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FEATURE  ARTICLES

The Road of Japan, the Korean Peninsula Nuclear Issue, 

and the Taiwan Question
—Three Major Factors that Affect the Security in Northeast Asia
Yang Yi, Director of the Institute for Strategic Studies, National Defense University

There are three major factors affecting the security and stability in Northeast Asia. The first is the road that Japan will take. Japan now is in a critical period of transition. Where it goes in the future is of great significance for the security and stability in Northeast Asia, and the security and development strategy of China as well. 

The second is the nuclear issue on the Korean Peninsula, which is a potential powder keg. Failure to handle it properly will lead to explosion. Given this, it is no longer a mere regional security issue, but a hot spot that has attracted worldwide attention. 
The third is the Taiwan question. Chen Shui-bian goes further and further on the risky road of Taiwan independence. This has posed grave threats not only to the interests of Chinese people on either side of the Straits, but also to the security and stability of East Asia. 

Japan: its “5D” plan deserves attention.

Prime Minister Koizumi’s brazen action of paying homage to the Yasukuni Shrine again in January this year has attracted great public attention. Today’s Japan is in a period of its most dramatic transition since the end of World War II. Japan’s post-WWII diplomatic and security policies are mainly featured by dependence on the U.S. While the 1999 test launch of Taepo Dong Missile by the DPRK gave Japan an excuse to accelerate its military buildup. Japanese government has been quickening its pace to develop a missile defense program. In addition, the US-led anti-terrorist campaign in the wake of the 9/11 Incident provided Japan an opportunity to take military actions out of its territorial waters or even Asia’s. Under the banner of supporting US anti-terrorist efforts, Japanese warships are now cruising the India Ocean, and its ground troops have already been dispatched to Iraq, where is still militarily occupied in theory. The U.S. and Japan need each other for their respective strategic interests. The U.S. needs Japan to help it in its geopolitical and anti-terrorist strategy. In return, Japan makes use of the U.S. to become a “normal country”. 

It is worth noting that just as Japan is speeding up its building of a missile defense system, the Institute of Strategic Study led by former senior officers of the Self-Defense Forces has also put forward a “5D” plan. The first “D” refers to Dissuasion, which means to dissuade the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and ballistic missiles as well as military buildup before it happens, through non-military diplomatic efforts and military confidence building measures. The second “D” refers to Deterrence, which means to control enemy’s attacks beforehand by actually possessing "denial powers", and by clearly indicating the willingness to use such denial powers. The third “D” refers to Denial Defense, which means to nullify enemy's ballistic missile power by destroying enemy's ballistic missile launchers and silos. This measure is quite powerful. The fourth “D” refers to Defense, which means to intercept incoming ballistic missiles by missiles and others before they hit Japan. The fifth “D” refers to Damage Confinement, which means to adopt “civil defense” measures to minimize damage when hit by ballistic missiles. If we link this 5D with the pre-emptive strategy that Japan is about to adopt, it will be quite understandable for some people to be concerned about the offensive capability and intentions within the “defense nature” of Japan’s missile defense system. 

Although Japan is restrained from developing nuclear weapons by its Peace Constitution, some Japanese senior military experts have pointed out that when international and surrounding environment changes, Japan will not completely rule out a nuclear option. With such advanced sci-tech level, powerful economic strength, and possessed nuclear materials, it will only take Japan several dozens of days to develop nuclear weapons, so long as it wants to do so. Moreover, Japan’s Peace Constitution can be revised. Japan’s attitude toward its history issue is still ambiguous. All these facts cannot but make people quite worry about the future road that Japan will take. 

To allow the DPRK to possess nuclear weapons or  launch  a war, the  U.S.  would 

rather take the latter option.

The question of the Korean Peninsula results from the Cold War. The end of the Cold War left the DPRK with deteriorated security environment, political isolation, economic difficulties and huge military pressure on security, and the whole country was confronted with a grave survival crisis. Therefore, it desired a relatively sound security and development environment. The hostile policy of the U.S. toward the DPRK constitutes a very important reason that triggered the nuclear crisis on the Korean Peninsula. The U.S. has imposed containment upon the DPRK for a long time and the Bush administration even listed the DPRK as terrorists supporter, “rogue country”, “axis of evil” and target of the US “pre-emptive strike”. Actually, it is understandable for the DPRK, an isolated and underdeveloped country to worry about its own subsistence and development environment. Moreover, the launch of the Iraq War and the change of the regime there by the U.S. in the name of preventing proliferation of WMD have greatly impacted the DPRK, making it realize that to simply compromise with the U.S. will get nowhere, but meet its doom in the end, and in order to survive, one must have its own cards to play. 

As to the question of six-party talks, according to some opinions from the U.S. side, ever since the outbreak of the nuclear crisis on the Korean Peninsula, the U.S. has been considering all kinds of options including military operation. As the U.S. will by no means allow the DPRK to possess nuclear weapons, the possibility of using force against it should not be ruled out completely. Although the general opinion thinks so long as Russia, China, the ROK and Japan are opposed to using force to settle the crisis, the U.S. will not use force, it will not be the case. For the U.S., to allow the DPRK to possess nuclear weapons or launch a war, it would rather do the latter. However, China stands for a nuclear-weapon free Korean Peninsula, and maintains that the nuclear issue on the Korean Peninsula should be solved through dialogue and diplomatic measures, and the security of the DPRK should be guaranteed as well. 
The Taiwan question: the “referendum show” pushed Chen Shui-bian a big step forward towards an adventurous “Taiwan independence”.

As Chen Shui-bian’s “referendum show” pushes Taiwan a big step forward from an incremental independence towards an adventurous independence, the Taiwan question has entered a very dangerous stage. 

Just not long ago, when Premier Wen Jiabao visited the U.S., President Bush openly and clearly stated that he opposes any referendum by the Taiwan authority that will change the status quo of the Taiwan Straits. Such a statement does play certain positive role in curbing dangerous activities of Taiwan separatists. However, we mush also be clearly aware of the fact that Chen Shui-bian is playing tricks by putting old wine in new bottles. Meanwhile, there still exist relatively strong pro-Taiwan forces in the America. Not long ago, I met a senior official of former US administration. He asked me whether we will say yes to it, if the referendum is nothing but a defense referendum, not related to independence or unification. I told him that the referendum instigated by Chen is actually using the name of democracy for Chen’s personal gains or his party’s benefits, and is, in the final analysis, aimed at adventurous Taiwan independence. Even the person that has the least political sensibility could see through his real intention. If we turn a blind eye to his actions, we are actually opening the Pandora’s box. As a result, the dangerous activities of Taiwan independence forces will be more rampant, and could be hardly controlled in the future. I also asked him a question. “If someday President Bush were wakened up at midnight by news that Taiwan had overstepped the line, and the mainland had begun to use military force, how many aircraft carriers would the U.S. send to the Taiwan Strait?” He answered, “that means we all failed.” Indeed, China, the U.S. and Japan share common interests in opposing Taiwan independence and maintaining the regional peace, stability and economic prosperity. The cross-straits situation at the current stage is still under control. But as there will be so many unpredictable factors in the future, we should not rule out the possibility of unexpected accidents. 

The U.S. plays a leading role in the three security factors.

One point worth our attention is that on the question of the Northeast Asian security, despite of the wrestling among big powers or relevant countries for their own interests, they are sharing one common strategic interest, that is to maintain peace, security, stability and common prosperity in the region. To this end, these countries need to discard the Cold War mentality, strengthen cooperation and act on the new security concept to create a win-win situation featuring common prosperity, common security and common development. 
(Continued to Page 11)

Some Observations on the Post-Iraq War World Configuration

Liu Jianfei, Professor of the International Strategic Research Center
Soon after the Iraq War, in a public interview, the British Prime Minister Tony Blair called for Europe and the United States to unite together and establish a unipolar force to address various world problems together rather than quarrel with each other like what they did over the issue whether to launch the war against Iraq. Meanwhile, the US policy makers even went so far as to take unilateral actions aimed at setting up a unipolar world. But such a world configuration vigorously pursued by the United States is very much resented by French and Russian leaders. What they actively advocate is a multi-polar world. The Le Monde has explicitly pointed out that President Chirac wants Europe to become a counterweight to the United States in a multi-polar world. Given all this, the development of the world configuration after the Iraq War really needs our in-depth study. 

I

The entire Iraq War, no matter in terms of its beginning, its progress, its soon conclusion of major combats or ouster of Saddam regime, has all clearly revealed America’s dominant position in the world and its superior military strength in post-Cold War era. It is just by this dominant position and superior military strength that the United States now wantonly promotes unilateralism, even goes so far as to launch a so-called pre-emptive war of intervention. The US military strength today has been so unprecedentedly strong that it alone can exceed the total of other militarily mighty powers. Being aware of this fact and encouraged by its success in the Iraq War and ousting Saddam regime, the United States will certainly continue to push ahead its unilateralism and hegemony with whatever they takes, so as to create a uni-polar world. 

The establishment of a world configuration, however, is closely connected with the wax and wane of big powers’ military strength, and also with their desires and foreign policies. Nevertheless, it is not entirely decided by these two factors.  As a structure composed of all actors (traditionally referring to nation states, now also including non-state actors) of the international relations, the world configuration will be determined mainly by the change of international economic and political relations. Given this fact, whether the United States can set up a uni-polar world pattern after the Iraq War or not will depend on whether the future development and changes of current world political and economic relations can be totally determined by military forces, and serve the will of the United States. 

It is true that traditionally speaking, the formation of a world configuration mainly depends on the balance of big powers’ military strength, which means that a militarily strong nation can become the center of power or a pole in a world configuration by its military strength or military alliances. A world structure made up of different poles is what people usually called the world configuration. The multi-polar world pattern before the Cold War and the bi-polar world pattern during the Cold War all came into being like that. However, in the post-Cold War period, when economic globalization is developing in depth, the role of military strength of those big powers, though still working, can no longer be the decisive factor in shaping the world configuration. Because the transnational flow of commodities, labor force, capital, technologies and so on during the process of globalization have made the markets and production of different countries, especially developed countries more and more interdependent. As a result, disputes among big powers are mainly manifested neither by their fights for colonies nor for each other’s territory through military means, but rather by their contention for world market share through peaceful means. The incomparable military strength of today’s United States can be used to launch a pre-emptive strike unilaterally against any country that might threaten the US security, or even to serve the US economic interests to some extent, just as what it did in the Iraq War to take control of the oil fields in the Middle East and occupy the market share there, but it can not settle America’s trade disputes with EU, Japan and China, nor can it force EU, who has a close economic ties with the United States, to be completely submissive to the US leadership and build up a unipolar world.   

Moreover, the development of the post-Cold War international political and economic relations runs counter to America’s wish of building a unipolar world through unilateralism and military might. Firstly, the development of regionalization, especially the ever deepening and expanding European integration has made it more and more difficult for the United States to build a unipolar world. Just as what British Prime Minister Blair came to recognize that after the Iraq war, a truly unipolar world cannot be established unless all EU member countries ally with and subordinate themselves to the leadership of the United States. Although the UK hopes for an US-led unipolar world, and has demonstrated its willingness by real actions, the core force of an integrated Europe—France and Germany do not agree with the views of the UK at all in this connection. Meanwhile, the deepening of European integration has indicated that Europe will not join hands with the United States to forge a single center of power, or a single pole in the world. On one hand, US dollar has been facing a grave challenge from both the birth and smooth performance of Euro; on the other hand, the EU expansion has greatly boosted the influence of an integrated Europe on international affairs, and the post of foreign minister is also expected to be instituted in the enlarged EU. All this implies that the development of the post-Cold War European integration will not lead to such a result that Europe lines up with the United States to form a single pole. Such possibility is virtually zero, even after the Iraq war.

Secondly, the fact that the United States could not set up its unipolar world after the Iraq War as it wishes can also be attributed to the ever-increasing role of non-state actors in the international system in the post-Cold War era. As the curtain of the Iraq War fell, universal attention has been drawn to the issue of a marginalized UN. The United Nations, the largest international non-state actor was put aside by the United States, when the latter launched a war against Iraq by its strong military force. As a result, quite a number of experts on international relations hold that the status and role of the UN and other non-state actors will descend after the Iraq war. If we change an angle to look at this issue, however, the answer will be different from that. Bypassing the UN to launch a war upon Iraq undoubtedly reflected to the full America’s hegemony on one hand. But on the other hand, it also indicated that the UN has no longer served as a US instrument for hegemony. Compared with what it was during the Korean War and Gulf War, the actual status of the UN has not descended, but rather ascended to some extent, because the United States can’t use the UN to boost its hegemony any more. Today, the UN is relatively functioning independently, and its influence on international affairs is on the rise. Because of the fact that the UN is no longer an instrument of the United States, the existence and operation of the UN has already formed a strong force to hold back the United States from building a unipolar world. According to the latest report of the New York Times, as the US forces in Iraq is more and more tied up by guerrilla battles, the US government has been considering asking the Security Council to dispatch an international peace keeping troop to Iraq.  

In fact, not only such inter-governmental organizations like the UN are becoming more and more independent in international affairs as non-state actors, but those non-intergovernmental organizations have also played an increasing role in international affairs after the Cold War. Thus, the existence and growing influence of non-state actors are obviously holding back the trend of unipolarization of the world. Under such circumstances, what changes may emerge for the development of the world configuration? This is a question that needs us to further discuss. 

According to Blair’s view, the international situation after the Iraq War can be stabilized only by setting up a US-dominated unipolar world, whereas the multi-polar world pattern that France envisions to build up will quickly grow into an antagonistic center of power and thus affect the stability of the international system. However, the critical question at the current stage seems to be whether the development of the world configuration after the Iraq War will continue to move toward a multi-polar one, rather than whether a multi-polar world will lead to conflicts among big power centers or different poles. As early as in 1970s, Dr. Kissinger already pointed out that the international system would have five power centers, namely the United States, Russia, Europe, Japan and China. Nevertheless, since the end of the Cold War in 1990s, when a bipolar world pattern was over, the development of international political and economic relations did not result in what Dr. Kissinger forecasted. After the Iraq War, Dr. Kissinger’s prediction 40 years ago looks more difficult to become true. 

II

So, what changes will the post-Iraq War world configuration undergo? This is a question worth our further discussion. The author’s view is that the world configuration is moving toward a zero-polar one. It was after the end of the Cold War in last century that this trend had begun, and the just wrapped-up Iraq war did fail to stop its development. As a matter of fact, more interdependence in the international relations, the shrinking role of military force in essential areas, and the enhanced status of non-state actors, those various factors that have restrained the United States from setting up a unipolar world in the post-Cold War or post-Iraq War international political and economic system, are also ones that have pushed the world configuration towards zero-pole. 

Firstly, among the actors of today’s international system, especially among developed countries, there exists a very high degree of interdependence. For example, the United States and Europe, the United States and Japan, and Japan and Europe all have close and dependent relations, which are not only manifested in their close economic ties or direct or indirect mutual investment, but also reflected in their military and political alliances such as NATO, the US-Japanese alliance and so on. Given that, no matter what disagreements or disputes the United States and Japan or Europe and Japan may have, even the fierce quarrel between the United States and some EU members, like France over the question of the Iraq war, will not possibly cause a rupture of ties between them, and then give rise to an opposite or even hostile power center—a pole. Although the French leader hopes to shape the world into a multi-polar one to counter America’s unilateralism, the reality is that: On one hand, within the framework of EU, France alone could hardly grow into a new world pole. (Dr. Kissinger foresaw it when he put forward his theory of five centers. Even at that time, when France had just proposed Gaullism that actively advocates France to stand up to the United States as an equal, Dr. Kissinger still predicted Europe as a whole rather than France alone would become a center of power). On the other hand, despite of the fact that an integrated Europe will not ally with the United States to forge a world pole just as what Blair hopes for, its fragile political coordination among its member states (although EU is going to have a Foreign Minister to coordinate among member states on diplomatic affairs, the goal of common foreign policy will not be realized in short term.), and its high degree of interdependence with the United States in economic sector make it hardly become an independent world pole. Meanwhile, the current interdependent relations between the United States and Japan has also failed the prediction of Dr. Kissinger and some other Western scholars, who have forecasted that Japan would become a world center of power, a match for the United States. As the world’s second largest economic super power, Japan is still a close ally of the United States, and its behavior over the issue of the Iraq War has clearly demonstrated that Japan’s foreign policy remains to be closely following the US lead. However, it is not true that Japan doesn’t want to be an independent world pole, but the international political and economic reality restrains it from doing so. 

Secondly, another factor that is shaping the world into a zero-polar one is the ever-increasing status and influence of non-state actors of today’s international system. It is widely known that either the traditional multi-polar world or bi-polar world is solely based on nation states. That is to say, traditionally, all poles in a multi-polar or bi-polar world were completely composed of super powers, and their military strength had played an absolute role in establishing centers of world power. However, as the influence of non-state actors in the international system has been constantly enhanced by globalization, it is more and more difficult for any state to forge a power center in today’s world merely by its own military might. This is for two reasons. One is that non-state actors such as inter-governmental organizations, international NGOs, and transnational companies have altered the traditional world structure, leading to a contemporary world configuration not purely made up of states. The other is that due to the role of non-state actors, every actor of the international system is more and more interdependent with one another, thus making it harder for states even big powers to set up power centers by their military forces. Therefore, although the result of the Iraq war, to some extent, still make people believe that state power based on military strength remains to be the leading force of the international system, and fundamental constituent of the world configuration, one can find from an in-depth prospective that a new world configuration can hardly repeat any past ones.    

Thirdly, the unique status and influence of the Third World or developing countries in the post-Cold War or even post-Iraq War period have also caused the world pattern to become more complex and volatile. Since the end of the Cold War and a bi-polar world pattern, scholars of international relations have carried out heated discussions about the status and influence of the Third World. Some even believe that the Third World has never existed in practice. Such kind of view may probably become more popular after this Iraq War. But the reality is that developing countries in Asia, Africa and Latin America with 80% of world population do exist in today’s international political and economic structure. It is true that whether those countries can still be regarded as one, namely the Third World is debatable. But even so, nobody can yet afford to overlook or underestimate their role in the international structure and their influence on the evolution of the world configuration. It is also true that the Third World or developing countries have barely played any role in the Iraq War. But as the development of the world after the war does not merely concentrate on the Iraq issue, without these countries, it would be impossible to resolve a host of mainstream issues related to international relations such as peace and development, environmental protection, international anti-terrorist campaign, and human rights. Nowadays, when the Third World countries have not only attained their international status independent from super powers, but also cultivated close ties with non-state actors like inter-governmental organizations and transnational companies, to set them aside from discussing the development of the world configuration after the Cold War or the Iraq war will not be desirable. The Third World or developing countries are of great importance for the development of international relations and the world configuration. Therefore, the multipolarization of world configuration will not be as easy as what President Chirac has envisaged. Because in the first place, among politicians from Western big powers, no matter who pursue a unipolar world, or want a multi-polar one, they have all paid little attention to the important role of the Third World in the international structure and the world configuration. By such neglect, what they assume in mind will not correctly reflect what is actually happening in the world situation. In the second place, the Third World countries are not exerting their influence as a power center of the international political and economic system, but as rather scattered forces opposing hegemony and power politics, and promoting a new international economic order. This means that the Third World or developing countries do not serve as a pole in the international political and economic system, but can exercise direct influence upon the system. It is just such unique status and role of the Third World countries that has greatly boosted the non-polarization of the world configuration. 

Moreover, as the post-Cold War international structure no longer simply consists of nation states, the traditional actors, even the only super power—the United States is unable to constitute a world pole as it did in the past, although it remains a major actor of the international structure. Some other actors like EU (a transnational or supranational entity), the UN (a non-state entity), the Third World countries, etc. have been serving as important elements bolstering a new world configuration. In fact, ever since the end of WWII, sub-national, transnational, supranational, and non-national actors and the Third World countries have already grown into active players of the international system bit by bit, but were overshadowed and turned into undercurrents by the US-Soviet competitions during the Cold War period. With the end of the Cold War and a bi-polar world structure, the essential position of nation states in the international system has been markedly weakened by the impacts of globalization. Subsequently, non-state actors such as transnational companies, intergovernmental organizations and international NGOs, instead of being undercurrents, have embarked on the international arena as mainstream actors, and have played a powerful role in boosting the post-Cold War world configuration towards diversification with several or no world power centers. As a result, a zero-polar world has begun to show up. 

Finally, it should be noted that since the end of the Cold War, the world history has been ushered into a new era, and the world configuration has experienced profound changes due to globalization. Even the Iraq War did not stop these changes. Driven by high and new technologies, today’s world economy is becoming more and more integrated through international direct investment and world financial market. Such a process is what we call globalization. During this process, the flow of commodities, labor force, capital and technologies have led to more interdependence among different markets and production of different countries. And the international politics, culture, and even social life, as a result, are also moving towards integration. The hallmark of economic globalization mainly lies in the rapid and mass flows of global products, service and capital through international trade, investment (direct or indirect) and production, which have in return given birth to transnational utilization and allocation of various resources. Consequently, the force of world market surpassed that of nation state, the distinction between domestic and international affairs became blurred, measures taken by countries for peace and development changed dramatically, and the traditional zero-sum game in international politics and economy has been replaced by the rule of win-win or lose-lose. All this has shaken the every political and economic foundation on which a nation or a group of nations can form a heavyweight world pole. Therefore, non-polarization of the world configuration will dominate the future development of international relations for a quite long period after the Iraq War.  

Nevertheless, non-polarization does not deny the role of nation state, especially that of the big powers in international system. However, it is worth noting that even the United States, the only super power of the world can’t choose but co-exist with non-state actors, the Third World countries and other non-power centers in the international system, and has to encounter their restraint, containment or even confrontation. Subjectively, the United States in the post-Cold War period and especially after Bush Junior assumed the presidency, has always desired to build on its unique super power position and its supreme military force a US-dominated unipolar world. The launch of the Iraq War was exactly the concrete reflection of such desire. However, the reality turns out to be: despite of a swift victory of the war, and the overthrow of Saddam regime, the United States is still unable to build up its unipolar world. Because, the current international political and economic system totally differs from the one during the Cold War, let alone any period before WWII. Today, what the United States needs to deal with are not just a few big powers, who may also become centers of power, but also a series of non-state actors. The reasons why the United States is so pigheadedly promoting unilateralism at whatever expense, even by abusing military force, lies in the fact that the current US policy makers are still using traditional Realism of international politics (the Offensive Neo-realism, and New Conservatism of today) to assess the development of the world configuration. No wonder the outcome of America’s actions has completely failed its expectations, and left the post-Iraq war United States never so isolated in the international community. Its anti-terrorist campaign is also facing a much more difficult situation. As a result, some US scholars of international relations have began to notice the descending of the US soft power. 

(Continued from Page 4)

Another opinion of mine is that to maintain security in Northeast Asia, we should put emphasis on how to let big powers play their due role and how to balance their relations, especially relations among China, Japan and the United States. The U.S. plays a leading role in the above-mentioned three security factors. As the U.S. is now taking anti-terrorism strategy as its top priority, as long as all countries strengthen their cooperation, we will gain a peaceful and prosperous period of opportunities in Northeast Asia. China should enhance its cooperative relations with the U.S. and Japan, and push forward the six-party talks on the nuclear issue on the Korean Peninsula. It also needs to be stressed that one of the important factors that has affected Sino-Japanese relations is the national sentiments of the two peoples. This is a question that we can’t afford to ignore. If we just let it spread, I am afraid it will probably exert adverse impact on the future foreign policies of the two countries as well as the relations among big powers.   

The Impact of the Iraq War on the

International Non-Proliferation Mechanism

Sun Xun, Associate Professor of the PLA University of Foreign Languages 

It took less than one month from the beginning of the Iraq war to the occupation of Baghdad by American troops. This was another major military victory scored by the US after the Gulf War, the Kosovo War and the Afghanistan War. The American-British coalition army launched a war against a sovereign country without the authorization of the United Nations, which in essence undermined the current collective security system of the United Nations. What influences will the Iraq War exert over the future international relations and pattern has become a focus concerned by the international community. The Iraq War has changed the Middle East geopolitics, and the unilateral behavior of the US in the War has undermined the collective nature of the principles of the international institutions. Although the international non-proliferation mechanism within the UN framework has many insurmountable weaknesses, it has played an irreplaceable role in safeguarding international peace and security and in promoting international cooperation since it came into being at the beginning of the Cold War, so we can say that it is a comparatively effective, successful and typical international security mechanism. But since the 9/11 Incident, the neoconservative color of the Bush administration has become stronger and stronger, and the Iraq War has greatly boosted the morale of the neoconservatives in the “War Cabinet” of the Bush administration. They argued that some international institutions established in the Cold War period can no longer meet the needs of the post-Cold War era, and a new international mechanism should be established to serve the strategic objective of the globalized US interests. This article intends to make some in-depth analysis and study on the influence of the national security strategy and neoconservative thought of the Bush administration on America’s security strategy, and comprehensively and objectively illustrate the effect of the Iraq War on the international non-proliferation mechanism.

1. The Iraq War has shaken the safeguards system of the non-proliferation mechanism.

The international non-proliferation mechanism is composed of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT), the safeguards system of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), the export control system of the Nuclear Suppliers’ Group and Nuclear Weapon-Free Zone Treaties etc.. The foundation of the international non-proliferation mechanism is NPT, and the guiding principle of it is that the nuclear-weapon states do not help other states to acquire the capability of possessing nuclear weapons, nuclear explosive devices, or nuclear technology; while the non-nuclear-weapon states undertake not to acquire or produce nuclear weapons or nuclear explosion devices.

In the 1980s, with the development of science, technology and military weapons, the Western countries extended and enlarged the connotation of the non-proliferation concept. The concept of “non-proliferation” refers to “the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD)”. Such kinds of weapons not only include nuclear weapons, but also bio-chemical weapons and their means of delivery, so the non-proliferation mechanism also applies to the proliferation of WMD. NPT signed in 1968 stipulates that the non-nuclear-weapon states parties can not accept the transfer of nuclear weapons, nuclear explosion devices and control of such weapons or devices from granting states, and that they do not make nuclear weapons and do not ask for assistance in this regard. If an arms control treaty lacks a supervision and implementation mechanism, it would only be idealistic. In fact, IAEA has provided safeguards measures for the effective operation of the non-proliferation mechanism. According to NPT, each non-nuclear-weapon state party signs a safeguards agreement with IAEA individually or jointly with other states, so that IAEA can safeguard (comprehensively) all raw material or special fissile material in all nuclear activities at any places within its territory, under its jurisdiction or control. IAEA was established in 1957 at the request of the United Nations. Its major task is to promote peaceful use of nuclear energy and carry out inspection and supervision, so as to verify that the nuclear material and facility monitored have not been diverted to nuclear explosion objective. The Statute of the International Atomic Energy Agency clearly stipulates that in case of violations, IAEA Board of Governors will report them to all members, the UN Security Council and General Assembly according to different situations. The international safeguards system pursued by IAEA is extremely important and indispensable to the non-proliferation mechanism.

The most important reason for the US to launch the Iraq War is that Iraq has WMD. According to a series of resolutions on Iraq approved by the UN since the Gulf War, especially according to Resolution 1441 on the issue of weapons inspection in Iraq passed by the UN Security Council on Nov.8, 2002, the United Nations Monitoring, Verification and Inspection Commission (UNMOVIC) and IAEA are responsible for the inspection of WMD in Iraq, and they confirmed that Iraq had destroyed these weapons. The UN weapons inspectors undertook comprehensive, strict and careful inspections in Iraq, but did not find WMD. What’s more, the UNMOVIC and IAEA refuted America’s charge on Iraq when reporting to the UN Security Council. Even under this condition, the Bush administration turned a blind eye to the safeguards procedure of the non-proliferation mechanism, and launched the “pre-emptive” strikes at a sovereign country without giving enough time to the weapons inspectors and gaining authorization of the UN. This undoubtedly has shaken the safeguards system of the non-proliferation mechanism from the base. Since the end of the Iraq War, the US has begun to impose pressure on the DPRK and Iran on the development of nuclear weapons. It demanded the DPRK to abandon all nuclear programs, urged Iran to accept strict inspection from IAEA, and welcomed the statement made by IAEA on Jun. 19, 2003 on demanding Iran to accept further inspection and monitoring on its nuclear facilities. People can’t help asking that since the Bush administration does not believe in the UN weapons inspectors for their inspection result in Iraq (up to now, the US still hasn’t found WMD in Iraq), then what will the US government do if the inspection result of IAEA in Iran or other countries once again violates the will of the US? 

There are three major factions in the foreign policy team of the Bush administration: the first one is the moderate internationalists led by the US Secretary of State Colin Powell, or the so-called moderate group; the second one is the aggressive neoconservatives represented by Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz, or the neocons; the third one is the national conservatives, which are the traditional conservatives, or the old conservatives, and represented by President Bush, Vice President Cheney, Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld etc.. The main characteristic of the moderate internationalists is that they pursue a realistic line in foreign policy. They are also called realists and believe that it should be patient to handle such issues as alliances, competitions and even conflicts in foreign relations. While the neoconservatives “take a somewhat ideological and almost evangelical view of the world”. They advocate that the unparalleled power of the US “should be used to change the world, not simply to manage it”. 
The neoconservatives of the US believe that the Iraq War offered a mode for the future inspections. For months, the senior national security advisors of President Bush have been committed to planning a new inspection concept based on the US will. The former UN Special Commission (UNSCOM) weapons inspectors have been enrolled into the new disarmament institutions controlled by the Pentagon. This institution also has intelligence analysts and senior arms control experts. On April 22, 2003, the UNMOVIC President Blix clearly expressed that the weapons inspection team led by him had been prepared to go to Iraq within two weeks once approved by the UN Security Council. He insisted that only the conclusion of the United Nations was most authoritative as to whether Iraq has WMD or not. But the White House spokesman Fleischer immediately claimed that the UN weapons inspectors were already completely useless in looking for and destroying WMD in Iraq, and the US-British coalition army would resume the mission of looking for such kind of weapons in Iraq. Before this, the US Defense Department had admitted on April 17th that they had hired 10 former UN weapons inspection experts to help to inspect. The Bush administration was sending 1000 scientists, intelligence analysts and other experts to go to Baghdad to search for such weapons. The neoconservatives expect the new weapons inspection mechanism in the US interests is independent from the UN safeguards mechanism and under the absolute control of the US. This mode had better be a bilateral process between the US and the offending country, which is to transplant the US-Soviet weapons inspection mechanism in the Cold War period to America’s global non-proliferation strategy after the Iraq War. But this bilateral process is by no means interactive, but one-way.

2. Non-proliferation has become a strategic tool for the US to change a regime.

In July, 2000, the US National Interests Committee publicized a report entitled the National Interests of the United States which forecasted the challenges and opportunities faced by the US national interests in the future 10 years. The report pointed out that a consensus has gradually formed within the national security circle of the US that the biggest direct threat to the national interests of the US comes from the proliferation of nuclear, biological and chemical weapons and their means of delivery to hostile countries and non-state organizations. The US could be spared from traditional attacks because of its geological location. Only WMD can allow the enemies of the US to fiercely attack America’s cities and citizens. Because the US army has tremendous traditional military advantage, the only true threat to America’s overseas troops are the enemies equipped with and ready to effectively use the nuclear, biological and chemical weapons. These facts have made the US place the proliferation of WMD at the core in assessing the threats to its national interests.

After the Cold War, the western countries headed by the US actually dominated the international arms control and disarmament process. They have made great efforts to strengthen the non-proliferation mechanism centering on NPT, and tried to change it into a tool serving them. The US actively promoted and facilitated the indefinite extension of NPT, tried hard to strengthen and improve various multilateral export control arrangements and its own export control arrangements, so as to cut off the channels of the non-nuclear-weapon countries to acquire nuclear technology and material. The US imposed great pressure on Iraq, Iran, the DPRK and other countries that are considered to have made major progress in the development of nuclear weapons, so as to press these countries to give up their nuclear development. The neoconservatives do not oppose the US to take non-proliferation as one of the top-priority policy objectives, but they consider that the non-proliferation mechanism the US once actively promoted and participated in its establishment has been outdated.

After the 9/11 Incident, the US neoconservatives are quite rampant in advocating a “new empire”. The representative of the neoconservatives Charles Krauthammer claimed that the military expenditure of the US surpassed the total of the 20 countries following it. The American navy, air and space forces are matchless in the world, the US plays a dominant role in the world in military, economy, science and technology, culture and even language, and the world has moved from an “unilateral moment” into an “unilateral era”. Meanwhile, the neoconservatives also raised the “failed states” argument, which is actually the theoretical extension of and a supplement to the concept of “rogue states” and “the axis of evil”. They believe that the “failed states” have serious domestic ethnic and religious conflicts, the governments can not effectively control their territories (especially the border regions), the governments’ influence can only reach the capitals and some large and medium-sized cities, the whole country is in chaos no matter with regard to its economy or social order, and they are likely to degenerate into “collapsed states”. This will be a breeding ground for the international terrorism and the proliferation of WMD. They advocate that the core issue in anti-terrorist war is to fully understand the forces released from the failures of these nation states. The “failed states” argument actually provided a theoretical foundation for the US to expand anti-terrorist wars and the scope of preventing WMD. 

Under the influence of the neoconservatives, the Bush administration gradually began to modify the basic thinking that the most serious threat to American national security comes from the proliferation of nuclear, biological and chemical weapons and their means of delivery. In his 2003 State of the Union address to the Congress, President Bush for the first time put forward that “the gravest danger facing America and the world is outlaw regimes that seek and possess nuclear, chemical and biological weapons”. This means that the focus of the US non-proliferation strategy has obviously shifted from eliminating physical WMD to eliminating certain regimes possessing such weapons. Undoubtedly, the Iraq War is the reflection of the practice of such policy intention. The US once said for many times before the outbreak of the Iraq War that no matter by what kind of means, the US would not need to resort to the use of force on Iraq as long as the Saddam regime collapsed. Richard Perle who resigned as Chairman of the Defense Policy Board claimed that “There is tremendous potential to transform the region (the Middle East region). If a tyrant like Saddam can be brought down, others are going to begin to think…and act to bring down the tyrants that are afflicting them.” From here we can see that after the Iraq War, the neoconservatives have begun to cast their eyes on the so-called “rogue states” like Iran, Syria, and even the DPRK. This is a strategy of choosing good guys and bad guys. The United States’ allies or friendly countries can be tolerated or even encouraged to possess nuclear, biological and chemical weapons, while the “rogue states” or the members of the “axis of evil” not only will be stripped off WMD, but also their regimes will be overthrown.

Shifting the objective from non-proliferation to “regime change” confused the ends with the means of the international non-proliferation mechanism. In the non-proliferation mechanism, the prevention of the proliferation of WMD is the objective, while the further promotion of international cooperation to realize world peace is the final objective. But the US takes prevention of the proliferation of WMD as a strategic tool to encroach on other countries’ sovereignty with the objective of “regime change” and establish a so-called US style democracy, and practise its “benign hegemony” throughout the world.

3. The counter-proliferation strategy of the US has intensified the uncertainty of the non-proliferation mechanism.

On Dec. 11, 2002, the White House issued The National Strategy to Combat Weapons of Mass Destruction. This is the first strategic report on anti-WMD in the US history, and an organic component of The National Security Strategy of the United States of America. In The National Security Strategy of the United States of America submitted by the Bush administration to the US congress on Sep. 20, 2002,  President Bush formally put forward the strategic thinking of “pre-emptive strikes”, and explained why such strategy was chosen, but he did not elaborate on how to implement the strategy of “pre-emptive strikes”. To some extent, the strategy of “pre-emptive strikes” in The National Security Strategy of the United States of America is more a political declaration of President Bush. After more than three months prudent deliberation, the Bush administration made further explanation on the strategy of “pre-emptive strikes” in The National Strategy to Combat Weapons of Mass Destruction. Among it, the most conspicuous one is the putting forward of the strategic thinking of “counter-proliferation”. Although the strategy of “counter-proliferation” was put forward before the outbreak of the Iraq War, the background was that this strategy aimed at the WMD of Iraq and the DPRK, and the Bush administration declared that this thinking was an important component of the national security strategy. Therefore, after the Iraq War, counter-proliferation will inevitably become a guiding policy of the US in the global non-proliferation arena, and it also has a far-reaching influence on the international non-proliferation mechanism.

The US national anti-WMD strategy is composed of three guiding principles, or three pillars, namely, counter-proliferation, non-proliferation and WMD consequence management. The first pillar (counter-proliferation) mainly includes sanction, deterrence, defence and alleviation of the effect. The US thinks that the hostile countries and terrorists possessing and even using WMD is a reality of the present-day security environment, and also the biggest test to the United States’ survival and development. As a result, the US army and relevant decision-making and information agencies must be prepared, so as to deter and prevent various possible conditions for the use of WMD. In this part, The National Strategy to Combat Weapons of Mass Destruction specially pointed out that “the US will continue to make clear that it reserves the right to respond with overwhelming force--including through resort to all of our options-- the use of WMD against the US, our forces abroad, and friends and allies. This is the new deterrence concept that the Bush administration has put forward. For the second pillar (non-proliferation), The National Strategy to Combat Weapons of Mass Destruction put forward that the US should carry out active non-proliferation diplomatic activities, make use of bilateral and multilateral diplomatic policies, so as to prevent some countries and terrorists from acquiring WMD and their means of delivery. These efforts include diplomatic measures, arms control, multilateral agreements, assistance for the mitigation of threats, and export control measures. Besides, non-proliferation also stresses the full use of relevant international treaties, including the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, the Chemical Weapons Convention and the Biological Weapons Convention. For the third pillar (WMD consequence management), The National Strategy to Combat Weapons of Mass Destruction pointed out that the US must be fully prepared to establish a highly effective crisis management agency and formulate corresponding measures, so that it can make rapid confirmation, assessment and response to the use of WMD in the US territory.

Non-proliferation is an important concept in the United States’ security and diplomatic policies, and is one of its policy tools in its commitment to building a new world order with the US as the maker of the international rules. Non-proliferation is not a new concept in the arms control and disarmament fields, but after the end of the Cold War, the successive US governments did not give much stress on this concept. Counter-proliferation now has become an important new policy tool for the Bush administration, its importance lies in the fact that President Bush and his aids and staff realized from the past experience that non-proliferation had failed to fully prevent proliferation. The counter-proliferation strategy has changed the practice of the past that mainly relied on political and diplomatic measures to solve the proliferation issue, it stressed both diplomatic and military approaches and advocated that while diplomatic pressure is being imposed on non-proliferation, military preparation should also be made to attack the other side’s nuclear facilities and their means of delivery and to defend against the WMD of the other side. Counter-proliferation is aimed at developing capacity to fight back, and is used as a unilateral punishment measure to deal with the so-called “rogue states”. According to the national security strategy of the Bush administration, counter-proliferation includes the use of WMD by the US as deterrence and pre-emptive strikes.

On Apr. 11, 1995, the 3514th conference of the UN Security Council passed Resolution No. 984, and provided conditionally the non-nuclear-weapon countries with “positive security assurances” and “negative security assurances” in the form of the Security Council Resolution, with the aim of promoting the smooth extension of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. The five nuclear countries, namely, China, the US, Russia, Britain and French supported this Resolution and issued statements on security assurances respectively. The Chinese government solemnly declared that China undertakes not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon countries or regions at any time and under any conditions. The nuclear-weapon countries not using or threatening to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon countries is a compensation for the non-nuclear-weapon countries abandoning the development of nuclear weapons, and also constitutes a basic principle for the non-proliferation mechanism. The new concept of deterrence in the US counter-proliferation strategy ignores this principle. Non-proliferation mechanism in fact is a discriminating mechanism. Some of its inherent contradictions and problems are difficult to overcome. The mechanism has been facing challenges from both within and without since the beginning of the Cold War. President Bush withdrew from the Anti-Ballistic-Missile Treaty after he came into office, and was inactive with regard to the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (the US Senate has not ratified the CTBT up to now), which has posed a threat to the non-proliferation mechanism. The US counter-proliferation strategy loosened the limitation on the use of nuclear weapons, and evolved the nuclear weapons into both a means of deterrence and a tool of war. On May 20, 2003, after voting，the US Senate agreed to repeal the ban on low-yield nuclear weapons R&D issued in 1993. Although the low-yield nuclear weapons are still not allowed to be developed, deployed and used, this action will blur out the distinction between nuclear weapons and conventional weapons, and will result in the increase of possibility of the use of nuclear weapons. The main reason for the Bush administration to convince the Senate to approve the repeal of the ban is that small nuclear weapons may be useful for the destruction of WMD. The change of the US non-proliferation strategy will inevitably intensify the uncertainty of this mechanism, and this uncertainty has been reflected in the nuclear issue on the Korean Peninsula.

4. Conclusion

To sum up, the Iraq War and the neoconservative thoughts in the US has had extremely large adverse influence on the current international non-proliferation mechanism. Stanley Hoffmann considered that the evolvement and development of an international institution must have a major power that occupies a dominant position in the international community, although the principles and norms governing the institution may not be the best choice, but because of its global influence, the principles and norms usually will be willingly or unwillingly accepted by all. After the end of the Cold War, the US has become the only super power in the world, and there is no country in the current international community can challenge its status. Therefore, the US plays an important role in the influence and development of the current international institutions.

Each international institution has groups of elites, and they are the real actors in it. Generally speaking, governments are the official participants of most international institutions, and the representatives, or in another word, the elites of each government are generally important decision-makers of each country. These elites play an irreplaceable role in understanding the principles, norms, regulations and decision-making procedures of international institutions, as well as in developing and maintaining the institutions. The quick victory of the Iraq War prevented the US from being bogged down in the quagmire of another “Vietnam War”. Neoconservatism appeared to be feasible in the practice. It’s expected that neoconservatism will continue to dominate the diplomatic trend of the US, and will be implemented in the execution of the policies. The neoconservatives called the current period a “pivotal moment in world history”. They thought that the present-day US is very similar to the US between 1945-1947. At that time, the elites of the US government proposed to establish international organizations such as NATO, the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund etc.. These institutions that shaped the western world throughout the Cold War finally proved to be successful. Therefore, the neoconservatives consider that the US should make full use of the “pivotal moment” and establish new international institutions, so as to maintain the leading position of the US in the international system. The understanding of the international non-proliferation mechanism by the US neoconservatives and their influence on the Bush administration brought great challenges to the structure and function of this mechanism, and will lower the expectation and trust of other members within this mechanism. Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs Condoleezza Rice once pointed out that the 9/11 Incident “has started shifting the tectonic plates in international politics. And it’s important to try to seize on that and position American interests and institutions and all of that before they harden again”. 
However, once an international institution is established, it will become a relatively independent variable in the international community, and can play its role outside the dominance of the hegemonic powers. Hegemony and hegemonic structure can restrain in the main, the change of international institutions and the role they play, and international institutions can also restrain the vicious expansion of hegemony. In the process of multipolarization and democratization of the international community, their interaction will influence the development of the future international pattern. Although the international non-proliferation mechanism is facing great challenges, its vitality has not faded away. For decades, the contributions made to international arms control and disarmament by the international non-proliferation mechanism have been acknowledged by the international community. The international non-proliferation mechanism is not only a product of subjective needs, to some extent, it also reflects the objective reality of the international community.

As aforementioned, there are different voices within the Bush administration on the national security strategy. Different teams are in fierce debate on the final decisions that the White House should take. Although the traditional conservatives and neoconservatives have reached much consensus on diplomatic and defense policies, the traditional conservatives in fact do not support the neoconservatives’ radical and expensive agenda, they prefer to consolidate the vested interests and advocate withdrawing part of the troops from Iraq. Out of the domestic political consideration (with the pressing of the Presidential election, the Republicans don’t want to see the recurrence of the scene of “winning a war but losing the votes” of Bush Senior), the traditional conservatives have gradually become inclined to the views of the moderate internationalists, and believe the fiscal deficits and homeland security are more important than the expansion of the US style democratic “grand blueprint” by the neoconservatives.

To maintain world peace and security needs the non-proliferation security mechanism. The international community should be clearly aware of the damage brought to the non-proliferation mechanism by the Iraq War. Therefore, for a period of time to come, self-improvement of the mechanism is an important task for all peace-loving countries in the world. Special efforts should be made to maintain and strengthen the inspection and safeguards mechanism, to prevent the non-proliferation mechanism from becoming a tool for certain country to seek world hegemony, and to avoid the recurrence of tragedies of mankind like the Iraq War. 

What’s Japan’s Intention to Dispatch Troops to Iraq?

Yang Wanqiang, CPAPD Guest Researcher
On the afternoon of Dec.9, 2003, the Japanese government held a security conference and an interim Cabinet meeting one after another, which at last formally mapped out the basic plan for the dispatch of Self-Defense Forces (SDF) to Iraq in the form of Cabinet resolution. This abrupt drastic action was taken at a time when two Japanese diplomats at the core of Japan’s policy to aid Iraq had just been murdered, and all circles including the ruling and opposition Japanese parties were still in hot debate. It demonstrated Japan’s thought-provoking strategic intention.

The Record of the Overseas Deployment of Troops 

The dispatch of troops to Iraq this time has created a “new record” after World War II in Japan’s overseas military deployments, which has highlighted a few new characteristics completely different from those of the past.

First, this is the first time that Japan has sent ground personnel of the SDF to an overseas combat zone. Prior to that, no matter whether it was in Cambodia, Honduras or in actions supporting anti-terrorism wars, the SDF had never directly entered an area in turmoil. However, this time, once attacked, the SDF will be dragged into a warring state it has never involved before. Therefore, the Japanese media clearly pointed out that this means major changes have been made in Japan’s security policy which used to be comparatively prudent on the issue of sending troops abroad.

Second, this is the first time that Japan has 

broken the principle of restricting the use of weapons by the SDF personnel, and sent troops with real combat capacity abroad. In the name of ensuring security, Japan not only used Hercules C-130 and advanced guided missile frigates, but also equipped the SDF soldiers with handguns, rifles and machine guns, as well as advanced heavy weapons such as recoilless artillery and on-shoulder antitank rockets launchers etc..

Third, this is the largest troop featured in coordinated operation among naval, ground and air forces that Japan has sent abroad. They are about 1000 in total, including 550 ground personnel of the SDF who are deployed in the “comparatively secure and stable” Samawah area in southern Iraq and responsible for the reconstruction of hospitals, schools and water supply facilities, as well as giving humanitarian aid. 300 naval personnel of the SDF are responsible for the shipping of the equipment and material needed by the ground personnel of the SDF on the Indian Ocean including the Persian Gulf. About 150 air force personnel of the SDF are stationed in Kuwait, and responsible for supplying material for humanitarian aid. Besides performing the above-mentioned duties, the SDF also provides the US army with “logistic support for the peacekeeping mission”.

Finally, what deserves greater attention is that this is also the first time after World War II that Japan has sent troops abroad at the request of the US only and without clear authorization of the UN and acceptance of the country concerned. Under this condition, the dispatch of troops to Iraq left the impression that Japan has violated the spirit of its Peace Constitution. At the same time, people feel difficult to find any legal foundation in the UN Peacekeeping Activities Cooperation Law, the Anti-Terrorism Special Measures Law, the so-called three war contingency bills and other laws.

One Stone Triggers a Thousand Layers of Waves.

The coming out of the plan of sending troops to Iraq by the Koizumi government soon set off new waves in Japan’s political arena. All circles including the ruling and opposition parties expressed their different opinions, and came into fierce debate.

As the major promoter of this plan, Koizumi explained it with the “international contributions argument”. He argued that “Japan can not focus on domestic affairs only while neglecting the interests of other countries”, and the reason behind sending troops to Iraq is to implement international obligations and provide Iraq with humanitarian aid for its reconstruction. He also gave three specific reasons: first, safeguarding the security of the Middle East energy supply base including Iraq conforms to the national interests of Japan; second, if Japan does not provide help and make “tangible contributions” when its only ally, the US is in difficulty in Iraq, it would jeopardize the Japan-US security alliance; third, Japan should be committed to safeguarding stability in the Middle East and the world through practical actions such as participating in the reconstruction of Iraq. In face of the query that the dispatch of troops this time would likely violate the spirit of the Constitution, he defended himself by quoting the later half of the preamble to the Constitution out of context, and stressed that “the troops are dispatched according to the spirit of the Constitution”.

The opinion inside the Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) generally supported this dispatch of troops abroad, but stressed that the time and method for the dispatch should be chosen carefully to prevent human casualty which could affect the stability of the current government and the general election of the House of Councilors in the Summer of 2004. Meanwhile, there were also some doubts within the LDP. The former Prime Minister, Mr. Kiichi Miyazawa, a founding member of the LDP held that “the government insists on sending troops despite knowing the possibility to be involved in a war, so whether it is wise to take this decision really deserves questioning.” Although one of the ruling parties, the New Komeito did not expressed clear opposition, it held a very prudent attitude toward “how to send” and “when to send” the troops. Naoto Kan, representative of the biggest opposition party, the Democratic Party maintained that Koizumi should frankly admit his mistake for the judgement, change the previous principle and give up the dispatch of the SDF. Proceeding from their consistent position, the Japanese Communist Party and the Social Democratic Party criticized the Koizumi government for its violation of the Peace Constitution and pursuit of the policy of war of the US despite the opposition of the entire nation, which directly involved the SDF in international armed conflicts. They demanded him to abandon this plan immediately.

The reactions from the media were quite different. The Yomiuri Shimbun and the Sankei Shimbun praised it as a historic decision, which can help to consolidate the Japan-US alliance, stabilize the situation in Iraq and safeguard international coordination. They maintained that Japan should try actively to win the understanding of the Arab countries and the international community, enact laws on sending troops permanently, and eliminate the restriction on the exercise of the right to collective defense. On the contrary, the Asahi Shimbun and the Tokyo Shimbun expressed doubts and different opinions. They believed this action was too dangerous and would change the orientation of peaceful development of Japan after World War II. They stressed this action should strictly abide by the framework of the Constitution and engage exclusively in humanitarian aid and the post-war reconstruction of Iraq. Meanwhile, they sharply pointed out that in judging the Japanese government’s excuses to send troops abroad, the public should not believe in the position of the government only, they should care more about the appeal of the Iraqi people. What the Iraqi people need most at present is to end the occupation of foreign troops as soon as possible and the international assistance for the reconstruction of the country.

Most of the Japanese people took a critical position. A public opinion poll showed that only 17% of the public supported the immediate dispatch of troops to Iraq, and over 80% of them opposed or had reservation. They considered this mission would increase the danger of terrorist attacks on Japan. Among them, over 43% believed Japan should not send troops to Iraq, another 40% believed that this mission could only be undertaken when security could be ensured. Meanwhile, demonstrations and rallies were held in many places across the country to demand this plan should be abandoned. As a result, the support rate of Koizumi came down to 42%, a sharp decrease of 14%, which was the lowest approval rate in the past 9 months. It can be said that the issue of sending troops to Iraq has become a “fatal issue” that may decide Koizumi’s political destiny, and it’s also a “sword of Damocles” hanging over his head.

What’s the reason behind this insistent dispatch of troops abroad?

The Koizumi Cabinet turned a blind eye to such a big risk, and categorically sent troops to Iraq. This abnormal action revealed its profound strategic consideration and the motivation for practical interests.

First, making “international contributions” and implementing its commitment to the US, seeking participation in the international affairs as the global partner of the US, so as to expand Japan’s international influence and lay a basis for the objective of realizing its “political power” status. To build up a diplomatic image of being a “political power”, Japan repeatedly stressed its diplomatic objective and independent nature as a responsible member of the international community, and its “tangible contributions” made to the international community. To dispatch troops to Iraq to support its reconstruction and undertake humanitarian aid, not only is an opportunity to gain moral reputation, but also can satisfy its “sole ally”, the US. Among the countries that agreed to offer assistance to Iraq at present, Japan is the most generous one only second to the US. Meanwhile, Japan believes that “the era of throwing money around has gone, as a major power in the world, Japan should make contributions at three levels, i.e. common value, shouldering of responsibility and preventing danger”. Or in another word, Japan will not only give money, but also will send military personnel and equipments to Iraq in its post-war reconstruction. Meanwhile, after experiencing the economic stalemate and vacillation in choosing its development strategy, and in light of profound changes of the domestic and international environment, Japan will take safeguarding and strengthening the Japan-US alliance as an important way to realize its strategy of “allying with the US and the Asian affairs”, so as to improve its status and say in the international affairs through the US to the maximum extent. The US has met many difficulties in the Iraq war, and the reconstruction of Iraq is also far from plain sailing. The countries that can offer genuine help and solve its most urgent problems are very few in number. Because of this, Japan took this military action as a golden opportunity to strengthen the Japan-US alliance and draw closer their relationship. Therefore, despite of opposition from both within and outside the government, as well as the different opinions and doubts of the international community, Japan sides with the US quite firmly.

Second, under the guidance and shaping of the “neoconservatism”, Japan seeks to completely bypass the Peace Constitution, and realize new breakthroughs in the process of becoming a “normal country” and “military power”. On the surface, the Self-Defense Forces going out of Japan step by step looks like a result of the instigation and coercion of the US proceeding from its global strategy. In fact, it’s a manifestation of Japan’s attempt to realize its own objective by using outside force. No matter what the result will be, for the political elite in Japan at present guided by “neoconservatism”, this military action is another successful move to guide and shape domestic political thoughts and the trend of international politics, to redefine “national interests” and the means to realize it, to constantly strengthen the “hawkish” color of the diplomatic strategy. After analyzing the various measures intensively taken by Japan since 2003, we can say that this military deployment abroad is a reflection of the long harboured design of some important Japanese political figures and an inevitable outcome of their long-time careful consideration and manipulation. In June, 2003, Japan passed the “three war contingency bills” including the Bill to Respond to Armed Attacks which is part of the system of “laws on war”. This signalled that the principle of “defence limited to its own territory and coastal waters” long observed by Japan had been broken. In July, the Diet passed the Humanitarian Relief and Iraqi Reconstruction Special Measures Law, which offered it the legal foundation to send SDF directly to the conflict areas. The many measures taken by the Japanese government has made the Peace Constitution an empty shell, because the nature of the principle of “defence limited to its own territory and coastal waters” has been abandoned. Next is to create a fait accompli of overseas deployment of troops in whatever name. Therefore, just as some important political figures in Japan have said that the significance of this military deployment abroad does not lie in the number of the people sent out, because it has more symbolic rather than practical significance.

Third, safeguarding Japan’s interests in Iraq and seeking a foothold in intervening in the affairs of the Middle East region. In the early 1990s,        (Continued  to  Page  32)

A Moving Story of a Much Respected Japanese—
Toyama Masahide: His Work of Turning Desert into Oasis and

His Affection for China
Guan Kejiang, Journalist  with the People’s Daily

On February 27, Mr. Toyama Masahide, a 97-year-old famous Japanese agronomist, honorary professor of Tottori University, passed away in Tottori, Japan due to pneumonia. When the sad news came, the whole city of Erdos was immersed in sorrow, even aspens seemed to be weeping and sand standing still to mourn this old man who had a close attachment to China’s desert control efforts. 

He had kept traveling between Japan and Lanzhou for five years. He had been working in Engebei 10 hours a day, for eight to nine months each year since 1991.

Mr. Toyama Masahide was born in Yamanashi Prefecture, Japan. As early as in his school age, he already showed interest in desert control. After his retirement in 1972, he began to study control and afforestration of China’s deserts. During his visit to China in 1980, the idea of “putting green clothes on the yellow dragon” first came across his mind and he started his cooperation with the Chinese Academy of Sciences. When he went back to Japan, he established Japan Desert and Afforestration Jissen Kyokai (Practice Association) and began to send China Desert Development Japanese Cooperation Team to China. 

To carry out his promise, the old man had been traveling between Japan and Lanzhou for five years. When he was 84, in 1990, he was appointed the general instructor of the Exemplary Desert Development Zone in Engebei. From then on, people could always find an old man in working clothes, carrying a tool kit, wearing a sun hat and a pair of boots on duty there. Toyama worked 10 hours a day, for eight to nine months each year in Engebei.
Engebei desert was once regarded as an incurable “cancer”, but Toyama always strongly believed that no desert is incontrollable, and the key of sand control lies in desert development that will generate benefits and profits. With his encouragement, the Exemplary Zone set up a Research Institute for Desert Industrial Development. This was far from enough, because his grandest dream was to open an international desert development university and make Engebei an international desert research base. 

In ten years, he inspired and led altogether 335 groups or more than 6600 Japanese volunteers in planting about 3 million trees. 

Today, years of effort have gained considerable results in Engebei’s desert control and development: One third of the 300,000-mu exemplary zone has been covered with trees, with more than 3 million clumps of shrubbery such as Salix and Mongolica. Reservoirs have also been built up. There are farms for cultivating improved strains of sheep, raising ostrich, planting herb and fruit trees, and cultivating flower and grass seeds in the exemplary zone. Starting from wind and sand control to the development of desert-related industries, the people in Engebei enjoy social, ecological and economic benefits at the same time. 

Each time Mr. Masahide went back to Japan, he would at once engage himself in publicizing and raising fund for the desert control and development on newspapers, magazines, TV or at other social occasions. Inspired and led by him, 335 groups or more than 6000 volunteers from China Desert Development Japanese Cooperation Team went to Engebei one after another, and have planted about 3 million tress there within 10 years, symbolizing the friendship between the Chinese and Japanese people will last forever like an evergreen.

Whenever the Cooperation Team came to Engebei, Mr. Masahide would explain to them the importance of desert control: “green means life and afforestration will lead to peace”. He always said that in order to turn desert into oasis, one needed to have the spirit of the Foolish Old Man who moved the mountains (from a Chinese fable). He had also more than once told them about the reason for choosing Engebei as his target of desert control: The friendship between the Japanese and Chinese people can be traced back to ancient times, and the Journey of Chinese Monk Jianzhen to Japan further deepened this friendship. Meanwhile, Chinese people have also helped bring up a lot of Japanese orphans after WWII. Such kindness should be rewarded with gratitude. 

His spirit has not only deeply touched the hearts, but also won respects of the Chinese people. He was conferred on the title “Honorary Citizen” by the government of the Mongolia Autonomous Region and an award by the UN for his contributions to the betterment of humanity. 
“Mr. Masahide is a great old man, and a symbol of commendable spirit.” This quotation may best express people’s appraisal for him. Besides Japanese friends, who come to Engebei every year for desert control, a large number of Chinese volunteers from various places of China have also kept coming here for tree planting. Former President Jiang Zemin met with Mr. Masahide twice and spoke highly of his contributions to the undertaking of China’s desert control. Today, in Engebei exemplary desert development zone stands a bronze statue of Mr. Masahide. On its base inscribed the following words: Mr. Toyama Masahide regards desert control as a road to world peace. He never stops working at it even in his 90s. Such spirit is respectful, such perseverance is admirable, and such achievement is commendable. 

Toyama said many times that he regarded Engebei as his second hometown as well as his final resting place. Once he said, “Living doesn’t need rest. To me, I just work from morning to night. There will be time to rest after death.” Now, this persevering old man, who had been dedicated to China’s desert control, can finally have time to take a rest.

INTERNATIONAL  EXCHANGES

Women Can Play a Special Role in Promoting Peace

You Ningge, Research Fellow of the CPAPD

On Dec. 19 to 22, 2003, I attended the 5th East Asian Women’s Forum as a representative from the Chinese People’s Association for Peace and Disarmament, and spoke at the workshop “ Women and Peace”.

The 5th EAWF was scheduled in July of the year 2003 and had to postpone to December because of the SARS. It was held in the Hong Kong Baptist University. About 350 women from China, Japan, Mongolia, South Korea, Hong Kong and Chinese Taipei participated in. The main theme was “Embracing New Challenges: Women in Action”.

There were three plenary sessions, several workshops and special discussion areas, and the special forum on CEDAW (the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women) as well. The Outcome Document and Recommendation were adopted in the closing ceremony

*               *               *             *

Being mothers, wives and sisters, women have been among the most vulnerable in wars and other social turmoils from ancient times. They have been so deeply concerned about peace that they acted, are acting and will act as the main force in the peace movement. It was an honor for me to participate in the World Conference against Atomic and Hydrogen Bombs in last August in Japan. It was through participating in that activity that I  witnessed the great role women and women non-governmental organizations can play in the peace movement. 

A peaceful world means a world not only without wars, but also with developed economy and advanced civilization. I very much appreciated the organizers of this forum for underlining that “peace” is a “comprehensive” concept:  “peace” means paying close attention to everyone’s fundamental rights and needs, “peace” and “security” can at no time be separated.

From this point of view, we can discern that in the current world: although there is no large-scale wars, the local conflicts keep cropping up. Traditional and non-traditional security threats are interwoven. Everyday there are people losing their lives in flames of war. What is more, the contradictions and conflicts due to economic backwardness, ethnic strife, environmental degradation and sex discriminations are on the rise one after another. Under these circumstances, the situation of women is even harder.

We women in East Asia are relatively lucky compared to those women in Iraq and Afghanistan whose countries are occupied by the foreign forces and terrorist attacks happen frequently, or to those women in Africa who are trapped in the dire strait of Aids epidemic and lack food. However, we should never rest content with the status quo, never stop our efforts. We sincerely hope, as women from mainland China, that our beloved motherland will develop faster, the poor mothers will get rid of poverty, the girls who are deprived of education because of poverty will go back to school as soon as possible, and all women will live a happy, stable and well-off life. We sincerely hope, as women in East Asia, that the nuclear crisis in the Korean Peninsular will be resolved peacefully, the Japanese Koizumi government will abide by the Peace Constitution, and the regional stability in East Asia will continue for a long time to come. Sisters, let’s join our hands together and do our best to promote the progress of our respective country, to the development of our bilateral and multi-lateral relations, and to the prosperity and stability in East Asia!

The majority of women in East Asia love their families, respect their customs, and are ready to bear hardships and work hard. They are the active force in the fight for peace and stability. They are  talented in solving various kinds of contradictions and conflicts. They are the first teachers to teach peace thought and peace culture to younger generations. Therefore, women  play an irreplaceable part in realizing peace and promoting common progress.

 There are a lot of ways for women to participate in the peace movement, such as directly join the government policy making, indirectly influence the policy making through non-governmental organizations. All China Women’s Federation is one of the member organizations of the Chinese People’s Association for Peace and Disarmament, and always actively takes part in the activities of the CPAPD. In the 4th World Conference on Women held in Beijing, the CPAPD successfully organized the forum of “women and Peace”. Last November, the CPAPD hosted the 15th Week of International Science and Peace together with other non-governmental organizations. The Vice Chairperson of the Standing Committee  of the National People’s Congress and President of the CPAPD attended the open ceremony and gave a speech. She said:“we live in a global village. The development of China cannot be achieved without the rest of world. And the prosperity of the world cannot be achieved without China. The Chinese people will continue to seek development and promote peace with the people all over the world.”

Women in East Asia are well known for their outstanding personalities. It is one of our priorities to pay more attention to our own development and our living environment. That will be our most direct and important contribution to peace. For this purpose, we should strengthen our contacts, communication and cooperation. We should play our special role in promoting peace, stability and development of East Asia and the world through our own efforts and our active participation.

Peace Does Matter
---- Some Reflections on the 4th World Social Forum

Chen Huaifan, Research Fellow of the CPAPD
Together with participants from other Chinese NGOs, I had the pleasure to attend the 4th World Social Forum, which was held from January 16-21, 2004 in Mumbai, India.
It was reported that more than 100,000 people from over 130 countries, with 75% from India were present at the Forum. Under the general title of “Another World Is Possible”, 1067 conferences, panels, seminars or workshops of different scales were held. It covered the following major topics like “Militarism, War and Peace”, “Media, Culture, and Knowledge”, “Democracy, Environment and Economic Security,” “Land, Water and Food Security”,  “Exclusions, Dignity and Rights” and etc.. Individuals or organizations from all over the world, especially those from developing countries came to the Forum, bringing with them all the problems faced by them, to seek for listeners, for support and for solutions. Everyone has a vision of Another World, a world which should be different from the current one, should be a place where people will not be exploited by globalization, and not be oppressed by imperialism. At the Forum, I once encountered an American social activist whom I asked the question why the Forum had attracted so many people. He said, “ The reason is that we have found our common enemy: the imperialism.”
Anti-globalization used to be the main theme of the first three sessions of the World Social Forum. In addition to anti-globalization, the 4th World Social Forum also highlighted another theme: anti-imperialism. The realization of justice, equality and peace are both thrusters  and objectives. Some participants expressed their opposition to neo-liberalism, maintaining that globalization might lead to the liberalization of trade and finance, which would widen the gap between the rich and the poor, and intensify world poverty. The world institutions like WTO, WB, and IMF were the major targets of the anti-globalization people. As some people observed, the free market policies that IMF and WB imposed upon some 100 developing and transitional economies had induced, in all but a handful of them not a virtuous circle of growth, prosperity, and equality but a vicious circle of economic stagnation, poverty, and inequality. Many participants held the view that globalization carries the feature of militarism. Globalization has been co-inhabiting with militarism. Now, globalization and the imperialist policy of aggression are increasingly interweaving with each other. Military forces are applied to protect the process of globalization, meanwhile, arms trade also embarks on the train of globalization. Pushed by the profit driven corporations, globalization will lead the world into an era of imperialism. Some scholars from the Republic of Korea even called globalization as “the armored globalization”. In addition, it was observed that economically and socially de-stablizing effects generated by globalization would ignite more conflicts, which may threaten peace of human beings. Joseph Stiglic, the Nobel Prize laureate for economics warned that neo-liberal globalization and social insecurity will lead to increasing violence all over the world, because it is not possible to separate economic and social problems from political issues. 

The theme of anti-globalization and anti-imperialism was embodied by the anti-American mood among the participants. During the Forum, the United States was the most frequently criticized country. It was regarded as the one who had been benefited from globalization, who had been safeguarding the unfair economic order, and who had been the symbol of imperialism. According to a journal distributed by American delegates at the Forum, “ the US has the most votes in shaping World Bank and IMF policies. The U.S.(along with the EU, Canada, and Japan) has the most influence in WTO, in spite of the fact that it is supposed to  run by consensus. The US is home to most of the Fortune 500 companies. Understanding the global impact of this imbalance of power helps us activists recognize that living in the ‘belly of the beast’ carries with it special responsibilities.”

 Many people maintained that the Iraq war launched by the US had highlighted the combination of globalization and the imperialist policy of the invasion. To meet its economic purposes, especially to control the recourses in the Middle East, the Untied States launched the most controversial war against Iraq. The driving force behind the government was big corporations. The US occupation of Iraq is not only military occupation, but also economic occupation. According to the introduction of a journalist from Iraq, after the war, the economic sovereignty of Iraq has been infringed.  The new economic law in Iraq, any 100% foreign funded company can move 100% of its profits out of Iraq. The US economic aid to Iraq has not created job opportunities to the Iraqi people, but has been put into the pockets of the Americans. At present, 70% of the Iraqis can not find jobs. Some participants even called the US economy as war economy, as the US took war as an important incentive factor for economic growth.

Under the banner of anti-globalization, anti-imperialism, anti-militarism and anti-aggressive-war, the international anti-globalization movement and the peace movement joined hands to show solidarity. While pursuing justice and equality, they also appealed for peace. The suffering of the Iraqi people made people realize that without peace, nothing can be realized. Peace does matter. Many representatives of the organizations that staged of large-scale anti-war demonstrations against the Iraq war assembled at Mumbai. They criticized the Bush Administration for launching an illegal war against a sovereign country. The anti-war movement expressed strong opposition to the occupation of Iraq by the US and its allies’ forces. The anti-war people were actively planning for a worldwide demonstration to oppose the US occupation of Iraq on March 20. Now it is reported that millions of people from more than 40 countries across the world went to the street on the day.

In line with the theme of anti-globalization and anti-imperialism, many topics were discussed at the Forum, such as “globalization and trade”, “globalization and human rights”, “globalization and culture”, “resist imperialism: the growing poverty of nation states”,  “the crisis of imperialism globalization” and “oppose the US occupation of Iraq”. In addition, the  Forum also covered many social problems, e.g. the issue on women and children, on dalit rights, on the indigenous people, and issues about special groups such as the homosexuals and AIDS patients. All these people drew public attention through different means, and gained sympathy and support from their fellow participants.

It was the first time for me to participate in the Forum. I was deeply impressed by the agony of the grassroots people, people who were suffering from poverty, oppression, or war. I could also feel the strong wish of the people to change the unfair world, and their potential strength to build another world. 

My colleagues and I were quite moved by the special inspiring atmosphere at the venue. We make our way among the crowds to catch different conferences, panels, seminars and workshops. We attentively listened to different views, contributed our ideas, opinions and experiences, and showed our solidarity with the like-minded people or groups. At the forum organized by our Vietnam friends, I expressed my solidarity with them in demanding the US compensation to the victims of the US chemical weapons especially the defoliant Agent Orange used during Vietnam War, as we shared similar experiences with the Vietnamese people. Some people in Northeast China are still suffering from the chemical weapons left by the Japanese army during their war of aggression against China in the last century.

The Chinese people have suffered too much from war in the first half of the 20th century, and we know the importance of peace and cherish peace in every aspects of our life. To share our experience of peace education in our country, we brought with us the paintings by the Chinese children who depicted their understanding of peace and science during the International Week of Science of Peace sponsored by the CPAPD each year to respond to the call of the UN resolution, which aroused much interest and praise from the participants from various countries.

A CPAPD Delegation Visits Japan

At the invitation of the Hiroshima Peace Culture Foundation(HPCF), a 6-member delegation headed by Mr. Zhou Yongming, Council Member of the Chinese People’s Association for Peace and Disarmament paid a goodwill visit to Japan from November 25 to December 2, 2003. The Hiroshima Peace Culture Foundation attached great importance to the visit. Mr. Tadatoshi Akiba, Mayor of Hiroshima, and President of the Hiroshima Peace Culture Foundation met with the delegation and hosted a dinner in honor of the delegation. The delegation held a meeting with Mr. Tadaomi Saito, Chairman of HPCF, called the Hiroshima Peace Research Institute, visited the atomic bomb dome and Hiroshima Peace Memorial Museum, and talked with Habacushas in Hiroshima. The delegation was interviewed by the local media and its relevant activities were reported. In addition, the delegation also went to Kyoto and Tokyo, where they visited Kyoto Museum for World Peace of Ritsumeikan University and the Daigo Fukuryu Maru Exhibition Hall (the Lucky Dragon V) in Tokyo. At the Lucky Dragon V, there on display was the incident that more than 10 Japanese crew members of the fishing vessel, the Lucky Dragon, died after being exposed to the fall-out from the US hydrogen bomb test in 1954.

Through the visit, the delegation was well informed of the current political, economical, and social situation in Japan. This visit has promoted mutual understanding between the peoples of the two countries.

(Continued  from  Page  24)    Japan for the first time clearly put forward that the “national interests” should be made as the basic starting point and foundation of its foreign policies. The Middle East region occupies an important position in the “national interests” defined by Japan. It’s both a key point in the strategic layout of its energy security and an important component of its diplomatic strategy, meanwhile it’s also the key priority for Japan to expand its global and regional influence and to promote political, economic and cultural reforms of other regions as a “member of the Western society”. Just as Shigeru Ishiba, Defense Chief of Japan said, “the Middle East region has a vital bearing on Japan.” Sending troops to Iraq not only can ensure Japan’s energy security in Iraq and economic interests in the reconstruction of Iraq, but also can help it build a good image and establish a foothold and stage in conducting diplomatic activities in the Middle East region through the US, so as to lay a good basis for further engagement in the Middle East affairs in the future.

CPAPD  Researcher Attends an

International Seminar Held in Pakistan

At the invitation of the Foundation for Research on International Environment, National Development and Security(FRIENDS) of Pakistan, Niu Qiang, Secretary General of the CPAPD went to Islamabad to attend an international seminar on Emerging Trends in Geo-Economic World Order organized by FRIENDS in collaboration with  Hanns Seidel Foundation. At the seminar  Niu  Qiang delivered a paper entitled the Impacts of Globalization on the Developing Countries and How China Meets the Related Challenges, which was well received.

CPAPD Representative Attends the 22nd

General Assembly of CONGO

The 22nd General Assembly of the Conference of NGOs in consultative Relationship with the United Nations ( CONGO ) was held in Geneva, from 4-6 December 2003 under the theme: Inclusive Global Governance: Challenges and Opportunities for CONGO in Partnership With the United Nations. More than 115 full and associate members, special guests, observers, representatives from UN agencies and governments, altogether 275 participants attended the conference. The General Assembly received warm messages from the UN Secretary General and the President of the UN General Assembly. The four CONGO thematic commissions on peace, security and disarmament, human rights, sustainable human development and information, communication technologies conducted deepened discussions and made a call for action leading CONGO into the next Triennium. After three full days of serious and incisive discussions, the General Assembly adopted the President’s tri-annual report, report of draft amendments to the CONGO rules, the four CONGO Thematic commission reports, and debated on a Voluntary Code of Conduct for NGOs which would be transmitted to all members for deliberation and action as they deem appropriate. The General Assembly reelected the outgoing President for a second term. The new 2003-2006 CONGO Board was elected after two rounds of voting by CONGO full members.

 It was the first time for CPAPD to attend the General Assembly of CONGO after it gained the full membership. CPAPD representative delivered a speech entitled ‘peace and disarmament are still the common aspiration of the people of all countries’ at one of the four thematic commissions, explaining CPAPD’s basic position on peace, security and disarmament.
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