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Summary

An Outlook for the Strategic Environment in East Asa
The Potentid for a Four-power Security Didoguein East Ada

OGAWA Shinichi’
NAGAO Yuichiro™
HYODO Shinji
MURAI Tomohide™

In sharp contradt to the globdization of economic adtivities and communications in the
security and drategic afairs of the post-Cold Wer era regiondization is more prominent. Eagt
Asgaisno exception to this phenomenon, and its srategic environment tends to be shagped by
its own security issues and the palicy initiatives of regiond powers.

The regiondization of security afars has brought about an increese of padlitical and
scurity didogues within East Ada Oneilludrative of thisis the ASEAN Regiond Forum.
The other is the frequent series of hilaterd summit meetings and other security dialogues
among Jepen, the United States, China and Russa over the lagt couple of years Sudtained
politicadl and security didogues ae expected to hdp devdop and edablish the
confidence-building and conflict-prevention meesures that are indispensdble for cregting a
multilateral, cooperative security regime.

However, it isnot essy to establish confidence-building and conflict-prevention measures.
Not every mgor power involved in Eagt Adan sscurity afars dways gives its complete
upport to bulding these processes Ching, for indance, is not enthusagic about
inditutionalizing an agresd agenda in politicdl and security forums Because of its higorica
experiences, China holds fagt to sovereignty and emphasizes nationd power. A country like
China that regards sovereignty as sacred, and power as essartid, tends to avoid internationd
regulaions for fear thet they might infringe on its soveregnty and freedom of externd
manewve. Moreover, the military-rdated confidence-building meesures (CBMs) that are
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Summary

indispensable for a cooperaive security regime are hard to esablish in Eagt Asawhere only
the U.S enjoys a srong power projection cgpability. The necessity for CBMs aisss in a
security environment where states capable of power projection oppose each other.

The blegk progpect for creating an inditutionalized cooperdtive security regime involving
the four mgor powers, however, does not necessarily make the palitical and security didogues
indgnificant. As illusrated by China's ascendancy and Russa's dedine, the rise and fdll of
nationsisinevitable, and the drategic Stuation in East Agais continuoudy changing. In order
to kegp changes in the power configuration in East Asa pesceful, continuous paliticdl and
scurity didogues among concerned dates are required to establish and re-establish a modus
vivendi for the atus and roles of the mgor powersin East Asa

The Anxious Birth of aNew NATO:
A Triumphant Alliance in Jeopardy

KANEKO Yuzuru'

Both NATO ad the EC (now EU), which sudtained the security and prosperity of
Western Europe during the Cold-war period, have been increasing the number of missonsand
member daes in the lae 1990s But NATO's expangon is sure to meat with difficult
chdlenges, not only from neighboring countries, epeddly Russa, but dso from within the
Alliance

Frdly, withthe admisson of the Bdltic Sates, if NATO falsto kesp itsrole of traditiond
dliancelow profileand is not able to becone a co-operative security sructure for thewhole of
Europe, this may cause a new military confrontation with Russa In thet sense, nather the
NATO-Russa Founding Act of May 1997 nor cooperative adtivities through NACC (now
EAPC) and the PFP framework will be suffident for dleviaing Russan concan over
NATO'sexpanding front line

Saoondly, in the United States, during the ratification process of the modified Weshington
Tregty, the Clinton adminisration emphasized NATO s military apect to gain the prompt and
essy goprova of the Senate. In addition, the Senate Stipulated in the resolution thet NATO
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should mantainits neture asamilitary dliance even a such time asits New Strategic Concept,
adopted in November 1991, should be renovated. Thisshowsalack of sengtivity to theredlity
of the new Europe.

Thirdly, it ssems difficult for the United States, the only superpower in the post Cold-war
era, to exardse its primacy, or its “hegemony of a new type’ (Z. Brzezinsi's term), over
international peace and gability in the 21 century. U.S. Secretary of State Albright advocated
in December 1998 that NATO carry out a“crigs managemeant” misson in addition to itsmore
traditiond one. Europeen dlies, however, worry about sharing the role of world policeman
with the United States because the cogts and risks accompanied by thet commitment go
beyond what would be commensurate with their powers and interests

NATO's expandon is dosdy rdated to Jgpanese security. The recent Russan peace
offengvesin Northeest Asamay reflect not only the dedine of its military power but dso the
fact thet it hes to evade a two-front confrontation, just as the Soviet Union, anxious about a
military collison with Ching, cdled for détente in Europe in the late 1960's. This will give
Japan an opportunity to foser amore sable rategic environment in the region through ams
control negoatiaions. On the other hand, a new crigs management misson for the dliance
would, for good or ill, bring about palitica difficultiesin Japan on how the nation should work
for international pesce and Sability.

Russa’'s Arms Transfer and Its Implicationsfor Security
MIYAUCHI Kazuo'

After the digntegration of the Soviet Union, Russa's ams trander sharply dropped.
However, Russa has expanded itsarmstrander to foreign countries, such as Ching, India, the
Middle East and other countries. This paper atemptsto andyzethe intentionsof Russasams
trander and to examineitsimplicationsfor the regiona security of theredpient country and its
neighbors. The agenda for controlling the proliferation of missles and missle technology is
a0 discussad here, missles being asource of conoern in recent years asaddivery sysem for
wegpons of mass-destruction.
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Russasamstrander features the two agpects of military policy (netional security) and
economic policy. Though during the Soviet period Russa's ams trander was srongly
characterized by military palicy, itis now more characterized by the economic sde.

Russacurrently does nat have agable and condsent ams trander drategy. The srategy
is subject to the bdance of power among the authorities in charge of military-technicd
cooperation with foreign countries under today' s Severe economic conditions. Russadoes not
sl any wegpons of mass-destruction, induding nudear, biologica and chemica wegpons In
addition to this, extremist daes, countries with terrorigt activity, or those forbidden to buy
wegpons by the UN cannot be acusomer of Russain the wegpons market. Russadso hasa
dandard for its arms business that does nat dlow it to sdl wegpons to a country whose ams
requirement is excessve of the amount reasonablefor it to repe aggression.

Russian-made hightech wegponstrandfer to Ching, Indiaand the Middle East could lead
to regiond indahility and meke an intense impact on other regiond dates. It may dso cause
military escalation among neighboring countries.

Russa's ams trander today is driven by economic imperdives. Its ams trander hes a
cose rdaionship to sealane security for Jgpen. It is srongly desrable that Russa cregte a
conggent ams trander drategy and an efective ams trander control sysem as soon as
possible The success of this process depends on sufficient discusson and agreement among
the power dites of the government and congress.

The Mid-term Perspective of South and North Korean Domestic Palitics,
Foreign and Defense Policy and Implications for Jgpan's Defense Policy

TAKESADA Hideshi’

The purpose of thisartideisto examine the mid-term perspective of the domestic palitics
foreign palicy and defense palicy of thetwo Koreas and to identify theimplicationsfor Jgpan's
defense palicy. The Kim Dae-Jung Government has achieved good results in the economic
gohere and in ROK-Jgpan rdaions however, in tarms of the ROK’s domedtic palitics, the
tempo of economic recovery and U.S-ROK security rdationsaredill fraught with uncertainty
and ingability. This may negatively affect the dialogue between South and North Koreau
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Regarding the North Korean Stuation, atrangtiond period is ending and the power base
of Kim JungHl, the actud successor to Kim 1I-Sung, was solidified when the Supreme
People's Coundl was hdd in September of lagt year. The shape of North Korea as a
military-oriented netion isemerging.

The purposes of North Kored's deve opment of wegpons of mass-destruction are diverses
beyond military purposes, for drategic use in connection with its negatiations with the U.S.
and the ROK, for earning foreign currency by exporting missiles, to increase its indgpendence
from Russa and China, and to encourage loydty among the North Koreen people. Because
the North's plan to devdlop WMD has a multifaceted purpose, it does not seem that North
Koreawill hdt its efforts to devel op abdlisic missle despite the opposition it faces from the
U.S.-Jgpan-ROK triad.

The US s about resdlving the issue of North Koredls WMD by drengthening
U.S-ROK and U.S-Jgpan security ties and promoating U.S-JgpantROK palicy coordination.
The Korean Stuation, however, ssems unsettled and uncertain for the mid-term,

Theimplications for Jgpan's defense palicy are as follows the North Korean regime hes
“durability” or sugtainability” in pite of itslack of fud and food, the North Koreen isseisa
mid-term issue as far as Jgpan's defense is concerned; Japan should make preparaionsfor the
mid-term by promoting U.S-Japan-ROK palicy coordination and srengthening Japan's
cooperaion with the U.S. on security issues

Hainan Idand and the Japanese Navy, 1939-41:
A “Manchurian Incident” in the Pecific?

AIZAWA Kiyoshi

The occupetion of Hainen Idand by Japanese forces in February 1939 wis the crudid
turning point in the road to the Padific War of 1941. The Western Powers recognized it as a
sgn that Jepan would expand the Sino-Jgpanese War of 1937 to the south, where they hed
many colonies
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The advocate for Hanar's occupation within the Japanese domestic decisortmaking
process was the Navy. It hed treditiondly supported the “Nanshin-ron” (southern advance
policy) and conddered the idand as an important Sepping stone to a southern advance in the
near future. The Navy hed dso crested a colonization plan and took various sepsto redize it
under the navd adminigration after oocupation. On the ather hand, the Army was againg an
expangon of the war to the south and was opposed to the Hainan occupation campaign
because it would make the settlement of the Sno-Jepanese War more difficult. Furthermore,
the southern advance of the Navy was in contrediction with the “Hokushin-ron” (northern
advance palicy) of the Army.

Themain actor in rdaion to Chinaissuesin prewar Japan wasthe Army, epedidly after
the Manchurian Incident in 1931. The repeated conflicts between China and Jgpen in the
1930's were aresut of the Army’s active palicy towards Ching, and the find result was the
outbregk of the Sno-Japanese War of 1937. It was however, the Navy that changed the
character of the Sno-Japanese War from a conflict with Chinaiinto aconflict with the Western
Powersthrough its expanson to the south in February 1939.
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