e

'—_!t:L'_!IE;.- pry———

ey e

Strategic Thought in Northeast Asia
Cilberr Rosman, Series Ediror

Russian Strategic Thanght ot rd Aska
Edited by Gilbert Rozman, Kazuhike Togo, and Joseph Ferguson

Japanese Strategic Thought roward Asia
Edited by Gilbert Rozman, Kazuhiko Togo, and Joseph Ferguson

Strategic Thinking about the Korean Nuclear Crisis: Four Parties Canght
between Novth Korea and the United Stares

By Gilbere Rozman

Korean Strategic Thought toward Asia
By Gilbert Rozman, In-tack Hyun, and Shin-wha Lee

Chinese Strategic Thought v Asia
By Gilbert Rozman

Japanese Strategic Thought
toward Asia

5 Edited by
Crilbere Rozman, Kazubhiko ?E:rgﬂ,

and
I,."r.l.ff.']f}:".':' r ﬁ.’igrf.fc.r?;

palgrave

macmillan




JAPAMESE STRATEGIC THOUGHT TOWARD ASIA
& Gilbert Rozman, Kazuhiko Togo, and joseph P. Ferglson, 2007,

Al rights reserved. Mo part of this book may be used or reproduced in any
rmanmer whatsnever without written permission except in the case of brief
quotations embodied in critical articles or reviews.

First published in 2007 by

PALGRAVE MACMILLAN™

175 Fifth Avenue, Mew York, bY. 10010 and
Howndmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire, England RGZ1 6X5
Companies and representatives throughout the world.

PALGRAVE MACHMILLAM is the plobal academic imprint of the Palgrave
Macrmillan divisian of 5L Martin's Press, LLC and of Palgrave Macmillan Ltd.
Macmillan® is a registered trademark in the United States, United Kingdom
and ather cauntries, Palgrave is a registered trademark in the European
Union and other countries.

[SBR-13: 97A-1-4039-7553-9
[SBM-10; T—4039-7553-1

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

|apanese strategic thought toward Asia / Gilbert Rozman, Kazuhlko

Togo, [oseph P. Ferguson, eds,
p. cm—{Strategic thought in Mortheast Asia)

Includes bibliographical references and index.

ISBM 1-4039-7553=1

1. Japan—TForeign relations—Asia 2, hsia—Fareign relations—Japan,
3. Japan—>5trategic aspects, 4. Mational security—]Japan. I Rezman,
Gilbert, I, Tago Kazuhika, 1945- il Fergusomn, Joseph P

|21745,A55]37 2007
327 5205—dc22

A catalogue record for this book is available from the British Library,

2006048205

Design by Mewgen Imaging Systems {P} Ltd.. Chennal, India.
First edition: lznuary 2007

WoBsT7T6eE:4321

Printed in the United States of America.

Contents

Acknawledgments

1

Ohverview
Critbert Rozman, Kazubiko Tage,
and Joseph B Ferguson

Part1 Chro nnlug}'

Japanese Strategic Thought roward Asia in the 19805
Takashr Inogrechi

Japan’s Strategic Thinking raward

Asia in the First Hall of the 19905

Tinyoshi Hasegaroa

Japan’s Steategic Thinking in the Sccond Half
of the 1990s

Kazuhits Togo

Japanese Strategy under Koizumi
Tf. Penpel
Part 2 Geography

Changing Japanese Suategic Thinking toward China
Ryosei Kolkubun

Japanese Strategic Thinking toward Taiwan

Ming Wan

Japanese Strategic Thinking toward Korea
Cheol Hee Park

vii

35

57

10%

137

159

183




vi = Contents

9 Japanese Strategic Thinking roward Russia 2
Joseph I Ferguson
10 Japans Strategic Thinking roward Central Asia 215 |

Ak Kawato

11 Japanese Strategic Th
(rilbert Rozman

inking on Regionalism 243 | ACknOWIngmentS

269
271

Contributors

Index

his volume is the second in a series on Strategic Thought in Asia.

With support from the Princeton Institute of International and

Regional Studies (PIIRS), directed by Miguel Centeno, the over-
all project began in 2004 and is expected to continue until 2008.
Without encouragement from PIIRS this project would not have been
possible. Former Japanese diplomat, Kazuhiko Togo, after serving as
Direcror General for European Affairs in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
and as Ambassader to the Netherlands, came to Princeton to work with
Gilbert Rozman, Professor of Sociology, on both Russian and Japanese
strategic thought roward Asia. Joseph P. Ferguson also arrived in the fall
of 2004 as a postdoctoral fellow expert on both Japanese and Russian
forcign relations. Together the three of us organized a conference in
Princeton in May 2005, where each of the authors presented an initial
version of his chapter and critiqued an early draft of the overview.
We are grateful to the East Asian Studies Program at Princeton, directed
at the time by Martin Collcutt, for providing additional support for the
iwo visitors to Princeton and the conference. A number of specialists
who attended the conference or joined the organizers at workshops in
Princeton also played a role in shaping the contents of this volume, and
we appreciate their contributions.

Production of this volume was facilitated by Anthony Wah! at

i Palgrave, We are thankful to all at Palgrave who have contributed to this
publication. '

)



108

&2,

064,

3.
fif.

(8.

9.

70,
. Obuchi Keizo wo 615 michi, p. 64.

[

7.
T3
7.
73

o Kazuhiko Togo

Soeya Yoshihide, “Higashi Ajia anzen hosho shisutemu no naka no Nihon,”
in Soeya Yoshoihide and Tadokoro Masaaki, eds., Nibon no Higashi Ajia koso
{Tokyo: Kein University Press, 2004), p. 197.

John Havenhill, APEC and the Construction of Pacific Rim Regionalism
{Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001), p. 184.

Cireen, ﬁl’pﬁrnls Rﬂ'ul'fr!“t Realism, pP- 212.

Asalri ghrimdaen, Mavember 29, 1999.

Makanishi, Retien shuryogo no Nihon no henyo, p. 290.

< heepe/ fwww.rnui'a.p.r;.iplmofaj/gaiko/culture/koryu/bunka_4.html>.
bsichi Keizo no 515 nichi (Tokyo: Koshinsha, 2000), p. 326.

Based on the Obuchi-Yeltsin telephone conversation of July 31, 1998. See
Fyneda roachin, July 31, 1998.

Alexander Panov, Kaminari nochi hare (Tokyo: NHK, 2004), pp. 107-09.

Sato and Komaki, Nichiro shuno kosho, pp. 261-71.

Suertinger, Beyond Tiananmen, pp. 392, 400.

Wainiehi shimbun, May 22, 2000; Sankei shimbun, June 13, 2000.

Jiang stated thar “the rise of Asia was only possible with friendship and
coaperatian between Japan and China, and the two countries must take 2
long and hroad view of bilateral relations.” See Akio Takahara, “Japan’s
Political Response to the Rise of China,” in Ryosei Kokubun and Wang Jisi,
eds.. The Rise of China and a Changing East Asia Order (Tokyo: Japan Center
for Internarional Exchange, 2004), p. 166.

_ Asahi shinbnn, Ocrober 21, 2000.
3 ':]1[rp:."."www.rnnf.l.go.jplmofaj/kaidan/kiroku/s_morilatc_OOlasia4_

00/ gh.heml=.

. The Mori-Pucin negotiations could be followed through newspaper and

other media reports, but this synthesis is based on my personal involvement
as director general of curopean affairs, August 1999-April 2001.

CHAPTER 5

Japanese Strategy under
Koizumi

1.]. Pempel

tratepic thinking within the Koizumi administration, not surprisingly,

reflected far more elements of continuity with past policies than

stark adventures into unexplored territory. Tn particular, Japan con-
tinued to base much of its straregic thinking on & "comprehensive” noetion
of national security—a conceptualization transcending any exclusive
focus on overt military security of national borders and demestic security
[tom terrorism, Instead, it has been expansive enough to weave in con-
cerns about economic securiry, security from illicit migration and drugs,
energy and food security, protection from the worst forms of environ-
mental pollution, and the like. This broader orientation can be traced 1o
the early 19805, and remains largely in place.

Furthermore, Japan cantinues 1o abjure untlateralism in |Jl‘t’."-r:l'EI!CC 3]
bilateral arrangements. Generally, Japan seeks to forge its policies in
accord with multileteral organizations such as the United MNations, the
WTO, or the IME In recent years, Japan has also worked wichin regional
bodies, It eschews unilateral actions or aggressive efforts 1o forge now
regional or global arrangements. As a consequence, its strategic thinking is
typically concencrated on s individual relationships with other nation
states, while continually seeking 1o prove iself an upright member of the
international community. Japan's bilateral secunty arrangement with the
United States remains the kevstone in Japan's arch of foreign policies; rela-
tions with the Asian region are important supplements.

Mevertheless, distinetly new ideas and surprisingly new directions

were introduced, particularly with regard to military and external security,
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many of which appear unlikely to be reversed, taking Japancse stratcgic
policies into new directions. In some instances these changes grow out ol
shifts in domestic politics; in others they reflect adaprations o altered
regional and global conditions. Understanding these deep seructural
chanpes is prerequisite to examining the specific stratepic actions and
policies under Koizumi per se.

Changing Structural Conditions Facing
Japan under Koizumi

The Koizumi administrations strategic thinking and behavior were
deeply affected by the intersection of conditinns a1 three different
analytic levels—national, global, and regional.

Changes in Japanese Domestic Political Structures

Domestically, Japan has been going through a fundamental regime shift.
By “regime shift” I mean the establishment of a new equilibrium among
political institutions, public policies, and the snciocconomic roots of
power.! Japan’s so-called 1955 system rested on an equilibrium amang
institutions, policies, and socioeconomic blocs that has now been
upended. The deep predictabilities of that earlicr system have been
replaced by considerable political fluidity as the country moves roward
establishing a new system based on new relationships that are likely 10
shape and structure Japanese politics for several decades.

The end of the old regime and the transition t0 a new one hegan with
the bursting of Japan’s asset bubble in 1990-91 and the subsequent 1993
splintering of the LDP. In their wake came powerlul polirical and cco-
nomic breaks with the past plus fundamental, albeic slow moving, strue-
tural readjustments in who holds power and how thar power 1
exercised.? Most fundamental in influencing Japan's straregic thinking
and behavior have been the following three items.

First, Japan's electoral and party systems are now fundamentally dif-
ferent from those that prevailed from 1955 until 1993, The electoral
Left, once an undeniable and frequently strident voice constraining con-
servative governments on a wide number of security fronts, has all but
vanished. The demise of the Left followed the decision of the Social
Democratic Party of Japan (SDPJ) to enter government in the |:'r|r:.__['u:
seven-party coalition of 1993-94 and then later in its “strange bedfel-
lows” alliance with the LDP. Socialist leader Murayama Tomiichi ok
over the prime minister’s office and proceeded to renounce virrually all
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of the party’s prior security planks, among other things endorsing the
constitutionality of the SDF and the U.S.—Japan Sccurity Treary,
effectively undercutting the party’s raison d'etre. The electoral response
included a massive renunciation by long-standing  supporrers, an
internal party _l;[ﬂit. and the socialises’ overall m;tl'p_innlir.mior1. Since the
mid-1990s, party and electoral politics 1in Japan have moved security
debate and public opinion substantially to the Center—Right,

The new electoral system, meanwhile, has lessened the need for parlia-
mentary candidates to appeal to established interest group constituencies or
Loy :{'_lj' l"lL..{-'pll'p" 0o j-ﬂl_'[jl,-_lnﬂl (_"ndf'lrh‘-l:'r”f'n!i [ {3] E-'l-lll. l|1::ir F'?Hlt'!.'l.\ !l"”]”]q‘l[lc‘n.
The cureent system puts a preminm on media-savey populist candidaces
who can ateract individusl voters. Mot a few successful parliamentarians
have taken advaniage of the diminished Lefi, winning office through
appeals around a new mixture of populism and nationalism.

A second important domestic change conceens economics, For most
of the postwar era, Japans approach o foreign policy rested predomi-
nantly on its ever-expanding economic muscle. Political and business
leaders from a host of countries in developing Asia looked to Japan as the
logical model for emulation in pursuing their own economic stratepies.”
Meanwhile, Japanese foreign assistance, trade, production networks, and
bank loans became increasingly pivotal in advancing the cconomic
fortunes of much of Asia. The combinarion long reinforced Japan's
position as the undisputed leader of Asia’s region-wide development,
2 model known widely in Japan as the "llying geese model.”

Japan’s once unchallenped regional economic leadership was eroded
by the country's economic slowdown plus the simultaneous successes of
ather Asian countries including South Korea, Taiwan, Thailand, Malaysia,
and eventially and most significantly, China. Japan's selative inability 1o
stymie the pandemic Asian econamic crisis of 1997-98 further undercue
its own national confidence, as well as that ol many of its neighbors, in
Japan's ability to rely on its economic powers to shape regional events,
Although Japan remained by far the most cconomically sophisticated
and industeially advanced country in Asia, its positien ar the unchal-
lenged center of regional economic developments was no longer
automatic.’

Stll a third elemene in Japan's regime shilt has been the tijt-ingl: in
policymaking powers writfin Japan's ruling coalition. Under the 1955
regime, palicymaking had been characterized by a high depree of Tune-
tional separation—what the Japanese call tatewari gyosei, what von
Wolferen labeled the cruncated pyramid, and what others have labeled

iron triangles.” Mast charactenisic of this system was the development
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and implementation of specific policies through close coordination
among  individual bureaucratic agencies, the interest groups they
.1“1:;;!3.“}" were responsible for regulating, and LDF politicians witllt a
demonstrated interest and expertise in the policy areas involved. The
predominant arenas where policy was formulated were the agencies
themselves and the relevant functional committees of the LDP's Palicy
Affairs Research Council. Highly marginalized by these silo-like deci-
sions were the interests or influence of other ministries, interest groups,
or epposition politicians. Equally diluted was any strang [Ii]['l;tting: or
coordinating role for top policymakers such as the cahinet or the prime
minister,

This has changed radically. Particularly under Koizumi, burcaucratic
and LIDP party powers were reduced whereas both the Cahinet and the
Prime Minister’s Office gained enhanced powers to penerite policies,
many ol which involve trampling on hitherto sacrosanct bureaucratic or
LDP wef, In January 2001, Japan's 20 odd ministrics were recombined
into 14, with an important redistribution of functions and powers in
many of the most important. Previously tight links berween agency and
constituent interest groups were weakened, and the long-standing sys-
tem of vertical administration was altered. Previous powers of bureau-
cratic officials were checked. The number of political appointees in cach
ministry, which had previously been limited to only the top two posts,
was more than tripled for most agencies, providing additional layers of
political control over earlier agency autonomy. :

Perhaps most importantly, a new and well-staffed Cabinet Qﬂ ice,
plus a bolstered Cabinet Secretariat, gained substantial muscui:rrr}lr in
initiating and coordinating policies. At the end of 1999 the Prime
Minister’s Office had a staff of only 582 and the Cabinet Secretariat had
184. By the end of 2001, the new Cabinet Office had nearly 2,200 stall
and the Secretariat had more than tripled to 487.% Under 1999 legisha-
tion, the prime minister was also given explicit authority to engage i_ri
policy planning and to initiate legislation. A new Council on i:'.ccumu_uc
and Fiscal Policy (CEFP) gained considerable leeway to generate a mix-
tite of policies aimed at addressing the country’s extensive economic and
linancial problems.

Collectively, these measures altered the previous balance of power
between elected officials and senior bureaucrats. Agency autonomy
declined whereas the power of elected politicians, and particularly poliris
cians in the executive branch, rose. Relatedly, the power of indivieual
LDI leaders, including the once formidable faction leaders, was rr:til:!Ec-'J
as the prime minister and the Cabinet gained in policymaking oversight
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and strength at the expense of party institutions and individuals. All of
these bolstered Prime Minister Koizumi's predisposition roward raking a
“presidential” and personal leadership role in key decisions as well as to
his efforts to undermine long-standing practices and power holders in
the LD Mowhere was this more visible than in Keizumi's masterful
purge of his intra-party opponents in the Seprember 11, 2005 election.

Withour question, Koizumi lacked a strong background in diplo-
macy. Moreover, his political attention was concentrated principally on
Japan's long-standing and truculent financial and economic problems,
Nevertheless, he also demonstrated a srrong personal predilection for
shaping national security policy, often taking the lead in overseas
diplomatic missions such as those to the DPFRE (Democratic Peoples
Republic of Korea), to the United States, or to ASEAN., He has explicitly
and regularly campaigned to enhance Japan's political, diplomatic, and
military influence to a level commensurate with its economic heft,

The previously powerful role played by the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs was also eclipsed, in part as a resule of the general rrends noted
above, bur accelerated by a series of scandals thar made i clear that
Japan's “best and brightest” diplomacs were less than exceptional when it
came to resisting the temptations of mind-numbing greed and arrant
stupidity. The tenure as foreign minister of the popular but frequently
erratic Tanaka Makiko, and the sticky fingered QDA policies of former
foreign vice minister Suzuki Muneo did little to bridge the widening gap
berween burcaucrats and politicians and nothing at all to enhance the
strategic and policymaking influence of the Ministry.

Finally, and of particular importance in shaping scrategic policy, the
LDP saw the rise within the party of a vastly more nacionalistic or revi-
sionist leadership cadre. The combinarion of North Korea's nuclear pro-
pram, China's steady rise, and anti-Japanese rioting in China enabled
Japan's conservative nationalists to advance their own strategic and mili-
tary goals while aligning the country more closely than ever with U.S.
goals across Asia. Anxious to make Japan "a normal nation,” conservative
paliticians and opinion leaders such as Abe Shinzo, Makajima Mineo,
Makamura Kawsunori, Hiramarsu Shiego, Okazaki Hisahike, Hasegawa
Keitaro, and Kase Hideaki moved into more prominent policymaking
rales within the party.” A bipartisan group of young Turks pushed as well
for a rekindled narional pride and a more activist pursuit of their vision
of Japan’s national interest. Koizumi himself was a foremost champion of
this shift to revisionism and heightened nationalism, embodied most
notably in his various visits to the Yasukuni shrine. Undoubtedly, much

of Koizumi's ideological orientation had deep and long-standing roots:
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but not coincidentally, his overt nationalism served the tactical purpose
of appealing, through the flourishes of flags and trumpets, to lo.ng-.stan.ding
party supporiers such as agricultural interests, local financial .mstltutlon.s,
the posemasters, and others that approved portions of his economic
program. .

Meanwhile, erstwhile “pragmatists” and adherents of the long-standing
Yoshida line—with its predominantly economic focus and limited for-
eign policy role—were eclipsed, men such as Kato Koichi, Miyazawa
Kiichi, and Kono Yohei. So was the Heisei Kenkyukai, the factional
organization of Hashimota Ryuichiro, a group with numerous individfl—
als having close ties with China" As Richard Samuels has phrased it:
“The consalidation of party power behind revisionist leadership has . . .
worked to marginalize pragmatists and unify the LDP around revisionist
poals to [a] heretofore unprecedented th:gree.”9

The ideslogical shift and the rise of nationalism were evidenced as
well by the fact thar Japan reopened parliamentary discussions about
constitutional tevision, with a particilar focus on Article 9, the role of
the emperor, and the importance of spiritual education. New domcs‘tic
political conditions have released Japan from some of the long-standing
taboos surrounding such issues.”” The Research Commission on the
Constitution was established by the Diet in the House of Representatives
and submitted a propress report in November 2002. A series of proposed
revisions followed in June 2003, which, among other things, called
explicitly for change in Arricle 9 and the creation of explicit provisions
for the maintenance of armed forces. [n December 2004, the LDP put
forward its explicic proposals for change. These were formalized in
celebrarion of its fiftiech anniversary on November 22, 2005,

Unlike eatlier efforts ar constitutional revision, this series of moves had
support both among the opposition parties and the general public.
A Yomiuri poll of Diet members in 2002 showed that 71 percent favoFe,d
revising the Constitution up |1 points from 1997 with 55 percent favoring
revision of Article 9. This last figure was up 14 points from the prior poll."2

As late as 1986, only 23 percent of the general public had supported
tevision: since 1998 this figure has consistently exceeded 50 percent.”
A Yomiuri poll released in April 2005 showed that support was up to 61 per-
cent of respondents, the second-highest figure since the opinion poll was
first taken in 1981 and the second consecutive year that support for consti-
tutional revision exceeded GO percent, with 65 percent reported in 2004.

In addirion to opening up discussions on constitutional re.vision,
Japan’s Ministry of Education gave voice to the enhanced nationalism. In
2005 i approved the middle school textbooks that reduced overt
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discussion of Japan’s actions in World War II (WWII) on such matters as
comfort women, the Nanjing Massacre, and Unit 731. Moreover, maps
in the new books were redrawn to make explicit Japanese claims on
hitherto disputed islands, notably Dokdo-Takeshima and the Senkakus.
In and of themselves, such domestic changes, important though they
were, did not lead directly to some new and clear-cut national strategic
framework. But they set in motion undeniable moves away from long-
standing presuppositions critical to the continuation of the Yoshida line,
for example bureaucratic autonomy, economic primacy, and checks on
unabashed nationalism. Equally less in evidence were the occasional one-
man adventures in foreign policy by politicians such as those of
Kanemaru Shin to press normalization with the DPRK in 1990 or
Ozawa Ichiro to cut an aid-for-islands deal with Russia in March 1991.

Changes in the Global Balance of Forces

The end of the cold war, the collapse of the Soviet Union, and China’s
tentative embrace of quasi-capitalist economics, along with the increased
importance of so-called rogue regimes, failed states, and nonstate terror-
ist networks changed the broad configuration of regional politics in East
Asia, as well as many of the premises underlying Japanese strategic think-
ing. Gone were the certainties about friends and enemies so deeply
entrenched during the long era of bipolarity. So too was the near state-
monopoly on the instruments of violence and the formulation of
national policies. By the time of Koizumi’s accession to office the threat
of nuclear warfare between superpowers had virtually disappeared, as
had any serious threat of invasion of Japan, only to be replaced by the
increased number of relatively small, often failed, states, some with a
limited nuclear capacity giving them a newfound capacity to play an
enhanced role in global and regional politics. In particular, North Korea
took on a much more forbidding character for Japanese policymakers
with its 1998 launch of a Taepodong missile over Japan, its April 23,
2003 declaration that it was pursuing a nuclear weapons program, and
its unprecedented decision to end its adherence to the Nuclear
Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT). Nonstate groups, from terrorist networks
to NGOs, demonstrated enhanced ability to shape regional events, fur-
ther complicating Japanese strategic thinking.

By the time Koizumi acquired the prime ministership, the United
States, Japan’s most significant ally and its major military guarantor, had
become the world’s only remaining superpower. As of the early years of
the twenty-first century the United States was spending about five times
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more on its military than its next closest comperitor and its tevtal milicary
budget was greater than that of the next twenty countries combined. Tts
military capabilities in a host of military systems vastly exceeded those of
most other countries.''

This uncontestalile military prowess was put o new uses under
George W. Bush in a series of unilateral strategic and forcign policy
actions designed to reshape the global status quo. These moves were in
direct contrast to the prior 50 years of a predominantly multilateral and
status quo—oriented U.5. forcign policy.” The Bush administration alsa
articulated a “for us, or against us’ dichotomy that obliterated the
nuances by which states had long shaped their foreign palicies.

In keeping with its new unilareral and preventative military actions,
U.S. military and strategic thinking also underwent comprehensive over-
haul with the move from a “threar-based” to “capabilitics-based” mili-
tary. The new U.S. doctrines were laid out in the Quadrennial Defense
Review (QDR) of 2001, the Bush speech at West Point June 2002, and
the National Security Strategy (NSS) of September 2002, The new
doctrine called for the United States to take on three major poals—"[to]
defend the peace by fighting rerrorists and tyrants . . . [to] preserve the
peace by building good relations among the great powers . .. [and o]
extend the peace by encoursging free and open socicties on every
continent.”'® New were Bush’s elevation of the terrorist threat to the
level of that posed by tyrants, the explicic nation of preemprive warfare
to achieve his goals, and the aim of actively removing the causes of
terrorism and tyranny though military action.

The QDR argued that new, post-cold war challenges would require
massive changes in the existing LLS. basing system, Forces would need o
be closer to what the United States identified as the “arc of instability”
stretching from Northern Africa to Southeast Asia. Americas new focus
would be on mobility to conduct expeditionary operations in distant the-
aters against adversarics armed with WMD, rather than on the !.hmr:nl bases
designed to ward off, or respond o, conventional attacks from well-
identified adversaries. The United States plans to close many bases in
Western Europe and Northeast Asia pulling back some 60, 000-70,000
troops along with 100,000 civilian employees and family members. Bueic
also plans to require addirional bases and stations in the Middle East and
Central Asia. 7

Certain “bedrock” allies such as Japan and probably Australia
would be home to central U5, hasing hubs, These hubs would be
supplemented by a large number of “lily pads™ holding prcpr]siti:mcd
equipment to which rapidly deployable forces can deploy andfor “leap
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o and from” in response to contingencies in oa wide varicty of
geographical locations,

Thus, the United States requested that Japan allow for the transfer of
LIS, milivary command funcrions for the VLS. Army 1 Corps (now based
in Fort Lewis, Washingron} o Camp Zama in Kanagawa Prefecture.
Such a transfer would underscore and enhance Japan's role in broader
LLS, global military steategy as well as deepening ties berween the ULS,
military and the Ground 5DE Since the sphere of action of the
Army | Corps reaches to the Middle East, however, the relocation of
leadguarrers from Fort Lewis to Camp Zama would also expand consid-
erably the peographic scope of the current U5 ~Japan Sccurity Treaty
beyond its current focus on “the Far East.” This in wirn opens up the
possibility that Japan will shilt from its long-standing support of “col-
lective defense” to the more activist docirine of "collective security,” The
former stresses the defense of Japanese territory through the allianee
with the United States, but is seen as purely "defensive defense,” In con-
trast “collective security” is a broader coneeption, holding that Japanese
security requires the country to consider engaging in collective actions to
enhance its overall security in ways that require a broader geographical
sweep. Included would be peacekeeping actions under UN auspices, or
activities that expanded Japan's defense perimerer well beyond the
Japanese homeland.

Meanwhile of equal salience to East Asia, the new doctrine calls for a
substantial reduction and repositioning of LS, forces in the Republic of
Korea (ROE). This would remove the 115, tripwire at the DM
(Demilitarized Zone) allowing U5, forces in the ROK to conduct more
than just one task, that is, its traditional defense of the ROK from
DPRE atrack.

Changing Regional Dynawmics

The Asian region became far more integrated and regionally cohesive
during the past two decades or so. This integranion involved a mixtore of
formal, top—down, governmentally driven regional institurions along
with more important bur less formal, bottom-up linkages driven primarily
by the ccanomic activities of corporations and financial institurions, '
Pan-regional tes were far more numerous and vastly more significans in
the econemic sphere than in security. Morcover, Southeast Asia has
shawn more signs of cooperation and integration than Northeast Asia

[t the north, nationalise competition, unresolved rerritorial disputes,

and ghoses from che historical past congnue o work ar cross purposes
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with efforts 1o reduce the predilections for unchallenged sovereignty
through deeper regional cooperation and connection.

Over and above any normal nationalist competition in the region,
two particular problem areas loom large and have risen in relative
importance—the Cross-Strait problem of Taiwan and the DPRK’s deci-
sion to remove itsclf from the NPT and to assert that it has become, and
deserves to be treated as, a nuclear power. Cross-Strait relations took a
nepative turn with the Chinese shelling across Taiwan prior to the 1996
elections and the subsequent U.S. positioning of forces from the Seventh
Fleet in defensive positions in the Straits. The election of the nominally
pro-independence DPP’s presidential candidate, Chen Shui-bian, in
2000 and his close and contested reelection in March 2004 worsened ties
across the Strait, Equally problematic were threats of military action by
the PRC in the event that Taiwan went too far in testing precisely where
the “red line” lay between “one China” and Taiwanese statchood. Early
in 2005 China passed an anti-secession law that called for the forceful
repatriation of Taiwan in the event of unspecified Taiwanese moves
deemed provocatively pro-independence by the PRC.

The ongping challenges stemming from North Korea’s actions were
even more destabilizing to Northeast Asian security and challenged
Japan directly. A mixture of bilateral Japanese~DPRK negotiations plus
Japanesc participation in the six-party talks was the result.

Japan has played an ambivalent role in Northeast Asia’s ongoing
tension between regionalization and nationalism. For a long time the
country was 2n ardent supporter of closer Asian ties, particularly when
these involved economic links, “open regionalism,” and no overt threat
to Japan's close ties with the United States. Thus, Japan opposed the East
Asian Feonomic Caucus (EAEC) advocated by Malaysia’s prime minister
Mahathir but was a strong proponent of APEC and is a regular partici-
pant in the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF), for example, while at the
same time using ODA and private sector investment to bolster economic
links between Japan and the region. It unsuccessfully proposed an AMF
to deal with the liquidity problems in the Asian economic cfisis and has
supported the ASEAN + 3 process.

Support for enhanced Asian regionalism was easier for Japan when
its economic prowess afforded it unchallenged leadership ideologically,
technologically, and financially. Things became more problematic with
the bursting of Japan’s asset bubble, a decade of domestic economic
torpor, and the country’s demonstrable inability to head off the sweep-
ing devastation of the Asian economic crisis. The economic achieve-
ments of South Korea, Taiwan, much of Southeast Asia, and eventually
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the hyper-growth of China also reduced the relative influence of Japan’s
regional economic muscle.

As Japan's enthusiasm for the Asian region was overwhelmed by
cvents in Iraq and North Korea, and as China gained an enhanced appre-
ciation for the benefits of regional leadership, Japanese leadership of the
region has been challenged by China. The latter has increasingly used
regional forums o advance its influence throughout the neighborhood,
in many cases in ways that proposed a challenge to Japan. Perhaps its
most notable came in 2001. At the ASEAN + 3 meeting in Brunei that
year, China dramatically proposed an ASEAN-China Free Trade
Agreement (FTA) to be come into effect within ten years. Challenged to
do the same, and to demonstrate a continued Japanese capability to “lead”
within East Asia, the best that Japan could muster was the promise to
consider freer trade with its Southeast Asian neighbors. In the years
since, China has beccome an active player in formal and informal
(e.g., Track IT) regional bodies whereas Japan more often remained pas-
sive. In the recent race to create a series of bilateral FTAs, China again
has moved ar far greater speed within the region than Japan, as has been
most recently seen by active negotiations between Australia and China
toward an FTA compared to Japanese unresponsiveness to Australian
efforts to initiate similar talks.

China's position in the Asian region was further enhanced, and com-
plicated Japans security position, because of its close cooperation with
the Bush administration’s “war on terror.” Although the Bush adminis-
tration came into office in 2001 with strategic presumptions that China
would be its next major “strategic competitor,” that predisposition was
muted by China’s nominal opposition to Muslim fundamentalism (par-
ticularly as manifested in its Western province of Xinjiang) as well as its
active (if less than fully pro-U.S.) role in the six-party talks aimed at
resolving the issue of the DPRK’s nuclear weapons program.

Overall, therefore, Japanese strategic thinking under Koizumi was
compelled to deal with an Asian region that in the early years of
the twenty-first century showed less openness and easy receptivity to
Japanese leadership, as well as a region in which China continued to press
for, and to acquire, greater relative importance. Meanwhile, however,
once somewhat peripheral trouble spots such as the Korean peninsula and
the Taiwan Strait took on greater significance in Japanese policy and
planning. : '

[n summary, during Koizumi’s premiership Japanese domestic politics
was going through a major transformation characterized by enhanced
hationalism and prime ministerial power whereas bureaucratic autonomy,
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the power of the Left, and funcrional specificity were in decline. The
United States has moved into a position of unchallenged military
supremacy and the Bush administration pursied unilateralism and pre-
ventative wars while also bepinning to reconfigure its long-time basing
strategies. Within Asia, intra-regional rivalry between Japan and_f_’,hinn
rose as did the significance of once marginal arcas of potential dispute,
particularly Taiwan and the DPRK. Japanese strategic thinking anld
actions under Koizumi reflected, responded to, and sought to exploit

these deep changes.

Japanese Strategic Thinking and Behavior under Koizumi

The most important aspects of Japanese strategic thinking and bechavior
during the Koizumi administration were played out at two difjﬁ:rcnr levels,
Certain general trends characterized Japanese strategic activities more ar
less across the board. These largely supplemented Japan's long-standing
facus on economic diplomacy by expanded uses of the Japanese milicary.
The second shift involved a tilt from Japan's developing ties to the Asian
region and embracing the United States more closely than at any time in

the recent past,

Embrace of a More Active Military Role
in Support of the United States

The single maost striking feature of the Koizumi ndministm:inn_":
approach to the country’s foreign policies and its national strategic
activities was the rather clear-cut break from Japan's carlier “passive
pacifism,” “"pacifism in one country,” or “culture of antimilitarism.” L I::
its place has come what, was an expanded geographical scope for Japans
security and a stepped-up role for its military. These changes were most
explicit with the Koizumi administration’s active support for L&,
military actions in Afghanistan and lrag, bur they resonated far more
broadly. _
The hase line from which these changes began was the overt U5, dis-
dain for what Japan saw as its generous $13 billion contribut[orl in sup-
port of ULS, actions in the 1991 invasion of Irag. Among Japans foreign
policy and strategic clite, the take-away message was that "boolts on !.]'I:E
ground” rather than “checkhook diplomacy” were viral to maintaining
close ties with the United States. The redefinition of the U.S.~Japan
Security Treary in 1996-97, Japan’s willingness to commit to a broader
geopraphical scope for the treaty thar included the Far East generally
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{and Taiwan at least implicitly), and Japan's decision to allow its SDF
troops to participate in UM peacekeeping operations all represented
tangible markers along this shifting strategic path, Overcoming prior
pelitical and popular taboos inhibiting such moves was also congruent
with the rising nationalism among many politicians and their desire for
Japan to strengthen its defense and security posture and to enhanee its
plobal and regional weight.

Japan was also aware of its easy marginalization ar the time of the
1994 DPRK nuclear problems. The United States scetled the issue with
Maorth Korea on a strategic level, but then passed on the bill for the key
portian of the solution (KEDO) to nonparticipants, Seuth Korea and
Japan.

When the Bush administration came to power it clearly envisioned a
much more active and cooperative role for Japan. This had been
articulated in the election-year report, "US and Japan: Toward a Marture
Partnership,” gencrated in Ocrober 2000 by Richard Armitage (subse-
quently deputy secretary of statc) and a hall dozen Japan specialists most
of whom joined the adminiscration ™"

For many in Japan, especially within the milicary and within the rul-
ing LDE American demands for such an enhanced security role were
hardly unwelcome; rather they provided an excuse to bolster ties to the
United States and o pursue more aceivist military policies long on
the shelf. Particularly under Prime Minister Koizumi's administration,
Japan embraced the strategy of overt bandwagoning with the super-
power, giving few signs thar it ever considered alternatives such as
balancing with other nation-srates against the risc in ULS. power or
embracing exclusively Asian regional institutions. The resule was the
rapid and wholchearted embrace of closer U.S.~Japan sccurity ties. For
maost Japanese prime ministers before Koizumi, Kishi’s political eviscera-
tion over the reneporiation af the security treary in 1960 had stond as a
warning to any politician becoming too overtly supportive of ULS.
foreign policies.”! Koizumi moved ro become in Asia whar Tony Blair
was in Europe—an unabashed adherent of U.S. foreign policies.

Unlike Japan’s collective foor dragging in 1991, Koizumi moved
quickly to conrdinate Japanese actions with those of the United States
following the attacks of Seprember 11. Just two weeks after the event,
Koizumi visited the United States 1o express his active support for the
war against terrorism. Following the LLS. invasion of Afghanistan, on
Qctober 29 of 2001, the Japanese Diet enacted the “Special Anti-
Terrarism Measures Law” and “"Amendment to the Self-Defense Forces
Law.” These provided the legal justification that allowed Japan to send
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three convoy vessels to the Indian Ocean on November 26, 2001, _1'n
support of the United States in Afghanistan and represented |E1.:: first :]J:il:
patch of Japanese military forces out of the “arcas surrounding Japan
since 1945, Japancse rankers serviced not only U.5. and British vessels
but alse those of 1 variery of European navies as well as ships from
Australia and MNew Zealand, moving Japan closer to “collective security”
than ever before.

Koizumi also proved to be one of the induserial world's few strong
supporters of ULS. actions in lrag. Japan went so far as to pnjlvirl:.' SDF
ground troops in support of the American-organized "coalition of the
willing,” despite vociferous domestic opposition to the war and to
Koizumi's actions and the absence of any UN legitimization of those
actions, a step long taken as mandatory for Japanese commitment of its
military forces to overseas operations.

Sending troops to lraq rested on various lepal changes. In June 2003,
Japan passed three laws—the Bill Concerning Measures to Ensure
National Independence and Security in a Situation of Armed Artack; the
Bill 1o Amend the Security Council Establishment Law; and the Bill o
Amend  the Self-Defense Forces Law and the Law Concerning
Allowances, and the like of Defense Agency Personnel, Overwhelming
majorities in boch houses of parliament supported these bills, in seriking
contrast to prior, highly contentious debates over even the minutest SDF
activities. The new laws gave Japan a legal foundation for expanding the
prime minister’s authority and for building a rapid response system in
cases of emergency (in conerast, for example, to the disastrous lack of
such capabilities at the time of the 1994 Kobe carthquake). Japan also
pledged a $1.5 billion grant wo Iraq for aid and $3.5 billion in loans at
the Madrid donors’ conference in October 2003,

Ine July 2003 another law was passed—the Law Concerning Special
Measures on Humanitarian and Reconstruction Assistance in Irag. This
law, followed up with a December 19 general order from Minister Ishiba
to the SDF led to Japan sending troops for reconstruction activities
including medical services to local inhabitants, long-term repair and
construction af infrastructure, school rehabilitation, and the like,

These laws explicitly removed many long-standing constraints on the
SDIF thereby authorizing them to take part in a range of new activities. By
mid-2003, iﬂF'ill'l had pledged to send some 500 troops in support of the
United States. They arrived in Sarawah Traq in January of 2004, and even
though they were restricred from combar actions—indeed they required
military protection, first by the Durch and then by the Australians—cheir
mission was one that would have been unthinkable a decade or o
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carlier. Authorization for these forces to continue was extended in
December 2004 and December 2005, even as many other countries in the
dwindling “coalition of the willing” were pulling treops our, As Robert
Uriu argued, ™. . . Koizumi seems intent on using this inigite opportu-
nity to fulfill his long-term desire to move Japan toward a more active for-
cign policy role.” Thar role hewed closely to U.S. preferences. ™
Furthermore, in Ocrober 2005, Japan agreed thar the 1.5, Kirry
Hawk aircraft carrier based in Yokosuka would be replaced by the
nuclear-powered USS George HW. Bush in 2009. This would be Japan's
first time hosting a nuclear aircraft carrier,™
Koizumi’s support for the United States had cconomic as well as
strategic rewards. It was not clear whether or nor the 1.5, decision to cut
out France and Germany from development of oil fields in Irag would
explicitly benelit Japan; allocations of drilling rights remain quite confi-
dential. But without a doubr Japan's strategic support for the United
States made it much easier to go forward in developing the Azadegan oil
ficld in Iran for an estimated $2.8 billion, a deal likely to have been
apposed by the United States had Koizumi not been so close on Traq.2t
Beyond expanding Japan's support of the United States in the Middle
East, Japan under Koizumi began ro devote more explicit attention to the
COUntry’s own strategic situation. Six governments in East Asia have
deployed or possess ballistic missiles—China, ROK. Russia, Taiwn,
Vietnam, and Morth Korea. OF these China, North Korea, and Russia
have missiles capable of reaching Japan. Most immediately worrisome for
strategic thinkers in Japan, the DPRK's Nodong has a range of abour
1,300 km. enabling it to reach most parts of Japan; its Tacpodong travels
even further. Japanese thinkers and policymakers became more overtly
sensitive to this situation and were less quick 1o assume that the U5,
nuclear shield would “solve” any consequent security problem for Japan.
As a consequence, Japan began to consider a more active military role
in and around the home islands as well as in the Middle East. This was
clear in Japans new NDPO of December 2004.2 Thar document laid
out the country’s mid-term defense buildup plan for the fiscal 2005-09
period. Among the most important elements, the document broke
precedent by identifying China and North Korea as patential security
concerns. It also explicitly stressed the country’s need to deal with both
ballistic missile and guerrilla artacks as well as traditional invasion
threats involving Japanese airspace and werritorial waters. Japan's security
interests were overtly expanded from defense of the home islands
to include international security, internarional peacekeeping, and coun-
terterrorism as key rargets of Japan's overall national defense strategy.
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To mect the newly characterized threats, Japan, it was argued, needed a
new “multifuncrional military capability with a centealized SDF
command and a rapid reaction force.”

The overall thrust of the new NDPO was to strengthen air and naval
capabilities, including the capahility for force projection. It also wove
into Japanese strategic thinking explicit cooperarion with the Unieed
States on missile defense, arms exports, export by Japan of technologies
developed in that project, as well as enhanced interoperabilicy of
weapons systems, Japan explicitly considered the purchase and deploy-
ment of 2 U.5.-made missile system as early as 2006 along with missiles
that would be launched hy Aegis-equipped destropers and a ground-
based Parrint missile system as backup. Japan ordered PAC-2 Patrios
intercepror missiles and announced plans for the subsequent purchase of
PAC-3 Patriots to he delivered in FY 2006. The expanded SDF role was
also reflected in an August 2003 request [or a tenfold increase in spend-
ing on missile defense to $1.2 billion and an expected outlay of
$1 billion for missile defense lrom 2004 through 2007,

Japan was also one of eleven charter members of the Proliferation
Security Initiarive (PS1) in May 2003, The P51 drew [apanese support,
including 2 Seprember 2003 exercise with the United States in the Coral
Sea designed to practice interception of ships suspected of smuggling.
(Interestingly, however, Japan insisted that the excrcise noc be built
around 2 hypothetical DPRK smuggler so as not 1o antagonize North
Korea.) In Octoher 2004, Japan for the first time hosted a P51 interdic-
tion exercise in Tokyo Bay involving nine naval and coastguard ships
from four countries. Japan also engaged in increased naval exercises
during an August 2003 joint exercise with the Russian and South Korean
navies. In Seprember 2003, Japan and China agreed o accelerate their
own bilateral defense exchanges including reciprocal naval ship visits,

Important as all of these changes have been in Japan's overall strategic
posturing, the country by no means abandoned other legs of its "compre-
hensive security policy.” Nor did its moves toward closer links with che
United States mean ahandoning Japanese efforts to enhance cooperation
across MAsia, Most |:|:Lr|.i|;u'|a[|",*, Japan remained active in a number of new
or recent regional institutions particularly the ASEAN + 3 process and
the currency swap arrangements st out in the Chiang Mai Initiative of
May 2000, Japan also supported moves toward the development of wn
Asian bond initiative. And though it has moved far more slowly than
many other Asian countries, including China and the ROK, Japan has
been active in pursuit of various bilateral FTAs.* Furthermore, in the
quasi-competitive race to be the nice neighbor to the Marth, China and
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ASEAN countrics reached agreement on the "Code of Conducr in the
Sputh Ching Sea” so as to avord military conflicts. And in 2003, China
acceded o ASEAN'S 1976 Treaty :Jl_f'l.mirlr and Cooperation [ TAC). But
Tapan quickly followed suit acceding to the Treaty on July 2, 20047
lapan was a participant in the East Asian Summit of December 2005 that
included the ASEAN + 3 countries, Tndia, Australia, and New Zealand,
but not the United Stares. Yer there was no doubt that strengrhening ties
with the United States remained a vastly higher priosity for Japan than
improving ries to the rest of Mortheast Asia.

Owverall, Japan’s strategic thinking under Koizumi took on an explicicly
more important role for traditional security concerns, including an
enhanced role for Japan's military and moved Japan into a much closer
and more explicit overlapping with 1.5, strategic planning. Asia and the
tentative embrace of Asian regionalism were by no means abandoned,
bt they began to take on a sccondary importance behind the heighrened
[oeus on remaining quite close to the United Stares. Bilareral ties were
revitalized and expanded ar the diplomatic level and personally close ties
were fostered berween Bush and Koizumi, most overtly manifesced in
Korzumis visit to Bush’s Crawford “ranch” on May 2223, 2003, There,
and in subsequent Diet speeches he set our to “plobalize” the bilateral
tics, alzo rcfu:rring explir_"tt]].-' to them as an “alliance,” a rerm prcv'rousl_v
taboo.” To critics, once-pacifist and passive Japan suddenly appeared
willing to play an enhanced and active role in support of U5, milicary
pelicies, serving even as America’s “deputy sheriff™ in various parts of
East Asia,” most notably vis-a-vis North Korea.

East Asian Manifestations of Japan's New Strategic Thinking

The general features of Japanese serategic thinking and behavior outlined
above were manifested in several importane cases involving Japan's links
in Lase Asia, OF greatest importance were relations with the PRC and
with the DPRE,

Historical memories continued to cast a long shadow over relations
berween Japan and China, These |1|H}"CI'J. out on i host of ad bhoc issues from
Koizumi's regular visits to-the Yasukuni shrine, the revision of Japanese his-
tory textbooks, anti-Japanese protests at soccer matches in China, ongoing
competitive claims o the Senlaku/Diaoyu Thands, Chinese intrusions into
the Japancse consulate in Shenyang in pursuit of MNorth Korean asylum
seekers, and the like. Just as historical legacies lay beneach the surface of
many problems, so too was the psychological pereeption thar China seemed

tn be “rising” whereas Japan was at best “stagnant.”
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Japan's bilateral ties o China had long been kepr close through
economic assistance. Japan has provided about $35 billion in cconomic
assistance since the normalization of relations berween the two coun-
tries. Furthermaore, bilateral trade and investment ties between the two
moved forward ac a rapid pace. and China now outstrips the United
Srates as Japan’s major trade partner. Ar the same time, concerns within
Japan have expanded about the potential strategic and diplemaric
implications of an economically scronger China, parricularly as irs rapid
economic growth allows it to expand its military budget geometrically.
Thus, Japan announced in October 2001 that it would reduce and redi-
rect its ODA to China in recognition of the country’s rising economic
success and diminished need. The result was an overall reduction com

bined with a shift from multi-year pledges of QDA to China in favor of
a single-year pledge system and a shift in focus away from infrastructure
and construction o environmental protection, inereased living stan-
dards, education, institution building, and technology teansfer. This nat-
urally irritated bilateral ties,

As was noted abave, China, following the Asian economic crisis and
following its accession to the WTO, hepan to demonstrate a renewed
interest in Asian regional diplomacy. Mentioned above were China's
efforts to generate an FTA with ASEAN, Within Norcheast Asia, China
alse normalized relations with the ROK and expanded crade and
economic relations so that by 2001 China was the ROK’s number one
targee of investment. Tn 2002, China—Hong Keng became South Korea’s
largest export market.” Scoul also began cooperating with the PRE on
military matters. In some instances, their closer ties tilted them against
Japan. For example, both China and Korea issued declarations 1'!'I'd'lt'-i!lillll_:
their opposition to fapan’s bid for a permanent seat on the LN 5ccu:|lr;,r
Council {Korea’s President Roh actually came out explicitly in favor of a
seat for Germany, making even more striking his unwillingness support
Japan's claims}. Then in April 2009, President Roh announced that his
country would seek to be a "balancer” in the Asian region, a role that
implied a new proximity w China ar the expense of Korea's prior ties to
the United States and Japan, All of these actions created frustrating
diplomatic problems for Japan, which had traditionally taken for
granted its own leadership role in Asia. but particularly among ASEAN
and with the ROK. And as a demonstration of hostility o Koizumi's
continued visits to Yasukuni, both President Rob and Chinese prime
minister Wen lia-bao cancelled a normal three-way meeting with
Koizumi and shunned bilateral meetings with him during the following
Ease Asia Suimmit.
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China also began exploring the waters near Japan and periadically
hroaching areas that Japan claimed were within its national economic
zone. In onc such instance, on November 10, 2004, the Japanese Mavy
discovered a Chinese nuelear submarine in Japanese Exclusive Fronomic
Zone (EEZ) near Okinawa. Although the Chinese apologized and called
the subs intrusion a “mistake,” Defense Agency Dircctor Ono gave il
wide publicity, lurther inflaming Japanese public opinion against China.
From that point on, relations between Beijing and Tokye went steadily
dm’-‘ﬂ]li[l. Lll]n1i|‘|:1|'r|'|g in the JﬁET..‘Ir‘It's(‘. American announcement on
February 19, 2005 that Taiwan was of special military concern to hoth of
them, which China in turn denounced as an “abomination.”

Tensions soured as a result of China’s expanding its blue water navy
and its increased activities in search of enhanced encegy resources hoth
in the Middle East and in West Africa. These worsened further in the
spring of 2005 when both China and Japan announced plans to explore
lor natural gas in waters contested by the two countries.

Bilateral tensions were also exacerbared by the situation in Taiwan,
lapan's official position on the Taiwan issue has long involved mutedly
ambiguous support of the long-standing “one China” policy, but increas-
ingly JTapan has aligned itself wich the United Stares in suggesting that it
would provide averr support to U5, actions designed ro fend off fany
cnhanced Chinese military pressures against Taiwan. Such overt support
contrasted with the actions of such close U.S. allies as Singapore and
Australia, who indicated they were not willing to help Taiwan in any
cross-Straits conflice with China.

Without a doube, Taivwan has great strategic importance to Japan. On
average, there is one Japanese vessel passing the Bashi Channel located at
the southern tip of Taiwan heading for Japan every 15 minutes. This
makes the Suait of Taiwan immediately important to Japan’s narional
secutity. But beyond sea lanes, Taiwan is an economically successful
demaocracy with long historical ties to Japan and increasingly anxious o
demonstrate its autonomy from the PRC. Perhaps even maore impor-
tantly, as a potential thorn in the side of an increasingly worrisome
China, Taiwan has appeal to many Japancse policymakers.

Furthermore, Taiwan has been an increasingly important fulerum in
Japan’s developing stronger ties to the United States. This was made clear

in the 1996 rearticulation of the VLS. ~Japan Security Treaty. Coming as
ir did on the heels of the Chinese nissile tests across the Taiwan Straits
in March 1996, and explicitly stating that Japan's security was linked to
that of the "Asia-Pacific” (implicitly ar leass including Taiwan), the
Chinese saw the actions as explicitly aimed ar them, rather than ar a
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reinforcement of the status quo (as it was interpreted by both the United
States and Japan),”!

Soon after Koizumi came into office, former Taiwan president Lee
Teng-hui was granted a visa to visit Japan for medical treatment. A sec-
ond visa for touring was given in 2004. On April 4, 2005, members of
Lee's Taiwan Solidarity Union made a very public visit to Yasukuni in
memory of Taiwanese who had served in the Japanese military during
WWIL. Then on February 19, 2005, Japan and the United States signed
a new military agreement in which, for the first time, Japan joined the
administration in identifying security in the Taiwan Strait as a "common
strategic objective.” As Chalmers Johnson noted, "MNothing could have
been more alarming to China’s leaders than the revelation thar Japan had
decisively ended six decades of official pacifism by claiming a right o

intervene in the Taiwan Straic,™

It was clear by the middle of 2006 that relations between Japan ani
China had plummeted to one of their worst levels since relations had
been normalized some 30 years earlier, Competing nationalisms boiled to
the surface and were most manifest in Chinese popular demonstrations
against Japan, first ar soccer matches and then on the streers. These
demonstrations came with the clear support of the Chinese government,
bust it was also clear that Japan was not particularly anxious to take steps
to reduce tensions, as some 85 legislators made a collective (if long
planned) visit to Yasukuni in April 2004, and Koizumi made a highly
publicized visit on August 15, 2006—a symbolically imporrant dare—
further enflaming bilateral and regional relations. As a tangible manifes-
tation of these declining bilateral ties, Chinese vice minister Wu Yi in
May 2005 abruptly cancelled a scheduled visit with Koizumi, presum-
ably because of his continued Yasukuni shrine visits.

Japanese relations with North Kaorea were perhaps the single most
problematic set of bilateral ties faced by the country. By 2005, North
Korea occupied a position within Japanese strategic thinking as the most
probable and immediate military threat to the country. Relarions had
ebbed and Nowed over the postwar period, but like relations with China,
those with the DPRK were continually affected by the legacy of Japans
colonial history, overlaid with the equally impartant vestiges of the cold
war and the often problematic actions of pro—North Korean residents
within Japan,

Nevertheless, Japan and the DPRK began normalizarion talks ar the
end of January 1991, and five rounds took place berween then and 1992,
A long break of seven years followed, but Japan's participation in KEDH
and the apparent resolution of the 1994 nuclear threats kept relations on
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a gencrally positive note. Then in August 1998, North Korea fired al
range [aepodong right over Northern Japan—*a brazen act that honﬁ
the Japanese out of their remaining complacency about North K ; 0;’1
way Sputnik shook the United Stites in ]‘JS?’,"g ‘ orea fhe
In addition to the threat posed by its missiles, the DPRK remains the

only country in Northeast Asia that has nor signed the Chemical Weapon.
Convention. And North Korea has been a continuous irritant to ]P ;
domestically. Pro-North Korean residents in lapan contribute as m aEan
¥4 billion w the DPRK every year, much u:rf-[he money movin: onu:hia:
b::w:l-rn Miigata and Pyongyang. DPRK transfers of illegal dri s mop
especially metaampheramines, o lapan pose an additional problengl ;vithiSt
the country (and unlike the situation with drugs from China, lacki .
normal diplomatic relations with the DPRK, Japan has found it il';l 'lbrig
to enpage in bilateral efforts to cureail i”cg:ﬂ-r.xports),“ posne
_ Fh.lsn contributing to poor relations were the Japanese Coast Guard’s
slnk!n___r_ of a North Korean spy ship on December 22-23, 2001: the fail
ure of five North Koreans to obtain asylum within the ]ap,anese ’consulat-
in Shenyang, China, in May 2002; Japan's decision to salvage the wreclz
of the spy ship from China's EEZ in June and July of 2002 g:,md event
-'El!!}‘ to put it on public display in downtown Takyo, well—ma’rked as it w:;
with signs indicating the threats the ship (and the DPRK) posed to Japan

. In the face of such longstanding irritants, Koizumi sdught to im fove.
bilateral relations. A year of quiet negoriations led to an apparent br;eak
through visit by Koizumi to Pyongyang an September 17, 2002. Th l;
allegedly briefed by U.S. officials before the visit on w,hat th;: U:iligd
States allegedly claimed was North Korea's moves toward a nucl:;r
weapons program, Koizumi atcempted to normalize relations between
].‘1-]?:”! and the DPRK. Kotzumi extracted an explicit confession from
Kim Jong-il that his country had abducted various Japanese citizens over
the preceding decades as had long been claimed by Japanese official
While the acknowledgment itself could have served as a positive stes.
oward in]pmwd relations, Kim also announced that a substantial;
m]llnhcr of the abductees had died (ofren under mysterious and hard-to-
!M'fu:rr: circumstances). Japan had been purting forward 11 cases involv-
mg 16 Japanese citizens. Only 5 allegedly remained alive; the DPRK
claimed that of the remainder 8 had died and 3 had nevcr’ entered the
country. The 5 who were alive were permitted to return with Koizumi to
|i}[.‘.‘1|l on the promise that they would subsequently return to North
}mrlm after a shore visit to see relatives. The public outcry in Japan .
against the North, however, combined with mass media sympath pfo
the abductees made their return to the North politicallyyirrf)poss);bler
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Normalization of bilateral Japan—-DPRK relativns was even more
implausible. N . _ -
Then in October 2002 during a visit by assisrant secretary ol state for
the Far East, James Kelly, the DPRK acknowledged having a hl;;h]]_v
enriched uranium program. This declaration and the su'hs::.a.ucnr'ly_' rough
policies of the United States toward the DPRE, combined with the
abductees issue and the North's growing missile arsenal presented Japan
with a dilemma: improved ties with the DPRE or adherence to ULS.
P e learizati { the Korcan
The question of how to move toward denuclearization of the ]
peninsula has been the overarching issue for the countries of Narcheast
Asia since the Kelly visit. Following unsuccesslul d_::m'.mds by Morth
Korea for bilateral talks with the United States, tb: six-party talks wcni
begun in Beijing in August 2003, but they mct |I1I!_|l: SUCCess. hl RLI_‘:I:‘II'!-I:
round in February 2004 led to agreement by all partics on several princl-
ples, most notably the desire to denuclearize the ](DTI!EHI pn:ﬂr!sui:\ issue
through peaceful dialogue. Koizumi made a second visit to } ‘rﬂll‘lg}'m}j_!. ;m.
May 2004 in an attempt to advance the talks, lu_n r!-u:- []_“"! .cussimT o .[ uF
six-party talks in June was a stalemate. But Koizumi, in part ?r:-_ﬂu:r_:_. o
his close ties to the Bush administration, was able. during his seco nd visit,
to stress the need for a U.S. initiative. This apparently l:umflr_lc':d [.hﬂ
United States to table a concrete proposal at the next meeting ol Ll.l{t fix-
party talks. Still, U.S. negotiators (hemmed in by a deep In“-”.i;[l. l_'hvl:.‘lﬁ]";
between neoconservatives and pragmatists in [11{.' .Hn:.'h ar{lnlnlsrrj-mu:ln
were restricted to simply reading the official position paper, n-.l'usmgx i
elaborate or negotiate. Not surprisingly, the ﬁIPRK refused to agree o
future talks. Throughout the process, Japan, with U.S. suppert, mr;nln-
ued not only to press for denuclearization but alse fora TtSIL'!]}El!D:Ml of the
kidnapping issue. The United States, alone among the remaining five par-
ties, supported Japan in pressing the abductees issue. "
On February 10, 2005, the DPRK issue.d A statement sn}rlngl that it
already owns nuclear weapons and that the six-party lu!k? v_r-uu]-_{ he po.s.rli
poned indefinitely. On March 31, the DPRK Foreign Ministry ]:r:np;]:l_‘
that the six-party talks be switched toa disarmament conference, in light
of its claim that the country is itself a nuclear power. ; |
Only after the Bush administration began to r;nf ten its hostile lmnrru_
about the DPRK being an “outpost of tyranny, ahour the need for
“regime change,” and to hint at a willingncs.lf Lo put some serious ;1:41-
posals on the table did the talks resume. And it was not until Srl_'|IJLI.:_‘1.TI 1.H
2005 that they finally reached some measure of agreement. _[ hfh 11:195t
essentially on a statement of principles with few tangible timerables
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concerning concrete steps to be taken by the DPRK and other partics,
Bur Fl_‘li[nwing a LS. decision to freeze North Korean assets in a Macao
bank, the DPRK broke off talks completely. Meanwhile, the DPRK
moved to a much more potentially ominous posture with missile tests in
July 2006 and a nuclear test in Qctober. Throughour the process, Japan
largely supported the U.5. while alzo seeking to advance its own securicy
against potential DPRK conventional or nuclear threats, Among these
have been measures to restrict Narch Korean shipping from enrering
Japan and talks of an economic blockade by Japan of the DPRE.

Certainly, public opinion in Japan remains skeprical of immediate
normalization while the issue of nuclear and missile development malees
it highly unlikely that the Japanese parliament would approve any eco-
nomic assistance to the DPRK, an obvious requirement of any normal-
Ization Hgf‘:f_‘]ncn‘ ;

In summary therefore, as Japan moved 1o screngthen irs bilateral ries
to the United States and o increase its own milicary posture, relations
between Japan and the Asian region though close economically became
progressively more tense in the military and diplomatic arenas berween

Japan and China, the ROEK, and the DPRE,

Conclusion

Japan under Koizumi substantially challenged pase puideposes of the
country’s security thinking and began to advance new policies. Maost
importantly, Kolzumi responded to changes in domestic, regional, and
global conditions by advancing Japan's close ties to the United States,
creating an enhanced military role for the SDF and the Coast Guard,
and expanding the country’s efforts to take on a vague but increasingly
tolerared role as a "normal” country, As Japan moved more closely into
sccurity collaboration with the United Staces it expanded its own defin-
ition of “security” in ways thar strengthened its bilateral tics across the
Pacific while at the same time creating conditions thar as at least a resid-
ual facror have worsened Japan's ties with other countics in Asia, most
notably China and the DPRE.
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