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Confidence-Building Measures between Indian and Pakistan: 

The Process that Builds Little Confidence 
 

IZUYAMA Marie* 
 
 This paper is an empirical exploration of the Confidence-Building Measures 
(CBMs). It seeks the answer to the question, why did CBMs between India and 
Pakistan in late 80s and early 90s fail to build confidence between the parties? 
 There is much variety in the concept of CBMs in the existing literature. It includes 
conventional CBMs, common security perspectives and inter-state cooperation. The 
CBMs in Europe, which started from the narrow purpose of avoiding war, has now 
expanded to include a wider range of state-to-state exchange and cooperation. It is 
assumed that this progress promotes the creation of common security perspectives. 
However, the causal relationship between progress of CBMs and creation of common 
security perspectives has not been tested. 
 The case of CBMs agreed to between India and Pakistan shows lack of common 
security concerns. Although India and Pakistan agreed to strengthen hotlines after 
Brasstacks crises in 1987, it is unclear whether this is mutually understood as a 
transparency measure. Both states are not so much concerned about the contingency of 
war as the other’s real intention to interfere into domestic separatist problems. Also, 
India and Pakistan were not sharing the common threat of nuclear war during the crisis 
in 1990. India was not so much alerted to Pakistan’s nuclear capability as was the 
United States. Contrary to the widely accepted postulate, it was the pressure from the 
third party that led both states to agreement on CBMs rather than a common security 
threat. 
 The utility of CBMs for India and Pakistan contained divergent aims. India believed 
that the status quo on the border could be maintained through CBMs while Pakistan’s 
expectation was that CBMs could alter the situation in Kashmir. It is possible to argue 
that their respective security has been enhanced by CBMs, but the feeling of 
incompatibility still dominates their security perspectives. 
 The experience of India and Pakistan presents two challenges to theories of CBMs. 
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First, the actions and practice of CBMs can be independent processes from 
psychological processes toward mutual confidence. Secondly, enhancement of 
respective security does not necessarily involve common security. 

 
 

Enlargement of NATO: 
From Military Alliance to Cooperative Security Organization? 

 
KANEKO Yuzuru* 

YOSHIZAKI Tomonori** 
 
 Europe has undergone a great transformation after the Cold War. The Cold-war 
rivalry has disappeared and the possibility of large-scale military confrontations has 
been remote. Under the new strategic environment where no enemy can be identified, 
NATO, recognizing that it can be no longer simply a pure military alliance, has begun 
changing its character to be a new security organization for all of Europe. 
 In accordance with the US-Soviet joint declaration at Malta at the end of the Cold 
War, NATO redefined itself to be a political framework for an international alliance 
designed to prevent aggression or to repel it should it occur. Following this definition, 
NATO not only founded the North Atlantic Consultative Council (NACC) and 
Partnership for Peace (PFP) respectively with former adversaries, but also reorganized 
military structures and modified the flexible response strategy of the Cold War period. 
In addition, cooperating with the United Nations and CSCE (now OSCE), NATO has 
extended its range of missions to the so-called out-of-area peace activities. Through 
those arrangements, NATO seemed to succeed in taking the first step toward a 
pan-European security entity, keeping an essential part of the military alliance from 
sight. 
 It recalled a sense of traditional military alliance when NATO sent the “Study on 
NATO Enlargement” to the related countries in September 1995 in order to help newly 
democratized countries participate in NATO. Since that time, however, the discussions 
on the relevance and desirable future NATO structure in Europe have not been agreed 
upon among the allies or between NATO and Russia. Moreover, as was often the case 
with important decisions on NATO strategy, the U.S. administration, wishing to play a 
leading role in the Post-Cold War transatlantic relations, has ruled over the enlargement 
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process and has emphasized NATO’s military aspect for public support. 
 After the decision of July 1997 which invited Poland, Hungary and the Czech 
Republic as new members, each NATO country has started ratifying the modified 
Washington Treaty. But a real question remains unanswered: How should NATO put 
the statement of December 1995 into practice by which an enlarged NATO could create 
a cooperative security structure in Europe? 

 

                                                          

 
President Clinton’s Strategy on the Change of Security Environment 

 after the Cold War: 
The United States Security Policy toward East Asia and Japan 

 
KAWAKAMI Takashi* 

 
 When Clinton started his first term, he was faced with two issues--how to revitalize the 
U.S. economy, and how the U.S. could realign the world order. To attain these objectives, 
the U.S. has tried to be an architect of U.S. primacy, that is, to create a U.S. primacy 
security system and its economic system. 
 The first term Clinton Administration’s political priority towards East Asia and Japan 
was the pursue of its economic interests, which tended to make light of security issues. 
Consequently, the friction between allied countries or friendly countries increased. 
Thus, some officials warned this tendency had to be changed by seeking a balance 
between economic issues and security issues. 
 After starting his second term, Mr. Clinton had shifted his interest from economic 
interests to security interests because the U.S. economy had revitalized and attained its 
economic target by the end of the first term. In the security field, the Clinton 
Administration unveiled its defense strategy with the Bottom-Up-Review (BUR) in 
1993, Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) in 1997, and for East Asia, the United 
States Security Strategy for the East Asia-Pacific Region (EASR). The EASR 
especially stressed the permanent nature of the U.S.’s vital interests in Asia and pledges 
to keep U.S. military forces forward deployed in Korea and Japan for as long as they 
are welcome there. The Joint Declaration issued by President Clinton and Prime 
Minister Hashimoto in 1996 and the New Guidelines in 1997 were significant steps 
forward both in informing the general public about the importance of the security 
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relationship and in paving the way for greater defense cooperation. It recognized close 
bilateral defense cooperation as a “central element” in the security relationship. 
 But, after the Asian currency crisis, which started in Thailand then rolled through 
Malaysia, Singapore and Indonesia before turning north to South Korea, Hong Kong, 
Russia, and appearing to threaten China, U.S. policy toward Japan focused on 
economic interests again, emphasizing Japan’s economic recovery. The more the 
currency crisis worsens, the more U.S. stresses on the critical importance of Japan’s 
getting back on a track of sustainable economic growth for both Asia and the world 
economy. 

 
 

Russo-China Relations: From a Russian Point of View 
 

MII Mitsuo* 
 
 This paper seeks to describe and analyze the relations between Russia and China 
from a Russian point of view. 
 In Russia, there are a variety of views on the Russo-China relations. Some 
perspectives look upon China as a potential enemy, while others, such as Boris 
Yeltsin’s look upon China as a friendly country. The history of Russo-Sino relations 
had been under hostile conditions for a long time except for a short period in the 
mid-twentieth century. It was Leonid Brezhnev that first tried to change this 
relationship. After that, Michael Gorbachev succeeded in normalizing relations in 1989. 
Therefore it was only recently that diplomatic relations between Russia and China were 
restored. 
 In the post-Soviet era, Yeltsin was initially not so eager to develop relations with 
China. But in time, a number of internal and external factors influenced Yeltsin’s 
original strategy, and changed Yeltsin’s foreign policy by the end of 1992. Since then, 
Yeltsin has directed his attention to China. Since 1994, Yeltsin has started to consider 
that under a partnership relationship it is important for Russia to aim to acquire 
concrete profits. Russia proposed the “strategic partnership” concept to China in 1996 
and China has agreed to accept it. 
 Based on this concept, Yeltsin eagerly and positively has acted to construct close 
relations with China. Problems such as demarcation of the border and the reduction of 
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military forces along it have been nearly resolved. China has become one of the most 
important customers for Russia in the field of arms trade. But the present commercial 
situation doesn’t give Yeltsin satisfaction. Yeltsin expects China to enlarge the amount 
of trade even though China already is Russia’s largest trade-partner in Asia. 
 Through the “strategic partnership” with China, Yeltsin aims at obtaining strategic 
benefits such as the stability of the border, the prevention of conflict, the acquisition of 
economic profits and the strengthening of Russia’s position in the international 
community with China. In particular, Yeltsin is interested in getting economic profits 
from China and taking the initiative to reconstruct the world order, together with China, 
under the concept of a multipolar world. 
 In Russia, this strategic partnership concept has the possibility to continue even after 
2000 because the internal and external conditions of the future will not likely 
dramatically change. That is to say, the serious internal economic problems and the 
psychological pressure by NATO’s eastward advance would likely continue. It means 
that the close relations between Russia and China would be kept comparatively long. 
 Consequently, under these prospects, it is important for us to consider the influence 
of the close relationship of both countries. 

 
 

Safe Areas in Bosnia-Herzegovina 
 

HASHIMOTO Yasuaki* 
 
 Ethnic conflicts have broken out in some regions of the world since the end of Cold 
War in Europe. The Former Yugoslavia is one of these regions. In order to protect 
Muslims which faced ethnic cleansing and genocide by Bosnian Serbs, the United 
Nations set up six safe areas (Sarajevo, Bihac, Srebrenica, Gorazde, Tuzla, and Zepa) 
in the Republic of Bosnia-Herzegovina by passing two resolutions in the Security 
Council (Resolution 819 of 16 April 1993 and Resolution 824 of 6 May in the same 
year). The purpose of setting up these areas is to secure the safety of the civilian 
population and provide humanitarian protection. 
 Because the situation was not appreciably improved by these two resolutions, the 
United Nations Security Council expanded the mandate of the United Nations 
Protection Force (UNPROFOR) to enforce the respect of safe areas (Resolution 836 of 

                                                           
*  Senior Research Fellow, 2nd Research Office, 1st Research Department, NIDS. 

 142



Summary 

4 June, 1993). Under this new mandate UNPROFOR was authorized to take the 
necessary implementation measures, including the use of force. However, two of six 
safe areas were occupied by the Serbs and other areas also were again attacked by the 
end of dispute in Former Yugoslavia. It is ironic that the safe areas were unsafe in 
Bosnia-Herzegovina. The reasons why the United Nations failed to keep the safe areas 
are thought to be as follows; the United Nations lost its impartiality and was seen as the 
enemy by both belligerent parties, and the United Nations did not give UNPROFOR 
appropriate military power to implement the new mandate. 
 In the case of internal conflict, the exclusion of other races or religious groups in the 
country is sometimes at the root of the conflict. Looking at the safe areas in 
Bosnia-Herzegovina, the effort to provide humanitarian protection to some groups is 
inherently dangerous as it is thought to be intervention, even if done by the United 
Nations. It will be necessary to examine more proper measures and organizations, to 
provide the necessary humanitarian assistance effectively. 

 
 

Financial Crisis and Security Affairs: 
Analysis Trial for Comparison between Accumulated Debt Crisis of Latin 

America and Asian Currency Crisis 
 

ONO Keishi* 
 
 This paper tries to contrast the Debt Crisis of Latin America in the 1980’s and the 
currency crisis of Asia last year, focusing on security implications of these financial 
crises. The main purpose of this comparison is to identify the character of the Asian 
currency crisis and use a framework to analyze security implications of financial crises. 
Countries discussed in this paper are Argentina, Brazil, Mexico, Indonesia, Thailand 
and Malaysia. 
 First, the economic burdens of military of Latin American militaries are discussed in 
the form of arms imports and military expenditures. These burdens had affected foreign 
exchange reserve, debt increase and government finances. Among these Latin 
American countries, Argentina suffered from most heavy economic burden. In addition 
to military economic burdens of their own, Latin American countries had another 
military burden from the United States through its high interest rates. In contrast to the 
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debt crisis, the currency crisis seems to be affected little by military economic burden 
even through the ratio of defense expenditures to government expenses of Asian 
countries is higher than that of Latin America countries. Southeast Asian countries have 
kept a government surplus during 1990s and the high ratio of defense expenditures 
does not seem to be an economic burden for Southeast Asian countries. 
 The latter half of this paper examines implications of the financial crises on security. 
For the debt crisis, there are relations between itself and the Falklands conflict, stability 
of Caribbean sea-lanes and increase of arms exports. And for the currency crisis, there 
are effects on possibilities of conflict, stability of Southeast Asian sea-lanes, and 
reduction of arms import and defense expenditure. 
 Compared with Latin America in 1980s, 1990s Southeast Asia’s outstanding 
difference is its international economic dependence which will mitigate regional 
conflict and sea-lane instability. 
 The relationship between financial crisis and military burden is also different. In 
Latin America during the 1980s arms imports and defense expenditures heavily 
affected their economies; however, today’s Southeast Asian military burden of arms 
imports and expenditures follow the economic situation. 
 The Asian currency crisis is a “twenty-first century type,” caused by a gigantic 
amount of speculative money flow across borders. And it is ironic that countries whose 
financial markets are not open seem free from the currency crisis. This type of currency 
crisis will happen as economic deregulation and international dependence increase. 

 
 

The Washington Conference and the Pacific Fortification Question 
 

YOKOYAMA Ryusuke* 
 
 The Washington Conference was one of the biggest and most important conference 
in modern history. It was held from November 12, 1921 to February 6, 1922 and 
attended by nine countries: Japan, the United States, the British Empire, France, Italy, 
Belgium, China, the Netherlands and Portugal. 
 The agenda of the Conference was ‘the limitation of armament’ of Japan, the United 
States, the British Empire, France and Italy, ‘in connection with Pacific and Far-East 
Questions’ that concerned all nine participants. 
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 Prominent personalities from the nine powers gathered in a Washington D.C. hotel 
to compete in 135 meetings. 
 Admiral Tomosaburo Kato, de facto head of the Japanese delegation, had to face real 
difficulties because Japanese leaders at the time did not fully understand the real 
agenda of the meetings. 
 On November 12 Charles Hughes, the U.S. Secretary of State and chairman of the 
Conference, proposed a definite plan for limiting naval power, setting out the famous 
ratio of 5-5-3 among the United States, the British Empire and Japan. However, Kato 
was unwilling to accept this ‘60%’ proposal and first asked for a more acceptable 
‘70%’ figure. He then devised a compromise, preserving the status quo of the 
fortification and naval bases in the Pacific region (Pacific Fortification) as a quid pro 
quo for her acceptance of ‘the 5-5-3 ratio.’ 
 Although there were several crises, the negotiations between Tomosaburo Kato, 
Hughes and Arthur Balfour, the chief British delegate, were conducted in a mood of 
mutual respect and they eventually agreed to the Japanese plan. 
 There were a number of issues which came out of the Conference: 
1. The Japanese did not fully understand the linkage between their ‘national security’ 

and ‘the Pacific and Far Eastern questions,’ in particular, between the 
Anglo-Japanese Alliance and ‘China question.’ 

2. The Japanese were unaware of the fact that international circumstances demanded 
their adequate and flexible action. 

3. To deal with the issues of Japan’s national defense, restructuring of Japanese 
political system and organizations was necessary. 

4. The Great Powers recognized Japan’s predominance in Asia. 
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