieast Passage which is a shipping route
connecting the Atlantic Ocean with the Pacific Ocedong the northern coast of Russia,
started to draw attention not only from Arctic sebut also from non-Arctic actors. This
route is more secure than existing sea routes ctingeEurope with Asia primarily because
the vessels navigating through the Northern SedeRman avoid passing chokepoints such as
the Strait of Malacca and the waters off the codStomalia.

In 2009, foreign merchant ships started to go thhothe Northeast Passage including
three ships of the German company Beltfgahe amount of cargo transported by this route
increased from about 145,000 tons in 2010 to ahid@é million tons in 20123 Also, the
number of vessels has increased to thirty-fourQb22from twenty-six in 2011. In particular,
the shipping vessels bound for China and South &bieve been increasing more recently.
There were eight vessels carrying energy resotoc8suth Korea in 2012Until 2011, most
of the shipping vessels passing through the Namtarssage transported European products

8 See: “Aziatsko-tikhookenaskii” sovet sotrudnickiespo bezopasnostA'CCB): Tikhookeanskaia strategiia
Rossii (Russia's Pacific strategy)” (8 July 20H2),
http://www.russkiymir.ru/export/sites/default/ruggkir/ru/events/advertisement/docs/Nikonov_0807i€).p
Karaganov, Sergei”: “Aziatskaia strategiia: Rossiiglobalnoi” politike (Russia's Asian strategy:sRia in the
global politics)” (17 June 2011), at
http://www.globalaffairs.ru/pubcol/Aziatskaya-stglya-15234
° “Press-Conference of Vladimir Putin” (20 DecemB@f.2), at http://kremlin.ru/transcripts/17173
19 However, the airport is currentry unacceptableortiag to the Defence Ministry's desision to cldke
airport. See: “Press-Conference of Vladimir Putoy, cit.
! “Russia Revives NorthernThe Voice of Russid 7 December 2012, at
Elzttp://enqlish.ruvr.ru/2012 12_17/Russia-revivegtNern-Sea-Route/

Ibid.
3 This figure does not take account of domestic@esdNihon Keizai Shimbun (NIKKEIS January 2013, at
http://www.nikkei.com/news/print-article/?R_FLG=0&&ng=DGXNASGM0405P U3A100C1FF1000
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to Asia-Pacific countries. However, in 2012 thstfishipping vessel carrying fertilizer from
China to Europe used the Northern PassageBesides, at the end of 2012, Gazprom
announced on its website that the company had ssitdly supplied LNG (liquefied natural
gas) to Japan via the Northeast Passage for stetifite in the world® It is still uncertain
whether there is enough demand for LNG supply k& Northern Sea Route to Japan since
Japan’s import of Sakhalin-2 LNG has increased fréft (2009) to 9% (20125.
Furthermore, both governments agreed in principlehie joint construction of an LNG
terminal in Vladivostok at the Japan-Russia SunMeeéting in September 2012.The Japan
side was interested in expanding the import quamit Russian LNG from Sakhalin and
Vladivostok in order to reduce the import cost.véi this, it seems that the main purpose of
Gazprom’s announcement is to advertise the readityadnd the reality of the Northeast
Passage to the world market. Thus, developingsandring the entire route of the Northeast
Passage has become a high-priority task in ordeshow Russia’s presence in the
transportation system connecting Northeast Asiamiges with European countries.

3. Pragmatism in Russia’s Foreign Policy towards Aa-Pacific Countries

The other notable change in the Concept of 201Basthe priority placed on relations with
Japan became lower than described in the Conce2Qfi. In terms of bilateral relations in
the Asia-Pacific region, friendship relations wi@hina and India are given top priority,
followed by the Democratic People’s Republic of &ar(hereafter DPRK) and the Republic
of Korea, Japan, Mongolia, Vietnam, Australia, &elv Zealand in the Concept of 2013. In
the 2000 version, Japan was put in third place &ftena and India, and was followed by Iran
and the Korean Peninsufi. The firstJapan-Russia Summit Meeting under the third Putin
presidency was held at Los Cabos, Mexico to attkads20 Summit. At the meeting, Putin
agreed with the then prime minister Yoshihiko Noolaeactivate negotiations concerning the
territorial issue that stagnated under the Medvea@mwinistration. As for the economic
sphere, Noda mentioned that he expected tangibrgss such as the realization of the LNG
project in Vladivostok and the participation of dapse enterprises in the Sakhalin-3
project’® Unlike the former president Medvedev (May 2008y\M2912), Putin seems to
have had an incentive to promote territorial neggans with Japan. However, why has the
priority of relations with Japan become lower tiefiore?

Since the then president Medvedev visited the déspusland of Kunashir on 1
November 2010, the Medvedev administration hasyaarsan assertive policy towards the
four disputed islands of Etorofu, Kunashir, Shikgtand Habomai. On the one hand,
Moscow embarked on the modernization of the milifarces deployed on these islands. On

bid.

!5 According to the Gazprom website, the Ob River Lbrier chartered by the Gazprom group succegsfull
supplies LNG from Norwegian Statoil's plant to tiebata LNG terminal (Kita Kyushu, Japan): “Gazprom
Successfully Completes World's First LNG supply vidorthern Sea Route”,Gazprom News at
http://www.gazprom.com/press/news/2012/decembaiat60603/

18 For the trade statistics of Japan, see: http:/vewstoms.go.jp/toukei/suii/html/data/y8_3.pdf

7 See the official website of the Ministry of Foreig Affairs of Japan (MOFA):
http://www.mofa.go.jp/policy/economy/apec/2012/jssia_sm.html

18 “Kommermms BHemHel mnomuTHKE Poccuiickoii @enepaunn’, VYrteepxknena IIpesunentom Poccuiickoit
Depepaunn B.B.IIytuneiv (28 June 2000)loa. pen. TopkyHoBa, A. B.: Brewmnss norumuxa u 6e3onacnocms
cospemennou Poccuu. 1991-2002¢ 4-x momax, T. 4., Joxkymentsl. M., 2002., p. 119.

19 MOFA: “Japan-Russia Summit Meeting at the G20 I@abos Summit (Overview)”, 19 June 2012, at
http://www.mofa.go.jp/region/europe/russia/meet@®@8 pm2.html
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the other hand, the federal government accelerdtedmplementation of socio-economic
development projects of the Kuril Islands in thanfiework of the federal target program
“Social and Economic Development of the Kuril IslanSakhalin Oblast’) in 2007—201%"
When Foreign Minister Lavrov delivered a&peech at a conference on socio-economic
development of the Russian Far East and cooperatitim the Asia-Pacific region in
Khabarovsk on 2 July 2010, he mentioned the pakiti expand economic cooperation,
primarily with South Korea, and then with China amdia, while ignoring relations with
JapaR’. Some Japanese experts on Russia’s foreign pioliespreted Lavrov's message as
being that it was not worth expecting cooperatidth\@aparf> According to the statistics
published by the Far Eastern branch of the fedrrsioms service, South Korea became the
leading trade partner for the Far Eastern feddmitict in 2012>3 South Korea, Japan, and
China accounted for 32.3%, 28.8%, and 19.8% oftdked exports of the Russian Far East
respectively in 2012. As to the total imports, prexcentages of these three countries were
46.3% for China, 17.9% for South Korea, and 9.4% Japan. Furthermore, that “the
potential for conflict in the Asia-Pacific remaisgnificant, military arsenals are built up, and
the risk of WMD proliferation is increasing” arefeered to in the Concept of 2013. Moscow
seems to recognize that the military threat has lggewing in this region primarily because
of North Korea’s repeated missile launches and rgrdand nuclear testing. Given these
circumstances, the priority on bilateral relationghe Concept of 2013 is formed based on
pragmatism in economic policy and military strategy

4. Emergence of a new Role of the “Kurill Islands” ad Japan-Russia
Relations

Prior to publishing the foreign policy concept, $tdent Putin instructed the federal
government to develop the Navy, first and foremingthe Arctic areas and in Russia’s Far
East with the aim of protecting the Russian Fedarat strategic interests by the “Executive
order on implementing plans for building and depeig the Armed Forces of the Russian
Federation, other troops, military units, and ageshand modernizing the military-industrial
complex,” which was signed by President Putin oilay 2012** This section sets out to
examine why Moscow intends to strengthen its néorakes in both areas.

First of all, an ice-free Arctic will allow militgrsurface vessels to pass and submarines
to surface in the Arctic Ocedn. Following the demise of the Soviet Union, Russiailitary

% See: Federalnye Tselevye Programmy Rossii (FT4®pgramma “Sotsialno-Ekonomicheskoe rasvitie
Kuril’skikh Ostrovov (Sakhalinskaia Oblast’) na Ze2015 gody”, at
http://fcp.economy.gov.ru/cgi-bin/cis/fcp.cqi/FcpéwFcp/View/2013/232/

2l See: Russian Presidency: “Steneograficheskii’edtorsoveshchanii po sotsialno-ekonomicheskomditiazy
dal’nego vostoka i sotrudnichestvu so stranamtasistikhookeanskogo regiona”, at
http://news.kremlin.ru/transcripts/8234/print

2 Opinion by Kazuhiko TogoAsahi Shimbunl1 November 2010.

%3 See: Federal Customs Service (FTS), Far-East MsstDirectorate: “Obzor bveshneekonomicheskoi’
deiatel’nosti DV regiona za 2012 gd”, at
http://dvtu.customs.ru/index.php?option=com_cor&gigw=article&id=11029:-2012-&catid=63:stat-vnesh-
torg-cat&Itemid=90

%4 See: Russian President: “Podpisan ukaz o redliptsov pazvitiia Vooruzhennykh Sil i moderniza®PK”

(7 May 2012), at http://kremlin.ru/acts/15242

5 See: “Maintaining the Order in the Arctic OceamoPeration and Confrontation among Coastal Natians,
The National Institute for Defense Studies Japah, East Asian Strategic Review 2QIlokyo, The Japan
Times, Ltd., 2011, p. 66.
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infrastructures were downsized in the Arctic regidhthe Northern Passage is opened up to
shipping in the near future, a number of foreigrssets would pass close to Russia’s
vulnerable northern coast. Russia’s federal stbj@c the northern coast face Canada and the
United States across the Arctic Ocean. Therefehde the revival of the Northeast Passage
could promote the revitalization of the economythe Russia’s northern and Pacific coastal
region, Russia’s having to deal with a new stratégint would be inevitable. An ice-free
Northeast Passage could also provide the Russiay Wdh the shortest way to mobilize
from the European theater to the East Asian theatsd vice vers® In this sense, the
opening up the Northeast Passage to foreign vesssldl controversial from the military
strategic standpoint.

In addition to the military and commercial use of i@e-free Northern Sea Route,
natural resources such as oil and natural gas @rtbtic continental shelf are expected.
China is not an Arctic littoral state: it has, haweg conducted Arctic exploration by the
research vesséEHRE (Xuelong) since 1994’ There are two sea routes for Chinese naval
vessels to leave the Pacific coast bound for thaiér One is the route sailing up the Pacific
Ocean through the Tsugaru StfditThe other is the route passing the Okhotsk Seatten
Bering Sea through the Soya Stfdit.In October 2008, four Chinese vessels including a
Sovremenny-class destroyer sailed through the Taugait and circled around Japan. This
navigation raised Russia’s concern about Chinatsréuadvance in the Arctic Ocedh. It
estimated that the shipping route from Shangh&ldamburg via the Northeast Passage along
the north coast of Russia was 6,400 km shorter ttpassage through the Strait of Malacca
and the Suez Candl. The Northern Sea Route would bring commerciakfiento China’s
economy that heavily depends on foreign trade.

China’s icebreaker th&Xuelongdeparted for its fifth Arctic exploration throughe
Northeast Passage via the Soya Strait in July 20Af2er visiting Reykjavik (Iceland), the
Xuelongchanged its scheduled return route and tried ¢hemoute passing the North Pole for
the reason that the Arctic sea ice was lower thaeaed® If vessels can develop the new
shipping route passing the North Pole, they coutnidapassing the exclusive economic zone
(EEZ) of the Arctic littoral countries on most dfet shipping routé® This would lead to a
saving of the transit rate to be paid to the Arttioral countries. Th&uelongsuccessfully
passed through the new Arctic Sea route in Septe@®E? for the first time except Russia.
On the return route, théuelongdid not pass the Okhotsk Sea although it was steeédo do
so, but sailed the Sea of Japan through the Tsi#aait. This route change is regarded to be

% bid., p. 78.

" The Xuelongs a 163-meter-long vessel with a displacemen2Xg000 tons, the world largest non-nuclear
icebreaker. It was purchased from Ukraine in 1998kobson, Linda: “China Prepares for an Ice-Aesic,”
SIPRI Insights on Peace and Secyrityg. 2010/2 (2010), p. 3.

% The Tsugaru Strait is the channel used for internal navigation. This strait is located betwelke southern
part of Hokkaido and the northern coast of Honslapén’s main island) connecting the Sea of Japdrtten
Pacific Ocean.

% The Soya Strait (La Pérouse Strait) is also usednternational navigation. This channel is lodaketween

the southern coast of Sakhalin and the northerstafaHokkaido connecting the Sea of Japan and#ietsk
Sea.

%9 Hyodo, Shinji: “Chugoku ga mottomo onkei? Hokkydtauro no shutsugen = Ondanka de henka suru higashi
ajia senryaku kankyou (Will China gain the maximbenefit? The emergence of the Northern Sea Route =
Global warming causes the change in the securnitpicistances in East Asia)Janet Jiji Press26 September
2012, at http://janet.jw.jiji.com/apps/do/auth/lngitml.

31 See: Jakobsowp. cit, p. 5.

32 See:Sankei ShimburY, September 2012.

¥ See:Sankei ShimburY, September 2012.
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China’s response to Russia’s warning shot thatlaasched when th&uelongwas passing
the southern part of Okhotsk onwafd.

When China’s vessels depart for the Arctic Oceaouph the Soya Strait, they need to
pass by the Kuril Islands, either the south codsParamushir or around Etorofu and
Kunashir. The then president Medvedev planned tolemize the military bases on the
Etorofu and Kunashit> As chief of the General Staff of the Russian Adnf@rces, General
Nikolai Makarov announced in August 2012 that Bastor BAL mobile coastal defense
missile systems could be deployed on the Kurilng&® The modernization of the Russian
military forces around the Kuril Islands can bersée reinforce Russia’s control against
Japan’s claim for sovereignty. However, considgtimat the missile range of the Bastion is
300 km, it would be deployed to secure the shippouge around the Kuril Islands rather than
to prevent the enemy landing on the isldAdsln this context, with growing potential to
utilize an ice-free Arctic Ocean, the Kuril Islandee playing a new role as a key strategic
zone to control the passage of foreign vessels ddéomthe Arctic Ocean in addition to the
traditional nuclear submarine base.

The negotiations on territorial issues over ther fislands between Japan and Russia
have been stagnant since the then president Medwasieed Kunashir in November 2010,
while Russian energy supply to Japan has beenasiog since 2009. After taking power
again, Putin has showed a willingness to reactitrederritorial negotiations with Japan. For
instance, soon after the regime change to the LUDBeral Democratic Party, Japan) was
ensured in December 2012, Putin stated that “we heseived a signal from Tokyo, from the
party that has come to power again, that the patedadership will seek to conclude a peace
treaty” and he added that “we highly value it amigéind to conduct a constructive dialogue on
the issue™® On the one hand, he has repeatedly insisted#pan and Russia should seek a
mutually acceptable solution to the issue of teria dispute. Taking into consideration the
strategic significance of the Kuril Islands, espéigiEtorofu and Kunashir, it is not realistic
to expect a major compromise from Russia over hiaciple position. On the other hand,
Putin and the former prime minister Noda agreedetepen their cooperation on the sea. Itis
notable that Noda said that Japan would like tanmte concrete cooperation on the sea,
including cooperation on the Arctic in the bilatemeeting with Putinf® While the change in
strategic circumstances surrounding the Kuril Id&acould make territorial disputes more
complicated, there would be opportunities to exptrelcooperation on the sea close to the
disputed islands.

5. Conclusion

In the annual presidential address to the Fedessébly on 12 December 2012, Putin stated
that Russia should ensure the unity of Russia’seetarritory by developing the Northern Sea

3 See: Hyodoop. cit

% SeeThe Siberian Time&8 August 2012, at
http://siberiantimes.com/other/others/news/russieff-up-its-military-presence-on-kuril-islands/

% See: “Russia to complete Kuril troops’ reinforcerney 2014” Russia TodayRT), 28 August 2012, at
http://rt.com/politics/kuril-islands-defense-milita 736/

3" Koizumi, Yu: “Roshia no ajia taiheiyo senryaku &Ria’s Asia-Pacific strategy)Kaigaijijo (October 2012),
pp. 53-55.

¥ “press Conference of President Putiop, cit.

% See the official website of the Ministry of Fomeig Affairs of Japan (MOFA):
http://www.mofa.go.jp/policy/economy/apec/2012/jssia_sm.html
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Route, the Baikal-Amur Mainline (BAM), the Transk8rian Railway, and other transit
corridors?® As mentioned above, the regional priority of &sa-Pacific region was put after
the Arctic region in the Concept of 2013. Theskcall documents show Russia’s principle
position that integrating Russia’s frontier regiomo the domestic market inevitably comes
before strengthening the relations between thetidfomegion and the neighboring Asian
countries.

With the revival of the Northern Sea Route, attmstarted to be paid to the sea lanes
connecting the Sea of Japan with the Okhotsk Seaelisas with the Pacific Ocean as the
gateways to an ice-free Northern Sea Route. Wdmléce-free Arctic could bring Russia
advantages as a new commercial route and accessléveloped natural resources from the
viewpoint of economic benefits, it would open artbustrategic front followed by Europe, the
Caucasus and Central Asia, and East Asia. In dadensure her presence as an influential
sea power in the Northeast Asia, Russia will stiteeig the control and security in the
Okhotsk Sea. Compared to the 1990s when the fisputed islands were ignored by the
federal government, today these islands are liteelye granted the strategic responsibility for
maritime security. On the other hand, Japan is\¢athe difficult problem of diversifying
energy imports while reducing the dependence orleaugpower after the catastrophic
earthquake on 11 March 2011.

The practical use of the Northern Sea Route shibelldxamined carefully from various
angles including the impact on the negotiationsr ke disputed islands between Japan and
Russia. If an ice-free Arctic will be put to priaei use for Northeast Asian countries, it could
provoke the incentives for maritime security co@pen in the sea lanes from the Sea of
Japan to the Bering Sea among the countries cosdterAt the same time, the emergence of
the Arctic Sea Route could be a factor that Russieds the Kuril Islands (particularly
Etorofu and Kunashir) more than ever for the ségwnd control of the sea lanes. While
respecting the historical process of negotiatioerdkie territorial disputes, both states should
establish a fruitful and pragmatic relationshippesding to the change in the strategic
circumstances surrounding the two countries.

“0 president of Russia: “Poslaniie Presidenta Fedenali Sobraniiu” (12 December 2012), at
http://kremlin.ru/transcripts/17118
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‘A GERMANY IN THE PACIFIC:” THE ROLE OF JAPAN IN
RUSSIA'S TURN TO ASIA
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Abstract:
This paper examines the role of Japan in Russetent strategic, economic, and ideational re-
orientation towards Asia. It focuses on the cursgate of bi-lateral relations, in particular dephents
before and after the 2012 APEC summit held in \Wasiok. The paper draws attention to emerging
opportunities between the two countries, in palticin the spheres of energy, security, and therpiatl
for increased Japanese investment in the RussiaEd&d. It also addresses the issue of the tdaiitor
dispute over the Southern Kurils / Northern Terige and its impact on the Russian-Japanese
relationship. The paper charts a renewed effortreysiosome in the Russian political and intellectual
elite to emphasise Japan as a key partner for &sssitional development strategy. It also draves th
attention to the various and diverging understagsliof national identity amongst this elite; theunatof
Russia’s integration into the Asia-Pacific Regiand the context of changing regional geopolitics.

Keywords: Russia, Japan, APEC, economic development, eneagipnal identity, Southern Kurils /
Northern Territories.

Resumen:
Este articulo analiza el papel de Japon en la riemtacion de Rusia hacia Asia en el plano tanto
estratégico, econdémico como ideacional, fijandaseleestado actual de las relaciones bilaterales, e
particular los hechos anteriores y posteriores &lambre APEC del 2012 en Vladivostok. Este articulc
fija igualmente su atencién en las crecientes apudades entre ambos paises, en particular en las
esferas de energia, seguridad y en el potenciah paayores inversiones en el Lejano Este de Rusia.
Igualmente considera el problema de la disputaitnial en torno a las Kuriles del Sur / Territoso
del Norte y su impacto en las relaciones Rusia-dajiste articulo identifica un renovado esfuerzo
entre la élite politica e intelectual rusa por ponex mayor énfasis en Japdn como socio clave en la
estrategia de desarrollo nacional, la cual a su esta intimamante ligada a una determinada forma de
concebir la identidad nacional, a la naturalezaldentegracion rusa en la region Asia-Pacifico yiaa
geopolitica regional cambiante.
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1. Introduction

Borders between states are inherently dynamic eg #ne constituted by fluid political,
cultural, economic, social, geopolitical, and histal processes. Since the collapse of the
Soviet Union in 1991, there have been in Russig&caadhifts in prevailing views towards
neighbouring states as well as distinct changesth@m nature of borders; and re-
conceptualisations of both regional and nationahiily. These shifts over the last 25 years
have been particularly acute in the Russian Fat, Bd@sch through its changing external
relations with surrounding states has demonstraeatisely how “specific boundaries
materialize, rematerialize, and dematerialize iffedent ways, in different contexts, at
different scales, and at different timésThis paper attempts to provide an overview of
Russia’s relations with Japan, and in particular tiwe Russian Far East (RFE) figures in this
relationship. It also addresses how the natureooddys and borderlands can be shaped, and
even inverted, as a response to rapidly shiftindigal, economic, and security contexts.

The paper begins by briefly examining the 2012 A%aaific Economic Cooperation
(APEC) Summit held in Vladivostok, and how it cae bnderstood as part of Russia’s
strategic turn towards Asia. Against the backgroohdhis summit, it also addresses how
Japan has been interpreted as a particularly impomplayer in this process by certain
members of the Russian political and intellectuigeelt then discusses the unresolved
territorial dispute over the Southern Kurils / Nwtn Territories, and how this issue has been
used as a symbolic device to articulate competisgns of Russia’s national identity and
destiny. The paper argues that for some among®uksian elite, Japan has assumed the role
of a vital partner, capable of redefining Russiplace in the region and facilitating its
integration into the economic dynamism of the AB&gific. It has also been represented as a
state able to assist Russia in consolidating an@ldping the vast territories of the RFE.
However, at precisely the same time as such ekiens privilege Japan’s role in this
transformation, they also expose tensions betwé&raht understandings of Russia’s place
in the world; fractures in regional geopoliticsdatompeting strategies behind Russia’s drive
for national and regional development. Drawing aergs surrounding the 2012 APEC
Summit, this paper interrogates the role of Japaelite discourses over Russia’s national
development strategy, and the success or failutkeste discourses in declaring to the world,
and more importantly to a domestic audience, thadsR is both a Europeand Asian
power.

2. Chanaing Borderlands: Vladivostok and the Russia Far East

With the implosion of Soviet power in 1991, and #ssociated withdrawal of central state
authority and support, the RFE was acutely affedigdworsening social and economic
problems® Features of this period were the decline of dhaieked industries and services; a
reduced military capability; unemployment; the rexoof barriers over the movement of
goods and people; the weakening of state and ld@areament institutions, which in turn

’Megoran, Nick: "Rethinking the Study of InternatBoundaries: A Biography of the Kyrgyzstan—UzIsidam
Boundary",Annals of the Association of American Geographek,102, no. 2 (2011), pp. 1-18.p.1.

3Lukin, Artyom and Troyakova, Tamara: "The Russiaar FEast and the Asia-Pacific: State-Managed
Integration”, in Azizian, Rouben and Lukin, Artydieds.) (2012)From APEC 2011 to APEC 2012: American
and Russian Perspectives on Asia-Pacific Secunity@ooperatiorVladivostok, Far Eastern Federal University
Press, pp. 189-203; p. 193.
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exacerbated overexploitation of the region’s nattgsources; worsening corruption; and the
increasing influence of criminal elements on busiand politicé. It is therefore hardly
surprising that between 1991 and 2012, the RFEalostt one fifth of its population as birth
rates collapsed and out-migration increased asl@é®ip in order to escape the deteriorating
economic conditions and dire employment prospects.

With their standard of living dramatically decliginfor those who remained in the Far
East, the 1990s could be characterised as a timegéct and disconnection from Moscow.
However, the coming to power of Vladimir Putin i@ was to signal a renewed interest in
the RFE as the central government began to reassgree of influence over the region,
most dramatically and immediately with the remosathe controversial Primorskii governor,
Yevgeni Nazdratenko in early 200By the end of Putin’s first Presidency, a mas$aderal
development programme for the RFE and Siberia haeh bannounced with huge state
funding provided through to 2013The symbolic culmination of this trend was, witret
announcement by President Putin in September 2807he APEC leaders’ meeting in
Sydney, that Vladivostok would host the 2012 APEEn&it. With this announcement, the
city was set to be transformed into a key stagevbith to demonstrate the government’s
ambitions in the RFE and the Asia-Pacific as a whol

Putin had committed Russia to hosting a major matonal summit in a city with
basically non-existent infrastructure for such appge at the time. Justifying the decision to
bring APEC to Vladivostok, Putin and other membeirdhe leadership emphasised that it
was aimed at giving impetus to the RFE and showgasito the international communityt
was equally a chance for a symbolic demonstratioa tlomestic audience, especially to the
residents of the RFE, that the Russian state nalvah@newed desire to develop the region
and provide the necessary services and infrasteudior its citizens. Crucially, it also
demonstrated that the state now had the resowoasike good on its promises and in total
$21 billion was spent on making Vladivostok capaiflbosting this summit.

APEC and the infrastructure projects associateti witvere endorsed by both Dmitri
Medvedev and Putin as part their own political BgaNhile still President, Medvedev made
high-profile visits to the city in the run-up toettsummit in order to supervise construction
and ensure timely progress was being made. Putesident at the time of the summit in
September 2012, enthusiastically hosted the evehtantinues to emphasise precisely what
integration into the Asia-Pacific region means Rwussia’s national development. At an
address to the Federal Assembly on Russia’s ecanomilook at the end of 2012 he
reaffirmed that “Siberia and the Far East - itis enormous potential...This is an opportunity
to take a rightfulplace in the Asia-Pacific regigh.

“Ibid. p. 194.

>Programma razvitiya Dal'nego Vostoka otoslana waalbotku - raskhody okazalis' 'neadekvatnymi™, at
http://newsru.com/finance/20feb2013/fareast.html

® See: Fish, Steven: "Putin's Patidurnal of Democracyol. 12, no.4 (2001), pp. 71-78.

"“Programma ‘Eknomicheskoe i sotsial’noe razvitig'Bego Vostoka i Zaibaikal’'ya na period do 2012igo
Ministry of Economic Development of the Russian &mwdion, 21 November 2007, at
http://www.economy.gov.ru/minec/activity/sectionsgdareg/investproject/doc2010011212

8_ukin and Troyakovagp. cit.,p.195.

*A pleasure too costly", 07 September 2012, at/Mé#p.gazeta.ru/opinions/2012/09/07/a_4758569.shtml

% Rogov, Yurii: "Prezident napravil vektor razvitiyadal'nevostochnye zemliDal'nevostochnyi kapitalyol.
20 (December 2012), at http://www.zrpress.ru/pmftialnij-vostok 20.12.2012 58486 _prezident-napravi
vektor-razvitija-v-dalnevostochnye-zemli.html
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The summit itself passed without any major problemissues. However, the huge state
expenditure on APEC 2012 raised some inevitablestopres about Russia’s development
strategy in the region. As a number of commentatated, the current approach almost
entirely relies on vast state resources, and tlggomehas become bound to the fickle
budgetary conditions of the Russian stat@uestions remain over to what degree the region
will be burdened with the long-term upkeep of thpegects? What is the sustainability and
prospects for future funding of such costly progmaes, in Vladivostok or elsewhere? And,
do such projects merely encourage corruption andpéa the competiveness of Russian
business in the region? These and other criticastipns have a serious potential to
undermine the Putin / Medvedev legacy, and withhsyeestions have come suggestions of a
different model of developing the Russian Far Eagt Japan at its centre.

3. The Role of Japan in Russia’s Turn to Asia

Any visitor to Vladivostok will immediately noticéne presence of South Korean businesses —
from Korean Air and Asiana at the airp&rtp the hotel Hyundai (still Vladivostok’s premier
hotel at the time of the summit), to the range ofd&n food products in the supermarkets. As
for relations with China, they have developed tchsa level that Putin declared in the run-up
to APEC that they have achieved “an unprecederggdl’l with “not a single irritating
element.”™ As Russian Foreign Minister, Sergei Lavrov, relengiterated, “the amount of
our trade with China, our main trading partner, fehed the all-time high of $83.5 billion,
and it looks more than feasible that the figur&d®0 billion, a target for 2015, will become
reality.”* He also noted that the amount of trade with theuREc of Korea has increased to
$25 billion, and the trade turnover between Russid Japan is today nearly $30 billibn.
However, for an economy of its size, there is gdiing feeling in Russia that both economic
and political relations with Japan have not yethea their potential. As one leading Russian
expert on Japan, VyacheslavAmirov of the InstitateWorld Economy and International
Relations, has put it, Russian-Japanese relatitmok “almost the same as they did six to
seven years aggo®

Amirov suggests that Russia and Japan have notgedn@® achieve the significant
potential of their bilateral economic ties, nor pemation within the Asia-Pacific multilateral
institutions of which they are membeéfshis is despite the presence of those on the Russi
side who have advocated further developing economiéraction with Japan as it has the
potential to balance Russia’s growing ties with r@hi As Andrey Borodaevskiy has
explained: “Japan represents a natural countenwvéigmighty and rapidly growing China, a
fact which may turn out to be of major importancehe context of future economic rivalry in

Y4 ukin, Artyom: "The Russian Far East: developmentad geopolitical challenges'SA Annual Conventign
San Francisco, 3-6 April (2013).

?However, no Japanese airlines currently serve fe. R

%pytin Praises 'Unprecedented' Russian Ties Wiih&ZhRFERL, 27 April 2012, at
http://www.rferl.org/content/putin_praises_chindati®ns/24562817.html

1 Lavrov, Sergei: “Russia in APEC: toward New Horisoof Asia-Pacific Integration”Mezhdunarodnaya
Zhizn',  Special Edition APEC 2012 (2012), pp. 8-18. p.. JAwvailable in English at
en.interaffairs.ru/i/l2012_eng.pdf].

' |bid.

*Amirov, Viacheslav: "Russia, Japan, and the AsieifiRd, in Azizian, Rouben and Lukin, Artyom (eds.)
(2012): From APEC 2011 to APEC 2012: American and Russiarsfiectives on Asia-Pacific Security and
Cooperationyladivostok, Far Eastern Federal University Prpgs,127-137. p.128

Ybid. p.129.
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the world, in general, and in East Asia, in pattcti® It is also worth noting that the actual
threat perception of Russia from the Japanese artkyice versa, is relatively low. In terms
of security, Japan is today focussed on reducinigl @¢ar era equipment and organization
from ground units in the north (where a Soviet Bwa was once expected) towards
bolstering maritime and air units in the southw@gtere the expanding military of China is
now the concern.

In the economic sphere, and against the backgrotiAdPEC 2012, as well as Russia’s
recent accession to the WTO, it has been argued ati@acting Japanese technological
resources and investment would correspond with iRsssleclared priorities of further
liberalization of trade and investment in the AB@eific; deeper economic integration; joint
efforts to encourage “innovative growth;” and impement of transport and logisti€sThese
rather vague and ambitious long-term goals alsoecainthe same time as Japan strives to
compensate for its reduced nuclear energy capacitje wake of the Fukushima disaster.
Immediately prior to the devastating tsunami andlear disaster, the share of atomic power
in Japan’s production of electricity was 30.8 penté' The inevitable short-fall caused by
shutting-down Japan’s nuclear plants and unceytahbut the industry’s future have made
finding alternative energy sources to nuclear paaveolitical and economic priority.

Geoffrey Hornung of the Asia-Pacific Center for Gety Studies in Honolulu, notes
that energy holds a promising future for Russigvadase relations, as Japan ranks first
globally as a natural gas and coal importer, wiRlessia ranks third globally as a coal
exporter and first as a natural gas expdrtér.a recent special “APEC 2012” edition of the
Russian journalMezhdunarodnaya Zhizn'Vladimir Likhachev of the Russian Energy
Research Institute, emphasises that gas expoms tihe RFE will continue growing as a
result of the recent agreement on joint constractod a third unit of the LNG plant on
Sakhalin to produce around 5 million tons of LNG, weel as a proposed new plant in
Vladivostok®Alexei Miller, CEO of Russia’s state controlled @aam, has stated that the
Vladivostok plant will have a capacity of at led$t million tons of LNG a year, with output
scheduled to reach full capacity before the eng0df6, of which 70 per cent will go to Japan
and 30 per cent to South Koréa Japanese consortium of Itochu, Japex, Marubepigx
and Cieco signed an agreement with Gazprom in Al to prepare a joint feasibility
study on construction of the LNG plant and othes-ghemical facilities in Vladivostok.
Likhachev suggests that such projects are abspldedirable for both sides: “Russia shows

¥Borodaevskiy, Andrei: “Democracy and Growth: RussiGreat Challenge”The Japan Times7 January
2012, cited in Amirovpp. cit.,p. 130.
®Hornung, Jeffrey: "Japan and the Asia-Pacific" Airizian, Rouben and Lukin, Artyom (eds.) (201Eyom
APEC 2011 to APEC 2012: American and Russian Pets@s on Asia-Pacific Security and
%ooperationVIadivostok, Far Eastern Federal University Prpgs,138-150.p. 147.
Ibid.
nterview by Deputy Foreign Minister A. Borodavkin Kommersant 29 November 2011, at
http://www.mid.ru/brp_4.nsf/0/D8E7F804D6E48 D1A4Z95700280D74-29-11-2011cited in Amirov, op.
cit., p.133.
“Tabata, Shinichiro: "The Booming Russo-Japanesen@oi Relations: Causes and Prospedirasian
Geography and Economies). 53, no. 4 (2012), pp. 422-441; p. 438.
“Hornung,op. cit, p. 145-146; International Energy Agency: "Key \MoEnergy Statisticsho. 13 (2011),
available at www.iea.org
#ikhachev, Vladimir: "The Asia-Pacific Componenttbe Russian Energy Strategy 2030tezhdunarodnaya
Zhizn', Special Editon APEC 2012 (2012), pp. 104-114; (09 (Available in English at
en.interaffairs.ru/i/2012_eng.pdf
““Russia Ready to Boost Energy Supplies to JapaminPat
?Sttp://en.ria.ru/business/20130429/180908611/Ru§e'mv-to—Boost—Enerqv—Supplies-to—Japan——Putiri..htm
Ibid.
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interest toward the LNG plant project in Vladivdstoecause it hopes to gain access to new
industrial construction technologies, while Jap@akes on diversifying its gas impoft.”

Russia has also invited Japan to jointly develapfgads in Eastern Russia - in Irkutsk
Region (a gas condensate field at Kovyktino), anaklfia (the Chayanda gas field).
However, while Japan has declared an interestimgliavolved in the Sakhalin-3 project, it
has been reported that Gazprom has stated thabregr companies will be eligibfé.
Likhachev also points out that regardless of wiadémtial for cooperation exists, the lack of
infrastructure (or guarantees of its eventual goiesibn) for direct delivery of gas to Japan,
will constrain progress on any joint projeét®evertheless, Sakhalin’s off-shore oil and gas
Is a critical element of Russia-Japan trade, an@Qfh2, foreign trade turnover between
Sakhalin and Japan amounted to $7 billion, whichlnsost 40 per cent of Sakhalin region’s
foreign trade, and more than 20 per cent of thed foteign trade of Russia and Japan.

However this burgeoning energy relationship, a nembf Russian experts are
concerned about an over-reliance on energy expohsth the Russian-Japanese relationship,
and the export-profile of the RFE as a whole. Tlalvocate widening the bi-lateral
relationship with Japan across all sectors in ordercapture Japan’s huge economic,
investment and technological potentfaDne of the strongest supporters of Japan’s dritica
role in developing the RFE is Director of the MosdBarnegie Centre, Dmitri Trenin, who is
convinced that Japan can be a “Germany in the iPafof Russia®* He reasons that:

Germany is Russia’s closest partner and perhapdess friend among the bigger

countries of the West. Gaining a similar partnethi@ east would produce clear benefits
in all relevant areas: trade [...], investment, scéenand technology, education,

healthcare, transportation, and human relations.ean@ny in the Pacific would make

Russia’s global position much more sustain&ble

Trenin suggests that Japan would also achieve fisigni benefits, arguing that: “When
China’s northern neighbor and strategic partnemvganp to Japan, the Japanese people will
have every reason to feel more secdteRather than the Russian government’'s current
economic plan for Siberia and the Far East of diaeling and more centralized control,
Trenin believes that Russia should instead fulliliset the economic potential of the
neighbouring Pacific region to develop its eastmitories, and Japan should be at the
vanguard of this strategy. His idea is that Ruasid Japan will move toward a relationship

% ikhachev,op. cit, p. 112.

“Ibid., p. 109.

bid., p. 110.

**podpisana novaya programma ekonomicheskogo sdthestva mezhdu dal’ne vostochnymi regionami
Rossii i Hokkaido (Yaponiya)'Pravitel'stvo Sakhalinskoi’ Oblastat
http://www.admsakhalin.ru/index.php?id=105&n0_cachgtx tthews%5Byear%5D=2013&tx_tthews%5Bmo
nth%5D=02&tx_ttnews%5Bday%5D=18&tx_tthews%5Btt nes=5436&cHash=a41c0b4ec9ab4a2d24ces
0Oeb3c8deefc

“Amirov, op. cit, p. 132.

*Trenin, Dmitri and Weber, Yuval (2012Russia's Pacific Future: Solving the South Kurlaisl Dispute
Moscow, Carnegie Endowment for International Pgade.

bid., p. 9.

#Fbid., p. 10.
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“that thrives on information technology, space teslbgy, and education...A new
relationship...that ensures Japanese companies imsissia beyond natural resourc&s.”

Similarly, some commentators in Japan have recedri®th the economic benefits of
engaging with the RFE, and the potential welconag¢ dlapan would receive for playing a role
in developing the region — a factor that may netagls be present in Japan’s relations with
other states in northeast Asia. For instance, Mmofrushita of the Japan Institute of
International Affairs, has highlighted that: “Witlhe Russian government now ‘pivoting’
toward the Far East region, the time has come dpad to boost its presence, increase its
influence with Russia, and expand its economic ecatjpon with Russia through coordinated
public- and private-sector efforts...serious constlen should be given to ways in which
Japan can participate in the development of Sitzarihthe Far East regioff. Therefore, with
indicators of economic synergy, and a new will todgacooperation being articulated on both
sides, what is holding up the drive towards a newsdiftan-Japanese partnership?

4. Unlocking Russia’s “Germany in the East”

A 2012 report on Russia-Japan relations by leadirgerts of the Russian International
Affairs Council noted that, with the exception of and gas projects in Sakhalin, Japanese
capital does not play a significant role in Russiaconomy? and investment flows between
the two countries seem unlikely to shoot up inrikar- or mid-term futur&.Japanese banks
and other financial structures are also underreptesd in the Russian stock market, and aside
from the proposed construction of an oil refineryl dhe recently announced Toyota and
Mazda car-assembling facilities near Vladivostdieré are no joint mega-projects on the
horizon with Japanese businéss.

Even at the most recent meeting in April 2013 betw@®resident Putin and Prime
Minister Shinzo Abe - the first top-level Russiapdnese summit in almost a decade - only
modest agreements were announced. Putin and Abesawethe signing of an
intergovernmental agreement on establishing andimgncultural centres, and a number of
cooperation agreements in the transport and enemgpjors, on exchanging financial
intelligence information on money laundering antaficing terrorism, and on establishing a
Russian-Japanese investment platform. These weremganied by a memorandum of

*bid., p. 9.

*Fushita, Hironori: "Russia's Eastward Pivot: Cirstamces in Russia Following Putin's Comeback apdnla
Reaction",AJISS-Commentary: The Association of Japanesetutesti of Strategic Studiespl. 149, no. 23
(2012), pp.1-4.p.4.

%At the end of 2010, Japanese accumulated direestment in Russia stood at $1.2 billion (0.1 percérall

Japanese outward direct investment). Russia’s imerg in the Japanese economy is even less thastistd
discrepancy, JETRO Global Trade and Investment R¢p011), p. 117 & 122, cited in Amiroep. cit, p. 131;

In a 2012 report on Russia-Japan relations, theiRus$nternational £airs Council, cited statistics that in 2010

the volume of Russia’s FDI in Japan amounted ta3&&nillion. See: Panov, A.N., Kazakov, O.l., Krsta,
V.0., Kuzminkov, V.V., Pavlyatenko, V.N., Streltsdv.V. and Chugrov, S.V. (2012Current State of Russia's
Relations with Japan and Prospects for their Depalent Moscow, Russian International Affairs Council. p.
12-13.

$’Amirov, op. cit, p. 131.

®panov, et al.gp. cit, p.14 & 15.
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understanding between Rosneft Oil Company and M&sGo Ltd, and a memorandum of
cooperation between the Amur Region governmentHuoikaido Bank® However, these are
small steps rather than a giant leap forward inRhesian-Japanese economic relationship.
Putin was nevertheless keen to emphasise Russidiagness to invest in large-scale
infrastructure projects in order to help meet Japgrowing need for hydrocarbon resources.
He even suggested that Gazprom could be prepared/ést its resources in gas pipeline
systems within Japan, and the possibility of buaiddadditional electric power capacity in
Russia for subsequent supply to Jafian.

However, such projects are still focussed on thergnsector, and as Artyom Lukin of
the Far Eastern Federal University has noted, thamains a prevalent feeling that wider
Russian-Japanese economic relations are hamperdatiebunresolved territorial dispute.
While Lukin recognises that Japan may be interestdttlping to reduce Russia’s growing
dependence on China, this is unlikely to do muclagsist Russia’s regional development
aspirations, which is “of course, mainly becausethef ill-fated dispute over [the] South
Kuriles/Northern Territories still poisoning relatis between Moscow and Toky®8.”

The contested islands in this dispute are Shikd€amashir/Kunashiri, Iturup/Etorofu,
and the islets and rocks constituting the Habomaug These islands have been under
Russian control since September 1945 and the Jepavieo remained on the islands at the
end of the War were subsequently deported by Scawhorities. Today, the Japanese
government claims all these islands and the issuex their ownership has been partly
responsible for the lack of a post-War Peace Tréatyveen the two sides. To break the
deadlock over the islands’ status, various ideage haeen proposed over the years. A
dominant trend on the Russian side is exemplifigdthe Russian International Affairs
Council’s report, which suggests that the probldmait signing a peace treaty should not be
allowed “to prevent [...] or contain the developmeftbilateral relations. On the contrary,
only by achieving [a] high level of the relationwill it] be possible to create the right
atmosphere for devising its solutiofi.Ih other words, developing economic relations &hou
come before any concessions over territory.

However, in order to unlock the potential of Jaf@ndeveloping its eastern provinces,
there have also been suggestions of bold terrdtodacessions from some on the Russian
side. In the early 1990s these were most oftencadsd with former Russian Deputy
Minister of Foreign Affairs, Georgii Kudnadze. Morecently, and in order for Japan to
become his “Germany in the Pacific,” Trenin hasgasjed that the only way for Russia to
benefit from a qualitative and quantitative improment of relations with Japan is by
resolving the territorial issue once and for akk id convinced that as long as the dispute over
the South Kuril Islands remains, then “Moscow widlt be able to transform its relationship
with Tokyo into one resembling the current Rusggerman partnership. This makes it more
difficult for Russia to embrace its Euro-Pacifi¢ure.™

$%Russian-Japanese talks”, at http://eng.kremlingw/s/5337

““Russia Ready to Boost Energy Supplies to JapaminPat
http://en.ria.ru/business/20130429/180908611/RtRs&dy-to-Boost-Energy-Supplies-to-Japan--Putin.htm
“ILukin, Artyom: "The Emerging Institutional Order ihe Asia-Pacific: Opportunities for Russia and $taitJS
Relations", in Azizian, Rouben and Lukin, Artyond¢e) (2012):From APEC 2011 to APEC 2012: American
and Russian Perspectives on Asia-Pacific Securityl &€ooperatioryladivostok, Far Eastern Federal
University, pp. 225-236; p. 234.

“’Panov, et al.gp. cit.,p. 27.

“*Trenin and Webemp. cit, p. 10.
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With so much at stake for Russia, Trenin pointsh recent precedent of pragmatic
territorial concessions from the Russian side tdwahina in 2004 (when 50 per cent of the
territory of disputed islands in the Amur River né&dabarovsk were transferred to China),
and Norway in 2010 (over a maritime area in theeBty Sea). Both these deals involved
concessions of territory / maritime areas that Iteduin Russia giving up part of its
administered territory or its long-standing legakpion?* However, Trenin endorses these
precedents and states that any deal with Japardwmake Russia feel safer, just like the
2004 deal with China, and help Russian economi@ldgwment, bolstering security in the
most vulnerable part of the country.”

Trenin outlines a specific process for achieving tim his most recent co-authored
article on the issue in December 2012, which gagsfecantly beyond a fifty-fifty formula.
In his proposal, Trenin suggests that Russia shooidediately give up Shikotan and the
Habomai, which account for 7 per cent of the teryitclaimed by Japan. This would be
followed by Japan supporting economic activity boththe Southern Kuril Islands and across
Russia through direct public sector investment positive economic incentives to its own
private sector. A joint economic zone covering fallr Southern Kuril Islands would be
established and run by a Russian-Japanese autldiitynistering a distinct economic and
legal regime. Alongside the economic agreements,etiitire area would be demilitarized,
with Russia continuing to exercise sovereignty ol@rup and Kunashir for a further fifty
years, with the transition to Japanese law andreay&y after the end of this period. The
joint economic regime would be allowed to contirfoe another fifty years and Russian
permanent residents offered dual citizenship oadamd Russia.

It is an expansive and controversial move, howelmin suggests that: “Russia is not
so much giving up the islands as gaining a Honggkand the long-term beneficiary would
be the entire Pacific coast of Russia. Vladivostaduld become a Russian ShangHai.”
Trenin is optimistic in the extreme in his visioh @ Hong-Kong on the Southern Kurils /
Northern Territories, yet he is convinced that wiRhitin having long burnished a strong
patriotic image, the President is the politicaldeain Russia who can be seriously engaged
with, and who will deliver once the deal is strudk.Trenin’s view such a deal is “in the
national interests of both countries and efforteusth be made by Russian and Japanese
leaders immediately so the opportunity is not wasté

However, Trenin’s proposal is far from universadigcepted. Public opinion is largely
against such a move and according to a 2009 LevadaCpoll, an overwhelming majority
(82 per cent) are opposed to territorial concesstonJapan, even though 78 per cent of the
respondents showed favourable attitudes towardnJael 55 per cent believed that it was
necessary to conclude a peace tré&dtigo, in a direct response to Trenin’s proposaimier
Sakhalin Governor (1990-1993), Valentin Fedorowlaled that “Russia needs to clearly
declare — there is no territorial problem over kil Islands...The post-war boundaries of
the country cannot be revised under any circumsgtitFedorov, long a vocal opponent of

“Ibid., p. 11.

“Ibid., p. 11.

“bid., p. 12.

“Ibid., p. 13.

“BIbid., p. 15.

“‘Russian Public Opinion Poll, 2009, Moscow Levadalpiical Center at
www.levada.ru/sites/en.d7154.agava.net/files/Le2808Eng.pdf p. 167, cited in Akaha, Tsuneo: "A Distant
Neighbor: Russia's Search to Find Its Place in Bagt", Global Asia,vol. 7, no. 2 (2012), pp. 8-22.p. 17.
*™yuzhnye Kurily pora ostavit’ v pokoe — eks-gubetaraSakhalinskoi oblasti'Sakhalin Mediaat
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any territorial concession, was at pains to sttess$. “In Russia there is a minority that
supports the transfer of the Kuril Islands to Jagdaut this minority is doomed to failure.

Changing the borders of the country requires theseot of the population, and our people
will never agree to give away their own native Iasfd

In many respects, Trenin and Fedorov symboliseetteeme poles of the debate over
the Southern Kurils in Russia, and there is alsertain schizophrenia evident in the Russian
leadership over this issue. During 2010, and €201, the direction espoused by Fedorov
seemed to be in the ascendency. In summer 201®ubksian Duma passed new legislation
establishing September 2 as a date to commemdratertd of the Soviet Union’s Great
Patriotic War (the date in 1945 when Japan sighedinstrument of surrender). This was
followed by then Russian President Medvedev’s ¥sKunashir on November 1, the first by
a serving Russian or Soviet leader. His visit prisdplapanese Prime Minister, Naoto Kan,
to call it “an unforgivable outrage,” and Japanekenationalists desecrated the Russian flag
in a demonstration near the Russian embassy inol®ky

The “Day of the Northern Territories,” which takekce in Japan on thd February
each year, is also a periodic source of tensioh wdlitical speeches, and demonstrations
outside the Russian embassy and consulates in .J&ftar Japanese Prime Minister,
Yoshihiko Noda, restated the importance of the Nam Territories for Japan on"7
September last year, the Russian Ministry of Forefdfairs swiftly issued an official
announcement, stating: “We regret that Tokyo adaimd it necessary to resort to a public
accentuation of its official position in favour tife “return” to Japan of the Southern Kuril
Islands, which belong, as we know, to the RussiadeFation...Such actions are not the
optimal method for the cultivation of positive temties in Russian-Japanese relations, and
strengthening the atmosphere of mutual understgratid trust between the two countriés.”

However, Trenin’s understanding of the issue setmsave come to the fore in the
most recent meeting between Putin and Abe in A3, when they issued a joint statement
at the end of their meeting declaring that: “Thadkers of both countries agreed that the
situation where, 67 years after the conclusiorvébfld War 1], we have still been unable to
conclude a bilateral peace treaty, loaksormal”>* This in itself represents a stark contrast
within the leadership, as on yet another visit ton&shir in July 2012, Russian Prime
Minister, Dmitri Medvedev declared that: “As foretieaction of our Japanese partners, | do
not care about it. | do not care about it so minet t will not be wasting my time answering
this question...What do we have to discuss with thérh@ issue of the Russian prime
minister's presence on the Russian territ&rif? response to such antics, Trenin argues that
this posturing is part of a Kremlin orchestratedtimwe: the Russian leadership have at times
been frustrated by the lack of interest in theiogmsals and the nationalist rhetoric of
Japanese politicians, so they have resorted to iegotoughness with Medvedev and
government ministers visiting the islands. In amusual reversal of roles for the Russian

http://sakhalinmedia.ru/news/kurily/01.03.2013/260&uzhnie-kurili-pora-ostavit-v-pokoe-eks-gubeorat
sahalinskoy-oblasti.html

*lpid.

*’Akaha,op. cit.,p. 11

**Kommentarii Departmenta informatsii i pechati MIRossii 0 t.n “dnesevernykhterritorii” v Yaponii”t a
http://orenburg.mid.ru/news_371.html#10

*Japan and Russia want to finally end World War kgree it is ‘abnormal' not to”, at
http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Europe/2013/0429daand-Russia-want-to-finally-end-World-War-I|-
agree-it-is-abnormal-not-femphasis added].

**Medvedev Indifferent to Japan’s Reaction to Kulisit”, at
http://en.rian.ru/russia/20120705/174409452.html
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leadership “tandem,” it has created the impresgibriPutin, the “good cop,” flanked by
Medvedeyv, the “bad oné®”

5. The Red-Herring of the Northern Territories?

Yet despite a certain fixation on the Southern KufiNorthern Territories issue in political
relations, there is an increasing realisation, lmihthe Russian and the Japanese side, that
economic relations are developing at pace, evetewthe territorial dispute remains. One of
Japan’s leading experts on the Russian economgjcBiro Tabata of Hokkaido University,
has stated in a recent paper that with trade vadusth@ record $30 billion in 2011: “It is safe
to say that at present Russo-Japanese economtiomsl@ave reached their most developed
stage ever, despite the limited progress in palitielations, marred by the unresolved
disagreement on the resolution of the so-calletheon territorial issues’”

Economic interests appear to have outweighed palitbnes, and Tabata argues that
one of the major factors promoting Russian-Japatrage relations in recent years has been
the eastward shift in the Russian econdéhiirstly, Russian oil and gas development strategy
has increasingly been focussed toward the Eastiarttie case of Japan, this has seen the
share of Russia in Japan’s oil imports grow from@er cent in 2005, to 7.2 per cent in 2010.
Similarly the share of Russia in Japan’s importd §fG amounted to approximately 9 per
cent in 2010 and 2011, which is particularly notaé Japan only started LNG imports from
Russia in 2009 The second trend is that Russia’s imports fronaAgve increased, and in
2008, and again in 2011, Japan was Russia’s thigest import partné?.Much of this was
from imports of Japanese automobiles. Although ddsem a pre-financial crisis peak of
$11.5 billion in 2008, Russia’s imports of passencgs from Japan had still recovered to
around $7 billion in 2011. These imports have also been supplemented intrgears by the
supply from Japan of auto components for ToyotaD{20Nissan (2009), and Mitsubishi
(2010) factories in the European part of Ru&sigEven though this trade relationship is
concentrated on just a few commodities, Tabatasntitat “the demand and supply of the
Russo-Japanese trade tend to correspond so pgifeatione can foresee its advancement at
least into the near futuré&?”

It is also worth noting some of the other signifit@ross-border links between the
Russian Far East and Japan. During the 1990s, &ussiports of fish and marine bio-
resources were a major component of inter-regitadke and constituted up to 30 per cent of
the share of all imports to Japan from Ru$sWith the recent boom of oil and gas exports,
fish and other marine bio-resources from Russia nomtribute a smaller share of Japan’s
imports, though it remains an important markettfar fishing industry in the RFE. However,
this cross-border trade with Japan has not bedrouitits problems, and cases of large-scale
poaching and smuggling have been periodically exg®sAs recently as July 2010, the
Presidential Envoy to the Russian Far Eastern Regwktor Ishaev, stated in a well-

**Trenin and Webegp.cit, p. 15.

*Tabatapp. cit, p. 422.

¥bid., p. 431.

*Ibid., p. 436-437.

lbid., p. 432.

®Ibid., p.433-434.

9bid., p. 435.

3bid., p. 432.

*Ibid., p. 427.

% See: Williams, Brad: "The Criminalisation of Ruskpanese Border Trade: Causes and Consequences",
Europe-Asia Studiesyol. 55, no. 5 (2003), pp. 711-728.
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publicised interview that, if the export data foamme bio-resources of the Federal Customs
Service of Russia is compared with the customssttat of the Ministry of Finance in Japan,
then it is obvious that “the numbers just do notahaand there are catastrophic lossés.”
From this data, Ishaev revealed that there wasuaacteptable” 3.7 times discrepancy in
these figures in the first quarter of 2010, an@@®7 and 2008 the Japanese import figures
were more than five times the Russian export oaed,Ishaev claimed that because of this
the state lost customs revenues of $900 millior2®7, $1.2 billion in 2008, and $800
million in 2009%” While it is likely that such figures are inflat&deven a fraction of the
difference between Russian export figures and Jaimport figures would point towards
systematic poaching and corruption. In recognitbtéthe problem, Russia and Japan signed
an agreement on the conservation, management,raadntion of illegal trade in the marine
bio-resources in the north-western Pacific at tlHREE 2012 summit with Putin personally
thanking his Japanese counterparts for their sajppdine fight against poachirig.

Alongside more effective cooperation between l@ghorities on managing fisheries,
there have also been renewed efforts in promotiogseborder cultural, educational, and
scientific links. In July 2011, the inaugural Featiof Russian Culture was held in Hakodate
(on Hokkaido), which was followed by touring exhibns of Russian art and culture
promoted by the state-supported organisatiBossotrudnichestvand Russkiy Mir® The
year 2013 also represents the 15th anniversarpeofigning of a bi-lateral agreement on
friendship and economic cooperation between Saklaid Hokkaido, through which have
developed economic exchanges, humanitarian anduralltrelations, and public
meetings’Joint activities in 2013 to commemorate the ansiaer were planned to include
the adoption a new five-year plan of cooperatiotwben the two regions, as well as
organized performance art groups, and an exhibfagri? In the realm of scientific and
educational exchange between Russia and JapaRatheastern Federal University (FEFU),
which in 2013 will completely occupy the APEC 204ige, continues to support a branch-
campus in Hakodate, and hosts a Japan Centre, rseghfy the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
of Japar? The university has also been especially activerdoent years in creating
partnership agreements and exchange programmesiozéns of Japanese universities, the
majority of which are located in Japan’s wester aorthern regions, (such as Akita,
Kanazawa, Komatsu, Niigata, Otaru, Sapporo, Seaddi,Toyama!

Therefore, while the territorial issue at times dwses media coverage of Russian-
Japanese relations, economic and inter-regiongleration are today seemingly closer than
ever. It is notable that even when the territoisalie has dominated the agenda, political and
security cooperation has still been maintained. €rperts of the Russian International
Affairs Council suggest that indicative of thistise fact that when Seiji Maehara, Japan’s
Foreign Minister, visited Moscow in 2011, at a momef heightened rhetoric on the
territorial dispute, the two sides were nevertrelssll able to continue interaction and

8%y/iktor Ishaev o rybolovstve na Dal’nem Vostoke:mmayu, chtovoruyut, no ne v takikh zhe masshattibkh
(Ia\;ewsVJ 21 July 2010, at http://www.newsvl.ru/vlad/20T0®1 /vorujut/
Ibid.
®%Mikhail Terskii: Dlya chego gosudarstvu nuzhny ynif brakon’erstve”Fish News7 November 2012, at
http://www.fishnews.ru/rubric/brakonerstvo/6152
®Soglashenie zakroet dlya brakon'erov yaponskii okjn Fish News, 10 September 2012, at
http://www.fishnews.ru/news/19450
"™Cultural Exchange”, at http://russia-emb.jp/englembassy/culture.html
"“Podpisana novaya programma..oj. cit
2 bid.
"*Cooperation with Japan”, at http://www.dvfu.ru/wksiu/japancoop
"|nternational Partnerships”, at http://www.dvfuseb/fefu/institutional-agreements
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cooperation on the most pressing internationaleissincluding rebuilding Afghanistan, de-
nuclearisation on the Korean peninsula, and aniiem cooperatiol?. As these experts
note, while the territorial dispute can at timesnpticate the normal flow of “bilateral life,”
each time the two countries still manage to reactutual conclusion that the issue should not
damage the maintenance of a certain level of mactontacts and mutually beneficial
cooperatior’® They are similarly convinced that there is “a a@rtcategory of products,
predominantly raw materials, that Japan will be amipg from Russia regardless [of] the
political climate in bilateral relations and irrespive of the attitude of its own governmefit.”
This seemingly “nudges [Japan] into closer coojpanarith Russia, no matter what.”

Although the territorial issue is a factor that ficavorsen the atmosphere of bilateral
relations at any time’”the experience of the past twenty years suggdestsihen, and where
there are mutual interests, “no political probleeeras able to obstruct the natural need for
cooperation.’® Rather than the territorial issue constrainingxpanese business community,
it is perhaps instead, as the Russian Internatiéffalrs Council experts have suggested, the
absence of favourable conditions for business i@¢tim Russia: “namely — excessive
administrative regulation, lax legislation, arbitrainterpretation of legislative and
administrative acts, complicated political and irgration procedures, costly and unreliable
infrastructure.”™ These experts also emphasise that in the RFE jdRubssiness structures
remain entrenched in the main sectors of the ecgnand resistant to any change. They
resent the arrival of foreign capital, “includinget Japanese...because they are afraid of
competition and not prepared to work in accordamitie fair and non-[corrupt] rules®

Even after APEC 2012, and the impressive statesl@dstment, construction, and
redevelopment of Vladivostok, there has been grgwonsternation among the academic and
political elite at the modest returns achieved tinaating foreign investment to the regi8n.
Within the leadership this has led to a realisatlmat the region still needs a comprehensive
institutional, financial, and social programme foreating appropriate conditions and
incentives for business and investment, as welfoasmproving standards of liviny. In
November 2012, at a meeting of the Presidium ofRhesian State Council, Putin declared
that “the development of such large territoriesuregs long-term strategic and sustained
activity". All of these approaches should be refecin the state programme of socio-
economic development of the Far East and the Badéigabn, and it should be budgeted up to
2025.% Therefore, the Russian leadership has declareccatginued commitment to
developing this region and for providing the massresources to achieve it. Indeed, this
development programme will be crucial for determinRussia’s place in the Asia-Pacific
region, as well as for defining the Putin legacytiie RFE. However, with many of the
construction projects commissioned by the state ABEC 2012 mired in allegations of

> Panov, et algp. cit, p. 8.

® Ibid., p. 8.

"bid., p. 13.

8_ikhachev,op. cit, p. 112.

“Amirov, op. cit, p. 132.

®lbid., p. 137.

8panov, et algp. cit, p. 15.

#bid,. p. 15.

83Sevast'yanov, Sergey: "Problemy i perspektivy tiyaiDal'nego Vostoka Rossii posle Viadivostokskogo
sammita ATEC"Oikumenayol. 24, no. 1 (2013), pp. 7-16.p. 9.

*Ibid., p. 9.

8xyystuplenie na zasedanii Prezidiuma Gossovetagurasam razvitiya Dal'nego vostoka i Zaibaikal'yait,
http://www.kremlin.ru/news/1699@ited inibid., p. 9.
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corruption and embezzleméhthere is a risk that the Russian leadership wlia find itself
as much associated with the successes of theseptofle, state-led programmes, as with
their failures.

6. Conclusion

As this paper has outlined, for some in the Ruspm@litical and intellectual elite improving
relations with Japan is the key to unlocking théeptial of Russia’s Far Eastern territories,
and the realisation of Russia becoming a modemgmid Great Power in the Asia-Pacific. As
we have seen, certain members of this elite emphd®w a new level of relationship with
Japan could provide access to advanced technojagiestment opportunities, and enhance
Russia’s security. For Japan, the gains are predeat privileged access to Russian energy
resources, and a region where Japanese influenegldesmed, devoid of the geopolitical and
historical baggage that at times colours Japaésioas with other states in northeast Asia.

It seems that with this mutual compatibility, Jajgarole in Russia’s current “turn to
Asia” is unlikely to diminish. With two national enomies seeking the resources that the
other lacks, the present upwards trajectory of egoa relations looks set to continue. It also
seems that the unresolved territorial issue ikahlito seriously affect this relationship, even
if it periodically casts a shadow over wider pahti relations. With both Japan and Russia
harbouring insecurities over shifts in global aedional geopolitics, now may even be an
opportune moment for a resolution of the territoisgue and the signing of a Peace Treaty.
However, much still depends on the strength of bedlders and the inevitable political cost
that would come with any concession. Putin no losgems as invulnerable to criticism as he
did during his first tenure as President and tHd ba the Japanese Premiership is notoriously
tenuous. Even if the territorial issue was suceglgsfesolved, it is unlikely that there would
be any dramatic transformation in Russian-Japameksions, particularly as economic
relations are already at an unprecedented levehenpost-Soviet period. Nevertheless, it
could serve to improve the overall atmosphere ofataral relations and enhance
opportunities for multilateral cooperation.

Whether Japan actually comes to play a significaletin reconfiguring and developing
the Russian Far East could depend less on a Peaaty &ind more on creating a business and
investment climate acceptable for the Japanese CARHE 2 was an impressive declaration of
intent for Russia but it remains precisely thatbeginning. The necessary political and
legislative reforms, progress on enforcing the nfléhe law, and the restructuring of visa and
tax regimes, as well as essential infrastructurgrages, are long term projects requiring
many Yyears of persistence, consultation with loaatl regional actors, and crucially
investment from public, private, and foreign sosrc@/ithout broad, deep, and convincing
reforms, it is doubtful that Japanese businessdéisbeiattracted to the region outside of
energy projects and subsidised car production.

Ever since the announcement of the 2012 APEC surwiaitlivostok and the Russian
Far East have assumed the status of a key sit® avhich visions of Russia’s national
identity, and national development strategies H@ean projected. However, at the same time,
it has also revealed how these visions are comtested fractured by competing

8 For examples see: “Pristroitel’stvamostanasammiiE B pokhitilina 96 millionov” Lenta 17 January 2013, at
http://lenta.ru/news/2013/01/17/stealinSumma narusheniipripodgotovkeforuma ATES so$tad.l mird.
rub”, RIA Novosti 21 January 2013t http://ria.ru/economy/20130121/919128276.html
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understandings of Russia’s place in the world. Whis paper has focussed on the issues in
Russia’s relationship with Japan, it has also kirdge wider questions over what exadsdy
Asia for Russia? What is this relationship with &biased on - regional integration, state-led
development, geopolitical influence, or energy sié¢?i Which state does Russia prioritise in
the region - China, Japan, South Korea, or evenUhited States? And, through which
institutions does Russia want to primarily engagth vAsia — the Shanghai Cooperation
Organisation, ASEAN, APEC, the Eurasian Union, Besa Summit? These questions have
not always been convincingly answered, and thetyrim raise an awkward question over the
lack of a coherent strategy from the leadershipndigg Russia’s engagement with the Asia-
Pacific, a process which is complicated still fertby a renewed Russian interest in a parallel
integration project in the form of the Eurasian &imii’ There is no doubt that hosting APEC
2012 in Vladivostok was a powerful message thatsRusas once again ready and willing to
engage with the Asia-Pacific region. However, wthét actually means in practice remains to
be seen, and Russia’s relationship with Japan,itsncelationship with the wider region,
hinges on its political leaders adding the appaiprcontent to this message.

8 The Eurasian Union is proposed to start functignin 2015, with the inaugural members of Belarus,
Kazakhstan, and Russia.

229




E UNISCI Discussion Papers, N° 32 (Mayo / May 2013)

230

SSN 1696-2206




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

EL PAPA BENEDICTO XVI Y EL AMBITO INTERNACIONAL

Santiago Petscheh
Universidad Complutense de Madrid (UCM)

Resumen:
Benedicto XVI, en el conjunto de los papas de los dltimos siglos, es un papa eminentemente
pastoral, poco diplomatico. En algunas ocasionefalté tacto para manejar sus relaciones con los
musulmanes y con los judios. No le gustaba laipalitComo gran pensador de caracter tedrico la
preocupaba mas bien la profundidad de la filosaofi@ imperaba en Europa, “la dictadura del
relativismo”. Y también los problemas econémicdse@ismo del capitalismo financiero) y el medio
ambiente que no son politica internacional aungae sontenidos que interesen por si mismos.
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Benedict XVI can be presented as an eminently md$ope, not very fond of diplomacy. Sometimes he
did not manage with great sophistication the relat between the Roman Catholic Church and Muslims
or Jews. He did not like politics. As a theoretitliihker he was worried about the current philospph
that prevails in Europe, "the dictatorship of rélasm." He was also very concerned about economic
problems (financial capitalism selfishness) and ¢n@ironment that are very sensitive question$iin t
present international politics.
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El Papa Benedicto XVI v el Ambito Internacional

La Iglesia catdlica se ha ido formando a lo largdal historia como uno de los paradigmas
mas importantes del cristianismo. Dicho paradigoenta como caracteristica muy relevante
la de estar muy presente en el ambito internacidgabase profunda de dicha presencia se
encuentra en la voluntad de Jesus, su fundadorgujgse que sus fieles se extendieran por
todo el mundo para realizar el objetivo de una gdeauniversal. En la persecucion de dicho
objetivo surgieron unas realidades que impactarotaenaturaleza de lo que luego fue el
catolicismo. Asi, el asentamiento de su cabeza emaR capital del Imperio Romano.
Después, la marcha del Emperador a Constantinaplala que el papa, que empez6 a
llamarse pontifice, adquiri6 unas prerrogativas dignidad y de poder altamente
significativas. Luego vino la entrega al papa partg del rey franco Pipino el Breve del
territorio del centro de Italia conquistado a lasribardos lo que hizo del papa, en el 752, el
soberano temporal de los llamados Estados dedaidglcon todas sus consecuencias. Ello
origind unas competencias y un estilo que imputsarta Iglesia a construir una teoria sobre
su soberania de caracter espiritual. Basada ea dmherania, muy visible por el hecho de
contar con territorio propio, la Iglesia despliege accién internacional, desarrollandausu
legationis suius tractatuumy su presencia en organizaciones y conferenciamarcionales,
que opera en todas partes del mundo y que origmaaaontecer mediatico mundial
extraordinariamente llamativo.

La Iglesia aprecia y valora mucho la realidad adalisoberania y de todo el sistema de
actuacion que tiene establecido en torno a ellatoles asi que la ha cuidado y cultivado con
el mismo esfuerzo y esmero que a la doctrina dmalacion que predica dando incluso a
veces la impresién de trabajarla con el mismo empefi

Al decir esto que puede parecer un tanto singuleerg manifestar que el interés
pastoral y el interés diplomatico de los pontifiseshan imbricado con el paso el tiempo, en
una especie de paridad tanto monta monta tantdo€papas de cerca de dos siglos se ha
producido una alternancia muy curiosa de carackedgar entre papa pastoral y papa
diplomatico.

Recorramos un poco, cronolégicamente, los divgrapsas para probar lo que decimos.
Pio IX fue un papa predominantemente pastoral nmepqupado persistentemente por la
observancia de los dogmas. Elaboré y exigio elasudb de urSyllabusde verdades. En su
actuacion, frente a unas situaciones muy dificigserdo de forma nada diplomatica. Su
sucesor en cambio, Ledn XIll, se lanzd a una acpiéfundamente diplomatica escribiendo
unas enciclicas que conectaron a la Iglesia coprimdemas del mundo de su tiempo. Pio X
volvié al predominio religioso de las condenas yé&icto XV, el papa de la Primera Guerra
Mundial, se entregd a una auténtica actividad mateipnal a favor de la paz. Pio Xl ocupa de
nuevo un espacio pastoral. Como nuncio habia fadca®n la solucion del problema
existente entre dos pueblos catdlicos, el lituanel yolaco. Pio Xl opté por la postura
diplomatica en sus relaciones con los nazis terienee una actuacién diversa originase
grandes dafos a la Iglesia. Juan XXIlI rompi6 logldes de dicha historia pendular. La
conexién con los problemas del mundo se realizérmulio de dos importantes enciclicas, la
Mater et Magistray la Pacem in TerrisY convoco el Concilio Vaticano Il para hacer una
consideracion de la doctrina que llegase mejorsditdes catdlicos. Pablo VI, temeroso de
que la accion del papa anterior originase desvigstio en la recta observancia de la
doctrina. Juan Pablo Il desarrollé una accion im@eional de gran envergadura haciendo mas
de un centenar de viajes y visitando mas de 13epaalgunos de ellos, varias veces. En su
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largo periodo de pontificado se abrieron numeroseiaturas apostolicas (embajadas de la
Santa Sede).

El contraste existente en la sucesion de los pdpastoral, diplomatico....), lo
encontramos también en la relacién entre los poesify sus secretarios de Estado. De los
secretarios de Estado hemos de decir que fuerobresrde gran personalidad que dejaron el
recuerdo de haber realizado a favor de la Iglesteoaes de gran importancia. Es el caso de
Rampolla con Ledn Xl (mediacion entre Espafia gmania por la cuestion de las islas
Carolinas con la superacion del kulturkampf), deryldel Val con Pio X, de Pietro Gasparri
con Benedicto XV y Pio Xl (Tratado de Letran comatimiento del Stato de la Citta del
Vaticano), de Eugenio Pacelli con Pio XI (ConcovdaemanMit Brennender Sorge, de
Jean Villot con Pablo VI, de Agostino Casaroli@atpolitik la CSCE) y Angelo Sodano con
Juan Pablo II.

Finalizado el breve recorrido que acabamos de hagwEtemos entrar a valorar la
practica y el estilo de la accion internacionaB#medicto XVI. Es tanta la autoridad que la
naturaleza de la Iglesia Catélica otorga al pargifjue su manera personal de ser tiene gran
repercusion en lo que se haga durante su pontifidddra comprenderlo bien es necesario
hacer una referencia al alcance de las relacionesiacionales: su amplisima dimensioén, sus
facetas multiples, sus diferentes figuras de remtasion, sus problemas tanto crénicos como
cambiantes. Para afrontar todo ese universo dexdawirealidades desde una cima tan
eminente y singular como el pontificado, son neata@saunas caracteristicas especiales:
grandes dotes para las relaciones personales, daciao a la diversidad, empleo de mucho
tiempo para los contactos y para las entrevistam Pablo Il dedicaba muchas horas a las
audiencias y cuando necesitaba mas tiempo utiliebflastinado a la comida y a la cena. Las
invitaciones a su mesa eran constantes.

Benedicto XVI no era persona para tanto movimie@omo profundo intelectual,
necesitaba mucho tiempo para el estudio y la réfhexT enia establecido que las visitas que
debia tener a lo largo de un dia fueran pocasviferde que con tan escasa dedicacion, las
relaciones internacionales de la Santa Sede tuvegra verse notablemente afectadas.

Un paralelismo con dicha caracteristica de alejatnidel ambito internacional aparece
en la eleccion de la persona que fue su secratariéstado. Recay06 en el cardenal Tarcisio
Bertone, arzobispo de Génova. La razén efectiveudeombramiento se debia a que durante
siete aflos habia colaborado muy intimamente coonéb secretario de la Congregacion para
la Doctrina de la Fe de la que el futuro papa afeera prefecto. El tiempo mostré que dicha
eleccibn no podia menos que ser inadecuada. Erapersbna carente de experiencia
diplomatica. Ni siquiera tenia un buen conocimieagb inglés. Pretendio realizar un influjo
en Cuba pais con cuyas autoridades podia comumiearengua espafiola. Algun analista ha
valorado dicho intento como un tanto ingenuo.

Antonio Pelayo, en un articulo publicado en la s@aolitica Exterior en su namero
de marzo-abril de 2013, cuenta que, alarmadoslapoasividad de la secretaria de Estado y
no solamente por la dimension de las relacionedaoistados que acumulan la dimension
propia de un ministerio de Asuntos Exteriores giapotras facetas, el cardenal arzobispo de
Colonia, Joachim Meisner y el cardenal arzobisp¥igea, Christoph Schonborn sugirieron
al papa la posibilidad de retirar a Bertone. Lapuesta que recibieron fue totalmente
negativa.
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Desde tal perspectiva de grandes ocupantes deopubsyentes, la del pontifice y la de
su secretario de Estado, la relacion con la sodi@d@rnacional no podia ser demasiado
positiva. En la linea alternante (pastoral ...aphtico), el pontifice Benedicto XVI ha sido lo
gue le tocaba detrds de Juan Pablo I, muy pasyonalda diplomatico. En cambio, en su
relacion con el secretario de Estado no busco gener aspecto complementario como
hicieron otros papas (Pio Xl y Pacelli, Pio XIl que quiso tener secretario de Estado sino
llevar por si mismo los asuntos propios de tal@grgino tener a un personaje muy parecido a
él mismo.

¢,Con qué mundo se encuentra Benedicto XVI cuandierae al solio pontificio?

Aspecto preeminente eran las relaciones de Oceideoh los musulmanes (tenia lugar
entonces la cruenta posguerra de Irak). Existigpnablema muy profundo. Es en ese
complicadisimo marco cuando Benedicto XVI, en lacién magistral tenida en la
Universidad de Ratisbona el 12 de septiembre daf 2@estaca una dimensiéon muy negativa
del Islam frente a la religion cristiana. Y lo hasieviéndose de una cita del emperador
bizantino Manuel Il Paledlogo del siglo XIV, en thsputa que tuvo con un persa. La
referencia decia: “Muéstrame también aquello qubdvtea ha traido de nuevo y encontraras
solamente cosas malvadas e inhumanas, como stivdirde difundir por medio de la espada
la fe que él predicaba”. Al examinar lo que sigrifitan profunda critica al Islam en la
persona del Profeta, en un momento diplomaticaertant delicado, uno no puede menos que
llevarse las manos a la cabeza. Sobre todo desfeuéscordar la accion de Juan Pablo |l
invitando a los catdlicos, en cierta ocasion, asgna los musulmanes en la practica del ayuno
en el ultimo dia del Ramadan. O la calurosa acogidgale deparé Hasan Il, en su visita a
Maruecos, invitdndole a hablar a los jovenes musnés que llenaban el estadio de
Casablanca el dia 19 de agosto de 1985. Juan Rabdgé a ser en el mundo islamico
bastante popular. Benedicto XVI se dio, con su ea@micia de Ratisbona, un enorme
batacazo.

Después de aquella desafortunada intervencion,dB#oexVI hizo esfuerzos para que
aguel malestar que se habia producido con la difud¢ su texto se modificara. Pero sélo lo
logré muy parcialmente con la celebracion en eld@ab de una cumbre catélico-musulmana
y la visita al papa del rey de Arabia Saudita evierabre de 2007. Habia dado ya la vuelta al
mundo con efectos imparables. Se apuntaron atiaacgrimeros ministros y ministros de
Asuntos Exteriores. Y en muchos lugares fueromiasas las que protestaron. En algun lugar
la efigie del pontifice fue quemada en publico.

En el mundo de hoy la imagen tiene una importaegisaordinaria. Benedicto XVI
parecid no haber caido suficientemente en la cudmtlo. La eleccion de aquella cita fue
totalmente desafortunada. La profundidad del daisado no se pudo reparar a pesar de que
en los viajes que hizo por el mundo musulman acadiezar a las mezquitas. Es un vivo
ejemplo de lo que puede pasarle a una persona @elmasorica. Le ocurre lo que al cazador
gue tiene un dominio muy seguro de su escopeta quezoluego, en lugar de disparar al
ciervo, dirige la bala sin darse cuenta al perno.cBnsecuencia de ello fue llamado por
determinados medios de comunicacioén, torpe, inpolit carente de habilidad diplomatica.
Ello no quiere decir que el papa no propusieralah objetivos adecuados como hacer una
evolucion parecida a la del cristianismo a pasitalllustracion.

Ratzinger es una personalidad de gran talentoctedtis autor de mas de treinta obras.
Una de ellas, lntroduccidn al cristianismesté traducida a 20 lenguas. Sin embargo, en las
cuestiones practicas puede perderse y consegoipuesto a lo que pretendia. De haberse
imaginado lo que iba a pasar, nunca hubiera proado@aguella frase de un emperador del
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siglo XIV. Cualquier asesor, por poco avispadoatiphtico que fuera, le hubiera aconsejado
suprimirla. Mas, como intelectual, él era quiemsraitia el producto de su conviccion. El
desliz no tuvo consecuencias solo para él sino i@mmpara las minorias cristianas, tanto
catdlicas como no catodlicas, que viven en los pafsesulmanes. En defensa de tales
minorias tuvo que tomar frecuentemente la palabigue daba la sensacion de estar en una
permanente situacion de tension y de desafio.

En el abordar de los asuntos del mundo musulmameddeto XVI optd por intervenir
con toda claridad. Durante la posguerra en Irallgjé de insistir a las partes en que cesaran
en el uso de la violencia. Condend el muro levaniaat los israelies encerrando al territorio
cisjordano y ahogando el vivir cotidiano de la eddde Belén. Condend también las
operaciones de los israelies en el Libano porafecbbjetivos civiles. En la cuestion de las
caricaturas se inclind por condenar la falta dpetsa los simbolos religiosos en contra de
aquellos que no ponen limites a la libertad deiopin

En sus relaciones con los judios, Benedicto XM smbargo no fue un exitoso
diplomatico. Debemos recordar que algunas impasargclamaciones de la Santa Sede no se
logran, como la restitucion de la sala del Cenagulta conservacién de los poblados
cristianos de Tierra Santa, alguno de los cualesidsmparecido bajo la accion de las
excavadoras. Hubo decisiones del pontifice que étapan negativamente en la sociedad
judia. Asi fue por ejemplo la rehabilitacion deisgo Williamson, negador del Holocausto
judio, el impulso a la beatificacion del papa PIf #onsiderado como un Papa santo, pero de
triste memoria en la sociedad judia y cuyo retemtanantenido en el museo del Holocausto.
La vuelta a la misa tridentina en la que se rezaaracion por la conversion de los judios.
Todo ello es indicio de que las posiciones catélsmasumen con toda la fuerza, pero que no
se tiene en cuenta la repercusion publica ques @ileedan tener. Estas actuaciones no
hicieron tanto dafio a las relaciones catolico-gidiamo la conferencia de Ratisbona hizo a
las catdlico-islamicas. Los judios las han excugamloestar muy interesados en mantener
muy buen trato con el catolicismo. No en vano peden a la misma civilizacion occidental.
Una figura eminente, el rabino David Rosen, respblesdel didlogo interreligioso para el
American Jewish Committ@scribio de forma muy laudatoria sobre Benedicih. Xestaco
el hecho de que en las reuniones de Asis el paparaoasiento en igualdad con el de los
demas participantes.

Una exposicion de la vision que Benedicto XVI tieaeerca de lo que debe ser la
realidad internacional y de los principios por tpge debe regirse, la tenemos en el discurso
gue pronuncié ante la Asamblea General de las Nesitynidas el 18 de abril del afio 2008.
El pilar fundamental de la doctrina defendida ggoaatifice fue la defensa y la proteccion de
los derechos humanos. Dichos derechos son loshierdrasicos de las personas. Son la
manifestacion de la profunda dignidad de la persmmaana. Es la defensa de esa dignidad la
finalidad dltima del derecho internacional. El gbo¢ advirtid contra ciertas persuasiones y
practicas que deben ser superadas por no resdéauadas para la defensa del ser humano.
Asi por ejemplo la aplicacion de ciertas normasldstidas por la legalidad haciéndolas
prevalecer sobre la justicia. O el no impedir daeteados actos que obstaculizan la
realizacion efectiva del desarrollo de la persomadna comprometiendo de esa manera su
dignidad.

Refiriendose a lo que él mismo ha denominado ‘téadura del relativismo” manifesto
gue las verdades deben ser siempre tenidas eraquanéncima de los resultados obtenidos
en los consensos. De esa forma criticé la util@aclel mero pragmatismo en las relaciones
internacionales. En su discurso no se mantuvo @maeb tedrico sino que bajé a reglas del
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guehacer cotidiano insistiendo en el cumplimiergbpdincipio agustiniano “no hagas a otros
lo que no quieras que te hagan a ti”.

Acerca de las Naciones Unidas como Organizaciéeriational pidié para ella un
papel mas fuerte como autoridad mundial. Insistidaeobligacién moral que tiene de actuar
frente a las acciones de gobiernos criminales. Winggis, dijo el papa, debe arrogarse el
papel de imponer a los demas por la fuerza su pdetwista por muy adecuado que le
parezca. Son los organismos internacionales loslgen desempefiar el papel de dirigentes.
Dichos organismos estan hechos para actuar pamarie los Estados y deben presionar a
los gobiernos para que cumplan con su obligacioprdeeger a los ciudadanos. Mostro el
papa cierta desconfianza hacia las superpoteridtason ellas las que deben solucionar los
problemas de la sociedad internacional. EI mundouwtestros dias esta exigiendo que sea la
comunidad internacional, es decir, los Estadosutdog organizados quienes impongan su
concepcion de lo justo en las determinadas cirano&s en que le toque actuar. Para la
solucién de los conflictos debe tener en cuentmie las potencialidades que llevan
consigo el didlogo y la reconciliacion.

Estas reflexiones que hizo Benedicto XVI ante larmAklea General de las Naciones
Unidas son una reflexion directa sobre las relasanternacionales de nuestros dias. Unos
principios generales que deben ser aplicados pdusédamentales y necesarios. Por tener un
componente tedrico importante, Benedicto XVI hadalafrontarlos con toda su riqueza sin
olvidar nada que tenga valor. No olvidemos queelastaForeign Policy en el afio 2009
clasificé a Benedicto XVI en el lugar 17 entre 1660 mayores pensadores globales del afio”.

Acudiendo sin embargo a la realidad internacionalsys problemas cotidianos vemos
que Benedicto XVI rehuye tratar problemas de esl®.eBa la impresion que la politica no le
gusta. Le gusta el trato de los problemas profunéisispor ejemplo, cuando habla de Europa
busca referirse mas bien a aspectos filoséficosoyales de la sociedad europea como el
nihilismo, el relativismo, el secularismo agresi@uienes han querido hablar de la presencia
de Benedicto XVI en la escena internacional, corachbcho por ejemplo el nuncio Juan
Pablo Somiedo, ha tenido que referirse no a pmudme directamente politicos sino a
cuestiones de caracter economico o de defensa effibrambiente. Estas cuestiones estan
intimamente relacionadas con la politica internaadigpero no son por si mismas politica
internacional. Son dos contenidos que interesasipoismos.

El primero de ellos es una critica al capitalisrmariciero controlado desde el mas
demoledor interés del egoismo. Ello lleva a unassecuencias del todo draméticas.
Hablando de Africa el papa Ratzinger protesta edatgrave situacion de pobreza que afecta
a los habitantes de practicamente todo el congnent

Otro tema en el que la dimension intelectual deeBato XVI ha escogido como
objeto de pensamiento ha sido el del medio ambiéfiéeta a toda la Humanidad y la forma
de tratarlo puede generar unas injusticias verdademte grandes. El trato adecuado del
medio ambiente, por el contrario, puede ser urfastportante a favor del progreso de todos
y del equilibrio social de todo el género humano.

Los demas problemas a los que la Santa Sede skediaado dentro del &mbito de las
relaciones internacionales son muy concretos emiema dimension mas bien eclesiastica si
los enfocamos desde el punto de vista de los sasréNos referimos a dos cuestiones. Una de
ellas es Cuba y la otra China. Los logros en Cubaan producido en lo referente a la
libertad religiosa y en la devolucion a la Igled@aalgunos edificios. Con respecto a China se
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ha reconocido la existencia de una mayor dispasiaidialogar por ambas partes. El tiempo
dira si la llegada al poder del nuevo papa Francjsde quien nombre como secretario de
Estado suponga algun cambio mas efectivo en lasioeles del gigante asiatico con la Santa
Sede.
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1. Introduccién

En articulo editorial de Benedicto XVI, en diaramtlinense'Financial Times”,Navidad de
2012, un par de meses anterior a su renuncia &fieado, (original peticién de la direccién
del periodico financiero al supremo director espaii de los catdlicos) aparece, entre otras
sugerencias, la que podria considerarse como eulasdsiguientes lineas de comentario a su
enciclica “Caritas in veritate” :“Los cristianos no deberian escapar del mundo; pbr
contrario deberian implicarse en el; pero su pagacion en la politica y en la economia
deberia trascender toda forma de ideologia...La fstiana en el destino trascendente de
cada ser humano implica la urgencia de la taregodamover la paz y la justicia para todos.
Debido a que tales fines son compartidos por muckesposible una gran y fructifera
colaboracién entre los cristianos y los dem&s.”

Al dirigir la mirada, en efecto, a la dimension hama y cristiana del desarrollo social
en las enciclicas de Benedicto XVI (en adelant¥MB, la atencion se centra en la tercera de
sus tres enciclicasCaritas in veritate”, caridad en la verdad, (2008)una especie de
continuacion de la “Populorum progressio” de Pabld1967), y un analisis de lo que la
vision cristiana desde el Evangelio sugiere a B X\l desarrollo en una sociedad
globalizada.

Las otras dos enciclicas de B XVI, “Deus est ambids es amor, 2005, y’Spe salvi”,
Salvados en la esperanza, 2007, aunque no carecefedencias al desarrollo social humano,
se dirigen también a los fieles de la Iglesia daste reflexion mas extrictamente religiosa.
La primera “Deus est amd”sobre el amor de Dios Padre hacia los hombrése risto
como expresion del amor de Dios en su vida hisa@itre los hombres y sobre el amor del
hombre a Dios y al préjimo. Como se ha comentadpresenta como una respuesta a la
posibilidad de amar a Dios y al projimo y como @ber de la Iglesia de practicar y ensefiar
el servicio de la caridad, partiendo desde luexguld la justicia.

La segunda enciclica “Spe saf/tealiza una reflexién sobre la esperanza crist@ma
los fieles de la Iglesia, como expresion de féfwprdizando en su naturaleza, fisonomia y
consecuencias para el tiempo presente y su sigdditrascendente mas alla de la frontera de
esta vida. Constituye una esperanza fiable pacaegknte al conocer que su vida tiene un
futuro, que no acaba en el vacio, y que se actakante una practica viva. La esperanza del
futuro influye en la realidad del presente.

2. Propuesta libre desde el Evanaelio

Interesa destacar previamente la reflexion de B,Xarl su tercera enciclica “Caritas in
veritate”, dirigida fundamentalmente a los fielesld Iglesia, como propuesta libre desde el
Evangelio, desde donde parte su enfoque en la eganptcunstancia actual del hombre y de
los pueblos ya que su mision se refiere al ordgiriegl y religioso del hombre, de libre
aceptacion por cualquier persofiza Iglesia no tiene soluciones técnicas que ofrdsefala

B XVI, siguiendo a“Gaudium et spes”del Vaticano JWTPopulorum progressio” de Pablo

2 Benedicto XVI: “editorial”,Financial Times21 Diciembre 2012.

% Benedicto XVI: “Caritas in veritatetarta enciclicaAAS 101 (2009) 641-709 (7 julio 2009).

“ Benedicto XVI: “Deus est amortarta enciclicaAAS 98 (2006) 217-252 (25 diciembre 2005).
® Benedicto XVI: “Spe salvi’carta enciclicaAAS 99 (2007) 985-1027 (30 noviembre 2007).
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VI)® y no pretende «de ninguna manera mezclarse emlidica de los Estados». “No

obstante, tiene una misién de verdad que cumpliiodn tiempo y circunstancia en favor de
una sociedad a medida del hombre, de su dignidag yu vocacion... EI compartir los
bienes y recursos, de lo que proviene el autérdiesarrollo, no se asegura solo con el
progreso técnico y con meras relaciones de conwuerdge sino con la fuerza del amor que
vence al mal con el bien (cf. Rm 12,21) y abredacencia del ser humano a relaciones
reciprocas de libertad y de responsabilidad’ 9) .

Tratando de humanizacion en paises africanos @nteencuentro de “Antropologia y
mision”, Mons. Paride Taban, candidato propuek®remio Nobel de la Paz (2013), obispo
emérito de Tobit en Sudan del Sur, después de &xperiencia, comunicaba un excelente
mensaje en la linea de la enciclica de B X arma mas potente que tenemos en este
mundo no es un fusil 0 una bomba, sino el amoresud alma de la paZ”

La Iglesia, al realizar el analisis del desarr@iosu dimensién humana y cristiana, lo
hace como puede hacerlo cualquier otra personatituirion capacitada para apreciar la ruta
humana en orden al bien del hombre y al bien derlaunidad social. Su doctrina , como toda
la doctrina social de la Iglesia, sin fuerza jinddante los pueblos y sus dirigentes, es una
propuesta libre desde el Evangelio, susceptiblatdeés para quien quiera estudiarla.

Por otra parte la reflexion de la enciclica y tddaactividad de sus ocho afios de
Pontificado viene garantizada por un pensador dstigio a escala universal en la Iglesia y
en la sociedad con anterioridad a su llegada atifidadlo, con sdélido perfil teolégico y
magisterial de escritor, profesor y pensador, c@mnBenedicto XVI, Joseph Ratzing&u
capacidad intelectual en el andlisis de las dadrisu preparacion en Teologia y disciplinas
complementarias, su dilatado profesorado en laessidades publicas de su pais, Bonn,
Minster, Tubinga y Regensburg, ademas de otro®sagjesiasticos de responsabilidad, y
su infinidad de publicaciones, libros y articul@sld especialidad, han logrado un magisterio
luminoso y de solvencia reconocida.

3. Intencionalidad de la Enciclica “Caritas in Veriate”

Las lineas siguientes, con intencion simplicad@dadenciclica y con frecuente apelacion al
texto de viva y luminosa precision, pretenden sydor&l pensamiento de B XVI en dos o
tres aspectos de su analisis sobre el desardlial sl la humanidad, especialmente en lo que
se refiere atlesarrollo en la reflexion actualen los derechos y deberes humanos sobre el
desarrollo y la consideracion de la humanidad coffiaonilia humana global.

La primera sugerencia de la enciclica nace de spigtitulo “Caritas in veritate”,
“Caridad en la verdad”, escogida sin duda interadimente como elemento sustantivo en que
gira la doctrina social de la Iglesid.a caridad es la via maestra de la doctrina salaile la
Iglesia. Todas las responsabilidades y compromisszsados por esta doctrina provienen de
la caridad que, segun la ensefianza de Jesus, €atiesis de toda la Ley (cf. Mt 22,36-40).
Ella da verdadera sustancia a la relacién persocah Dios y con el projimo; no es sélo el

® Concilio Ecuménico Vaticano Il sobre la Iglesiaggmmundo actual: “Gaudium et spestnstitucion pastoral,
no. 26., AAS 58 (1966) (7 diciembrel1965), pp. 102435; Pablo VI: “Populorum progresSicarta encicilica
22: AAS 59 (1967) (26 marzo 1967), pp. 257-299.

" AJ. Eisman (2013)Paride Taban, constructor de paz en Suyditadrid, Mundo Negro; XXV Encuentro,
“Antropologia y mision”, Edit. Mundo Negro, Madr{&-3 febrero 2013).
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principio de las micro-relaciones, como en las datss, la familia, el pequefio grupo, sino
tambiénde las macro-relaciones, como las relaciones sesiagécondmicas y politicas(n.
2)

La desviacion y pérdida de sentido de la palabasidad” en la sociedad actual y en la
misma sociedad cristiana, con el consiguiente mxhasupone frecuentemente la
consideracion de mero sentimentalismo, de patemali que no toca sino la superficie del
problema. B XVI trata de penetrar el verdaderoidentle la caridad cristiana de sentido
mucho mas amplio y profundéSe ha de buscar, encontrar y expresar la verdadlaen
«economia» de la caridad, pero, a su vez, se hentinder, valorar y practicar la caridad a
la luz de la verdad... Sin verdad, la caridad caeneero sentimentalismo. El amor se
convierte en un envoltorio vacio que se rellenaiteatiamente. Este es el riesgo fatal del
amor en una cultura sin verdad. Es presa facilakedmociones y las opiniones contingentes
de los sujetos, una palabra de la que se abusaysgudistorsiona, terminando por significar
lo contrario... Un cristianismo de caridad sin vadise puede confundir facilmente con una
reserva de buenos sentimientos, provechosos patarsgivencia social, pero marginales”.
(nn. 2, 3, 4)

Caridad en la verdad en el cristianismo, seguritess de la enciclica, es principio
operativo que trata de profundizar no en sentirngemharginales de la sociedad, sino en
criterios orientadores, dos de ellos de maximaroeisédn:la justicia y el bien comun

La justicia, ante todo, “dar a cada uno lo suyo”, principio sonancia biblica
continuada, pero que para el cristiano intentaiaiéad la caridad un plus de fraternidad, “dar
de lo mio al otro”, ofrecer como entrega gratuitanas dificil, responder, si llega el caso, no
con ira sino con perdéAnte todo, la justicia. Ubi societas, ibi ius: todaciedad elabora un
sistema propio de justicia. La caridad va mas aé&la justicia, porque amar es dar, ofrecer
de lo «mio» al otro; pero nunca carece de justidea,cual lleva a dar al otro lo que es
«suyo», lo que le corresponde en virtud de su sky su obrar. No puedo «dar» al otro de lo
mio sin haberle dado en primer lugar lo que enigistle corresponde. Quien ama con
caridad a los demas, es ante todo justo con ellasbasta decir que la justicia no es extrafia
a la caridad, que no es una via alternativa o palala la caridad: la justicia es «inseparable
de la caridad» intrinseca a ella(n. 6)

Por otra partegl bien coman como criterio orientador, “exigencia de la jusstig de la
caridad”, como indica la enciclica, establece ehbndividual, desde luego, pero relacionado
con el vivir social de las persondien comun, que en la sociedad actual globalizada n
puede menos de pretender abarcar nada menos queleala comunidad de la familia
humana. Amar a alguien es querer su bien y traba&fcazmente por él. Junto al bien
individual, hay un bien relacionado con el vivircg de las personas: el bien comun. Es el
bien de ese «todos nosotros», formado por indigdéemmilias y grupos intermedios que se
unen en comunidad sociat”’En una sociedad en vias de globalizacion (seaalaan XXIlII
“Pacem in terris”), el bien comun y el esfuerzo @lhihan de abarcar necesariamente a toda la
familia humana, es decir, a la comunidad de loblosey naciones. (n. 7)

B XVI no ha podido prescindir de la encicliRopulorum progressio” de Pablo VI,
1967, que traz0 con penetrante mirada esta dimensiStiaca de la caridad:A' mas de
cuarenta afios de su publicacion, la relectura de“Ropulorum progressid insta a
permanecer fieles a su mensaje de caridad y deaderdonsiderandolo en el ambito del

8 Juan XXIII: “Pacem in terrfs carta enciclicaAAS55 (1963), (11 abril 1963), pp. 268-270.
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magisterio especifico de Pablo VI y, mas en genelaitro de la tradicion de la doctrina
social de la Iglesia”. Alude al fundamento de los apéstoles, Padresctodes cristianos, y a
los pontifices de los tiempos cercanos, que l@soon sobre esta doctrina, Ledn Xlll, Pio
X1, Juan XXIlI, Pablo VI, Juan Pablo II. (nn. 1%)PTodo un compendio doctrinal y todo un
patrimonio antiguo y nuevo, fuera del cual Ropulorum progressioseria un documento sin
raices, cuyas cuestiones sobre el desarrollo seirggh Unicamente a datos socioldgicos,
referidos a lo que Pablo VI entendia por “desastoll “ante todo el objetivo de que los
pueblos salieran del hambre, la miseria, las erddaties endémicas y el analfabetismo” (n.
21).

Pablo VI partia precisamente de esta vision pacardes dos grandes verdades. La
primera es quettda la Iglesia, en todo su ser y obrar, cuandorema, celebra y actda en la
caridad, tiende a promover el desarrollo integral dhombre”... La segunda verdad es que
“el auténtico desarrollo del hombre concierne de emanunitaria a la totalidad de la
persona en todas sus dimensiones... Sin la perspedéivuna vida eterna, el progreso
humano en este mundo se queda sin aliento. Eneedadtro de la historia queda expuesto
al riesgo de reducirse so6lo al incremento del téner “Desafortunadamente, se ha
depositado una confianza excesiva en dichas icgtites sigue sefialando B XYtasi como
si ellas pudieran conseguir el objetivo deseadontinera automatica. En realidad, las
instituciones por si solas no bastgmrque el desarrollo humano integral es ante todo
vocacién y, por tanto, comporta que se asuman Kbselidariamente responsabilidades por
parte de todos. Este desarrollo exige, ademasmsiadn trascendente de la persona, necesita
a Dios: sin El, o se niega el desarrollo, o se &adinicamente en manos del hombre, que
cede a la presuncion de la auto-salvacion y termipar promover un desarrollo
deshumanizado”(n. 11)

Pablo VIindicé en el desarrollo, humana y cristianamenteretdo, el corazén del
mensaje social cristiano y propuso la caridadianatcomo principal fuerza al servicio del
desarrollo

Al contemplar el estado de subdesarrollo de tapteblos, considera la Iglesia como
propia responsabilidad, en coincidencia con otrashuos analistas, que su causa no es soélo
de orden material, y que por tanto las institucsogee tratan de superar, y que emplean con
elogiable empefio medios materiales (estructuralasenticios, econdémicos...) no cubririan
una responsabilidad totalmente solidaria, si faitduntad y pensamiento de desarrollo
integral del hombre vy si falta auténtica fraterdida

4. Desarrollo humano en la reflexion actual

Después de muchos afos de'Papulorum progressio”,y desde luego también de otros
muchos esfuerzos humanos de muchas instituciooggroblemas no han disminuido sino

° Leén XIll: “Rerum novarum”,carta enciclica(15 mayo 1891); Pio XlI: “Quadragessimo annoirta
enciclica, AAS (1931) (15 mayo 1931), pp. 177-228; Juan XXIPacem in terris"carta enciclica,AAS
55(1963) (11 abril 1963); Pablo VI: “Populorum pressio”, carta enciclica,22: AAS 59 (1967) (26 marzo
1967), pp. 257-299; Pablo VI: “Octogesima adveriieoarta apostélicaAAS 63 (1971) (14 mayo 1971); Juan
Pablo II: “Laborem exercenstarta enciclicaAAS 73 (1981) (14 septiembre 1981); Juan PabltSillicitudo
rei socialis”, carta enciclica AAS 80 (1988) (30 diciembre 1987); Juan Pabld'@entesimus annus’arta
enciclicg AAS 83 (1991) (1 mayo 1991).
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gue se han aumentado y han surgido nuevas defaserieor ello |&'Caritas in veritate”
insiste en quese han devalorar después los diversos términos en que halifesencia de
entonces (“Populorum progressio”, 1967), se plangt@roblema del desarrollo”

El desarrollo sigue siendo un factor positivo, dutda, pero la sensacién es que se
producen en la actualidad desviaciones dramaticas.

“Es verdad que el desarrollo ha sido y sigue sienddactor positivo que ha sacado de
la miseria a miles de millones de personas y glienamente, ha dado a muchos paises la
posibilidad de participar efectivamente en la go#tinternacional. Sin embargo, se ha de
reconocer que el desarrollo economico mismo hadesty lo estd aun, aquejado por
desviaciones y problemas draméaticos, que la craitual ha puesto todavia mas de
manifiesto”. (n. 21)

B XVI, en nueva llamada de atencidon para los fietks la Iglesia, continla
enumerando algunas desviaciones bien conocidaa esféra internacional, como la propia
actividad econdmica y financiera de los pueblosesixamente especulativa, los flujos
migratorios de caracter laboral tantas veces pnogdas e insuficientemente gestionados, el
grave problema del hambre en tantos pueblos, d@tagua y alimentos, incrementada no
tanto por la escasez material como por insuficeedei recursos sociales adecuados, la propia
vida humana, derecho universal fundamental de tddeshumanos sin discriminacion,
sometida a nuevos controles de mentalidad antist@alcontracepcion, aborto, eutanasia,
como si constituyeran auténtico progreso cult@iddidos a la ingente mortalidad infantil.

Con razén B XVI se une a la queja por muchos empigsLos pueblos hambrientos
interpelan hoy frecuentemente a los pueblos opogemintre otras razones porque las ayudas
destinadas a los pueblos necesitados adolecencas peces de sustraer para la organizacion
burocrética cantidades importantes de la propiaacion, que queda dramaticamente
enflaquecida al llegar a su destino. (n. 17)

“La rigueza mundial crece en términos absolutosyrop@umentan también las
desigualdades. En los paises ricos, nuevas ca@gsdciales se empobrecen y nacen nuevas
pobrezas. En las zonas mas pobres, algunos grupmangde un tipo de superdesarrollo
derrochador y consumista, que contrasta de modoeiptable con situaciones persistentes de
miseria deshumanizadora. Se sigue produciendo sebBrelalo de las disparidades
hirientes»”. (n. 22)

El desarrollo, por tanto, sigue siendo un problezberto, acentuado ademas con la
crisis econdmica actual de los ultimos afios. La&stigacion cientifica no puede prescindir,
sefiala la enciclica, de una valoracion moral y rmuahenos en lanterdependencia
planetaria de los pueblos, en la globalizagi@onde el progreso careceria de eficacia y
engendraria nuevos dafios y divisiones en la famiirmana. B XVI estimula a los cristianos
al esfuerzo hacia una caridad y verdad de sentitBmaicamente humano y cristiano ya que el
hombre en su integridad, toda la humanidad, essaho tiempo, debe ser, la causa, el medio
y el fin sustancial del desarrollo.

Sobre esta caridad, esta fraternidad, se preguX&/IB“ El subdesarrollo tiene una
causa mas importante aun que la falta de pensami@st «la falta de fraternidad entre los
hombres y entre los pueblos» ¢ podran lograrla atgwez los hombres por si solos? La
sociedad cada vez mas globalizada nos hace maaremscpero no mas hermanos. La razén,
por si sola, es capaz de aceptar la igualdad ent® hombres y de establecer una
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convivencia civica entre ellos, pero no consiguedéu la hermandad. Esta nace de una
vocacion transcendente de Dios Padre, el primerm mos ha amado, y que nos ha ensefiado
mediante el Hijo lo que es la caridad fratern@i.19).

La Iglesia se siente responsable para alcamzaodlo una convivencia civica, sino una
convivencia fraternalas instituciones sélas no bastan si carecergfmnsabilidad solidaria.

5. El hombre autosuficiente

La reflexion de la enciclica recae, en determinadmento (cap. 3), sobed hombrecuando

es considerado como unico factor de si mismo, dedsuy de la sociedad. La consideracion
del hombre como autosificientgeria erronea teniendo en cuenta que su bierestarial
depende de otros factores sociales con los queatationado. Hay dependencias inevitables,
ya que el hombre no se hace asimismo, recibe su\sds facultades de forma gratuita. Otro
tanto cabe decir da l6gica mercanti|] sefiala B XVI, que no seria de recibo si se gastio
so6lo con referencias egoistas, debiendo tener ateceebien comun.

“Creerse autosuficiente y capaz de eliminar pornismo el mal de la historia ha
inducido al hombre a confundir la felicidad y lahskcion con formas inmanentes de
bienestar material y de actuacion social. Ademas,ekigencia de la economia de ser
autonoma, de no estar sujeta a «injerencias» déatar moral, ha llevado al hombre a
abusar de los instrumentos econdmicos incluso deermaadestructiva. Con el pasar del
tiempo, estas posturas han desembocado en sisemmoadmicos, sociales y politicos que han
tiranizado la libertad de la persona y de los orgamos sociales y que, precisamente por eso,
no han sido capaces de asegurar la justicia quemattan”.. Sin formas internas de
solidaridad y de confianza reciproca, el mercadopude cumplir plenamente su propia
funcién econdémica. Hoy, precisamente esta confiwlaziallado, y esta pérdida de confianza
es algo realmente graveghn.34 y 35)

La doctrina social de la Iglesia, aun comprendieladgrave dificultad de llevar a la
practica lo que sugieren las ideas, siempre ha idemaglo la actividad humana
interdependiente con otras relaciones humanas lkidarstdad, reciprocidad, con apertura
progresiva en el contexto mundial a margenes ndugixamente utilitarios de caracter
personal, sino abiertos a la solidaridad y gratliidaa doctrina social de la Iglesia sostiene
gue se pueden vivir relaciones auténticamente hamjate amistad y de sociabilidad, de
solidaridad y de reciprocidad, también dentro deaetividad econdémica y no solamente
fuera o «después» de ella. El sector econémicosnni é&ticamente neutro ni inhumano o
antisocial por naturaleza. Es una actividad del foeny, precisamente porque es humana,
debe ser articulada e institucionalizada éticamér{te 36)

Observa, desde luego, B XVI al acercarse al teela dmpresacomo otros muchos
pensadores, el buen camino recorrido por la mismea, sea por razones de signo humanista
o de signo sindical, no exclusivamente utilitatisariéendose a responsabilidades sociales no
s6lo de los directivos, sino también de los trat@jes, clientes, proveedores, de suerte que
su programa de actividades ha ido acogiendasignificado polivalentedel mejor sentido,
aungue distante del bien comun solidario. Movintemambién aplicable por sus mejoras y
defectos a los responsables de los pueblos queggivariada politica gestionan a nivel mas
amplio el bienestar de los ciudadanos. Pero estaredcion optimista ha de ser coordinada
con resposabilidades mas ampliaka bbtencion de recursos, la financiacion, la prodan,
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el consumo y todas las fases del proceso econdtieicen ineludiblemente implicaciones
morales. Asi, toda decision econdmica tiene coresenas de caracter moral. Lo confirman
las ciencias sociales y las tendencias de la ecémaontemporanea También la autoridad
politica tiene un significado polivalente, que mopaiede olvidar mientras se camina hacia la
consecucion de un nuevo orden econémico-produdidtialmente responsable y a medida
del hombré' (nn. 40, 41)

Finalmente, a nivel mundial, en el proceso socinéooco hacia laglobalizacion
resulta también imprescindible contar con la fitedi de relacion interhumana: el desarrollo
no debe prescindir de ser util a las personas gs gleblos. Por eso la enciclica subraya,
dirigiéndose al mundo cristiano, la obligacion dear de caminar por los aspectos positivos,
aungque sean dificiles, siendo protagonistas, rzimds del progreso, procediendo
razonablemente guiados por el aludido sentid@admaiidad y de la verdad segun la ruta del
Evangelio. La riqueza a escala planetaria bienayesia no deberad engendrar ni pobreza ni
desigualdad, sino que ha de tratar de superar ifagillhdes y peligros con espiritu
verdaderamente humano y ético del mejor sentidiahata globalizacion auténticamente
solidaria.

A pesar de algunos aspectos estructurales innegalpero que no se deben
absolutizar la globalizacién no es, a priori, ni buena ni maalSera lo que la gente haga de
ella». Debemos ser sus protagonistas, no las victiprasediendo razonablemente, guiados
por la caridad y la verdad. Oponerse ciegamenteaaglobalizacion seria una actitud
errdnea, preconcebida, que acabaria por ignorar pneceso que tiene también aspectos
positivos, con el riesgo de perder una gran ocaspara aprovechar las mdltiples
oportunidades de desarrollo que ofrece. El procelo globalizacion, adecuadamente
entendido y gestionado, ofrece la posibilidad dea gnan redistribucion de la riqueza a
escala planetaria como nunca se ha visto antesp,p&rse gestiona mal, puede incrementar
la pobreza y la desigualdad, contagiando ademasurancrisis a todo el muntim. 42).

6. Derechos v deberes del desarrollo

A la hora de examinar los derechos y deberes proeéso del desarrollo, la enciclica subraya
una verdad bien conocida: que todo derecho engesutracorrespondientes deberdsa
solidaridad universal, que es un hecho y un beitefiara todos, es también un deber». En la
actualidad, muchos pretenden pensar que no debea manadie, si no es a Si mismos.
Piensan que solo son titulares de derechos y ceouéncia les cuesta madurar en su
responsabilidad respecto al desarrollo integral pi@y ajeno. Por ello, es importante urgir
una nueva reflexion sobre los deberes que los Hesepresuponen, y sin los cuales éstos se
convierten en algo arbitrario..La exacerbacién de los derechos conduce al olvieldod
deberes. Los deberes delimitan los derechos paemuéen a un marco antropoldgico y ético
en cuya verdad se insertan también los derechss gegan de ser arbitrarios{n. 43)

A veces , sin embargo, se reclaman presuntos deyemtbitrarios y superfluos, al
mismo tiempo que se inculcan derechos fundamentieoersonas y de pueblos. También
sucede que determinadas ayudas al desarrollo sqheatas para “mantener costosos
organismos burocraticos”, llegando muy mermadassadsstinatarios principales: H0y se
da una profunda contradiccion. Mientras, por undade reivindican presuntos derechos, de
caracter arbitrario y superfluo, con la pretensiae que las estructuras publicas los
reconozcan y promuevan, por otro, hay derechosegitates y fundamentales que se ignoran
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y violan en gran parte de la humanidad. Se aprexa frecuencia una relacion entre la
reivindicacién del derecho a lo superfluo, e indusa la transgresion y al vicio, en las
sociedades opulentas, y la carencia de comida, giable, instruccion basica o cuidados
sanitarios elementales en ciertas regiones del musdbdesarrollado y también en la
periferia de las grandes ciudades.(n. 43).

El acento se pone principalmente en un par de ionest fundamentales para la
poblacion, que ofrecen derechos y deberes a esnalarsal, que son objeto de analisis y
consecuencias de gran alcance por los pensadpmrdgs responsables de la direccion de los
paises, dos temas con un sinfin de consecueratades,la demografia y la naturaleza,
sobre los que se pronuncia B XVI en la enciclica.

Demografia. Bajo esta expresion son bien conocidas numerosdislages, que
engendran constante proeocupacion en los gedlerés direccion de los pueblos, de las
agregaciones de paises unidos y practicamenteseredponsables de los cinco continentes,
ya que su alcance se proyecta hacia el presentkig kl futuro de la humanidadLd
concepcion de los derechos y de los deberes respéctesarrollo, debe tener también en
cuenta los problemas relacionados con el creciniet¢émografico. Es un aspecto muy
importante del verdadero desarrollo, porque afeatbs valores irrenunciables de la vida y
de la familid (n. 44).

Derecho a la vida.Ante todo elderecho a la vidale las personas, de cada persona,
tutelado como derecho fundamental en las leyegitarisnales de los paises, pero que en la
practica se ve sometido a numerosas limitacionegrale repercusion. Las estadisticas, en
efecto, sefialan al mismo tiempo en la diversidabsi@ueblos el aumento o disminucién de
la natalidad segun las diversas politicas empleadasu proteccion. B XVI consigna como
preocupacion importantécap. 2°, nn 27, 28...) que los propios gobiernoldausa publica
son los primeros en acusar los riesgos de una dafigjue fluctia entre el favor y las
limitaciones, cuando se abordan las leyes sobrasgeamo el aborto, la planificacién forzada
de la natalidad, el tratamiento genético de embspta sexualidad reducida a simple fuente
de placer, y por otra parte cuando se trata délestx legislacion sobre el final de la vida de
las personas con diversas formas de eutanasiapsgilan con finalidades de legitimidad a
veces discutible, en dificil equilibrio, entre @rdcho a la vida singular de las personas y el
bienestar de los pueblos a corto o0 a largo esjppcieempo.

“La disminucién de los nacimientos, a veces pobaje del llamado «indice de
reemplazo generacional», pone en crisis inclusosasistemas de asistencia social, aumenta
los costes, merma la reserva del ahorro y, consigieimente, los recursos financieros
necesarios para las inversiones, reduce la dispbd#dnl de trabajadores cualificados y
disminuye la reserva de «cerebros» a los que r@cpara las necesidades de la nacidn.

44)

Légicamente B XVI al dirigirse a los fieles crist@s expone y urge ante los mismos las
conocidas tesis cristianas relativas a estos teomsciente de la dificultad que algunas
presentan ante corrientes del pensamiento modeeno tratando de llevar la responsabilidad
religiosa por la ruta de la doctrina evangélicmeten al bien comun de los hombres.

Matrimonio y familia. A este cumulo de derechos y obligaciones con réspac
derecho a la vida, son de afadir, desde luego, ¢ornace B XVI en la enciclica y en otras
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muchas ocasiones, y como advertia con claridaciétano 11'°, las politicas referidas a dos

instituciones de la mayor trascendencia en la tigstie la humanidad y en la geografia de los
continentesel matrimonio y la familiaque constituyen la raiz fundamental de la socigdad
de la humanidad, y que no siempre obtienen elntiat#to social, juridico y ético que
mereceri... Por eso,se convierte en una necesidad social, e inclusm@uoaa, seguir
proponiendo a las nuevas generaciones la hermosderda familia y del matrimonio, su
sintonia con las exigencias mas profundas del @oraz de la dignidad de la persona. En
esta perspectiva, los estados estan llamados ablestxr politicas que promuevan la
centralidad y la integridad de la familia, funda@a el matrimonio entre un hombre y una
mujer, célula primordial y vital de la sociedad’h. 44)

La naturaleza. La mirada de la enciclica se proyecta, como nogesédi de otra
manera, sobre la responsabilidad del hombre sobredursos de la naturalezasobre toda
la naturaleza creada, una dimension de consenasenerdaderamene importantes y de
alcanze casi incomprensible. Constituye, sefialditamB XVI siguiendo la tesis cristiana,
una expresion bien clara, favorable y verdaderaa par hombre, con responsabilidad
insoslayable, ya que nos ha sido dada por el Crgaata uso inteligente del hombre y no
meramente instrumental ni arbitrario. Sobre la re¢za reside en los pueblos y en sus
gobiernos, y lo mismo se recalca en la ciclica paraultitud de fieles de la Iglesia, la dificil
responsabilidad de un tratamiento razonable, gue $ara las generaciones presentes y
futuras con la mejor andadura posible, y por tégjena de lo que puede considerarse en no
pocas circunstancias como destruccion y planteamaaotico.

Inquietud ecolégica.Bajo la denominacién dequietud ecologicasefiala la enciclica,
donde son destacables los multiples pasos posiindss siglos cercanos y en los ultimos
decenios, gracias a investigadores, cientificodjtigms y tantos otros profesionales
responsables, es de interés subrayar, al menos, dainle perspectiva complementaria e
imprescindible, la potenciacion tanto de @ealogia ambientatomo unaecologia humana
ya que el hombre influye en el ambiente natural,ambiente natural influye en el hombre.

“Para salvaguardar la naturaleza no basta intervecdm incentivos o desincentivos
econémicos, y ni siquiera basta con una instruccaitecuada. Estos son instrumentos
importantes, pero el problema decisivo es la cagaaimoral global de la sociedad Los
deberes que tenemos con el ambiente estan relatmsnzon los que tenemos para con la
persona considerada en si misma y en su relaciana®otros. No se pueden exigir unos y
conculcar otros. Es una grave antinomia de la mihd y de la praxis actual, que envilece
a la persona, trastorna el ambiente y dafia a laesdad’ (n. 51)

La Iglesia se siente responsable de manera espgcitd a otros muchos agentes del
bien comun, hacia el cuidado de la naturaleza taarta las presentes generaciones como para
las futuras, ya que en su credo figura de manestadada la donacion gratuita del mundo y
de los recursos de la naturaleza por parte deldOregaara el mejor uso y utilidad de la
humanidad. Los desastres naturales, tantas vetastréficos y por otra parte los graves
desperfectos producidos por el hombre en la nazagbor descuido o de forma intencionada
son preocupacion de primer orden que exige atenc@ninuada dentro de esa doble
potenciacion aludida de ecologia ambiental y edalbgmana.

1 Concilio Ecuménico Vaticano IApostolicam actuoritatendecreto sobre el apostolado de los laicos, n.11
sobre la familia, AAS 58 (1966), pp. 847-848.
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La técnica. La técnica actividad prevalente en el campo humano y enula ¢
hombre se considera duefio y dominador de tantretes de la naturaleza organica e
inorganica, sefiala B XVI, es un “hecho profundamdntmano, vinculado a la autonomia y
libertad del hombre. En la técnica se manifiestaogfirma el dominio del espiritu sobre la
materia”... ‘La clave del desarrollo esta en una inteligencipaade entender la técnica y
de captar el significado plenamente humano del goehdel hombre, segun el horizonte de
sentido de la persona considerada en la globalidadsu ser. Incluso cuando el hombre
opera a través de un satélite o de un impulso &eito a distancia, su actuar permanece
siempre humano, expresion de una libertad respdasdla técnica atrae fuertemente al
hombre, porque lo rescata de las limitaciones &isig le amplia el horizonte. Pero la libertad
humana es ella misma sélo cuando responde a estac&in de la técnica con decisiones
gue son fruto de la responsabilidad moral. De ahhécesidad apremiante de una formacion
para un uso ético y responsable de la téchifa 70)

La ética. Una ulterior advertencia de interés es proyectdla enciclica al término
del capitulo de derechos y deberes, sobre la deaoiairesponsabilidad ética”,que se
incorpora a veces con facilidad en tareas de lmemio con pretension de aparente honradez
, pero que pueden rozar la frontera de interesemsnéticos 0 antiéticos. Las palabras de B
XVI aclaran con lucidez esta advertencia:

“Hoy se habla mucho de ética en el campo econdimécaario y empresarial. Surgen
centros de estudio y programas formativos de bssimghics; se difunde en el mundo
desarrollado el sistema de certificaciones éticaguiendo la linea del movimiento de ideas
nacido en torno a la responsabilidad social de lapeesa. Los bancos proponen cuentas y
fondos de inversion llamados «éticos». Se desarralhia «finanza ética», sobre todo
mediante el microcrédito y, mas en general, la ofinanciacién. Dichos procesos son
apreciados y merecen un amplio apoyo. Sus efeassiyos llegan incluso a las areas
menos desarrolladas de la tierra. Conviene, sin agd, elaborar un criterio de
discernimiento valido, pues se nota un cierto abdsb adjetivo «ético» que, usado de
manera geneérica, puede abarcar también contenidosptetamente distintos, hasta el punto
de hacer pasar por éticas decisiones y opcionesradas a la justicia y al verdadero bien
del hombre.”(n. 45)

7. Desarrollo de la familia humana alobal

La enciclica se acerca antes del final (cap. Vierala de la familia humana en su mas amplio
sentido, centro y finalidad fundamental del dedkride los pueblos.

Parte de la referencia a $mledad obligada de las personas y de los puebtmso
sintoma de una gran pobreza tantas veces mateespisitual, y de un punto de necesaria
atencion para llegar al verdadero desarrollo. Ehdello de los pueblos supone reconocerse
como parte de la familia humana que alcanza, diela@zar, lagelaciones interpersonales
con los otros, laselaciones interpueblgsin olvidar larelacion trascendenteon Dios, autor
de las personas, de la humanidad, de la creadifoy fa humanidad aparece mucho mas
interactiva que antes: esa mayor vecindad debesfaamarse en verdadera comunion. El
desarrollo de los pueblos depende sobre todo desqueconozcan como parte de una sola
familia, que colabora con verdadera comunién y dsté&grada por seres que no viven
simplemente uno junto al otro ...La criatura huma@a,cuanto de naturaleza espiritual, se
realiza en las relaciones interpersonales. Cuanés has vive de manera auténtica, tanto mas
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madura también es la propia identidad personalh&mbre se valoriza no aislandose sino
poniéndose en relacion con los otros y con Diost fmto, la importancia de dichas
relaciones es fundamental. Esto vale también pasaleblos’(n 53)

El desarrollo de la familia humana, recuerda B X\@pmprende también, no puede
prescindir de laelacion a las culturasgdiversas segun los tiempos y los grupos humasos, a
como también larelacion a las religionesya que unas y otras, culturas y religiones
colaboran, pueden colaborar de manera nada despeea la fraternidad y a la paz de la
humanidad, siempre naturalmente que su acciénaseaable al bien comufiLa revelaciéon
cristiana sobre la unidad del género humano presepana interpretacion metafisica del
humanum, en la que la relacionalidad es elemenémaal. También otras culturas y otras
religiones ensefian la fraternidad y la paz y, pantb, son de gran importancia para el
desarrollo humano integral{n. 55)

La reflexion sobre el tema religioso lleva a B X&/la pregunta de hondo calado social,
“si Dios tiene lugar en la esfera publica’en una sociedad que se muestra de muy diversas
formas, deseosa de eliminar toda manifestaciogiosk considerando el factor religioso
como elemento puramente interno del ambito de lacieacia personal y contrario al
progreso humano. Pero cabria preguntarse si uniadadces auténticamente democratica
cuando proclama el laicismo excluyente como dognraegael estado de ciudadanial
factor religioso, al mismo tiempo que defiende darta de los derechos humanos
fundamentales, entre ellos la libertad de expresi@anigualdad ante la ley, la libertad
religiosa. El derecho de libertad religiosa, Iesmo que los demas derechos fundamentales
de la persona, no son mera elaboracién de la cmiaipersonal, limitada al &mbito de la
misma, sino que incluye en el ordenamiento juridegproteccion de su manifestacion
exterior y los demas derechos, incluido el de asi@n, y la realizacion de su actividad
promotora del progreso humano en el orden culuhalmanitario, ademas del estrictamente
religioso, l6gicamente siempre que no sea contedtiden comun.

“La religidn cristiana y las otras religiones puedeontribuir al desarrollo solamente
si Dios tiene un lugar en la esfera publica, copezsfica referencia a la dimensién cultural,
social, econdémica y, en particular, politica. Lactiina social de la Iglesia ha nacido para
reivindicar esa «carta de ciudadania» de la religidristiana. La negacion del derecho a
profesar publicamente la propia religion y a traBapara que las verdades de la fe inspiren
también la vida publica, tiene consecuencias negatisobre el verdadero desarrolloSe
corre el riesgo de que no se respeten los derebhosanos, bien porque se les priva de su
fundamento trascendente, bien porque no se recdaditertad persondl(n. 56)

A este proposito cabria sefalar aqui el pensamesmtdoseph H. Weiler profesor de
Derecho, Universidad de Nueva York, sobre textasstitucionales, que, “al pronunciar el
Estado como “laico”, manifiestan ciertamente cdo sl adhesion explicita al laicismo de
una parte de la poblacion, pero dejan en silerecidlencia religiosa de otra buena parte de
poblacién, quizds mayoritaria, como si el laicismozase de carta de ciudadania y la
religiosidad hubiera de ser escondida en la conigdeimdividual...” En el camino de una
verdadera democracia se preguntBdi,qué el excluir una referencia a Dios va a seérsm
neutral que el incluir a DiosEn una condicién binaria, ninguna opcién es neutra™.

1 Weiler, Joseph H.H.: (profesor de Derecho.Unidas de Nueva York y catedra Jean Monet. Union

Europea), Invocatio Dsjila Constitucion Espafiola (www.conoze.con#38).
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La enciclica ademas desea promocionacdiaboracion fraterna de creyentes y no
creyentegn tantos posibles campos favorables al desarfolimano, ademas de la
convivencia pacifica de unos con otrggppiciada desde muchas instancias sociales y
politicas, y también desde la Iglesia de manepdicita por la constitucion “Gaudium et
spes” del l\Z/aticano Il'y tantos otros documentosgya es el hombre el centro y culmen del
desarrollo:

Sin necesidad de acudir a legislaciones positieasrdenamientos juridicos cabe aludir
a la fuerte inclinacién humana hacia el bien ydadad, hacia la honradez de las personas,
una especie de exigencia connatural, consideradampehos como ley natural, que se
manifiesta en la conciencia personal y en la exjmede la naturaleza, y que resulta ser la
fuente radical de la elaboracion de los derechasanos fundamentales de los ordenamientos
juridicos.“Dicha ley moral universal es fundamento sélidotdéo dialogo cultural, religioso
y politico, ayudando al pluralismo multiforme de ldiversas culturas a que no se alejen de
la busqueda comun de la verdad, del bien y de Hos.tanto, la adhesién a esa ley escrita
en los corazones es la base de toda colaboracidialsmonstructiva.”(n.59)

La dificil andadura de este desarrollo interhumanterpersonal y de los pueblos,
inclina a pensar en la necesidad, expresada enrasaseinstancias de todo color social y
politico, de unautoridad Politica Mundiabjue conduzca eficazmente al auténtico desarrollo
humano, como expresa B XVI y como sefialé en su mtonéduan XX

8. Conclusion

La clave del desarrollo debe tener, sin duda, gnifsado plenamente humano por encima
de esfuerzos meramente técnicos o econdmicos. n@usidon de B XVI , al contemplar la
dimensién trascendente del hombre segun la fearrégssobre el desarrollo, evoca un proceso
a la vez material y espiritual congruente con ehithio del espiritu sobre la materia.

“ El tema del desarrollo de los pueblos esta intingate unido al del desarrollo de
cada hombre. La persona humana tiende por natusategu propio desarrollo. Este no esta
garantizado por una serie de mecanismos natursd@s) que cada uno de nosotros es
consciente de su capacidad de decidir libre y respblemente. Tampoco se trata de un
desarrollo a merced de nuestro capricho, ya quesosibemos que somos un don y no el
resultado de una autogeneracién.... No sélo las dgpeésonas se nos presentan como no
disponibles, sino también nosotros para nosotrasmos...”(69)

12 Concilio Ecuménico Vaticano II: “Gaudium et sheSonstitucién Pastorah. 12: “Creyentes y no creyentes
estan generalmente de acuerdo en este punto, knsldsenes de la tierra deben ordenarse en furdabn
hombre como su centro y cima de todos ellos». H:X¥Yara los creyentes, el mundo no es fruto de la
casualidad ni de la necesidad, sino de un proydet®ios. De ahi nace el deber de los creyentesudarasus
esfuerzos con todos los hombres y mujeres de bumnatad de otras religiones, 0 no creyentes, pgua
nuestro mundo responda efectivamente al proyestodivivir como una familia, bajo la mirada del €xdofr,

n. 57.

13 Juan XXIII: “Pacem in terris carta enciclica AAS 55 (1963) 293: (11 abril 1963), p. 137: “Yreo hoy el
bien comun de todos los pueblos plantea problermas ajectan a todas las nacigngscomo semejantes
problemas solamente puede afrontarlos una autorpislulica cuyo poder, estructura y medios sean
suficientemente amplios y cuyo radio de accién @eag alcance mundial, resulta, en consecuencia, e
imposicién del mismo orden moral, g®ciso constituir una autoridad publica genérad. 138: “Esta autoridad
general, cuyo poder debe alcanzar vigencia en eadmentero y poseer medios idéneos para condubieal
comun universal, ha de establecerse con el consentd de todas las naciones y no imponerse doefaa”.
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En la linea de la fe cristiana B XVI concluye sicielica a la hora del desarrollo
humano y cristiano con expresiones sugeridas desddésma fe:“La disponibilidad para
con Dios provoca la disponibilidad para con los mm@anos y una vida entendida como una
tarea solidaria y gozosa. Al contrario, la cerrazidleoldgica a Dios y el indiferentismo ateo,
que olvida al Creador y corre el peligro de olvidéambién los valores humanos, se
presentan hoy como uno de los mayores obstacutasgbaesarrollo...” Aflade las palabras
de San Pablo a los Romanos: «Que vuestra caridagea una farsa: aborreced lo malo y
apegaos a lo bueno. Como buenos hermanos, sedsasfunos con otros, estimando a los

demas mas que a uno mismo» (12,90). 78 y 79)
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1. Introduccién

Al tratar de ofrecer una retrospectiva de la prdiinternacional de ocho afios del pontificado
de Benedicto XVI, resulta oportuno, creemos, daronocer cual fue la politica especifica de
acuerdos seguida con los Est&dos

Cierto que la saga de Paises concordatarios ebasten 1939 antes del comienzo de la
I Guerra Mundial —que al presente querian volveseslo— quedd culminada con la
“politica” de acuerdos de Juan Pablo Il, iniciathal®78 y casi concluida afios después en
1989 con la caida del muro de Berlin. De ahi gagolitica concordataria de Juan Pablo I
apareciera configurada por dos caracteristicasritinuidad y la novedad.

Al presente, en cambio, con Benedicto XVI, |la poditde acuerdos con los Estados no
puede ser otra que la continuidad matizada camalgovedad. En el fondo, por tanto, se
asiste a una consolidacion de los acuerdos cortemi@ay a su progresiva expansion a otros
Estados.

2. Consolidacion v ampliacion de los acuerdos comnrdatarios con los paises
germanicos

En primer lugar, se produce una consolidacion yliacipn de acuerdosos concordatarios
con Baja Sajonia, Baviera, Hamburgo y Austria.

- ConBaviera® se celebra su octavo convenio con la Santa Setedg enero de 2007, pero
ahora bajo la figura deProtocolo Adicional al Concordato con Baviera de @& marzo de
1924, modificado por ultima vez por el Acuerdo8deée junio de 1988Por €l se introduce
una nueva regulacion del régimen de dotacion dd-#asiltades de Teologia en Baviera,
debido a la disminucion del numero de estudiangeslos ultimos afios en el curriculo de
estudios para obtener el diploma y de los estueathe la disciplina de Religion Catdlica en
algunas Facultades de Teologia Catdlica y Centmdndtruccidon de Baviera, que han
conducido a una desproporcion entre el nimero derdes y el de estudiantes.

Como consecuencia, se han acordado una serie didanela primera serie afecta a las
Facultades de las Universidades de Bamberg y PAsase establece que estas quedan en
estado de “suspension” —por un periodo de quinaes afesde la entrada en vigor del
Protocolo— tanto la obligacion del Estado de cgmwesler a su ensefianza e instituir un
curriculo de los estudiantes de teologia, comobigaxion de proveer para la ensefianza del
estudio en profundidad de la Religion Catdlica; gueden reducirse a cinco el nimero de
catedras; y que asi mismo, durante dicho periodoprescindira de efectuar nuevos
nombramientos.

La segunda serie afecta a las Facultades de |agersidades —cuatro— de
Augsburg, Munich, Kudwig-Maximilian-Universitgt Ratisbona y Wiurzburg, por la que se
mantiene la dotacion numérica concordada de c&pimaas de profesor para filosofia y

2 Corral, Carlos: “La politica concordataria di Giowi Paolo II”,Civiltd Cattolica(2001-1V), pp. 156-167.
% Corral, Carlos y Santos, José Luis (20IRpatados internacionales (2003-2012) de la SantdeSeon los
Estados, Concordatos vigentédadrid, Universidad Pontificia Comillas-, E-Boqgip.22-28.
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teologia; y, en concreto, para Munich, 16 plazasa Wuirzburg, 14; para Ratisbona, 12; y
para Augsburg, 12.

- ConBaja Sajonia, mediante sucesivos acuerdos se habia ido operanaodo conjuntado
con la Iglesia Catdlica una continua adaptacion @ehcordato a las diversas reformas
universitarias y escolares introducidas polehd Ahora se acomete so6lo un punto: la
adaptacion relativa al status de las escuelas titajaridad de la Iglesia que tuvieren la
categoria juridica d&rsatzschulellas escuelas substitutivas] mediante el corredigote
Convenio de 6 de abril de 2010

- ConLa Ciudad Libre y Hanseatica de Hamburgoha celebrado ya dos convenios, uno
general y otro sectorial.

El primero fue elConvenio con la Santa Sede 2 de noviembre de 0B5Sufinalidad era

“el deseo de Consolidar y desarrol@s relacionesntre la Iglesia catolica y la Ciudad Libre
y Hanseatica de Hamburgmn espiritu de mutua cooperacion en la libettad fijar y
seguir desarrollando de manera estable las cresieefaciones” (Preambulo, parrafo 1).
Como novedosa peculiaridad para con la Iglesia licatése afiade todavia una segunda
finalidad mas general por desbordar el ambito teeral de Hamburgo, “la aspiracion a
favorecer asi también la construccién pacifica de Huropa siempre mas estrechamente
creciente” (Preambulo, parrafo sexto).

Como presupuestgocial se partede queuna “sociedad pluralista y una Ciudad
cosmopolita que se concibe mediadora entre loslpsidiPreambulo parrafo 2]

El segundofue el Convenio para la ereccién de un centro de formacipara la
Teologia Catdlica y la Pedagogia de la Religién l@tniversidad de Hamburddde 18 de
mayo de 2010)Con respecto al profesorado, para el llamamieaitoo profesor, aun cuando
se haga por la misma Universidad, se requerira gae,parte del Arzobispo de Hamburgo,
no se haya formulado excepcion alguna (art. 4,1).

- Con Schleswig-Holsteiff --donde los catélicos son 173.130 dentro de unaapiis de
2.837.373— se alcanza el Acuerdo de 12 de enero de 2008 doralidad de “de consolidar
y desarrollar las relaciones entre la Iglesia Gzadly el Land en el espiritu de mutua
colaboracioén en libertad”

- Con Austria, buscandose una vez mas la actualizacion de lxidofa se da el paso al
“Sexto Acuerdo Adiciofid (de 5 de marzo de 2009) en el que se fija latidad de
17.295.000 Euros, a partir del afio 2008.

*Ibid., pp. 19-21.

® |bid., pp 62-77.

® En cuanto a la estructura formal, el Conveniosieidenominado en el original en aleman coMertrag’,
mientras en el original con la Santa Sede viendutido como “Accordo” (en lugar de “Convenio” o
“Convenzionk en AAS “Conventid).

" Ibid. pp 78-84.

8 lbid. pp 85-99.

°lbid., pp111-112.
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3. La incorporacion de nuevos acuerdos con los edt# earesados de la
antigua Yuaoslavia

En Yugoslavia que sufrié sucesivos desmembramiamidsie posible concluir acuerdos con
todos los nuevos Estados surgidos a la indeperalehan sélo se consiguié con Croacia el
19 de diciembre de 1996 mediante acuerdos espeif&hora ya si se han acabado de
celebrar convenios con Albania, Bosnia-Herzegowségvenia y Montenegro.

- Con la Republica dalbania, al primerAcuerdo entre la Santa Sede y Albania para regular
sus mutuas relacionége 23 de maro de 2032)se ha alcanzado la celebracién del segund
el Acuerdo internacional con la Santa Sede (de@alembre de 2007, conla intencién de
“regular algunas cuestiones de naturaleza econdnirtlautaria”.

- ConBosnia-Herzegovina pais de abigarrada complejidad étnica y religiose-ha llegado

al Acuerdo Bésico y Protocolo Adicional con la Sareae&fde 19 de abril y 29 de septiembre
de 2006)* con animo de proteger la situacion juridica demimoria catdlica, asentada
juntamente con poblacién islamica y ortoddxaSe advierte, ante todo, una tendencia a
equiparar en lo posible los efectos civiles deiinstones religiosas con los de las
instituciones paralelas estatalekos temas del Acuerdo no distan mucho de los temas
habituales concordados con otros paises del arepeay como tampoco el planteamiento y
las soluciones arbitradas a los mismos.

- Con la Republica de Lituania Acuerdo de 14 deojude 2012 sobre reconocimiento de
calificaciones concernientes a la educacion superio

- ConMontenegro se llego dirmar el Acuerdo de Base con la Santa Sede, degdinio de
2011, para la colaboracién mutua y el establecitnielel marco general de las relaciones
reciproca¥’. Relaciones que tuvo lugar a los cinco afios delnecimiento, por parte de la
Santa Sede, de la “vuelta de Montenegro a la Catadrinternacional” (19 de junio de 2006)
y del establecimiento de relaciones diplomaticasédes con el Vaticano (el 16 de diciembre
de 2006.

La celebraciéon de la firma del Acuerdo en el Vat@watuvo la particularidad que ocup6 el
centro de la audiencia que Benedicto XVI concedidopiesidente del Gobierno de
Montenegro, Igor Luksgi quien lo firmo tras el encuentro con el Papa.

9 Los originales con introduccién y versién en Cbri@arlos y Petschen, Santiago (2004Yyatados
internacionales de la Santa Sed®96-2003), Madrid, Universidad Pontificia Conslj&oncordatos vigentes
T.IV (Madrid) pp 29-39.

! Santos, José Luis (2008)ISTEL, RGDCDEEL7 (2008), ppl-16.

12 “Basic Agreement between the Holy See and BosmiaHerzegovina (19 abril 2006)” y “Additional Prot
in the Basic Agreement between the Holy See andiBa@nd Herzegovina (29 septiembre 200BR¥¢itificacion,
25 octubre 2007(Fuente: Nunciatura Apostolica de Bosnia Herzegavin

'3 Bosnia Herzegovina. Poblacién 4.070.000: grupnieds: musulmanes, serbios, croatas; grupos osligi
islamicos 40%; ortodoxos 30%; catélicos 15%; otmazorias religiosas 10%.

4 Santos, José Luis: “Montenegro, de mayoria ortadéixma acuerdo con la Santa Sede (junio 2018I3g
Carlos Corral n.247, en www.periodistadigital
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4. Expansion a los paises balticos: Lituania

A los cuatro paises balticos —que habian vueltelebcar nuevos Acuerdos con la Santa
Sede como Polonia en 1993, Estonia en 1999, lzetem 2000 y Lituania también en
2000°— se suma al presente Lituania que ha firmadods Rinio de 2012 en el palacio de
gobierno de Vilnius un acuerdo sobre el reconoaitoieeciproco de los titulos de ensefianza
superior(Agreement on the Recognition of Qualification Gning Higher Education).

5. Consolidacion de acuerdos con los estados latn

Con menor incidencia e importancia, Andorra, Espafaltalia han celebrado los
correspondientes Acuerdos con la Santa Sede, @lcamo colofon afiadimos el de la Unién
Europea.

- Con elPrincipado de Andorra se firmaba solemnemente, el 17 de marzo de 2008| en
Palacio Vaticano el Acuerdmn la Santa Selfe por el por el Card. Secretario de Estado, y
por el Jefe de Gobierno andorrano, Albert Pintat.uB Acuerdo de caracter genemgle
regula de conjunto las materias que de alguna fafe@an a la Iglesia y al Estado.

- ConEspanasefirmaba unCanje de Notas Diplomaticas de Nunciatura-Ministeile 22 de
diciembre de 2006, sobre la asignacion tributatalglesia en Espafia

- Con Francia, a sus Acuerdos anteriores, se aflade ahora, ptimerProtocolo adicional
[Avenant]de 12 de julio de 2005 a los convenciones diplaraatde 14 de mayo de 1828 asi
como a los Protocolos adicionales de 4 de may®dé ¥ 21 de enero de 1999, relativos a la
iglesia y al convento de [@rinita in Monté®. Mas tarde, un segundo Acuerdo de 18 de
diciembre de 2008, relativo al reconocimiento de ¢wados y diplomas en la ensefianza
superior por Francta

- Conltalia serecurre a unCanje de Notas sobre Procedimientos penales dgad¢de 26
julio 2006°.

- Afectando a Europa, l@nion Europea, representada por la Comunidad Europea y por la
Republica Italiana, y el Estado de la Ciudad delddao, representado por la Santa Sede, han
firmado un segundo Convenio Monetario el 17 deeditire de 2009 [que abroga el primero
firmado el 29 de diciembre de 2000].

!5 os cuatro Estados en Corral y Petsclogn cit.

16 Corral y Santogp. cit.,pp. 101-109.

7 bid. pp. 179-182.

'8 Nota del 12 noviembre y 4 diciembre 2001, en “8ifi officiel du ministére des affaires étrangéres” 84
(30 septiembre 2003), p. 3; AA.VV. (2009)iberté religieuse et régimes des eulte,s en dirainCais
Paris, Cerf, pp. 811-812; En el “Journal Offici@ th République FranCaise”, n° 26 (31 enero 20042265
aparece lo siguiente: « Avis relatif & la publicatides notes verbales relatives au statut des @Suvr
pontificales missionnaires. NOR : MAEX0407 1 .1 Mes notes verbales relatives au statut des Guvres
pontificales missionnaires échangées entre la Mtum@ apostolique en France et le ministére desredf
étrangéres en date des 12 novembre et 4 décembiec?® été publiées au Bulletin officiel do minestles
affaires étrangéres n° 84 du 30 septembre 2003».

19 Corral y Santogp. cit.,pp. 195-199.

2 bid. pp. .201-227

“bid pp. 263-268.
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6. Expansion de los acuerdos a Brasil

- Brasil®% al tratarse de una de las mayores naciones deloraamo Brasil, se comprende el
porqué Benedicto XVI recibid tan solemnemente etieacia al presidente de la Republica
Federal de Brasil, Luiz Inacio Lula da Silva, juatsu esposa y otros miembros de su séquito,
para proceder a la firma délcuerdo sobre el Estatuto juridico de la Iglesiatdliaa en
Brasil, el jueves 13 de noviembre de 2008. En efectoneBais con una poblacion de cerca
de 186 millones sobre una superficie de 8.511.966, llonde se encuentra establecida la
casi la mayoria de las religiones y de las orgaiopnas religiosas. Segun el censo de 2000,
un 74 % se declara Catolico.

Los principios informadoreslel Acuerdo son los especificados en su Preamkifidel
servicio a la sociedad y al bien integral de laspea humana’; -2° la autonomia, la
independencia y la soberania de Iglesia y Estaalta cano en su propio orden, y la mutua
cooperacion para la construccion de una sociedad justa, fraterna y pacifica; -3°
fundamentacién, por parte de Brasil, en el propienamiento juridico y, por parte de la
Iglesia, en el Concilio Vaticano Canonico.; 4° meaécion del “principio internacionalmente
reconocido de libertad religiosa”; 5° garantia ibre ejercicio de cultos religiosos por la
Constitucion brasilefia”; 6° fortalecimiento y praritm de las “mutuas relaciones ya
existentes”.

Por ellg el presente Acuerdo solemne con Brasil tiene, eotres, estos méritos
primero, es un acuerdo de caracter general, quéarégdas las materias ordinarias de los
concordatos vigentes; segundo, parte y desarroilalileradamente dos principios: el de
aconfesionalidad (o laicidad) y el de cooperactérgero, partiendo de la pluriculturalidad y
pluralismo religioso, mantiene en las escuelasigamblla ensefianza religiosa (catélica o no)
como materia facultativa en los horarios escolacemales.

7. Expansion a los estados africanos

- Con Guinea Ecuatorial (antigua provincia de Espafia) se lleg6 a la firmauh"Acuerdo
sobre las relaciones entre la Iglesia CatolickBstado” (el 13 de octubre de 2012), en el que
viene establecido el marco juridico y, en particula personalidad juridica de la Iglesia y de
sus instituciones, asi como la asistencia esplirgtuias fieles catélicos en los hospitales y en
las cérceles.

- Con Mozambique se logréestablecer el marco juridico de relaciones entigl&sia y el
Estado en su Acuerdo con la Santa Sede, de 7 enthie de 2011, partiendo de la mutua
independencia y autonomia y de mutua colaboraabien de la poblacion, en sectores
comunes: salud, formacion, educacioén, actividastestial.

2 |bid. pp. 139-148.
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8. Expansion de acuerdos a estados asiaticos

- Con Azerbaiyan®® —con muy amplia mayoria islamica (90%)— se firmaéaConvenio
con la Santa Sede (el 29 de abril de 2011) pamntaar el culto catélico y la colaboracion
en el bien comdn de los ciudadanos.

- Con China [Taiwan], se celebré el Acuerdo entre la Congregacion par&ducacion
Catolica de la Santa Sede y el Ministerio de Edocage la Republica de China [Taiwan], de
2 de diciembre de 201, para la colaboracion emaglpo de la Educacion Superior y el
reconocimiento de estudios, titulos, diplomas ylgsa

- ConFilipinas®* —con una poblacién de 77 millones con el 84% délicas y que no tiene
concluido ningun Acuerdo general, sino tan solo “Umiercambio de Notas, de 20 de
septiembre de 1951/1952, relativo a la ereccion \leariato Castrense en las Fuerzas
Armadas®— se procedi@l presentea la firma de un Acuerdo de colaboracién que tuvo
lugar el 17 de abril de 2007 en la sede del Minstde Asuntos Exteriores en Manila,
relativo al Patrimonio Cultural de la Iglesia. fwalidad es “la salvaguarda, la valoracion, y
el disfrute de los bienes culturdigsurt.lll).

Como sintesis finalse constata que bajo el pontificado de Benedictd s€/continda la via
de acuerdos, convenios y concordatos con los Es@eldodos los continentes, mediante las
actualizaciones y ampliaciones consiguientes @nds/ole los cambios operados en la realidad
social, econémica y politica tanto de mundo en gg¢memo de Europa en espetial

+++

Sin embargo, dicha saga de acuerdos/convenio®atiariosse fue completando hasta el
final del pontificadocon ulteriores Acuerdos firmados en 2001 con Esi@v(11de octubre,
Acuerdo sobre cuestiones juridicas), Gabon, Acuesalore el estatuto de la Ensefianza
catolica (26 de julio) y Suecia (24 noviembre, @ath¢ notas sobre personalidad de la Iglesia
Catdlica); en 2002 con Albania (23 de marzo, Acagrdra regular sus mutuas relaciones), en
2003 con Brandeburgo (12 noviembre, Convencionggd}), Bremen (21 de noviembre,
Convencién [general]), Eslovaquia (21 de agostajeddo sobre educacion catélica), Malta
28 de febrero, Protocolo Adicional para mejoramistruccion y educacion religiosa en las
escuelas estatales); en 2004 con Paraguay (24 cdambre, Convenio sobre Asistencia
religiosa a las Fuerzas Armadas), Portugal (1&algo, Concordatdy.

En efecto, tanto la Europa Oriental como la Ocdigemabian recuperado enteramente
su libertad e independencia, y se iba avanzarabmjbsamente hacia una mas estrecha
Union Europea, por mas que ahora se sienta aquefmlaina grave crisis directamente
econdmica e indirectamente politica.

23 |bid. pp 113-116.

2 |bid. pp. 183-185.

% Corral y Petschemp. cit.,pp. 483-493.

% Afiadamos una curioggarticularidad en las formalidades de la firma yfatificacién de los Acuerdos, a
saber, que Benedicto Xl, al inicio de su pordifio, ha vuelto a la praxis de la lectura de losulgos al
realizarse el intercambio del texto escrito dealoserdos.

27 Ver textos originales, con introducciones y tramoes en Corral y Petscheap. cit; “Concordatos
vigentes”,op. cit. T.IV; y Corral y Santospp. cit, pp.22-28.
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UNISCI / ABOUT UNISCI

La Unidad de Investigacion sobre Seguridad y Cooperam Internacional (UNISCI) es un grupo
de investigacién de la Universidad Complutense aeld, formado por profesores e investigadores
especializados en el &rea de las Relaciones lcienaes y la Seguridad Internacional.

Desde su fundacion en 1989, UNISCI ha realizadsitagentes actividades:
e Docencia:cursos y titulos propios universitarios.
« Investigacion:;proyectos financiados por instituciones publicgsiyadas.

e Publicacioneslibros, coleccién de monografias UNISCI Papenrgista UNISCI Discussion
Papers.

» Organizacion deeminarios y reuniones cientificas Espafia y el extranjero.

The Research Unit on International Security and Coopéien (UNISCI) is a research group at
Complutense University of Madrid, composed by RBsifes and Research Fellows specialized in the
field of International Relations and Internatioraécurity.

Since its foundation in 1989, UNISCI has conduthedollowing activities:

«  Teachinguniversity courses and diplomas.
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*  Publicationsbooks, monograph series UNISCI Papers, jouthdlSCI Discussion Papers.

* Organization otonferences and workshowsSpain and abroad.
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Campus de Somosaguas, 28223 Madrid, Spain

Tel.: (+34) 91394 2924 <ax: (+34)91 394 2655
E-mail: unisci@cps.ucm.es Web: www.ucm.es/info/unisci
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INSTRUCCIONES PARA LOS AUTORES

Las lineas tematicas d&NISCI Discussion Papeon las propias de las Relaciones Internacionales y
la Seguridad; ambas entendidas en sentido ampliesge un enfoque multidimensional, abierto a

diferentes perspectivas tedricas. EI Comité de &mdia invita a los autores interesados a enviar

propuestas de articulosiginales, segun el procedimiento que se indica a contidmaci

Propuestas de articulos

Las propuestas se enviardn como archivo adjuntoa aditeccibn de correo electronico
unisci@cps.ucm.e&n formato Word para Windows. La extension halbitie los articulos es de entre
15 y 40 péginas en letra Times New Roman de 12ogumiespacio sencillo, y de entre 2 y 5 paginas
para las recensiones de libros.

En el cuerpo del mensaje se indicara el nombreejlidps del autor, categoria profesional,
institucion a la que pertenece, principales lirdEvestigacion, direccion postal y correo elattd
de contactd.En la primera pégina se incluir4 un resumen dédwdo de entre 100 y 150 palabras, asi
como varias palabras clave que describan adecuatiamse contenido. Las imagenes y gréaficos se
insertaran dentro del texto en el lugar correspantdi adjuntandose también como archivos separados

(.bmp, .gif 0 .jpg.).

Evaluacion y selecciéon

UNISCI Discussion Papees una revista con evaluacion externa de los bicHl sistema empleado
es el dedouble-blind refereeinges decir, anonimato del autor para los evaluadpngseversa. En
consecuencia, el autor no debe incluir ningunatifilesrcion personal en el manuscrit©ada articulo
es revisado por dos evaluadores externos a laaevis

Los criterios para la seleccion de articulos ssrsiguientes:

* Relevancia del tema.

« Rigory coherencia en la aproximacion tedrica.

e Adecuacién de la metodologia de investigacién ahjstivos.
e Originalidad de las fuentes.

e Aportacion a la literatura existente.

» Claridad del estilo.

e Cumplimiento de las normas de formato.

La plantilla para los informes de los evaluadomgsde consultarse en la pagina web de la revista,
www.ucm.es/info/uniscilLa decisién serd comunicada a los autores deafonotivada, indicandoles
en su caso las modificaciones necesarias para quigcello sea publicado.

Copyright

A partir de su aceptacion para ser publicadosoplyrightde los articulos pasa a ser propiedad de
UNISCI, sin perjuicio de los derechos de los awode acuerdo con la legislacion vigente. El
contenido de la revista puede ser citado, distlibbuw empleado para fines docentes, siempre que se
haga la debida mencion de su fuente. No obstasitee@esario el permiso del Comité de Redaccion

! Si el articulo es aceptado y publicado, estossdapareceran en su primera pagina para permiis kettores
que lo deseen contactar con el autor.
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para republicar un articulo, debiendo ademas irskcalaramente su aparicion previa @NISCI
Discussion Papers.

Formato

Se emplearan apartados y subapartados de formpiagaa la estructura del texto. Los titulos de los
apartados estaran numerados por una cifra y uropUnt, “2.” ... etc. Los titulos de los subapattes
estaran numerados “1.1.”, “1.2.”... etc.

Las notas iran a pie de pagina. De forma optapuade afadirse una bibliografia al finh
revista no publicara articulos gue no respeten ebfmato aqui indicado.

La primera cita de cada obra sera completa. Lanskegy siguientes indicaran sélo el apellido del
autor, seguido déop. cit.”, y la(s) pagina(s) citadas. Si se han mencionadasvabras del mismo
autor, se indicara el apellido, el comienzo delditop. cit.y las paginas.

Si los autores o editores son méas de dos, la pirex que se cite se indicaran todos. A partir de
ahi, solo el apellido del primero, seguido dedl.”.

Cuando la fuente de una cita sea igual a la dédarmmediatamente anterior, se sustituye por
“ibid.” més las paginas correspondientes, si varian.

Ejemplos:

®véase Keohane y Nyep. cit, p. 45.
"Ibid., pp. 78-79.
8Un ejemplo aparece en Snyaral, Foreign Policy Decision-Makingyp. cit, pp. 51-52.

A) Libros
Apellido, Nombre (Afio)Titulo del libro,n° ed., coleccion y n° si los hay, Ciudad, Edatori

Waltz, Kenneth N. (1979)heory of International PoliticsBoston, Addison-Wesley.

B) Libros colectivos

Apellido, Nombre del Autor 1; Apellido, Nombre d&ltor 2 y Apellido, Nombre del Autor 3 (Afio):
Titulo del libro,n° ed., coleccidén y n° si los hay, Ciudad, Editori

Buzan, Barry; Weaever, Ole y De Wilde, Jaap (199curity: A New Framework for AnalisiBoulder /
Londres, Lynne Rienner.

C) Libros con un editor o coordinador

Apellido, Nombre del editor (ed.) o coordinadorduh) (Afio): Titulo del libro,n® ed., coleccién y n°
si los hay, Ciudad, Editorial.

Lynch, Dov (ed.) (2003)The South Caucasus: A Challenge for the Elhaillot Papers, n°® 65, Paris, BEU
Institute for Security Studies.

D) Capitulos de libros

Apellido, Nombre (Afio): “Titulo del capitulo”, ehitulo del libro,n° ed., coleccién y n° si Idzay,
Ciudad, Editorial, pp. XX-XX.

Wendt, Alexander: “Three Cultures of Anarchy”, &wocial Theory of International PoliticSCambridge,
Cambridge University Press, pp. 246-312.
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E) Capitulos en libros con un editor o coordinador

Apellido, Nombre del autor del capitulo: “Tituloldmpitulo”, en Apellido, Nombre del editor (ed.) o
coordinador (coord.) (Afo)litulo del libro,n° ed., Coleccion y n° si los hay, Ciudad, Editomp.
XX-XX.

Sakwa, Richard: “Parties and Organised Interegs” White, Stephen; Pravda, Alex y Gitelman, Zvis(gd
(2001):Developments in Russian Politi&$,ed., Durham, Duke University Press, pp. 84-107.

F) Articulos de revista

Apellido, Nombre: “Titulo del articulo'Revistayol. xx, n® x (mes afo), pp. XXX-XXX.

Schmitz, Hans Peter: “Domestic and Transnationasgeetives on Democratizationlnternational Studies
Reviewyol. 6, n° 3 (septiembre 2004), pp. 403-426.

G) Articulos de prensa

Apellido, Nombre: “Titulo del articulo'Reriddico,dia de mes de afio.

Bradsher, Keith: “China Struggles to Cut Relianneideast Oil”,New York Times3 de septiembre de 2002.

H) Articulos en publicaciones de Internet

Igual que los anteriores, pero afadiendo al fieallittp://direccién.pagina/web

Gunaratna, Rohan: “Spain: An Al Qaeda Hub®NISCI Discussion Papersn® 5 (mayo 2004), en
http://www.ucm.es/info/unisci

[) Otros recursos de Internet

Titulo del document@n http://direccién.pagina.web

Charter of the Shanghai Cooperation Organizatien,http://www.In.mid.ru

Datos de contacto

Para cualquier consulta, pueden dirigirse a:

UNISCI Discussion Papers

UNISCI, Departamento de Estudios Internacionales
Facultad de Ciencias Politicas y Sociologia
Universidad Complutense de Madrid

Campus de Somosaguas

28223 Madrid, Espafia

E-mail:  unisci@cps.ucm.es

Tel.: (+ 34) 91 394 2924
Fax: (+ 34) 91 394 2655
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INSTRUCTIONS TO AUTHORS

The thematic scope @INISCI Discussion Paperis that of the International Relations and Segurit
both understood in a broad sense and from a mukidsional approach, open to different theoretical
perspectives. The Editorial Committee welcomes @safs oforiginal research articles, according to
the procedure explained below.

Avrticle proposals

Proposals should be sent as an attached MS WoMYifudtows file to_unisci@cps.ucm.eshe usual
length is 15-40 pages for articles and 2-5 pagedbdok reviews, in 12 points Times New Roman
font, single-spaced.

The author’s full name, professional category itabn, main research areas, postal address and
e-mail should be stated in the body of the mes$dpe.the title page, authors should include an
abstract of 100-150 words, as well as several keysvthat accurately describe the contents of the
article. Images and graphs should be includedértgkt and also attached as separate files (.lwifip, .

or .jpg.).
Refereeing and selection

UNISCI Discussion Paperss a refereed journal: the “double-blind refergirsystem is used.
Consequently, authors should not include any patddentification in the manuscript. Each artidde i
reviewed by two external referees.

The criteria for article selection are the follogin

¢ Relevance of the topic.

*  Theoretical rigour and coherence.

e Adequation of the research methods to the objextive
e Originality of the sources.

«  Contribution to the existing literature.

e Clarity of style.

e Compliance with the formatting rules.

The checklist for referees is available at www.ashinfo/unisci Authors will be informed of the
motives of the decision, as well as of the coroedi (if any) recommended by the referees and
required for the article to be published.

Copyright

Once an article is accepted for publication, itpyemht resides with UNISCI, notwithstanding the
rights of the author according to the applicabgdiation. All materials can be freely cited, distited

or used for teaching purposes, provided that theginal source is properly mentioned. However,
those wishing to republish an article must contlaetEditorial Committee for permission; in thateas
its previous publication iWNISCI Discussion Paperaust be clearly stated.

2 |f the article is accepted and published, thegaildewill appear in the title page in order tooall readers to
contact the authors.
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Formatting

Headings and subheadings will be used accordinthdostructure of the text. Headings will be
numbered “1.”, “2.” ... etc., and subheadings “1.11.2."... etc.

All notes should be footnotes; additionally, a bétreferences may be included at the end of the
article.The journal will not publish articles that do not follow the style indicated here.

The second and further times that a source is,ditesthould include only the author’'s surname,
“op. cit.”, and the pages. If several works by the same authee been mentioned, the footnote
should include the author’s surname, the beginafrtge title,op. cit.and the pages.

If there are more than two authors or editorspfithem should be mentioned the first time. The
following citations will include only the first albr’s or editor’s surname, followed bgt‘al.”.

When the source is the same as that of the preeitatfon,“ibid.” is used, followed by the page
numbers (if different).

Examples:

®See Keohane and Nyep. cit, p. 45.
"Ibid., pp. 78-79.
8 An example appears in Snydaral, Foreign Policy Decision-Makingyp. cit, pp. 51-52.

A) Books
Surname, First Name (YeaBook Title X" ed., Book Series, No. x, Place, Publisher.

Waltz, Kenneth N. (1979)heory of International PoliticsBoston, Addison-Wesley.

B) Collective Books

Surname 1, First Name 1; Surname 2, First NamedZSamname 3, First Name 3 (YeaBook Title,
x" ed., Book Series, No. x, Place, Publisher.

Buzan, Barry; Weever, Ole and De Wilde, Jaap (1998furity: A New Framework for AnalysBoulder /
London, Lynne Rienner.

C) Edited Books
Editor's Surname, First Name (ed.) (Yeahok Title X" ed, Book Series, No. x, Place, Publisher.

Lynch, Dov (ed.) (2003)The South Caucasus: A Challenge for the BEldaillot Papers, No. 65, Paris, BU
Institute for Security Studies.

D) Book Chapters

Surname, First Name (Year): “Chapter Title”, Book Title,x" ed, Book Series, No. x, Place,
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