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Preface

This book on the United States, Japan, and China aims at capturing
the three largest economies weaving the geopolitical triangles with
considerable unease. The dissonance between economic allure and
security thrust generates complex problems: in terms of economic
allure, the United States has global currency, Japan has high technol-
ogy, and China has manufacturing factory and market. Both China
and Japan are two largest dollar-preserving countries in the form of
US Treasury bonds. Both China and the United States rely heavily
on Japan’s high-technology materials and indispensable components.
Both the United States and Japan are great utilizers of China’s manu-
facturing products. In terms of security thrust, the United States has
primacy, Japan has alliance, and China seeks autonomy. The United
States does not give up its primacy even under difficult circumstances.
Japan sticks to the alliance with the United States even if the United
States wants Japan to shoulder global responsibilities beyond its con-
stitutional restraints. China wants not to be constrained by the United
States and its allies and friends. Because these are the economically
largest three, uneasy relationships among them cause concerns not
only for the three but also for the entire world. In this book renowned
experts representing the three countries examine the troubled triangle
from their respective country’s perspectives.

We are indebted to a large number of people in putting together this
volume. We express our gratitude to them. First, all the contributors
have done their role despite their sometimes difficult task assigned by
the coeditors. Second, for the Tokyo conference in December 2011, we
are grateful to The Japan Foundation Center for Global Partnership for
funding it despite the financial difficulties indirectly caused by the East
Japan earthquake, tsunami, and nuclear disasters. Third, at Palgrave
Macmillan, New York, Farideh Koohi-Kamali and Sarah Nathan have
an opportune time to launch a new book series, “Asia Today.” Fourth,



X Preface

staffs at the University of Niigata Prefecture including Yuichi Kubota,
Kimiko Goko, Akiko Kanatani, Chizuru Morita, Aki Goto, and Fumie
Shiraishi helped us to put together this volume despite all the imagin-
able difficulties caused by the March 11 disasters. Finally, we dedicate
this book to our wives, Kuniko and Lidia, for their loving support in
all our endeavors.

TakasHI INOGUCHI,
Tokyo

G. JoHN IKENBERRY,
Princeton



Introduction

The Troubled Triangle:

Economic and Security Concerns for
the United States, Japan, and China

Takashi Inoguchi and G. John lkenberry

The United States, Japan, and China constitute an important geopo-
litical triangle. Over the decades, in East Asia, these three states have
taken turns as the dominant state. Today, they are the region’s leading
great powers. They are ranked as the first, second, and third largest
economies in the world. The United States is the world’s leading mili-
tary power and China is the fastest growing economic and military
power. China and the United States are increasingly interdependent
in trade and finance, yet the power transition underway in East Asia
also makes them rivals. China is Japan’s major trade partner but the
United States is its longstanding security partner. For decades, Japan
has championed its role as a “civilian” great power, offering leader-
ship through foreign aid and the United Nations. But the growth of
Chinese power and the return of old territorial disputes in the East
China Sea with Beijing have reignited Japan’s debates about its peace
constitutional ban on fully fledged armed forces and the need to
expand its military capabilities. China is seeking to translate its grow-
ing economic and military capabilities into influence and leadership,
whereas the United States is seeking to reaffirm its security commit-
ments and hold onto its position as regional hegemonic leader.

In these various ways, the United States, Japan, and China are posi-
tioned as a triangle at the geopolitical center of East Asia. If the region
is to evolve and take on a more cooperative multilateral character,
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these three countries should move forward together. In case the region
moves in the opposite direction, erupting into a spiral of militaristic
nationalism, arms competition, and threats of war, that would be
because these three countries were unable to work together to manage
great power relations. This geopolitical triangle could become the site
for bold new efforts at multilateral economic and security coopera-
tion that could transform Asia and set the world on a stable path of
growth and peace. Or this geopolitical triangle could become the site
for escalating distrust and military mobilization that pushes Asia into
a dangerous new Cold War.

Indeed, Deng Xiaoping once said that if China and Japan collided
in war, then half of the heaven would fall. Today, if he were alive,
he would no doubt say that if China and the United States collided
in war, then the whole of heaven would fall. After Deng’s return
to power in late 1978, his first mission was (1) to visit the United
States and Japan to strongly assure them that his return to power
meant something critically important internally and externally and
(2) to militarily intervene in Vietnam “to teach the lesson to Vietnam
for occupying Cambodia.”! What ensued thereafter is called “East
Asian peace.”? Since 1946 East Asia has experienced two large mili-
tary conflicts with a huge number of battle fatalities. Since 1979 the
world has witnessed the evolution of the norm for state sovereignty
and the practice of respect for this concept. Within this evolving geo-
political triangle, there are, clearly, both dangers and opportunities.

The triangular relations between the United States, Japan, and
China are rendered particularly complex by the crosscutting forces
of economics and security. What makes the triangle distinctive is that
economic considerations and security calculations do not move in
the same direction. The United States is the leading security provider
for the region and China is increasingly the provider of markets and
investment. If one country—China or the United States—were the
singular center of regional security and economics, relations might
be less complicated. It would be easier to see a single hierarchy—
or hegemonic order—in the region.? But it is the emergence of “two
hierarchies” that is a defining feature of East Asia, and the triangular
relationship between the United States, Japan, and China sits at the
center of this complex and shifting regional order.*

This book seeks to explore the character of this geopolitical trian-
gle and how it has evolved over the past 20 years. In this introduction,
we start our inquiry by identifying the key economic and security
concerns of these three key powers. Together with the chapters that
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follow, this book offers a portrait of how the dynamics of this “trou-
bled triangle” might evolve to shape stability and conflict in the region
in the future.

Security and Economic Hierarchies

In terms of security, the United States seeks to remain in the region,
holding on to its position as its hegemonic leader. After all, for half a
century, it has been the leading great power in East Asia. It has built
a system of alliances, and Asia-Pacific is an economic highway that is
both wide and deep. The United States has exported security to East
Asia, and it has long established commercial ties with all the states
in the region. It is doubtful whether Japan, South Korea, or any of
the countries in Southeast Asia would have experienced such rapid
economic growth and undertaken political transition without their
participation in this US-led liberal hegemonic order. In the shadow
of the US-Japan alliance, Japan has been able to grow and modernize
without reverting to its older great power identity, and this has made
the region more stable and peaceful over the decades. After the Cold
War ended, the United States and Japan renegotiated their alliance
and concentrated on the preservation of an open and stable East Asian
order. Many governments in the region view the larger hub-and-spoke
system of alliances as contributing to this same objective.’

This old American-hegemonic order is clearly in transition. The
United States might like to retain its primacy as the leading state in
the region, but that is not to be without difficulties. Lurking in the
background are questions about whether the United States can con-
tinue to pay the costs and shoulder the burdens to sustain its political
and security commitments to allies in the region. And even if it could,
there are questions about whether a world-weary American public
will want the country to continue to play this global and regional
hegemonic role. Contrary to these, it cannot be denied that US with-
drawal from its hegemonic role could trigger a great unraveling of
order. The alternatives to an American-led order—in East Asia or the
wider global system—are not clear or necessarily attractive.®

Also, Japan wants to maintain its alliance partnership with the
United States. Many Japanese view the alliance as a destiny. The
government regards the US-Japan alliance as the key foundation of
Japanese foreign and security policy. Differences arise only with regard
to how much should be sacrificed or compromised for the alliance.
Some Japanese, like former prime minister Yoshihiko Noda, place
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utmost priority on the alliance. Still others, like former prime min-
ister Yukio Hatoyama, place more importance on Japan-China rela-
tions, envisaging the triangular relations as possessing two equal sides.
However, all Japanese realize that the alliance poses two risks: entrap-
ment and abandonment.” When the United States wants Japan to send
Self-Defense Forces to places such as Iraq, Afghanistan, or Sudan, the
likelihood of entrapment of Japanese soldiers and sailors under attack
without sufficient and timely US help comes to mind immediately.
When the United States visits China without visiting Japan, Japanese
are panicked by what they may think is a precursor to abandonment.

China has its own vision of security relations in the region. At
a minimum, China wants to preserve a certain measure of auton-
omy. It is reluctant to enter into wider regional security arrangements
or pursue arms control agendas. Chinese leaders believe that their
regime legitimacy is based on an unflinching defense and an aggres-
sive assertion of what the Chinese populace regard as their inher-
ent territories and spheres of influence similar to that enjoyed by the
larger Qing Empire (1644-1911) in its heyday. The national mem-
ory of being humiliated and exploited by the West and Japan is so
strong that security vulnerability must be minimized and relentless
arms buildup sustained. After the peaceful resolutions of land border
disputes with Russia, Mongolia, and Vietnam, China has turned its
attention to maritime affairs with Vietnam, the Philippines, Japan,
Korea, and above all,; the United States especially with regard to
freedom of navigation. Beyond this, China has growing ambitions.?
It wants to be recognized and respected as a great power and the
future regional leader of Asia. China is focused inward. Economic
growth—its rise and fall—and leadership succession are fundamental
challenges to the state. More than anything, the maintenance of the
political integrity of the state and party control of China remains the
focal point. Nonetheless, as China’s power grows, opportunities open
up for the expansion of China’s regional and global influence along
with the dangers of backlash. Japan and the United States—together
with other countries in the region—worry about growing Chinese
military ambitions and capabilities. China wants to expand its ability
to project power and influence, but doing so is difficult when other
countries feel increasingly threatened by a future in which China is
powerful and dominant.’

In economic terms, the United States has a strategic interest in
maintaining influence over the world economy. It wants to keep the
dollar as the global currency.'” Doing so enables it to hold global
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rules and norms broadly in its hand. It wants to see the preserva-
tion of liberal internationalist rules and institutions that support the
world economy. Japan’s interest is to sharpen and deepen its techno-
logical edge. Although Japan’s comparative advantage with regard to
labor-intensive, assembly-line manufactured products such as home
appliances, smart phones, automobiles, has been lost, Japan’s new
products such as lithium ion battery (indispensable to electric vehicles
with the top manufacturer being Japanese Carbon Orient) and special
steel aircraft wings (indispensable to the manufacturing of FX35, a
new US fighter aircraft, the top manufacturer being Mitsubishi Heavy
Industry) have been on the steady rise. To preserve many of Japan’s
niches in science and technology, a stable and peaceful regional and
global order is necessary. How does the maintenance of a market
niche relate to world order? The reasoning is simple. The widespread
use of electric vehicles reduces CO, emissions, thereby contributing
to the alleviation of global warming. Using robust aircraft wings that
allow for complex movements and maneuverings further enhances
US airspace hegemony. China’s concentration is to retain its capacity
to pursue economic-oriented growth, while developing a deeper and
more advanced domestic economy. It also seeks to secure access to the
world’s resources—water, energy, and raw materials. This entails pur-
suing diplomatic and development assistance strategies that are far-
flung in Asia, Africa, and the Americas. China views its own massive
economic gains as an engine that would bring wealth and happiness
to China and to the world.

In the 1990s and 2000s, the United States was preoccupied with the
broader Middle East, fighting the Afghan and Iraq wars and global
antiterrorist wars. In the past few years, however, it has “returned” to
the Asia-Pacific, which means that it is refocusing on China, Taiwan,
South Korea, and North Korea.!" Japan wants to keep neighborly and
friendly relations with China for business and other reasons. In the
2008 joint Japanese-Chinese communiqué, both the Japanese and
Chinese governments agreed to construct a strategic partnership on
the basis of mutual benefits. This document is remarkable in that
China has acknowledged that Japan has pursued for the first time, in
the past 70 years, the path of a peace-loving and peaceful state, avoid-
ing the old path of war and colonialism. Thus, not only for economic
reasons but also for the sake of maintaining friendly and neighborly
relations, Japan does not want the United States to “unnecessarily”
provoke China or North Korea unless Japanese sovereign territories
and other core national interests are jeopardized.
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Thus the duality between security and economy has been ubiqui-
tous in the Asia-Pacific. Security calculations and economic calcula-
tions of bilateral relations and thus of the triangle of the three major
economic powers tend to be disharmonized throughout the region.

How Troubling Is the Triangle!?

Chapters by Ikenberry, Inoguchi, and Zhonggqi Pan and Zhimin Chen
deal with the grand strategy of the United States, Japan, and China
respectively. Each author identifies and examines the troubling aspects
of each state and its grand strategy in general and toward the triangular
relations in particular. In chapter 1, the United States’ grand strategy
is laid down in terms of its origins, crisis, and transformations. The
key concepts are the liberal world order underpinned by rule of law
and democratic competence. Ikenberry argues that the United States
will not continue exercising hegemonic leadership as it has in the past,
but its role in the region as a champion of rule-based open relations
and as a counterweight to China will continue to be in demand. The
posthegemonic logic of East Asian regional order will depend in large
measure on whether the US-led alliance system remains the center-
piece of regional security or if the region moves toward a more mul-
tilateral security order. The presence of liberal democracies in East
Asia—not the least Japan—means that China will not find it easy to
build a China-centered hegemonic order. In chapter 2, the Japanese
grand strategy is characterized as self-recognition of being a global
power, self-recognition of being a supporter of the US-led world order,
and ontological insecurity about its existence. Japan’s largely ad hoc
adaptation is examined, pointing to some negative consequences of
self-marginalization. In chapter 3, the Chinese grand strategy is char-
acterized by peaceful rise in a multipolar world. China’s foreign policy
line is featured with a combination of partnership bilateralism and
tailored multilateralism. Notwithstanding various difficulties such as
global financial crisis and regional maritime disputes, China seems to
continue its peaceful rise strategy in the foreseeable future.

Chapters by Yoichiro Sato, Qingguo Jia, and David Leheny deal
with the triangular legs surrounding the United States. In chapter 4,
Sato deals with the Japanese policy toward the United States that is
characterized by the primordial importance of the alliance and its
development as an “alliance for four seasons,” that is, for all purposes
as the treaty does not specify the enemy, qualifications, or contexts
in which the alliance is deployed, when economic gravity shifts from
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the United States to China. It is shown that leadership change exacer-
bated the inept handling of the triangle by the new Japanese govern-
ment. Chapter 5 analyzes Chinese policy toward the United States
that is characterized by the primacy of domestic factors, especially in
the context of Chinese high expectations and subsequent disappoint-
ment when the United States does not appear to appreciate positive
Chinese initiatives toward accommodating what it wants China to
carry out as a responsible stakeholder. The lesson is that the United
States does not raise Chinese expectations unnecessarily high by the
use of often superficial words and rhetoric that are bound to bring
about the nadir of Chinese disappointment. Chapter 6 discusses US
policy toward Japan that is characterized by happiness when Japan’s
agency or subjectivity is not evident. Japan’s moves toward autono-
mous energy security or actions clearly out of sync with the premise of
the post-1945 world order are such instances. Otherwise, the alliance
remains a “catch-all” alliance for all purposes as enemy, qualifica-
tions, and contexts for deployment are not detailed.

Chapters by Jiangyong Liu, Lowell Dittmer, and Emi Mifune deal
with the triangular legs surrounding China. Chapter 7 deals with the
Chinese policy toward Japan that is rooted in the history of using
China’s red lines of history and Taiwan issues against what China
regards as Japan’s deviation of the founding agreements of 1972 and
1978, as they have a great deal to do with the legitimizing principles
of the Chinese Communist Party. Chapter 8 elaborates on the US
policy toward China that is closely intertwined with the quadrilateral
relationship among the United States, China, Japan, and the Soviet
Union (the Russian Federation). Four ideal types of the quadrilateral
relationship are used to illustrate the features of the policy. Chapter 9
provides details on the Japanese policy toward China that is charac-
terized by the tenacity of Japanese assertion, driven by its ontological
insecurity, about its modern historical evolution and is further com-
pounded by its alliance with the United States. The joint statements
by the two governments in 1998 and in 2008 are hailed as the ones in
which not only the reflection of the past but also the future-oriented
thinking are noted de novo (1998) and in which Japan’s peaceful evo-
lution since 1945 is mentioned for the first time (2008).

Although each of these chapters examines the triangle, they do
not necessarily comment directly about the future prospects of the
triangle. Here is an effort to provide some oversight and assemble
parts of the analysis to construct a larger theme that emerges from
this volume as a whole.
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First, with respect to the future, Ikenberry is the clearest and the
most optimistic from the US angle. In other words, he argues that US
primacy will be retained, especially with regard to the norms and rules
that guide world order, even when US military and economic prepon-
derance cease to be visibly and tangibly manifested. The norms and
rules will be upheld as long as those emerging countries outside the
Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)
members socialize themselves and share much of the international
and legal values that underpin the US-led world order. To judge from
the continuous inflow of immigrants into the United States and the
size and vigor of American demography in the intermediate future,
military and economic competitiveness of the United States will not
go down steadily. Inoguchi is clear with regard to the increasing
divergence of public opinion as Japan faces the refocusing of US for-
eign policy attention and the rise of China. Japanese pubic opinion is
shifting slowly from alliance as a destiny to something more amor-
phous and floating. It is difficult to determine which direction Japan
is heading in the near future because Japan exhibits a decline of trust
both in the United States and China, and at the same time manifests
an inward-looking preference for more autonomy and independence
when the two great neighbors place themselves in contestation. Pan
is also very clear about the Chinese grand strategy in that domestic
factors loom very large because they determine the future direction
of China. Pan asserts that politics take command—in fact domestic
politics take command in determining Chinese grand strategy.

Sato’s chapter examines Japan’s US policy and Jia’s chapter exam-
ines China’s US policy. Sato is clear in that the alliance will continue
in an invigorated fashion because Japan views it not only as a destiny
but also as an opportunity. Jia is persuaded that the United States will
raise high expectations for bilateral relations once China gets along
well with the United States, but cautions that the possibility exists
for Chinese disappointment and possible frustration with the United
States, in particular blocking the Chinese dream of restoring their
country and the Chinese people to their rightful place in the world.
In other words, too much rhetoric and soft power use by the United
States toward China will mislead bilateral relations. Dittmer’s chapter
examines US policy toward China in the broader context of alliances
in the region. Dittmer is lucid in that compared to those alliances in
the communist bloc, if they ever existed, the cohesion, solidarity, and
duration of those alliances have been admirably clear. He expects
such characteristics will hold in the near future.
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Leheny’s and Liu’s chapters examine the policies of the United
States and China, respectively, toward Japan. Leheny is excellent in
contrasting the unease with which Japan views the United States in its
handling of Japan on such occasions as the great disaster of March 11,
2011 (heartfelt admiration and deep gratitude) and on other issues
such as the Futenma airfield relocation and other military-related mat-
ters (despair and resignation). Leheny shows that the World Women’s
Football Games in which the Japanese team beat the American team
provided insight into Japan’s inner strength immediately following the
national disaster. Leheny may be hinting at a mix of gratitude and
bewilderment that a strong Japan displays in the broad framework of
alliance and interdependence. Liu’s chapter gives a clear position about
Chinese policy toward Japan on history and territory. Liu makes plain
the critical role humiliation plays whenever Chinese feel that their
legitimate place in the world is being blocked or hampered by Japanese
(in the history of war and colonialism and in territorial sovereignty
as the Senkaku/Diaoyu islands). Mifune’s chapter details the bilateral
relations between China and Japan from the Japanese perspective of
highlighting functionally positive relations and downgrading difficult-
to-handle issues such as history, Taiwan, and territory.

The volume as a whole draws a rich and detailed picture of East
Asia as the troubled triangle. The six portraits of the troubled triangle
are diverse. But the diversity itself is an omen for the picture of East
Asia and the world as the rise of China is bringing about different
adaptations from East Asian countries.

A collective volume such as this would not or could not venture
foretelling and/or prescribing the future evolution of the triangle.
However, I would like to cite here two of the latest such ventures. First,
the Gallup International, a coalition of international polling compa-
nies, posed throughout the world a number of questions in summer
2012 about the US presidential election of 2012, one of which is “Do
you agree or disagree about the proposition that the citizens of your
country should have the right to vote in the American presidential
election?”'? The results show that 49 percent of respondents in China,
Japan, South Korea, and Hong Kong combined (called North Asia
by the Gallup International and approximated to our two legs of the
troubled triangle) replied affirmatively to the question! About 80 per-
cent of the respondents replied affirmatively to the question about the
impact of the US presidential election of 2012 on the country con-
cerned. A high personal sense of impact is one thing; quite another is
the very high agreement about the right to vote in the US presidential
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election. It is as high as one-half of North Asia’s respondents. Once
constitutionalized in all the countries concerned, that is, North Asia
and North America, it would become a United States of NANA! It
would be a confederation of the world number one (the United States),
number two (China), and number three (Japan), plus number fifteen
(South Korea) economies. It would be a daunting globalist future.

Second, the recent provocative book entitled The China Choice:
Why America Should Share Power, authored by Hugh White, an
Australian, calls for the loosening of dogged insistence of US pri-
macy.!? His prescription is based on the argument that US obsti-
nacy about primacy and rejection of sharing with China poses the
difficult problem of a sustainable future, given the still rising trend
of China and the gradual rearranging and refocusing of the United
States. Although Hugh White is similar in highlighting China and
America to figures such as Zbigniew Brzezinski (a proponent of G2)
and Niall Fergueson (a proponent of Chiamerica), neither Brzezinski
nor Fergueson is prescribing power sharing with China. White is.
This volume as a whole differs from White in that it shows that per-
spectives held by the stakeholders of the troubled triangle differ often-
times in a very troubling fashion but that a future evolution of the
triangle cannot be predetermined as of 2012. More uncertainty is to
come and should be kept in mind."
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Introduction

For over half a century, the United States has played a role in shaping
order in East Asia. This East Asian order has been organized around
“hard” bilateral security ties and “soft” multilateral groupings and
American military and economic dominance, anchored in the US sys-
tem of alliances with Japan, South Korea, and other partners across
Asia. Over the decades, the United States found itself playing a hege-
monic role in the region—providing security, underwriting stability,
promoting open markets, and fostering alliance and political part-
nerships. In the background, the United States exported security and
imported goods. Stability, prosperity, and security took hold. Today,
this old order is giving way to something new, transformed by the rise
of China, the shifting position of the United States, the normalization
of Japan, the crisis on the Korean peninsula, and the emergence of
old-style rivalry for great power and security competition.

How will this power transition in Asia and the global system
work its way out? What sort of regional order—and global order—
is likely to emerge? What are the sources of continuity and stability
that will help shape the flow of change? What are the sources of con-
flict and instability? Will China and the United States find themselves
increasingly in grand conflict, competing for allies, influence, and
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leadership? To what extent will American hegemonic leadership and
its longstanding system of alliances and regional partnerships remain
critical to the shape and stability of Asia? What can the United States
and other countries do to shape and direct the way India and China
rise up in the global system?

The “old order” in Asia was a partially hegemonic system orga-
nized around American-led bilateral alliances. It was partial in the
sense that China was largely outside this hub-and-spoke system.
It was a hierarchical order that connected the United States to the
region. It was built around security and political and economic bar-
gains. Of course, this old set of arrangements is not disappearing, but
the region is expanding and more complex relations are emerging.
Paradoxically, there is both more growth in multilateral cooperation
across the region and new signs of balance of power politics.

In this new regional order, the United States will not exercise
hegemony as it has in the past. At the same time, however, the future
will not be a simple story of China rising up and pushing the United
States out. The opposite is more likely. The rise of China is actu-
ally serving to draw the United States into the region in new ways—
particularly Southeast Asia. The recent American entrance into the
Asian Summit and the closer ties between ASEAN and the United
States on issues relating to the South China Sea reflect this growing
American involvement.! At the same time, East Asia is increasingly
divided between its two spheres—economics and security. China is
the dominant economic power in the region while the United States
is the dominant security power. How these divergent spheres interact
will also help shape the long-term character of the region.

In this chapter, I seek to identify these various aspects of East Asia’s
evolving regional order and America’s role in it. I do so in several steps.
First, I look at the alternative logics of regional and global order. Order
can be organized around three mechanisms—balance, command, and
consent. The resulting orders—at least as ideal types—have different
sources of stable relations. Balance of power systems are based on a
stable equilibrium of power. Command systems are based on hierar-
chical relations of leaders and followers. Consent-based systems are
based on consensual rules and institutions. We can chart the pathway
of East Asian regional order by focusing on the changing mix of these
ideal-typical features of order.

Second, I explore the logic of the “old” regional order, organized
around American-led hegemonic leadership. This old order has proved
to be—perhaps surprisingly—a quite stable and mutually agreeable
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regional system. The US-led alliance system has done more “work”
within the region than is often recognized. The bilateral array of alli-
ances has provided security to states and dampened security dilem-
mas within the region. It has also provided political architecture that
has facilitated consultation and cooperation and a framework around
which the United States and other countries in the region can engage
in continuous diplomatic exchange and cooperation. This framework
has facilitated trade expansion, economic growth, political liberaliza-
tion, and democratic transitions. The ability of this American-led alli-
ance system to foster cooperation and progressive change has created
constituencies that seek to preserve aspects of it, even in the face of
power transitions and regional integration.

Third, I sketch alternative regional futures. One possibility is the
emergence of a multipolar balance of power system. This is a future
where a great power order emerges. China, India, Russia, Japan, and
the United States become both more equal and more independent as
geopolitical players. A second possibility is the rise of an autocratic-
democratic divide. Here the United States builds a coalition of democ-
racies and China and Russia leads a rival coalition that divides Asia.
Third, there is the possibility of a China-American cohegemony. Here
the United States and China share leadership in the region and build a
stable working system. Finally, there is the possibility of the continua-
tion of American security hegemony and alliance cooperation. This is
a future in which the changes in the region are mediated and accom-
modated within the old regional framework. India integrates into this
order and China accommodates itself to it. In each of these possi-
bilities there are both more or less conflict-prone variations. A grand
transition from order built on hegemony to order built on the balance
of power can involve the movement from one equilibrium point to
another. Or it can lead to a breakdown of norms and understandings
of great power cooperation, ushering in rivalry, arms competition,
and instability.

Regarding these alternative futures, a great deal depends on whether
the American-led alliance system continues to play a dominant role
as a framework for security cooperation in the region. Will that alli-
ance system be extended, updated, and integrated with other transre-
gional security groupings, or will it gradually erode and give way to
a more traditional great power system? The future also depends on
China and how it adopts strategies for its peaceful rise. The danger
for China is that as its power increases it will trigger a balancing
response from the United States and other countries in the region.
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This is the problem of self-encirclement. Will China come to believe
that its engagement and integration into regional and global institu-
tions are necessary for its peaceful rise? Will it see the old American-
led institutions as an impingement on its rise and influence or as tools
for signaling restraint and accommodation? In this sense, the United
States and China both hold the keys to the future. A more free-wheel-
ing balance of power system does seem to be emerging in the region.
If the region is to become defined in terms of great power relations—
China, India, Japan, Russia, and the United States—will it evolve into
a cooperative concert of powers or be marked by the traditional pat-
terns of competition and rivalry?

In this chapter, I argue that there are aspects of all four of these
potential “futures” unfolding in the region. But I am skeptical that the
region will take on the classic patterns of a power transition. To be
sure, the region is evolving toward a more decentralized and shifting
great power system. China, India, Japan, and other middle powers
in the region will increasingly become regional players in their own
right. But this order will also retain traces of the logic and character
of the American-led global system. Security competition and conflict
associated with the ongoing power transitions is not inevitable. This
is because of three reasons. First, the old American-led order—at the
regional and global level—is still a formidable presence. China is still
dwarfed by the scale and scope of the American security order and
the liberal capitalist system. Rising states in Asia still have reasons to
engage and integrate into this order. Second, the old order has both
realist-oriented and liberal-oriented institutions and practices that
make it possible for great powers to operate in more cooperative ways
than in the danger old days of great power balancing and security
competition. Third, possibilities for great power cooperation are also
reinforced by the unusually large array of strategic interests that these
states share, including the United States and China. Fourth, the coun-
tries in the region do not want a Cold War-style struggle between
democracies and authoritarian states.

Overall, my argument is that power shifts and full-blown power
transitions do not necessarily lead to the collapse and transformation
of regional and international order. In the past, regional and interna-
tional orders have risen and fallen in the wake of great power war.
This prospect does not exist today, not only because of nuclear deter-
rence, but also the primacy of the liberal democracies and world capi-
talist system. So there will be an evolution in the order and not sharp
discontinuities. This is good for stability and peace.
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Logics of International and Regional Order

East Asia is an order in transition, but how do we describe the logic
and features of regional order—old and new? We can start by discuss-
ing what precisely we mean by order, regional or international. After
this, we can identify more specifically the mechanisms that allow
states to establish stable, ordered relations. For these considerations,
we can make some general observations the salient features of order
in East Asia.?

International order refers to the settled arrangements between
states that define and guide their interaction. Order exists in the
patterned relations between states. States operate according to a set
of organizational principles that define roles and the terms of their
interaction.? It is manifest in the rules and institutions that embody
and guide interstate relations. Order breaks down or enters into crisis
when the settled rules and arrangements are thrown into dispute or
when the forces that perpetuate order no longer operate. Order is
established—or reestablished—when rules and settled expectations
fall into place once again.

International orders come in many sizes and forms. Some orders
are regional, others global; some are independent of an international
order, others fall within its parameters; some are highly institutional-
ized or hierarchical, others are not; and power distribution can be
centralized or decentralized. All these factors can distinguish interna-
tional orders and provide a means of comparison. Some of these attri-
butes are evident in the two selected regions of comparison: Europe
and Asia. The European order when featured against the Asian order
is more institutionalized but less hierarchical in its security arrange-
ment with the United States. Power distribution, another distinguish-
ing quality of international orders, can exhibit different “poles” of
power, that is, multipolar, bipolar, or unipolar.

Another useful comparison of types of international or regional
order is how the order maintains stability. Three different mecha-
nisms—balance, command, or consent—or a combination of these
three can establish and maintain an order. Different times and places
have called forth a particular mechanism or logic.

An order maintained by balance promotes an equilibrium of power
among major states. An order characterized by balance has no single
dominant state. States seek power, build alliances, and make deci-
sions to block other states from gathering too much power. In other
words, it is a stalemate of power. By ensuring that power remains
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somewhat evenly distributed among states, an international order of
stability is created. Historical examples of balance of power include
eighteenth-century Europe; post-Congress of Vienna in Europe in
18135; and bipolar balance of power during the Cold War. Distinctive
to each example is the equilibrium of power among states and the
resulting order. In each instance, counterbalancing poles of power
among key states or coalitions of states limited and controlled the
action of the other.

Command-based order is hierarchical in nature and is enforced by
a powerful state through coercion or some degree of bargaining and
reciprocity. Dominance by a single state creates superordinate and sub-
ordinate positions for the integration of other states. History and the
modern world are full of examples of great empires that employed vari-
ous strategies of rule to impose hierarchical orders. International orders
of late, the British- and US-led global orders, used a combination of
imperial and liberal qualities to enforce their hierarchical order.

The third organizing mechanism for an international order is
consent-based. The rules and institutions used to embody this arrange-
ment provide a framework for international relations that places lim-
its on power and outlines state rights. State power is not eliminated,
but it is harnessed. Strong states and weaker states still exist in this
order. The critical difference is that the agreements between states are
reciprocal and negotiated and, more importantly, are supported and
enforced by agreed-upon institutions. The British- and US-led liberal
orders forge consent in key areas to construct authoritative arrange-
ments. The regional order of the European Union (EU) takes a similar
consensual approach.

In describing and comparing orders, it is useful to make a distinc-
tion between the distribution of power and the character of the politi-
cal formation that exists “on top” of the distribution of power. The
distribution of material capabilities may be highly centralized or dis-
persed. The global system may be unipolar or multipolar, but these
characteristics of the distribution of power do not, in as of them-
selves, tell us about the character of the “political formation” that
exists between states. A unipolar system of power can be more or less
based on coercive hierarchical relations, and a multipolar system of
power can be more or less based on cooperative ties among the lead-
ing states.

In the case of East Asia, the regional order has been based on a mix
of these mechanisms. As we will note in the next section, the defin-
ing feature of the “old” regional order has been a partially hegemonic



East Asia and International Order 9

one, organized around American-led bilateral security alliances. The
United States has been a hegemonic presence in the region. States
have tied themselves to the United States for security protection. The
United States has forward-deployed its forces and established a system
of extended deterrence. At the same time, the United States has been a
major market for East Asian trade and investment. Regional economic
relations have been transpacific rather than more narrowly arrayed
within Asia itself. The old order in East Asia has been a hierarchical
one that has also relied—at least during the Cold War—on balancing
against Soviet communism and specific regional threats. The American
presence in the region has been more hegemonic than imperial. The
security order and bilateral alliances have been based more on recipro-
cal relations and bargains than unilateral American command.

What is changing today is the slow emergence of two hierarchies,
one organized around the United States and the other around China.
In the security realm, the United States continues to be dominant. The
American-led alliance system is still largely in place, and in various
ways it is actually expanding. But China is increasingly at the eco-
nomic center of the region. Countries arrayed around China—from
South Korea to Japan and Australia—are all experiencing growing
trade and investment ties to China. It is China that now provides
expanding opportunities to these neighboring states. The United
States is still an important market, but China is the economic center
of Asia—and it will be more so in the future.

In this sense, we can see the rise of what amount to two realms
of order in East Asia. One is the security hierarchy dominated by
the United States and the other is an economic hierarchy dominated
by China. Countries in the region are relying on the United States to
provide various types of security assistance. The United States is, in
turn, projecting power into the region, anchored in bases and other
forward deployments. As China has grown more powerful—and as it
has articulated a more activist regional orientation—many countries
in the region are redoubling their security ties to the United States. At
the same time, these same countries have expanded their trade ties
with China, and for many of them China has become their largest and
most important trade partner.

This double hierarchy presents dilemmas as well as choices for
many states in East Asia. It certainly means that these states will need
to play multiple games and balance their economic and security inter-
ests. It also suggests that the region itself will evolve in complex ways.
There will not follow a simple (partial) hegemonic order led by the
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United States. China also will not simply rise and assume a hegemonic
role in the region. Most of the “middle states” in the region will not
want to simply ally themselves with either the United States or China.
They will not want to be put in a position in which they must make a
choice between the United States and China.* They will want stable
relations with China—which is for most states in the region the major
trade partner. And they will want stable relations with the United
States—which is for many states the major security partner. In turn,
China will have incentives not to become too forceful and aggressive
within the region over territorial and geoeconomic controversies. To
do so is to risk a backlash and a counterbalancing coalition against it
by these states and the United States. The United States will also have
incentives not to be too aggressive in its approach to China. Middle
states will want the United States as a security partner but they will
not want to be used as tools in a superpower rivalry. These cross-
cutting strategic interests and incentives will produce a complex stra-
tegic environment. Now, let us look at the “old” order more closely
and the various models of order that might follow.

The Old Order in East Asia

For half a century, order in East Asia has been built around American-
style hegemonic leadership. The United States has exported security
and imported goods. It is an order in which the US-Japan alliance—
together with the wider hub-and-spoke system of bilateral security
ties—provides the hidden support beams for the wider region. It is
an order based on a set of grand political bargains. The United States
provides security, open markets, and working political relations with
its partners, and in return these countries agree to affiliate with the
United States, providing it with logistical, economic, and diplomatic
support as the United States leads the wider system.’

From the outset, this bilateral security order has been intertwined
with the evolution of regional economic relations. The United States
facilitated Japanese economic reconstruction after the war and cre-
ated markets for Japanese exports. The American security guaran-
tee to its partners in East Asia provided a national security rationale
for Japan to open its markets. Free trade helped cement the alliance,
and in turn the alliance helped settle economic disputes. The export-
oriented development strategies of Japan and the other Asian “tigers”
depended on America’s willingness to accept imports and huge trade
deficits, which alliance ties made politically tolerable.
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Over the decades, this American-led alliance system has been quite
functional for both the United States and its partners. This is true in
at least four respects. First, the hub-and-spoke alliance system pro-
vides the political and geographical foundation for the projection of
American influence into the region. With forward bases and security
commitments across the region, the United States established itself as
the leading power in East Asia. Second, the bilateral alliances bind the
United States to the region, establishing fixed commitments and mech-
anisms that increase certainty and predictability about the exercise
of American power. Worry is reduced in the region about America’s
interactions and activities. Third, the alliance ties create channels of
access for Japan and other security partners to Washington. In effect,
the alliances provide institutionalized “voice opportunities” for these
countries. Finally, the US-Japan alliance has played a more specific
and crucial role—namely, it has allowed Japan to be secure without
the necessity of becoming a traditional military power. Japan could
be defended while remaining a “civilian power” and this meant that
Japan could rebuild and reenter the region without triggering danger-
ous security dilemmas.

In these ways, the US-Japan alliance and the bilateral alliance
system have been more than defense arrangements—they have also
served as political architecture for the wider system. Through this
system, American power has been linked and rendered more predict-
able, while Japan has been able to reassure its neighbors, integrate into
the region, and pioneer a civilian pathway to growth and influence. In
effect, in the postwar era, if Japan was the Germany of East Asia, the
United States played the role of France. Just as the Franco-Germany
partnership was the linchpin for the reintegration of Germany into
Europe, the US-Japan alliance was the linchpin for Japan’s reentry
into Asia. Importantly, China’s unspoken support for the US-Japan
alliance over the decades reflects the fact that these stabilizing and
reassurance functions of the alliance were widely appreciated in the
region.

Even today, as change erodes aspects of this order, it still has its vir-
tues. Indeed, it is hard to envisage a wholly new logic of order for East
Asia that is equally functional. It is difficult to imagine a peaceful and
workable regional system without these bilateral security underpin-
nings and a continuing hegemonic presence by the United States. In
the future, the challenge will be to adapt this regional order to accom-
modate the rise of China and the “normalization” of Japan—but do
so in ways that retain the virtues of the old order.
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The Return to Multipolarity

One possible future in East Asia is the return to a multipolar system
of order. This is a situation in which balance replaces hegemony as the
dominant mechanism for order. Such an order could be more or less
stable, institutionalized, and peaceful.

Multipolarity is a description of the distribution of power and the
relations among states. Three or more major states would occupy
roughly equal power positions in the region. China, India, Japan, the
United States, and Russia would be the major players, with South
Korea, Indonesia, and Australia also involved in the multipolar mix.
How such a system would operate is less clear. The centralized secu-
rity environment could generate competition and arms races that
could destabilize the region. But the balance-oriented organization
of power could also provide countervailing pressures on China and
create a more open and cooperative concert of powers.

The decision toward multipolarity would involve two sorts of
movements. First, there would be a decentralization of power. It
would entail a diffusion of power away from the United States. China
too would rise but its power would be matched by other great pow-
ers, including India. Second, there would be a rise on new “poles.”
That is, there would be several power centers, each with its own allies
and clients. Each of the great powers would be a pole in a multipolar
system in which smaller and secondary states would be connected.
A pole is a state that organizes and assists an array of smaller and
secondary states. It is a pole to the extent that other states connect to
and depend on that state for various benefits and services, including
stability and protection. They are geopolitical “hubs” around which
less powerful states affiliate.®

The movement toward multipolar order in Asia would be encour-
aged and reinforced by the return to multipolarity at the global level.
This is a development widely anticipated by scholars and pundits.
This is a vision of a world order organized around one dominant
power transforming into a system in which several powers exist and
compete. The system loses its core. The United States loses its cen-
trality in the operation of the wider global order.” Hegemony gives
way to shifting security ties and competing geopolitical centers of
gravity. The American alliance system loses its coherence, and other
states and regional powers—China, India, Russia, the EU, and
so forth—gain positions of power and leadership within various
regional spheres.
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What would be the consequences of multipolarity—globally and
within Asia—for patterns of conflict and cooperation? The American
hegemonic order could simply yield to an international system where
several leading states or centers of power establish their own eco-
nomic and security spheres. The global order would become a less
unified and coherent system of rules and institutions, while regional
orders emerge as relatively distinct, divided, and competitive geopo-
litical spheres.

This fragmented order might devolve into several competing subsys-
tems, each connected to its own leading state. These could be regional
blocs or they could be nongeographical coalitions of states that trade
and affiliate together. The borders of these groupings could be more
or less exclusive and preferential. The breakdown in American-led
liberal international order might be relatively mild in which preferen-
tial barriers between groups of states are low but still consequential.
The global system could fragment into rival political-economic stra-
tegic networks. States—and the groups and firms within them—are
able to operate both within and across these networks. But over time,
political and economic affairs become increasingly routed through
these rival coalitions. The global system is not closed or devoid of
multilateral rules, but it is fragmented into subsystems of networked
relationships.

Within Asia, a multipolar order could be dangerous and conflict-
prone. The great powers in the region would be more or less indepen-
dent geopolitical actors. The danger and instability would come if the
regional powers felt insecure and ignited an arms race. Alliances and
America’s extended deterrent would give way to states seeking their
own security. This might even involve insecurity that drives Japan to
acquire nuclear weapons. It is not heartening to note that the European
great powers found themselves over several centuries engaged in
security competition and war until they found ways to build a stable
balance of power system. East Asia would be entering this process
without a long regional history of great power balancing.

On the other hand, a multipolar system of great powers in Asia
could produce a stable balance that kept the peace. The distribution
of power would be sufficiently diffused among several states that
no one state—such as China—would be able to reach for regional
dominance. Coalitions of states would form and reform in ways that
prevent the rise of a regional hegemon. Likewise, the fact that most
of the major powers in Asia have nuclear weapons—China, India,
Russia, and the United States—the threat of war would be muted. In
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Europe, the great powers developed norms of restraint and accom-
modation that facilitated stable relations.® An Asia with four or five
major powers could develop the same norms of mutual respect and
forbearance.

But there are some doubts about the likelihood that Asia will move
toward a full-scale balance of power system. China and the United
States remain substantially more powerful than the other states,
and these imbalances will continue to grow as China’s economy and
military capabilities grow. Japan is not likely to play a truly inde-
pendent great power role in the next few decades. At the same time,
the American alliance system shows no dramatic signs of eroding.
The rise of China has had the effect of providing more than a few
states in the region with a rationale for holding on to the American
security partnership. There are affinities between the democracies
that reinforce these alliance patterns. As a result, an old-style bal-
ance of power system based on a multipolar distribution of power is
not likely.

Democratic-Autocratic Divide

A second possible future in East Asia is a region divided between
liberal democracies and authoritarian states. The United States and
its democratic allies would begin to organize themselves to counter
illiberal adversaries, and Asia would be split down the middle. This
ideological and geopolitical fracturing of East Asia would lead to ris-
ing regional conflict and impose severe upper limits on regional and
global cooperation.

According to some, the world is not marching along a common
path toward liberal democracy. Rather it is polarizing into camps
and there is growing rivalry between the old Western democracies
and authoritarian states, most notably China and Russia. Unlike the
autocracies that failed so spectacularly in the twentieth century, the
new autocracies are said to be not only compatible with capitalist
success but perhaps even to be a rival alternative form of capitalism.
Unlike their predecessors, the new autocracies show new forms of
adaptiveness and resilience as market economies. But like their prede-
cessors, these autocracies are said to be intrinsically hostile to demo-
cratic states and liberal internationalism and harbor far-reaching
revisionist ambitions.’

Several recent developments seem to support this emerging view.
Democratic transitions have stalled and reversed. In China, the



East Asia and International Order 25

Communist Party dictatorship has weathered domestic challenges
while presiding over decades of rapid economic growth and capital-
ist modernization. Rising oil prices have empowered authoritarian
regimes. In Russia, the Putin government has rolled back democratic
gains and appears increasingly autocratic. At the same time, relations
between Russia and the West have deteriorated from the near amity of
the early post—Cold War era. Relations between China and the West
remain contentious with divisions over Taiwan, human rights, and oil
access. And much less powerful autocratic states, such as Venezuela
and Iran, are destabilizing revisionists in their regions. There even
appear to be signs that these autocratic states may increasingly make
common cause against the hegemonic Western states with nascent
alliances such as the Shanghai Cooperation Council. This newly
conflictual international setting has returned the United Nations—
particularly the Security Council—back to its Cold War paralysis. In
this view, the liberal West confronts a bleak future in which its values
and interests are fundamentally contested.

Various leaders and experts have offered visions of a coalition
of democracies. Former Prime Minister Aso, in his position as for-
eign minister, articulated a notion of an Asian “arc of freedom and
prosperity” that would bring the region and global democracies
closer together. This was a “values” strategy aimed at strengthen-
ing Japanese cooperation with Europe and North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) and putting Japan in a position to exert more
leadership in the region. As Aso put it, “I firmly believe that Japan
must make its ties even firmer with friendly nations that share the
common views and interests, namely, of course, the United States as
well as Australia, India, and the member states of the EU and NATO,
and at the same time with these friends towards the expansion of
this ‘arc of freedom and prosperity.”!'® American experts have also
sketched an agenda for a stronger strategic collaboration among the
democracies in Asia.!!

Important foreign policy implications follow from this view of
a coming democratic-autocratic divide. One of the most promi-
nent proponents of this view, Robert Kagan, insists that it is time
for the United States and the other liberal democracies to abandon
as illusion their optimistic expectations, hopes, and programs for
global convergence, engagement, and cooperation. Instead, the lib-
eral democracies should strengthen ties among themselves, perhaps
even through a formal League of Democracies. And they should gird
themselves for increasing rivalry and conflict with the resurgent



26 G. John lkenberry

autocracies.'”” Containment not engagement, military rivalry not
arms control, balance of power not concert of power are the guide
posts for an American foreign policy appropriate to this coming geo-
political divide.

The spectacular rates of capitalist growth in autocratic China and
the reassertion of an authoritarian central state in Russia combined
with economic growth have reopened the great debate about the tra-
jectory of modern societies. These developments suggest that there
are multiple paths in capitalist modernity and that authoritarian
states are quite compatible with capitalism. This implies that there is
no inevitable connection between the economic liberalization associ-
ated with capitalism and economic globalization, on the one hand,
and political liberalization associated with liberal democracy and
limited government constitutionalism, on the other. Within the two
centuries’ sweep of the debate over industrial modernity, the auto-
cratic revival thesis represents a broadening from the “end of history”
position but—importantly—accepts that it is capitalism not socialism
that is the solely viable economic system.

The autocratic return has also triggered a reassessment of the
sources of failure in earlier autocratic states. Historian Azar Gat has
argued that the earlier failure of authoritarian capitalist states was
due to contingent factors rather than some deep misfit between indus-
trial capitalism and closed authoritarian political systems. He argues
that the failure of Nazi Germany and Imperial Japan—both of which
were capitalist states—resulted from their insufficient territorial size
and industrial base rather than some deeper flaw in their logic.'
Conversely, the Anglo-American victory derived not from the advan-
tages of liberal democratic political institutions but rather from their
greater size in territory, population, and economic output. In short,
the “selection out” of these earlier authoritarian capitalist states was
inappropriately attributed by the liberal narrative to intrinsic weak-
nesses rather than contingent circumstance.

The implication of this view is that Asia will break into competing
ideological camps. The liberal democracies will be allied, perhaps led
by the United States. China will provide the leadership and geopo-
litical heft for the rival camp. Both China and the United States will
offer alternative models of modernity and development. There will
be a Washington model and a Beijing model. China will develop its
own allies as states within Asia and outside the region move toward
illiberal and authoritarian styles of development. The result could be
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a new Cold War conflict: a long-term struggle between two visions
of modernity.

It is, however, doubtful whether China—as the leading authoritarian
capitalist state—really can offer a fundamental nonliberal vision of the
future. Of course, some analysts think that China is developing such a
global hegemonic vision. Journalist Martin Jacques argues that China
is adopting the trappings of Western capitalism but it is pioneering a
very different form of hegemony—illiberal, hierarchical, and cultur-
ally based—that amounts to a sharp movement away from the Western
logic of liberal modernization. China will rule the world and will do so
on very different terms.'* But China has already made moves to inte-
grate within the world capitalist system. As scholar Marc Lanteigne
argues, “What separates China from other states, and indeed previous
global powers, is that not only is it ‘growing up’ within a milieu of
international institutions far more developed than ever before, but more
importantly, it is doing so while making active use of these institutions
to promote the country’s development of global power status.”!’ The
result is that China is already increasingly working within rather than
outside of this liberal international order. It is seeking to increase its
status and authority within the existing system rather than laying the
foundation for exerting leadership in an alternative world order.'®

More generally, when we look at the overall situation in China
and Russia, we find that there is little evidence for the emergence of a
stable equilibrium between capitalism and autocracy that can be dig-
nified as a new model or pathway of modernity. Compared to where
these countries were several decades ago, they have made remarkably
great progress in throwing off centuries of accumulated economic
and political backwardness, and by the yardstick of world histori-
cal change they have moved and are moving in directions consistent
with the liberal modernization narrative. Russia and China are not
liberal democracies but they are much more liberal and democratic
than they have ever been, and many of the crucial foundations for
sustainable liberal democracy are emerging. To be sure, for Russia,
the cushion of plentiful oil and gas is retarding political liberaliza-
tion; high energy prices and exports help subsidize bad government.
But China has no such luxury as it faces an array of developmental
restraints, most notably overpopulation, environmental decay, and
energy dependence. In the final analysis, autocracy’s deep intrinsic
flaws are an impediment to the realization of the full modern develop-
ment sought by the people of these countries.
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American and Chinese Dual Hegemonies

A third future of East Asia would be a regional order in which the
United States and China would build a region-wide system of dual
leadership. Each would have its own functional hegemonic advan-
tages. The United States would remain dominant in the security
sphere and China would emerge as a regional economic leader. At the
same time, the two regional powers would find alignments of inter-
ests that would create incentives to forge a stable system of regional
leadership.

This possible future begins with the observation made earlier, that
the United States and China both increasingly stand at the top of dif-
ferent functional hierarchies. American alliances continue to domi-
nate the security order in East Asia, and the rise of China will only
reinforce these security ties. But China increasingly sits at the center
of the regional economic order. Countries are increasingly dependent
on Chinese imports and exports. This situation undercuts efforts.

Also reinforcing dual hegemonic leadership is the extraordi-
nary interdependence that the United States and China have devel-
oped. It is clearer today than ever before that each needs the other’s
cooperation—grudging or otherwise—to realize its own goals. China
needs the American domestic market and Washington’s continued
commitment to uphold an open world trading system. It needs invest-
ment and a stable regional and international environment—which
only the United States, more than any other state, can make pos-
sible. The United States relies heavily on Chinese willingness to hold
its debt and work within existing Western-oriented rules and institu-
tions. Chinese cooperation is essential in America’s efforts to combat
the use of nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons.

The sudden rise of this mutual dependence is striking. The United
States has become China’s great trade partner, which is essential to
China’s trade-driven strategy of development. American consump-
tion is tied to China’s cheap exports. The United States borrows
and consumes. China produces and saves. The result is a symbiotic
relationship. As Kenneth Lieberthal describes, “The problem is that
high American personal consumption and high Chinese personal
savings are directly linked, each enabling the other. Effectively, the
United States has borrowed China’s savings to finance personal con-
sumption. At the same time, China has accumulated the money to
maintain high savings and makes loans to the United States by pro-
ducing goods that Americans buy with their consumer dollars.”!”
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This mutual dependency has created massive imbalances that both
countries will have trouble unwinding. China needs to find new ways
to grow without relying on American consumers who spend with
borrowed money. It needs to expand its own domestic demand. The
United States needs to find ways to increase its saving over the long
run.'® Over the next decades, China and the United States will be
thrown together finding ways to manage their joint problems, con-
sulting on macroeconomic adjustment policies and the wider set of
economic policies. The new Strategic and Economic Dialogue, which
met in Washington in July 2009, is the harbinger of the new strategic
partnership.

Beyond macroeconomic policy cooperation, China and the United
States share a range of common interests that will draw them together
in closer forms of cooperation—along with other countries in the
region. These are global problems stemming from industrialism and
economic globalization. Both China and the United States—as well
as Japan, India, and Europe—are heavily dependent on imported
oil, suggesting an alignment of interest against petroleum export-
ing autocracies, such as Russia and Iran. These states have a com-
mon interest in price stabilization and supply security that could be
the basis for a revitalization of the International Energy Agency, the
consumer association created during the oil turmoil of the 1970s.
The emergence of global warming and climate change as significant
problems also suggests possibilities for alignments and cooperative
ventures cutting across the autocratic and democratic divide. Like
the United States, China is not only a major contributor to green-
house gas accumulation but is also likely to be a prominent victim of
climate-induced desertification and coastal flooding. China’s rapid
industrialization and its consequent local and regional pollution
means that it, like other developed countries, will increasingly need
to import technologies and innovative solutions for environmental
management. Resource scarcity and environmental deterioration
pose global threats that no state will be able to solve alone, thus
placing a further premium on political integration and cooperative
institution building.

The United States and China also have common security interests
in the promotion of stable, rule-governed societies in the develop-
ing world. There is a deep shift in the global system that scholars
call growing “security interdependence.” It is harder and harder for
countries to achieve security without the help of others. Globalization
and technological revolutions are making it increasingly necessary
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to cooperate with neighboring countries to achieve security. Today,
where terrorists can gain access to massive violence capabilities and
project them worldwide, security interdependence has taken a new
leap forward. As Robert Cooper puts it, “the world may be globalized
but it is run by states. Spaces with no one in control are a nightmare
for those who live there, a haven for criminals and a danger to the
rest of us.” Put simply, in the coming age, there are more and more
people in more places around the world who can matter to China’s
and America’s security. The United States and China should have a
growing common interest in ensuring that states in troubled parts of
the world are stable and well governed.

The problem with this vision of Asia’s future is that is misses the
global scope of America’s hegemonic position. The United States
occupies a commanding position at the global level in the provision
of security. Its security partnerships ring the world. In Asia, it has an
array of deeply institutionalized alliance and client partners. Japan,
of course, sits at the center of this American-led regional hegemonic
order. The rise of China will only reinforce the usefulness of these
partnerships as a hedge on future Chinese behavior. The United States
will have obligations to other Asian states. Other states in the region
will resist a cohegemonic system of regional governance. The United
States and China will surely have important and expanding reasons
to cooperate. But it will be done in a more complicated regional and
global order.

Conclusion

There are several possible pathways for Asia. One possibility is that
China gradually comes to dominate regional institutions, reducing
American influence and the pivotal role of the US-led bilateral secu-
rity pacts. This could happen if regional institutions that exclude the
United States—such as ASEAN plus 3 and the Shanghai Cooperation
Organization—emerge as serious regional entities. This is not a likely
outcome. America’s allies are not likely to accept this evolution in
East Asian regionalism. A more likely evolution in East Asian region-
alism is a growing pluralism of regional groupings and associations.
The region already is marked by this multilayered regionalism. No
singular regional organization—an “EU of Asia”—is in the offing.
There are simply too many divergent and complex problems that call
for different sorts of regional mechanisms and groupings. East Asia
will not follow a European pathway.
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Almost certainly, the United States and China will struggle and
compete for leadership within Asia. The region will become more
decentralized and complex. It will not be a straightforward hege-
monic order or a traditional balance of power system. It will retain
and evolve aspects of both. The United States and China will surely
compete for friends and allies in the region. There will also be realms
of order in East Asia that are built around consent and mutual agree-
ment. Balance, command, and consent will also make appearances in
the evolution of East Asian order from old to new.

In this regard, it is very likely that the United States will actually
get further involved in the region, as it is invited by smaller states—
from Korea to the ASEAN countries—to play a counterweight role to
China. The United States has a long tradition of playing the “offshore”
balancing role, and its global system of alliances and security partner-
ships are easily expandable. At the same time, China is increasingly the
center of economic activity in the region, and countries will continue to
orient themselves toward trade and investment with China. The result
of these dual developments is an interesting bifurcation of economic
and security relationships. The Eagle is the source of security and the
Dragon is the source of economic opportunity. These dynamics will
continue to push and pull the region and shape its future.

The challenge of the United States is not to block China’s entry into
the regional order but to help shape its terms, looking for opportuni-
ties to strike strategic bargains along the way. The big bargain that
the United States will want to strike with China is this: to accom-
modate a rising China by offering it status and position within the
regional order in return for Beijing’s accepting and accommodat-
ing Washington’s core strategic interests, which include remaining a
dominant security provider within East Asia. In striking this strategic
bargain, the United States will also want to try to build multilateral
institutional arrangements in East Asia that will tie down and bind
China to the wider region. China has already grasped the utility of
this strategy in recent years—and it is now actively seeking to reas-
sure and co-opt its neighbors by offering to embed itself in regional
institutions such as the ASEAN plus 3 and Asian Summit. This is, of
course, precisely what the United States did in the decades after World
War II, building and operating within layers of regional and global
economic, political, and security institutions—thereby making itself
more predictable and approachable, and reducing the incentives that
other states would otherwise have to resist or undermine the United
States by building countervailing coalitions.
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Japan’s Foreign Policy Line after
the Cold War*

Takashi Inoguchi

Introduction

Since the end of the Cold War, Japan has long been searching for
a new foreign policy to reflect the change from a bipolar system.!
Following its convincing defeat in World War II, Japan developed
what was later called the Yoshida Doctrine, named after the archi-
tect of postwar Japanese foreign policy line, Shigeru Yoshida.? The
Yoshida Doctrine is often summarized as doing business for business
sake, but with the business of the state being left on the shoulders
of the United States. For the first 15 years after 1945, the Japanese
public was not entirely persuaded that the Yoshida Doctrine offered
the best approach. Rather the opposition captured the postwar paci-
fist zeitgeist.? The government was not able to fulfill its own security
function, apart from carrying out disaster relief and providing aux-
iliary assistance in the form of space and freedom to the US forces
stationed in, and coming to, Japan, especially during the Korean War,
1950-1953. Thus the Japan-US alliance experienced a bumpy road
for a while.

Yet with Japan’s miraculous economic rise by the 1960s, Japanese
public opinion had shifted to embrace more fully the alliance. The
United States fought the Vietnam War, 1966-1973, without being
hindered critically by the antiwar pacifism in Japan. The opposition’s
strategy focused on domestic economic policy of higher wages and
shorter work hours.* Meanwhile, the Cold War bipolarity remained
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intact. The primary function of Japan’s Self-Defense Forces (JSDF)
was to add to US-led deterrence efforts against the Soviet Union. Its
focus was anti-Soviet tank forces stationed on the frontier islands
of Hokkaido and to support US forces responsible for carrying out
the hub-and-spoke operations in the Asia-Pacific. The oil crises of
1973-1974 and 1979-1980 did not cause the bipolar system to break
down. The competition between the United States and the Soviet
Union focused on strategic nuclear forces in the 1970s and 1980s and
occurred within the bipolar structure.’ The Japan-US alliance under
such structural conditions led Japan to develop the notion of it being
a systemic supporter of the US-led international system, in tandem
with Japan’s rise to number two in GNP (gross national product) in
the world. Yasuhiro Nakasone, prime minister from 1983 to 1987,
reportedly characterized Japan as an unsinkable aircraft carrier for
the US side in the bipolar competition.®

The sudden collapse of communism in the Soviet Union and Eastern
Europe meant the disappearance of bipolarity in world politics. At
least one of the structural premises of Japan’s alliance with the United
States seemed to be gone. Yet, in reality, the aim and scope of the alli-
ance was not particularly specified, thereby enabling it to adapt with
flexibility to the changing international circumstances.” The alliance
looked adrift,® but this was not entirely the case. In the 1990s, Japan
moved in two directions. First, it became involved in UN peacekeep-
ing operations and other activities.” Amid the end of the Cold War
uncertainties, the role of the UN was highlighted in Japan as well.
The disappearance of bipolarity loosened the restraint of third world
countries to act in order to get support from either one of the former
bipolar powers. Civil wars became rampant in the developing world.
So, naturally the role of the United Nations (UN) increased in impor-
tance, especially with the appointment of Secretary General Boutros
Boutros-Ghali. Second, Japan became active in invigorating the alli-
ance’s functions. To Japan the end of the Cold War did not mean
the end of communism in its regional politics—China, North Korea,
Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia practice this ideology. In particular,
a Deng Xiaoping-led China heightened Japanese awareness that only
a two-to-four-hours flight separated it from this power.'® Dynastic
communist North Korea also created a sense of insecurity with its
combination of dire poverty and desperate aspiration for nuclear
development.! On the global stage, the United States waged the Gulf
War in 1991 and faced anti-US terrorism in conspicuous terms under
the Clinton administration.
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In the new millennium, the events of 9/11 shattered governments’
thinking about terrorism. Japan was frightened in a way that it had
not experienced since 1941 when the United States attacked frontally.
The Afghan War also gave many Japanese a sense that the United
States had entered another Vietnam War. Then came the United
States’ Iraq War, a third Vietnam War. Japan aligned its defense pos-
ture in the 2000s to support the United States’ defense posture.'? The
structure and orientation of the armed forces has been shifting from
land-focused to maritime- and air-focused, from northern-focused
(Soviet Union) to southern-focused (China). It must be noted, how-
ever, that Japan’s defense expenditure maintained more or less a flat
line over the past two decades (Defense Ministry, 2011). The US
imperial overstretch!®> undermined the boast of unipolarity in the
United States. For the two decades after the Cold War, it is safe to
say that the Japanese foreign policy line continues to be anchored by
the Yoshida Doctrine, although considerable, if not major, modifica-
tions have been introduced. Next, I discuss Japanese foreign policy
doctrine after the Cold War.

Three Pillars of Japanese Foreign Policy
Post—Cold War

Three features are dominant in Japan’s foreign policy after the Cold
War. First, the recognition that Japan is a global power has been
widely shared among leaders but less so among masses.'* Whether
Japan is recognized as such outside of its borders is a moot point.
Internationally, Japan is often portrayed as a mostly quiet and low-key
actor whose influence is appreciated only mildly in the opinion polls
by Pew, BBC, CNN, and the AsiaBarometer Survey. Second, Japan
recognizes its role as a supporter of the US-led system,!® which is the
combination of the Japan-US security alliance, the Bretton Woods,
and the UN. Third, Japan has been perennially plagued by what may
be called ontological insecurity because of its past, especially in rela-
tion to its conduct during war and colonialism.!®

Self-Recognition of Japan as a Global Power

The global power status is vindicated by its economic strength as
reflected by economic fundamentals. Japan’s economic power is
widely acknowledged as enabling it to be a global power. Its gross
domestic product ranks third after the United States and China;
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Japan’s economic fundamentals and related indicators are strong;
per capita national domestic product is high; the level of technology
indispensable in navigating the ocean of globalized competition and
uncertainty is generally very high; its currency, the Japanese yen, is
sought globally as a dependable, stable currency as indicated by the
high exchange rates vis-a-vis other currencies such as the US dollar,
the euro, the British pound; Japan is the largest creditor country after
China; Japanese foreign direct investment has been on the steady
increase as its currency drives business abroad; Japanese savings have
been high albeit on a gradual decrease; and although Japanese gov-
ernment deficits are extraordinary large, its negative impact has been
alleviated by the similarly extraordinary amount of government bond
sales mostly among Japanese nationals.

Thus equipped, the per capita national income level of Japan has not
decreased substantially despite long periods of recession since the early
1990s. Its industrial and economic infrastructure has been renewed
more or less during the past two decades; its national health indica-
tors, such as infantile death rate, have been remarkable, and average
longevity has been on the steady increase, registering second after
Iceland; its environmental indicators, such as emission of CO, and
other pollutants in the air, water, food, buildings, and roads, are rea-
sonably regulated at low levels; even the 2011 nuclear-disaster-related
pollutant is assiduously monitored, substantially reduced, and more
or less controlled; and national crime rates have been kept very low,
with those punished through imprisonment numbering around just
70,000 (compared to some 2 million or more in the United States).

The state constitution stipulates that Japan seeks an honorable
place in the community of nations. The government recognizes that
Japan is a global power and acts accordingly. Its attempt to get a
permanent position in the UN Security Council in the early 2000s
is a case in point. Although it ended in failure, Japan’s aspiration is
alive and well. Its economic, technological, and financial power can-
not be disputed. Its weaknesses as a global power are military and
political components. The military aspects of its weakness are widely
known. Its constitution and zeitgeist of the Japanese public discour-
age armed buildups, except for self-defense purposes. Yet its JSDF are
well armed with very high-tech weaponry and are well trained, espe-
cially in coordinated operations with the United States, albeit without
combat experience. Surrounded by five military powers—the United
States, China, South and North Korea, and Russia—Japan has been
consolidating its JSDF according to the changing environments while
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maintaining a moderate defense budget in relation to its GNP. Japan’s
weaknesses include the lack of nuclear weapons and missiles, and air-
craft carriers and submarines, and the general ability to project power
overseas in terms of weapons and trained personnel. China’s nuclear
power has established a quasi-equilibrium vis-a-vis the United States
in the Asia-Pacific with its long-range missiles targeting most US mili-
tary bases on the Korean peninsula and the Japan archipelagoes (Yan,
2006'7). North Korea conducted a third nuclear test in 2013, and
this gave North Korea the potential to target Japan. In 2011, China
built its first aircraft carrier and with plans to build more, China
will gain the capacity to act more globally. A critical component is
how Japan copes with China and North Korea in the context of the
reputed decline of the United States and its highly orchestrated US
“return to Asia” strategy.'®

No less easy to surmount is Japan’s political power. Japan’s political
weakness is summarized as a fragmented power center at the highest
level. Japan, having not been subject to colonization for any consider-
able duration by foreign powers, except briefly by the Allied Powers
(1945-1952), its politics have retained a premodern structural feature,
meaning power fragmentation and consensus building, which often
prevents Japanese politicians and bureaucrats from acting promptly
in unison in moments of crises and emergencies.'” The abortion of
absolutism, Japanese style, occurred in 1584 when Oda Nobunaga,
a military unifier of the warring states period in Japan, was assassi-
nated.?’ Tokugawa leyasu, a final victor of the warring states period,
shaped the framework and structure of modern Japan on the basis of
a fragmented power center and a consensus-building process in deci-
sion making at the highest level of politics. Henry Kissinger?! belongs
to the group of scholars who point to Japanese slowness in decision
making. In Does America Need a Foreign Policy? (2002), Kissinger
has given three examples of this pattern: (1) After Commodore Perry
of the US Navy conducted coercive naval diplomacy, it took 15 years
for Japan to open its country and initiate the policy of “rich nation,
strong state”; (2) After Japan’s resounding defeat in World War 11, it
took another 15 years for the Japanese public to accept the security
alliance with the United States; (3) After the collapse of the economic
bubble in 1991, Kissinger predicted, it would take an additional
15 years before the Japanese public would accept government spend-
ing as a fix for financial failures. In retrospect, Kissinger turned out
to be correct in the third case as well. With power fragmentation
comes the relative weaknesses of high-level professional competence
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and organizational transparency and accountability in political par-
ties and bureaucratic agencies.

Other Japanese strengths are no less important as a global power.
First, it has close ties with the United States. Quarrelling with the
number one superpower, even if reputed to be in a slow decline, would
require a lot of unproductive energy. Second, the economic, techno-
logical, and financial strengths of Japan are globally acknowledged.
Economically, Japan’s GNP ranks third in the world. Technologically,
its excellence, as measured by published scientific papers, is ranked
fourth, after the United States, China, and Germany. Financially,
Japan is the largest creditor country after China. A high exchange
rate for the Japanese yen attests to this strength. Third, Japan is
ubiquitously portrayed as having a moderately positive reputation in
global opinion polls like Pew, BBC, CNN, AsiaBarometer Survey,
and Gallup International.

During the 20-year recession that started in 1991 and is often
referred to as the “lost two decades” in Japan, government and
business made two key achievements. First, Japanese business took
advantage of the long recession to go abroad, dispersing the risks and
maximizing benefits where opportunities abound. Japanese busi-
ness has been “Asianized” in the sense that it has become ubiquitous
throughout Asia, whether through foreign direct investment, exports
of key components and key materials for final products, or imports of
key natural resources. One significant point to note is that in terms of
final products, Japan has been reducing its profile, whereas in terms
of key components and key materials that are used to produce final
products, Japan has loomed very large and strong in the whole world,
especially in Asia. Here the term “two decades lost” is misleading.
Japanese business has been focusing on research and development
to reduce costs and to improve quality. For instance, Shin Nihon
Seitetsu (New Japan Steel) has reduced the sales of total steel pro-
duction, but it has gained dominance in terms of special variations
of steel in which innovation achieved remains difficult to emulate in
India, China, or South Korea. Biyadi, a Chinese car manufacturer,
has been forced to shift its focus to hybrid vehicle production from
electric vehicle production, because it cannot produce with extreme
high precision a consistent and massive quantity of good lithium ion
storage batteries. At the 2011 Guangzhou Automobile Show, the elec-
tric vehicle was de facto marginalized, a fact that prompted Premier
Wen Jiabao to ask why not the electric vehicle. Samsung, the world’s
largest factory of semiconductor and liquid crystal, located in Gumi,
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Gyongsangbukdo, where late President Park Chung Hee was born
and raised, operated until recently only with the massive import from
Japan of silicon wafers and rare gas. This is not an isolated case. The
perennial trade deficits of South Korea vis-a-vis Japan are primarily
due to the former’s inability to indigenously carry out innovation of
manufacturing key components and key materials. Two sales-winning
aircraft, Boeing 787 and Airbus 380, both rely on wings composed of
complex carbon fiber that are manufactured by Toyo Tanso (Oriental
Carbon). Carbon fiber for wings is extremely strong for producing
insulators.??

Second, Japanese business has been able to reduce energy costs
significantly. Not only energy supply but also energy efficiency have
been achieved in the lost two decades! Innovation achieved is so
extensive that business firms can now manufacture products with
great efficiency. Energy supply has been largely resolved through
achieving energy efficiency. Steel production once involved the use
hundreds of thousands of tons of water. But nowadays only one-tenth
or one-hundredth of water usage is attributed to the manufacturing of
special kinds of steel. The same applies to the use of electric power for
manufacturing special kinds of steel. Although nuclear energy supply
was hampered by the Fukushima I nuclear disaster, energy supply has
been secured largely through higher energy efficiency, plus the return
of thrifty habits for hard times.

Self-Recognition of Japan as a Supporter of
the US-Led World Order

Japan’s supporter position in the global system is solid. The security
alliance with the United States has been very adaptive to the changing
configuration of power and wealth.?? The Japan-US Security Treaty
does not specify the aims and areas where the alliance is valid. Hence,
it is sometimes called the alliance for all four seasons. It has weath-
ered many wars and many crises. The Korean War and the Vietnam
War would not have been waged more or less successfully by the
United States without the supporting policy of Japan with regard to
free use of military bases and repair and supply stations. Japan in
its supporter position helped in the execution of antiterrorist wars
and the Gulf, Afghan, and Iraq wars. It was not easy for Japan to
take this position because its dependence on oil from the Middle
East was so prohibitively high. Most recently, in 2012, Japan’s sup-
port of the UN Security Council sanctions against Iran on nuclear
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weapons development was acknowledged, as more than 80 percent of
Japan’s oil comes through the Strait of Hormuz. More directly to the
Japanese public, the Great East Japan Earthquake and Tsunami and
the Fukushima nuclear disaster occasioned the large rescue operations
known as the Operation Tomodachi by the US armed forces along
the coast of the Tohoku region. The Japanese public appreciated very
much the US readiness to deploy a very large number of soldiers and
sailors. In fact, pro-American sentiments reached 82 percent,?* the
highest figure since the Cold War.

Japan’s supporting position on economic and financial areas
related to the US-led global system is more straightforward. Japan
has been steadfastly and consistently taking common positions with
the United States on all matters concerned with the free trade sys-
tem of the World Trade Organization, the dollar-centered currency
system of the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and associated
organizations, the development system of the World Bank and the
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD)
and associated organizations. Japan has done so solidly and meticu-
lously, even if the impression given is of a nation eclipsing itself under
the shadow of the United States if only because Japan’s position is
not dramatically exciting. Nonetheless, Japan has been a steadfast
supporter of the US-led world order, even when the position some-
times conduces negative short-term consequences, such as support-
ing the Plaza Accord of 1985, which unleashed the massive supply
of Japanese yen in the market under the Maekawa Report and led to
the spectacular rise and collapse of the Japanese economic bubble in
1991. The very high sense of public appreciation toward the United
States and the Operation Tomodachi does not appear to hide the feel-
ing of uncertainty about the alliance. The latest Yomiuri poll con-
ducted both in Japan and the United States gives a pervasive feeling of
anxiety with respect to Japan-US relations (table 2.1).%°

According to Question A, the positive perception of bilateral rela-
tions is smaller to the negative perception, 35 percent positive versus
41 percent negative. Those who chose “trust very much” or “trust
more or less” amount to 47 percent, whereas those who chose “do
not trust very much” or “do not trust a bit” represent 42 percent.
The positive answer is larger than the negative answer. However, one
cannot overlook the respondents who did not answer the question,
12 percent.

A similar set of questions about bilateral relations with China is
also posed to respondents. The responses make clear that Japanese



Table 2.1 Japan-US Joint Public Opinion Poll

Do not answer ~ Very bad bad Neither good Good Very good
the question nor bad
Ques. “Do you think relations Japanese respondents N 4 37 20 34 1
between Japan and the ~ American respondents 6 2 6 34 41 11
United States are good
or bad?”
Did not answer Do not trust Do not trust Trust more Trust very
the question a bit much or less much
Ques. “Do you trust or do not Japanese respondents 12 7 35 42 S
trust the United States?”  American respondents 1 14 17 51 16
Do not answer ~ Very bad Bad Neither good Good Very good
the question nor bad
ues. “Do you think bilateral Japanese respondents N 8 53 18 16 -
y p p
relations between Japan American respondents 2 N 17 48 25 4
and China are good or
bad?”
Do not answer Do not trust Do not trust Trust more Trust very
the question a bit much or less much
Ques. “Do you trust or do Japanese respondents 7 30 55 8 1
not trust China?” American respondents 2 30 34 32 2

Source: Yomiuri Online, December 18, 2011; http://www.yomiuri.co.jp/feature/fe6100/koumoku/20111218.htm (Accessed January 10, 2012).
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are uncertain and full of anxieties about the future relations with the
United States and China. Japanese perceptions of bilateral relations
with China and the degree of trust in China are possibly the worst
since 1972 when both countries normalized diplomatic relations.

One of the pronounced features of the troubled triangle is the dual-
ity between security and economy. The question posed to Japanese
and Americans respondents are given in table 2.1.1.

Question G, “Which country do you think exerts stronger influ-
ence in the Asia-Pacific region, the United States or China?” proves
this. As reflected in the perception of Japanese respondents, the
United States becomes politically more important (55 percent ver-
sus 32 percent), whereas China becomes economically more impor-
tant (67 percent versus 21 percent). As reflected in the perception of
American respondents, the duality is less clear: China is both politi-
cally more important (52 percent versus 42 percent) and economi-
cally much more important (69 percent versus 24 percent).

Thus, the overall perceptions of Japanese and American respon-
dents on influences in the Asia-Pacific region are similar: China
exerts larger influences in the Asia-Pacific region—68 percent versus
21 percent in Japan compared to 74 percent versus 23 percent in the
United States.?®

How best to construct Japanese foreign policy line given the struc-
tural duality between security and economy is at the crux of the
problem for Japan. The complexity is further heightened when the
United States raises the issue of the Trans-Pacific Partnership agenda.
When Japanese-Chinese economic relations are deemed to become
more important than Japan-US economic relations, the Trans-Pacific
Partnership may serve well as a counterbalance in the opposite direc-
tion. In particular, it should moderate the duality. However, one
cannot overlook the Japanese respondents who did “not answer the
question” (18 percent). If you add those negative respondents and
those who did not answer the question and make them a broadly
negative response, then the positive and broadly negative answers are
the same, 50 percent versus 50 percent.?” It appears that the Japanese
are perplexed about the huge uncertainty posed by the Trans-Pacific
Partnership and its estimated merits and demerits in terms of both
economic and political impacts.

One Internet-based poll, Japan and World Trends, run by Akio
Kawato, a former diplomat, registers a possibly more nuanced distri-
bution of Japanese publics preferences toward Japanese foreign policy
line more directly than major polls like the one conducted by Yomiuri.



Table 2.1.1 Japan-US Joint Public Opinion Poll

United States Japan China Both are Do not answer
important  the question

Ques. E “Of the United States Japanese respondents 55 - 32 5 8
(Japan) and China, which ~ American respondents - 42 52 1 N
country do you think
becomes more important
in politics?”

United States Japan China Both are Do not answer
important  the question

Ques. F “Of the United States Japanese respondents 21 - 67 5 8
(Japan) and China, which
country do you think
becomes more important
in economics?”

American respondents - 24 69 2 4

Source: Yomiuri Online, December 18, 2011; http://www.yomiuri.co.jp/feature/fe6100/koumoku/20111218.htm (Accessed January 10, 2012).
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Table 2.2 Results of One-Click Voting (February 28, 2012)

“Where the power disparity between the United States and China Percentage
narrows, which of the following options do you think is the best?”

Neutrality with the current level of armed buildup 20.07
Neutrality after nonnuclear armed buildup 13.38
Neutrality with nuclear armed buildup 21.40
Japan-US security alliance kept as the fundamental pillar plus 27.42
friendship with China managed

Japan, being an Asian country, should construct a community with 11.04
China, not allowing Americans and Europeans to interfere

Other schemes 6.69

The question asked in the Internet poll was, “When the power dispar-
ity between the United States and China narrows, which of the follow-
ing options do you think is the best?” (responses 99) (table 2.2).28

It comes as a no-small surprise to find that many respondents
(54.85 percent) choose various schemes of neutrality (options 1, 2, and
3 combined). Option 1 is similar to the pacifist policy line of the leftist
parties in the 1940s and 1950s. It may not be sustainable in the cur-
rent context of an apparent US decline and a possibly aggressive rise
of China. Option 2 may be similar to the government policy if one can
detach the alliance with the United States from defense buildup efforts.
Without the alliance the option may not be sustainable. Option 3 is
unthinkable in the sense of Herman Kahn. Whether option 3 is sus-
tainable or not is a moot question. Whether option 3 is productive
or not is also a moot question. Still it registers a huge tidal change
of thinking to have a combined 54.85 percent of respondents opting
for neutrality. In a similar vein, it is not surprising that the govern-
ment policy of “Japan-US security alliance kept as the fundamental
pillar plus friendship with China managed” (option 4) carries no more
than 27.42 percent support. When both the governing party and the
largest opposition party hold the same position on this foreign policy
line, it is a big surprise. The weak support for the government policy
line reflects the worrisome power configuration and the perceived
incompetence and ineptitude laid bare when the Japanese government
handles some key issues. It is no less a surprise to see that the Asianist
foreign policy line, option 3, carries as much support as 11.04 percent.
The apprehension about the United States and the European Union,
which used to blame Japan for its lack of ability to make astute and
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agile decisions on various issues, and yet now seemingly “Japanized”
for paralyzed nondecisions?’ leads some segments of the Japanese pub-
lic to distance themselves from the United States and the European
Union. If one only examines either the Yomiuri poll or the “Japan and
World Trends” Internet poll, one might err in understanding Japanese
foreign policy line after the Cold War as reassured continuity or tidal
change. By reading both we can understand that that the foreign pol-
icy line encompasses both basic continuity and some departure. The
Yomiuri poll is based on one of the popular newspapers that regularly
conducts polls with a large randomly sampled population, whereas
the Internet poll captures young and educated segments of the popu-
lation. On the whole, this Internet poll is corroborated by other poll
results, such as the Yomiuri poll examined above. Together they seem
to reflect the rapidly changing preferences of the Japanese public on
the Japan-US security alliance and the Japanese foreign policy line.
The whole exercise here is to show the basic continuity of keeping the
alliance with the United States and the friendship with China intact
albeit the significant portions of public opinion wavers, reflecting the
somewhat inept handling of the US military bases and related issues
by both governments.

Self-Recognition of Japan Being Plagued by
Ontological Insecurity

Japanese ontological insecurity has been metamorphosing slowly and
steadily but largely unnoticed. Let me illustrate the possible meta-
morphosis in territory, history, and other areas. On territory, Japan’s
position has been tough. The Japanese territory, Senkaku Islands, is
regularly challenged by Chinese intrusions into the area. The Chinese
“fishing boat” affair of 2010 is the latest violation of Japanese law.
Yet the fact remains that the islands are controlled de facto by Japan.
The steadfast positioning of the Japanese government in 2010 is remi-
niscent of the steadfast position the Japanese government assumed in
the diplomatic normalization of Japan-China relations in 1972.3° On
issues of history, the South Korean president Lee Myung-bak visited
Japan in December 2011, and criticized Japan for not compensating
South Korean wartime sex slaves individually. The Japanese govern-
ment replied that this history issue was settled in 1965 when Japan
and South Korea signed the Basic Treaty of diplomatic normalization
between the two countries. For Japan, the government is only honor-
ing the treaty and all the issues included in the 1965 negotiation.
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Japan’s ontological insecurity stems from its development in the
twentieth century: Japan achieved modernization first among non-
Western countries; it joined Western powers in colonialism; and it
sided with those powers in World War II that were deemed to have
conducted war crimes, resulting, at least initially, in the exclusion
as a full-fledged member of the UN. The question posed is, should
the achievements of Japan between the mid-nineteenth century and
mid-twentieth century be negated? If not, when and how did it go
wrong? The Far Eastern Tribunal’s verdict and thus Allied Powers’
answer was that bands of military cliques derailed temporarily what
had been a correct course for Japan and that Japan returned to the
correct course after 1945.

Yet ambivalence remains in Japan. It has been difficult for many
Japanese to admit that the war in the Pacific was entirely wrong.
Yoko Kato®! traces each decision that led Japan into war. Kato’s nar-
rative of history is contrary to the “standard” history textbook nar-
rative in Japan, in which only the military cliques, headed by General
Hideki Tojo, wanted such a war. Two distinguished historians, the
late Seizaburo Sato and Takashi Ito, refuse to call the war either the
Greater East Asian War or the Pacific War. They agree that there is no
better name than “that war.”*?

The majority of Japanese believe that there were two wars: one
among the imperialist powers and the other against Pacific Asians. In
the former, Japan was no guiltier of aggression and exploitation than
the others. Regarding the latter war, Japanese will admit that they
were guilty of causing great suffering for Pacific Asians. The “two
wars” idea is at the root of the ambivalence.

Underlying this majority sentiment is a particular conception
of national identity that seeks to combine both a high level of
Westernization and national solidarity. Despite “that war,” Japanese
tend to believe that they have been largely successful in achieving
both goals set out in 1868. From the point of view of history, Japan’s
national identity is thoroughly embedded in the continuity and pur-
pose of the modern history of the nation. To interpret the war as
severing that continuity—in other words, to deny the modern history
leading to the war as purposeless—would be tantamount to denying
the national identity.

Hence, many Japanese find it difficult to dismiss “that war” as
totally wrong. They invariably feel some reservations in relation to
their conception of national identity and the collective memory of
modern history. This explains the discrepancy between the repeated
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apologies expressed almost every summer for the past two decades
at the official level and the vague but widespread absence at the
grassroots level of what the rest of the world may feel about genuine
repentance. That lack seems to stem from a sense of skepticism about
unilateral Japanese guilt for the war, and from the fact that Japanese
sympathy for those who suffered from the war has not been elevated
to compassion for human beings in general. Thus, suspicions about
Japan’s true intentions among its neighbors and other countries are
slow to dispel.

The disdain many Japanese feel toward the rest of Asia is the prod-
uct of modern history. Japan was the only non-Western nation that
grew strong in the twentieth century without being excessively depen-
dent on the West. Its first major military victory in 1895 against the
Chinese was a major source of the disdain Japanese began to nurture
vis-a-vis Pacific Asians. Japan’s military victory in 1905 against czar-
ist Russia, a Western power, further boosted their pride as a member
of the Western-dominated imperialist powers and by default their dis-
dain toward other Pacific Asians.

Economic success attained after the war reinforced Japan’s sense
of superiority. Japan was at its nadir in 1945, but by the mid-1960s,
it had joined the OECD, a club made up of nations of the industrial-
ized world.

The third characteristic of the Japanese relationship with Pacific
Asia, detachment, derives from ambivalence. The profound cultural
debt to China has nurtured a certain obsession with keeping that
country at arm’s length. Kokugaku, the tradition of nativist thought
known as National Studies that developed during the Tokugawa
period (1603-1867), was one such manifestation of Japan’s endeavor
to develop its own distinctive system of thought. It contains a few ele-
ments that were later to lead the Meiji state to mobilize all the nation’s
resources for fukoku kyobei (enriching the country and strengthening
its army) and to assert that Japan is a supreme, divine country. The
reinterpretation of Japanese history using Shinto traditions and myths
in the early Meiji era is another.

The political debt incurred to other Pacific Asians during World
War II has led Japanese to distance themselves from the issue when-
ever possible. The importance of the issue is played down by arguing
that wartime debts have been settled at the government level by peace
treaties and other international agreements. And Japanese can defer
the salient issues by insisting on the need for more objective historical
research and assessment.
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These feelings of debt, disdain, and detachment dominate attitudes
toward Pacific Asia and create a strong complex among Japanese on
relations with other people of the region. To establish more genuinely
harmonious relations with other Pacific Asians, the complex needs
resolution. In the “lost two decades,” Japanese did a “return to Asia”
and some of this complex has been metamorphosed to the better.

World War IT is a focal point to explain Japan’s ontological insecu-
rity. When examined through the three lenses of “democracy against
fascism,” “anticolonialism against colonialism,” and “democracy
against tyranny of all sorts,” the Japanese narratives that emerge are
as follows.?

The first lens of democracy fighting fascism remolded Japanese
foreign policy and domestic politics post-1945. Although a substan-
tial number of Japanese agree that World War II was a struggle by
democracy against fascism, beneath this agreement lurks, no matter
how weakly, the view that World War II was really a fight among
imperialist powers. One may argue that Japan was one of these pow-
ers, but ultimately it was disarmed, democratized, and formed an
alliance with the United States. The Japan-US Security Treaty is the
regional linchpin of stability and prosperity.3*

Through the second lens of anticolonialism, we have seen decoloni-
zation materialize since 1945. Most Japanese agree that World War IT
prepared the way for the death of colonialism and the national freedom
and liberation of Asia. One footnote is that Japan Westernized itself
and thus avoided falling prey to Western colonialism and imperial-
ism. Another footnote is also usually added—that Japan destroyed the
Achilles’ heel of Western colonialism and imperialism, their colonies
and semicolonies. The first footnote is probably easy to accept. The
second footnote, however, could create trouble for several reasons.

First, Japan was imperialist and colonialist, causing havoc and
calamities to East and Southeast Asia. Second, equating Japan and
the Allied Powers is problematic. This equation contradicts the first
lens that all the Allied Powers and thus all the UN member countries
adhere to till today. Insertion of this footnote bespeaks the ambiv-
alence of the Japanese identity. For the majority of Japanese, their
modern history is a success story of Westernization, beginning in
the late 1800s. Since then, the Japanese have worked industriously
and ingenuously to achieve the “rich country and strong army” sta-
tus, digressing from this course only in the 1930s and 1940s. This
line of identity construction has the historical continuity justifying
what Japan had done wrong during the war—that of aggression and
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seeking its own colonies. Thus, this line of thought would not sit well
with how World War II is interpreted outside Japan.

The third lens of “democracy against tyranny” appears initially to
go well with Japan’s democratic and peaceful position of the past seven
decades. The worry of the Japanese is that Japan could be dragged
into regional clashes against tyranny and that difficult choices face the
country in its steadfast alliance with the United States. In a permissive
environment of unipolarity, the US promotion of democracy in China,
North Korea, and Myanmar has seen a vindicationist rather than an
exemplarist strategy.? This strategy is militarily aggressive and politi-
cally less than adequately contextualized, therefore, imprudently uni-
lateralist. This strategy attempts to alter the politics and economics of
many targeted countries by overwhelming military strikes. The devel-
opment since 2005 of closer linkages in US-Japan political and defense
cooperation give Japanese pause for concern. Japan does not want to
further aggravate the relationship with China or North Korea, but
its US alliance must be kept steadfast. The future may force Japan to
choose sides, but for today Japan’s position is that democracy, peace,
and prosperity must be the wave for the future in Asia.

The significance of World War II is great and complex to Japan. Its
current foreign policy and domestic politics cannot be discussed with-
out even a most cursory reference to this event. Life would be much
easier for the Japanese government and people, even if one of the three
lenses fits nicely with their construction of their memory, history, and
identity. The outpouring of emotions and private histories on August
15 of every year in traditional and online media platforms attests to
the struggle the Japanese narrative of the three lenses presents.

Was Leadership Change Prompted by
Foreign Policy Needs?

Over the past two decades (i.e., since the end of the Cold War), Japan
has had 17 prime ministers (table 2.3). The conventional understand-
ing of leadership change is that weak leaders have to be replaced for
domestic reasons, personal incompetence, and ineptitude. A number
of factors explain the frequent change of prime ministers in Japan
after the Cold War. They include (1) long economic downturns;
(2) electoral system change (from choosing two-to-five persons as
winners in the medium-sized district to choosing one winner in the
small district combined with the proportional representation system);
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Table 2.3 Profile of 17 Prime Ministers Who Coped with Foreign Policy (1989-2012)

Prime Ministers Headache Factors to Prime Ministers

Takeshita Japan-US trade disputes; consumption tax hike; corruption
scandal; resistance to US pressure on SDF shouldering global
negotiations

Kaifu No accomplishment; a trial at improving relations with Russia

Uno Sex scandal

Miyazawa Bubble collapsed;

Hosokawa Political reform; proalliance position adjusted (vis-a-vis
Russia and multilateral security)

Hata No accomplishment

Murayama Foreign policy alteration reconfirmed; US-Japan alliance
reaffirmed; Murayama speech on history issues

Hashimoto Presidential election defeat; proalliance policy adjustment
hinted (responsible stakeholder)

Obuchi Death; tilting toward non-US (silk road diplomacy)

Mori Mishaps; tilting toward non-US (Russia)

Koizumi Party presidential terms ended; political reform executed;
proalliance position consolidated; Yasukuni Shrine stalled

Abe Yasukuni Shrine fixed; coalition extended to India, Australia

Fukuda Refocus on G8 and global climate; rejected SDF role in
Afghanistan

Aso Proalliance enlarged

Hatoyama Proalliance position adjustment attempted
(Futenma Air Field relocating and East Asian Community
Formation)

Kan Nuclear disaster; crisis management failure

Noda Proalliance position reaffirmed

Source: Author made this table in reference to the following: Ukeru Magosaki, Sengoshi No Shotai
[The True Identity of Postwar History] (Tokyo: Somotosya, 2012); Hosokawa Naikaku (1993)
kara Noda Shinshusyo Tanjyo Madeno Rekidai Seiken [Successive Political Power from Hosokawa
(1993) to Noda]. http://jp.reuters.com/article/marketsNews/idJPnTK049757320110831.

(3) diverging career paths of parliamentarians; and (4) foreign policy
adjustment needs. This section attempts to highlight the fourth fac-
tor. This section examines which factor worked for leadership change
to see whether frequent leadership change after the Cold War has
something to do with the trial-and-error nature of Japanese adjust-
ments in swift and complex changes in power, interest, and ideational
contiguity in Japan and global environments.
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The end of the Cold War coincided with the peak of Japan-US
trade and economic disputes and intraparty factional struggles for
the Liberal Democratic Party (LDP). Economic bubbles fueled both
the US frustration and fierce LDP infighting. Japan-US relations were
aggravated and corruption scandals abounded. Amid trade disputes
and money scandals, Noboru Takeshita accomplished the consump-
tion tax hike legislation. With it he had to go. Toshiki Kaifu, coming
from a minor faction, prolonged LDP rule as a surrogate of the larg-
est faction, the Takeshita faction. Sosuke Uno tried to do the same,
but a personal sex scandal forced him to submit his resignation with
accomplishing anything. Kiichi Miyazawa faced trade disputes and
the collapse of the economic bubble, but failed to attain notable reso-
lutions in either case. The governing party, LDP, lost a substantial
number of seats in the general election. The governing party, LDP,
was battered by infighting, corruption, mishandling of trade disputes,
the bubble, and its collapse.

A wide coalition of opposition parties, excluding the Japan
Communist Party, formed the cabinet led by Morihiro Hosokawa.
Hosokawa accomplished political reform. His consumption tax hike
attempt failed. His foreign policy adjustment vis-a-vis Russia was
hinted on one occasion, but not really attempted because of his res-
ignation, for which no clear reason was given. Tsutomu Hata, nota-
ble for being the shortest serving prime minister since 1945, left the
position without accomplishment. Tomiichi Murayama, the socialist
prime minister, accomplished two major tasks, left undone by his pre-
decessors. The proalliance position was reaffirmed and Murayama’s
speech on the history issues was elevated as the standard government
statement for his immediate successors. Ryutaro Hashimoto,® LDP,
accomplished the consolidation of the proalliance position by agreeing
to abolish the Futenma Air Base in 1996 with President Bill Clinton.
Also, he handled the Asian financial crisis reasonably well. In contrast,
his IMF speech was marred by his remark that hinted at the possibil-
ity of the Japanese government selling US Treasury bonds, if deemed
necessary. The electoral setback of the LDP in an upper house election
forced him to resign. Keizo Obuchi, a low-key individual, was lucky
in that his tenure coincided with a business minirecovery after the
collapse of the bubble. He attempted to adjust what might be termed
as the leaning to one side (the United States) line from which his pre-
decessor tried to do so in vain. He died abruptly from the stresses
related to political deal making. Yoshiro Mori, the first man who was
not under the LDP’s largest faction’s reign, tried to rescue the LDP but
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to no avail. He hinted at improving relations with Russia. However,
repeated mishaps characterized his tenure and led to isolation from
mass media and the populace, causing him to resign.

Junichiro Koizumi, a maverick prime minister, consolidated the
governing party’s position and reconstructed to a considerable extent
Japan’s proalliance position with President George W. Bush, Jr. Japan’s
full-fledged support of the US policy on the Afghan War and the Iraq
War was carried out entirely within the framework of the constitution.
His Yasukuni Shrine visits provoked China and South Korea. It must
be noted, however, that the stated reason of his visits to Yasukuni
Shrine was “to share the sorrow with those killed in war.” The uni-
versal language employed by Koizumi has been used in later prime
ministers’ speeches in the National Diet.?” These two sets of bilateral
regional relations were semifrozen during his term. Koizumi’s two vis-
its to North Korea to seek the release of forcibly abducted Japanese
citizens succeeded, if not completely. The late Kim Jong Il admitted to
the abduction by North Korea and some of the abductees returned to
Japan. It is remarkable that Koizumi personally visited North Korea
and that he managed to get Kim Jong Il to confess culpability at a time
when the United States was engaged fully in the Afghan and Iraq wars.
Koizumi impressed President George W. Bush immensely by provid-
ing unflinching support and sending troops to Iraq and naval ships
to the Indian Ocan to supply US fighters waging war in Afghanistan.
On the domestic front, the Koizumi government also passed success-
fully the legislation to deregulate the government-run postal service.
At the end of his party’s presidential term, the prolongment of LDP
rule appeared successful. Shinzo Abe, a young man of a sansei (third
generation) parliamentarian, ameliorated the tensions on history
issues with China and South Korea by not visiting Yasukuni Shrine.
Although Abe is known for his hawkish view of the history issue, his
personal views were not reflected in his diplomacy policy. Also, he
extended proalliance position to India and Australia. Yasuo Fukuda,
a son of the former prime minister, focused on the Group of Eight
meeting held in Hokkaido and the Kyoto climate change conference,
both highlighting an eco-conscious Japan. He rejected the US sug-
gestions that the SDF shoulder some roles in Afghanistan. Taro Aso,
another sansei parliamentarian, attempted to consolidate the proal-
liance position with his Arc of Freedom and Prosperity vision with
those Eurasian countries adjoining China. The massive defeat in the
general election led the opposition party, the Democratic Party of
Japan (DPJ), to form the government.
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Yukio Hatoyama, another son of a sansei parliamentarian with a
PhD in engineering from Stanford, attempted to adjust what he thought
was too much of leaning to one side (i.e., the United States), by pro-
posing the East Asian community formation and relocating Futenma
Air Base to places either outside Okinawa prefecture or abroad. The
policy manifesto of the DPJ crumbled as government and tax revenue
soured and government expenditure continuously climbed upward to
meet rising social policy expenditures for the ever-growing segment
of the population over 65 years old. Naoto Kan, a nongovernmental
citizens movement leader, faced the earthquake, tsunami, and nuclear
disaster of 2011. He failed to manage the complex crises promptly
and professionally. The Lehman Shock that triggered serious US and
global recessions permeated Japan as well. Yoshihiko Noda, son of a
JSDF officer, managed to legislate a consumption tax hike in August—
September 2012. With the party leadership of the DPJ term approach-
ing (September 2012), voices were calling loudly for an early general
election, citing the lack of a general election since 2009 despite a pro-
longed economic recession, government deficit, major earthquake and
disasters, foreign policy ineptitude, and nonaction.

To conclude, leadership change is triggered by many factors. The
need to fix some unresolved and often hidden foreign policy issues
appears to be a major reason for leadership change. Needless to say,
leadership change is carried out constitutionally. Most foreign pol-
icy issues may not be cited as a major reason for leadership change,
however, because it is hidden. It is not difficult to see that domestic
issues—such as corruption, scandal, factional infighting, political
realignment, inflation, economic recession, collapse of the bubble,
administrative reform, consumption tax hike—prepare the way
toward political exits and justify these exits. Seen chronologically as
a group of prime ministers’ achievements and nonachievements, one
can see the outstanding structural homework, irrespective of who
the prime minister is. Which homework should be prioritized toward
resolution depends on the strength of government, the prime minister,
the whole context, and whole path of dependence. Trade disputes,
transparency and governance of business and government, expansion
of domestic market demand, US military bases, transborder JSDF
engagement, and so on come to mind as potential homework. It is
not difficult to see that the government tries to fix undone homework
when a leadership change occurs. It is not difficult to speculate that
some homework happens to be foreign policy related since Japan dur-
ing the past two decades has been more or less stripped of one of the
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major rationales of the alliance, that is, their Soviet military threat
with the dissolution of the Soviet Union. Under such circumstances
any attempts at redressing the equation of the alliance by Japanese
Prime Ministers must have been confronted by the counterbalancing
efforts at home and abroad.3®

Is Japan Most Befitting This World Order?

John Mueller® published a book over 20 years ago arguing that
war is possibly like slavery, which was abolished abruptly in the
mid-nineteenth century. Mueller’s work sounded like the premature
announcement of Mark Twain’s death at that time. In 2011, Joshua
Goldstein*® went on to say that wars are on the decline. Since 1945
no nuclear wars have taken place; major powers have not waged inter-
state wars of global importance bar the US wars; interstate wars have
been declining in terms of occurrence; civil wars have taken place as
before but also are slowly decreasing; peacekeeping operations have
been largely effective in deterring former warring parties from reig-
niting conflict. Focusing on Asia, we see the same long-term trend:
interstate wars are decreasing in number and small-scale skirmishes
have taken place only intermittently. But big wars have become very
rare. War fatalities and casualties are declining. The number of those
killed in war in Asia has not been on the rise and has remained at
the lowest level since 1979 till today. In the late 1970s, a number of
key events coincided: China’s peace with the United States (1978),
China’s friendship treaty with Japan (1978), and China’s peace with
Association of Southeast Asian Nations (1979), including the termi-
nation of China’s military intervention in Vietnam and the mutual
perception of the quasi-nuclear deterrence between China and the
United States.*' Most pronounced is Japan’s noninvolvement in any
war, large or small, since 1945. Ironically, the trend of Japan’s partici-
pation in UN peacekeeping and peace-building operations has been
increasing. In Cambodia, Japan participated in UN operations. But
the personnel sent came from the Police Agency. It meant that Article
9 of the constitution was interpreted as not encouraging JSDF person-
nel to be sent abroad. One policeman was killed during the mission.
The Police Agency took action to legislate a law, whereby the death
of an on-duty police personnel be compensated by the state, even if
occurring abroad. JSDF are eager to have a similar set of legislation
passed. But Article 9 of the constitution was effective in preventing
legislators from passing a new law that would have allowed JSDF
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personnel to be dispatched to foreign countries. It was early 1990s.
After the Cold War, UN peacekeeping operations were activated in
part due to the activism of the UN secretary general Boutros Boutros-
Ghali. UN peacekeeping operations became less active by the mid-
1990s. The unipolarity and associated tendencies of the United States
in the 1990s and its unilateralism in the 2000s led observers to think
peacekeeping and peace-building operations were not really effec-
tive. International relations were overshadowed by the United States.
Peacekeeping and peace-building operations were highlighted not by
their effectiveness but by their messy processes. After the US unilat-
eralism of George W. Bush, the international community started to
realize that UN peacekeeping operations overall have prevented con-
flicts from starting again. These findings are based on the long-term
decrease of wars and the effectiveness of peacekeeping and peace-
building operations in terms of combat death and civilians negatively
affected. Steven Pinker,*? a psychologist, argues in his book The Better
Angels of Our Nature that human beings are becoming less violent as
they evolve over thousands of years, even with the two violent wars of
the past century being located in the context of the civilized evolution
of human nature.

If peace and stability prevail, Japan’s strength will be more appre-
ciated. In the region around Japan, what has taken place tends to be
skirmishes and small-scale disputes. North Korea’s bombardment of
Yongbyungdo in 2011 was small in scale. Thai-Cambodian skirmishes
in 2008-2011 were also small in nature. Japanese-Chinese skirmishes
near Senkaku Islands in 2010 were also restrained. All of these fac-
tors must have contributed to the rise of the Japanese yen exchange
rate vis-a-vis the US dollar and other currencies. Stability is strength.
Amid economic difficulties in the United States and the European
Union, Japan is recognized as an oasis of stability and strength, even
if it is a somewhat wounded-knee-holding power.

After characterizing the three key features of the Japanese foreign
policy line after the Cold War, self-recognition of a global power, self-
recognition of a US-led world order supporter, and self-recognition of
ontological insecurity and their evolutions, I now turn to the ques-
tion: Is Japan most befitting this emerging world order in its ongo-
ing transition? It must be noted that the three key features of the
Japanese foreign policy line remain the same. But the metamorphosis
of each feature is in the offing with unprecedented speed: (1) Japan’s
rank of GNP has become number three after the United States and
China; the United States may be losing “its superpower status™* and
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may be becoming more like Britain after World War II; (2) Japan is
replacing “bilateralism at any costs” by “multilateral regionalism.”
In tandem with the transition from the hub-and-spoke hierarchical
order to the “ad hoc coalition of the temporarily willing” and further
to the multilateral regional groupings by the United States, Japan is
placing the key terms of its foreign policy line from loyalty to trust,
from compliance to coordination; (3) Japan’s ontological insecurity
has become less acute, gaining in self-confidence to assert that foreign
policy action is more often justified, not narrowly by national inter-
ests, but more broadly by the universal language such as “sharing the
sorrow with those killed in war.”

If nuclear war has not taken place since 1945; if war among major
powers has not taken place since China’s war against Vietnam in
1979 and Britain’s war against Argentina in 1982; if interstate wars
are rare, except for such wars as the Thai-Cambodian war on the bor-
der; if civil wars have not seen a reduction in frequency then they have
witnessed a reduction of those killed, combat or civilian; if peace-
keeping and peace-building operations have proved their effectiveness
in preventing conflicts from reigniting, the question should be asked:
Is Japan most befitting the twenty-first century? In other words, is
Japan zeitgemassig (in harmony with the time)?

Of course, asking this question does not lead to the view that
Japan should disarm itself. Rather the opposite is the case, in that at
each stage of history and at each level of war, playing the classical
American football strategy of pitting oneself against the enemy step
by step and making advances two inches or ten inches forward or
absorbing retreats three inches or seven inches backward. The game
is not necessarily among sovereign nation-states but sometimes
among various war institutions. Nuclear powers have been reduc-
ing nuclear weapon-loaded missiles on a steady basis, primarily
between the United States and the Russian Federation. Conventional
forces may not be disarming themselves in terms of procurement
costs. But in terms of the kind of frontier technology weapons, the
Richardson-like dynamics seems to be working. That is to say, not
the fatigue of nations but the long-term and astronomical costs of
research and development processes of frontier technology weap-
ons seem to reduce the very utility of the exercise. This dynamics
applies primarily to the United States. Why primarily only to the
United States? Because of the structural unipolarity of the United
States. Although the unipolarity has started to erode, multipolarity
remains to be formed. But in terms of military forces, the unipolar-
ity of the United States is still fairly absolute, distancing itself from
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the rest in terms of technological level of weapons produced (preci-
sion, delivery vehicle, and destructive capability) and armed forces
trained and tested in combat. What happens is not the balancing
but the nearly endless catching up with the slowly declining uni-
polar power. Balancing needs a few actors whose power is more or
less equal, a fact that does not exist. What exist are the superpower
and the far distanced rest that are trying to modernize and catch up
with the superpower. Among those few who modernize and dare
to catch up with the superpower, fatigue will sooner or later come.
Meanwhile the superpower steadily overstretches itself not only in
its self-appointed missions but also in terms of astronomical bud-
gets for weapons research and development. The question—Is Japan
most befitting the changing world order in the current transitional
phases?—must be continuously asked.
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Peaceful Rise, Multipolarity, and
China’s Foreign Policy Line*

Zhonggqi Pan and Zhimin Chen

Along with China’s increasing engagement at regional and global lev-
els, its foreign policy and strategy have attracted a flood of research.
Many researchers have highlighted a far-reaching change in China’s
foreign policies and diplomatic practices. For example, Evan Medeiros
and M. Taylor Fravel argued, in their 2003 Foreign Affairs article
entitled “China’s New Diplomacy,” that China’s foreign engagement
had become more active, more moderate, and more diverse.' Liu Guoli
similarly claimed, in his 2004 edited volume entitled China’s Foreign
Policy in Transition, that “in conjunction with rapid economic growth
and profound social transformation, China’s foreign policy is experi-
encing a significant transition.”? Against the background of the 2008
global financial crisis, Barry Buzan, who believes in China’s peaceful
rise, felt that “China is at a turning point bigger than any since the
late 1970s” and that the rather successful policies China has adopted
for the past 30 years will no longer be equally effective in the next
30 years. He concluded, China’s “continuing with ‘peaceful rise’ is
going to get more difficult.”® At the same time, however, some others
were inspired by the prospect that China was overtaking Japan as
the world’s second largest economy in 2010 to ask questions such as
“will China change the rules of global order.” Notwithstanding no
convincing answer to this ambiguous question, two authors were very
sure to articulate that “Beijing’s growing economic power and politi-
cal influence have promoted a transformation in its foreign policy.”
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While various indicators, factors, and effects of China’s foreign pol-
icy change have been explored, many scholars including the Chinese
themselves still feel frustrated when trying to understand and explain
China’s foreign policy and strategy. Hao Yufan even complained,
“|Flew subjects are more complicated and mysterious than Chinese
foreign policy...As in any major country, foreign policy in China
is a multidimensional puzzle, and western scholars have been trying
to explain it since the establishment of the People’s Republic. So far
there has been little consensus and much frustration in this field of
study, to say nothing of the failure to bring it into the mainstream of
theoretical inquiry.”’ The complexity and mysteriousness of China’s
foreign policy and strategy lies not only in that too many dynamic
driving forces, both domestic and international, are underlying and
that China’s foreign policymaking process remains somehow opaque,
but more importantly in that there is still short of a theoretical frame-
work useful in explaining states’ foreign policy in general and China’s
foreign policy in particular.

This chapter makes an attempt to explain why peaceful rise is
China’s strategy, why China favors a multipolar world as a desir-
able order, and what main approach China is undertaking to achieve
its foreign policy goals. We argue that China’s foreign policy line is
featured with a combination of partnership bilateralism and tailored
multilateralism. Notwithstanding various difficulties such as global
financial crisis and regional maritime disputes, China will most likely
continue its peaceful rise strategy in the foreseeable future.

Peaceful Rise as China’s Strategy

It is hard to say peaceful rise is China’s grand strategy. It was in 2003
that the very term “peaceful rise” was coined by Zheng Bijian, chair
of the China Reform Forum.® But it was in 1978 that the process of
China’s peaceful rise was actually kicked off. And, China’s original
intention by initiating the notion of peaceful rise is to roll back the
“China threat theory” rather than to propose a grand strategy for its
own national development.

A country’s grand strategy must clearly define its long-term national
interests, potential threats and challenges it faces, and the ways to
achieve its national goals by dealing with various difficulties. Given
that the Chinese government has never disclosed any document that
comprehensively expounds the country’s strategic goals and the ways
to achieve them, it is open to debate whether China has any grand
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strategy today or in the past. According to Wang Jisi, even under Mao
Zedong’s leadership, “Beijing had no comprehensive grand strategy to
speak of.” Today, China is still searching for its grand strategy. “For
both policy analysts in China and China watchers abroad, China’s
grand strategy is a field still to be plowed.”” He is right by his criteria.
However, if we pay more attention to the substance than to the form,
we may arguably take peaceful rise as a strategy, though it may not be
so grand. China’s national interests and the ways to achieve them are
definitely in the mind of the leader, even though not written in ink.

Peaceful rise is the best term that captures the Chinese leadership’s
long-term understanding and policy designs of China’s national devel-
opment. To put it simply, Deng Xiaoping’s proposal to quadruple
China’s gross domestic product (GDP) by the end of the twentieth cen-
tury, for example, is actually his definition of China’s strategic goal.
While peaceful international environment brings China a window of
opportunity to achieve that goal, “peace and development” have been
perceived as two main problems facing the world and thus top chal-
lenges that China needs to deal with in the development process.® The
reform and opening policy constitutes the way that Deng Xiaoping
initiated to achieve China’s goals. Necessary ingredients for a grand
strategy, even though not clearly articulated as such, all present in
Deng Xiaoping’s guidelines that have been followed by succeeding
leadership. In a sense, even though the process of China’s peaceful rise
has not been guided by a designed strategy as such, we can fairly argue
that such a strategy is underlying China’s experience.

In retrospect, it was since the reform and opening in the late 1970s
that China has embarked on the road of peaceful rise. That the imple-
mentation of reform and opening serves as a historic starting point
for China’s peaceful rise lies in the fact that China adopted totally
different national development strategies before and after initiating
the reform and opening.’

For the sake of national survival, People’s Republic of China (PRC)
in its beginning years adopted a strategy of “leaning to one side”
that was to ally with the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR)
and to confront with the United States. With the breakup of the
Chinese-Soviet alliance, China took a strategy of “fighting with two
fists” against both the USSR and the United States at the same time.
Primarily, the weakness of national power and the desire for national
sovereignty drove China to side with one of the two superpowers
initially and then with none of them. The main perceived threat to
regime security and legitimacy comes from outside China. Either
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way, Mao Zedong could easily rally domestic support for its foreign
strategies. And, by identifying China as a revolutionary power in
the international system, China could strengthen its regime security
and legitimacy internationally and gain support from the developing
world. Mao Zedong proposed theories of “two middle-zones,” “one
line and one huge block,” and “three worlds,” which best epitomized
his strategic thinking that seems more appealing to countries that saw
hegemonism by either the United States or the USSR or both as threat-
ening. Obviously, putting the United States and the USSR in a same
world, as well as insisting on the inevitability of the third world war
while downplaying the contradictions between the two camps, not
only constitutes a logical paradox but also contradicts the historical
realities of the Cold War. But that was useful for China to secure its
independence of national sovereignty, a more vital interest compara-
tive with economic development to a young country.

Mao Zedong’s assessments on global situation were in flux, chang-
ing according to his definitions of national interests. From the found-
ing of PRC in 1949 through its return to the United Nations (UN) in
1971, China had played a role of an opponent and revolutionary in
the international system. During this period, China tended to solve
international conflicts by using force, refused to participate in inter-
national organizations, and rejected most international norms except
the principle of sovereignty. China’s military involvement in most
international conflicts stemmed from China’s reactions for the pur-
poses of survival and independence when its national security faced a
severe threat (e.g., the Korean War in 1950-1953) or when its sover-
eignty and territorial integrity encountered a serious destruction (e.g.,
the China-India border war in 1962, the China-Soviet Union border
conflict in 1969, and the China-Vietnam border war in 1979) while it
had no alternative recourse. With that being said, however, military
rather than diplomatic engagement rendered China a “facilitator”
of the bipolar international system'® and a victim of the US-Soviet
confrontation during the Cold War. Even with the principle of sover-
eignty, the degree of China’s internalization of it was quite low. The
“Five Principles of Peaceful Coexistence” that China proposed based
on the concept of sovereignty implies China’s confrontation with and
defense against the West.!!

Only after the reform and opening, could China initiate the his-
torical process of peaceful rise. The successful implementation of
the reform and opening resulted from China’s new outlooks on both
domestic and international situations. Deng Xiaoping as China’s top
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leadership was visionary to argue that China needs more economic
development than military buildup. He redefined China’s top national
interest as economic construction. He saw the Communist Party of
China’s (CPC) ruling legitimacy resting on Chinese people’s welfare
that needs to be improved. And even though he continued to identify
China as a developing country, he did not take that identity as a fac-
tor that necessitates China’s antagonist policies toward the developed
world. He even argued that China should lift itself from a developing
country to a middle-developed nation in the future. Consequently his
strategic thinking puts emphasis on international cooperation instead
of on conflict.

Partially due to China’s seat in the UN being resumed in 1971,
China’s improved relative power position in the international system
changed its perceptions. Deng Xiaoping believed that the third world
war will not happen and “peace and development” have become the
themes of the times.'> Going beyond ideology and pursuing a diplo-
macy of “nonalignment,” “not seeking hegemony,” and “not seek-
ing leadership”, China normalized its relations with the United States
first and then with the Soviet Union in the 1980s, leading to a stable
grand triangle among China, the United States, and the Soviet Union.
In this strategic structure, China was no longer a victim of bipolar
confrontations and even functioned as an important fulcrum keeping
strategic balance between the United States and the Soviet Union dur-
ing the later phase of the Cold War.

Even after the downturn of the 1989 Tiananmen incident deterio-
rated China’s international environment, Deng Xiaoping insisted on
his general judgment on global trend and helped China to continue
its reform and opening policies. To deal with unexpected isolation,
he proposed a strategy of Taoguang Yanghui and Yousuo Zuowei
(keeping low profile and getting something accomplished) as China’s
guiding principle of foreign relations that has been creatively carried
out by following generations of Chinese leadership. With the end of
the Cold War, China further conformed with the trends of world mul-
tipolarization and economic globalization, arguing that “peace and
development remain the themes of our era” and grasped “a period of
important strategic opportunities” brought by the peaceful transition
of international system.'? By doing so, China has been proactively and
successfully building a diplomatic framework that features relations
with major powers as critical (or key), relations with neighboring
countries as primary (or the first), relations with developing coun-
tries as the foundation (or base), and multilateral arrangements as the
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important stage (or platform). This new strategic layout, reflecting
a spirit of keeping pace with the times, paved a solid foundation for
China’s peaceful rise.

As a result, China perceived itself as a developing country that
was on the primary stage of socialism and hence aimed to quadruple
its GDP by the end of the twentieth century, a simple but ambitious
target. China has no longer behaved as a steadfast opponent to the
international system and instead become an active participant in and
a pragmatic beneficiary of it. At the beginning of its founding, China
put emphases on safeguarding its national independence and integrity
of sovereignty at any cost, even by the use of force. Since the reform
and opening and especially after the Cold War, China has paid more
and more attention to solving international disputes by peaceful and
diplomatic means. In the post—-Cold War era, China has settled most
of its land territorial issues through diplomatic channels, and thus
laid a foundation for solving its maritime territorial disputes in a simi-
lar way." Even on the Taiwan issue, which directly concerns China’s
sovereignty and territorial integrity and has always been regarded by
the mainland Chinese as a domestic problem, China has displayed a
strong intention toward a peaceful resolution. Besides, since its return
to the UN in 1971, China, for the purpose of domestic economic
development, joined the International Monetary Fund (IMF) (in
1980), the World Bank (WB) (in 1980), and the Asian Development
Bank (in 1986), and applied for rejoining the General Agreement
on Tariffs and Trade as a founding member (in 1986; China finally
joined the World Trade Organization [WTO] in 2001). Afterward,
China has extensively participated in multilateral international insti-
tutions in various areas.'” The initiation of the reform and opening
helped China immediately put military buildup down on its domes-
tic agenda. Taking economic development as the top priority instead,
China has fully taken advantage of the long-term and peaceful inter-
national environment and got rid of its negative national image as a
challenger to the international system. A new orientation of China’s
national development has thus been crafted.

Multipolarity as China’s Desirable
World Order

China has championed a multipolar world for a long time. Neither a
bipolar world in the Cold War era nor a possible unipolar one after the
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end of the Cold War is seen by China as a desirable world for China
and other developing countries. First and foremost, for China, a mul-
tipolar world can restrain the development of hegemonism and uni-
lateralism by dominating superpower(s). In the post—Cold War years,
China has been looking forward to the emergence of a real multipolar
world where the hegemonic behavior of the remaining superpower,
the United States, can be checked and restrained in the real sense.
Second, in such a multipolar world, developing countries can be bet-
ter protected in their own pursuit of economic and social develop-
ment, without unwarranted external intervention motivated by the
Western efforts to universalize their values and systems. Third, in a
multipolar world, real reform of the existing international institutions
established by the United States and its Western allies can be possibly
foreseen, and leads to fair rule-making powers and interests repre-
sentative of developing countries in regional and global governance.
Finally, China would surely obtain a much lifted position as one pole
in this multipolar system, better to protect its own political institu-
tions and development model, more capable to defuse the restraining
or containing efforts from a relatively declined superpower.

China hence conducted active diplomacy to promote multipolar-
ization from the mid-1990s. On April 23,1997, in a Chinese-Russian
Joint Statement on a Multipolar World and the Establishment of a
New International Order, the two countries proclaimed that “in a
spirit of partnership,” they “shall strive to promote the multipolariza-
tion of the world and the establishment of a new international order.”!®
On May 17 of the same year, in a Sino-French Joint Statement, China
and France also “decided to engage in reinforced cooperation, to fos-
ter the march towards multipolarity” and “to oppose any attempt
at domination in international affairs, so that a new world that is
more prosperous, more stable, more secured and more balanced can
be brought about.”'”

For some scholars in China, this kind of multipolar diplomacy
could be problematic for China. Several reasons were raised in the
internal debate from the late 1990s. First of all, as history indicated,
multipolar world used to be an unstable one, and no one can guar-
antee that a future multipolar world would be a peaceful and stable
one. Second, in an increasingly unipolar world after the American
invasion of Iraq, championing multipolarity represents a challenge
to the hegemon, the United States, and hence it may trigger backlash
from a pointed counterbalance from the unipole. At the height of
new empire discourse in the United States, China’s key partners of
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multipolar diplomacy—Russia, France, and Germany—all backed
down from their open call for a multipolar world, and China also
had to dilute its official endorsement of multipolarization as its pol-
icy goal. Third, multipolar diplomacy represents a big power diplo-
macy, which would unnecessarily alienate other middle and small
states, mostly the developing countries that are China’s natural allies
for a long time.'®

Hence, increasingly, Chinese official discourse started to water
down its emphasis on multipolarity as a desired policy goal, but to
see it more as an objective statement of the unfolding trend in the
international system. New concepts, such as multilateralism, were
introduced as a replacement. In a major foreign policy white paper,
Chinese government states in 2005 that “the international commu-
nity should oppose unilateralism, advocate and promote multilateral-
ism, and make the UN and its Security Council play a more active
role in international affairs.”!” A “harmonious world” has also been
articulated as China’s design of ideal model for world order. In 2005,
the Chinese president Hu Jintao began calling for the building of
“a harmonious world” in international affairs. Initially, “a harmo-
nious world” is no more than an external manifestation of China’s
internal policy of building “a harmonious society.” Most recently, in
2009, at the 64th session of the UN General Assembly, Hu put for-
ward a four-point proposal for building a harmonious world. He said:
“In the face of unprecedented opportunities and challenges, members
of the international community should continue the joint endeavor to
build a harmonious world of enduring peace and common prosper-
ity, and to contribute to the noble cause of peace and development
for all mankind.” To attain it, Hu proposed, “first, the international
community should view security in a broader perspective to safe-
guard world peace and stability. Second, countries should take a more
holistic approach to development, and promote common prosperity.
Third, members of the international community should pursue coop-
eration with a more open mind, and work for mutual benefit and
common progress. Finally, countries should be more tolerant toward
one another in order to live together in harmony.”2°

Nevertheless, promoting multipolarity does not entirely disappear
from China’s official discourse. For example, as recently as in 2009,
President Hu Jintao in his speech to celebrate the 60th anniversary
of diplomatic relations between China and Russia praised the two
nations in their “unremitting efforts to promote multipolarity in the
world and democracy in international relations.”?! As the financial
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and economic crisis hit heavily the Western countries, Yang Jiemian
offered a broad remapping of the power shift in the world with his
“Four Groups” theory in early 2010. Yang argued that after the
2008 global financial crisis, the correlation of international forces
is evolving in favor of developing countries with emerging powers as
their representatives, which is unprecedentedly shaking the Western
powers’ dominance of world affairs. The regrouping of international
forces is forming the Four Groups of gaining, defending, losing, and
weak forces. Specifically, in Yang’s view, the Gaining group is com-
prised by major emerging countries, like China; the Defending group
includes the United States, which has lost its “dominating” status;
the Weak group is formed by those developing countries in their dif-
ficulties; the European Union (EU), along with Japan and Russia,
belongs to the Losing group.?? For Chinese analysts, the fact that
China and emerging powers have managed to weather off the finan-
cial and economic crisis while the US and European economies suf-
fered heavily is a clearer indication that the multipolarization process
is “accelerating.”?

A world heading toward a multipolar one has its blessings as well
as misgivings. For China, it seems that the trend itself is inevitable,
and desirable, even if China has muted its championing for such a
new international system. While instability is often associated with
multipolarity, Chinese analysts and leaders still have the confidence
in the stability and governability of a future multipolar system.

On the stability side, seeing from China, the forthcoming mul-
tipolarization is not a simple repetition of the past history. As the
2011 white paper on China’s Peaceful Development issued by the
Chinese government specified, today’s world differs from the past
ones in at least three aspects. First of all, it is coupled with other
irresistible global trends, like peace, development, and cooperation.
In the world today, to share opportunities presented by development
and jointly ward off risks is the common desire of the people of the
world. Second, economic globalization has become an important
trend in the evolution of international relations. Countries of differ-
ent systems and different types and at various development stages
are in a state of mutual dependence, with their interests intertwined.
This has turned the world into a community of common destiny in
which the members are closely interconnected. Third, global chal-
lenges have become major threats to the world. Terrorism, the spread
of weapons of mass destruction (WMD), financial crises, natural
disasters, climate change, and security of energy, resources, food,
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and public health all have a major impact on human survival and sus-
tainable economic and social development. No country can handle
these issues on its own; they should be addressed by all countries
together.?*

Therefore, if countries adopt an enlightened view of national inter-
ests, seeing that their interests are intertwined with others and the
realization of these interests relies on continuous cooperation with
other countries, then in multipolar world, the old power politics,
though may not die out, will be much mitigated by the need for coop-
eration, thus bringing stability to the system.

On the governability aspect, China also believes that a sovereignty-
based intergovernmental cooperation can address the cooperation
problem and produce more just and lasting solutions to the challenges
that states in today’s world are facing. It is undeniable that in the
future multipolar world, most of the poles will be sovereignty pro-
ponents. Zaki Laidi labeled the BRICS countries—China, Russia,
Brazil, India, and South Africa—as “a coalition of sovereign states
defenders.”?’ Joseph Nye also sees that the United States, China, and
India—the world’s most populous—*“are among the most protective
of their sovereignty.”>® European states tend to see sovereignty and
nation states as the roots of international wars and conflicts, there-
fore, they chose to embrace a kind of supranational regional inte-
gration, strong institutions, and rules. For China and many other
developing countries, strong states and sovereignty are the starting
point for international cooperation.

From a philosophical angle, one of the leading Chinese thinkers in
international relations, professor Qin Yaqing, developed a new con-
cept of “relational governance” (guanxi zhili) to capture the Chinese
thinking of societal governance. For Qin, the Western governance
tradition adopts a rationalist and individualistic approach, focusing
on how to govern through contracts, governments, rules, and institu-
tions. While not rejecting the value of this kind of institutional gov-
ernance, Qin believes that relational governance, which bases itself
on the relational interconnectedness, a view deep-rooted in Chinese
culture, can play an important role in the governance of international
affairs. He defines relational governance as the process to manage
complex relations within a group through a deliberative political and
social arrangement, in order to establish order, render group members
to conduct mutually beneficial cooperation, and build mutual trust
through the forming of common understanding of the social norms
and human morality.?’
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Partnership Bilateralism and
Tailored Multilateralism

A combination of bilateral partnership and multilateral engagement
constitutes China’s major approach to achieve its foreign policy objec-
tives. As China’s former ambassador to France Wu Jianmin once
wrote, “for a fairly long period, Chinese diplomacy was mainly a
bilateral affair, while multilateral diplomacy played a very limited
role in the conduct of Chinese diplomacy.”?® Being a strong supporter
of the principle of equal sovereignty and noninterference in domestic
affairs, China has long championed an independent foreign policy.
This overall foreign policy line finds bilateralism a more comfortable
form of conducting China’s relations with the outside world.

Since the end of the Cold War, China has established a range of
bilateral strategic partnerships, with a slight difference in their names.
China’s bilateral strategic partnerships are multidimensional, for
example, economic, cultural, political, and security. They thus serve
as important venues for China to extend its influences on the resolu-
tion of regional conflicts and global challenges.?’ This is in particular
the case after China’s bilateral strategic partnerships have densely net-
worked in corresponding regions. Only in the Middle East is China’s
bilateral strategic partnership a weak link. China’s bilateral strategic
partnerships with regional players in Asia involve Japan and South
Korea respectively and jointly to China’s northeast; Afghanistan,
the ASEAN, Bangladesh, India, Indonesia, Nepal, Pakistan, the
Philippines, Sri Lanka, Vietnam, among others, to China’s south-
east and south; Kazakhstan and Russia to China’s west. China’s
such arrangements in Africa include Egypt, Nigeria, Algeria, South
Africa, and Africa as a whole; and in Latin America Brazil, Mexico,
Argentina, Venezuela, Peru. China has also attempted at building
bilateral strategic partnerships with global powers, Russia in Eurasia,
the EU and its main members in Europe, and the United States and
Canada in North America. China’s road to forge a bilateral partner-
ship with the United States is bumpier. Yet, in January 2011, President
Hu Jintao and President Obama proclaimed in a joint statement that
“China and the United States are committed to work together to build
a cooperative partnership based on mutual respect and mutual benefit
in order to promote the common interests of both countries and to
address the 21st century’s opportunities and challenges.”3°

Besides strategic partnerships, China initiates high-level “strate-
gic dialogues” with several major powers.3! This mechanism started
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in 1996 with Russia, though it was not titled so until a few years
later. Then it was extended to other major global and regional play-
ers, with France in the late 1990s, with the UK in 2002, with the
United States, India, Japan, and the EU in 2005. Such strategic dia-
logues cover a wide range of security issues, such as longstanding
territorial disputes, international terrorism, arms control, WMD non-
proliferation, and nontraditional security threats. Since those strate-
gic dialogues usually occur above the deputy ministerial level, this
mechanism works to promote mutual trust and establish itself as one
of confidence-building measures.

Even though not all of China’s bilateral strategic partnerships and
strategic dialogues are as substantial as their name may signify, they
do make a difference in China’s efforts to stabilize its regional and
global security environment, to secure its national interests, and to
shape international order. Through these bilateral partnerships and
strategic dialogues, China can develop closer cooperation with other
countries on an equal footing, and to address challenges and prob-
lems in their bilateral relations. Moreover, these partnerships are
meant to help forge a positive mutual identification between China
and other countries, avoiding China being negatively defined as an
enemy or threat.?? Overall, China’s partnership strategy has served
fairly well in advancing China’s foreign policy, though the success of
this strategy does raise the level of anxiety in some countries, such as
the United States and Japan, over the rise of China’s power.

In addition to this bilateral partnership diplomacy, China since the
end of the Cold War has stepped up its efforts in engaging in multilat-
eral diplomacy. China’s foreign policy approaches are more and more
embedded in various multilateral institutions.?* As Bates Gill puts it,
“as part of its new security diplomacy, Beijing has shed much of its tra-
ditionally skeptical, reluctant, and often contrarian approach toward
regional security mechanisms and confidence-building measures to
adopt more proactive and constructive policies.”?* Statistics shows
that China’s intergovernmental organization memberships expanded
from 1 in 1971 to 21 in 1976; by 1989, the number had increased
to 37; and by 2005, over 50, encompassing the political, economic,
social, scientific, technological, and even security realms.?* China,
which had isolated itself through much of the three decades prior to
1979, is now fully engaged internationally through its memberships
in the majority of IGOs and as a signatory to more than 250 inter-
national multilateral treaties.?® Multilateral institutions, being the
UN Security Council, WTO, IMF, G8, or newly emerged G20, have
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been defined as important platforms of China’s foreign policy and
diplomacy. Chinese policymakers now see multilateral organizations
as central to the Chinese goals of advancing “multipolarization,” fos-
tering the emergence of a “just and rational international order” and
“building a harmonious world.” China thus embraces multilateral
institutions in virtually every part of the world, creates them such as
Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) and the Six-Party Talks
when necessary, and reforms them including the UN, IMF, WB, to
China’s own advantages.

China’s multilateral diplomacy is a combination of practical multi-
lateralism and strategic multilateralism. The former applies to China’s
participation in the existing global and regional multilateral institu-
tions that were mainly founded or initiated by other actors. In its
home region, for example, China joined in 1991 the Asian-Pacific
Economic Cooperation (APEC), a pan-Pacific bloc to advance trade
and investment liberalization. In 1994, it started to participate in the
ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF), a confidence-building forum hosted
by ASEAN countries with the involvement of the United States and
the EU. In 1997, China became a dialogue partner of the ASEAN,
leading to the establishment of China-ASEAN strategic partnership
in 2003. Also, in 1997, China joined, along with South Korea and
Japan, the “ASEAN plus 3” mechanism, a major platform in East Asia
to promote regional cooperation.

In the twenty-first century, China’s multilateral diplomacy has
become more proactive and acquired a strategic aspect, with a growing
understanding that multilateralism could be used by China to shape
favorable surrounding environment that is conducive to the realiza-
tion of long-term foreign policy goals. China started to work with
global and regional players in initiating a number of mechanisms to
address various issues. To promote economic ties with ASEAN coun-
tries, in 2002, China and ASEAN, upon China’s proposal, signed
an agreement to establish a China-ASEAN free trade area by 2010,
which has been achieved as designed. In 2007, they further signed the
Agreement on Trade in Services, the first of its kind inked by China
and other countries and regions. In 2005, China and other countries
in the ASEAN plus 3 convened the first East Asian Summit, which
also included new members like Australia, India, and New Zealand.
In March 2010, to enhance the regional capacity, to provide financial
support to countries with short-term liquidity needs, and to supple-
ment existing international financing arrangements, the Chiang Mai
Initiative Multilateralization (CMIM) Pact came into effect. As one of
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the major supporters of this liquidity mechanism, China contributed
US$38.4 billion to the total package of US$120 billion, a share equal
to that of Japan, with South Korea offering US$19.2 billion.?”

In Northeast Asia, to deal with North Korea’s nuclear issue, China
played a leading role in initiating the Six-Party Talks, along with North
and South Korea, the United States, Japan, and Russia. China had
already hosted six rounds of talks, which at a certain point “scored
successive achievements, [with] the tension in Northeast Asia [...]
much released”3® before they were stalled by the renewed confronta-
tion between North and South Korea since 2009.

On the western front, under Chinese initiative, the SCO as a for-
mal intergovernmental organization comprising China, Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan, Russia, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan was founded in
Shanghai in 2001. The SCO aims to fight three so-called evil forces—
terrorism, separatism, and extremism—and maintain regional secu-
rity. This security arrangement serves as a channel, through which
China can present itself as an important security player in Central
Asia.?® To further engage in this direction, China proposes to add
new layers of cooperation with Central Asian countries, including
trade, investment, energy, environment, and so on.*’

China also participates in two major trilateral dialogue mecha-
nisms. The China-Russia-India trilateral dialogue began in September
2002. While the start of this mechanism was quite tentative due to
the precarious bilateral relations between India and China,*' recent
developments indicate that it now plays a growing role in coordinat-
ing the trilateral cooperation policies of the three countries, as well as
in making their joint voices heard on the international stage. Leaders
from China, Japan, and South Korea already met regularly at the
ASEAN plus 3 summits. Yet, in December 2008, they decided to cre-
ate an independent China-Japan-South Korea dialogue mechanism.
During their first meeting in Fukuoka, leaders from the three coun-
tries agreed that they should form a trilateral partnership based on
their respective bilateral partnerships.

China’s multilateralism is tailored in the sense that China does not
apply a unified model of multilateralism to all regions or countries in
the world. Instead, China will take different modes of multilateralism
to fit different geopolitical and geoeconomic conditions in its near
abroad and beyond. For example, in Southeast Asia and the broadly
defined Asia-Pacific region, China evidently prefers a loosely struc-
tured and open-ended multilateralism, but to the west, in the case of
the SCO, China spares no effort to push for institutionalization. The
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top priority in China’s multilateral diplomacy may also differ from
one region to another. For example, while Beijing has put emphasis on
economic multilateralism in Southeast Asia, it has taken a “security
first and economy second” approach in Northeast and Central Asia,
challenging the logic of traditional functionalism.*

Furthermore, China embraces only consensus-based multilateral-
ism, which is firmly rooted in the equality of member states, with
consensus as the general rule of decision making. This type of mul-
tilateralism may not generate strong rules, but it is comfortable
for China and other developing states and is successful in averting
external interference and safeguarding sovereignties. Under such an
institutional framework, China enjoys no privileged leadership in
the mechanisms in which it participates. China may have a stronger
influence in the agenda-setting of the SCO and the Six-Party Talks,
but any decision has to be agreed upon by all participating parties.
In the ASEAN plus 3 and the East Asian Summit, it is ASEAN that
firmly controls the agenda-setting process, and China can exert influ-
ence only in the later consensus-building stage. In 2004, China took
the lead in proposing an East Asian community to be built upon the
ASEAN plus three, but had to give in to pressure from Japan and
Singapore to expand membership to Australia, New Zealand, and
India. The expanded membership, it was thought, would prevent
China from dominating proceedings.*> Fully aware of this kind of
apprehension on the part of its neighbors, China has been very cau-
tious to engage in “region-building” in order to avoid any unneces-
sary counterproductive repercussions.**

Prospect for China’s Continuing Peaceful
Rise Strategy

Since founded more than 60 years ago, China has grown up to a big
developing country with substantial international influence from a
semifeudal and semicolonial nation that was impoverished and weak.
China has attempted to write the most successful and legendary story
of peaceful rise. Nowadays, few people question whether China could
achieve its alleged peaceful rise. Many facts unequivocally make
pertaining debates irrelevant, even out of the question.* Questions
remain, however, on whether China could further its peaceful rise
in years to come. While for John Mearsheimer “the rise of China
will not be peaceful at all,”*¢ since China, like all previous potential
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hegemons, will change its intention so long as its power continues to
grow, for Barry Buzan, among others, the global financial crisis that
erupted in 2008 may interrupt China’s peaceful rise.*”

Admittedly, the financial crisis has posed an unprecedentedly
severe challenge to the continuation of China’s peaceful rise. Due to
the crisis, China has seen its imports and exports tumble, foreign cur-
rency reserve, and USD-denominated assets severely shrink, foreign
direct investment fall, and economic growth slow down. The negative
effects of the crisis on China’s economy are obvious and concrete, and
have caused unprecedented difficulties to the continuation of China’s
peaceful rise. In a sense, these serve as arguments for the skepticism
that China’s peaceful rise may not be sustainable. Nonetheless, it
seems more reasonable to believe that the 2008 financial crisis is but
another obstacle in the path of China’s peaceful rise. This obstacle is
bound to be conquered, just like all other roadblocks that China had
stridden over, such as the 1989 Tiananmen incident, the 1995-1996
Taiwan Strait Crisis, the 1997-1998 Asian Financial Crisis, etc.

The 2008 financial crisis has brought many difficulties to China’s
peaceful rise; yet it has put China in a quite favorable position that
most likely enables China to carry on its peaceful rise chapter.
Arguably, the crisis has provided China with a rare historic oppor-
tunity to maintain its economic growth, to elevate its international
status, and to improve its national image.

Economic development is the most important source of China’s
increasing power and expanding national interests, the most reli-
able guarantee of the CPC’s regime security and legitimacy, and the
most imperative force driving China’s identity and strategic think-
ing. The widespread economic downturn highlights China’s relative
advantage of economic growth. Due to the financial crisis, major
economies including the United States, Europe, and Japan all saw
negative GDP growth by different degrees in 2009. According to the
statistics of the CTA World Factbook, the 2009 GDP growth rate
for the US economy was minus 2.4 percent, for Britain, France,
and Germany as the big three in Europe minus 4.8 percent, minus
2.2 percent, and minus 5.0 percent respectively, and for Japan minus
5.3 percent. Comparatively, although China and India in the BRIC
(Brazil, Russia, India, and China) countries saw a downward trend
in economy size as well, they were still able to maintain reasonably
high rates of growth, with 8.7 percent for China and 6.5 percent for
India in 2009.*® As expected, China attained its official target of
ensuring an 8 percent growth. This unique performance won China
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a better momentum for economic development among world’s major
economies. China’s economic growth stands out as an even greater
advantage in the context of a worldwide recession, notwithstanding
an apparent slowdown comparing with the precrisis period.

When judging who has the upper hand in economic competitions,
relative growth is more important than absolute one. Just as profes-
sor Robert Pape from the University of Chicago has pointed out, it
is relative power that matters, not absolute power. Before the out-
break of the financial crisis, the US economy had already been on
the decline, with economic growth dropping from 4 percent during
the Clinton administration to 2 percent during the Bush administra-
tion. The proportion of the US GDP to the world total also saw a
significant fall by 7.7 percent from 2000 to 2008. Yet, on the other
hand, China’s economy has sustained a fast pace growth of 10 percent
for a relatively long period. The financial crisis simply furthered the
imbalance of economic growth between China and the United States.
According to Pape’s calculation, this round of financial crisis has led
to a 32 percent drop of the relative power of the United States, while
that of China soared by 144 percent.*’ Similar gap of growth can also
be observed between China and other major economies, and likewise,
the advantage rests on China. The Centre for Economics and Business
Research reported in mid-2009 that the United States, Canada, and
Europe accounted for about 49.4 percent of the world economy in
2009, down from the 60—64 percent range between 1995 and 2004.%°
Therefore, there have been international comments that China not
only suffered the least in the financial crisis, but also enjoyed rela-
tive benefits from other states’ comparatively severer damage. Even if
China’s economy keeps growing at only 8 percent, it would take much
less time to overtake the United States.

Note that the key to China’s peaceful rise remains its faster and
sustainable economic growth in a long run. It is, therefore, expected
that China, with a comparatively favorable position, will stay its cur-
rent course of peaceful rise. And this continuation is also justified by
several factors.

First, the multipolarization process has notably sped up, with
China’s relative power position in the international system further
improved. As many scholars have pointed out, the financial crisis
trapped the United States in “an unprecedented recession,” both
the United States and Europe are suffering from a serious “geopo-
litical setback,” and the world balance of power is quickly shifting
eastward.’! The rise of China and other new powers is considered
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by Fareed Zakaria as the third round of world power shift after the
rise of Europe and the United States in history. Furthermore, it is the
first time rise of non-Western and nondemocratic states. The imme-
diate consequence is the ending of the longstanding dominance by
the United States and Europe over international affairs, and thereof
resulting in major transitions in power configuration and interna-
tional relations.’? Other academics have even acknowledged that the
American unipolar era since the end of the Cold War has come to
an end, and that the financial crisis has given the “global multipolar
system” an early arrival.’® China, on the other hand, is both an impe-
tus and a beneficiary of this accelerated process of multipolarization.
The world is now undergoing a transition from disorder to order,
in which the Western influence is apparently on the decline, while
China’s strategic status and capability of shaping international affairs
are ascending.

Second, new development of international institutions grants
China more influence. China today figures strongly in a variety of
global topics, from solving the financial crisis to handling global
climate change, from nuclear nonproliferation to countering piracy,
from reforming international financial system to establishing the G20
mechanism. It is becoming an increasingly indispensable actor both
in solving almost all major global issues and in the effective func-
tioning of every multilateral international institutions. The ongoing
reform of existent international institutions such as the WB and the
IMF has lifted China’s weight. In April 2010, the WB approved a new
resolution of reform and elevated China’s voting power from 2.78 to
4.42 percent, enabling China to become its third largest shareholder,
second only to the United States and Japan.’* To the end of 2010,
China, along with other emerging countries, benefited likewise from
realignment of quota shares and voting power in the IMF, becoming
its third largest member country.> Also, within the newly established
international institutions, notably the G20, China has become a key
player, with ever-greater weight in handling various international
issues, and ever-stronger ability of framing international regulations
and improving international institutions in fields of trade, finance,
security, climate change, and so on.

Third, the financial crisis also deepened international perceptions
of China’s political and economic systems and its development model,
with people beginning to view China more rationally and more objec-
tively. The once-popular theories of “China threat” and “China col-
lapse” have been obviously marginalized. They are now replaced by
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theories of “China responsibility” and “China opportunity.” More
and more countries believe the rise of China is inevitable and unstop-
pable. David Miliband, the then British foreign secretary, highly
praised China’s position and role in the world in an interview with the
Guardian. According to him, China is becoming an “indispensable
power” for the twenty-first century.’® Differing from Western liberal
capitalistic models, as well as values—which met with wide blame
for the financial crisis—the “China model” is receiving a never-seen-
before wave of favor and applause. The “Washington Consensus” has
been gradually eclipsed by the “Beijing Consensus.” Although there
yet is a common understanding of the “China model,”” the indis-
putable fact is that a growing number of countries are paying more
attention to the East, intentionally drawing on experience from the
“China model.” The positive changes in the world’s perspectives on
China, and the growing approval of and expectations from China,
are advantages China can take to push its further peaceful rise.

In addition to the financial crisis, maritime conflicts in the China
seas, which have been most recently escalating and intensifying, may
also deviate China’s road of peaceful rise. Many incidents, such as
Chinese fishing boats being detained by Japan, South Korea, and
North Korea in the East China Sea, the Japanese intention to “buy”
the disputed Diaoyu/Senkaku Islands, and the Philippines’ confron-
tation against China’s sovereign claim over Huangyan Island in the
South China Sea, to name just a few, have only made China more
nervous about its territorial integrity. China has been widely believed
getting tougher in her maritime policy, which is more likely to termi-
nate its alleged peaceful rise strategy.

However, China’s actions and reactions derive not from its grow-
ing power but from its continuous concern of regime security and
legitimacy. The Chinese people have inherited a strong nationalistic
belief in the importance of China as a single unified entity. This belief
is not something to be compromised. China’s rising power might have
this belief further strengthened. Here, it is worthwhile to note that
China’s sovereign claims over Taiwan and other islands in the China
seas are not ambitions that are derived from its improved power posi-
tion in the international system. The issue of Taiwan is perhaps the
best testing stone of China’s lasting obsession of its sovereign integ-
rity. Weak or strong, China has always sought to unify Taiwan with
the mainland. Friendly or hostile of the cross-Strait relations, Beijing
has always maintained its political ruling legitimacy over Taiwan.%
This logic is also applicable to China’s claims over other islands in
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the China seas. And the same logic signifies that China will be more
cautious to use its policy options in dealing with its maritime issues.
It would be against China’s intention, as well as interests, to take a
sudden turn, simply because of island disputes, away from its current
effective strategy of peaceful rise.

Conclusion

After more than 60 years’ endeavors of searching and building, China
has arguably achieved its alleged peaceful rise, at least provisionally.
As both a great challenge and a great opportunity, the 2008 global
financial crisis signified that China’s peaceful rise has stepped into a
new historical stage. Although the worldwide financial crisis posed
serious challenges to China’s peaceful rise, it highlighted China’s rela-
tive advantage in economic growth. Meanwhile, the obviously faster
process of multipolarization has made China’s international influence
ever-increasing, with many players now competing to seek help and
support from China. Furthermore, the increasing rationalization of
the world’s perspectives on China also creates favorable conditions for
China to mitigate international pressures and to improve its national
image. Consequently, China has achieved a favorable position dur-
ing the financial crisis, and has thus gained a historic opportunity to
carry forward its peaceful rise.

As far as China’s relationship with the outside world is concerned,
“how China should embrace the world” was the key question that
China attempted to answer by reform and opening and peaceful rise
in many years of the past and “how China should be embraced by
the world” is going to be the next. As widely expected, China has
already integrated and will further integrate into the international
society, internalize various international norms, and realize state
socialization. However, what is out of the expectations of the inter-
national community is, to some extent, the speed of China’s peaceful
rise. The outside world is not yet ready to accept and accommodate
a rising China.

At the beginning of the founding of the People’s Republic, China
had been misplaced by the world. Now China should not make the
world misplaced by its peaceful rise. In the coming new age of China’s
further peaceful rise, the imperative question is how China will
develop and spread its international ideas with both Chinese charac-
teristics and universal value in order to facilitate and deepen the out-
side world’s acceptance of and adaptation to China’s peaceful rise.
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Japan’s US Policy under DPJ and Its
Domestic Background: Still Recovering
from the Unarticulated “Changes”*

Yoichiro Sato

Introduction

The devastating electoral defeat of the ruling Liberal Democratic Party
(LDP) in fall 2009 resulted in a period of turmoil in the US-Japan rela-
tions. A de javu of the 1993 defeat of the LDP to long-term observers
of Japanese foreign policy, the current state of US-Japan relations suf-
fers from both amateurism of the inexperienced politicians and lack
of cohesion in the new ruling party.

As a new ruling party, the Democratic Party of Japan (DP])
attempted to differentiate itself from the LDP in many ways. Most
importantly, its rejection of the LDP-style backdoor dealings among
the faction leaders resulted in the adoption of the party manifesto.
The catch-all manifesto—creation of the master election strategist
Ichiro Ozawa—however, was full of internal inconsistencies and
contradictions.

Experienced politicians would know which electoral promises were
not to be fully pursued, carefully reading not only the percentage fig-
ures in the public opinion polls, but also the intensity of the public
interests in each issue. They might even anticipate such a situation
and avoid explicit policy commitments in the first place. Such was
not the case with DPJ in its recent ascend to power. The party’s unin-
formed clarity on many issues, from the consumption tax, the pension
system, to the alliance politics, has collided with difficult realities.
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The DPJ government’s Asia shift has been ambiguous, not because
careful calculation of Japan’s strategic interests in the region requires
it to be deliberately left ambiguous. Rather, it is because it truly lacks
substance and is not based on a solid unified interpretation within
DPJ. The very question of whether Japan can retain an effective lead-
ership role in Asia without solid backing of the United States' yields
diverse answers from different DP]J politicians.

The existence of pro-US conservative politicians within the DPJ has
saved the US-Japan relations from a more serious debacle, but without
necessarily improving their mutual understanding. In anticipation of
the LDP loss of power, US security planners met these internation-
ally active DPJ spokespersons including Seiji Maehara and Akihisa
Nagashima. Their personal views on US-Japan relations, however,
were much too comfortable to the Americans, who developed an
illusion of continuity in Japanese foreign policy. When the US lead-
ers saw Hatoyama become prime minister, they overreacted to what
they perceived as Hatoyama’s foreign policy recourse away from the
United States.

The goodwill generated out of the joint disaster relief Operation
Tomodachi in the aftermath of the Great Eastern Japan Earthquake
of March 2011 and the new DPJ leadership of conservative Yoshihiko
Noda marked the beginning of a much needed repair work in US-Japan
relations. However, his weak standing within DPJ faced constant
threats from the Ozawa group to withdraw its support. Outside the
DPJ, unwanted stirups of Japan-China relations by the right pushed
the US-Japan alliance beyond America’s comfort level.

DPJ and US-Japan Relations

The fall of the LDP from the ruling party status in 2008 had an impor-
tant ramification for Japan’s foreign policy in general and US-Japan
relations in particular during the following years. Against the back-
drop of the strengthening of the US-Japan alliance under the LDP gov-
ernment since the mid-1990s, the DPJ in anticipation of the coalition
politics with the Socialists differentiated itself from the LDP on for-
eign policy issues during the fall 2008 lower house election campaign.
The DPJ platform called for a pro-Asian shift and regional and global
multilateralism (as opposed to US-Japan bilateralism). Domestically,
the DPJ policy manifesto emphasized reversing the overdoing of the
Koizumi-era LDP economic reforms and restoring some of the previ-
ous regulations and subsidies to protect the less competitive economic
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sectors and social groups like agriculture, poor, elderly, women, and
children. It was these domestic measures, not foreign policy, that
boosted the DPJ into power in fall 2008. However, binding of the
DPJ manifesto in the newly competitive political system in Japan
meant that the DP] had to lead recourse of the Japanese foreign policy
against the continuity of the pro-US bilateralism under the LDP and
the bureaucratic inertia to sustain such policy.

Futenma Relocation

The issue of relocating the US Marine Corps Airbase in Futenma,
Okinawa, became a major sore spot in the US-Japan relations under
the DPJ government of Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama. Urbanization
of Futenma had made the airfield operation unsafe, and relocation
of the Marine Corps air assets from Futenma to Henoko, Okinawa,
was agreed between the LDP government and the United States after
some 16 years of bilateral and domestic negotiations since the 1990s.
Hatoyama, who has advocated an “alliance without military bas-
ing” with the United States, insisted the revision of the LDP plan of
Futenma relocation must meet the bottom line of placing it “out of
Okinawa,” if not out of Japan.

Hatoyama’s electoral pledge immediately faced opposition from
everywhere—the US Departments of Defense and State, the Japanese
Ministries of Foreign Affairs and Defense, and the local municipal
government of every alternative site he casually mentioned without
prior consultations. The US determination to stick to the agreement
with the LDP government directly collided with Hatoyama, whose
poorly and hectically prepared alternative plans were neither bilat-
erally nor domestically supported. Hatoyama resigned from his pre-
miership to take responsibility for the strained bilateral relationship.
The succeeding DPJ prime minister Naoto Kan took little initiative
to break the deadlock, and his verbally expressed resolve to repair
the US-Japan relations was quickly tested by incursion of a Chinese
fishing boat into the territorial water around the disputed Senkaku
(Diaoyu) Islands and its collisions with the Japanese Coast Guard
patrol boats.? However, Kan was saved from acting decisively on
the base issue when his cabinet was preoccupied with the disasters
of the Great Eastern Japan Earthquake and the Fukushima nuclear
plant accident of March 2011. The importance of the US-Japan alli-
ance was actively propagated through the Operation Tomodachi
(Friendship) joint disaster relief mission, and there was a shared incen-
tive to downplay the Futenma issue for the time being. As the nuclear



90 Yoichiro Sato

plants stabilized by fall 2011, Kan with declining popularity ran out
of excuses to stay in power and resigned.

The DPJ elected a conservative, Yoshihiko Noda, as the prime
minister. Noda’s effort to solve the Futenma issue was met by a cor-
responding easing of the US position. The US tying of the Futenma
relocation with the reduction of Marine Corps Third Expeditionary
Troops in Okinawa (due relocation to Guam) was partially untied
when new Marines deployment to Australia was taken from Okinawa.
Comments by influential defense policymakers in support of integrat-
ing Futenma functions into the existing Kadena Air Force base in
Okinawa? and the US consideration to deploy the MV-22 (Osprey)
transporter planes first to bases in the Japanese mainland before
redeployment to Futenma? all indicated US willingness to flexibly
cooperate with the Noda government to smoothen the domestic “root-
binding” process toward solving the Futenma issue through reloca-
tion within Okinawa. Noda’s visit to Okinawa in February 2012 was
met with cold reception by Okinawan leaders, however. Even worse,
another Osprey accident in Florida in June 2012 made persuading the
governor of Okinawa more difficult.’

Earthquake/Tsunami Relief

The double disasters in March 2011 of an earthquake (with magni-
tude 9) that hit the northeastern Japan and the meltdown of nuclear
reactors at the Fukushima Number One Power Plant, which the
earthquake triggered, cemented the proalliance public opinion of the
non-Okinawan Japanese mainlanders. The combined force of the US
military and the Japanese Self-Defense Forces (SDF) immediately
mobilized in the Operation Tomodachi in order to respond to the
extraordinary scale of destruction caused by the earthquake, tsunami,
and the nuclear disaster. Effectiveness of the US troops in cleaning
up the tsunami-washed rubbles and reopening the Sendai Airport to
smoothen shipment of the relief supplies into the northeastern region
was complemented by equally successful reconstruction of devastated
roads by the Japanese troops. The rapid recovery of the transpor-
tation infrastructure was possible only with contributions from the
well-prepared engineering corps troops, which enabled other humani-
tarian relief operations by themselves and later increasingly by civil-
ian governmental agencies and nongovernmental organizations.
Japanese people’s perception about the SDF and the US-Japan alli-
ance has steadily improved over the past decade and a half, and the
2011 earthquake removed much of the remaining skepticism. Prime
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Minister Tomiichi Murayama, a socialist, of the coalition government
with the LDP decided not to deploy the SDF troops at the time of the
Hanshin-Awaji earthquake of 1995, citing the ambiguous legal foun-
dation for such a domestic deployment of the troops in natural disas-
ters. Shortage of rapid response personnel in the immediate aftermath
of the earthquake worsened the spread of fire and resulting deaths.
Legislations since then have clearly identified SDF roles in natural
disasters domestic and overseas, resulting in frequent deployments of
the troops to regions hit by earthquakes, typhoons, and heavy rain
and snow. The increased visibility of the SDF troops to the Japanese
eyes and the increased understanding of the noncombat missions of
the SDF troops have raised the support for both the SDF and the
US-Japan alliance.

Strategic Review

The positive Japanese perception about US troop presence in Japan,
however, has been accompanied by their increasing fear of abandon-
ment by the primed ally. While antialliance and antibase movements
among the Japanese mainlanders during the Cold War period was
based on the fear of entrapment into America’s wars elsewhere, the
post—Cold War period has witnessed the shift in the balance between
the entrapment fear and the abandonment fear toward the latter.
Combined with the increased fluidity of the power balance structure
in the post—-Cold War period, advance in long-range weaponries and
the resulting tactical considerations by the United States are also con-
tributing to this shift in Japanese public perceptions.

During the Cold War period, the formidable Japanese left advo-
cated unarmed neutrality between the United States and the Soviet
Union. The mercantilist wing of the ruling LDP utilized the left’s
opposition in order to restrict Japan’s defense commitment and
spending and one-sidedly rely on the alliance to the maximum extent
possible. While the left believed that unarmed neutrality would keep
Japan out of the bipolar conflicts between the United States and the
Soviet Union, the mercantilists believed that the Cold War gave Japan
a geopolitical advantage in its diplomatic dealing with the United
States®—abandoning Japan was not a choice the United States could
afford, despite numerous bilateral trade conflicts between them.

Japan’s steady waking up from the peace amnesia during the 1980s
under renewed Cold War (after the détente of the 1970s) was led by
Prime Minister Yasuhiro Nakasone’s efforts to integrate the SDF
strategy into a broader US strategy. His talk of turning the Japanese



92 Yoichiro Sato

archipelago into an unsinkable aircraft carrier and closing the three
straits to contain the Soviet nuclear submarines in an elevated crisis
invited a major controversy, yet to some extent prepared the pub-
lic opinion to the new security environment of the post—-Cold War
period.

The Persian Gulf Crisis (1990-1991) confronted the post—Cold
War Japan with a new challenge. While Iraq’s challenge to the oil sup-
ply was a threat to Japan’s economic viability, Japan responded with
an offer of financial contribution to the coalition military operation
against Iraq. The backlash from the United States against Japan’s lack
of human contributions was traumatic for Japan, as Congressmen
openly advocated abrogation of the alliance treaty. During the fol-
lowing two decades, Japan has passed a series of legislations in order
to enable SDF dispatches in concert with the US military operations
globally.” The active military contributions by Japan have been driven
partly by its own sense of international responsibility as an economic
superpower, yet its continuing activism despite the economic stagna-
tion during the past decade is an indication that the other main driver
is its increasing fear of abandonment by the United States.

This Japanese fear reached its height during the early years of the
Bush administration. Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld initiated
a global review of the US force posture and determined that its for-
ward deployment of troops in East Asia made them vulnerable to
the increasing range of ballistic missiles by North Korea and China.
Japanese security experts feared that anticipated reduction of forward
deployed US troops, if done at a large scale, might send a wrong sig-
nal to Japan’s potential adversaries that the alliance was weakening.®
They also feared that this US move might suggest that the United
States is reducing its commitment to the defense of Japan in favor of
more flexible responses to regional crises.

The proposed reduction of US forward deployed troops was good
news for many Okinawans, who have shouldered a disproportionately
heavy share of the burden of hosting US forces. As long as the scale of
proposed US troop reduction remained modest, Japanese policymakers
welcomed this opportunity to gain some political scores by claiming
credits to reduction of US military footprints. Particularly, relocating
the Marine Corps Airbase in Futenma, Okinawa, was viewed as a
move toward removing the politically difficult tactical issue out of the
way of discussing a more fundamental strategic review.’

Since the end of the Cold War, thus, the US-Japan alliance has
endured crises of two sorts. First, US perception of Japan’s cheap
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riding on (or lack of contributions to) the alliance was mostly over-
come by Japan’s increasing military activism and the domestic opin-
ion that supported such a shift. Second, Japanese perception that the
United States may abandon Japan due to its prevailing unipolar ten-
dency in the post—Cold War period did not gain much currency as the
US view of China steadily eroded in a synchronized manner with the
Japanese view of China during the past decade.

Maritime Disputes with China and the US-Japan Alliance

The year 2010 marked a new peak in the steadily eroding relations
between China and Japan, especially in their maritime frontier. The
two governments’ willingness to suppress domestic nationalist expres-
sions for the sake of sustaining good overall bilateral relations has
been overtaken by the increasing mutual distrust between the two
governments and their temptations to mobilize the domestic public
opinions to support their diplomatic claims.

The continuing disagreement about the maritime exclusive eco-
nomic zone (EEZ) boundary between China and Japan, further com-
plicated by their disputing sovereign claims over the Senkaku Islands
and the Chinese exploitation of the natural gas resources in East
China Sea, has escalated in close encounters between the two navies
and civilian maritime law enforcement agencies.'® As China entered
the final years of the Hu Jintao leadership, the weakening control
of the central government leadership in both China and Japan over
their own agencies meant that the two countries were more likely to
engage in a competitive behavior best described as diplomatic “game
of chicken.” As far as Japan is concerned, how closely to drag the
United States into this game is both a diplomatic issue and a domestic
politics issue.

Coast Guard Patrol Boat Incident and Leaked Video
The incursion of a Chinese fishing boat into the territorial water of
the Senkaku Islands in October 2010 was not a new incident. Chinese
(and Taiwanese) fishermen and activists have attempted to enter into
the EEZ or even land onto the islands since China started claiming
the islands in the late 1970s. In June 2008, a Taiwanese recreational
fishing boat entered the territorial water around the Senkakus, col-
lided with a Japanese Coast Guard patrol boat, and sank. All pas-
sengers were rescued and released, but the captain of the Taiwanese
boat was arrested.!' He was quickly released after questioning by the
Coast Guard. In October 2010, a similar collision incident happened,
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but this time with a PRC fishing boat. The Coast Guard patrol boat
arrested the captain of the Chinese fishing boat for obstruction of
law enforcement activities after the fishing boat collided with the
two Coast Guard patrol boats. Faced with severe protests from the
Chinese government, however, the DP] government decided not to
file a charge against the captain and released him. The Coast Guard
kept video recordings of the collision incident for its instructional
archive, and a Coast Guard officer dissatisfied by the government
decision posted the video recording on YouTube. The release of the
video caused a domestic furor against China.

Hillary Clinton Comment and Foreign Minister Maehara

The increasing domestic sense of vulnerability in Japan’s southwest-
ern island front has driven a shift in Japan’s defense strategy from the
northern (Soviet Union) focused strategy of the Cold War period to a
southwestern (China) focused one. Unlike the Soviet (Russia) admin-
istered northern islands that Japan claim as its territory, the Senkaku
islands are presently administered by Japan. Since the Sino-US rap-
prochement of the early 1970s and more specifically US diplomatic
recognition of the Peoples Republic of China in the late 1970s,
the Chinese claim to the Senkaku islands has tested the US-Japan
alliance.

The official Japanese policy on the Senkaku islands is that sover-
eignty over these islands undisputedly belongs to Japan—hence there
is no international dispute to discuss. The US policy tacitly recognizes
the existence of a dispute between Japan and China, avoids taking
side between the two claims, but recognizes the present administra-
tive control by Japan. The United States thereby implicitly avoids auto-
matic invocation of the US-Japan Mutual Security Treaty in an event
the Senkaku islands are militarily occupied by the Chinese force.'?

Foreign Minister Seiji Maehara’s visit to Washington in September
2010 and meeting with Secretary of State Hillary Clinton in the wake
of the collision incident was aimed at reassuring the domestic public
with strong words of commitment from the US officials. Although
Clinton merely reiterated the standard US line that the defense treaty
applies to “all areas under Japanese administration,” Maehara suc-
cessfully (though somewhat misleadingly) sold the line to the Japanese
public to mean that the United States was strongly committed to the
defense of Japan including the Senkaku islands.'® Maehara’s reputa-
tion representing the foremost pro-US wing of the ruling DPJ placed
him in a position to gain a political score for repairing the US-Japan
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relations when Prime Minister Hatoyama’s call for a revision of the
Futenma relocation plan caused a major rift in the bilateral relations.
Intra-DPJ leadership competition is thus one of the drivers of the
Japanese response to the Senkaku island crisis of the fall 2010.

The Ishihara Factor
The actions of Tokyo governor and a former LDP national parliamen-
tarian, Shintaro Ishihara, represent the lack of effective central gov-
ernment control over the Senkaku issue. Ishihara had a background
of committing the Tokyo Metropolitan government’s budget to devel-
oping and utilizing the remote Okinotori island, which was under
the administration of the Tokyo government. The island gives Japan
a large area of 200 nautical mile EEZ, but its highly eroded state
and strategically important location between Taiwan and Guam has
urged the Chinese government to dispute Japan’s claim."

Ishihara during his speech at the conservative Heritage Foundation
in Washington, DC, in April 2012 announced that he was going to
have the Tokyo government purchase one of the Senkaku islands
from their private Japanese owner. The announcement was a kind
of surprise as the Senkakus were placed administratively under the
Okinawa government. The announcement came in the wake of the
national government’s decisions to name and nationalize numer-
ous uninhabited remote islands to ascertain territorial ownership,
but to exclude the Senkakus for their political sensitivity. Ishihara’s
announcement aimed at “doing the job on behalf of the reluctant
national government.”'’ His desire for returning into national poli-
tics, against the advice of his son who has reached a prominent lead-
ership role within the LDP, came true when he won a lower house
seat in December 2012.

Following the Ishihara comment, Maehara (who did not have a
cabinet post in the Noda government) said that the national govern-
ment should purchase the Senkaku islands.'® Ishihara’s move also
echoes conservative foreign policy rhetoric of the Osaka Mayor
Toru Hashimoto. Hashimoto’s Osaka Restoration Party, joined by
Ishihara, seized an opportunity to step into national politics during the
December 2012 lower house election and became a force to be reck-
oned with by the two major parties (DPJ and LDP). In response to the
pressures from the conservatives, Prime Minister Noda announced on
July 7, 2012, that the government planed to nationalize the Senkaku
islands and entered a negotiation with the islands’ private owner.!”
His decision to nationalize one of the Senkaku islands allowed the
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national government to more fully implement the ongoing ban against
landing onto this island by both foreign and domestic activists.
However, China bitterly protested the Japanese act and intensified
incursions into the contiguous and even the territorial water around
the islands using civilian government vessels. The US Congress even-
tually passed a resolution to reassure Japan of US commitment to the
defense of the Senkakus.'® Thus, domestic political contexts in Japan
currently is conducive to intensifying maritime disputes with China in
the face of increased Chinese assertiveness, and this puts pressure on
the US-Japan alliance. Japanese desire for more explicitly supportive
US commitment to Japan’s territorial and maritime claims contradicts
the strategy of the United States to avoid entrapment.

East Asia Summit

Japan’s policy toward regional community building was aimed not
at excluding the United States, but at anchoring its commitment to
the region. Integration with the broader East Asian region was for
increasing the US stakes and interests. US skepticism about Japanese
proposals has been observable, and once engaged, the United States
demonstrated many disagreements with Japan over the mode of inte-
gration." At the grand strategic level, this rationale behind Japan’s
effort to promote regional integration has not changed throughout
the post—Cold War period. The manner with which Japan promotes
regional integration, however, was more influenced by the domestic
politics since the Koizumi government.

Koizumi on EAC

Japanese foreign policy under the Koizumi administration is often
characterized by its pro-US shift and military activism.?® However,
this outcome was not exactly the administration’s original intent.
The unachieved part of the administration’s policy was to join the
rest of Asia with added diplomatic strength of US backing. Although
Prime Minister Hatoyama has been credited for proposing an “East
Asian Community” at the fourth East Asian Summit meeting in April
2009, Prime Minister Koizumi has earlier spoken of an East Asian
Community in 2002.2! However, Japan, China, and Korea kept them-
selves from opening more concrete working-level discussions to detail
the contents of and the process of building such a community. The
strained diplomatic relations among them due to Koizumi’s visits to
the Yasukuni Shrine, and opposition to Japan’s drive for a permanent
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membership in the United Nations Security Council by China and
Korea, among other issues, have delayed the negotiations.??

The EAC concept under the Koizumi government did not achieve
a high priority for two additional reasons. First, Koizumi focused on
domestic administrative reforms based on economic deregulation and
privatization of public enterprises, with a heavily symbolic emphasis
assigned to privatizing postal services. Foreign policy did not receive
much attention with an exception of highly controversial and visible
overseas deployment of the SDF. The binary framework Koizumi
could employ on the SDF questions fit well with his populist adminis-
tration’s style. On the other more complex foreign policy issues, such
as regional integration, did not have an equal amount of the leader’s
attention. Second, Koizumi saw that not repairing the diplomatic
damage from his visits to the Yasukuni Shrine was not hurting his
domestic political standing. With poor relations with the two most
immediate neighbors of Korea and China, regional community build-
ing was put on a low gear by Koizumi.

Hatoyama on EAC and His Poor Political Leadership

The DPJ electoral victory in fall 2009 caused a major shift in the
Japanese policy toward regional community building. After the
period of constrained relations with China and Korea, Koizumi’s LDP
successors pledged to repair the diplomatic damage, sincerely (Yasuo
Fukuda) and rhetorically (Taro Aso and Shinzo Abe). Little progress
was made, however, as Japan reentered a period of frequent leader-
ship changes, which eventually led to the end of the LDP regime in
fall 2009. Prime Minister Hatoyama of the victorious DPJ brought up
foreign policy issues, diverting the public attention from the domestic
political-economy issues on which his own party was highly divided.
Hatoyama has been a consistent advocate of the US-Japan alliance
without US bases in Japan.?? The idea, revolutionary to the traditional
managers of the US-Japan alliance, differentiated him from both the
status quo supporters of the LDP and the former socialists within the
DPJ, who accepted the alliance only reluctantly. Despite Koizumi’s per-
sonal popularity and a broad public support for the overall US-Japan
alliance structure, a dormant criticism against Koizumi’s being too
close to the United States characterized him as Bush’s dog. In the
post-Koizumi political market, Hatoyama staked his reputation on
pursuing equality with the United States and joining Asia based on
“friendship and love.” Hatoyama’s policy was popular among a broad
range of domestic groups as long as it remained general and abstract.
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Voters who saw the Koizumi-era enhancement of bilateral security
cooperation as lacking balance with regional and UN-based global
approaches gravitated toward Hatoyama’s policy. Sympathy toward
Okinawa by the Japanese outside Okinawa remained strong, as long
as discussions of relocations of US troops to the Japanese mainland
did not happen. Only some experienced politicians and bureaucrats
who understood the complexity of the base issues were alerted by the
danger of tossing the LDP-era agreement on Futenma.

Hatoyama emphasized that the US-Japan relations remained the most
important bilateral relations for Japan. It is unlikely that Hatoyama
meant otherwise and his pro-Asia shift was to be carried out at the
neglect of the United States. Rather, it was Hatoyama’s lack of under-
standing of the US perceptions of his actions and his naivere that yu-ai
(friendship and love) would bind the transpacific region. Furthermore,
poor governing experience of the DPJ politicians also caused lack
of coordination within the party and outside. While Hatoyama was
emphasizing the primacy of the US-Japan relations, Foreign Minister
Katsuya Okada openly commented that the United States needed
not be a member of the East Asian Community (EAC) proposed by
Hatoyama.?* Hatoyama’s proposal in the context of Okada’s comment
contradicted Australian prime minister Kevin Rudd’s proposal for an
Asia-Pacific Community, which was explicitly inclusive of the United
States. The total absence of coordination between Australia and Japan
on the matter of engaging the United States in the region contrasted
their close coordination in the launching of the Asia-Pacific Economic
Cooperation (APEC)*® and the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF).2¢
Hatoyama’s EAC proposal confused even the Chinese. China failed to
extend a warm reception to Hatoyama, although doing so could drive
a wedge between Japan and the United States.

Despite the political fanfare, Hatoyama’s EAC proposal lacked new
contents. His own expectation was also modest. Hatoyama saw grad-
ual accumulation of functional cooperation initiatives in various policy
fields, which would eventuate in a more structured community.?” The
view also finds adherents even among the US conservatives, includ-
ing Victor Cha who served in the National Security Council during
the Bush administration.?® Without strong political commitments to
detail the contents of functional cooperation by his successors, such
initiatives were left to the working-level bureaucrats. Furthermore,
escalating disputes over the Senkaku islands frequently slowed and
interrupted the working-level discussions on security and economic
cooperation. With Korea, sinking of a Korean navy corvette, Choenan,
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and shelling of the Yeongpyeong-do island by North Korea in 2010
provided a momentum for upgrading the Japan-Korea security coop-
eration. A limited progress was achieved in this bilateral cooperation
between America’s two Asian allies in a quiet diplomacy despite inter-
mittent flare-ups of the Takeshima dispute.?’

Transpacific Partnership

On the foreign economic policy front, Japan’s policymaking under
the DPJ has been directly taken hostage by the party’s internal divi-
sion. The LDP under Koizumi’s strong leadership forcefully promoted
liberal, promarket economic reforms domestically, and this reform
policy was conducive to market opening to foreign imports through
plurilateral and bilateral free trade agreements. Despite the lack of
progress in the World Trade Organization (WTO) Doha Round of
negotiations during the same period, Japan has signed and initiated
official negotiations for numerous bilateral and plurilateral free trade
agreements.

The alliance of the domestic farm lobby, the agriculture bureau-
cracy, and the rural LDP politicians formed a formidable opposition
to market opening in the past,?® but the power shift from the LDP
to DPJ and the market-oriented reform of agricultural production and
distribution policy since the mid-1990s have weakened the opposition’s
cohesion. Because the LDP lost power when its leading faction lead-
ers turned against the popular reform-minded Koizumi, the DPJ policy
had to both criticize the “resistance forces” within the LDP against
the Koizumi reforms and at the same time pay careful considerations
to those whose well-being was neglected under the Koizumi reforms.
The task of differentiating those whose economic interests were unduly
protected at the cost of the broader public and those who should be
duly protected from the brute force of market for the good of the whole
society is nothing but political, which depends on skillful steering of
the public opinion. In order to win a majority in the parliament, which
overrepresents the rural voters by a 2-to-1 margin, the DP] policy
(despite the party’s strength in urban districts) cannot be a dynamic
pursuit of market opening to champion urban consumer interests.

The US decision to enter the expanded TPP negotiations in 2010
altered Japan’s calculation. The US effort during Bush administration
was focused on the Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA) frame-
work, rather than a transpacific framework initially pursued under
the APEC. While the United States gradually saw TPP as a possible
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tool to back its strategic approaches to key Asian security partners
with tangible mutual economic benefits, Japan was seeking such soli-
darity with the United States via a bilateral FTA only unsuccessfully.
Japan’s Federation of Economic Organizations (FEO or Keidanren)
representing the industrial and some service sectors has been actively
lobbying the Japanese government for a bilateral FTA with the United
States, and such a call is consistent with the security interests in keep-
ing the United States engaged in the regional security matters that
affect Japan. Maehara understandably has been a consistent propo-
nent of Japan’s entry into TPP. However, opposition from the farming
sector played a veto power against DPJ taking a proactive stance on
such an FTA proposal.

The Naoto Kan administration’s decision to explore joining the
TPP negotiations came after TPP evolved from an FTA proposal
among smaller liberal traders (such as Singapore, New Zealand, and
Australia) into a bigger grouping including the United States. With the
smaller grouping, the economic and political costs to Japan’s farming
sector was significant even without the United States, whereas gains to
Japan’s industrial export sector was much smaller without the United
States. Entry of the United States into the TPP negotiation altered
Japan’s domestic power balance between the liberal and protection-
ist groups. The public perception that Japan would be “left out” by
the United States was a necessary condition before the government
announced its decision to start bilateral prenegotiations toward for-
mally entering the TPP negotiations.

Japan’s joining into the TPP preparatory negotiations was a blessing
for its industrial sector for another reason. The increasing Japanese
manufacturing investments in China and growth of regional sup-
ply networks have raised the proportional share of trade with China
within Japan’s overall trade portfolio. The trilateral FTA proposal
among China, Japan, and Korea faced not only Chinese and Korean
reluctance out of its fear of Japanese economic dominance, but also
opposition from Japan’s farming sector. While Korea awaited ratifi-
cation of the Korea-US bilateral free trade agreement, Japan was con-
cerned that absence of even negotiations for a similar FTA between
the United States and Japan would soon put Japan at disadvantage
vis-a-vis Korean producers in exporting to the US market.3! Japan’s
entry into the TPP negotiations is viewed as a means to level the
competition vis-a-vis Korea and improve Japan’s negotiating posi-
tion vis-a-vis both China and Korea in their anticipated trilateral free
trade negotiations.
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Conclusion

Japan’s drifting away from the United States under the Hatoyama
government was not based on a clear policy shift based on a con-
crete alternative strategy. The rhetoric of change derived from Japan’s
domestic politics and Hatoyama’s personal views nonetheless bound
the inexperienced DP]J politicians under the two-party competition.
Overestimation of the Japanese change by the US policymakers in
turn worsened the bilateral relations more than necessary.

Japanese public’s worsening perception of China and how Japanese
politicians deal with this domestic perception have affected the
US-Japan relations. Prime Minister Koizumi chose to ride popular
support for his visit to the Yasukuni Shrine at the expense of bilateral
diplomacy with China. This approach was possible only in combina-
tion with his totally leaning toward the United States through closer
military cooperation. The following LDP prime ministers attempted to
repair China-Japan relations by refraining from visiting the Yasukuni
and thereby betraying the populist nationalism, but only from the
position of strength backed by the US alliance. Under the first two
DPJ prime ministers, the government’s approach to China oscillated
just as its approach to the United States drifted. Hatoyama’s naive
approach to China with poorly articulated regional multilateralism
only invited China’s more assertive policy toward Japan. Kan’s tough-
ening of the China policy as seen in the arrest of the Chinese fish-
ing boat captain in fall 2010 quickly collapsed in the face of strong
Chinese protest.

The turmoil in the US-Japan bilateral relations during the DPJ rule
under Hatoyama and Kan has gradually been subsiding. Consignment
of the DPJ leadership into the conservative Noda created a brief win-
dow of opportunity to repair the damaged bilateral relations based
on the old strategy of the LDP. Faced with internal opposition against
the tax reform bill, the Noda government called a snap election of the
lower house in December 2012. Although the government-proposed
bill passed the lower house with support of the LDP and the Clean
Government Party (Komeito) in exchange for a promise of an early
election, the DPJ suffered from extensive internal defections by mem-
bers of the factions led by Ichiro Ozawa and Yukio Hatoyama. The DP]
entered the lower house election with less incumbents due to defections
and came out with even less elected members.

The LDP victory in the December 2012 lower house election
returned it to power in coalition with the Komeito (Clean Government
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Party). The pro-US foreign policy will likely continue under the
LDP prime minister Shinzo Abe. However, how LDP performs in
the upcoming upper house election in the summer 2013 will affect
the extent of rightward shift of Japanese foreign policy. Ironically,
a strong showing of the LDP will likely keep Abe more constrained,
for there will be many moderates within the electorally victorious
LDP. On the other hand, the rise of the Japan Restoration Party (JRP)
based on its Koizumi-like populist and neoliberal capitalist reform
agenda has pushed it to the forefront of all opposition parties except
DP]J. Its performance in the upper house election will be a key factor
in the coalition game.?? If LDP needs JRP as a coalition partner, the
latter will demand LDP’s clear break from the old politics of rural
subsidies and a more autonomous security policy.
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China’s US Policy and Its Domestic
Background*

Qingguo Jia

The objectives of China’s US policy have been rather consistent over
the years. They are, respectively, to maintain and improve the relation-
ship so as to create a favorable international environment for domes-
tic reforms and development and to resist the alleged US attempts to
impose its will and wishes on China, which China believes threaten
its important and even core national interests. Over time, China’s
policy toward the United States has been oscillating. Accordingly,
sometimes one sees China making great efforts to mend and promote
the relationship and some other times one finds China furiously con-
demning and displaying its defiance to the United States for meddling
with its internal affairs.

This chapter is an attempt to analyze the role of the domestic factors
on China’s US policy. It will first try to identify the major domestic
factors that are believed to have a significant influence on China’s US
policy. Then it will do a case study to illustrate how these factors have
influenced China’s US policy since President Obama came into office.
And, finally, it will attempt to draw some tentative conclusions.

Identifying Domestic Factors

What are the domestic factors that have a significant influence over
China’s US policy? A brief review of the literature suggests that the
following factors play an important role: (1) ideology; (2) nationalism;
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(3) institutional rivalry; (4) expectations; and (5) media, especially the
Internet.!

To begin with, ideology still has a significant influence on China’s
US policy. China officially abandoned the practice of using ideology as
a criterion to define its foreign relations in the early 1980s.2 However,
this does not mean that ideology does not matter or does not matter
significantly. Rather it has played a significant role in a different way.
That is, people of different ideological persuasions in China tend to
push for different foreign policies. On China’s US policy, those with a
Marxist or new left perspective tend to be more suspicious of US inten-
tions on China and thereby advocate a more confrontational policy
toward the United States whereas those with a more liberal inclina-
tion tend to have a more benign view of US intentions and, therefore,
advocate a more cooperative policy with the United States.?

As a political force, nationalism usually plays a significant role in
shaping foreign policy in all countries. In this regard, Chinese nation-
alism is no exception. Many have argued that Chinese nationalism is
on the rise and this has contributed to more Chinese assertiveness in
foreign affairs. However, this view is debatable. The reality is much
more complicated in that Chinese nationalism is on the rise in some
aspects but on the decline in others.* Whether Chinese nationalism
is on the rise or not, it affects China’s foreign policy behavior sig-
nificantly anyway including China’s policy toward the United States.
Such a nationalism cuts across both the liberal and left groups. For
various reasons, Chinese tend to regard the United States as a country
that is insensitive to Chinese feelings and sensitivities and that tries to
impose its own will and wishes on China with little regard for China’s
interests and concerns.’ They tend to perceive conflicts between the
United States and China as a contest between the strong and unrea-
sonable on the one hand and the weak and bullied on the other. This
view is reconfirmed repeatedly by the US insistence that it has a right
to sell weapons to Taiwan, an island province that Chinese believe the
United States has helped to remain separate from China and intends
to make the separation permanent. Accordingly, one finds popular
support for the Chinese government whenever it takes a tough posi-
tion against the United States, be it on trade, intellectual property
rights, Tibet, or Taiwan.

Chinese state institutions, like those in other countries, have their
own respective responsibilities, priorities, and perspectives. This has
made institutional rivalry on policy matters an inescapable reality.
For this reason, institutional rivalry over policymaking such as that
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between the various ministries over China’s accession to the WTO
and top leadership’s ultimate intervention contributed significantly to
the terms and timing of China’s decision to join that organization.®
Similarly, institutional maneuvering such as those between the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Ministry of Commerce, the military and
other concerned institutions helps define China’s policy toward the
United States.

Expectation also helps shape foreign policy behavior. This is the
case especially for China, a large country rising rapidly. As China
rises, Chinese expectation on how their country should be treated
in the world changes quickly and may have changed at a more rapid
pace than the actual change in China’s power capabilities. Such a
situation usually leads to increase in popular pressures on the govern-
ment to take tougher actions on foreign policy matters than before
and should have also contributed to more willingness on the part of
Chinese foreign-policymakers to act assertively on increasing number
of issues. As the chapter is going to demonstrate, this also helps one
explain China’s policy toward the United States in recent years.

Finally, the extensive use of modern communication technolo-
gies such as Internet also plays an increasing role in shaping China’s
foreign policy behavior. Among other things, it magnifies the more
populist and nationalistic views and in turn increases popular pres-
sures on government to take tougher and more assertive actions.
People making comments on international affairs in the Internet tend
to have strong views and more often than not strong nationalistic
views.” Various studies show that such views tend to simplify what
is going on in the outside world and blame outside forces for what is
going wrong in China and China’s relations with other countries. For
example, they have blamed the Western influence for domestic politi-
cal problems such as corruption, polarization, and even pollution.
They have blamed the alleged US “return” to Asia for the deteriora-
tion of relations between China and its neighbors during 2010. They
often incite antiforeign sentiments with conspiracy stories that have
no factual basis. In part because they invoke people’s ignorance and
fear about the outside world and in part because they tap into the dis-
satisfaction of their audience with their life one way or the other, such
stories are usually popular. The modern communication technologies
have helped such people to spread their views quickly and extensively.
As the leadership pays more attention to the views expressed in the
Internet, such views gain power and affect the behavior of the foreign
policy establishment.®
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These and other factors interact and help shape China’s foreign
policy in general and its US policy in particular. In the next section, I
will try to recount and analyze the domestic debates over China’s US
policy during the Obama administration to illustrate how these fac-
tors influence and affect China’s policy toward the United States.

Politics at work: China’s US Policy
during the Obama Administration

When President Obama came into office, China had much to look
forward to. Unlike other opposition leaders running for office in his-
tory, for various reasons, Obama largely refrained, during his presi-
dential campaign, from attacking his predecessor’s China policy.
Accordingly, when he came to power, he did not have many campaign
promises to fulfill on China. That is to say that he did not need to get
tough on China as previous opposition leaders did when they came
to the White House. His top China policy advisors, Jeffery Bader and
James Steinberg, were widely regarded as pragmatic and supportive of
a cooperative relationship between the two countries. Under the cir-
cumstances, China had good reason to believe that the good relations
between the two countries forged during the latter part of the Bush
administration could be maintained and indeed further developed. As
Zhang Deguang, the secretary general of the Shanghai Cooperation
Organization and China’s former vice foreign minister, put it, the
Obama administration was different from the previous US adminis-
trations in that, instead of regarding China as a strategic competitor,
it sought cooperation with China.’

Since China regarded this as an important opportunity to strengthen
cooperation between the two countries to a new and higher level,
it tried its best to translate that into reality. Among other things,
it actively participated in the US-led international efforts such as
G20 summit to deal with the global financial crisis.'” It endorsed
US separate engagement with North Korea on the Korean nuclear
issue outside the framework of the Six-Party talks.!" It expressed
its support to Obama’s efforts to promote international coopera-
tion to address the problem of climate change.'> Confronted with
US trade sanctions against specific commodities China exported
to the United States, China did not try to politicize it. Instead it
merely encouraged Chinese companies to take legal actions to pro-
tect themselves.!?
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In return, the Obama administration reciprocated China’s cooper-
ation with positive gestures on its part. Among other things, it agreed
to combine and upgrade the strategic or senior dialogues between the
two countries of the Bush administration from the ministerial level
to the cabinet level.'" President Obama praised China’s contribution
to the global efforts to cope with the financial crisis.'” He also stated
that the United States would not seek to contain China.'® On Taiwan,
he publicly endorsed China’s handling of the cross-strait relations
and expressed the hope that cross-strait relations would continue to
improve.'” The Obama administration also took extra caution not to
let the differences between the two countries hamper the relationship.
For example, during their visits to China in February and May 2009,
Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and even speaker Nancy Pelosi
refrained from criticizing China’s human rights record as they used to
do in the past."® And James Steinberg, US deputy secretary of state,
came up with a new concept for managing US-China relations, that
is, strategic reassurance.'” According to Steinberg, “strategic reas-
surance rests on a core, if tacit, bargain. Just as we and our allies
must make clear that we are prepared to welcome China’s arrival as
a prosperous and successful power, China must reassure the rest of
the world that its development and growing global role will not come
at the expense of security and well-being of others. Bolstering that
bargain must be a priority in the U.S.-China relationship.”2°

The positive interaction reached a climax with Obama’s high-
profile visit to Beijing in November 2009. During his visit, Obama
held talks with Chinese leaders including President Hu Jintao and the
two countries issued a Joint Statement. In the Joint Statement, they
reiterated their commitment to building a “positive, cooperative and
comprehensive relationship in the 21st century” and promised to cope
with various common challenges together.?!

Even as the two countries tried to improve and deepen their rela-
tionship, however, Chinese critics were skeptical of the intent of the
Obama administration. Those holding a realist view argued that the
United States as the hegemonic state would never tolerate China’s rise.
Therefore, it was wishful thinking to seek strategic trust between the
two countries.?? Leftists argued that despite its rhetoric, the United
States will not change its practice to undermine and subvert China
as a socialist country and China has no choice but to get prepared
to fight.?? Both raised serious doubts about “strategic reassurance”
and argued that it was impossible for China and the United States to
obtain that.
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Some nationalists also took the issue with China’s adherence with
Deng Xiaoping’s dictum, Taoguang yanghui (take a low profile). They
argued that Deng Xiaoping might be right to make it a principle for
China to conduct its foreign relations when China was weak in the
late 1980s. However, time has passed and China has grown stronger.
It makes no sense for China to stick to it now. Instead of Taoguang
yanghui, China should dare to “liang jian” (show sword), meaning
to show courage when confronted with international provocations.*
Some also questioned Obama administration’s efforts to get China
take the lead in promising greater cuts in green house emission in the
forthcoming Copenhagen summit. They argued that the true intent of
the United States was to slow down China’s economic development.??
These views were especially popular in the Internet.

What happened at the Copenhagen summit on climate change
and the subsequent tide of Western criticism of alleged uncoopera-
tive behavior of China at the summit appeared to have confirmed the
view that the West led by the United States harbored no good inten-
tion toward China. Instead of acknowledging the strenuous efforts
and many achievements China has made to reduce emission, the West
focused only on China’s reluctance to make greater commitments
at the summit. To them, what the west intended to do was to shift
responsibility of the failure of the Copenhagen summit to China when
they failed to force China to make commitments at the expense of
China’s developmental interests.2®

Then in early 2010, the Obama administration’s handling of the
Google case heightened the Chinese government’s concern about
US meddling in China’s internal affairs. In January 2010, Google
claimed that the Chinese government had hacked Google to obtain
information on Chinese dissidents. Claiming that it did not wish to
provide information under Chinese censorship, Google announced
that it might pull out of China.?” On January 12, Secretary of State
Hillary Clinton issued a statement to the effect that Google’s alle-
gations raised “serious concerns and questions.” She said that the
United States looked to the Chinese government for an explanation.?®
On January 21, Clinton delivered a major speech on Internet free-
dom. Although she did not name China, it was clear that she was
talking about the Google problem. Among other things, she said,
“Some countries have erected electronic barriers that prevent their
people from accessing portions of the world’s networks...They’ve
expunged words, names and phrases from search engine results.
They have violated the privacy of citizens who engage in non-violent
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political speech.” Clinton’s remarks solicited a strong rebuke from
the Chinese government.?’

Though China did not cave in to the US pressures on Google, it did
not wish to let the issue hamper relations between the two countries.
Accordingly, China’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs spokesperson said
that the Google case was a commercial one and should not be linked
to China-US relations.?? However, some in China did not think so. In
an article on the Google case, three researchers of the Research Center
of World Media of the Institute of Journalism and Communication
took a realist/nationalist position and argued that the Google case
represented a contest between China and the United States over the
moral high grounds. Whereas the United States tries to impose its
values on the world, China fights against such efforts.?!

As the two countries wrestled with the Google problem, Obama
made two other decisions: one was to meet Dalai Lama and another
was to sell weapons to Taiwan. Chinese consider both as great
offenses, that is, gross violations of China’s sovereignty. However,
the Obama administration felt it had to do it for moral and domes-
tic political considerations. To make it easier for China to accept it,
the administration took pains to select the timing and the manner of
meeting Dalai Lama and announce its weapons sale decision.

The US decisions fueled a debate among the Chinese as to how to
react to these perceived provocations. To many Chinese, the United
States had been talking about China’s rise and that China should take
up more international responsibilities. And China had cooperated
with the United States on a whole range of issues including the global
financial crisis, North Korea, climate change, sending warships to
the Gulf of Aden to protect commercial sea lane from pirates, and
many other international issues. However, instead of showing more
respect for China, the US president still felt he should meet Dalai
Lama and sell weapons to Taiwan, actions the Chinese government
and the Chinese people strongly resent.’? Yes, as American officials
argued, previous US presidents had met Dalai Lama and sold weap-
ons to Taiwan. In those instances too China protested against the
action but did not do much about it. However, that happened when
China was weak. Now after many years of sustained development,
China is no longer weak and there is little reason for China to accept
it any more.?? Accordingly, they argued that the Chinese government
should take a stronger position than before on these issues.

Some Chinese shared the view that Obama interfered with China’s
internal affairs by meeting with Dalai Lama and that the United States
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has no right to sell weapons to Taiwan. However, they pointed out
that the Obama administration was the most “friendly” one toward
China as an opposition leader coming into office. In addition, the it
did make efforts to minimize the offense to China when it arranged
the meeting and arms sale in terms of timing, location, quantity,
and quality of weapons to sell to Taiwan. Finally, as a result of the
growing gap in military capabilities between the Chinese mainland
and Taiwan, compared to previous arms sales to Taiwan, the cur-
rent arms sale package probably had the least impact in changing the
balance of power across the Taiwan Strait. Accordingly, they argued,
although China should protest against the US decisions, it should do
so in a measured way. In particular, given the importance of military
relations between the two countries, China should avoid suspending
China’s military relations with the United States again in its protest.

As the policy circle debated over how to react to the perceived US
provocations, people’s reaction expressed on the Internet was decid-
edly on the tougher side. According to Global Times, one person
posted a letter to President Obama protesting his decision to sell arms
to Taiwan and he received ringing endorsement from the netizens.*
Ultimately, in part because of domestic political considerations, China
took the tougher approach. It reacted to US arms sales to Taiwan in a
way that surprised many. Among other things, it suspended Military-
to-Military Relations between the two countries and threatened to
impose sanctions on those companies involved in the arms sale.?
By this time, the Obama administration probably began to feel frus-
trated that its efforts to take care of the Chinese sensitivities were not
paying off.

In the meantime, Chinese felt more frustrated with the US reac-
tion to their protest. They found that it had little impact. The United
States sold the weapons to Taiwan anyway and there was little China
could do about it. And the Obama administration said it would not
change the US-Taiwan arms sales policy. Against this background,
the Internet was full of comments criticizing the Chinese government
for its hesitation in reacting.

Chinese frustration might have also influenced its handling of the
North Korean issue. In their view, since the United States showed
little respect for China’s core national interests, China did not
have to make additional efforts to help the United States on other
issues especially when it is perceived as hurting its own security.
This includes the Korea problem.?® China may not like the way the
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK) manages its domestic
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and international affairs. However, with the DPRK on its side, China’s
northeastern border is believed to be secure. Accordingly, China
made more efforts to befriend the North Koreans. It did not join
other countries to condemn the DPRK for its alleged sinking of the
Cheonan navel vessel of the Republic of Korea (ROK) in March 2010.
It turned down a ROK invitation to participate in an investigation of
the incident. But when the investigation results came out, it refused
to accept the findings on the ground that it was inconclusive. Then,
when the deeply disappointed and frustrated ROK sought US help
to display its anger and determination to fight against the alleged
North Korean provocation through conducting joint military exer-
cises in the Yellow Sea, the Chinese government became concerned
and repeatedly voiced its opposition. The Chinese military went out
of its way to protest against the exercise.’” Some uniformed generals
even issued harsh warnings on their own initiative.?® China’s Internet
was full of nationalist comments urging the Chinese government to
take countermeasures such as conducting a naval military exercise of
its own in the Yellow Sea.?’

As China protested against the planned US-South Korea military
exercise in the Yellow Sea, the New York Times published a story
on April 23, 2010, about the development of China’s naval capa-
bilities and how it had caused anxieties among China’s neighbors.
The author reported that, according to one US official, a Chinese
official told senior officials of the Obama administration that the
Chinese government would not tolerate external intervention in the
South China Sea because it regarded the area as part of China’s core
national interests. An American official allegedly said that this was
the first time the Chinese government claimed the South China Sea
as China’s core national interest.*® The story spread quickly causing
much alarm throughout the region.

The story also received much attention in China. The first wave
of Chinese reaction to the story was a ringing endorsement on the
Internet of the alleged official designation of the South China Sea as
China’s core interests. People’s Daily published a month-long survey it
conducted on its webpage asking whether it was necessary for China
to designate the South China Sea as China’s core interest: 97 percent
of the 4,300 respondents said yes.* Probably without the knowledge
of real Chinese government’s official position, some Chinese military
officers also endorsed the alleged Chinese official position and said
that the reason China said so was because China had more military
capabilities to defend its interests in the South China Sea.*
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The New York Times story and the subsequent strong public reac-
tions both in and outside China caught the Chinese government by
surprise. It checked with its people and concluded that its officials had
not said what the New York Times story had alleged. It had not advo-
cated a change in China’s official positions on the South China Sea
nor did it believe it should although some in and out of the government
might have regarded South China Sea as China’s core interests in pri-
vate. However, the South China Sea question is very complicated. It
involved territorial disputes, disputes over exclusive economic zones,
and interpretation of the principle of the freedom of navigation. And
facing strong nationalistic sentiments, the Chinese government prob-
ably did not feel politically comfortable to clarify its position. The
only thing it felt appropriate to say was to repeat China’s official posi-
tions on the South China Sea and deny that China has changed its
policy regarding to the South China Sea.*?

By this time, the Obama administration had given up on its previ-
ous efforts to promote the relationship with China through encour-
agement and conceptual innovation. Increasing number of Americans
in policy circles questioned such an approach, and the credibility and
influence of James Steinberg and Jeffery Bader declined quickly. By
August, many in the administration believed that China was taking
advantage of Obama’s goodwill and patience. As one former senior
American official privately confided, the Obama administration offi-
cials felt that whenever they made a concession to China, the Chinese
government took it as a sign of American weakness.** Those who had
always been skeptical about the Steinberg and Bader approach toward
China began to press their more hardline approach toward China.

China’s failure to clarify its view on whether the South China Sea
is core interest or not in simple and definitive terms and the renewed
anxieties of China’s Southeast Asian neighbors offered hardliners in
the Obama administration a good opportunity to push for a new and
tougher approach toward China, that is, to develop closer political
and security ties with Chinese neighbors on the basis of their fear of
uncertainties in their relations with China. On June 23, Secretary of
State Hillary Clinton said during an ASEAN Regional Forum meet-
ing held in Hanoi that the United States had grown increasingly con-
cerned about the competing claims for territory in the South China
Sea. She told reporters that the it opposed “the use or threat of force
by any claimant.” She said that Washington was seeking to work with
ASEAN nations, China, and other countries to develop an interna-
tional mechanism to resolve the disputes.*’
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Although Clinton might have just restated a longstanding US policy
on the issue, many Chinese interpreted Clinton’s statements as an effort
to intervene on the South China Sea and to pit the ASEAN countries
against China, complicating an already very complicated problem.
Accordingly, following Clinton’s statements, Chinese foreign minister
Yang Jiechi delivered an unusually strong rebuke to Clinton’s argument.
He said that, first, the situation of the South China Sea was peaceful and
stable rather than dangerous and unstable. Second, the South China Sea
disputes were between China and some countries, not between China
and ASEAN. One should not confuse it. Third, the regional consensus
on how to resolve the disputes in the South China Sea was friendly
and peaceful consultation. That rejects attempts to internationalize and
multilateralize the disputes. Fourth, the role of the Declaration of Code
of Conduct in the South China Sea is to promote mutual trust so as
to create favorable conditions and atmosphere to resolve the disputes.
China and ASEAN countries would make more efforts to improve on
it. Fifth, there is no problem with the freedom of navigation in the
South China Sea. Sixth, there is no point to talk about coercion. As a
large state, China also has its legitimate concerns; expressing such con-
cerns should not be interpreted as coercion. Finally, internationalizing
the disputes would make peaceful resolution of the problem more diffi-
cult to attain. Asian countries can address their respective concerns on
the basis of equality and mutual respect.*® Minister Yang’s comments
reflected the strong suspicion of the US intensions on the South China
Sea shared by the realists, nationalists, and the new left.

Minister Yang’s rebuke, however, did not discourage the United
States from acting tough on China. In August, it conducted a high-
profiled joint military exercise in the South China Sea with Vietnam.*’
In September, in the wake of the fishing boat incident near the Diaoyu
(Senkaku) Island, Secretary Clinton was reported to have assured the
Japanese foreign minister Seiji Maehara that the US-Japan Defense
Operation Guidelines applies to the Diaoyu Island, although she
maintained that the United States does not have a position on to which
country the island belongs.*® In November, President Obama visited
India. During the visit, he promised to strengthen strategic relation-
ship with India and announced the US decision to lift the embargo on
export of certain sensitive technologies to India. Some Chinese took
this as another step on the part of the United States to encircle and
contain China.*’

The perceived US “provocations,” in turn, led to perceived Chinese
“uncooperative” behavior. Despite North Korea’s refusal to return to
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the Six-Party talks and its alleged sinking of the South Korea navel
vessel in March, China hosted Kim Jong-il twice—first between May 3
and 7 and second between August 26 and 30. During Kim’s second
visit to China, Hu Jintao even flew to Changchun to meet him, a rare
gesture of support to North Korea.*®

By the end of the year, China’s relationship with its neighbors
appeared to be in serious trouble. Reflecting on this development,
Chinese foreign policy circle began to debate its causes. Two differ-
ent arguments emerged. One was that the US “return to Asia” was
the culprit. According to this argument, now that the United States
finally managed to get out of Iraq and was in the process of getting
out of Afghanistan, it could divert more resources to contain China,
something that the it had always wanted to do. Accordingly, one could
find the United States behind every problem China encountered in its
relationship with its neighbors.

The other was that although what the United States did complicate
China’s relations with its neighbors, China’s own poor management
of the problems was a more likely cause for the current predicament.
They argued that the US “return to Asia” argument grossly exag-
gerated the US ability to undermine relations between China and its
neighbors and underestimated the intelligence and ability of China’s
neighbors to conduct their foreign relations. And it totally ignored
China’s role. To them, China could have done better. For instance,
China could have reacted more realistically to the US arms sales to
Taiwan to avoid a situation in which it embarrassed itself with threats
that they would not carry out. China should have taken a more even-
handed approach to the sinking of the ROK’s navel vessel to avoid dis-
appointment and frustration of the South Koreans with China; and it
should have clarified its position on the South China Sea, and done so
earlier in order to avoid the impression that China was changing its
policy on the South China Sea.

Should China stick to a tough posture to counter the alleged “US
return to Asia” or should China return to a more pragmatic approach
so as to restore the relatively good international environment it had
enjoyed before 2009? This is a question that Chinese policy circle
had to wrestle with. The debate was multifaceted and heated with
all the groups discussed at the outset of the chapter. Ultimately, the
top leadership intervened. On December 13, 2010, State Counselor
Dai Bingguo published an article on Renmin Ribao (People’s Daily)
entitled “Jianchi zou heping fazhan daolu” (Adhere to the Road of
Peaceful Development). In the article, Dai argued that globalization
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has changed the world into a global village. In a way, it has become a
community of common interests. The old way of military expansion
or ideological rivalry has lost its appeal. The new situation requires
countries to adopt the spirit of tongzhou gongji (sharing the same boat)
rather than tongzhou gongji (squeezing each other off the boat). Dai
points out that in the pursuit of peaceful development, China stands
for international cooperation rather than confrontation and for pro-
moting common interests rather than unilateral interests. Dai states
that China’s strategic objective, which the outside world often ques-
tions, is to seek peaceful development through improving itself and
cooperating with other countries and to become a most responsible,
civilized, and law-abiding member of the international community.
Dai clarifies China’s core interests as stability of China’s state system,
political system, and politics; China’s sovereign security, territorial
integrity, and national unity; and the basic conditions for sustaining
China’s social and economic development. What will China do with
its growing influence? Dai points out that China will continue to do
three things: it will actively participate (1) in international efforts to
address global challenges and regional problems; (2) in international
efforts to improve on the existing international system; and (3) and
advocate a developmental agenda so as to work with others to pro-
mote world prosperity and progress.®!

State Counselor Dai’s article carried much weight because it repre-
sented top Chinese leadership’s thinking on China’s relationship with
the outside world and how China should conduct itself in interna-
tional affairs. The article was directed both at domestic and inter-
national audiences. At home, it was intended to bring the debate
over the direction of China’s foreign policy to a conclusion and rally
people to a pragmatic and constructive approach to foreign relations.
Abroad, it was intended to reassure the international community that
China’s foreign policy orientation had not changed, that is, China
would adhere to peaceful development on the basis of mutual respect
and mutual benefit and that it would not seek territorial expansion
or challenge the exiting international order. The basic ideas outlined
in Dai’s article were later incorporated in the white paper on China’s
peaceful development issued by the State Council Information Office
on September 6, 2011.%2

Following Dai’s article, especially the publication of the white paper
on peaceful development, Chinese foreign policy behavior largely
returned to the previous level of moderation. There was tough rhetoric
here and there. However, for the time being, China was determined
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to be prudent and pragmatic in managing its foreign relations. This
included its management of relations with the United States. Thus,
despite the US efforts to build up its relations with China’s neighbors
to form a balancing coalition against China, China did not recip-
rocate it with strong actions. Even when the Obama administration
decided to approve another round of arms sale to Taiwan, the Chinese
government protested at a level less than that of the 2010. This time,
it did not threaten sanctions against US companies and only par-
tially suspended its military ties with the United States.’3 In addi-
tion to the pragmatic management of conflicts, China made efforts to
improve the relationship. During the visit of Vice President Joseph R.
Biden, Jr., to China between August 17 and 22, China gave him a
warm reception. President Hu Jintao, Premier Wen Jiabao, and NPC
National Committee Chairman Wu Bangguo met him. Vice President
Xi Jinping, who is widely expected to succeed Hu Jintao as China’s
top leader, accompanied him all the way during his stay in China.>*

At the same time, however, the United States reciprocated China’s
friendly gestures with some positive steps. It refrained from naming
China as a currency manipulator despite strong domestic political
pressure in the United States to do so. It continued making positive
comments about China. During his visit to China, Vice President
Biden said that it is extremely important to develop close China-US
relations. Nothing is more important than that for the United States.
Speaking at the official reception in Beijing’s Great Hall of the People,
Biden said: “I am absolutely confident that the economic stability of
the world rests in no small part on co-operation between the United
States and China.” He said that in his view this is “the key” to global
stability. He also emphasized that the United States wants to main-
tain the relationship with China on a stable track for the next few
decades.> The United States also seemed to lend its support to Ma
Ying-jeou in Taiwan’s “presidential” election in January 2012, some-
thing that the Chinese wished for.*

While trying to be friendly to China, however, the Obama admin-
istration appeared to believe that China’s moderation was a result of
US assertiveness. Accordingly, Obama met with Dalai Lama again in
July. Following Biden’s visit to China, the United States announced
its new arms sales to Taiwan in August. At the Asia Pacific Economic
Cooperation (APEC) summit in Hawaii, it talked loudly about its
“pivot” to Asia, which at least partly means efforts to build coali-
tion to hedge against, or perhaps even balance against, China. It also
promised military assistance to countries and undertook military
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exercises with countries that have disputes with China in the South
China Sea. Finally, in his visit to Australia, the United States, and
Australia announced that they agreed to station US Marines in
Australia’s northern region.’”

For the Chinese who have supported a more cooperative relation-
ship with the United States, especially liberals and those who question
the extent to which China’s relative power has increased, all this has
caused much frustration and disappointment. They still hope to per-
suade the Obama administration to take a more nuanced approach
in its China policy. As they prepared for Vice President Xi’s visit to
the United States, they argued that the two countries should make
greater efforts to overcome suspicion and mistrust and engage in gen-
uine cooperation. The question remains how long they can persist
in their efforts to pursue cooperation with the United States against
a background in which Chinese realists/nationalists are hungry for
additional rationale to push the Chinese government to act tough if
the United States continues its assertiveness in its Asian policy.

Implications for US-Japan Relations

In the short run, China’s domestic politics on China-US relations
favors US-Japan relations. Despite the arguments for cooperation, on
balance, it exaggerates the ideological differences between China and
the United States, promotes anti-Americanism in China, and creates
an impression that China and the United States, the rising power and
the hegemon, cannot live in peace and the two countries are prepar-
ing for an ultimate showdown. All this enhances the arguments that
Japan, as a liberal democracy, is a better partner than China and that
Japan, as an US ally, deserves greater attention and closer cooperation
than China.

In the long run, however, it is possible that Chinese domestic poli-
tics on China-US relations may take a different turn. Despite the cur-
rent confrontational rhetoric and mindset, the reality on the ground
has been changing. Economic relationship between the two countries
has become closer than ever. Value differences between the two coun-
tries such as views on market economy, rule of law, human rights, and
democracy have been narrower than ever. And as a beneficiary of the
existing international order, China has acquired increasing interests
in seeing it function properly just as the United States. If politics ulti-
mately has to reflect the reality on the ground, there is good reason to
believe that China’s domestic politics would become more favorable to
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closer relations between the two countries. Under the circumstances,
given the difference in size and influence between China and Japan,
although US-Japan relations will remain important to each other, the
importance the United States would assign to China-US relations is
likely to exceed that assigned to US-Japan relations. Japan may have
to find ways to adapt to the new situation rather than just lamenting
on “Japan passing” as before.

Concluding Remarks

The previous analysis demonstrates that China’s policy toward the
United States reflects an interaction between a complicated domestic
political process and US policy toward China. First, ideology matters.
It matters in the sense that people of different ideological persuasion
in China try to push for different policies toward the United States.
In the Chinese political context, their maneuvering may be subtle,
but it is real. It affects China’s US policy as the strength of differ-
ent ideological views varies. Second, nationalism matters. It matters
in the sense that for historical and political reasons it is popular to
show defiance to the United States. It provides a good opportunity for
those who advocate a tough policy toward the United States when-
ever something goes wrong in the relationship, especially when a
US president decides to meet Dalai Lama or approves another arms
sale to Taiwan. Third, institutional rivalry matters. It matters in the
sense that different institutions have different responsibilities, priori-
ties, and views as to what to do with the United States. As in other
countries, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs tends to favor moderation
and the Ministry of Defense is inclined to favor a show of strength.
The outcome of their rivalry in policy debates affects China’s policy
toward the United States.

Fourth, expectation matters. It may matter more in terms of pol-
icy deliberation than reality. This is especially the case with China,
a country undergoing rapid and fundamental transitions. People’s
expectation of how China should be treated changes faster than
China’s actual capabilities. This has led to extraordinary pressures on
the Chinese government when it has to make difficult choices on mat-
ters such as how to react to US arms sale to Taiwan. Finally, modern
media technology matters insofar as it simplifies as well as magnifies
what is going by presenting issues in nationalistic terms and indirectly
placing more pressure on policymakers.
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Understanding these five domestic factors and their interactions
with developments in American policy toward China provides for a
more comprehensive understanding of the dynamics of China’s US
policy.
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Sibling Rivalry? Domestic Politics and
the US-Japan Alliance*

David Leheny

Though frequently reported in the United States in summer 2011, it
left little impression that the name of the Japanese women’s national
soccer team, Nadeshiko, refers to an ideal of female beauty symbol-
ized by a pink carnation. Particularly in the run-up to the final match
of the 2011 Women’s World Cup, the more frequent metaphor in the
US media was of family—or specifically a “big-sister, little-sister”
relationship between, respectively, the American and Japanese sides.
Frequently repeated by the American announcers calling the match,
and even used by the American team’s coach Tom DiCicco,! the trope
was almost always affectionate but touched with a kind of conde-
scension that, however natural, seemed completely out of place when
compared to Japanese coverage. Those reports were, of course, sen-
timental as well, coming as they did so soon after the catastrophic
March 11 tsunami that had left nearly 20,000 dead or missing and
displaced tens of thousands of others, and they certainly placed addi-
tional symbolic burdens on the players themselves. But Japan’s cover-
age uniformly represented the US team as a familiar and tough (not to
mention physically large) opponent: an obstacle to be overcome, not
a caring older sister charitably encouraging and guiding the spunky
Japanese.

Coming so soon after the tsunami, the Women’s World Cup was
portrayed even in the United States as an inspirational moment
for Japan. After all, it would have been difficult to root against an
underdog team (Japan’s previous record against the United States
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was 22 losses against 0 wins and 3 ties) from a country still reeling
from a combined natural and nuclear disaster, particularly when its
members circled the field after each match with a banner thanking
the world for its support. At the forefront of this assistance was, of
course, the United States itself. Operation Tomodachi (Friendship)
was the first joint field operation of American and Japanese forces in
the five decades of the US-Japan alliance, after many years of joint
training and planning.? While the overwhelming nature of the tsu-
nami’s devastation made actual immediate rescue missions mostly
impossible—the wave itself killed nearly everyone it touched, and
very quickly—by virtually all accounts these military rebuilding and
relief efforts were both successful and appreciated. Indeed, in the
invective that followed the disaster, particularly over the govern-
ment’s handling of the meltdowns at the Fukushima Dai-Ichi nuclear
power plant, virtually none has been directed at either the Japanese
Self-Defense Forces or the US armed forces.

It is, however, unclear what consequences Operation Tomodachi
might have. There can be little doubt that leaders in both countries
hoped that it might reduce some of the recent tension in the relation-
ship and lead to stronger cooperation in the future. But for all the
attention among the officials charged with managing the US-Japan
relationship and those many others who, in one way or another, ben-
efit directly from it, it has been a remarkably light topic of conversa-
tion among the people of each nation. Most Japanese are certainly
aware of international assistance, particularly America’s; indeed,
Japanese fans of American television dramas on the AXN cable net-
work were treated for many months to repeated announcements from
the casts of shows like CSI, Hawaii Five-O, and Grey’s Anatomy, all
of them expressing sympathy for the country and concluding with
the sentence, “We are tomodachi.”® But the story was a small part
of the daily coverage of horrors and heroes from the Tohoku region,
with the vast majority of attention focusing either on grieving family
members, victims struggling in cold evacuation shelters, temporary
workers struggling to stop the Fukushima meltdown, and the radia-
tion leeching into the soil, air, and ocean, and into Japan’s famously
safe food supply. Operation Tomodachi, for all its good intentions,
was a bit of an afterthought in much of Japan, and far less noticed
than even that in the United States.

And so any analysis of domestic politics on the American side of
the US-Japan alliance has to begin with the simple note that most
Americans care very little about the relationship. This is not to imply
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either malice or hostility, but rather a disinterest fueled by distance,
competing political concerns, and usually an absence of noteworthy
incident. With most Americans (like most democratic citizens) pri-
marily interested in domestic challenges and problems, foreign policy
typically rises to the level of public notice with war (of which America
faces no shortage) or potential threats (a bumper crop, from China
through the Middle East and up into the shaky European common
market). Japan—a stable democracy, an economy that has slowed
from threat to cautionary tale, and now an expected ally that can
assist the United States in balancing against a rising China—usually
does not make headlines without a natural disaster or the defeat of a
popular American sports team. And so an examination of the politics
behind the relationship America has with Japan, would sensibly begin
with a small array of highly interested institutions: the Pentagon and
other security policymakers in Washington, as well as financial and
manufacturing actors either supported or challenged by Japan’s eco-
nomic performance.

In this chapter, while I will turn in part to these institutions,
I want to consider that metaphor—America as Japan’s big sister (or
big brother)—and what it might imply about the cultural and intel-
lectual architecture behind American views of the US-Japan relation-
ship. My point is neither to castigate American debates about Japan
nor to suggest that the alliance is especially troubled. Instead, I want
to call attention to relatively durable motifs in the way in which Japan
is described and understood in American policy circles, as well as
suggest how it might be related to the exasperation that appears
with strange frequency in US-Japan discussions. Whether Japan is
described as America’s unsinkable if occasionally querulous aircraft
carrier in the Pacific* or a humbled trade competitor still struggling
with the aftermath of its economic decline, its public depiction in the
United States has displayed a remarkable consistency. I argue below
that this consistency reflects a kind of paternalism that shapes how
American policymakers and opinion leaders tend to view relations
with Japan. This paternalism is, I suggest, more durable and conse-
quential than are the occasional divisions of opinion in Washington’s
Japan policy.

In making this argument, I draw critical attention to American
interaction with Japan and the Asia-Pacific, but my goal is theoreti-
cal rather than practical or political. Without either the benefit of a
crystal ball or faith in the good intentions of other local actors or the
hardiness of existing regional institutions, I do not advocate a radical
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change in US policy toward the region or even necessarily a rethink-
ing of it. Instead, I aim to show that one of the consequences of a
broad consensus in American politics on its interests and behavior
in the Asia-Pacific is a series of blind spots regarding both the trans-
parency of American decisions and the mistrust they can engender.
Perhaps nowhere is this more apparent than in the occasionally nettle-
some relationship with Japan, a country that rarely describes itself as
America’s younger sibling.

Parties of Interest

Diplomacy enters American political debate only rarely, and usu-
ally around a small number of hot-button issues. Some—particularly
those surrounding Cuba, Israel, and previously Northern Ireland—
attract the attention of deeply committed religious and ethnic groups
in the United States, particularly when concentrated regionally and
enhancing their political clout. Others, like immigration and narcot-
ics, are matters of deep domestic concern that often become mapped
onto American efforts with specific regional partners, including
Mexico and Colombia. Others are represented in the United States
as perennial challenges to American national security, with certain
states (principally Iran and sometimes North Korea) able to inspire
headlines because of missile tests or proposed nuclear plans. The Iraq
and Afghanistan wars that followed the 9/11 attacks, as well as the
myriad terrorism alerts since then, dominated American concerns
about foreign policy for much of the succeeding decade. To put it
bluntly, to be considered a serious presidential candidate, one would
need to spell out proposals on Iran, Israel/Palestine, narcotics, immi-
gration, and Iraq and Afghanistan; one might be able to get away
with only general comments on sub-Saharan Africa, on the United
Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea, and even (for a time) on
the US relationship with Russia.

East Asia represents a weirdly liminal space for American foreign
policy. President Barack Obama’s much ballyhooed if somewhat
unclear announcement of a “pivot” toward the region captures a
broad sense that the next century will be a Pacific century, that the
challenges and opportunities of the region likely exceed those else-
where. And it is well understood that American foreign policy will
deal for many years with a rising China, though the extent to which
China represents a threat to American interests and security remains
the topic of substantial debate and little clarity. Indeed, the general
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hedging strategy of the United States in the Asia-Pacific government
has continued with little in the way of major change since the Clinton
administration: continue the robust alliances with Japan and South
Korea, encourage general economic growth in an area that supplies
much of the capital that finances American debt, encourage specific
kinds of Chinese participation in multilateral engagement, and main-
tain substantial levels of American military presence that might dis-
courage Chinese or North Korean adventurousness.

That is, whatever the remarkable and even unhinged intensity of
American political debate (which have famously included recent accu-
sations that President Obama is, in essence, a Kenyan-born socialist
working on behalf of fundamentalist Muslims), little of it extends to
ferocity about East Asia itself, which we might consider somewhat
remarkable. Asian Americans, while potentially a powerful political
force, are in many ways too diverse a community to have been able to
speak with one voice that might shape congressional and presidential
action. After all, while we might expect strong regional interest from
those who came directly from or still have family ties in the region,
the millions of Chinese Americans, Taiwanese Americans, Korean
Americans, and Japanese Americans (to name only East Asian
groups) would be unlikely to coalesce around a single set of goals
for how the United States ought to define and pursue its interests in
the region.

And whatever rhetoric is used about China in presidential elections—
from the nearly trade-war levels of invective hurled by Democratic
candidates in 2008 to the explosive critiques leveled by Republicans
in 2012—foreign policy specialists in Washington, including those
likely to work for an administration of either party, are remarkably
consistent in their views. Virtually all hope for a more cooperative
and democratic China, virtually all want a prosperous region, and
virtually all want a resolution to the North Korea nuclear crisis that
leaves American security interests well protected. And virtually no
one wants these ends to be accomplished through actual war. These
are simple enough areas of agreement that mask various ways in which
progressives and conservatives might try to achieve these goals (more
engagement with NGOs and multilateral institutions by the former,
more demonstrations of military resolve for the latter), but these are
matters of degree rather than fundamental philosophy. East Asia is,
as far as American political debate is concerned, a crucial region that
demands positive but cautious American engagement: in other words,
many rows of hedges.
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Within this discussion, the space for wide public debate about Japan
is both highly constrained and mostly invisible. While this might be
described as “Japan passing”—the fairly ugly expression that played
off the earlier notion of “Japan bashing” and represented concerns
that Japan was largely ignored’—it is perhaps more realistic to say that
Japan really mattered in American public debate only when it seemed
to represent an economic threat, back in the 1980s and early 1990s.

In those days, of course, Japan was an ambiguous problem for
American politics. It was, to be sure, the subject of intense debate. One
of the quickest ways to build a reputation as a foreign policy intellec-
tual was to spend some time in Tokyo and return with a book simul-
taneously touting Japan’s culture of growth, recognizing that it might
not represent a model for growth in a laissez-faire and/or multicultural
America, but suggest that the United States could learn some impor-
tant lessons anyway. Indeed, one of the most widely circulated foreign
policy ideas from that era—Joseph Nye’s concept of “soft power”—
was a reaction to much of this, with the argument that the United
States had soft power resources (a kind of national attractiveness) that
insular, homogeneous Japan could not hope to emulate.® Professor
Nye’s policy work from that era, however, hints at the complex nature
of the relationship; at the same time that the Clinton administration,
in which he served, pushed for tougher trade talks with Japan, Nye’s
office in the Pentagon aimed to firm up the military relationship with
this trusted American ally, yielding the famed “Nye Initiative.” Indeed,
enthusiasm over the alliance with Japan has long been a core aspect of
American policy toward East Asia as well as its global security pos-
ture, but it has hardly ever been something on which voters or citizens
were expected to have much interest or clear opinions. Particularly
with the waning of the view of Japan as a threat, debates about Japan
in American politics have been really centered around the small few
of the committed and engaged, whether motivated by concerns about
national security or economic fortune.

Economic Debates

We can take the latter set of concerns first. As John Ikenberry
describes in his chapter in this volume, American foreign policy
toward the Asia-Pacific is marked by efforts to maintain a stable pres-
ence while building institutions that can allow the countries of the
region to coordinate with greater transparency and to overcome at
least some of the challenges that accompany China’s rise. In doing so,
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the United States faces a region marked by institutional activity that
it has not always led, such as the creation of Asia-Pacific Cooperation
(APEC), the Chiang Mai Initiative, and so forth. In part because
of the rapid expansion of intraregion free trade agreements (FTAs)
including two or more countries of the area, the Obama administra-
tion promoted the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP) that could simulta-
neously integrate American interests into the United States effectively
into the emerging economic architecture of the Asia-Pacific, preserve
American regional leadership, and, ideally, overcome some of the
potential domestic opposition that can challenge nearly any free trade
agreement.” Put simply, free trade may benefit the country as a whole
(as neoliberal arguments emphasize), but its costs will be felt clearly
and acutely by actors who will likely be mobilized to prevent trade
liberalization, while potential beneficiaries may be too diffuse and
hardly interested to provide much support. If the Obama administra-
tion’s logic is sound, a multilateral arrangement in East Asia could
provide sufficient benefits to such a wide swath of American industry
that sectoral opponents might find it difficult to generate sufficient
pressure to prevent it.

And it might assure that the region remains a largely American-led
one. Although the initial proposal for the TPP focused on Australia,
Brunei, Chile, Malaysia, New Zealand, Peru, Singapore, and Vietnam—
collectively representing less than 10 percent of American overseas
trade—the signaling of the Japanese government that it would con-
sider discussions on joining the TPP provided the possibility of a dra-
matic expansion of a regional trade agreement with the United States
as a leader. Just as crucially, it would be a non-Chinese arrange-
ment that might signal an alternative to the seeming juggernaut of a
Chinese Pacific.® The news, however, was greeted with some alarm in
industrial sectors that had previously struggled against Japanese com-
petitors, particularly when the terms of that struggle seemed unfair to
American manufacturers and farmers. The US automobile producer
Ford released a statement shortly after Japan’s expression of interest,
laying bare American economic concerns about Japan in ways that
would have seemed more natural in 1991, when Michael Crichton’s
Rising Sun topped the bestseller charts, than in posttsunami 2011:

In this economy, we should be creating American jobs, supporting
American manufacturing and growing American exports. Allowing
Japan—the world’s most protectionist country—to participate in the
Trans-Pacific Partnership would do the opposite.’
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While the US government registered Ford’s complaint and dealt
with pressure from legislators representing agricultural districts to
widen access to Japan’s beef and produce markets, the message from
the Obama administration was relatively constant in support of fur-
ther exploration of TPP possibilities with Japan.

The TPP’s future is questionable, of course, not only because of
potential opposition within the United States but also within Japan,
where it is a far more contentious issue. American pressure to open
Japanese markets has always had a few allies within Japan, but the
mixed economic outcomes of Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi’s
staunchly neoliberal administration have left many deeply suspi-
cious of rhetoric supporting a smaller state, more open markets, and
less government protection. It is no surprise, therefore, that Prime
Minister Noda was cautious in announcing his intentions regarding
the TPP, and consistently emphasized the role of the TPP within the
larger US-Japan relationship.!” This may matter with the late 2012
return of a Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) government headed
by Prime Minister Shinzo Abe, an advocate of tighter ties with the
United States, though the LDP’s electoral reliance on rural voters
largely opposed to the TPP raises further questions about its political
viability. In Tokyo, the persistent feeling has been that the nascent
debate about entering the TPP—a debate that could take years with
a highly uncertain outcome—was an effort to right the ship of the
US-Japan alliance after the turbulent first years of the Democratic
Party of Japan’s (DP]) control of the government.

Security Concerns

The ship had, by most accounts, entered rocky waters with Prime
Minister Yukio Hatoyama’s suggestion that the United States and
Japan should renegotiate the terms of a 2006 agreement to relocate
the Marine Corps Air Station Futenma that had long been a sore
spot to local residents in Okinawa. The agreement, approved by the
Diet only a few months before the DPJ took power, had set timelines
and requirements for both the Japanese side in building a Futenma
Replacement Facility (FRF) in the city of Henoko while shifting 8,000
US Marines from Okinawa to Guam. As a long-negotiated and still
controversial decision, the agreement had at once corresponded with
American rethinking of its Pacific force posture and with fraught
Japanese efforts to reduce controversy within Okinawa about the
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presence of the bases, often viewed as noisy, obstreperous sources of
crime and menace to local residents.

It is possible that Hatoyama, who frequently referenced Obama’s
ability to symbolize “change” as a source of inspiration to his own path
to unseating the LDP, had expected a warmer embrace of dialogue
in Washington. Quite aside from the strategic issues—even within
Washington, there are questions about the value of having substantial
forces in Japan rather than in Guam—a willingness to side with a new
Tokyo government against a “done deal” supported by the Pentagon
brass would have been a politically costly move for the new president.
And yet some of Hatoyama’s advisors seemed both surprised and dis-
appointed in the immediate announcement by the United States that
it had no interest in renegotiating the agreement. This surprise came
despite Hatoyama’s having penned a piece, translated and published
in the New York Times just before the DPJ’s election, in which he
argued against “US-led globalization” and emphasized “our identity
as a nation located in Asia.”!!

Hatoyama’s stance was widely criticized by American sources,
even as he clearly struggled to find a solution in early 2010 that would
simultaneously respond to American concerns while maintaining his
own party’s commitment to rethinking the myriad postwar bargains
established by the long-reigning LDP. Okinawa is, of course, a compli-
cated place, more complicated than it often appears in policy debates.
While there is a sizable portion of the Okinawan population that
is resolutely against the existence of US bases there, public opinion
tends to fluctuate depending on what exactly is being discussed and
how the bases are portrayed in surveys. Struggles over bases fit into a
larger symbolic world in which Okinawan residents, activists, politi-
cal figures, and transplants from Tokyo negotiate over the prefecture’s
place within Japan and its troubled and violent history.'? In an out-
standing analysis, Christopher Hughes argues that the DP]J’s vision
on Okinawa was focused primarily on maintaining the alliance while
reducing the burden on Okinawans themselves, given longstanding
grievances as well as the dissatisfaction that many had expressed at
the LDP’s 2009 agreement. Hatoyama’s “one-sided ruminations” and
somewhat undisciplined approach, however, made the entire policy
seem less thoroughly planned and clear than it really was.'

Hatoyama’s initial efforts, which perhaps pleased mainland pro-
gressives more than Okinawan activists, were taken in Washington
not as an opportunity to work with a progressive ally on an issue that

12
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married security debates to human rights, but rather as an irritant to
the Pentagon and profoundly unhelpful to an Obama administration
still struggling with the Iraq and Afghanistan wars. It seems undeni-
able that Hatoyama’s stance on Futenma followed some unwise cam-
paign work on his part, making a promise to voters to push the United
States on the alliance without having thought through the next step
on the decision tree: what do I do if the United States simply says no?
And to the extent that Hatoyama could be described as irresponsible,
jumpy, unpredictable, and even flaky, it partly reflected his probably
ill-considered desire to voice something that had been a part of the
Japanese zeitgest for some time. The existing Okinawan relocation
plan, while reducing the problems in one part of the island, prom-
ised to cause new problems for another city, and without structurally
altering the terms of a bilateral relationship that left Japan’s former
colonial outpost as the host of thousands of foreign soldiers from
a country currently demanding Japanese and other allies’ participa-
tion in wars that were not Japan’s choice. But the response from the
United States—particularly from those policymakers who had worked
assiduously, especially since the 1995 rape case, to improve America’s
image in Japan and to respond to Okinawan concerns—suggested
that Americans were exasperated with Hatoyama’s ineptitude, rather
than reflective about the nature of a bilateral relationship that could
be so troubling to one side that Hatoyama would feel compelled to
demand a shake-up as part of his effort to win election.

Over the succeeding months, as Hatoyama was pressured routinely
and publicly by Washington (including a snub by President Obama, who
met with him in only a sidebar at a multilateral meeting in Washington),
these events being far more widely reported by the Japanese media than
by America’s. While the United States quietly entered into discussions
with the Hatoyama government to resolve the impasse, Hatoyama
clearly had to back down on a number of his promises, earning the
ire of both the activists who had supported his initial proposal and
the conservative voters who felt he had damaged the bilateral relation-
ship. When he resigned in summer 2010, his messy relationship with
Washington was a central element of public debate.!> The bipartisan
rancor among Washington’s Asia hands clearly helped to shape that
image, with members of both the Bush and Clinton administrations
inveighing against Hatoyama’s ostensible recklessness.!® Indeed, the
next government of Prime Minister Naoto Kan—a longtime critic of the
United States, and without the Stanford pedigree of his predecessor—
worked emphatically to rebuild the relationship.



Sibling Rivalry? 139

The narrative of Hatoyama’s irresponsibility vis-a-vis the relation-
ship with the United States thus fits well within prevailing American
views of the alliance, a bipartisan consensus on the need for American
engagement and the crucial role that bases in Japan, as well as Japanese
military support, play in that engagement. From this perspective, the
Okinawa base issue had been a longstanding concern, one negoti-
ated by two governments in good faith, with Japan deciding recklessly
to rethink the terms of that agreement. Of course, one might make
the case—as the Japan scholar and alliance critic Gavan McCormack
has—that the terms changed because, in many ways, the situation in
Okinawa did, with shifting plans for the Henoko construction that
seemed to place more of a burden on the local residents than they had
been promised at the time of the initial agreement.!” Whether this
provides a sufficient explanation for Hatoyama’s behavior is open to
debate, but it at least raises the question of why a push for a rethink-
ing of diplomatic and military practice by a new government, the first
cabinet dominated by a single non-LDP party in over 50 years, would
be so quickly interpreted by virtually all American voices (alongside
many moderate and conservative Japanese ones) as an example of
prime ministerial irresponsibility.

Indeed, within just two years, the speed with which agree-
ments might be renegotiated would become apparent to those few
Americans actually interested in the US-Japan relationship. One
such case also provides an opportunity to see how rapid changes in
policy might be understood as something other than the failings of
an emotional and unpredictable younger sibling. In December 2011,
as part of a defense appropriations debate, the US Congress quietly
cut, at least temporarily, the funds supporting the relocation of the
Marines to Guam.'® While this might have been in part a response
to the shakiness in Tokyo, it more likely reflected the balancing deci-
sions within a Congress seeking to reshape the military budget in
ways that would support existing deployments and not challenge key
defense contracts benefiting economic interests spread out in myriad
congressional districts around the country. That is, the situation in
Washington changed—a fiscal and financial crisis not foreseen in
2006—and shaped the way in which the US government planned to
follow through on the agreement itself. This is hardly the same as
Hatoyama’s campaigning to rethink the alliance; indeed, it is hard
to imagine how many votes an American candidate could secure by
pushing against the US-Japan relationship in the way that Hatoyama
did. But this particular vote, even when criticized, was taken as part
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of the normal if lamentable business of Washington, not the unsteady
work of jittery and unpredictable, not to mention fundamentally
unserious political leaders.

Nearly Tangible Alternatives

In an excellent overview of an American perspective on the costs and
benefits of the US-Japan alliance, Michael Mastanduno points to
three key areas of interest in East Asia for which the alliance is espe-
cially important: relations with China, dealing with North Korea,
and “reassuring Asia and maintaining U.S. military presence.”"” The
first two are in many ways self-explanatory from the perspective of
power politics; one rising superpower and another nuclear adversary
(still officially at war with America’s South Korean allies); both pose
obvious challenges for which a major regional ally would be a clear
asset. But regional reassurance and the maintenance of an American
presence together point to a larger expectation that US forces in
East Asia play a powerful role stabilizing the region. And it is this
expectation—one that is broadly accepted by American officials on
both sides of the political fence—that sheds some light on American
views of the region.

Since the development of the “constructivist” strand in interna-
tional relations theory, there has been considerable attention to the
role of state identity in foreign policy. At its worst, much of this lit-
erature has a decidedly reductionist and ad hoc character, typifying
identity in static and immutable ways that betray a nearly essentialist
take on culture and national character, and then fixing these to nearly
whatever political outcomes one finds: Americans are X, therefore,
they do Y—and occasionally Z. Without ascribing any particular
disposition to either an “imagined community”2° of people or to an
institution as deeply impersonal as any modern state, however, it is at
least possible to think that nationally available discourses set formi-
dable boundaries around the range of acceptable state action.?' With
regard to foreign policy in Asia, these boundaries are notable for what
they suggest not only about the relative tightness of specific construc-
tions of American interest but also about their incompatibility with
similarly constrained views elsewhere, particularly Japan.

Indeed, America’s twentieth-century history in Asia is remark-
able in large part for the ways in which it is narrated at home, as
part of an overall stance of reluctant but now committed engagement
that is essential for the safety and security of the region. After all,
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few Americans today could even identify that there was a Spanish-
American War, let alone that it involved the Philippines. Not formally
called a US colony, the late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century
Philippines is usually elided in debates about American isolation-
ism, as is the construction of Hawaii as a territory that could, by the
time Michael Bay made his famous but critically panned 2001 film
Pearl Harbor, be portrayed as nearly all-white, a stereotypically all-
American tableau of clotheslines and Little League improbably in the
middle of the Pacific. There is little current controversy surrounding
the American role in the Korean War, long viewed as a straightfor-
ward if exceptionally violent test of NSC-68 and Washington’s new
containment doctrine. The Vietnam War, in contrast, is generally
described as a series of tragic mistakes, either (by the Left) by leaders
too blinded by anticommunist fervor to reach out to the nationalist
leader Ho Chi Minh, or (by the Right) by a government that lost its
nerve in the face of domestic opposition, letting victory against the
Soviet-sponsored North Vietnamese slip away. Rarely is either war
described today as reflective of a long-term American presence in East
Asia, one that predated both the Pearl Harbor attack and George
Kennan’s “long telegram” about Soviet goals.

When we consider East Asia or the Asia-Pacific as an arena of
great potential conflict—“Ripe for Rivalry,” in Aaron Friedberg’s
justly famed depiction?’—we need to at least consider the possibility
that the alliance structures and colonial practices in which the United
States was or has been an eager participant have encouraged those
rivalries, not just dampened or tamed them. Doing so challenges the
broad postwar American narratives that repeatedly present the United
States as an essential if essentially disinterested participant in East
Asia. It is either drawn into conflict by the aggression of others—the
Japanese, the Chinese, the North Vietnamese—or the basic weakness
of other Western powers in the region: an overextended British navy
that collapsed in the face of Japanese expansion, a French imperial
army that viewed the consolidation of its colonial military inside of
a valley vulnerable to enemy artillery as a brilliant tactic. Similarly,
the story of twenty-first-century East Asia is one of a rising China
with a chip on its shoulder, a nervous Japanese ally with the potential
to build a major military force, a divided Korea with its democratic
half hedging its bets with China, and a southeast Asia simultaneously
inclined to emphasize the importance of an “Asian way” to do things
and to press for a strong US role to balance against a China seem-
ingly bent on claiming all littoral territory in the South China Sea.
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American interests are frequently described not in terms of power
and access to resources, but rather in terms of stability: the US pres-
ence is the “cork” in the bottle of Japanese remilitarization, the bul-
wark against Chinese expansion, the security promise to Korea and
Southeast Asia, as well as the guarantor of prosperity and political
development that such stability ostensibly encourages. But if we are to
take America’s role in the region seriously, particularly in terms of the
way in which its presence may have established the space within with
much of the region’s economic growth and its fragmentary democra-
tization have taken place, we need to consider as well the possibility
that this seismic map of political risk and regional military danger
was also structured by the nature of the American presence.

My goal here is not to castigate American narratives or even
American behavior, nor to provide a revisionist history of its position
in East Asia.?? And it is certainly not to recommend that the United
States radically break from the bipartisan prescription of continued
military and political engagement, institution-building, and hedging
against China. It is instead merely to note that if we are to think about
American views of Japan, it is important that we place them within
a larger cultural imaginary surrounding the US roles in East Asia.
These images of America as a stabilizing force in the region are so
powerful as to limit contestation between the country’s political par-
ties over how the region ought to be engaged and what role our ally
Japan needs to play. They also make it more difficult for American
officials to grasp occasional disagreements from Japan as emanat-
ing from something other than an inferior Japanese understanding
of what the region, and, therefore, Japan itself, really needs. But this
broad set of understandings within Washington, covering most poli-
cymakers and advisors within the Democratic and Republican parties
alike, differs dramatically from what is being imagined elsewhere,
including in Japan.

After all, in much of Japan’s “long postwar,” East Asia has discur-
sively represented a region of far more than just economic opportunity
and military risk. It is instead a lost empire, one imbued with regret,
guilt, longing, desire, and possibility. Indeed, it is crucial to note that
whatever the astonishing brutality of the war and of Japanese occupa-
tion in China, Korea, and Southeast Asia, it was justified and legiti-
mated at home as a liberation of Asia from the West. The ironies of
this have not been lost to Japanese writers. Since the Meiji intellectual
and education theorist Yukichi Fukuzawa suggested that Japan “leave
Asia and join the West” (datsu-A, nyu-O), Japan’s liminal position as
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a country that sits between East and West has been a routine source
of reference for Japanese political figures on both the Left and the
Right. Often romanticized as sites that remained true to their cultural
values while Japan modernized and (by some accounts) lost its way,
Asian countries have become elements of a free-flowing nostalgia that
informs and shapes even the way Japan’s regional political strategies
are defined. And yet these discourses almost invariably position Japan
as “ahead” of the region, and, therefore, especially able to provide
help and economic guidance to Asian neighbors.?*

Part of what made Hatoyama’s decision to push for discussions
on the Futenma plan so unnerving to American eyes was the way it
fit into a larger electoral appeal to Japan’s Asian roots. Building on
the widely circulated critique that Japan had drifted too far into the
hands of the United States, Hatoyama had pledged as a candidate
that a victorious DP] would shift Japan’s diplomacy back toward Asia
while building a more equal (i.e., less subservient) relationship with
the United States. It was in many ways an incoherent promise, as there
was little discussion of what precisely this would mean. Would it rep-
resent a partnership with China? With other nations in the region
against China? With everyone against the United States? Rather than
debating whether this was a path on which the DPJ government might
have meaningfully embarked—given its indeterminacies as well as the
certain opposition of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Ministry
of Defense, both of which have close ties with the United States—it
is perhaps worth considering why Hatoyama might have made the
promise.

As Michael Green has noted in an oft-cited formulation, Japan’s
foreign policy relationship with the United States has been marked
by an entrapment-abandonment dilemma.> The United States has
proved itself willing to encourage Japanese participation in a num-
ber of its military campaigns, with many Japanese strategists voic-
ing concern that Japan would be entrapped in American efforts. Too
much distance, however, raises fears of abandonment, of the United
States leaving Japan more or less alone in a menacing neighborhood.
And Green notes that the majority of Japanese were not eager either
to sever the US alliance or to build a tighter relationship with China,
widely viewed as at best untrustworthy or even hostile, even when
Hatoyama made his pledge.?®

But the pledge itself raised little ire from most voters and clearly did
the DPJ no damage in the overall campaign, despite its clear visibility
in Hatoyama’s speeches and publicity. And this suggests something
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about the view of the United States as well as Asia. After all, one
might view the promise as a simple matter of righting the scales, of
pulling Japan back from its assertive connection to the United States
during the Koizumi years, which witnessed the dispatch of Japanese
troops to the Indian Ocean in support of the Afghanistan War as
well as to Iraq itself. But there may well have been something more
to it, representing the legitimacy of a broad cultural discourse. After
all, as an American, one need not believe that democracy should be
spread at gunpoint, to be emotionally drawn to the idea that a core
American foreign policy goal should be the promotion of democracy
overseas. The idea is so broadly legitimate in the United States, so
widely supported, that its absence in a political campaign would be
almost remarkable. The same is true of romanticism about Japan’s
special relationship with Asia, and it represents—particularly when
presented in a particularly gauzy form, as Hatoyama did—a core
stance that can at least provide the makings of what the United States
lacks in its approach to East Asia: a visible alternative, though one
that has been rendered nearly inoperable due to the alliance with the
United States.

Crises and the lllusion of Transparency

For an institution as storied as the US-Japan alliance—one that ema-
nated from the wreckage of World War II, became the defining feature
of the Cold War in East Asia, and has in some views grown to matu-
rity since the 1990s—it is interesting to note how often it seems to be
in crisis. At its real inception in 1960, protests in Tokyo surrounded
the Diet Building and provoked a massive backlash by Tokyo’s riot
police and the subsequent collapse of Prime Minister Nobusuke
Kishi’s government. Left-wing activists continued to decry it loudly,
particularly through the years of the Vietnam War. In the 1980s, the
burgeoning confidence of the Japanese Right, especially embodied in
the novelist and politician Shintaro Ishihara, added prominent con-
servative voices to the mix. By the 1990s, Shunya Ito’s highly popular
film Pride: Unmei no Toki (Pride: The Moment of Fate) could aim to
restore the obviously tarnished reputation of wartime prime minister
Hideki Tojo largely by painting the US occupation as a nearly crimi-
nal conspiracy bent on distorting history to secure his conviction
at the Tokyo War Crimes Trial.2” Combined with reports of crimes
by American servicemen and highly publicized trade disputes, the
United States could appear as something of a bogeyman in a variety
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of mostly independent Japanese circles. Whether with the publication
of the Japan That Can Say No (by Ishihara and Sony chairman Akio
Morita), the 1995 rape, or the 2009 Futenma dispute, the US-Japan
alliance seems to be in a state of continual crisis, at least in myriad
media reports.

These reports of crisis are almost invariably overblown; the key
diplomatic and military actors in each government are committed to
maintaining the alliance, and a sudden departure of American troops
from Japan seems as unlikely as a Japanese request for them to leave.
Positioning oneself as an opponent of the alliance guarantees virtually
that one will be able to publish an article from time to time mostly in
leftist outlets like Sekai in Japan or the Nation in the United States. In
more polite company, the gripes about the alliance have to be kept to
the level of the mundane: Japanese claims (frequent in major journals
like Bungei Shunju and Chuo Koron) that the United States never
listens to Japan and American judgments (less frequent, but still pre-
dictable in Foreign Affairs and the Washington Post) that Japanese
leaders should understand that US preferences are in their best inter-
est as well. The US-Japan alliance may not be as American as apple
pie (or Japanese as onigiri), but it is virtually impossible to shake to its
core—voluble protests or violated children notwithstanding.

These crises, then, are never really threats to the alliance, but may
still be instructive, both in their rhetorics and resolutions. In the alli-
ance’s early days, with the United States facing a Soviet Union armed
not only with nuclear weapons but also alarming rocket technology,
it is perhaps understandable that Americans would have seen protests
against the security treaty as, in essence, the work of a communist
conspiracy. Without noting Prime Minister Nobusuke Kishi’s partici-
pation in the wartime regime, for which he served as an industrial pol-
icymaker in occupied Manchuria, the New York Times repeated his
insistence that the 1960 riots that forced the cancellation of President
Eisenhower’s Tokyo trip were the result of overly restrictive regula-
tions on the police as well as their reluctance to use force against
student participants.?® And famed New York Times columnist Arthur
Krock,?’ while considering the possibility that Japan’s relatively recent
experience of atomic bombings might have shaped participation in
the protests, placed their organizers squarely alongside a worldwide
communist conspiracy. That is, Kishi—a highly controversial figure
in Japan, and one who had been jailed but not tried as a Class A war
criminal by the US occupation—could be largely presented as having
relatively straightforward, pro-American motives, while opposition
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was subsumed within a larger anti-American, procommunist con-
spiracy. And the relevant context for the protests is understood as the
Cold War, with which American journalists and policymakers would
be primarily concerned, rather than either the continuity Kishi repre-
sented to many of the Left with the wartime regime, or to the betrayal
that many felt when the US occupation purged communists and deeply
constrained organizing by the Socialists. It is interesting that even
Krock describes the police as having been unfortunately powerless to
stop the riots because of Japan’s “new ‘democratic’ law.”3°

The riots left in their wake a period of relative political calm, marked
both by Prime Minister Hayato Ikeda’s promotion of the “Income
Doubling Plan” and by Prime Minister Eisaku Sato’s commitment to
a tamed and constrained alliance. Indeed, Sato’s unmatched longev-
ity as prime minister rested in part on his promotion of the “three
nonnuclear principles” that purportedly dictated that Japan would
not host American nuclear weapons and on the 1969 agreement to
return Okinawa to Japanese control in 1972. That is, the political
calm rested not on full consensus about the US-Japan alliance but
rather on the government’s acceptance of strict limits on where that
alliance could lead and what it would mean.3!

Opponents of the alliance have, of course, long included different
representatives of the Far Left, but the doubts and concerns raised
about it are much more widespread. In crises particularly since the
end of the Cold War, the logics behind these doubts have been absent
in American accounts of the discussions. The 1995 schoolgirl rape
case, for example, yielded substantial changes in the administra-
tion of the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA), given the intensity
and near-uniformity of outrage among Japanese across the political
spectrum. To be sure, long-term opponents of the US bases included
pacifists, Okinawa rights activists, and residents primarily concerned
about the safety and lifestyle issues associated with having military
bases nearby, with jet fighters taking off and landing at a variety of
hours and flying over congested urban spaces. The rape itself became
a rallying cry for these myriad complaints, resulting in the uncom-
fortable use of a child who had been gang-raped as something of a
stand-in for the perceived long-term victimization of Okinawans both
by US forces and by the Japanese government.*?

Some of the damage control on the American side, however, was
curiously tone-deaf regarding the depth of the resentment within
Japan. Leaving aside Admiral Richard Macke, who was fired from
his post as commander of United States Pacific Command for saying
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to reporters that “for the price they paid to rent the car, they could
have had a girl,” the post-rape damage control has involved not only
reforms in the training and monitoring of US military personnel on the
island but also emphasized the relatively safe nature of having troops
on the island. Stars and Stripes, the American military newspaper,
reports routinely on crime statistics showing that arrest rates of US
service members by the Japanese police have dropped consistently
since 2003.33 More curious are the occasional comparisons to local
criminal patterns. Citing a report in the Japan Times, one Stars and
Stripes article focused on a fact I myself have heard repeated at several
discussions on the US-Japan alliance, usually by American officials or
researchers who work closely with the US government: “the arrest rate
for Americans on Okinawa under the Status of Forces Agreement in
2006 was about half that of the prefecture’s general population.”3*

I myself have no reason to doubt the figure, though these compara-
tive reports are less clear about Japanese categories of “heinous” (like
murder and rape) and “violent” (including assault) crimes. In any
case, although crime rates are notoriously difficult to explain con-
cretely, the decline may indeed be the result of sustained, good-faith
efforts to show the US military as good neighbors. And there is little
doubt that the Japanese news media’s sensationalistic coverage of
crimes committed by foreigners outdoes even the often panicky atten-
tion they draw to crime rates more generally.?’ But there is something
odd about the comparison as a point of public relations. After all,
“we commit less crime than Okinawans do” seems, to put the matter
as delicately as possible, unlikely to be the kind of slogan on which
strong friendships are built. Significantly, it focuses on the unfairness
of the media rather than on the underlying structure that would make
these crimes so easy to sensationalize. The Stars and Stripes article
makes the following perplexing point:

Crimes by U.S. servicemembers on the Japanese mainland don’t gener-
ate the same sense of public outrage. But on Okinawa, even a report of
a drunken Marine stumbling into a stranger’s house and falling asleep
on the sofa is likely to get at least a formal complaint filed by the local
town or city hall.3¢

Needless to say, the Stars and Stripes is written by and about, and
principally for, American military personnel, and it is understand-
able that its articles would point both to the good behavior of the
majority of American military personnel as well as to the unfairness
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of media reports that single out specific incidents for criticism. But
it is odd that a drunk Marine stumbling into a stranger’s house—in
a foreign country—is normalized as an episode that should yield no
particular complaint, with the protest itself treated as representative
of both the brittleness of the locals and the eagerness of the media
to blow the incident out of proportion. If these were foreign troops
drunkenly collapsing on the couches of Americans, one assumes,
the repercussions in Washington would be profound. Indeed, this
reference, to make any sense at all, must rely on an expectation of
the full understanding of both parties—the Okinawans and the US
military—of the protective role of the US military and its friendship
to the people of Okinawa. What it, therefore, assumes is the trans-
parency of America’s good intentions.

Depending on one’s perspective, the goodness or malevolence of
these intentions were on clear display six years after the rape, in the
aftermath of the Ehime Maru incident. Just south of Honolulu, on
February 9, 2001, the USS Greeneville, a nuclear submarine, struck
a Japanese fisheries training vessel carrying over a dozen high school
students as well as more than 20 crew members and teachers. At the
time, the Greeneville was carrying 16 guests as part of the US Navy’s
“Distinguished Visitors Embarkation” program, with visitors chosen
because of their visibility and/or their political influence. Wishing to
show them something dramatic, Commander Scott Waddle ordered
a series of evasive maneuvers, culminating in an emergency blow of
the ballast tanks that sent the submarine rocketing to the surface.
Insufficient checks of the vicinity resulted in the Greeneville’s slicing
through the Ebime Maru, killing nine people on board.

The rancor in Japan was reported extensively in the United States,
with the US Navy working assiduously to respond to Japanese con-
cerns without having to eliminate the Distinguished Visitors pro-
gram, seen as essential to its public relations. In doing so, it pursued
administrative but not criminal punishment of Waddle and other offi-
cers, apologized repeatedly to victims, and engaged in a sustained
and relatively expensive effort to raise the Ebime Maru and locate the
victims.?” While the US government raced to deal with the fallout in
Tokyo, some expressed irritation at the extent of Japanese outrage.
Writing in the Washington Post, columnist Richard Cohen struck a
remarkably defiant tone:

So, one more time: We’re sorry. All of America is sorry. Something
went terribly wrong on the Greeneville and of course we apologize for
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the loss of the Ebime Maru and the apparent deaths of nine persons
aboard. But we are the same guys who have provided Japan with a
security shield ever since World War II, helped rebuild the country and
have been its steadfast ally and best friend.

Don’t make us sorry.3®

In late 2001, after a US$60 million mission authorized by a special
budgetary outlay (much of it going for the use of the Rockwater 2,
a diving support vessel owned by the Halliburton Corporation), Navy
divers located eight of the nine bodies, in a mission widely described
by officials as an act of kindness for America’s stricken ally, and an act
eagerly accepted by the new Koizumi government, then eager to work
closely with the United States on the burgeoning War on Terror.

But the crisis—despite some of the more hyperbolic rhetoric by
Cohen and the harshest Japanese critics of the United States—never
came close to threatening the alliance. To the contrary, both govern-
ments demonstrated extraordinary eagerness to resolve the issue as
quickly as possible, an eagerness that reportedly, on the Japanese side,
culminated with local pressure on some of the grieving parents to
accept American apologies and to move on quietly and stoically.?? It is
instead more remarkable for what it revealed in terms of some of the
deep ambivalence within Japan about the alliance, an ambivalence
born not of anti-Americanism or communism but rather by a struc-
ture seen to be deeply unequal. The Michigan-trained political scien-
tist Yoshihide Soeya is far from a leftist critic of the United States, and
indeed it seems likely that his credentials as a supporter of the alliance
were part of the reason that the US Navy invited him to tour a nuclear
submarine and have a briefing as part of a Japanese delegation shortly
after the accident. In subsequent testimony to the Diet, Soeya made
the point that he felt uncomfortable about being “handled sensitively”
by the Americans before going on to say that there is something far
more unnerving about the nature of the relationship:

...If you we think about what postwar Japan as become, and we set
up a framework that can’t be structurally freed from the US-Japan
alliance, we end up not even considering of the alliance as a choice
that Japan, as an agent, has actually made on its own. As a result,
if I can use an old expression, even from the right there’s lingering
discontent about the US-Japan alliance, and from the left there’s also
lingering discontent about the US-Japan alliance. That means that
from whatever direction the debate develops regarding the absence of
Japanese agency in the US-Japan alliance, the more you cry out for
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this subjectivity (shutaisei), you end up choking yourself on it. And I
feel that within that structure, the loss of agency has actually operated
unconsciously in informing these perspectives.*®

That is, a crisis that might have represented to the United States
a regrettable incident that perhaps threatened the viability of the
Navy’s Distinguished Visitors public relations program was instead
considered within Japan to be representative of a relationship in
which Japan had virtually no choice at all. The alliance simply was. It
constrained Japan, preventing the articulation of meaningful alterna-
tives and choices, and left Japan more or less in the hands of a perhaps
well-intentioned ally that itself made the meaningful decisions.

On Choice

That the US-Japan alliance is the bedrock of American security
interests in the Asia-Pacific is so deeply institutionalized as a politi-
cal understanding that it would be virtually unthinkable for a major
politician or mainstream analyst to challenge or question it. And it is
not my goal here to do so, despite my having tried to present alter-
native perspectives on the US role in the region. Instead, I merely
want to note that the general Washington consensus about America’s
role in the Asia-Pacific—that it promotes regional stability and relies
heavily on the alliance with Japan—ends up, by necessity, obfuscating
the range of alternative visions elsewhere. In considering how domes-
tic politics in the United States shapes approaches to the US-Japan
alliance, we need to start with the recognition that very little about
the relationship is in public debate and that, aside from predictable
concerns by economically interested parties in the nature of a poten-
tial free trade agreement with Japan, there is wide agreement on the
importance of working closely and cooperatively with Japan to deal
with the uncertainties of the Asia-Pacific. But there is almost equal
agreement that Japan is the junior partner in the relationship.

From the perspective of power politics, there is no reason to think
otherwise; the United States commands resources that dwarf Japan’s,
and America’s military likely means a great deal more to the secu-
rity of Japan than does Japan’s Self-Defense Forces to the American
mainland. But this agreement has the curious effect of creating the
assumption that Japanese policymakers themselves understand their
own best interest as do their American counterparts, and that crit-
ics are motivated primarily by special political interests (pro-Soviet
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tendencies, Okinawan nationalism, historical amnesia, or racism). It,
therefore, misses the extraordinary variability of what America can
symbolize within Japan, as well as of the myriad centripetal and cen-
trifugal forces associated with it. After all, descriptions of an Asia
to which Japan is particularly close (at least, far more so than is the
United States) have enough political and cultural cache that they can
appear in a speech by a progressive politician like Yukio Hatoyama
or a book by the right-wing former prime minister Taro Aso. And
concerns about what the United States has, in a sense, taken away
from Japan are not merely the phantasmagoria of the Far Left or the
Far Right; they appear routinely in the comments and arguments by
moderate and even pro-American writers.

In a sense, this perhaps means less rather than more trouble for
the triangle that the countries share with China. After all, Japan’s
expected acquiescence to American policy leadership on the region’s
security relations might actually make things more predictable for all
sides, and particularly for a China tasked with the otherwise unen-
viable responsibility of grasping the motives and interests of coun-
terparts in Tokyo and Washington. This is part of the logic that
American policymakers use when encouraging Japanese colleagues
to commit to stronger security contributions: a strong alliance is not
only a bulwark against China but also a stable and predictable force
in the region, one all other countries, including China, can depend
upon in making their plans and policies.

But it may also limit or undermine efforts to rethink the region’s
security relations. American suspicion of Japanese independence
means that progressive initiatives toward Beijing from Tokyo will
likely have to pass through Washington lest American diplomats and
foreign policy writers team up with Japan’s security specialists to
undermine new ideas, as clearly happened during Hatoyama’s year in
office. At the same time, American efforts to thread the needle in dis-
putes between China and Japan—including a qualified endorsement
of Japan’s claims to the disputed Senkaku-Diaoyutai islands—have
raised doubts among Japan’s rightists about how far the United States
would go to prevent its “unsinkable aircraft carrier” from sinking,
or at least taking on worrisome amounts of water. They, like other
foreign policy intellectuals, have not forgotten the “Nixon shocks,” in
which Kissinger’s and Nixon’s overtures to Beijing took place without
consulting Tokyo. These appear to be quiet tensions in the United
States, known only to a small number of Japan hands in Washington.
But they are as clear and well-known in Japan as the daily and detailed
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television news reports throughout much of 2012 about safety risks
associated with the deployment of Osprey tiltrotor aircraft to US
bases in Japan. And this means that efforts by the United States to
improve security relations with China can be depicted without dif-
ficulty in Japan as fundamental compromises of Japan’s interests. The
handcuffs on Japanese progressives and the megaphones available to
anti-American rightists together may help to keep the troubled tri-
angle stable, both as a triangle and as deeply troubled.

The Japan that is often seen in American domestic political debate—
a sometimes quarrelsome younger sibling whose best interests are
really our own—is a far different place from the one its own inhabit-
ants tend to describe, however variously and contentiously. And the
America often portrayed in Japan—a quasi-imperial country that
frequently misunderstands Asia and is committed to Japan’s defense
purely out of self-interest—is greatly at odds with the prevailing con-
sensus in US politics. Operation Tomodachi no doubt increased good-
will within Japan toward the United States, and increased friction
with China has only enhanced public support for the alliance itself.
But it has not effaced the possibilities offered by an Asia to which
Japan maintains strong if idealized ties, and it may have only deep-
ened the sense that Japanese live in a world in which Americans and
not they make the relevant decisions. There is no reason to believe
that this sense will itself endanger the alliance; it only suggests the
likelihood of further short-term “crises” that seemingly demand rapid
government responses from both sides. Even then, they will likely not
register strongly in an America accustomed to indulging its little sib-
ling while continuing to direct the path that both follow.

Notes
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China’s Japan Policy and Its Domestic
Background*

Jiangyong Liu

In comparison with Japan’s chaotic politics and ever changing poli-
cies, there has been relative stability and continuity in China’s policy
toward Japan. While there have been adjustments in the emphasis
and specific contents of China’s Japan policy at different points in
time, these have primarily been in response to changes in Japan, while
also relating to China’s own domestic and international factors. This
chapter aims to analyze China’s Japan policy and the domestic con-
text behind it.

The Japan Policy of the People’s
Republic of China

In the 60 plus years since the establishment of the People’s Republic of
China in 1949, China’s Japan policy and its diplomacy toward Japan
have taken on the following main characteristics:

Developing Coordinating Frameworks for
China’s Japan Policy

To realize normalization of diplomatic relations between China and
Japan, the first generation of People’s Republic of China (PRC) lead-
ers invested tremendous energy and emotion. Under the leadership of
Chairman Mao Zedong and Premier Zhou Enlai, Deputy Director of
the Office of the State Council Foreign Affairs Leading Small Group,
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Liao Chengzhi took direct responsibility for establishing a Japan
Working Group under the State Council Foreign Affairs Office. This
Working Group occasionally convened meetings of Japan experts
from a number of different departments to analyze the situation in
Japan, and research engagement with Japan. Throughout the course
of normalization of relations between the countries, this coordinat-
ing mechanism played a critical role in implementing and executing
central government policy toward Japan. After diplomatic normaliza-
tion, related work was transferred over to the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs. At the beginning of the twenty-first century, China’s Japan
policy continues to be the responsibility of the Chinese Ministry of
Foreign Affairs. At the same time though, the office of the Central
Foreign Affairs Leading Small Group coordinates research and dis-
cussions between the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Ministry of
Commerce, the International Department of the Communist Party of
China (CPC) and other relevant bodies, and provides services to cen-
tral level party policymaking. Under the Central Party’s leadership,
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs advances foreign affairs with Japan,
developing collaborative relations through conferences and friendly
exchanges between parties, and on defense, education, athletics, and
culture and between civil society, sister cities, and youth of the two
countries.

Consistent Long-Term Objectives, Changing
Short-Term Goals

The major goal of China’s Japan policy is extremely clear—as the
late Deng Xiaoping put it: “In sum Sino-Japanese relations is one
generation of friendship after another,” “This is our long term
national policy.” “The first step was in the 21st century, next will
be the 22nd century, then the 23rd century and then friendship will
continue into perpetuity.”’! To achieve this long-term goal, foreign
policy toward Japan must work toward specific objectives in dif-
ferent periods. During the first phase following the establishment
of the PRC discussed above, the main objective of Chinese foreign
policy toward Japan was the normalization of diplomatic relations.
At the time, China opposed the Cold War policy of the governments
of the United States and Japan toward China, and demanded that
both the United States and Japan cut off relations with the Taiwanese
authorities. With the needs of China’s modernization and its reform
and opening, China’s Japan policy shifted toward the conclusion of
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the Sino-Japanese Treaty of Peace and Friendship, the stabilization
and development of Sino-Japanese relations, and cooperation aimed
at obtaining capital and technology from Japan. This enhancement
of Sino-Japanese relations also promoted the establishment of diplo-
matic ties between the United States and China. As Sino-Japanese and
Sino-American relations improved, China discontinued its opposition
to the US-Japan Security Treaty.

At the beginning of the 1990s, the objective of China’s Japan pol-
icy shifted to use Japan as a platform for making a breakthrough
in China’s relations with the United States and other Western states,
which was made possible by a visit by the Japanese emperor to China.
Another objective was to oppose the inclusion of Taiwan as part of
the “areas surrounding Japan” in the self-defense cooperation guide-
lines between the United States and Japan. Moving into the twenty-
first century, China’s Japan policy focused on preventing the shift
in Japanese politics toward the right from disrupting Sino-Japanese
relations, and encouraging the Japanese leadership to cease making
visits to the Yasukuni Shrine and to carefully handle sensitive issues
between the two countries such as the Diaoyu Islands. Together these
efforts functioned to promote strategic cooperation between China
and Japan.

Consistently Adhere to Principles on Major Issues

On Taiwan and other historical issues, China always maintains a
consistent position in its diplomatic engagement with Japan. During
the course of diplomatic normalization, Prime Minister Zhou Enlai
proposed the “three principles of politics towards Japan,” “the three
principles of Sino-Japanese trade and commerce,” and the “three
principles of the resumption of ties between China and Japan.” China
will absolutely not make any concessions on matters of principle, and
it explicitly opposes the so-called theory of ambiguity on Taiwan’s
Sovereignty.? Precisely because China consistently maintains these
principles, Japan finally wrote in the Joint Communiqué between
China and Japan that it “firmly maintains its stand under Article 8 of
the Potsdam Declaration” in which it recognized Taiwan as a territory
of China. With respect to historical issues, Premier Zhou Enlai regu-
larly noted that China should “never forget, but learn from the past.”
Deng Xiaoping further pointed out that if one attempts to balance the
accounts of history, Japan owes more to China than China to Japan.
The main objective of discussing history is absorbing its lessons for
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the future. On the issues of the Yasukuni Shrine and Japanese text-
books, Deng Xiaoping emphasized that “when looked at in isolation
these problems are not so significant, but taken together as a whole,
they represent a particular tendency, a force which can destroy friend-
ship between China and Japan,” and as such, the leaders of the two
countries must resolve these issues in a timely manner.? Because Jiang
Zemin and Hu Jintao firmly maintained these principles throughout
each of their respective periods of leadership, Japanese leaders from
Junichiro Koizumi on have acted with great caution when it comes to
the issue of the Yasukuni Shrine.* It is quite evident that if China were
to abandon its principles in engagement with Japan, China’s national
interests would be damaged, the fruits of Chinese diplomatic strug-
gles would be lost, the Chinese people would be disappointed, and
progressive forces within Japan would also be disappointed.

Focus on the People, Follow a Commonsense Approach

The Chinese leadership has long emphasized that people desire Sino-
Japanese friendship and that the foundation for friendship between
China and Japan is rooted in public sentiment. With respect to Japan,
the Chinese government has always advocated treating the majority
of the Japanese people differently than the country’s small handful
of militant elements; maintaining a distinction between a peacefully
developing postwar Japan and a fascist prewar Japan; and maintaining
a distinction between the majority faction of the Japanese government
and public that are friendly or moderate toward China, and right-
wing anti-Chinese elements. During their visits to Japan, President
Hu Jintao and Premier Wen Jiabao always set aside time to meet with
Japanese people to engage in sincere dialogue. On March 11, 2011,
when Japan was hit by a powerful earthquake and the Fukushima
nuclear accident, Chinese president Hu Jintao visited the Japanese
embassy to the PRC to offer condolences. In May 2011, before attend-
ing the fourth China-Korea-Japan leadership forum, Premier Wen
Jiabao made a special visit to the shelter in Fukushima for victims of
the nuclear accident to express condolences to the Japanese people.
Premier Wen looked as if he was visiting his own relatives, giving gifts
of toy pandas, music CDs, and flashlights to children and accepting
an invitation by the Japanese people to leave an inscription encourag-
ing them to persevere. Premier Wen brought with him to Fukushima
the good wishes of the people of China and sincere condolences to the
victims of the disaster.
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Take a Long-Term Perspective, Focus on Youth

The Japanese people have a tremendous capacity for friendship.
The PRC’s diplomatic relations with Japan began with the return
of Japanese citizens, prisoners of war (POWs), and war criminals to
Japan. During a period when the two countries did not yet have dip-
lomatic relations, China adopted a practice of working first at a soci-
ety level, promoting official ties through Japanese people, a strategy
that proved to be very effective. From the 1950s to the 1970s, Mao
Zedong and Zhou Enlai met with a wide range of Japanese people.
Many of the young politicians who Zhou Enlai met went on to make
great contributions to Sino-Japanese relations. For example, the for-
mer Japanese prime minister Yasuhiro Nakasone, the former speaker
of the Diet Yohei Kono, and the late former foreign minister Sonoda
all played a role in the process of normalization and the conclusion
of the Sino-Japanese Treaty of Peace and Friendship. The friendly
relations established by the former Chinese ambassador to Japan
Yang Zhenya and the late Japanese prime minister Takeshita when
they were young ensured the improvement of Sino-Japanese relations
in the early 1990s. Chinese officials often emphasize that youth are
the future of friendship between China and Japan. In 19635, a Sino-
Japanese Youth Friendship Gala was held in Beijing, while in 1984,
the Chinese government invited 3,000 Japanese youth to visit China
to promote the long-term, positive development of relations between
the two countries. President Hu Jintao participated in these activities,
establishing deep friendship with Japanese youth. Meeting with some
of these old friends two years later, he stated emotionally that “time
might have changed our external appearances, but it cannot change
the friendship between us.” This experience tells us that “the seeds of
friendship planted in us as youth will stay with us all of our lives. We
must work together to spread the seed of friendship between China
and Japan widely, and ensure that the flag of friendship is passed
down from generation to generation.”

Carefully Handle Sensitive Issues, Work for
Win-Win Cooperation

The normalization of diplomatic ties between China and Japan and the
conclusion of the Sino-Japanese Treaty of Peace and Friendship func-
tioned to shelve the dispute over the Diaoyu Islands. On September 27,
1972, when Prime Minister Tanaka met with Chinese premier Zhou
Enlai, Tanaka proactively asked Zhou how he saw the issue of the
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Senkaku Islands. Premier Zhou responded that he did not want to
discuss the matter on that particular trip. By avoiding the issue of sov-
ereignty over the islands, China and Japan were able to achieve dip-
lomatic normalization. On October 3, 1974, Deputy Premier Deng
Xiaoping received a delegation from the Japan-China Friendship
Association and the Japan-China Cultural Exchange Association,
during which he raised for the first time the idea that the issue of
the Diaoyu Islands be shelved in order to conclude the Sino-Japanese
Peace and Friendship Treaty. In 1978, Deng Xiaoping clearly stated
that “on this issue we have a dispute with Japan, Japan refers to the
Diaoyu Islands as the Senkaku Islands—a completely different name.
This issue can be put aside for now; perhaps the next generation will
be more intelligent than us, and will be able to find a practical solu-
tion. At the time I was thinking that on this issue we might perhaps
not consider the dispute over sovereignty between our two states, but
develop them jointly. Joint development would just involve the offshore
oil and undersea resources near the islands, which could be operated
by a joint venture bringing benefits to both sides.”® Responding to
questions from reporters on October 25, 1978, Deng Xiaoping noted
that “when we normalized diplomatic ties, the agreement between the
two sides did not involve this issue. This time in discussing the Treaty
of Peace and Friendship, we similarly did not need to come to a con-
sensus with respect to this issue, and were able to temporarily shelve
it.”” On August 6, 2001, in his talk on Developing Friendly Relations
with the Neighboring Countries, Jiang Zemin reaffirmed this point.®
Even though there is no written agreement between China and Japan,
both sides sought common ground in their negotiations, and were able
to reach a political understanding to shelve the dispute over the Diaoyu
Islands. In 2008, China and Japan came to an initial understanding
with respect to joint and cooperative development of the East Sea.

Pay Attention to the Media to Enhance Mutual Understanding

In the 60 plus years since the establishment of the PRC, as one gen-
eration led way to another, perceptions between the peoples of the
two countries have undergone considerable change. The way through
which information is disseminated at a popular level has also funda-
mentally changed with the advent of the information age. In addi-
tion to newspapers, television, radio, and other traditional forms
of media, new media including the Internet and cell-phone-based
media have come to play an increasingly important role, especially
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with respect to youth in the two countries. In 2008, before his visit
to Japan, President Hu Jintao met with the Beijing-based correspon-
dents of Japan’s major media outlets to set the tone for his visit. This
proved to be particularly successful. The People’s Daily, China Daily,
Xinhua News Agency, China News Agency, CCTV, China Radio
International, China People’s Magazine, and other mainstream
Chinese media all maintain exchanges and cooperation with the
Japanese media. For quite some time, Japanese domestic newspaper
and television reports on China have been relatively negative. Some
Japanese anti-Chinese right-wing magazines and books can also be
found all over the country. Comparatively speaking, Chinese main-
stream media provide more objective and comprehensive coverage of
Japan. With the development of the Internet though, emotional and
extremist opinions regularly appear in the Chinese web sphere. This
has brought new challenges to relations between China and Japan.

Relationship between Historical Problems,
Taiwan, and the Diaoyu Islands

As figure 7.1 shows, Chinese policy toward Japan is determined by
a number of domestic and international factors. Of these, historical
problems are one key factor. Historical problems can be understood
in both a narrow and a broad sense. In a narrow sense, they refer
to the Yasukuni Shrine, Japanese history textbooks, and statements
of Japanese political figures. In a broad sense, historical problems
include the issue of Taiwan, sovereignty over the Diaoyu Islands, and
other issues linked to our deeper understanding of history. In this sec-
tion we discuss historical problems between China and Japan from a
broad perspective.

Why Have There Been Anti-Japanese Protests in China?

From April 2001 until September 2006, Junichiro Koizumi’s govern-
ment insisted on making an annual visit to the Yasukuni Shrine, seri-
ously shaking and damaging the political foundation of Sino-Japanese
relations, and placing the two countries in the most difficult posi-
tion in their relationship since the normalization of their diplomatic
relations.” In 20035, the Chinese public spontaneously demonstrated
against the visit, marking the first time such demonstrations had been
held since Prime Minister Nakasone visited the Shrine back in 1983.
In October 2010, a series of further protests and demonstrations
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against Japan broke out in a number of China’s cities around the issue
of the Diaoyu Islands.

A different view of the anti-Japanese protests that occurred in April
2005 has been advanced in Japan. The argument goes that popular
frustration was on the rise in China as a result of increasing economic
disparities generated by China’s reforms, but because of a lack of free-
dom of speech, this frustration could be expressed only in the form of
an “anti-Japanese” protest. Former Japanese prime minister Shinzo
Abe argues:

In reality the deeper issue is the “legitimacy of the Communist Party.”
While China maintains a “communist” philosophy, the wealth gap
has increased following its introduction of a market economy, and as
the Communist Party possibly looks to bring capitalists into its ranks,
its original ideology has become completely bankrupt. Under these
circumstances, China has looked to its glorious history of “defeat-
ing Japan” to find legitimacy for the regime. The Party is the only
force which can protect and liberate the people. This is the source of
their confidence, and the basis of the claim that “only we can become
leaders.” On this basis, it makes perfect sense to reflect the brutality of
the Japanese army to the greatest extent possible™!?

Such a biased view does not reflect the reality in China. All
three of these protests shared a commonality in that they were all
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in response to incorrect behavior on the part of the Japanese with
respect to historical problems, Taiwan, or the Diaoyu Islands. What
is different about the two later protests is that first, during Koizumi’s
administration, these problems were particularly concentrated, natu-
rally provoking a strong diplomatic response by the Chinese govern-
ment and adamant condemnation by the Chinese people; Second,
Internet penetration and the spread of information technology in
China enabled people to exchange information freely through com-
puters and telephones, enabling them to freely express their views.
As a result, the scope of the protests was much broader and they
occurred in more locations, including even Shanghai, where there are
a large number of Japanese companies; third, the spread of informa-
tion technology makes it much more obvious that the Chinese public
rapidly mobilizes protests to “confront and oppose” anti-Chinese
right-wing elements in Japan. As this continues to play out, there
have been cases of Chinese activists taking extreme steps. In order
to ensure stability in Sino-Japanese relations and the social order
in China, the Chinese government has worked to guide and con-
trol popular protests against Japan, while simultaneously ensuring
people’s freedom of speech.

China’s former state councilor Tang Jiaxuan has pointed out
that “during the half century from the Sino-Japanese War to the
end of World War II, Japan continuously launched imperial incur-
sions against China, and maintained colonial rule over Taiwan. In
the post-war period, the central issue in rebuilding and developing
Sino-Japanese relations is Japan’s approach to and proper handling of
historical issues and Taiwan.”!! The experience of Sino-Japanese rela-
tions in the postwar period illustrates that as long as these two major
problems are properly handled, the two states can make smooth prog-
ress in their relations. If the political foundations of Sino-Japanese
relations are damaged, relations between the two states will suffer a
setback or even unravel.

Historical Problems, Taiwan, and the Diaoyu
Islands are Intertwined

From China’s vantage point, historical problems, Taiwan, and the
Diaoyu Islands are all interrelated. The Japanese government claims
that “the Senkaku Islands (Diaoyu Islands) are Japan’s sovereign
territory,” and that they are under the administration of Okinawa
Prefecture. However, Okinawa Prefecture was once the independent
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Kingdom of Ryukyu, and was not even itself the sovereign territory
of Japan. The Diaoyu Islands similarly were not a part of the Ryukyu
Kingdom, but have been the sovereign territory of China since ancient
times. Historically, Japanese expansion into neighboring countries
in Asia has been in two directions: first into the Korean peninsula;
second, toward Ryukyu and Taiwan. The problem of the Diaoyu
Islands arose during the time of the Japanese Meiji government, dur-
ing which Japan took advantage of the decline of the Qing Dynasty
to annex Ryukyu and occupy Taiwan. This problem has continued to
the present.

After Hideyoshi unified feudal Japan, in 1592 and 1597, he launched
military incursions into Korea. This is considered to be the beginning
of the Japanese invasion of its neighboring states in Asia. Both times,
the Chinese Ming dynasty responded to requests by Korea to deploy
troops and defeated the Japanese army. In March 1609, 12 years after
Japan’s defeat in Korea, at the behest of the Tokugawa Shogunate, the
Japanese feudal domain of Sazsuma attacked Ryukyu. From that point
on, while Japan permitted the existence of the Ryukyu Kingdom, it
demanded that Ryukyu pay tribute to Japan.

China declined following the Opium War of 1840, while Japan
began to rise and expand outward after the Meiji Restoration of 1868.
In 1871, the Meiji government placed Ryukyu under the administra-
tion of the Japanese foreign minister as the Ryukyu han, and forced
it to cease its tributary relationship with China. In December of the
same year, 54 people were killed when islanders from Yaeyama dis-
trict of Ryukyu drifted into Taiwanese waters. The Japanese govern-
ment did not agree to attack Taiwan, but instead further consolidated
its rule over Ryukyu. In October 1872, Japan terminated Ryukyu’s
foreign policy rights, and named King of Ryukyu the governor of the
Ryukyu han.

In March 1873, four subjects of Oda county (today’s Okayama
Prefecture) were killed after drifting into Taiwanese waters. In February
1874, Saigo Tsugumichi led a Japanese force in an expedition against
Taiwan. The former US consul in Xiamen Le Gender, C. W. served
as Japan’s advisor to the expedition.'”> The Qing dynasty govern-
ment lodged a protest against Japan, noting that Taiwan is an inte-
gral part of China and demanding that it withdraw its troops. Faced
with resistance in Taiwan, Japan’s troops also suffered heavy losses
from malaria, and finally relented to negotiations with China through
which it agreed to a conditional withdrawal of its troops.
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In October 1874, China and Japan signed the Peking Treaty, which
declared that “the aboriginal people of Taiwan had recklessly harmed
subjects of Japan,” and made three provisions of “goodwill measures
following the withdrawal”: (1) Japan’s actions were taken “as righ-
teous measures to protect its people,” and that China would not make
any allegations contrary to this; (2) China would pay an indemnity
in silver taels to the families of the deceased and to compensate Japan
for the roads and homes built there (a total of 500,000 taels); (3) All
previous correspondence between the two states related to the matter
was rescinded, and China pledged that visitors to Taiwan would no
longer be harmed.'?

Japan claimed that through the Peking Treaty, China had acknowl-
edged that the people of Ryukyu were Japanese subjects, and that this
was the equivalent of recognizing Ryukyu as a possession of Japan.
The Qing government expressed its opposition to this, declaring that
Ryukyu was a vassal state of China, and that the “people” referred
to in the Peking Treaty were those from Oda County (present-day
Okayama Prefecture) who were killed by aborigines in Taiwan in
1873, and did not include the islanders from Ryukyu who were killed
in 1871.

The Meiji government, which had already determined to annex
Ryukyu, disregarded the Chinese explanation, deploying troops to
Ryukyu in March of 1879, and renaming Ryukyu han as “Okinawa
Prefecture.” After receiving China’s objection to this, Japan made
a proposal to win a concession from China that involved dividing
Ryukyu into two parts: Naha and all islands to the north of it would
go to Japan, while Yaeyama and the Miyako islands would go to
China. China countered by proposing a three-part division: China
and Japan would take the southern and northern islands of Ryukyu
respectively, while Naha would remain as the Kingdom of Ryukyu.
However, because of a disagreement within the Qing Court over
the proposal, negotiations between China and Japan over the issue
soon ceased.

After its annexation of Ryukyu, Japan immediately began to use it
as a stepping stone for outward expansion, searching for new islands
to take possession of. This was the background context against which
the Diaoyu Islands were discovered by Japan in 1884. In a secret
investigation of the Diaoyu Islands conducted in 1885, Japan con-
cluded that “the islands were in close proximity to the boundary of
the Qing Dynasty.”
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The Imperial Qing dynasty has a definite name for nearly every
island and it has been reported in its newspapers and records that our
government plans to occupy islands near Taiwan that are possessions
of the Qing State. These papers have raised concerns about many of
our actions, and urged the Qing government to pay attention to this
matter. Should Japan now publically demarcate boundaries and pos-
sessions, it will inevitably attract the attention of the Qing govern-
ment. For now, it is best to only survey the shape of the harbors and
determine whether there are any mineral resources or other materials
that might be developed in the future and write a detailed report on
this matter. Regarding demarcation of the boundaryj, it is best to wait
for a more appropriate opportunity.'*

In July 1894, Japan launched the Sino-Japanese War. Facing a cer-
tain victory in the war, on January 14, 1895, Japan secretly placed the
Diaoyu Islands under Okinawa Prefecture through a “cabinet resolu-
tion.” In the Treaty of Shimonoseki signed by China and Japan in
April of that year, China was forced to cede “all of Taiwan Island and
all subsidiary islands” to Japan, which included the Diaoyu Islands.
From that point until Japan’s surrender in 1945, China’s province of
Taiwan, including the Diaoyu Islands, were under Japanese colonial
rule for 50 years.

From the end of World War II until September 1972, Japan fol-
lowed America’s Cold War policy, maintaining a deep division with
China over Taiwan, historical problems, and the Diaoyu Islands. This
resulted in a prolonged delay in the normalization of diplomatic rela-
tions between China and Japan. Under these circumstances, China
promoted Sino-Japanese relations first at the civilian level, opening
civilian ties to advance official ties in a semiofficial way. This created a
foundation for diplomatic normalization between China and Japan.

In September 1972, Prime Minister Tanaka and Foreign Minister
Masayoshi Ohira visited China. China and Japan worked to empha-
size commonalities and downplay their differences, and agreed to
handle historical problems, Taiwan, and the Diaoyu Islands with care,
“putting aside conflicts” in order to realize political understanding.
Along with the publication of the Joint Sino-Japanese Declaration of
September 29, 1972, China and Japan realized normalization of dip-
lomatic ties. With this as a foundation, the two states concluded the
Sino-Japanese Treaty of Peace and Friendship on August 12, 1978.
China’s position advanced by Deng Xiaoping of “putting aside differ-
ences, and engaging in joint development” with respect to the Diaoyu
Islands, which continues to reflect China’s policy today.
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Chinese Patriotism and Nationalism

Some Japanese commentators blame China’s patriotic education for
the chill in Sino-Japanese political relations. They argue that popular
“anti-Japanese sentiment” in China is the result of patriotic education
programs initiated in the 1990s.

On this point, former Japanese ambassador to China Yuji Miyamoto
has clearly pointed out: “We Japanese absolutely cannot forget that the
roots of this sentiment include what the Chinese people have learned
from their parents and grandparents about the great pain experienced
during the Japanese invasion and occupation of China. In English, we
might call this their ‘family story.”” He went on to emphasize: “I sin-
cerely hope that those working in China or who will work in China
keep this in mind. If you do not have an understanding of the pain
and anger felt by the Chinese people, it will be very difficult to com-
municate with them, and real communication might even be rendered
impossible.” 1’

Sun Yatsen’s Nationalism and the Chinese
Communist Party’s Patriotism

There is no contradiction between patriotic education in China
and Sino-Japanese friendship. In China, nationalism is the founda-
tion of patriotism, but nationalism is not equivalent to patriotism.
Nationalism includes nationalism in the strict sense, extremist
nationalism, and healthy nationalism. In the strict sense, nationalism
is national egoism, which is concern only for the national interests
without reference to or even at the expense of the interests of other
states. Extremist nationalism is an extreme version of strict national-
ism, which manifests itself in the form of extremist statements, blind
exclusion, and might even evolve into fascism. Healthy nationalism
emphasizes patriotism that is characterized by equality between
nationalities and win-win cooperation.

The awakening of contemporary Chinese nationalism can be traced
to the Opium War of 1840. The “three principles of the people”
advanced by Sun Yatsen, the leader of the 1911 Xinhai Revolution,
include nationalism. Sun Yatsen’s nationalism included two important
factors: the first was with respect to the feudal rule of the Manchu
Qing dynasty government, for which he advocated transition to an
ideal republic; the second was with respect to the Western powers, from
which he sought independence and liberation of the Chinese nation.
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While the Xinhai Revolution overthrew China’s feudal imperialist
system, it was not able to achieve the independence of the Chinese
nation. It was the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) that later realized
the wishes of Sun Yatsen. Different from Sun Yatsen’s nationalism
though, the CCP viewed and handled nationalist issues in accordance
with the Marxist Leninist Theory of class struggle. The call to arms
of Marx and Engels that “the workers of the world unite” best repre-
sents the internationalist spirit of the proletariat.

During the War of Resistance against Japan, CCP leader Mao
Zedong insisted on maintaining a distinction between Japanese mili-
tarism and the Japanese people. During the eight-year long war, the
Eighth Route Army and the New Fourth Army took a total of 7,118
Japanese POWs. In accordance with the suggestion of one of the
founders of the Japanese Communist Party, Sanzo Nosaka, a Japanese
Workers and Peasants School was established at Yan'an with Nosaka
as headmaster to educate and reform the Japanese POWs. In October
1937, Zhu De, general commander of the Eighth Route Army, issued
an order consisting of six articles on the handling of POWs: “1. Offer
preferential treatment to and do not kill enemy POWs; 2. Do not take
the possessions of POWs, only military articles should be confiscated;
3. Offer medical treatment to wounded enemy soldiers; 4. Where pos-
sible, send POWs back and provide them with travel expenses; 5. Those
willing to serve our army shall be provided with appropriate work;
6. Do not interfere with the religious beliefs of POWSs.”!¢ As a result,
some Japanese POWs willingly joined the Eighth Route Army and
played a role in opposing the Japanese militarist invasion of China.

In December of the same year, after the Japanese army attacked
and occupied Nanjing, it committed the Nanjing Massacre, in which
Chinese POWs and civilians were slaughtered. While this is now his-
tory, the psychological scars of the harm and the humiliation suf-
fered by the Chinese nation from the foreign invasion remain deep in
the hearts of the Chinese people. Today, not only do right-wing ele-
ments in Japan fail to express their regret for this, but they even deny
that these events ever took place. This inevitably arouses the anger
of the Chinese people. How to prevent such nationalistic sentiments
from becoming extremist and maintaining rational patriotism is the
responsibility of the Chinese government and the Chinese media.

The CCP’s Patriotic Education and Sino-Japanese Friendship

With its establishment in 1949, the PRC determined to maintain a
policy of Sino-Japanese friendship. As early as 1954, Mao Zedong
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said: “Japan’s position has now changed to become a half-occupied
country. It is in a position of hardship. The Chinese people do not
hate Japan so much, but maintain an attitude of friendship.”!”

The new PRC government did not advocate nationalism, but encour-
aged patriotism and internationalism. Two slogans were painted on
the red walls of the gate at Tiananmen Square: (1) “Long Live the
People’s Republic of China” and (2) “Long Live the Unity Among the
People of the World.” This second slogan represents internationalism.
China’s Japan policy is focused on the people and on the long term,
and it distinguishes between the crimes of Japanese militarism and
Japanese civilians, opposing retribution by the victors of war against
the defeated. As a result, in the Joint Sino-Japanese Communiqué of
1972 it clearly states that “for sake of the friendship of the people of
China and Japan, China forgoes demands of war reparations against
Japan.”

The PRC government has long opposed extremist or strict nation-
alism. After 1978, even though internationalism is no longer empha-
sized, and China started to avoid creating the impression of the
“exportation of revolution” to other states, in its patriotic education
it continues to stress reform and opening and developing friendly
cooperative relations with other states. Even though there are dif-
ficulties in Sino-Japanese relations from time to time, the Chinese
government continues to emphasize friendship between the people of
the two countries; even in the Marco Polo Bridge Memorial to the
War Against Japanese Aggression, the final exhibition hall empha-
sizes how the two nations have worked toward friendship for future
generations following the normalization of Sino-Japanese relations.

The direction of the Japan policy of the government of the People’s
Republic of China has remained consistent, and the policy that was
originally determined under the leadership of Mao Zedong and Zhou
Enlai has not changed with changes in Chinese leadership. To ensure
long-term Sino-Japanese friendship, the Chinese government and lead-
ership have always emphasized that the period of unfortunate history
between China and Japan must be correctly handled, and that “the
past should not be forgotten, but should offer lessons for the future.”

Once in receiving a delegation from Japan, Deng Xiaoping said:

As our countries are neighbors, I have a special type of feeling with
respect to Sino-Japanese friendship. Even when the Japanese Militarists
invaded China, many Japanese people were in opposition. We must
take a comprehensive view of history, and while looking at the his-
tory of Japan’s invasion of China, we must also discuss the history
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of efforts made by the Japanese people for Sino-Japanese friendship.
Many people worked for this friendship! There are certainly some
people unhappy that such a large delegation like yours has come to
visit China, but your courageous action demonstrates that the people
of Japan are the same as the people of China; both hope that friendship
between our two countries can continue from generation to genera-
tion. In the face of the handful of people who do not want friendship
between China and Japan, the only thing we can do in response is to
continue to enhance our friendship, and develop our cooperation.'®

In 1989 when political turmoil occurred in China, Western states
lead by the United States moved to “sanction” China. Japan, however,
took the lead in restoring Japanese yen loans to China and in high-
level exchanges between the two countries, and in a leadership sum-
mit between seven Western states, Japan urged them that they “should
not isolate China.” In 1991, Japanese prime minister Toshiki Kaifu
visited China, becoming the first Western head of state to visit Beijing
following the political chaos.

Year 1992 was the twentieth anniversary of the normalization of dip-
lomatic relations between China and Japan. In April of the same year,
President Jiang Zemin made a visit to Japan, contributing to Emperor
Akihito’s visit to China that took place in October of the same year.
During his visit Jiang Zemin pointed out that properly treating the
period of unfortunate history in Sino-Japanese relations is of extreme
importance for the healthy development of ties between the two coun-
tries. He expressed his hope that Japan might learn from history, and
continue to follow the path of peaceful development. “The past should
not be forgotten, but should offer lessons for the future.”"’

By the beginning of the twenty-first century, China had grown
and developed, but it did not change its Japan policy. President Hu
Jintao advocated the “realization of peaceful development, lasting
friendship, mutually beneficial cooperation, and joint development
to become the objective of Sino-Japanese relations.”?® During his
visit to Japan in 2009, Vice President Xi Jinping expressed that “the
Sino-Japanese relationship is one of the most important bilateral rela-
tionships for both Japan and China, and is an important factor in pro-
moting peace, stability and development in both Asia and globally.”*!
To present, the Chinese government has always emphasized that the
two countries must respect the Sino-Japanese Joint Communiqué, the
Sino-Japanese Peace and Friendship Treaty, and other related politi-
cal documents and promote the healthy development of their bilateral
relations.
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China’s Democratization, Information Technology,
and Sino-Japanese Relations

On historical memory and its impacts on international relations, there
is a tendency to consider only human factors or political factors, over-
looking the tremendous impacts of the development of video technol-
ogy and information technology. This is the perspective taken by the
author in the analysis below.

The Development of Video and Information
Technology and International Relations
Contemporary history saw other major powers invade China, but as
there were not yet video images, posterity can learn about this history
only through books. With the development of video technology in the
twentieth century, the aggressions and violence of the Japanese empire
were widely recorded through video and photographs, enabling peo-
ple today to see up close the cruel nature of the war and the evil acts of
the invaders. With the dawn of information technology in the 1990s,
the way in which people communicate information underwent a fun-
damental change as the influence of the Internet and other new media
have spread rapidly. This has resulted in a major change in public
opinion related to China’s Japan policy.

By the end of the 1980s, the telephone had yet to become a house-
hold item for ordinary urban Chinese families, and by the mid-1990s
ordinary households could not yet use the internet at home. Beginning
in the twenty-first century though, the rapid development of informa-
tion technology in China enabled the country to leap ahead into the
information technology age. In 2002, the total number of Internet
users in China surpassed that of Japan, reaching 59.10 million, rank-
ing second in the world. By June 2011, the number of Chinese netizens
reached 485 million, and they are expected to surpass 500 million by
the end of the year. This is far more than the total number of users in
Japan and the United States combined.

The victim mentality of Chinese youth does not come entirely from
historical memory, but from personal experiences. In China, those
who had praised Western “liberal thinking” in the 1980s because of
frustration from the Great Cultural Revolution gradually shifted away
from such thinking. Since the 1990s, the patriotism of the Chinese
public and especially Chinese youth has taken on two characteristics:
(1) it is autonomous, occurring without government mobilization; (2) it
is targeted mainly toward the United States and especially Japan. It is
much less the result of the Chinese government’s patriotic education,
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and more aggravated by negative acts by Japan or the United States.
For example, in 1993 it was the Yinbhe incident manufactured by the
United States; in 1999 it was the American bombing of the Chinese
embassy in Yugoslavia; in 2001, it was the EP-3 incident, involving
a collision between Chinese and American aircraft above Chinese
waters near Hainan Province; from 2001 to 2006 it was Koizumi’s
visits to the Yasukuni Shrine; in 2010, it was the Japanese detainment
of Chinese crew members following a boat collision near the Diaoyu
Islands. All of these factors stimulated patriotic sentiment among the
Chinese public.

China’s Spread of Information Technology,

Democratization, and Feelings between the

People of China and Japan

The Internet and cell phones have already become the primary media
through which young Chinese obtain and exchange information. The
interest of the Chinese public in China’s foreign relations has clearly
increased, as has desire for participation. At the same time, freedom
of speech has also increased to a great extent. Incorrect statements
by Japanese leaders that harm Sino-Japanese relations and negative
news regarding the relationship will cause a rapid reaction on the
part of the Chinese public. As figure 7.2 shows, the way in which
popular sentiment in Japan and China interacts and influences the
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Figure 7.2 Interaction between Factors Impacting Popular Sentiment between China
and Japan.
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relationship has undergone a structural change. The spread of infor-
mation technology throughout Chinese society is a material change
that inevitably brings with it increased freedom of speech and politi-
cal democratization. The problem here though is that such a change
is not necessarily completely positive when it comes to Sino-Japanese
relations. For example, part of the Chinese and Japanese attack each
other on the in Internet, aggravating sentiments between the two
countries.

Information technology, democratization, and the turn of Japanese
politics toward the right all impact the feelings of the Chinese public
toward Japan. A simple formula can be applied to summarize these
impacts: Extent of Exacerbation of Chinese popular sentiment toward
Japan = [Internet + Democratization| X right-wing of Japan. This for-
mula means that the level of Exacerbation (E) is determined by the
combined spread of Internet usage and democratization (D) multi-
plied by the extent of the impact from rightward shift in Japanese
politics (R). Based on an analysis of this logic, we can come to the fol-
lowing conclusion: it is possible to reduce the level of exacerbation of
popular sentiment toward Japan (E), but the critical factor is reducing
the multiplier effect, that is, suppressing the right wing in Japan (R).
This will enable a positive turn in Sino-Japanese relations.

The spread of information and expressions of popular sentiment
impact one another, causing changes that are completely different
from the past. Chinese diplomacy has come to place more impor-
tance on listening to public opinion and suggestions. In September
2003, the Chinese Ministry of Foreign Affairs held a “public open
house” for the first time. In December of the same year, the then
minister of foreign affairs Li Zhaoxing held direct conversations with
the public through the websites of the Foreign Ministry and Xinbhua
New Agency. Beginning from 2009, Premier Wen Jiabao engaged in
three consecutive years of dialogue with the netizens from all around
the country through Xinhua Net. Wen noted: “I turn on the Internet
every day, and go to Xinhua Net first. For someone who wants to
understand what is happening in the world, Xinhua Net makes every-
thing clear. It offers a wide array of important news.”?> On June 20,
2008, Chinese president Hu chatted with netizens online over People
Net (bbs.people.com.cn). He noted: “when I go online, one, I want
to see both domestic and international news; two, I want to under-
stand the issues that concern netizens, their points of view; three,
I hope to understand the opinions and suggestions that netizens have
with respect to the Party and the work of the State.” “The views and
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opinions raised by netizens are extremely important to us,” “the
Internet is an important channel for understanding public sentiment,
and collecting public wisdom.”?

The spread of information technology and the Internet in China
has advanced progress toward democratization in the country. This is
most evident through the “public right to discourse” and “the public
right to release information” created by the Internet. On June 18,
2008, after the release of the Sino-Japanese Consensus on the Joint
Development of the East Sea, Chinese netizens immediately expressed
strong concerns. Chinese netizens voiced strong disagreement to the
Japanese reference to the Chunxiao Gas Field as shirakaba and to the
idea that the countries would develop it jointly. The Chinese govern-
ment cannot ignore the opinion of the Chinese public, but will still
prevent being undermined by extremist points of view.

Views of the Chinese Public and
Youth toward Japan

In 2004, the China Daily and the “Japan Speech NPO” collabo-
rated to launch an annual “Sino-Japanese Relations Public Opinion
Survey.”

The survey results revealed that during the administrations of
Yasuo Fudaka and Yukio Hatoyama the level of positive feelings
among the Chinese public toward Japan increased; and that during
the administration of Taro Aso and Naoto Kan positive feelings of the
Chinese public toward Japan declined. Since 2006, when Junichiro
Koizumi took office, as Japanese prime ministers have forgone visits
to the Yasukuni Shrine, the impact of historical problems on Sino-
Japanese relations has lessened. While this may be the case, because
of the “boat collision” in waters adjacent to the Diaoyu Islands in
September 2010, practical contradictions have become one of the pri-
mary obstacles to the improvement of Sino-Japanese relations.

In 2011, Negative Impressions of Japban among the
Chinese Public Reached a Historical High

In June 2011, the China Daily and the Genron NPO (Japanese
Nonprofit Organization) implemented the seventh China-Japan public
opinion survey in both the countries.?* The survey results revealed that
28.6 percent of the general Chinese public maintain a positive impres-
sion of Japan, a decrease of 10 percentage points over the previous year.
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Of youth, 43.1 percent maintained positive impressions of Japan, a fall
of 2.1 percentage points over 2010. The percentage of the Chinese gen-
eral public maintaining negative impressions of Japan reached a new
high in 2011 at 65.9 percent, an increase over the previous year of 10
percentage points.

The survey further revealed that the main reason why members
of the Chinese public held poor impressions of Japan was historical
issues. However, while 74.2 percent of the Chinese public pointed to
the Japanese invasion of China, this was raised as a concern by only
46.3 percent of young students and instructors. A total of 71.2 percent
of the general public responded that Japan fails to correctly under-
stand the history of its invasion of China, while 86.1 percent of young
students and instructors held this view. An additional 56.3 percent
selected that Japan follows the United States in meddling in Taiwan
affairs, while 53.9 percent selected that the Japanese government
maintains a hardline on the Diaoyu Islands. This illustrates that young
students and instructors pay more attention to practical issues.

The Chinese Public Believes that America Represents
the No. | Military Threat to China and Japan
the No. 2 Military Threat

Around 60.5 percent of the Chinese public believe that the United
States is a threat to China, and 42.7 percent believe that Japan is a
threat; 78 percent of young students and instructors feel that America
is a threat, and 66.3 percent identify Japan; 51.1 percent of the Chinese
general public believe that Japan is a threat to China because it fol-
lows the United States in its strategy, while 49.7 percent feel that the
threat stems from Japanese attitudes with respect to historical prob-
lems. The reason for young students arguing that Japan is a threat is
because Japan has a history of colonizing China, but many Japanese
lack recognition of this and the ration is highest, at 58.3 percent;
and second to this is that Japanese strategy follows the United States
(41.6 percent). In addition, the Sino-Japanese dispute over the Diaoyu
Islands was identified as a significant issue impacting bilateral rela-
tions for the first time. This survey reveals that 58.4 percent of the
general public blame “territorial issues” for obstructing the develop-
ment of bilateral relations and 42.8 percent of students and instruc-
tors hold this view; if disputes over maritime rights and interests are
added to this, the numbers increase to 84 percent (for general public)
and 79.3 percent (for students).
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Importance of Increased Sino-Japanese Strategic
Cooperation and Areas for Cooperation

More than 40 percent of the Chinese general public support the
enhancement of cooperation between China and Japan, with more
than 70 percent of young students advocating the enhancement of
strategic cooperation between the two countries; 52.6 percent of the
general public believe that cooperation in trade and economics should
be improved and 37.8 percent of students hold this view. The enhance-
ment of cooperation in “education” and “culture” was supported by
13.5 percent and 16 percent of students and instructors, respectively.

How to Resolve Historical Problems between
China and Japan

In the survey, 60.1 percent of the Chinese general public believe that
the key is “Japan’s recognition of its invasion of China”; 54.6 percent
believe it is “Japan’s recognition of the Nanjing Massacre,” while
43.9 percent believe it is the “issue of Japanese history textbooks”;
81.4 percent of young students and instructors feel that the key is
“Japan’s recognition of its invasion of China”; 55 percent feel that it
is “Japan’s recognition of the Nanjing Massacre,” while 58.1 percent
believe it is the “issue of Japanese history textbooks.”

Nearly 50 percent of young students argue that progress in civil
society exchanges is “extremely important” for improving rela-
tions between the two countries, while 31.6 percent feel that this
is “relatively important.” Of the general public, nearly 60 percent
feel that this is “relatively important,” while 20 percent identify it
as “extremely important.” Ranking first and second among young
students and instructors are the belief that “exchanges in the cultural
field” should be advanced between China and Japan (49.3 percent),
and that “media exchanges” should be enhanced between the coun-
tries (31.2 percent).

Conclusion: Sino-Japanese Cooperation

Is Mutually Beneficial; Confrontation

Is Extremely Costly

This survey shows that more than 80 percent of the Chinese gen-

eral public believe that Sino-Japanese relations are important, and of
these, 13.1 percent believe that they are “extremely important.” The
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proportion of students and teachers that believes that relations are
“extremely important” is 46.3 percent; 60.1 percent of the general
public believe that Sino-Japanese relations will remain important for
China over the next 10 years, while of young students, more than
48.4 percent hold this view.

Even though China’s gross domestic product (GDP) has surpassed
that of Japan, its GDP per capita and qualitative economic indicators
lag far behind those of Japan. Friendly cooperation between China
and Japan supports the collective interests of the two countries.
Historical problems between China and Japan, the issues of Taiwan,
territorial disputes, and nationalist sentiment are intertwined and
constitute structural contradictions. Failure to properly handle these
issues could result in the United States and Japan constituting a mili-
tary threat toward China. China, the United States, and Japan should
all work hard to avoid this.

In the future, China will continue to follow the path toward peace-
ful development. Regardless of attempts to manufacture a “China
threat theory” and to sabotage Sino-Japanese Relations, reality will
continue to prove that China’s development is an opportunity and not
a threat for Japan. China’s policy toward Japan was made very clear
by the late Deng Xiaoping: “In sum, Sino-Japanese relations will be
characterized by generation after generation of friendship between
the two nations,” “this is our long term national strategy.”?’

Of course, China’s ability to meet this objective also depends on
whether Japan will adopt a similar long-term strategy in its China
policy. At present, positive impressions and feelings of friendship of
the Japanese public toward China are also on the decline. Japan has
yet to adjust psychologically to China’s rapid development and rise,
and is particularly concerned with the increase in China’s defense
capabilities. Negative reports and commentary on China dominate
the Japanese media. As Japan universalized access to the Internet
and as its politics shifted toward the right, Japanese society began
to exhibit “youth anger” toward China and a right-wing shift in the
Internet. Some people have even consciously attempted to repeatedly
antagonize China to exacerbate Chinese nationalist sentiment, seeing
it as a double-edged sword that might be turned against the Chinese
government.

As far as China is concerned, emotional or idealistic attitudes
toward Japan are not helpful for the improvement of Sino-Japanese
relations. China itself has areas in which it needs to make improve-
ments. For example, criminal behavior by Chinese in Japan has seriously

» «
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undermined China’s image in the country. In this area, the Chinese
government needs to continue to enhance its cooperation with the
Japanese police, and to increase education regarding observance
of the law and friendship between Japan and China. More impor-
tantly, with the spread of information technology and development
of democratization in China, public interest and participation in state
politics and foreign relations have increased, which itself is a posi-
tive development. While this may be the case, the diverse information
coming from China creates difficulties or even misunderstandings for
the rest of the world in its understanding of Chinese policy. It should
be admitted that the Chinese people are still limited in their under-
standing of Japan, and have yet to conduct comprehensive research on
the country. At the same time, the spread of information technology
and development of democracy in China has promoted freedom of
speech with respect to Japan, explaining the so-called angry youth
and Internet nationalism in China. As far as China is concerned, the
liberalization of speech with respect to Japan is nothing to be afraid
of—it is very normal for people to have different points of view—
what is scary is when a lack of understanding of Japan results in sub-
jective mistakes that undermine China’s national interests.

Year 2012 is the fortieth anniversary of the normalization of dip-
lomatic relations between China and Japan. Recently, former Chinese
state councilor Tang Jiaxuan pointed out that in order to achieve
long-term healthy and stable Sino-Japanese relations, the two states
need to advance the following two major systematic projects:

One is building systematic political trust. Central to political secu-
rity and trust is how one party recognizes and perceives another: are
they opponents, enemies, or cooperative partners; do they represent
a challenge or an opportunity? This is a fundamental issue. At pres-
ent, the reason the two countries lack trust is that they are not able to
objectively recognize one another’s development. China has repeatedly
affirmed that it will not stray from the path of peaceful development,
that it will maintain a defensive national defense policy, that it will
never seek hegemony, and that it will never expand outward. These are
absolutely not empty words, as China does not make such statements
to appease other countries. This represents China’s basic national situ-
ation, and a strategic decision that China has made with respect to its
development and fundamental interests.

Two is building systematic feelings among the people. Friendship
between China and Japan has a deep foundation within the societies
of the two countries. For this friendship to continue from generation to
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generation is the collective will of the people of both countries. Because
of history and practical reasons, sentiment between the people of the
two countries continues to hover at low levels. Recent public opin-
ion surveys reveal that more than 60 percent of Chinese people and
nearly 80 percent of Japanese people lack feelings of friendship toward
one another. This represents a low point in recent years. This state of
affairs is concerning, and has provoked much thought. The reasons
for this situation are many, including a lack of political security and
trust between the two countries, the occasional exaggeration of sensi-
tive issues between the two states, and the tendency for public opin-
ion to lag behind the rapid pace of change in the two states. The two
states should pay careful attention to the decline in public sentiment
towards one another, increase the sense of urgency of improving ties,
and increase targeted and multi-pronged efforts to quickly improve the
situation.?®

On the whole, it follows from the collective national interests of
Japan and China for the twenty-first century to see them support one
another’s development and avoid becoming enemies. Should China
and Japan attempt to become enemies and constrain one another’s
peaceful development, this will damage the fundamental collective
interests between the two countries. As the economy continues to glo-
balize, the level of interdependence between states deepens. If China
and Japan oppose one another, it will also strongly harm the interests
of Japan’s ally, the United States. For this reason, forward-looking
strategists will opt for a long-term strategy to improve and develop
relations between China, Japan, and the United States.
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Japan, China, Russia, and the American
“Pivot”: A Triangular Analysis™

Lowell Dittmer

Japan, China, Russia, and the United States, four of the most power-
ful nations in the world, positioned cheek by jowl in Northeast Asia
with some of the world’s most extensive trade and mutually interlock-
ing investments binding them together, have long had “complicated”
political-strategic relations. They form two duos, each of which is or
was formally bound by a mutual security alliance. In focus here is the
Japan-US security alliance (JUSA). Though the JUSA is “the most
important bilateral relationship in the world, bar none” (according
to former ambassador Mike Mansfield), forming the northern tier
of the pentagonal US “hub-and-spokes” Asian-Pacific alliance net-
work, it is a bilateral alliance from which China is excluded. The
JUSA has never been explicitly directed against China but against
the former Soviet Union, wherein it enjoyed full Chinese support.
Since the end of the Cold War eliminated the Soviet Union as a target
of the alliance and both Sino-American and Sino-Japanese relations
began for a number of reasons to fray, China’s view of the alliance
has grown increasingly skeptical, however. This tension was drama-
tized by the events of September—October 2010, when a Chinese fish-
ing trawler in Japanese territorial waters being chased by Japanese
coast guard patrol boats took evasive action and collided with its
pursuers, leading to the arrest of the crew and captain. This in turn
precipitated indignant Chinese diplomatic protests, unofficial trade
sanctions, tit-for-tat personnel detentions, and mass demonstrations
in the streets of both countries, ultimately resulting in the Chinese
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captain’s release and repatriation. Because the underlying cause of
the dispute was conflicting territorial claims to areas involving rich
subsurface hydrocarbon deposits currently under Japanese control,
and because the terms of the alliance commit the United States to
support Japan militarily if Japan comes under attack, the JUSA has
suddenly acquired new strategic relevance. This was reinforced by
the escalation of bilateral tension over the Diaoyu/Sankaku islets fol-
lowing their nationalization by Japan in August 2012.

This chapter provides an explication of the increasingly troubled
Sino-Japanese relationship in terms of American pivotal involvement
in an increasingly tense set of relationships—Russia also figures in the
analysis, mainly as a basis for comparison. The strategic dynamic has
become triangular. The first part of the chapter focuses on the role of
divergent views of alliances in general and of the JUSA in particular.
The second introduces the triangular framework, which brings the
US “pivot” into the picture.

Asian Alliances

Though a staple of international politics since the Peace of Westphalia
in 1648, alliances are relatively new to East Asia, as indeed is the con-
cept of the nation-state. But before delving into its distinctive Asian
characteristics, we analyze what exactly the term alliance means. Ever
an integral component of the Westphalian system, alliances are “for-
mal associations of states for the use (or non-use) of military force,
intended for either the security or the aggrandizement of their members,
against specific other states, whether or not these others are explicitly
identified.”! There are at least two different interpretations of the logic
of alliance formation. The first is realist, rooted in balance-of-power
theory: when a nation comes under a threat that it is unable to deter
based solely on its own resources, it has two choices: either attempt to
appease or to form an alliance with the source of the threat (“band-
wagoning”), or try to resist the threat, either through self-strengthening
(“internal balancing”), or by forming an alliance with another country
(or countries) with a common interest in resisting the threat (“exter-
nal balancing”).? “Power” and “threat” are conceived to be universal
and the theory is thus readily applicable to any actor in the interna-
tional system. The second is constructivist, according to which these
and other relevant variables may be differently understood in different
political cultural contexts, in that the perception of threat depends not
only on the objective balance of forces but on the timeframe, ideological
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perspective, domestic political culture, and other contextual variables.3
There may be an underlying affinity between constructivism and the
older idealist tradition, according to which alliance construction (as
well as the national interests on which it is based) depends not on threat
perceptions alone but on culturally or ideologically embedded values,
expectations/hopes, and national identities. We adopt here a hybrid
definition: we begin with the general concept of the alliance and then
proceed to show how it has been modified in the East Asian cultural
context and what difference such modifications make in their prac-
tical political application—all based on the well-known premise that
what is perceived as real is real in its consequences.* An alliance is thus
assumed to be two-dimensional, with both an explicit power-political
logic and a subsurface of connotations that may shape how that logic is
applied in a particular context.

The central political unit in premodern East Asia was the empire,
not the nation-state, and the international community was conceived
to be hierarchical, not an anarchic jungle, in which lower-ranking
units professed deference to their superiors via symbolic tribute.’
This makes the Western concept of an alliance between sovereign
equals somewhat problematic. And ever since the new concept of an
international community of sovereign nation-states imposed itself
in East Asia, alliances among these “new” nation-states have been
formed with extraordinary parsimony, at least by Western standards.
Whereas the United States has more than 50 security alliances, the
People’s Republic of China (PRC) in has had only 2: the 30-year
Treaty of Friendship and Alliance with the Soviet Union, which
(albeit chronically troubled) lasted from 1951 until its scheduled
expiration in 1981; and the strategic alliance with the Democratic
People’s Republic of Korea, first formulated in 1961, renewed in
1981, and still formally binding. China’s alliance with North Korea,
or the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK) extends from
China’s military intercession in the Korean conflict in 1950-1953, and
although the two countries have since diverged ideologically and dis-
agreed tactically, China remains North Korea’s largest trade partner,
foreign investor, and supplier of food and energy assistance. Both of
these alliances are “fraternal,” that is, they define relations among
Marxist-Leninist or “communist” states, and are thus conceived to
be ideologically privileged. China also signed a friendship treaty with
Japan in 1978, its first with a noncommunist country, and another
friendship treaty with Russia in 2001, but no mutual defense commit-
ment was thereby entailed.
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Japan has had only three formal alliances so far, all in the modern
era: the Anglo-Japanese alliance (1902-1922), the so-called Rome-
Berlin-Tokyo Axis (1940-1945), and finally the JUSA (1952—present).
The Anglo-Japanese alliance was formed in London in January 1902
and was based essentially on common opposition to Russian expan-
sionism; it was renewed twice before being officially terminated, due
to a number of dissatisfactions: Japanese disappointment with the
lack of British support in their colonization of Korea following
the Russo-Japanese War, perceived anti-Japanese discrimination in
the Washington Naval Treaty,® London’s chagrin with Japan’s minis-
cule contribution to World War I and its subsequent perceived encour-
agement of the Indian independence movement, and (perhaps most
decisively) growing US opposition to Japan. Japan signed the Anti-
Comintern Pact with Nazi Germany in 1936 and then the Tripartite
Pact in September 1940 as a coalition of authoritarian “have-not”
countries whose expansionist ambitions ran athwart (and were cen-
sured by) the League of Nations. Yet the Axis was a very loose alliance
system (e.g., Japan was surprised by the 1939 Ribbentrop-Molotov
pact with the Soviet Union and then again surprised when Hitler
attacked the USSR in June 1941; Hitler was in turn taken aback
when Japan launched a surprise attack on Pearl Harbor). The Axis,
of course, ended in disaster, with the destruction and unconditional
surrender of all three signatories. The alliance between Japan and the
United States was signed as soon as Japan regained sovereignty at the
end of the Allied occupation in 1951 and was renewed and expanded
in spite of fierce domestic resistance in 1960. Despite basing squab-
bles it remains robust, anchoring the American defense commitment
to the Northeast Asian region.

If we look more closely at these alliances, while the logic of alli-
ance formation in Northeast Asia cannot really be said to deviate
sharply from the realist model (in the sense that the alliance in each
case confronts a perceived adversary posing a national security threat
to both allies), there are at least three distinctive cultural nuances.
First, in each instance, the alliance binds two sovereign but unequal
partners, even when (as in the Sino-Soviet case) there is a strong ide-
ological emphasis on fraternity and equality. In other words, these
alliances conform to East Asian hierarchical patron-client patterns
(shang-xia guanxi, or oyabun-kobun relations). Second, they tend to
be exclusive: to China the Sino-Soviet alliance was central, and Japan
as well has had only one alliance at a time. The implicit template for
the alliance in these Confucian cultures is the wu lun, or five primary
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kinship relations, particularly the most important father-son rela-
tionship. Third, these alliances are typically cross-cultural, in each
case with leading Western nation-states. This may be attributed to
the important subsidiary features of such alliances, specifically the
teleological path-dependency in which “Western” was equated with a
“modern” goal-culture.

The cultural context of this type of asymmetrical, hierarchical
relationship has at least two psycho-sociological implications: (1) The
client state expects much more of the patron than support in the
case of military attack, just as the patron expects less from the cli-
ent than full reciprocal support. These expectations are rarely spelled
out, of course, in the formal documents, but they are important: the
“senior” partner is expected to provide not only aid and support, but
also to function as a model for the client’s future development. In the
case of the Anglo-Japanese alliance it seems clear why England, not
only the world’s first modernizer but at the time the world’s leading
naval power, also an island just off the coast of a powerful continent,
would be an attractive role model for Japan. China’s choice of the
Soviet Union, the world’s premier revolutionary communist country
and successful embodiment of the socialist ideals that also inspired
the Chinese revolution, is equally self-evident. (2) The intrinsically
asymmetrical nature of the relationship and the culturally implicit
role model expectations inculcate a sense of arrogant entitlement in
the patron and a corresponding sense of dependency and resentment
in the client. In the Anglo-Japanese alliance, as in the Sino-Soviet alli-
ance, the inflated early expectations of the client are soon dashed. The
patron, on the other hand, often expresses bewilderment at the cli-
ent’s resentment, given the client’s relatively minor contribution to the
alliance. The Confucian subtext of these relationships helps explain
some of these discontents: in the kinship model, the ultimate payoff
for the son’s filial subordination to the father is that the father eventu-
ally passes away and the son takes his place. But although the notions
of national development or modernization are somewhat analogous
in that they do offer an upside to the client they are by no means a
reliable model for an international alliance (e.g., nation-states cannot
be expected to pass away).

Whereas the alliances of China and Japan have both been asym-
metrical and culturally freighted, the two have responded quite
differently.” While both have been aggrieved about the asymmetry,
China has been much more impatient, even indignant than Japan.
The Western imperialist powers imposed harsh punitive treaties on
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Japan and Korea as well as China, after all, usually at the conclusion
of victorious imperial wars, which all three countries resented and
eventually succeeded in overturning. But it was China that coined
the term “unequal treaty,” and only here did it become a cause céle-
bre and target of competitive nationalist mobilization by both the
Chinese Nationalist Party, or Kuomintang (KMT) and the Chinese
Communist Party (CCP). To be sure, Chinese relative outrage is a
matter of quantity rather than quality: the JUSA, too, aroused fierce
anti-American demonstrations at the time of its revision in 1960 as
well as smoldering nationalist discontent since then (“Japan Can Say
No,” etc.) demanding a more equal, “normal nation-state” relation-
ship, which has evolved over time into contentious negotiations over
the location of American bases and periodic discussion of repealing
Article 9. But there are two qualifications in the Japanese case. First,
discontent has been reciprocal: beginning in the 1980s, the United
States too has complained about Japan’s inability to contribute in
kind to the “mutual defense” commitment, inducing the latter to pay
the most generous host nation support costs in the world and grad-
ually to agree to expand its ambit of responsibility for self-defense
(much to Beijing’s chagrin). Second, despite its complaints and occa-
sional protests Japan has never abandoned the alliance—the previ-
ous Anglo-Japanese alliance, too, was abrogated not by Tokyo but by
London. Japan seems to attach greatest significance not to equality
but to alliance loyalty, expressing, for example, bitter resentment at
the Soviet Union’s “betrayal” in annulling the 1941 Neutrality Pact
to invade Manchuria in April 1945 (after Japan had already decided
to surrender in the wake of the Atomic bombing of Hiroshima and
Nagasaki). For China, in contrast, the foremost issue has always been
one of equality. China complained bitterly and constantly about the
Sino-Soviet alliance within its first decade, which escalated to violent
border skirmishes by 1969-1970, culminating in both internal and
external balancing behavior by Beijing before ultimately abrogating
the alliance in 1981.% At the core of the Sino-Soviet dispute, accord-
ing to Deng Xiaoping’s retrospective analysis, was always the issue of
“equality.” Yet from a more objective perspective, “ambivalent” might
be a better characterization, for the two countries were never equal
during the entire tenure of the alliance, and indeed the alliance never
functioned more smoothly and amicably than during the early period
when it was most unequal.” This inequality was accepted at the out-
set, but after Stalin’s replacement by Khrushchev Mao, for a mixture
of personal and ideological reasons, soon found it intolerable.
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Why the disruptive sense of outrage in the Chinese case but the
(albeit reluctant) tolerance on the part of Japan? This can be explained
by both structural and cultural factors. Structurally, the asymmetry
was proportionally greater in the case of Japan’s alliances, and in
highly asymmetrical alliances the client typically gives the patron
greater discretion, for it is obviously more dangerous for the client to
withdraw.'” Britain was far more advanced and powerful than Japan
during the latter’s post-Meiji restoration industrial takeoff (though
that ranking has since been upended) and the United States has since
Japan’s defeat also remained predominant, particularly in its immedi-
ate aftermath. Though initially less advanced than the USSR in both
developmental and ideological terms, the Chinese always viewed their
relatively backward status as a humiliating but temporary anomaly,
so indelible was the sense of historical cultural superiority. And even
objectively considered, China’s size and population were consistently
more nearly comparable to those of the Soviet Union, particularly
after World War II from which the USSR suffered more devastation
than any other country. The political cultural context is that whereas
China was a revolutionary state throughout the first half of the twen-
tieth century and hence more imbued with the principle of sovereign
equality, Japan was a modernizing economy grafted onto a neotradi-
tional political cultural base, in which State Shintoism elevated the
emperor to quasi-divine status and the state hierarchy was sancti-
fied via the educational and media apparatus (cf. the 1890 Imperial
Rescript on Education). The intramural context was also somewhat
different: whereas the Soviet Union provided the ideological blueprint
for Chinese political-economic development but proved a somewhat
unreliable supporter of particular CCP policies thereafter (sc., the
Great Leap Forward, the Cultural Revolution), Japan uncondition-
ally surrendered to an America that had bombed its cities to rubble
and then proceeded to occupy the country and even write its con-
stitution (ironically including the famous “Article 9” that has since
limited its alliance contribution). Thus while in both cases we find
ambivalence about an asymmetrical alliance, only in the Chinese case
did this result in an outright break. And these different experiences
have had a lasting impact on the subsequent attitudes of both sides
not only about their alliances but also about bilateral relations and
foreign policy more generally.

Without undertaking a detailed historical recapitulation, let us
consider in brief and bold outline the essential practical differences as
they arose in the course of implementing the two alliances. Although
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the Sino-Soviet alliance was initially formed in an atmosphere of
suspicion, the early period after collaboration in the Korean conflict
was one of apparently whole-hearted cooperation, in which China
adopted the Soviet Union root and branch as a path-dependent model
for its development and accepted Soviet leadership of the interna-
tional communist movement, a large Soviet-subsidized loan at a time
when Moscow’s fiscal plight could ill afford it and the advice of some
10,000 visiting Soviet technical experts. This alliance disintegrated
soon after the death of Stalin, for both surface and subsurface rea-
sons. On the surface the most recent research indicates that the prob-
lem was largely ideological: after all, ideology was fundamental in
the formation of the alliance and formed the basis for both domestic
and foreign policy, so all policy choices had to be not only correct
for one country but for both (and for the world communist revolu-
tion) and if one country took a separate path this was taken to be an
implicit rebuke of the other.'" In the words of Chinese historian Yang
Kueisong, “what irritated Mao the most was Soviet unwillingness to
carry on revolution. For Mao, revolution, whether it was the class
struggle or the anti-imperialist variety, was not only the focal point
of his life experience but also the key to the success of the Chinese
revolution. In his mind the negation of revolution, particularly violent
revolution, meant the negation of the universal applicability of the
Chinese revolutionary model and the rejection of the ‘unique contri-
bution’ that he had made to Marxism-Leninism.”'? With ideology the
ultima ratio, the two stood equal before the Truth whatever the dis-
tribution of gross domestic product (GDP) growth or intercontinental
ballistic missile (ICBMs) (or rather, more than equal—Mao was right
and Khrushchev wrong). Yet aside from ideology, if the pivotal crises
that contributed to the alliance’s disintegration are considered, it seems
that the underlying reason was that Moscow was failing in Mao’s eyes
to conform to the proper role of the senior partner, that is, to protect
and nurture the junior partner to enable it to mature and stand on
an equal footing. To Mao, the acquisition of nuclear weapons, which
the Soviet Union had rashly promised to provide in the early 1950s,
was not only a useful deterrent against the ability of the United States
to check his revolutionary ambitions but also the ultimate symbol of
the national coming of age. But Khrushchev, at what seemed to Mao
the cusp of world power and demonstrable superiority to the capital-
ist states with the launching of Sputnik I and the world’s first ICBM
in 1957, then abandoned the world revolution to make peace with
the leadership of the bourgeois world at Camp David (forgetting for
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the moment that the CCP had also enshrined the same guidelines, as
the “Five Principles of Peaceful Coexistence,” in its 1956 state con-
stitution and in every constitution thereafter). So when Khrushchev
reneged on his commitment to provide China with nuclear weapons
after Mao provoked the United States into a pointless nuclear con-
frontation over the Taiwan Strait in 1958 Mao may have publicly dis-
missed the bomb as a “paper tiger” but also launched a crash program
for China to build its own. He also took advantage of the Cuban
Missile Crisis by timing a border attack on India to coincide with the
crisis, later mocking Khrushchev’s compromise with Kennedy as first
adventurous and then craven. After public polemics in the early 1960s
culminated by the end of the decade in violent border clashes with
dangerous escalatory potential between two nuclear weapon states,
Mao embraced the implicit American promise of extended deterrence
to forestall a threatened Soviet preemptive attack. The alliance was
terminated upon its scheduled expiry in 1981 even though Mao, its
most adamant critic, had already expired.

In view of its bitter disappointment with the Sino-Soviet alliance
it is perhaps not surprising that the PRC has not entered into another
new alliance since. While the formal alliance with the DPRK has
been sustained, at times amid complaints, even occasional sanctions,
the CCP has frequently reiterated its refusal to extend nuclear deter-
rence (i.e., a “nuclear umbrella”) to any state, ally or not. Yet China,
like any other nation, sometimes needs alliances (or their functional
equivalent). Beijing has responded to this need with a number of ten-
tative expedients:

1. With regard to the Soviet Union and its successor, the Russian
Federation, the Chinese entered into protracted “normalization” talks,
resulting in the normalization of party-to-party relations in 1989 and
in border demarcation and demilitarization agreements in the late
1990s. In 2001, reportedly at Chinese behest, the PRC and the Russia
Federation signed a 20-year “Treaty of Good-Neighborliness and
Friendly Cooperation,” which both sides stress is not an alliance (no
promise of mutual strategic support and no explicit target). In addi-
tion to its continuing alliance with the DPRK, China has also main-
tained since the early 1960s an informal “all-weather friendship” with
Pakistan, which included a border settlement, military advice, weapon
sales, and technology transfer but no dispatch of troops or commit-
ment of support in the event of hostilities.

2. One partial substitute for alliances that China has adopted is the
“partnership.” The first and still the strongest partnership is with the
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Russian Federation, but China has since undertaken partnership agree-
ments with many different states and even with international govern-
mental organizations. According to Ning Sao there are four different
types of partnerships, each with its own attributes: the simple strate-
gic partnership (zhanlue huoban guanxi), as with the United States,
which may contain competition as well as cooperation, but has three
main elements: the two are partners rather than rivals, based on stra-
tegic considerations, and “constructive” rather than aiming to counter
other countries or seek hegemony. Second is the “strategic consultative
partnership” (zhanlue xiezuo huoban guanxi), such as that established
with Russia in April 1996, which is the most comprehensive. Third
is the “good neighborly partnership” (mulin huoban guanxi), which
china established with ASEAN in 1997. The final type is a “basic part-
nership,” used to describe relations between China and developing
countries, such as that between China and Mexico in 1997.13 Su Hao
ranks these partnerships on three levels: the lowest rank is “construc-
tive” strategic partnerships, such as between China and the United
States, Japan, or India, which still contain serious disagreement. Next
step-up is the “consultative” partnership, based on friendly coopera-
tion between countries interested in deepening the relationship, such
as between China and Britain, Germany, ASEAN;, or the European
Union (EU). While these partners have many common interests, the
level of mutual trust remains to be improved. Highest is the “strategic”
partnership, such as that with the Soviet Union, between countries
sharing strategic aims and common interests and no fundamental dif-
ferences between them.!

. Since the late 1990s China has shifted from its earlier endorsement of

“multipolarity,” often envisaging a world consisting of five “poles”
(China, the United States, EU, Russia, and Japan), to one of “multi-
lateralism.” This was a basic policy departure for Beijing, previously
limited to bilateral relations and suspicious of multilateral associa-
tions as a tool of the great powers (perhaps a hangover from post-
Tiananmen United Nations (UN) sanctions, or from their earlier
unhappy membership in the International Communist Movement).!’
Thus China joined the Asian-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC)
forum in 1991, the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF) in 1994, the
ASEAN plus 3 (including Japan and Korea) in 1999. In 2001, Beijing
initiated the founding of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization with
Russia and four former Soviet republics in Central Asia (Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan), later joined by four observ-
ers (Iran, India, Pakistan, and Mongolia). This is a formally anarchic
“multilateral mutual security organization” (hezuo zuzhi)—not a mil-
itary alliance—whose chief target has been the “three evils” of “ter-
rorism, separatism, and extremism,” but which has permitted China
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to make economic inroads into Central Asia without infringing on
residual Russian regional interests. In 2003, fearful that G. W. Bush
would intervene forcibly in North Korea as he had in Iraq to fore-
stall the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMDs), China
organized and convened the Six-Party talks, which successfully man-
aged the proliferation issue without, however, resolving it. China has
also become increasingly active in bilateral and multilateral preferen-
tial trade agreements, or FTAs, the largest of which is the ten-nation
ASEAN plus one agreement (CAFTA), which came into full effect in
January 2010. None of these is a multilateral alliance with any bind-
ing commitment to collective security.

4. None of these arrangements fits conventional definitions of an alli-
ance. But then China has now come to disdain the concept of alliances
and blocs as an outmoded “cold war mentality” that focuses too nar-
rowly on the military dimension, too much on possible conflict, and
too little on peaceful cooperation.!® In its place Beijing advocates the
“new security concept” (xin anquanguan), based on “comprehensive
security,” first announced by Jiang Zemin in a UN address in October
1995 and further elaborated in an ASEAN meeting the following year
and in a good deal of subsequent promotional literature. This new
concept, as in the Five Principles of Peaceful Coexistence, emphasizes
“mutual trust, mutual benefit, equality and cooperation,” “dialogue,
consultations and negotiations on an equal footing,” and a “win-win”
“positive-sum” formula with no conceptual room for security threats
or even conflicts of interest.!” Similar is the concept of “harmonious
world” (bexie shijie), coined by Hu Jintao in Jakarta in April 2005
and further elaborated in a UN address that September.'® These are
obviously normative models that conceptualize away the need for a
conventional security alliance against mutual threat.

Japan’s experience with JUSA, after a stormy revision and renewal
marred by street protests in 1960, has been generally more positive.
Like the Sino-Soviet alliance during its heyday, it was initially com-
prehensive, a vehicle to sustain of the postwar reconstruction of
Japan following the departure of allied occupation forces in 1951
(e.g., land reform, education reform, zaibatsu breakup, democratic
constitutional structures). Since then JUSA has become strictly stra-
tegic, serving as the insurance policy underpinning the Yoshida
doctrine, which allowed Japan to focus on economic reconstruc-
tion while relying on US extended deterrence for national security.
While its East Asian neighbors were spending 2—6 percent of GDP
for military armaments Japan could keep its military budget below
1 percent and never impose conscription. This was not only efficient
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budgetary policy but reassuring to neighboring countries like China
and Korea sensitive to the prospect of Japan’s rearmament. The
United States accepted its hegemonic stabilizer role throughout the
period of Japan’s rapid recovery, but when Japan became the world’s
second largest economy and a keen competitor in American mar-
kets while keeping its own market impenetrable, the United States
came to view JUSA as enabling Japan to “free ride” economically
(particularly after Japan declined to participate in the first Gulf War
in 2001, preferring “checkbook diplomacy” of a US$13 billion sup-
port payment). At this point alliance obligations were readjusted at
US insistence in order to enhance Japan’s defense capabilities and
download some of the US defense burden. Inasmuch as much of this
burden displacement occurred after the Cold War, when the Soviet
Union was no longer a target of the alliance and international com-
munism seemed an endangered species, Beijing began to suspect that
the strengthened alliance was now aimed at China. When in 1996
and 1997 Nakasone raised the defense budget above the tacit 1 per-
cent limit immediately after the Taiwan Strait crisis, Deng Xiaoping
criticized this as a sign of Japanese militarism. But more than the size
of the budget (which has remained below 1 percent since, in contrast
to the Chinese defense budget'?) was the expanded geographic range
of the JUSA. This Tokyo justified to permit the Self-Defense Forces
(SDF) to contribute to UN peacekeeping operations (PKOs), and
later to participate in the US-led “Global War on Terror.”?° Why did
Prime Minister Koizumi Junichiro welcome these added responsibili-
ties? Because (from the Chinese perspective), he aspired to a more
prominent regional and global role for Japan, including permanent
membership in a reorganized UN Security Council, using the secu-
rity partnership with the United States in the War on Terror as a
legitimating pretext.?! China has not yet expressly opposed the JUSA
per se, no doubt bearing in mind that the logical alternative would
require Japan to assume full responsibility for its own defense, possi-
bly including nuclear arms. But there is no question that the Chinese
are chary of what they view as Japan’s growing ambitions to play an
international role under cover of the JUSA. This they decry with the
support of a public nationalism whipped up since Tiananmen in a
nation-wide “patriotic education campaign” that positions Japan as
its most prominent béte noir, using not only the education system but
also memoir literature, popular culture, a translation of Iris Chang’s
bestseller on the Nanjing massacre, and a proliferation of war memo-
rials and museums.??
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So what do these parallel but diverging alliance experiences have to
do with current Sino-Japanese relations? The post—Cold War period
has been one in which China’s economic development has gone into
overdrive while Japan’s economy has plateaued. China’s 2010 passing
of Japan in GDP seems to have inspired more assertive Chinese claims
regarding territorial disputes, aggravating relations with India and sev-
eral Southeast Asian countries as well as Japan. Thus the Realpolitik
becomes one of “power transition.”?* The relevance of different alli-
ance conceptions in this context is that while the JUSA has been insti-
tutionalized and remains fully operational, China has divested itself
of the Sino-Soviet alliance and adopted a medley of interesting sub-
stitutes, none of which is, however, entirely equivalent. This helps
fuel Sino-Japanese tension by fostering the sense in China that two
of the strongest countries in the world are combining forces to keep
China down. And since China has no allies it can trust to protect the
sea lanes of communication (SLOCs) in case of hostilities (over, say,
Taiwan); it faces a “Malacca dilemma” that it is strengthening the PLA
navy to solve, inadvertently fostering a security dilemma among other
Asian countries likewise dependent on the SLOCs. Meanwhile, Japan,
the United States, and other trade partners are rattled by trade imbal-
ances and the sudden momentum of China’s growth. While these con-
cerns bolster JUSA, Tokyo is not immune to anxiety about possible
American abandonment in favor of Beijing. Thus, stunned in February
1972 by the “Nixon shock” visit to China, Tokyo abruptly reversed
course, dropping Taipei to recognize Beijing the same year; the 1998
Clinton visit to China occasioned similar anxiety because he did not
(at Beijing’s specific behest) make a Tokyo stopover (“Japan passing”).
While the relationship among the three has many points in its favor—
Japan and the United States have huge trade flows with China, China
and Japan are geographical neighbors and share a Confucian cultural
legacy—whenever tensions arise for whatever reasons, these tensions
tend to reinforce JUSA solidarity and this in turn evokes China’s abid-
ing nightmare of being encircled by hostile forces (baoweiquan).

This brings us to the role of the United States in this tense rela-
tionship. The introduction of the United States, as tertius gaudens,
makes the Sino-Japanese relationship triangular, as in the previous
case of the Great Strategic Triangle between China, the United States,
and the USSR. The United States has played a structurally analogous
(albeit not equally successful) role in both alliances. We first turn to
a brief discursus on the logic of the strategic triangle before applying
the framework to the three principals.
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The Sino-Japanese-American Triangle

A strategic triangle, as an analytic construct, may be said to exist
if three conditions are met: (1) All three participants are sovereign
(i.e., free to decide their foreign policies based on perceived national
interests, rational (i.e., not overly inhibited from expedient maneu-
ver by ideological dogmatism) actors; (2) each bilateral relationship
is contingent upon the two participants’ relationship with a third;
and (3) each participant is essential to the game at least insofar as
its “defection” would critically shift the strategic balance. The most
frequent previous application of the triangular logic has been to the
relationship between China, the Soviet Union, and the United States
during the final two decades of the Cold War, when the Nixon admin-
istration succeeded in taking advantage of the growing alienation of
China from the Sino-Soviet alliance to form a triangular relationship
in which Washington’s relationship to Beijing and Moscow was better
than these two had with each other. This created a “romantic” trian-
gle permitting Washington as “pivot” to forestall ongoing hostilities
and possible further escalation and to extract more concessions from
each “wing” than might have been feasible without the “jealousy”
factor.?*

But a romantic triangle is only one of four possible configurations.
If we assume that relations among players may be classified as either
“positive” or “negative” (a simplification, but a necessary one rou-
tinely made by national security planners, international risk insur-
ance agencies, budget chiefs, banks, etc.), there are only four logically
possible configurations of three players. These are the unit veto, con-
sisting of mutually antagonistic relationships between all three actors;
“stable marriage,” consisting of a positive relationship between the
two spouses, each of whom has negative relationships with a third
pariab; the “romantic triangle,” consisting of positive relationships
between one “pivot” player and two “wing” players, who in turn
have better relations with the pivot than they have with each other;
and finally the menage a trois, consisting of positive relationships
among all three players. Within this triangular context, an alliance
is a stable marriage, consecrated via a formal document that will be
more or less honored by the two “spouses” (from a realist perspective,
probably less) depending on their values, strategic ambitions, inter-
ests, and fears (figure 8.1).

The rules of the game are to maximize one’s national interest by
having as many positive and as few negative relationships as possible.
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Unit-VetoTriangle Stable Marriage

Romantic Triangle Meénage a trois

Figure 8.1 The Logic of the Strategic Triangle.

The implication is that, first, each player will prefer to have positive
relations with both the other players; second, failing that, each player
will wish to have positive relations with at least one other player;
and, third, that in any event each player will try to avoid incurring
negative relations with both of the other players. This would imply a
simple rank order in triangular configurations, with a menage being
the optimal configuration, followed by a romantic triangle, followed
by a marriage, with unit veto least preferable. Yet the rank order of
options for individual actors is not the same: the most advantageous
role is that of pivot in a romantic triangle, second spouse in a mar-
riage, the third partner in a ménage, and fourth pariah excluded from
a marriage. The two preference rankings differ because an actor’s
level of security is enhanced in part by the mutual alienation of the
two other actors. Some configurations (and some roles) are more
stable than others: a ménage is typically a relatively unstable and
transient configuration. Given that the outcomes for each player vary
based on one’s position within the triangle, it is logical to assume that
any nation finding itself in a triangular game will seek to “elevate” its
role in the game, thus raising its payoff.>* But the attractiveness of the
actors will vary not only based on positional advantage but according
to such conventional indices of national power as GDP growth and
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military force projection capability. In either case positive relations
with a strong nation will be worth more than positive relations with
a weak nation. Given the fact that the “best” position in the triangle
is that of pivot in a romantic triangle, the actor best qualified to play
that role is the strongest of the three (i.e., with the greatest capabili-
ties), provided that it can fulfill the pivot’s role requirements of medi-
ating between the two “wings.”

Given the game’s grounding assumptions that international rela-
tions are not anarchic but hierarchical, that the game is competi-
tive and some positions are better than others, differential change in
the capabilities of the actors is one of the factors apt to change the
configuration of the triangle. If one actor’s capabilities grow faster
than those of the other two it becomes both a more attractive part-
ner and a more formidable foe. Each of the other two actors will
hence be tempted, provided their interests are reconcilable, to realign
with the pivot while preventing the other from doing so, in order to
bandwagon with the stronger power and avoid the budgetary bur-
den (not to mention the security risk) of balancing against it. Thus
the political implications of the triangular model differ from those
of either classical realism or power transition theory. According to
classical realism, if a weaker actor can overtake a stronger actor in
capabilities, that would constitute a balance of power. Such a bal-
ance is considered to be a relatively stable configuration. According
to power transition theory, on the other hand, for a weaker power
to overtake or surpass a stronger one excites great anxiety and an
enhanced possibility of war. In the triangular model, a “catch-up”
scenario would simply lead to a realignment of the triangle as one or
both of the other actors realigns with the “natural” pivot (or, if this
proves nonnegotiable, forms a defensive coalition with the weaker
power). Although the implications of the triangular model thus differ
from those of either classical realism or power transition theory, there
is an elective affinity with Kindleberger’s theory of hegemonic stabil-
ity. The original conception of the role of “hegemonic stabilizer” was
primarily economic—serving as lender of last resort, ensuring stable
exchange rates, and so forth.?® But the role of the pivot, though stra-
tegic rather than economic, analogously provides a “public good” by
reconciling an otherwise dangerously polarizing antagonism. To be
sure, the pivot’s intervention is not necessarily eleemosynary—it may
indeed be quite self-interested, for by definition the pivot gains more
from a romantic triangle than any other actor. But the premise that
it provides a valued public good is supported by the fact that both



Japan, China, Russia, and the American “Pivot” 201

wings are willing to sustain such a relationship as being preferable to
any other.

Ashegemonicstabilizer or pivot, the United States inserted itself into
both the Sino-Soviet and the Sino-Japanese rivalries. Chronologically,
the first US intervention was in the Sino-Soviet dispute, symbolized
by Richard M. Nixon’s famous February 1972 visit to Beijing, the
“week that changed the world.” The reasons for the long deteriora-
tion of the Sino-Soviet alliance, as noted above, are still a matter of
scholarly debate, but seem to have had little to do with power transi-
tion, except perhaps as a future nightmare in the mind’s eye of the
Soviet leadership. In any event the alliance had by 1969 escalated to
violent border clashes, and although these were suspended follow-
ing a meeting at the Beijing airport between Zhou Enlai and Aleksei
Kosygin on November 17, 1970, Moscow was sufficiently concerned
about the looming Chinese threat that it seriously considered a pre-
emptive strike on Chinese nuclear weapons facilities and even solicited
American active or passive collaboration. The chief US motivation for
a deal with Beijing rather than Moscow was the apprehension that
the United States was losing the strategic arms race with the USSR.?”
The conceptual innovation in the American response was that rather
than simply supporting the weaker side against the stronger (as pre-
scribed by classic balance-of-power realism), the Nixon administra-
tion opted to open relations with China while continuing to cultivate
détente with the USSR, maintaining better relations with USSR and
PRC than the latter had with each other,

The resulting “romantic triangular” configuration provided advan-
tages to all three participants, putting a lid on the escalating bilateral
dispute while enabling the United States to extract concessions from
both sides, based on the “jealousy” each experienced lest its rival
negotiate a better deal with Washington than it had. At the same time
it facilitated an earlier end to the Cold War in Asia than in Europe, as
the anticommunist animus against the PRC (and the anti-American
animus in China) was sublimated by joint concern with the greater
Soviet threat. The US assessment of the relative growth of threatening
capabilities at the time eventually led it to share the Chinese obsession
with the “Polar Bear” threat, giving rise to an increasingly unbal-
anced pivot tilting toward Beijing, particularly after the 1979 Soviet
invasion of Afghanistan. Even so, Washington remained sufficiently
even-handed to conduct SALT I (culminating in the 1972 ABM treaty
and the interim agreement on strategic weapons [INF]) and SALT
IT (left unsigned because of Afghanistan but mutually honored until
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1986) with the Soviet Union, to sign a START treaty in 1991 and
a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty in 1996. The opening to China
was more modest in terms of bilateral arms control agreements but
even more impressive if measured against the status quo ante. China’s
capabilities were less advanced than the Soviet Union’s at the time but
Chinese foreign policy was far more radical and uncompromising,
and its support of “wars of national liberation” leading to world revo-
lution from the developing countries to overthrow the developed West
was taken quite seriously at the time by American strategic planners
and by many in the Third World. The immediate impact of the open-
ing was to facilitate US withdrawal from Vietnam, as China reduced
its subsidization of the national liberation war there (thereby earning
Hanoi’s future enmity), by extension also making possible the “Guam
Doctrine” of drawing down American forces in East Asia. It also
laid the groundwork for the later “China rise” by facilitating PRC
entry to the Security Council of the UN, removing US obstacles to
widespread diplomatic recognition and opening Western markets to
Chinese exports. All of these developments coincided with American
interests. But in triangular terms perhaps the most important result
was to stabilize relations between the two actors whose antagonism
had first facilitated the creation of the triangle. No longer intimidated
by a Soviet strategic threat they could not deter, Beijing regained con-
fidence under the American nuclear umbrella to enter first into border
talks with Moscow in 1973-1976 and then into semiannual normal-
ization talks in 1982, resulting in eventual elimination of “three
fundamental obstacles” and full normalization of party-to-party rela-
tions in May 1989. Thus the American pivot seminally contributed to
one of both countries’ signal diplomatic achievements, the resolution
of a 30-year bilateral antagonism and formation of a robust “strategic
partnership”—whose utility as a counterbalance to American unipo-
larity is (unconvincingly) denied by both partners.

During the Cold War, the Sino-Japanese-American triangle was,
of course, formally a marriage, consisting of the JUSA on the one
side and facing an opposing Sino-Soviet alliance on the other. Yet
even after the Korean War the level of Sino-Japanese tension was
lower than one might have anticipated. There were crises in Korea,
Vietnam, and the Taiwan Strait, but in response to these Beijing
turned its ire on the United States and spared Japan. China was rela-
tively well treated by Japan—relations were better, that is, than either
Japan-Soviet or Sino-US relations—and Japan was also relatively well
treated by Beijing—Beijing lambasted “American imperialism” while



Japan, China, Russia, and the American “Pivot” 203

viewing Japan as hapless puppet of the hegemon. This was partly
because of relative power: to China, Japan was not yet a serious threat
(digging out of the ruins of American nuclear and fire bombings and
constrained by Article 9 of a superimposed constitution) while the
United States clearly was. To Japan as well, China was less threaten-
ing than the USSR (which attacked Manchukuo despite their neutral-
ity pact in the waning weeks of the war and then proceeded to annex
Sakhalin and the Kuriles, repatriating all Japanese residents) and a
complementary trade partner to a recovering trading nation. Beijing
tolerated the JUSA as preferable to Japanese rearmament, and after
the Sino-Soviet split it was a useful deterrent to the USSR, which dis-
placed the United States as China’s main security threat.

The high tide of Sino-Japanese relations was reached in the 1970s
and 1980s, prompted by the US opening to China and by strategic tri-
angular collaboration against the USSR, in which Japan participated.
Since the end of the Cold War, the relationship has deteriorated. The
argument here is that the key reason for this deterioration has been US
inadequacy in its role as the hegemonic stabilizer, or “pivot.”. Japan’s
opening to China was implicitly contingent on US approval and has
remained so. Whenever Sino-US relations deteriorated, Japanese sus-
picions of China increased; when Sino-US relations improved Tokyo
set about improving relations with both Beijing and Washington
for fear of being frozen out of a Sino-US marriage. But whereas the
United States facilitated resolution of the Sino-Soviet dispute by main-
taining a stance of pivotal neutrality on the territorial issue, since
the 2010 fishing boat incident Washington has allowed itself to be
drawn into an implicit defense of Japan’s territorial claims. Of course,
Washington has its interests and alliance commitments, but going
beyond these to “tilt” to one side is not conducive to compromise.
There are other issues as well. The 1994 reform of Japan’s electoral
system from SNTV to a MMC in effect wiped out the socialist and
communist parties that had previously been most committed to close
Sino-Japanese relations, and in the wake of the Japanese economic
malaise its contribution of official developmental aid (ODA) to China
declined.?® The end of the Cold War did not change the triangular
balance as much as one might expect. Although the Soviet Union dis-
integrated into 15 sovereign republics, removing the main target of
the JUSA, Tokyo and Moscow failed to resolve their impasse over the
Northern Islands, and Russo-Japanese relations remained cool. Sino-
Japanese trade became the fastest growing bilateral trade nexus in
Asia after Deng Xiaoping’s 1992 “southern voyage”; by 2004 China
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had replaced the United States as Japan’s leading trade partner and
host of foreign direct investment (FDI). But political relations have
not kept pace. There was a perceptible drop in favorable Japanese
public attitudes about China after Tiananmen and again after the
1996 Taiwan Strait crisis, mirroring the simultaneous fall in favor-
able American views of China. But increasingly, the most intractable
issues have been bilateral. The rise in Chinese perceptions of Japanese
war guilt, stimulated by the CCP’s revival of Chinese nationalism in
the wake of the collapse of international communism, by “patriotic”
Ministry of Education textbook selections in 1982, 1984, 1986, 1995,
and 20035; by Koizumi’s six visits to the Yasakuni Shrine in the early
2000s; by the “comfort women” issue—the whole politics of histori-
cal amnesia are all highly sensitive to Sino-Japanese relations. More
specific is the maritime territorial dispute. While Japan has altogether
three territorial disputes in Asia,?’ the Senkaku/Diaoyu dispute is the
only one in which Japan is the current stakeholder, and it is the most
sensitive and hotly contested of the three. There are at least four rea-
sons for this: first, the Senkakus form part of the “first island chain,”
a maritime glacis that inhibits the blue-water strategic ambitions of
the PLA navy; second, the circumstances surrounding Japan’s claim
are controvertible, on historical if not legal grounds; third, the islands
lie athwart vast subsurface hydrocarbon deposits that both coun-
tries need, as second and third largest oil importers in the world; and
fourth, this dispute pits Japan against China, its strongest rival for
leadership of the region. Japan staked legal claim to the islets in 1895
and occupied them until World War II and the United States returned
them along with Okinawa in 1972. China (and Taiwan) began seri-
ously to contest the claim only after the UN economic commission for
Asia and the Far East (ECAFE) reported the prospect of sizable sub-
surface hydrocarbon deposits in 1969, and it has since served as a pre-
text for repeated Chinese intrusions into Japanese territorial waters,
which Japan has invariably protested.

While the United States played its pivotal role skillfully in mod-
erating the Sino-Soviet dispute, its role in the increasingly volatile
Sino-Japanese dispute has been less successful. This is certainly not
to say that Washington is somehow responsible for all of the issues
that have arisen since 1989 to plague the relationship. Yet all these
issues—including the territorial dispute, the current flashpoint—were
already extant during the heyday of Sino-Japanese amity in the 1970s
and 1980s, then more successfully contained.?® What has changed is
that the Sino-US relationship has become more wary and “hedged”
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as China’s GDP and strategic capabilities have grown, leading to a
mutual strengthening of the JUSA since the 1980s, partly (from the
American perspective) to download part of the East Asian defense bur-
den to an alliance free rider, partly because Japan hungered for greater
global responsibility as a “normal nation.” Japan’s self-strengthening
has not been reflected in arms spending (which has remained below
1 percent) or in troop strength, but in greater flexibility in interna-
tional SDF troop deployments. From a Chinese perspective this looks
like strategic encirclement. The War on Terror, from this perspective,
was utilized for the same purpose, establishing bases in South and
Central Asia and blithely waiving aside India’s violation of the nonpro-
liferation treaty while excoriating the DPRK’s analogous violation.?'
China was particularly critical of the 1996-1997 revision of the JUSA
guidelines that authorized the use of SDF forces to maintain peace in
the “region surrounding Japan,” accusing Japan of including Taiwan
within its defense perimeter—an allegation Japanese spokespersons
disputed but did not categorically deny. These suspicions were height-
ened by the issuance of a joint security statement in February 2005
that included Taiwan as a shared security concern.?? At this time some
25 million Chinese signed an online petition against Japan’s inclusion
as a permanent member of a reorganized UN Security Council, while
others took to the streets in a brief but intense anti-Japanese protest
movement. The Chinese government took no immediate action to
curb these protests, nor were the “ringleaders” ever called to account
(in contrast to other such protests). Japan’s support for UN Security
Council reorganization was perceived in China as part of a Japanese-
American plot to grasp regional leadership. Leadership rivalry also
emerged in disputes over membership in the East Asian summit (EAS)
and other multinational regional organizations. China criticized the
cooperative development of high-tech weaponry in Theater Missile
Defense (TMD), lest this neutralize their small nuclear deterrent and
perhaps even be extended to the defense of Taiwan. This historically
rooted Chinese fear of strategic encirclement proved in a sense to be
self-fulfilling in 2010, when controversy over a fishing boat clash with
Japanese coast guard patrol boats (after a series of such Chinese intru-
sions)?? elicited an explicit American commitment to defend Japan’s
territorial claims under the terms of the JUSA.

To many American strategists, the Chinese have overplayed their
hand since 2010 and are hence directly responsible for the conse-
quent strengthening of the JUSA partnership.?* This may be so. But
to the United States, as self-appointed regional hegemon assuming
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responsibility for the regional commons, a more polarized East Asian
triangle will complicate its pivotal role, making a negotiated solu-
tion to the Senkaku/Diaoyu dispute, moderation of the Sino-Japanese
security dilemma and nascent arms race, North Korean nuclear disar-
mament—indeed any collaborative regional endeavor—more difficult
to achieve.

Conclusion

This chapter has had two interconnected foci: the culturally distinc-
tive character of the Asian alliance system, and the logic of the alli-
ance in a strategic triangular context. In contradistinction to the
Western multilateral alliance propensity, Asian alliance behavior
tends to stake everything on a single security alliance, which is then
freighted not only with national security requirements but informal
expectations having to do with patron-client ties and path-dependent
political-economic development. There is also, however, national vari-
ation in this shared cultural pattern. The Chinese revolution brought
a charismatic leadership to power that clashed with this (and many
other) traditional cultural patterns. Thus the early multifunctional
alliance with the Soviet Union soon gave way to a bilateral antipathy
that had destabilizing repercussions throughout the communist world
and well beyond it. In the process of winding down the Cold War,
American diplomatic intervention succeeded in “triangulating” and
eventually neutralizing that antipathy, paving the way for the rein-
tegration of revolutionary China into the international community.
But the American pivot has been less successful in resolving the Sino-
Japanese political security rivalry that has arisen since the end of the
Cold War. Indeed, US diplomacy might even be said to have (perhaps
inadvertently) contributed to its polarization.

How can we account for such divergent outcomes to a shared struc-
tural dilemma? In both alliance triangles, the United States perceived
itself to be threatened, and responded in a strategically innovative way
to mitigate the threat. But in the “great” strategic triangle between
the United States, China, and the Soviet Union it was China that was
most seriously and immediately threatened, and it was thus China that
made concessions (opening to the United States, the abandonment of
world revolution, concessions to Taiwan, inter alia). The opening to
the United States was designed to resolve a dangerous antagonism that
neither side wished to see escalate. Moscow provided the first oppor-
tunity to serve as tertius gaudens, then Beijing, and the United States
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ultimately interceded on behalf of the latter. The threat prompting US
intervention, in retrospect considerably exaggerated, was the risk of
losing the ongoing strategic arms race to the USSR. Most seriously
threatened, however, was Beijing, which Moscow had come to view as
a serious threat to its eastern flank. As the least threatened of the three,
Washington could take a somewhat more disinterested, “pivotal”
stance. In the Sino-Japanese polarization, on the other hand, it is Japan
that feels itself most seriously and immediately threatened, and Japan
solicited US intervention. US intervention, though subtle and limited,
for the time being has checked further escalation. From the Chinese
perspective US intervention on behalf of Japan “overbalances,” creat-
ing a dangerous asymmetry. The imbalance can be attributed in part
to the alliance itself, but also to the pentagonal American alliance net-
work in Asia of which it is a part. Having decided in the wake of the
Chinese Olympics and its triumphant survival of the global financial
crisis to shift from a policy of strategic reassurance to one of greater
emphasis on national sovereignty, Beijing feels itself threatened by the
concerted regional reaction this shift has inspired. Washington has
exacerbated rather than dampened that reaction, thereby jeopardizing
its role as an impartial hegemonic balancer. The likely reason is that
China’s rise is conceived to pose a threat to American hegemony in the
region as well. As for China, John Ikenberry notes, Beijing’s post—Cold
War strategy under Deng Xiaoping (to some extent emulating Japan’s
Yoshida doctrine) has been one of “macroeconomic absorption,” with
a predominant emphasis on positive incentives (trade, investment) and
a general avoidance of negative incentives—hence Beijing’s opposition
to sanctions on Burma, North Korea, or Iran. The application of an
informal boycott of rare earth elements against Japan in the aftermath
of the fishing boat incident marks a rare resort to negative incentives.
Whether this departure from Deng’s strategic reassurance policy is
only a temporary nationalist aberration or a strategic course correc-
tion based on a reassessment of China’s relative weight after overtak-
ing Japan in aggregate GDP growth remains to be seen. For the time
being the bilateral relationship seems to have returned to a very uneasy
status quo.

For a combination of three reasons, then, the Sino-Japanese-
American triangle has not become “romantic,” with the United States
in a pivotal balancing position between Beijing and Tokyo, as in the
structurally analogous “Great” triangle of the early 1970s, remain-
ing essentially a “marriage.” First, despite its troubles over the years,
the JUSA is a far more robust alliance than the Sino-Soviet alliance,
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which entails greater resistance to abandonment and realignment.
Second, in the latter case it is China that is perceived to be challeng-
ing the territorial status quo of Japan, posing an asymmetric threat to
the other two actors and tending to mute intramural basing disputes
and reinforce alliance solidarity. Third, the United States perceives its
hegemonic position to be challenged by China’s swift economic and
strategic “rise.” Statistical extrapolations abound, projecting China
to overtake the United States in aggregate GDP by 2020, perhaps
earlier, and though China’s military capabilities are likely to lag GDP
growth, the PLA military budget has been growing along with GDP
and cannot be too far behind. Thus the United States, haunted by the
prospect of “power transition,” finds it hard to serve simultaneously
as pivotal balancer and stakeholder and has tended to shift from the
former role to the latter.
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Japanese Policy toward China*

Emi Mifune

Introduction

This chapter presents an analysis of Japanese policy toward China
and its background to illustrate how Japan has grappled with a trou-
bled triangle structurally, with economic-security duality.

Although Japan had been gradually recovering from the Lehman
Shock of 2008, the Great East Japan Earthquake and the resultant
Fukushima Nuclear Power Station accident have affected Japan’s
society and industry strongly and negatively. Regarding the foreign
exchange rate, the Japanese yen is becoming stronger more rapidly
than anticipated by exporting firms. Through overseas business
expansion, corporations are earning lower revenues in the United
States and European Union (EU) countries, but are earning higher
revenues in markets in Asia. Asian emerging economies, including
that of China, have risen remarkably since the global economic and
financial crises and have been pulling the world economy. With the
expansion of its relative economic importance, the political influence
of China is rising and the global balance of power is shifting from
a structure centered on the United States and other industrialized
countries to a multipolar structure that China has insisted upon.! The
Asian region is becoming increasingly important for Japan both eco-
nomically and politically.

Duringthe pastdecade, the United States has allocated vastresources
to the Middle East and Central Asia. At a time when eastern Asia is
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building a new security and economic architecture, the presence of
the United States in Asia has declined gradually. Simultaneously, the
status of Japan as the core economy in Asia has been assumed by
China instead.

To make matters worse, Japan has had ten prime ministers
since 1996. Japan’s frequent changes of prime minister are dizzy-
ing and increasingly counterproductive. Perhaps this situation has
left Japanese leaders with barely sufficient time to introduce effec-
tive policies. Japan needs prime ministers who can offer principled
leadership during their respective terms of office, and who can pose
appropriate economic and security policies with a vision for the
future of Japan.

The area of Asia surrounding Japan poses persistent threats. In
2010, the security environment in eastern Asia was severe and inse-
cure. Although China emphasizes its peaceful development and
although it has come to play important roles in the world and the
Asian region, China’s increasing military strength without transpar-
ency and its assertive maritime activities are of severe concern region-
ally and internationally.

China’s rise has engendered changes in international relations
in Asia not only economically but also militarily.> China, while
expanding its outreach to the world rapidly in terms of its economy,
diplomacy, and military affairs, also seeks to increase its influence
abroad. Contemporary China is recognized as a great power with
global aspirations. That recognition and those aspirations have col-
ored the relations between Japan and China.? Economic relations
between Japan and China have been developing. Is China’s rise as a
commercial and military power an opportunity, challenge, or threat
to Japan? No single answer to this question has ever existed, but the
Japan-China relationship has never been merely a zero-sum game.
The impact of China’s rise presents an opportunity, a challenge,
and a threat for Japan. The Japan-China relationship is moving to a
new stage as China raises its international status and integrates its
national power.

The United States and China are strategic countries. Nevertheless,
Japan is criticized as having no diplomatic strategy. Criticism per-
sists that Japan’s foreign policy is opaque not only for foreigners but
also to Japanese themselves. Very few prime ministers of contem-
porary Japan have composed and presented a clear vision of a con-
crete national image. A marked tendency among Japan’s ministers
and bureaucrats is to speak with incomprehensible phrasing. Then,
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what is the purpose of Japan’s foreign policy line? According to the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan, it is to secure national interests:
the prosperity and safety of Japan’s nation and people.*

In that context, this study is an examination of Japan’s China
policy during 1996—mid-2012. This chapter comprises the follow-
ing three sections. First, the changing economic structure and power
shift in Asia are described. The status quo is that, in the configura-
tion among the trio, China has replaced Japan as a core economy
and has pushed aside US influence in Asia. Next, the perceptions,
expectations, and anxieties related to Japan’s own foreign policy
are considered by themselves and vis-a-vis the two other countries.
Subsequently Japanese policy related to China and its background
since 1996 are examined. The salient observations present an illustra-
tion of a troubled triangle that Japan is confronting now.

Japan’s Adaptation to the Looming
Power Shift in Asia

Changing Structure in Asia

The recent Great Recession has wielded a strong influence over the
world economy and politics. Recently, economic power has been
shifting gradually to eastern Asia. China has shown itself to be more
resilient to impacts of this crisis and has shown its ability to overcome
the crisis sooner. Economic changes and shifts that have occurred in
eastern Asia should be understood as a process of changing global
implications. The most important among these processes are the rela-
tive declines of the United States as a unipolar power and Japan as a
major economic power.

The trade structure in 1990 was pulled by economically developed
countries. However, the presence of Japan in trade has decreased
markedly. The changing network of eastern Asian trade is apparent:
the core of trade has shifted from Japan to China over the past two
decades.

The share of China and the United States in Japanese trade exhib-
its the structural changes of Japanese trade: the American share has
declined while the Chinese share has risen rapidly. This changing
economic configuration among the trio poses a dilemma for Japan.
The changing share of China and the United States in Japanese trade
underscores that an economic power shift in Japan occurred after
Chinese entry into the World Trade Organization (WTO).
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Changing Views of ASEAN and the United States

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan conducted an opinion
poll of people in Indonesia, the Philippines, Vietnam, Singapore,
Malaysia, and Thailand (ASEAN 6 countries) during February and
March 2008.5 Respondents were asked to choose the country that
is and will be the most important partner for ASEAN countries at
present and in the future. Overall, 30 percent of respondents chose
China, 28 percent of respondents chose Japan, and 23 percent chose
the United States as the important partner for the present. Regarding
the future, 33 percent of respondents chose China, 23 percent of
respondents chose Japan, and 13 percent of respondents chose the
United States.

China’s rise has also altered American consciousness. According
to an opinion poll administered by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
of Japan in the United States,’ to the question of which country is
the most important for the United States, the answer by the majority
of the US general public until 2009 was Japan. In 2010, Japan and
China were chosen at approximately equal rates, but in 2011, China
was regarded as more important: 31 percent of the respondents chose
Japan, but 39 percent of the respondents chose China. This change in
perception was reflected even earlier by the opinion leaders. In 2008,
the answers of most opinion leaders were Japan. In fact, China and
Japan were regarded almost equally in 2010, but in 2011, 46 per-
cent of the opinion leaders chose China, whereas only 28 percent of
respondents chose Japan.

Japanese Perceptions, Expectations, and
Anxieties about China

Disgust with Chinese Antagonism and Aggression

How do Japanese people regard Japan’s foreign policy and diplomacy?
Regarding research related to Japanese social consciousness as sur-
veyed by the Cabinet Office during January 19-February 12, 2012,”
the survey asked what fields were expected to worsen in Japan.

The top five responses were business conditions (58.7 percent),
national finance (54.9 percent), employment and labor conditions (49.3
percent), economic power (40.6 percent), and diplomacy (37.9 percent).
The percentage of those who described diplomacy (28.3 percent in 2010;
46.3 percent in 2011; 37.9 percent in 2012) wavered starkly. Probably,
this resulted from faltering Japanese government policy toward China.
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The Japan-China relationship was tested when a Chinese ship col-
lided with two Japanese Coast Guard’s patrol vessels in Japanese ter-
ritorial waters off the Senkaku Islands on September 7, 2010. The
Japanese showed wide dissatisfaction and anxiety related to the deport-
ment and handling of the incident by the Japanese government.

The Cabinet Office of the Japanese government conducted a pub-
lic opinion poll about Japan-China relations.® Years 2004 and 2010
were turning points in the Japanese view of China. According to the
survey, almost half of the respondents felt friendly toward China in
1995. However, their feelings toward China deteriorated rapidly after
2004. After the Abe administration, intergovernmental relations
between Japan and China improved. Nevertheless, the Japanese gen-
eral public’s feelings toward China have not improved.

In the 2010 investigation, the people who felt friendly to China
were 20.0 percent (with 4.6 percent of respondents feeling friendly
and 15.48 percent of them feeling somewhat friendly); 77.8 percent of
them did not feel friendly to China (with 47.3 percent of them not feel-
ing friendly and 30.5 percent of them not feeling very friendly). The
category “friendliness is felt” decreased from 46.9 percent in 2003
to 20.0 percent in 2010 but increased to 26.3 percent in 2011, and
“familiarity is not felt” rose from 42.9 percent in 2003 to 77.8 percent
in 2010 but fell to 71.4 percent in 2011.

Comparing answers to the question of whether the present relations
between Japan and China was good overall among results obtained in
2003, 2010, and 2011 shows that 47 percent of respondents felt it was
good in 2003 (with 41.4 percent answering that it was probably good
and 5.6 percent answering it was good), but in 2010 only 8.3 percent
of respondents felt that the relations were good (with 7.2 percent of
respondents answering it was probably good and 1.1 percent answer-
ing it was good). In 2011, 18.8 percent of respondents felt that the
relations were good (with 17.2 percent of respondents answering it
was probably good and 1.6 percent answering it was good). However,
88.6 percent of respondents felt that Japan-China relations were not
good in 2010 (with 32.4 percent of respondents answering that the
Japan-China relations were probably not good, and 56.2 percent
answering that they were not good), but only 42.9 percent of respon-
dents had felt that it was not good in 2003 (with 34.2 percent answer-
ing they were probably not good and 8.7 percent answering that they
were not good), 76.3 percent of respondents had felt that it was not
good in 2011 (with 45.3 percent answering they were probably not
good and 31.0 percent answering that they were not good).
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A few factors have contributed to the deterioration of the Japanese
view toward China since 2004: first, Japanese people are reacting to
China’s strong anti-Japanese sentiment and their heightened national-
ism. Anti-Japanese booing was severe in soccer’s Asian Cup of 2004,
and anti-Japanese riots occurred in various parts of China in 2005,
greatly upsetting the feelings of Japanese people. Many Japanese
believe that the Chinese government has based their policies and strat-
egies related to Japan, such as Japan’s entry into the permanent mem-
bership of the United Nations Security Council, on historical issues.
Although some Japanese people believe that visiting the Yasukuni
Shrine is a disgrace, it makes others wonder why China continues to
demand apologies endlessly. It has given rise to anti-Chinese senti-
ment but not to atonement. Second, many Japanese people’s distrust
of China has arisen because of problems related to food safety, the
Chinese navy’s intrusion into Japan’s territorial waters, the territorial
dispute over the Senkaku Islands, and the problem of resources in the
East China Sea, despite deepening economic relations between the
two countries.

Japanese Dilemma Posed by Chinese Threats and
Reliance on the United States

Chinese aggression against Japan presented a paradox to Japan when
global trends changed in the post—-Cold War era. According to a pub-
lic opinion poll conducted by the Cabinet Office of Japanese gov-
ernment,” Japanese people who believed that the US-Japan alliance
was useful were 63.5 percent in 1991, but increased to 76.4 percent
in 2009, and 81.2 percent in 2012. Exactly 82.3 percent of respon-
dents chose the Japan-US alliance and Japanese Self-Defense Forces to
protect Japanese security in 2012 (62.4 percent in 1991). Moreover,
72.3 percent of respondents saw a risk of Japan being engulfed in
war in 2012 (versus 22.3 percent in 1991). In addition, 12.6 percent
of those foreseeing such a risk chose the US-Japan alliance as the rea-
son; 81.4 percent of them chose international strains and antagonism.
Showing some similarity, 18.7 percent chose the US-Japan alliance as
the reason but 68.6 percent of them chose international strains and
antagonism in 1991. However, people who believed that the US-Japan
alliance was worthless were 18.2 percent in 1991, which decreased
to 16.2 percent in 2009, and 10.8 percent in 2012. Also, 22.0 per-
cent reported no possible risk of Japan being engulfed in war in 2012
(33.1 percent in 1991); 52.5 percent chose the US-Japan alliance as
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the reason (35.7 percent in 1991). To the question of what is of inter-
est in the field of security and peace of Japan, 46.6 percent of respon-
dents chose Chinese military modernization and naval activities in
2012 (30.4 percent in 2009; 36.3 percent in 2006), and 45.5 percent
of respondents chose the US-China relations (13.3 percent in 1997).

When the apparent trend to global war declined in the post-Cold
War era, Japan needed the Japan-US alliance and remained concerned
about US-China relations and Chinese military expansion.

From “Threat” to “Opportunity” in the Economic Arena

Since China entered the WTO in 2001, the economic relationship
between Japan and China has continued to improve. In 2010, trade
between Japan and China in 2011 reached its highest ever level with a
total of 345 billion dollars (increase of 14.3 percent compared with the
prior year: economic data for Hong Kong and Macao are excluded).
Recently, both exports and imports have increased dramatically.

Dating back to China’s accession to the WTO, the economic
relationship between Japan and China has been developing apace.
China’s share of Japan’s exports increased from 6.3 percent in 2000
to 19.7 percent in 2011. For Japan, China ranked fourth place in
2000 and first place in 2009. Japan’s imports from China ranked
first place in 2011 (20.0 percent), an increase from second place in
2000 (14.5 percent).

The Japanese stance in relation to the Chinese economy has changed
from “threat” to “opportunity” as the economic relationship between
the two countries expanded. Since the 1990s, low-priced Chinese
products have flowed into the Japanese market, and many Japanese
firms have opened manufacturing operations in China. Relocation
of Japanese manufacturers to China is another aspect of the Chinese
economic threat.

Reduction of manufacturing costs is regarded as an advantage
for Japanese companies when establishing a production foothold in
China. However, not only is low-cost labor of China in demand by
Japanese manufacturing firms now; the adoption of capable Chinese
workers is also demanded.

It is time for Japanese companies to expand functions from labor-
intensive operations in manufacturing firms to the sale of goods in the
Chinese domestic market. Moreover, labor disputes have increased
recently because of social unrest. The Labor Contract Law, which
was enforced in China in January of 2008, obligates manufacturers to
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continue employing workers who have worked for more than 10 years
until retirement age (60 years old). In addition to the enforcement of
the Labor Contract Law, China has consistently increased the aver-
age rate of workers’ wages by more than 10 percent after 1999, and
the minimum wage has increased in many provinces. It is predicted
that China’s labor costs will be higher in the near future, but that the
global competitiveness of labor-intensive industries will be decreased.
Dissatisfaction related to the payment and the promotion of Chinese
workers is deterring Japanese companies from conducting business in
China. The salaries given by Japanese firms in China are lower than
of those given by European and American enterprises.!”

Adopting capable Chinese workers is an important challenge for
Japanese firms, especially because the current global economic cri-
sis poses a dilemma of China’s economy being a threat as well as
an opportunity to the Japanese economy. The purpose of Japanese
companies embarking on ventures in China is to change “reduction
of labor costs” to “sales in a Chinese market.” According to an inves-
tigation of the Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry in Japan,
Japanese sales to Chinese customers in China have increased.!

Figure 9.1 portrays the transition of the distribution classified
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Figure 9.1 Expanding of China’s Presence in Japanese Companies’ Overseas Activities
while Reducing the American Share.

Source: Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry.
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61.8 percent of the overseas subsidiaries of Japanese companies were
located in Asia in 2010. Particularly, 29.9 percent of them were in
China in 2010. The ratio of activities in the United States has con-
tinued to decrease annually.

Expanding Personal Interactions between
Japan and China

Expanding personal interactions is one factor that has supported
change in contemporary Japan-China relations.

The number of Japanese people who visited China increased from
27,828 in 1978 to 1,305,190 in 1995, to 2,385,700 people in 2001,
and to 3,658,200 people in 2011. According to data from the Japan
National Tourism Organization,'? the number of Chinese people who
visited Japan increased from 7,220 people in 1978 to 220,715 people
in 1995, to 391,384 people in 2001, and to 1,043,500 people in 2011.
The ratio of Chinese among foreigners who visited Japan increased
from 6 percent in 1995 to 16.8 percent in 2011.

Japan’s travel industry, ceremony businesses, and department
stores expect high purchasing power from affluent Chinese people
and strive to invite consumers. Affluent Chinese people are antici-
pated as consumers in the Japanese market. Affiliated Stores, where
the Chinese Yi-Lian credit card is useful, are gaining popularity in
many places.

According to data from the Ministry of Justice Immigration
Bureau,'* 272,230 registered Chinese aliens were living in Japan in
1998 (18.0 percent of all registered aliens) and 674,871 (32.5 percent
of all registered aliens). Both the number and ratio of legal aliens have
expanded greatly. It can also be said that Chinese people who special-
ize in technology and who have other specialized knowledge increas-
ingly contribute to Japanese economic activities.

According to data from the consul of the MOFA Bureau Planning
Division," Japanese residents in China have increased as well. The
64,090 Japanese people living in China in 2002 became 77,184 in
2003, 99,179 in 2004, 114,899 in 2005, 125,417 in 2006, 127,905 in
2007, and 131,534 in 2010 (second most numerous to 388,457 in the
United States). The number of Japanese staying in China for extended
periods of time also increased. In 2002, 63,098 Japanese residents of
China rose to 76,168 in 2003, to 98,172 in 2004, to 114,170 in 2005,
to 126,627 in 2006, and to 129,805 in 2010 (second most numerous
to 240,305 in the United States).



222 Emi Mifune

Shifting Japan’s Policy to Address
a Rising China

Friendship Diplomacy during 1972—1995

After the 1972 normalization, Japan pursued friendship diplomacy
toward China. The basic thrust of Japan’s China policy was estab-
lished in the context of normalization in 1972. Japan continued
its friendship diplomacy toward China even after the Tiananmen
Massacre in June 1989. Although the United States and EU countries
continued to impose sanctions on China in response to the massacre,
Japan was the first country to lift sanctions toward China. It restarted
Japanese yen loans to China in the autumn of 1990. The historical
trip of Japan’s emperor was completed in the autumn of 1992.

Japan’s China policy line has been based on three elements. First,
Japanese fundamental policy for China has been influenced by the
United States’ policy for China since World War II. Second, Japan
has keen interests in economic relations with China, as described
above. Third, the Japanese have assumed a reconciliatory posture
toward China because of their historical expiation. In the 1972 nor-
malization communiqué, Japan acknowledged its responsibility for
the severe damage that Japan caused in the past to the Chinese peo-
ple through war and stated its deep reflection on the fact. Although
many Japanese have felt they were defeated by the United States in
the Pacific War, they felt no sense of defeat in the Japan-China War.
Moreover, it is rare for Japanese to have an inferiority complex to
Chinese. Rather, many Japanese people felt grateful to the Chinese
people until September 7, 2010, because China had abandoned war
compensation in the 1972 normalization communiqué.

To maintain and strengthen the security and prosperity of Japan,
the preservation of a peaceful international environment is impor-
tant, and the stability and prosperity in the eastern Asian region is
indispensable. It is desirable from Japan’s perspective to have a more
open and stable society in China that is friendly toward Japan.

Engagement and Balancing Policies While Strengthening
the US-Japan Alliance since 1996

Japan’s policy toward China shifted away from a friendship and
engagement policy to an engagement and balancing policy with the
strengthening of the US-Japan alliance. On April 17, 1996, Japan’s
prime minister Ryutaro Hashimoto and US president William Clinton
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agreed to promote bilateral security cooperation and announced the
Japan-US Joint Declaration on Security Alliance for the twenty-
first century. The reliable alliance between Japan and the United
States has helped to ensure peace and security in the Asia-Pacific
region. After the collapse of the Soviet Union, China rose as a promi-
nent regional threat. In the 1990s, China’s offensive postures have
induced Japanese politicians to reconsider shifting Japan’s policy
toward China from friendship diplomacy to engagement and balanc-
ing diplomacy.

The Japan-US Joint Declaration emphasized the importance of a
peaceful resolution of problems in this region. The two leaders empha-
sized that it was extremely important for the stability and prosperity
of the region that China play a positive and constructive role, and
in this context, stressed the interest of both countries in furthering
cooperation with China. However, Hashimoto and Clinton agreed
that the two governments would jointly and individually strive to
achieve a more peaceful and stable security environment in the Asia-
Pacific region. In this regard, the two leaders recognized the need for
the engagement of the United States in the region, supported by the
Japan-US security relationship.

China’s foreign policy in 1990 was known as Deng Xiaoping’s
“24 character strategy”: “observe calmly, secure our position, cope
with affairs calmly, hide our capacities and bide our time, be good
at maintaining a low profile, and never claim leadership.” Later, a
phrase, “make some contribution,” was added. Certain aspects of this
strategy have been emphasized, such as “never claim leadership” and
“make some contribution.” Deng’s strategy has been summarized as
downplaying China’s capabilities and avoiding confrontation while
building up China’s power for the future.

However, China has been regarded as an unstable element in Asia.

On February 25, 1992, China adopted the Territorial Sea Law and
the Contiguous Zone that supported its asserted claim over Japan’s
Senkaku Island. This China Territorial Sea Law and the Contiguous
Zone Article 2 described that People’s Republic of China’s (PRC) ter-
ritorial land includes the mainland and its offshore island, Taiwan,
and its various affiliated islands including Diaoyu Island, Penghu
Islands, Dongsha Islands, Xisha Islands, Nansha (Spratly) Islands,
and other islands that belong to the People’s Republic of China.
However, the PRC’s Law on the Territorial Sea of September 4, 1958,
declared in Article 1: this regulation is applied to all territory that
belong to the PRC including the mainland and its offshore island,
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Taiwan, and the various affiliated islands, Penghu Islands, Dongsha
Islands, Xisha Islands, Nansha Islands, and other islands. Then
China’s Territorial Sea Law of 1992 was the first law that included
Diaoyu Island, which is Japan’s Senkaku Island, as Chinese terri-
tory. Moreover, it is widely known in Japan that the official news-
paper of China’s Communist Party Renmin Ribao (People’s Daily)
on January 8, 1953, insisted that “Ryukyu archipelagos are on the
northeast in our Taiwan, and on the southwest of Japan’s Kyushu
scattered, which includes seven sets of islands: The Senkaku Islands,
Sakishima Islands, Daito Islands, Okinawa Islands, Oshima Islands,
Tokara Islands and Okuma Islands.” With this article, China strongly
recommended that the United States return the Okinawa Islands to
Japan.

In 1993, China made a “New Guideline” that expanded China’s
defense area from “its homeland” to “air, sea and space.”'® In the early
1990s, China stimulated the Southeast Asian countries through its
military expansion and building of military facilities in the Mischief
Reef. Under that theoretical rise of a Chinese threat, the new defense
policy with the United States was important for Asian countries
including Japan. The Japan-US alliance focused on China’s growing
military activities instead of former Cold War adversary Russia as a
regional security threat.

China’s series of nuclear tests in 1995 raised questions in Japan
with respect to its aid policy toward China. Negative domestic public
opinion compelled the Japanese government to consider suspending
its grant assistance after the initial test in May. When China contin-
ued nuclear testing in August 1995, Japan’s government decided to
suspend large-scale yen loans for China.

Moreover, Chinese military exercises near the Taiwan Strait in
March 1996 during Taiwan’s first presidential election alerted Japan’s
government and general populace. Chinese assertive military perfor-
mances against Taiwan caused Japanese to shift away from Japan’s
China policy from friendship diplomacy to engagement policy. Once
the Taiwan Strait contingency breaks out, US bases in Japan might be
attacked by the Chinese People’s Liberation Army (PLA). Therefore,
Japan started to consider acquisition of a Ballistic Missile Defense
(BMD). Japan’s National Diet began to discuss the defense guideline
legislation.

In 1996, the percentage of Japanese negative views of China
became dominant for the first time since Japan’s government began
annual surveys of Japan-China relations in 1978.
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Historical Issues from Japan’s Expiation to
China’s Political Tool in the 1990s

In the 1990s, the impact on Japan-China relations of historical issues
changed in the course of Japan’s approval of historical textbooks,
China’s Patriot education promoted by Jiang Zemin, and establish-
ment of a regime of the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC). Jiang
Zemin, famous for hating Japan, has indicated increasing emphasis
of historical issues against Japan permanently. Jiang initiated the
use of historical issues as a political instrument toward Japan. Japan
and the United States have been good partners to disarmament.
On China for the CWC, however, interests of Japan and the United
States have differed.

China is, if anything, a country that does not enthusiastically sup-
port the control of weapons of massive destruction (WMD). However,
it forced the addition of the Verification Annex Part IV (B) 157 as
soon as China joined in establishing the CWC.

At the disarmament conference of Geneva in 1990, the Chinese
government made its initial informal request to the Japan’s Kaifu
administration to assist in resolving the problem of chemical weapons
left over in China by the former Japanese army at the end of World
War II. First government-to-government consultation on Abandoned
Chemical Weapons in China (ACWs) took place when the first Japan-
China Governmental Meeting at the director-general level was held in
January 1991. However, it was after the Japan-China Joint Working
Group Meeting at the director’s level was set up by the fourth Japan-
China Governmental Meeting in December 1996, shortly before
the CWC entered into force, when consultations between Japan and
China intensified.'® At the disarmament conference in Geneva on
February 27, 1992, the Chinese delegation described the Chinese gov-
ernment disposal of 300,000 chemical weapons that “some foreign
country” left. However, more than 2 million weapons were still not
disposed of. Furthermore, 20 tons of mustard gas weapons were dis-
posed of, but more than 100 tons of mustard gas weapons remained.
China did not criticize Japan openly, but it was evident that China
indicated Japan’s ACWs. From that time, China insisted on adding
Article I-3." No other country could have left chemical weapons in
China. The CWC Article I-3 Verification Annex Part IV (B) 15 and
Article I-3 are laws intended exclusively for Japan.

The chief cabinet secretary of Miyazawa administration Yohei
Kohno promoted the ACW project because Japan had no official



226 Emi Mifune

papers proving the ACWs as delivered weapons after dismantlement.
Primarily, the governments of the Soviet Union and Chiang Kai
Shek, the Moscow and Taiwan governments, have had the respon-
sibility of managing the disarmament of those weapons. Despite
Yohei Kohno’s insistence that Japan has no official papers to prove
those chemical weapons as disarmed weapons, there are actually
some official documents in the Siberia Historical Document House
in Yamagata Prefecture of Japan and in the National Institute
for Defense Studies in the Defense Agency (Current Ministry of
Defense).??

Later, Japan and China respectively ratified the CWC on September
19, 1995, and April 25, 1997. When the convention entered into force
on April 29, 1997, Japan assumed the obligation to destroy the ACWs
in China, and China undertook to provide appropriate cooperation.

On July 30, 1999, the Japanese and Chinese governments signed
the Memorandum of Understanding on the Destruction of Japanese
ACWs. Japan must pay all necessary costs to dispose of the ACWs
and compensate further accidents.?!

Some Japanese companies that contracted with Japan’s government
were investigated by the Tokyo Prosecutor for illegal expenditures.??
The vice minister of foreign affairs, Tetsuo Yano, a councillor of the
Liberal Democratic Party, intervened in the tender for this project.??

China also behaves outrageously. Regarding ACWs, China
demanded that Japan construct a large-scale substation and heliport.
The planned building sites are geopolitically important points because
they were near Russia and North Korea. China might, therefore, even-
tually divert resources from the project to depositories or hangars for
missile and weapons. Generally, a 1,000 kW substation is sufficient
to dispose of 300,000-400,000 chemical weapons. However, China
demanded a 50,000-70,000 kW substation. Roads around the facili-
ties are sufficiently solid for several ten-ton tanks and armored cars
to pass.?

China also forced unreasonable demands on this project. Regarding
the cutting of trees for development of building lots, China demanded
US$100 per white birch tree, despite its international market price of
US$2-3. Housing for workers was a luxurious 2LDK with swimming
pool and sport gym. When Japanese staff needed just one bandaid,
they were obligated to buy medical sets constituting three cardboard
boxes. Moreover, the Chinese government dispatched medical staff
including obstetricians and gynaecologists from Beijing. Japan was
compelled to allay all of those costs.?’
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China asserted the probable reserves of 2 million rounds of ACWs
initially. Japan’s government estimated 700,000 rounds. Magnetic
investigations by Japanese officers revealed 300,000-400,000 rounds.
Nevertheless, not all of those were ACWs. Conventional arms were
likely included. At Japan’s lower house standing committee on cabinet
on October 19, the Japanese government revised probable reserves
downward to 300,000-400,000 rounds. Japanese have atoned for
the conflict between Japan and China. However, Japan’s government
cannot and must not believe or accept all of what the Chinese govern-
ment asserts.

Jiang’s Unsuccessful Visit to Japan and
Communiqué in 1998

Jiang’s visit to Japan as a state guest was originally scheduled for
September 1998. He had to put off that visit until November because
of the deluge in Changchiang. Then, President of the Republic of
Korea (ROK) Kim Dae Jung paid an official visit to Japan as a state
guest in October 7-10, 1998, earlier than Jiang Zemin’s visit. During
his stay in Japan, Kim Dae Jung held a meeting with Prime Minister
Keizo Obuchi of Japan. The two leaders conducted an overall review
of past relations between Japan and the ROK, reaffirmed the current
friendly and cooperative relations, and exchanged views on how the
relations between the two countries should be in the future. The Joint
Declaration described:

President Kim Dae Jung of the Republic of Korea and Mrs. Kim paid
an official visit to Japan as State Guests from 7 October 1998 to 10
October 1998. During his stay in Japan, President Kim Dae Jung held
a meeting with Prime Minister Keizo Obuchi of Japan. The two lead-
ers conducted an overall review of past relations between Japan and
the Republic of Korea, reaffirmed the current friendly and coopera-
tive relations, and exchanged views on how the relations between the
two countries should be in the future. As a result of the meeting, the
two leaders declared their common determination to raise to a higher
dimension the close, friendly and cooperative relations between Japan
and the Republic of Korea which have been built since the normaliza-
tion of their relations in 1965 so as to build a new Japan-Republic of
Korea partnership towards the twenty-first century.

Looking back on the relations between Japan and the ROK during
this century, Prime Minister Obuchi regarded in a spirit of humility
the fact of history that Japan caused, during a certain period in the
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past, tremendous damage and suffering to the people of the Republic
of Korea through its colonial rule, and expressed his deep remorse and
heartfelt apology for this fact.?

After Japan’s apology to Korea, China apparently expected a
Japanese apology to China. Jiang’s visit to Japan in 1998 failed dip-
lomatically with respect to apology and partnership. After China’s
declaration of strategic partnership with Russia and the United
States, Jiang offered to Japan that they would form a strategic part-
nership with Japan. However, Japan refused because Japan’s strategic
relationship might impinge upon the US-Japan alliance. Moreover,
Japan refused to use “new words” on historical issues because the
Obuchi administration and the Japanese Ministry of Foreign Affairs
could not suggest Chinese intention. Obuchi is regarded as a pro-
China politician. Nevertheless, Japan’s government could not inter-
pret the true intentions of China. Kim Dae Jung, as the president of
ROK, promised NOT to bring up historical talk any longer. Japan’s
government wondered if China was prepared not to bring historical
issues up anymore. Unless China parts with a history card, there
will be no showdown. Because many voices rose in the Liberal
Democratic Party to say that an “apology toward China has already
been made,” if Obuchi had made a concession toward China on the
“apology,” he might have lost his position in the Liberal Democratic
Party.

Finally, no “apology” was specified in Japan-China Joint Declaration.
Neither leader signed. Later, the unsigned communiqué was made pub-
lic. The future of bilateral relations between Japan and China is full of
difficulties. It might be symbolic that the creation of 1998 communiqué
had troubles to the very last.

Yasukuni and Koizumi

Under the Koizumiadministration, diplomatic relations between Japan
and China foundered partly because of Koizumi’s visit to Yasukuni
Shrine, which hindered political bargaining and goodwill.?” Koizumi
had not missed his visit to Yasukuni Shrine every year since his first
victory in an election of the House of Representatives in 1972.

The original structure now known as Yasukuni Shrine was
established in Tokyo in 1869 by the Emperor Meiji. In 1879, it was
renamed Yasukuni Shrine. Currently, about 2.4 million divinities
are enshrined at Yasukuni. These divinities are souls of people who
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have made ultimate sacrifice for Japan since 1853. Almost 5 million
people visit Yasukuni Shrine every year since it is known as an insti-
tution for commemorating those who died in wars for the nation.
Some Japanese people believe that their respect to and awe of the
deceased is best expressed when appreciating that current peace
and prosperity of Japan are founded on the ultimate sacrifices they
made. Therefore, at Yasukuni Shrine, rituals to dedicate apprecia-
tion to the deceased are repeated. Visiting Yasukuni in contempo-
rary Japan is not praising a symbol of militarism.?® Twice every
year—in the spring and autumn—major rituals are conducted, on
which occasion offerings from His Majesty the Emperor are dedi-
cated to them,?’ although some Japanese people regard visitation
of Yasukuni by the prime minister as unconstitutional in terms of
Article 20.

Koizumi’s prayer at Yasukuni was triggered by the presidential
election of the Liberal Democratic Party. Koizumi made a promise
to executives of the Military Pension League and Bereaved Family
Association in April 2000 to offer a prayer at Yasukuni. However,
Koizumi is likely to have considered the feelings of Korea and China
on the matter. During the Koizumi administration, Koizumi visited
Yasukuni, and he visited the shrine on August 13, 2001, on April 21
during the Annual Spring Festival Day (21-23) in 2002, New Year’s
Day in 2003 and 2004, October 17 during the Annual Autumn
Festival (17-20) in 2005. His sole exception was August 15, 2006, in
Koizumi’s final term. Koizumi avoided visiting Yasukuni on August
15, the anniversary of the end of the World War II, considering the
neighboring countries, including China, during 2001-2005. China
remained critical even though Koizumi avoided visiting Yasukuni.
Then, Koizumi judged that there was no difference whenever he
might visit to Yasukuni. He visited Yasukuni on August 15 in his
final year as prime minister. It was his severe criticism of China and
Korea that they would not hold the summit meeting if he were to visit
Yasukuni.

Yasukuni’s visitation persists as a controversial issue for many
Japanese as a matter of life and death by national wars. Not only
war criminals but also war victims, who died for their nation, are
enshrined there. Koizumi continued saying “they are a matter of soul
and mental freedom”; “I cannot understand why visiting Yasukuni
Shrine is criticized”; “ what is wrong if the Prime Minister worships
at the victims who passed away for the country.”?® He continued to
explain that his visitation of Yasukuni Shrine was for the vow for
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peace. Visiting Yasukuni Shrine implies neither following the right
wing nor the revival of militarism. It is his feeling as a Japanese,
beyond ideas or ideology.

Koizumi’s feelings were expressed during the discourse of the fifty-
sixth annual commemoration of the end of World War II. Koizumi
held a press conference at Yasukuni on August 13, 2001.

I believe that Japan must never again proceed a path to war. Every
year, before the souls of those who lost their lives in the battlefield
while believing in the future of Japan in those difficult days, I have
recalled that the present peace and prosperity of Japan are founded
on the ultimate sacrifices they made, and renewed my vow for peace.
I had thought that people of Japan and those of the neighbor countries
would understand my belief if it was fully explained, and thus, after
my assumption of office as prime minister, I expressed my wish to visit
Yasukuni Shrine on August 15.

However, as the anniversary of the end of the war came closer, vocal
debates have started at home and abroad as to whether I should visit
Yasukuni Shrine. In the course of these debates, opinions requesting
the cancellation of my visit to Yasukuni Shrine were voiced not only
within Japan but also from other countries. It would be totally con-
trary to my wish, under these circumstances, if my visit to Yasukuni
Shrine on August 15 could, against my intention, lead people of neigh-
boring countries to cast doubts on the fundamental policy of Japan
of denying war and desiring peace. Taking seriously such situations
both in and outside of Japan, I have made my own decision not to visit
Yasukuni Shrine on that day, and I would like to choose another day
for a visit.

As prime minister, I deeply regret withdrawing what I have once said.
However, even if I have my own views on a visit to Yasukuni Shrine,
I am now in a position to devote myself to my duty as prime minister,
and to deal with various challenges, taking broad national interests
into consideration.3!

Koizumi offered his feelings of profound remorse and sincere
mourning not only to the Japanese but also the Chinese victims of
the war. When Koizumi visited China by one day’s trip on October 8,
2001, he visited the anti-Japanese War Memorial Hall at LUGOU
Bridge in the Beijing suburbs. LUGOU Bridge was the ignition point
of Sino-Japanese War on July 7, 1937.

For Koizumi, visiting Yasukuni was not a simple matter of just
praying for the Japanese soul. It was also a matter of his reliability as
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a politician. Koizumi could not avoid visiting Yasukuni merely based
on China’s pressure or pertinacity.’> As another means of worship,
aggravation of Japan-China relations became much worse, making
it impossible for Koizumi to retract.>® Chinese aggressive pressure
forced Koizumi to be stubborn.

The arrogant utterance of Chinese sounded humiliating to Japanese
people, and greatly stimulated public opinion in Japan. After the for-
eign minister’s talk on July 24 in Hanoi, the Chinese foreign minister
Tang Jiaxuan severely told journalists in Japanese language that he
“GENMEIL” which means “assert” or “order strictly” “Japanese for-
eign minister Tanaka to stop Koizumi’s visit to Yasukuni Shrine.”
Japanese media argued about his meaning of “GENMEI”: whether it
meant “assert” or “order strictly.” When the commanding tone of the
Chinese foreign minister Tang Jiaxuan was broadcast on television,
public opinion of Japan was stimulated.

In addition, during election, Japanese electors had been repeat-
edly shown a television commercial that states that “Koizumi does
not make promises that he cannot keep.” Generally politicians are
regarded as “persons who tell lies insensitively”. However, one rea-
son for Koizumi’s enduring popularity was that he was expected not
to tell lies, unlike old-type politicians. If he did not go to Yasukuni,
Japanese electors might think Koizumi could not enforce structural
reforms and overthrow of vested rights and interests in Japan.

Furthermore, it was a matter of interference in domestic affairs.3* If
Koizumi stopped worshiping, he would have been criticized for yield-
ing to Chinese pressure.’ Quoting a Chinese scholar’s words, Sankei
Shimbun pointed out the reason behind Koizumi having changed wor-
ship of the end of the war anniversary, which showed Chinese influ-
ence although it could not be hailed as “the huge victory of Chinese
diplomacy.”3¢

Many Japanese knew that the fundamental factors aggravating
Japan-China relations were not only historical matters but also other
political issues, such as Taiwan, reform of the UN Security Council,
and arms embargo on China by the EU.%”

It can be said that Koizumi manipulated the political performance
skillfully. According to the NHK TV program “Japan in Asia” aired
on August 15,2006, the question about the shrine visits was posed to
the public. The percentage of approval was 72 and the percentage of
disapproval was 28 among respondents in their twenties and thirties.
However, the percentages of approval and disapproval were almost
equal for people in their fifties and sixties. Koizumi might have had
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to sacrifice domestic support if he had submitted to China’s demand
to forego his visit to Yasukuni.

Regarding political bargaining, Koizumi is inferred to have had
two intentions. One was a strategy toward China, the other was a
domestic tactic. Regarding the strategy related to China, perhaps
Koizumi sought to send a message to China through many visitations
to Yasukuni Shrine that historical issues could not be used further as
Chinese political instruments. In addition to his foreign aims, he had
a domestic aim of becoming the president of the Liberal Democratic
Party and carrying out privatization of the postal service. Koizumi
had an experience of election defeat in 1969 after his father’s sudden
death. The special post offices had supported his grandfather and
father. However, in the 1969 election, the special post offices started
to support Seiichi Tagawa, who had served as the New Liberal Club
representative later. At the time, Koizumi hated the special post
offices. The local volunteers had offered the special offices in pri-
vate since Japan’s postal system began. About three-fourth of all
post offices were special ones that existed before the postal service
privatization.

At the time of the 2001 election, Ryutaro Hashimoto was an
extremely influential lawmaker in the postal department. The largest
institution of supporters for the Liberal Democratic Party was TAIJU,
which was a Special Post Office Chief Association. The TAIJU mem-
bers were 239,651. The construction industry, the second largest
institution, had 182,526 members. The third largest, the Military
Pension League (GUNONREN), had 154,592 members, 124,056 in
the Nurse league, 115,189 in the Medical Association among the total
2,369,252 members of the Liberal Democratic Party. Koizumi, there-
fore, had to keep his promises related to Yasukuni simply to gain the
Yasukuni-related votes to become prime minister.

None of the prime ministers has visited Yasukuni since Koizumi’s
retirement. Yet, the reason is not only for reconstructing Japan-China
relations but also for fearing an impact on Japan-US relations. In the
final year of the Koizumi administration, several Japanese opinion
leaders advised caution because the Yasukuni issue was a contro-
versial one not only with Asian countries but also with the United
States, producing anxiety about an anti-American historical view
of Yasukuni by American leaders such as Henry John Hyde, Joseph
Samuel Nye, Jr., and Kurt M. Campbell, and newspapers such as the
Washington Post and the New York Times.?®
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Discontinuance of Yen Loans to China

Under the Koizumi administration, Official Development Assistance
(ODA) was reexamined. Eventually, Japan’s government decided to
change the ODA policy toward China and stop yen loans.

China embarked on its Open and Reform Policy in December 1978,
and requested the provision of yen loans in 1979. In response, Prime
Minister Ohira committed during his visit to China in December 1979
that Japan would provide ODA to China. This decision was based on
the idea that support for China’s Open and Reform Policy would ben-
efit not only the stability and prosperity of China and Japan, but also
that of the entire Asian region. Japanese ODA to China as a whole,
mainly through yen loans, has contributed to the extraordinary devel-
opment that China has achieved.

ODA toward China has been one pillar of Japan-China rela-
tions. Yen loans to China changed the Chinese hardlined diplomatic
posture against the United States. According to US ambassador
James Lily at the time, Fang Lizhi and his wife were protected by
the US Embassy in Beijing immediately after the Tiananmen Square
Massacre and left for Britain.?* That protection and conveyance
were negotiated by Japan’s government using the yen loan program
as a political tool.

Regarding yen loans, which occupied a great share of Japan’s ODA,
in March 20035, the Japanese government made a decision to halt new
loan supply by the fiscal year 2008. By 2007, the total amount of the
yen loans amounted to 3,208 billion yen, and came to account for
91.5 percent of all ODA.

Two clearly different points from the ODA criticism arose in the
1990s. First, the criticism on ODA to China increased in Japan when
examining long-term plans not like temporary stops for Tiananmen
Square Massacre or nuclear tests. Second, the US element was huge.
Anxiety persisted about China’s progress to military expansion fur-
ther against Missile Defense (MD), which the United States pro-
moted. After the US Congress showed their concern publicly that
Japan’s ODA supported Chinese resources and technology of mili-
tary activities, Japan’s Diet immediately began to reconsider ODA
to China.

The ODA Charter generally stipulates the principles of Japan’s
ODA as considering each recipient country’s request, its socioeco-
nomic conditions, and Japan’s bilateral relations with the recipi-
ent country comprehensively. Japan’s ODA will be provided in



234 Emi Mifune

accordance with the principles of the UN Charter as well as the
following principles.

1. Environmental conservation and development should be pursued in
tandem.

2. Any use of ODA for military purposes or for aggravation of interna-
tional conflicts should be avoided.

3. Full attention should be paid to trends in recipient countries’ military
expenditures, their development and production of Weapons of Mass
Destruction (WMD) and missiles, their export and import of arms,
and so on.

4. Full attention should be paid to efforts for promoting democratiza-
tion and introduction of a market-oriented economy, and the situa-
tion regarding the securing of basic human rights and freedoms in the
recipient country.

Chinese military assistance for Iraq triggered Japan’s ODA reduc-
tion to China. On February 16,2001, the US-Britain Air Force bombed
the construction of optical fiber cable that connected an underground
control center to five commanders and communication institutions as
air defense bases in Baghdad.*® Then, the Foreign Relations Committee
of US Senate announced the start of investigation of the strong pos-
sibility that China had violated an export ban for Iraq instituted by
the UN, and that China had provided Iraq with materials and tech-
nology, and that Japan’s ODA had been used for the technology and
funding of the optical fiber by China.

Consequently, questions arose from all sides as to whether Japan had
the necessity of continuing ODA toward China. In the Investigation
Committee on International Problems of the House of Councillors on
April 8, 2002, a committee submitted that China was going to pro-
vide loans to Pakistan for constructing harbor facilities in Gwadar.*!
At the Upper House’s Diplomacy & Defense Committee on May 11,
2003, a committee pointed out that most of Japan’s ODA to China
was turned to Chinese military expenditures, and that China had
given economic aid to Asian neighbors and African countries. After
China succeeded in launching its manned spacecraft “Shenzhou 5”
on October 15,2003, voices rose increasingly in favor of halting ODA
to China.

In March 2008 governments of Japan and China reached an out-
line of an agreement to stop supplying new yen loans to China in
the 2008 fiscal year. At a press conference after a National People’s
Congress in March 2008, Prime Minister Wen Jiabao emphasized



Japanese Policy toward China 235

that he wanted Japan also to promote China-Japan friendship.
Then he presented three principles underlying China’s policy to
Japan: (1) to promote mutual exchange of visits by the leaders of the
two countries; (2) to start jointly the strategic research for friend-
ship by both countries’ diplomatic authorities; (3) to settle histori-
cal issues suitably. “To settle historical issues suitably” does not
mean merely to halt visits to Yasukuni by a premier. It is said that
many Chinese have the view that Japan’s ODA to China is postwar
compensation.

Japan’s Policy for EU Plans to Lift Weapons
Embargoes on China

Most European and American Japanologists and Sinologists tend to
discuss the major factor of the anti-Japan demonstration of China in
2005 as Koizumi’s visitation of Yasukuni. However, such views are
too rash. Economic policy, US policy, and security policy are always
latent in the politicization of the historical issues between Japan and
China. The Koizumi administration’s cooperative policy to the US
policy in the EU’s planning to lift military embargo to China was a
crucial element.

During Chinese anti-Japan demonstrations in 2005, the Chinese
foreign minister Li Zhaoxing did not respond to the apology and
insisted that the Chinese government had never done anything to
apologize to the Japanese, and that the Japanese were using cur-
rent important issues of Taiwan, human rights, and history to hurt
Chinese.

“Japanese were hurting Chinese by human rights issues” was a ref-
erence to the Japanese government’s cooperation with the US govern-
ment’s appeal for European governments not to lift weapons embargo
after the Tiananmen Massacre.*? At a press conference on March 31,
China’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs criticized both the United States
and Japan because the EU did not lift the arms embargo to China eas-
ily because of pressure from the United States and Japan. This state-
ment was read on the Japanese language version of Renmin Ribao’s
website, not in its English version. The Bush administration contin-
ued warning the EU that lifting the arms embargo for China by the
EU would send the wrong signal to China. Modernization and arms
build-up of the Chinese military might be accelerated at an early pace
if the arms embargo for China by the EU were lifted. It would influ-
ence the security environment in Asia.
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“Mutually Beneficial Relationship Based on
Common Strategic Interests”

President Hu Jintao of the PRC made an official visit to Japan as
a state guest during in May 6-10, 2008. During his visit to Japan,
President Hu and Prime Minister Yasuo Fukuda reached a common
understanding on various points related to the comprehensive promo-
tion of a “mutually beneficial relationship based on common strategic
interests” and issued a joint statement on Comprehensive Promotion
of a mutually beneficial relationship based on common strategic
interests.

The two sides recognized that the Japan-China relationship is an
important bilateral relationship for the two countries and that Japan
and China have great influence on and bear a solemn responsibility
for peace, stability, and development of the Asia-Pacific region and
the world. They also recognized that the two countries’ sole option
is to cooperate to enhance peace and friendship over the long term.
The two sides resolved to promote a mutually beneficial relationship
based on common strategic interests comprehensively and to achieve
the noble objectives of peaceful coexistence, friendship for genera-
tions, mutually beneficial cooperation, and common development for
their two nations.

The Japanese side expressed its positive evaluation of China’s
development since the start of reform and open policy, saying that
China’s development has offered great opportunities for international
community including Japan. The Japanese side stated its support of
China’s resolve to contribute to the building of a world that fosters
lasting peace and common prosperity. The Chinese side expressed its
positive evaluation of Japan’s consistent pursuit of the path of a peace-
ful country and Japan’s contribution to the peace and stability of the
world through peaceful means over more than nearly 70 years since
the end of World War I1. The two sides agreed to strengthen dialogue
and communication on the issue of UN reform and to work toward
mutually enhancing the common understanding on this matter. The
Chinese side assigns importance to Japan’s position and role in the
UN and desires that Japan play an even greater constructive role in
the international community. Both sides stated that they would resolve
bilateral issues through consultations and negotiations. Regarding the
Taiwan issue, the Japanese side again expressed its adherence to the
position enunciated in the Joint Communiqué of the government of
Japan and the government of the PRC.
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Both sides resolved to cooperate together while building frame-
works for dialogue and cooperation, and to cooperate together
based on the following five pillars: (1) enhancement of mutual trust
in the political area; (2) promotion of people-to-people and cultural
exchange as well as sentiments of friendship between the people of
Japan and China; (3) enhancement of mutually beneficial coopera-
tion; (4) contribution to the Asia-Pacific region; and (5) contribution
to the resolution of global issues.

Democratic Party’s Drifting China policy: 2009—mid-2012

The Democratic Party is a hodgepodge group of politicians from the
left wing to the right wing of Japan’s political spectrum. Therefore, its
foreign policies are based on no particular principle and no agreement
in the Cabinet. It is said that Japan’s Democratic Party comprises sev-
eral clusters that are diplomatic amateurs’ groups. It published the
following basic policy on diplomacy and national security in the
website.

We seek to establish Japan as a world leader in diplomacy which real-
izes security and independence in harmony with the common good of
the international community. While continuing the defense policy in
accordance with the Constitution’s pacifism, we shall develop inde-
pendence and dynamism in Japanese diplomacy with a realistic and
flexible consciousness and strategy.*’

From this basic policy, one discerns that the Democratic Party pur-
sued Japan’s independence from the United States initially when the
Democratic Party came to power.

The Hatoyama administration had no concrete regional or global
strategy. Hatoyama might not have realized Japan’s position in the
trio configuration of the United States, China, and Japan. Hatoyama
often described that Japan would act “as a mediator between the
United States and Asia.” On September 28, 2009, Okada told the
Chinese foreign minister that Japan wanted to be “a coordinator
between the US and Asia.” However, neither the United States nor
China regards Japan’s political capability as that of a mediator.

Hatoyama set Japan-China relations as a priority matter of Japan’s
foreign policy. Hatoyama proposed that China make a “sea of friend-
ship (yuai no umi)” of the East China Sea. However, he never took
appropriate measures to resolve the controversial Senkaku issue, situ-
ated in that “sea of friendship.”
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The prime minister and the foreign minister had been extolling dif-
ferent views of the world. Both their designs of East Asia Community
(EAC) were unsubstantial. The feature of Hatoyama’s concept was
establishing the system of common economic and social coopera-
tion and the system of collective security in Asia. A great discrep-
ancy arose between Prime Minister Hatoyama and Foreign Minister
Katsuya Okada with respect to the EAC. Hatoyama presented the
EAC structure as including the United States, but Okada did so with-
out the United States. The EAC that Hatoyama draws was premised
on changing the Japan-US relations and the role of a Japan-US alliance
while commitment by the United States was indispensable. Hatoyama
explained to the ROK that the core countries were ROK and Japan,
which jointly possessed equivalent values of democracy. However, he
emphasized to China that it was important to accumulate common
points while considering mutual differences. Hatoyama’s conception
of the EAC had been based on the integrative model of EU. However,
Asian countries have never held the same philosophy, values, religion,
lifestyles, or security interests. Hatoyama has never had an idea of
which country enjoys estrangement between Japan and the United
States: it must be China.

The Japanese general public was unable to realize what on earth
Hatoyama wanted to do. Diplomacy by the Hatoyama administration
made the US-Japan alliance fragile. Hatoyama wielded great influ-
ence by Ichiro Ozawa, who used to insist on a “theory of trigonomet-
ric functions” involving the United States, China, and Japan, namely
equidistance diplomacy among the trio. Hatoyama never presented
how he considered Japan’s security issue after Japan and the United
States became estranged by “equidistance diplomacy.”

Regarding the Kan administration, Naoto Kan had always assigned
priority to domestic political situations rather than diplomacy. The
incident on September 7, 2010, the Chinese ship collision incident,
strongly compelled Japanese to change their view toward China.
Japan’s principal policy line toward China had been based on liberal-
ist engagement policy up to that point. Yet, it broke Japanese confi-
dence not only with respect to China but also Japan’s government.
Many Japanese finally realized that liberalist engagement is ineffec-
tive in light of China’s offensive posture against Japan.

However, Kan commanded the release of the Chinese captain
because Kan worried that Hu Jintao might not come to Yokohama
APEC if Japan continued to detain the Chinese captain. At the Japan
Upper House Standing Committee on Audit on October 18, 2010,
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Kazuya Maruyama, a councillor of the Liberal Democratic Party
and lawyer, clarified the contents of telephone conversations with
the chief cabinet secretary Yoshito Sengoku. Immediately after Japan
released the Chinese captain with disposal suspension, Maruyama
raised the objection that Japan should deport him after induction and
judgment. Then Sengoku said the Yokohama APEC would vanish if
Japan’s government did not do so. Maruyama immediately replied
that releasing him was a national loss. Subsequently, Maruyama
talked about his anxiety that Japan would be a dependency of China
in the future. Sengoku refuted Maruyama’s anxiety and stated that
Japan was already subject to China. Sengoku answered that the talk
of Maruyama was a lie in a committee.** However, according to
Sankei’s scoop, the Chinese captain was released with disposal sus-
pension because of the political judgment by Prime Minister Kan and
the Chief Cabinet Secretary Sengoku.*

The Noda administration parted from the concept of Hatoyama’s
EAC. Noda’s power base was vulnerable. Therefore, political power
stability was expected to be the core purpose for Noda. Noda was
often described as a puppet of the United States or bulldog of the
Ministry of Finance. The Noda administration had no diplomatic
ideals. Noda had sought to remain in the prime minister’s position by
satisfying demands by the United States and the Ministry of Finance
to the greatest extent possible after he came to office. Then, his for-
eign policy toward China was restraining China under the United States’
“Pivot.”

While the Japanese presence in the Asia-Pacific region declined,
the Japanese government groped for the vision that attains strength-
ening of ties with the Asia-Pacific region. In January 2012, Prime
Minister Yoshihiko Noda tried to produce a policy that advocates the
new diplomatic maneuver “Pacific Ocean Charter.”*® “Pacific Ocean
charter” builds comprehensive rule, such as continuous economic
development of the Asia-Pacific region to break away from the “East
Asian Community” concept by the Yukio Hatoyama administration.
This concept, which uses the APEC framework, is designed to attain
strengthening of ties of the whole Asia-Pacific region with both wheels
of economy and a security.

To give a concrete example in the economic milieu, this concept
expanded the framework of Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP) and
develops it into the Free Trade Area of the Asia-Pacific (FTAAP) until
2020. In the security milieu, it was a concept that tries to build a com-
prehensive framework based on international law related to freedom
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of navigation, the peaceful resolution of disputes, and so on, and
to draw China and Russia in the multilateral framework based on
Japan-US alliance. Prime Minister Noda was going to call out at the
APEC summit meeting held in Vladivostok in Russia in September
2012. However, he didn’t call out. The Pacific Ocean Charter must
be difficult to carry out. Japan has no diplomatic capability by which
it can enjoy leadership in regional security. Moreover, no economic
framework of the Pacific Ocean Charter exists that makes TPP the
economic architecture in which neighboring countries cannot cooper-
ate with Japan.
Noda looked only at the United States, as Koizumi once did.

Democratic Party Misunderstanding of Mutually Beneficial
Relationship Based on Common
Strategic Interests

After September 2010, senior officials of the Kan administration
repeated a “mutually beneficial relationship based on common stra-
tegic interests. Tragically, the Democratic Party has never realized
the concept and meaning of mutually beneficial relationship based on
common strategic interests.

Ex-Premier Shinzo Abe asserted that the Democratic Party had
never realized the meaning of mutually beneficial relationship based
on common strategic interests.*’ Later, this concept was posed at the
Summit between Abe and Hu Jintao on October 8, 2006, to improve
the Japan-China relationship, which had deteriorated during the
Koizumi administration. Then, a mutually beneficial relationship
based on common strategic interests was based on the Japan-China
Joint Press Statement issued when Premier Wen Jiabao of the PRC
made an official visit to Japan from April 2007. China and Japan
agreed to a mutually beneficial relationship based on common strate-
gic interests between Yasuo Fukuda and Hu Jintao on May 7, 2008.
While proposing a “win-win policy”—mutually beneficial relation-
ship based on common strategic interests, the key word in Japan-
China relations changed from friendship to mutually beneficial
relationship based on common strategic interests. Under friendship
diplomacy, Japan must strive for friendship despite its surrendering
of national interests. However, China considers the China-Japan rela-
tionship as based on its strategy and national interests. Then, Abe
proposed his new ideas for the purpose that the Japan-China rela-
tionship contributes to mutual interests, stability, and development
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in the world. A mutually beneficial relationship based on common
strategic interests means a political philosophy “to restart” the Japan-
China relationship, which had become quite complicated during the
Koizumi administration.*®

Conclusion

The first section of this chapter presented two main points. The first
point, the most important among the processes of power shift in Asia,
is the relative decline of the United States as a unipolar power and
that of Japan as a major economic power while China’s rising. The
second is that the United States’ and Japan’s decline and China’s rise
have also altered the consciousness of ASEAN countries’ people and
Americans. China has become the most indispensable for Japanese
economic growth in the status quo. In this context, the importance
of China for the Japanese economy has increased dramatically and
extremely. Although many troubling issues persist between China
and Japan, Japan has neither the option of quarrelling nor that of
deteriorating in relations with China.

The second section of this chapter described Japanese perceptions,
expectations, and anxieties related to China in the changing archi-
tecture of trilateralism. This reflects the duality between the threat
posed by Chinese aggression and expectations of economic oppor-
tunities. Although most Japanese people feel anxiety about Chinese
antagonism against Japanese, economic interactions between Japan
and China have multiplied dramatically. As a countermeasure against
Chinese ambition, Japan must recognize its role as a supporter of
a US-led system to restrict Chinese ambitious expansion. However,
Japan must grope for and grasp economic opportunities with rising
China. Under such a duality between security and economy, Japan is
facing difficulties within a complicated triangle. Japanese supporters’
roles of the US-led system and the United States’ dominant role in Asia
have been modified in the context of rising China. Regarding China,
which is an important economic partner, it has annoyed Japan by its
strong antagonism and a controversial territorial dispute. Regarding
the United States, which is an important ally, Japan has controversial
issues related to Okinawa and the unequal Status of Forces Agreement
that has violated Japanese human rights. Japan has serious troubles
with both strong countries, but it can oppose neither of them.

Japanese difficulties arise not only because of duality between
security and economy but also because of duality of the United States’
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hedge strategy between a policy of containing China and a policy of
cooperating with China: the United States’ pivot strategy. That is,
the United States enhances its cooperative relationship with China
while the United States uses Japan as a political instrument to contain
China. Japan is placed in a quandary, wondering whether the United
States protects Japan from the Chinese threat by the US-Japan alli-
ance or whether the United States, which is now reducing defense
expenditures, only receives immense finance help from Japan and
does not protect Japan. Indeed, the Security Consultative Committee
Document US-Japan Alliance: Transformation and Realignment for
the Future” on October 29, 2005, described that “Japan will defend
itself and respond to situations in areas surrounding Japan, including
addressing new threats and diverse contingencies such as invasion of
remote islands.” It is too optimistic to trust the Japan-US alliance
unequivocally.

The third section of this chapter examined Japanese policy toward
China. Chinese economic development has supported its military
expansion. China’s rise, both economically and militarily, has altered
international relations in Asia. Then, the changing configuration of
relations between China and the United States has strongly influenced
the Japanese policy direction toward China. Japan has shifted policy
related to China from a liberalist view to a realist view: from friend-
ship diplomacy to engagement and a balancing policy since the United
States turned its strategic line toward China. Japan changed the core
policy direction of the Japan-US alliance from Japan’s security and
Far Eastern emergency to peace and stability in the Asia-Pacific region
to adapt to the changing regional security environment. The United
States also affects Japanese economic policy, and even Japanese ODA.
Since China used historical issues as political tools in the 1990s, they
have become not only bilateral issues of Japanese expiation but also
have come to constitute compound problems with Chinese military
expansion, Chinese economic and military assistance toward the
third world including Iraq and Pakistan, and its inconspicuous pur-
poses which have impacted US global military strategies.

Between rising China, which is a latent threat with strong antago-
nism against Japan but which carries immense economic opportunity,
and the economically acquisitive United States, which is an indispens-
able foundation of Japan’s security but which is insufficiently reliable
to protect Japan from Chinese aggression, Japan is facing a troubled
triangle with worrisome situations posed by China and with fear of
abandonment by the United States.
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